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CHAPTER I
The Good Monk and His Money

in a Buddhist Monasticism of
“the Mahayana Period”

IT 1S PROBABLY FAIR to say that, because of the way they have been studied, nei-
ther Indian Buddhist monasticism nor the Buddhist monastery in India has been
allowed to have anything like a real history. Whether implicitly or explicitly, con-
scious or not, most modern scholars have either unquestioningly assumed, or
worked hard to show, that extant monastic or t5naya sources, for example, must
be early, some even asserting—or again assuming—that they must go back to the
Buddha himself. But the necessary consequences of this assumption have rarely
been examined: if the extant vinaya sources are early, if they go back anywhere near
the time of the Buddha, then Buddhist monasticism could not have any real in-
stitutional history—it could only have sprung all but fully formed from the head
of the Buddha. Moreover, since these extant vinaya sources already know and are
meant to govern fully developed, well-organized, walled monasteries that had
infirmaries, refectories, bathrooms, steam rooms, locks, and keys, the Buddhist
monastery too could have had no real development and, consequently, no actual
history. It would have been architecturally finished from its very start.

Such pictures—one is tempted to say fantasies—fit, of course, not at all well
with what is known about monasticisms elsewhere. More importantly, and in spe-
cific regard to the Indian Buddhist monastery for which we have some indepen-
dent, nonliterary sources as well, it does not fit at all with what is found in the
archaeological record of Buddhist monastic sites in India. The earliest Buddhist
“monasteries” that are known in India—and none of these are pre-ASokan—are
not “monasteries” at all. They are either {86}* only barely improved, unorganized,
natural caverns or caves, or poorly constructed and ill-organized shelters builtc of

Originally published in The Eastern Buddhist n.s. 32.1 (2000) 85-105. Reprinted with sty-
listic changes with permission of The Eastern Buddhist Society.

*To allow for easy cross-reference, the page numbers of the original publications have been
inserted into the text in square brackets.
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rubble or other cheap materials.! Communities living in these environments could
not have produced our elaborate vinayas, nor would they have had any use for them.
Since such communities had no steam rooms (jemtaka), for example, how could
they possibly have generated elaborate rules governing their construction and use?

Clearly there is something curiously wrong here, and the early history of Bud-
dhist monasticism and Buddhist monasteries in India must be fundamentally
rethought and reexamined. But there are other equally interesting projects that
also must be undertaken. Once it is allowed that, yes, both Buddhist monasticism
and Buddhist monasteries had histories, that both developed and changed over
time, then “early” Buddhist monasticisms—and we should probably begin to use
the plural seriously here—and the “early” Buddhist monastery, become only one,
and certainly not the only important, object of investigation. We need no longer
be implicitly or explicitly concerned primarily with the question of what Bud-
dhist monasticisms originally were. We might be equally—and probably more
fruitfully—concerned with what at given places at given points in time they had
become. We might begin to meaningfully talk about “early” and “early medieval”
and “medieval” and “late” Buddhist monasticisms and to study each of these in
their own right and not, for example, as mere exemplifications of the decline and
degeneration of some “early” and largely assumed single “ideal.” Each of these
monasticisms will need to be understood and evaluated on its own terms, and this,
of course, will not be easy.

If, for example, we want to know what Buddhist monasticism had become in
North India in the period between the mature Kusin and the fifth through sixth
centuries—the period that for lack of a better term might be called “the early me-
dieval,” and the period that is generally taken to be that of “the Mahiayana"—then
the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya becomes a primary source. There is an almost general
agreement that this Vinaya is “late™ and was redacted and used during this period.
There is the same sort of agreement that during this period this rays had clear
connections with North India, {87} with Gandhira, Mathura, and perhaps Kash-
mir.2 This is the good part. The bad part follows almost immediately: the
Milasarvastivada-vinaya is enormous. Sylvain Lévi has described it as “a vast com-
pilation,” as “nearly epic,” as an “immense pot-pourri of the Buddhist discipline,”
as “monstrous” and “in itself an already complete canon.” Huber, too, refers to it
as “this enormous compilation,” and Lalou as “this enormous tsnaya”"—here too
there is general agreement and it is not difficult to see why.? The Tibetan version
of the M&lasarvastivada-vinaya in, for example, the Derge edition is almost four
thousand folios long and takes up thirteen volumes, and even it may not be com-
plete. It seems to lack two texts often quoted by Gunaprabha entitled the Marréa
and the Nidana, although both may now be represented in the Tibetan traditions
by what is there called the Urraragrantha(s).4 Large portions of its Vinayatastu have



The Good Monk and His Money 3

also been preserved in Sanskric in che manuscripes from Gilgic,> and significanc
porcions of its Vibbariga are also available—usually in truncaced or crudely con-
densed form—in che Divyavadana.® There is as well a Chinese translation, alchough
it is incom{88}plete, “full of gaps,” and “much less exact than che Tibetan one.”
Lamocce, in face, characterizes it as “mediocre.”™

The bulk of che M#lasarvastivada-vinaya is, however, only a part of che bad
news. Not only is chis Vinaya huge, buc it has also been lictle scudied, and only
a tiny portion of it has been critically edited in any language. This means—atc
cthe very leasc—chac anyching said abouc it ac chis stage can be only cencacive and
provisional.

These are all serious problems, buc an equally serious obstacle to any under-
standing of cthis “monster” is the fact chat much of what it seems to contain does
not correspond to what we chought we knew about che characcer and defining chat-
acteriscics of monastic Buddhism. Ic has, for example, been commonly assumed or
asserted thac becoming a Buddhist monk involved—or even required—renouncing
all personal property. But the M#/asarvastivada-vinaya seems to assume, or even
require, something quice different. According, for example, to the Mulasarvas-
tividin ordinaction formulary chat has come down to us in a Sanskrit manuscripc
from Tibet, the candidate for ordinacion must be asked: “Do you have any debc
(deya, bu lon), either large or small, to anyone?” If he says yes, then he must be
asked: "Will you be able to repay this affer you have encered che order (faksyasi
pravrajyayam datum)?” If he says no, the text says he must be senc away and he can-
not be admicced inco che order. Only if he says chac he will be able to pay can che
ordination proceed.? Here, in other words, the expectation—indeed che rule—is
thac a successful candidate for Mulasarvascivadin ordination would not renounce
private wealth but would retain ic and be responsible for and able co pay any debt
chac was contracted prior to ordination.

These sorts of expectations are moreover found elsewhere in chis Vinaya in a
starcling variety of contexts. The Vinayavibharga, for example, repeat{89}edly as-
sumes that monks will be subject to tolls and road taxes and gives rules that re-
quire monks to pay chem (Derge Ca 72b.6ft). This must mean chac the redactors
of chis Vinaya also assumed two ocher chings: that monks while craveling would
be transporting taxable goods, and chat monks would have che means to pay the
caxes. That ic was assumed chac chese were cheir own personal goods, and chac che
payments were to be made from their own resources, is made virtually certain by
che facc chac che Vibbariga has a separace set of rules dealing with che paymenc of
tolls on goods chac are for ricual purposes and are corporacely owned, chac is, thac
belong to the Buddha or the Dharma or che Sanngha—in such cases it is explicicly
stated that the colls musc be paid from corporate funds (Derge Ca 76b.4—78a.4).
In che Ksudrakavasiu chere is a rule explicicly stating chatc when a monk borrows
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(brnyas pa) a mar from anocher monk, and cthat mat is damaged by him, che bor-
rowing monk must compensate the owner: “He must either give him the price of
its full value or what will satisfy him” (v ba’i rin sbyin par bya ba am | de'i sems mgu
bar byao—Derge Tha 49a.1). In the same Vassv, monks are explicitly told chac when
cheir property is stolen, they must not take the chieves to court but must buy back
from them what they stole, even if they have to give che full price (rgya/ po's pho
brang du sbron par mi bya'i ‘on kyang sngar chos bshad nas bslang bar byao / gal te mi
ster na rin phyed kyis blang bar bya'o / gal te de ltar yang mi ster na rin tshang bar byin
la blang bar bya sie—Derge Tha 233b.2). And the Kiudrakarastu also explicitly de-
clares that monks must carry seals (rgya beang bar bya'). Such seals were meant to
mark property, and the text, again, explicitly says there are two sorts of seals—
seals of the community and seals of individuals (rgya ni gnyis te | dge dun gyi dang
gang zag gio—Derge Tha 7b.6-8a.7; cf. Vinayavibhanga, Derge Ca 79b). The dis-
tinction here is particularly interesting as one of numerous instances where this
Vinaya formally acknowledges the existence of individual private property (paxdga-
lik4) and distinguishes it from corporate or communal property (samghika). Yet
another example occurs in the Civaravastu. Here the problem is that terminally ill
monks were dying on bedding belonging to the community (g/anah asamvidita eva
samghike {ayanasane kalam kurvanti). As a consequence, the Buddha himself is made
to order the attending monk to watch closely for the signs of imminent deach and,
when they occurred, to move the dying monk on some pretext onto his personal
bedding (furiravastham jiatva paudgalike Sayanasane vyajenavatarya sayitatya iti—
GMs iii 2, 123.16). And chis same distinction also comes into play elsewhere in
the Civaravastu in regard to dying monks. {90] In one passage, for example, it is
clearly assumed that monks normally owned or were expected to pay for any med-
icines they required or for any ricuals that were performed on their behalf. This
seems at least to follow from the fact that only in che case of very poor monks (a/ pa-
jAata) could chese be paid for out of corporate funds (samghika), and even then chose
corporate funds were to be repaid if at all possible (GMs iii 2, 124.11-125.9; cf.
128.1-131.15). The acknowledgement of paudgalika, of a monk’s private prop-
erty, occurs even in the Miilasarvastivadin Pratimoksa.?

The mere existence of the distinction between samghika and paudgalika, and
cthe formal acknowledgment of the latter in Milasarvastivadin monastic law, should
in chemselves put to rest any doubts about whether Milasarvastivadin monks were
expected to have personal property. But to well and truly bury them we probably
need only glance again ac the last part of the Civaravastu. There are there more
chan chirty-five pages detailing what can only be called Milasarvastividin monas-
tic inheritance law. There are rules detailing what should happen to the property
of a monk from one “residence” (@vasa) who dies in another (GMs iii 2, 113.14-
117.4); rules dealing with the disposition of the estate of a monk some of whose
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property was held in trust (prativasiu) by other monks or even laymen (143.15-
145.13); rules laying down the formal procedures (bsrman) required when the com-
munity takes formal possession (adbististhats) of a deceased monk'’s estate in order
to distribute it (117.8-121.5 and 145.2-.9); rules establishing the proper times
for distributing a dead monk’s estate and for determining who can participate in
thac distribution (120.3-.20); and so on. Rules dealing with monastic estates are,
moreover, not found only in the Civaravastu. There are, for example, rules in che
Ksudrakavastu stipulating that property that a monk “designates”™ (bsmgo ba) for an-
other monk while he is alive reverts to his estate upon his death (Derge Tha
254a.1-.6) and, conversely, that property that was “designated by one monk for
another does not belong to the latter’s estate when he dies, but continues to be-
long to the former™ (Derge Tha 254a.6~b.2). There is as well a large number of
rules governing monastic estates and inheritance law in the Uttaragrantha(s),
rules—for example—governing what must happen {91} when a monk borrows
money from a layman (dge slong gzhan zbig gis kbyim bdag cig las kar sha pa na zhig
bskyes pa . . .) but dies without repaying the loan (Derge Pa 132b.7-133a.3; see
also Derge Pa 85a.3—-86a.2, 86a.2-.6, 86a.6-b.4, 86b.4-.7, 86b.7-87a.4, etc.).!?
The size, finally, of some of the monastic estates that are mentioned is also im-
pressive, and it seems clear that the redactors of this Vinaya assumed that some
monastic estates would be very large indeed. One such estate is described as worth
or consisting of “a great deal of gold, three hundred thousand of gold™ ( prabbitam
suvarnam tisrab suvarnalaksah—GMs iii 2, 118.11), and this elicits no comment
in the text and appears to pass as completely acceprable. In fact, the Ciraravastu
even has a set of rules specifically framed to deal wich large estates left by monks
who were “rich and famous” ( fAdtamahapunya—GMs iii 2, 123.10-15), and here
again there is not the slightest indication that such estates were considered irreg-
ular or undesirable.

Ac least two things, it seems, are then already reasonably clear from the ma-
terial quickly summarized to this point. A great deal of the M&lasarvastivida-vinaya
cakes for granted that the monks it was meant to govern had and were expected—
even required—to have personal property and private wealch. If Buddhist monks
were ever required to renounce private property—and there are good reasons for
doubting this—they cerrainly were not by the time the Milasarvastivada-vinaya
was redacted. Some Malasarviastividin monks, those who were “well known and of
great merit,” were even expected to be quite wealthy. Rather than suggest that such
wealth should be renounced or avoided, this Vinaya redacted detailed rules to trans-
mit cthat wealth to other monks and to shelter it from the state. The estates of men
who died auputra, “sonless"—and monks at least normally did—otherwise went to

cthe king, and this issue of law is twice directly addressed in the Civaratrasiu (GMs
ii 2, 118.11fF, 140.14fF).
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In fact, a preoccupation with specifically legal issues is the second seemingly
characteristic feature of Miilasarvastivadin monasticism to emerge. The redactors
of this Vinaya appear to have been just as much jurists {92} as they were monks.
They appear to apply to the questions of ownership and inheritance, for example,
the same sort of care and precision that their colleagues working on the Abhi-
dharma applied to the classification and definition of dbarmas. Indeed, how much
the “style” of thinking that dominactes the Abhidharma owes to these monastic ju-
rists is an open and emerging question.' It may be that many of the techniques
and styles of exposition were first employed in constructing the vinayas. The two
bodies of material at the very least have many methods in common, and Va-
subandhu, for example, deals not infrequently wich what are issues of monastic
law. One of the best examples, perhaps, is his treatment of che rights and status of
a monk who violated one of the parajika rules but who had no intention of con-
cealing it (Shastri, ii 646)-—che same topic is treated as well in the Ksudrakavastu
(Derge Tha 102a.5—-104b.2). But even putting these considerations aside, what
we have seen so far would seem to suggest that in regard to legal questions che
Milasarvastivada-vinaya has a degree of sophistication that is cercainly nocable,
and icappears that the redactors of this Vinaya were certainly concerned wich legal
precision. But this same legal sophistication and concern is also found elsewhere
in the M&lasarvastivada-vinaya.

The redactors of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya either adapted or invented a
significant number of sophisticated financial instcruments and economic devices—
they knew and made rules governing the use of both oral and written wills, writ-
ten loan contracts, permanent endowments, monetary deposits, interest-bearing
loans, negotiable securities, and even what might be called a form of healch in-
surance. The Civaravastu, for example, disallows the use of nuncupative, or oral,
wills by monks to dispose of their property in favor of other monks (GMs iii 2,
124.1-10). But this rule is also amended and clarified in both the Kswdrakarvastu
and che Uttaragrantha(s), where it is explicitly established thac Buddhist monas-
tic law does not apply to laymen and that, cherefore, a nuncupative will made by
a layman in favor of monks is both allowable and valid (Derge Tha 252b.3-254a.1
and Pa 130a.4—131a.3).!2 The oral disposition of property prior to death was, of
course, a subject of discussion in dbarmafastric law as well. More striking [93] still
is the sanctioned use of a written will (patrabbilekhya, patrabbilikhita) by a layman
of sorts to leave all of a considerable fortune to the Community (GMs iii 2,
140.14fF). This is most cercainly the earliest reference to a written will in all of
Indian literacure and—apart from a possible second reference in the Divyavadana's
account of the death of Aéoka—uvirtually unique.!* Not quite so unusual are the
detailed rules in both the Vibbariga and the Urtaragrantha(s) requiring monks to
accept permanent endowments of cash (aksayanivi) and to lend that cash out on
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interest (Derge Ca 154b.3-~155b.2 and Pa 265a.6~b.2)—both the rate of interest
and the inscructions to be followed in writing up che loan contract here are very
close to what is found in dharmaiastric sources, especially in Yajiavalkya.'* And
alchough in che Vibhariga, but not in the Uttaragrantha(s), it is the monks them-
selves who are to lend out the money, draw up the concrace, and service the loan,
the Ksudrakavastu contains a passage describing an arrangement, sanctioned by che
Buddha, whereby a monetary deposit for the benefic of the monks is made by a
layperson wich a merchane, who in turn uses it as venture capital, che profit from
which—how much is not specified—is to be distributed to the monks (Derge Tha
258a.3-259a.3). There is good inscriptional evidence for just such arrangements,
especially from the Western Caves.!> There are also references in our Vinaya to both
monks and nuns making use of whac might be called negotiable securities or prom-
issory notes (parralebbya, chags rgya). Our Vinaya even distinguishes between two
sorts of such notes and gives separate rules for dealing with each. The Civaravastu
rules that when promissory notes come to the Community as a pare of an estate,
whatever is realized from chose that can be quickly liquidated (yacchighram iak-
yate sadhayitum) must be discributed among cthe monks, {94] whereas chose thac
cannot be so liquidated must be deposited in the strong room as property in com-
mon for the Community of the Four Directions (GMs iii 2, 143.7-.9). In che
Bhiksuni-vibbaiga the nun Schilananda all buc forces a layman to give her a prom-
issory note (chags rgya), which he is holding, as a “gift” for reciting the Dharma
for him. Neicher che practice nor the note is presented as problematic. The prob-
lem arises only when Schiilananda cries to collect on ic. She goes to the debtor and
demands quick payment. The debtor, apparently a lictle surprised, asks, “Do you,
Noble One, own this (i.e., the note—phags ma khyod minga’ am)?” Her answer—
from che poinc of view of monks, nuns, and private property—is both inceresting
and unequivocal: She says, “l am the owner (bdag dbang ngo).” And chis too is not
problemacic. The only problem is chat che nun then threatens to take the man to
court to collect on the debe—rthis, and chis alone, is an offense against monastic
rule, and even it is allowed, or at least involves no offense, if che nun is “one who
earns with some difficuley” (¢shegs chung ngus khugs pa—Derge Ta 123a.5~124a.2).

The final example of a financial inscrument that we mighe note here is noc
formally contractual and requires a shore excursus. Although che whole topic has
received liccle actention, it appears thac Buddhist monasteries in India, and Bud-
dhist monastic communities of the sort envisioned in the M#lasarvastivida-vinaya,
were ideally suited to provide care to the old and infirm and to che sick and dy-
ing. There was, moreover, a distinct social need for such services, or at least the
redactors of our Vinaya seem to have thought so. They seem to have thought chat
because of taboos concerning purity and pollution, brahmanical groups ac leasc
were not willing to provide services of chis sort, even for their own. This much it
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seems can be deduced, for example, from texts like one that is found in the
Sayanasanavastu (Gnoli) 13.24—.33. Here it is said thart a young brahmin was stay-
ing in a hostel for young brahmins (minavakafala),'® burt he fell ill with vomiting
and diarrhea. Racher than attend to him, however, the other brahmins, “from fear
of pollution” (afucibhayad), threw him out and abandoned him. It is only the Bud-
dhist monks Sariputra and Maudgalyiyana who, when they chanced upon him,
“cleaned him with a bamboo brush, rubbed him with {95] white earth and bathed
him.” Because they also “taught” the Dharma for him—and here this almost cer-
tainly can refer only to a kind of deathbed recitation—he died in a good state of
mind and was reborn in heaven. The function of Buddhist monks here is hard to
miss—they, not one’s fellow brahmins, care for the sick and dying.

This story, however, concerns a chance encounter. Buddhist monasteries, on
the other hand, at least those envisioned by the M#/asarvastivada-vinaya, were —
unlike brahmanical hostels—ideologically, organizationally, and even architec-
turally suited to provide such services. Such monasteries not only would have had
“infirmaries” burt also would have had the manpower and organization to provide
nurses and care to those who would otherwise not have them. The M&lasarvas-
tivada-vinaya, moreover, put a great deal of emphasis on just such services. We
have already seen a rule that was designed to provide funding for such services for
poor monks who could not themselves afford it, and this is not the only rule of
this kind. Elsewhere (GMs iii 2, 128.1-131.15), when the Buddha himself finds
another poor monk sick and “lying in his own urine and excrement,” he does ex-
actly whae Sariputra and Maudgalyiyana had done for the young brahmin—with
his own hands he cleans and bathes the sick monk. He then gives orders to the
monks:

“Monks, apart from you, their fellow-monks, those who are sick have no mother,
nor father, nor other relative. As a consequence, fellow-monks must attend to
one another (tasmat sabrabmacaribbib parasparam spasthanam karaniyam)' A pre-
ceptor (upadhyaya) must do so for his co-residential pupil (sandbamyibarin); a co-
residential pupil for his preceptor; a teacher (Gcarya) for his disciple (antevasin),
a disciple for his teacher . . . etc., etc. One who is bereft of an assembly and little
known (alpajitata), to him the community must give an attendant monk after
determining the state of his illness—one or two or many, even to the extent that
the entire community must attend to him!”

This is a remarkable passage. If, for example, the roles of preceptor («pa-
dhyaya) and teacher (acarya) were ever conceived of primarily in terms of teach-
ing functions, they certainly are not here. Here both roles are defined exclusively
in terms of caregiving functions, and they are also so defined elsewhere in the
Malasarvastivada-vinaya. Entering into the relationship of “preceptor/co-
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residential pupil” or “teacher/disciple” is known as “entering [96] into depen-
dence” (gras bcas pa), and chis is the one essential and indispensable relationship
thac every Miilasarvastividin monk must enter into. The Kwdrakavastu, for ex-
ample, says thac a monk can be without a recitation teacher (blog pa's slob dpon),
but not wichout a monk on whom he is dependent (Derge Tha 214a.6); in che
same Vastu, monks are forbidden to travel without a monk in regard to whom
they have entered into dependence; and numerous monasteries were said to have
passed ordinances denying traveling monks who lacked such a supporting monk
the right to accommodations for even one night (Derge Tha 71b.7-72b.4). And
it is repeatedly said: “The Blessed One has ordered encering into dependence for
cthe sake of assisting one another, and for the purpose of attending to the sickness
of those who are ill” (bcom /dan ‘das kyis kyang . . . gcig gis geig bstang zhing nra ba'i
nad g-yog bya ba'i phyir gnas bea’ bar gnangs ba—Derge Tha 213a.1)—not, be it
noted, for the purposes of instruction.

These rules make, of course, for a very accractive arrangement, which if im-
plemenced would have provided for Miilasarvastividin monks unparalleled secu-
rity for long-term care. Given that chis arrangement would have been embedded
in a “permanent” enduring insticution, there would have been nothing like it in
early medieval India—these monks would have been very well looked after in
cheir final days, and chis, in curn, may have been a powerful motivating factor in
an individual’s decision to enter the order. It is at least notable chat in che over-
whelming majority of cases in our Vinaya in which a motive is given for individ-
uals’ becoming monks, thac motive is connected with the fact chac che individual
concerned is either old or poor or without living relatives or sonless, and usually
it is a combinacion of all four. Examples of chis may be found throughout che
Miilasarvastivada-vinaya, in the Vibbariga (Derge Ca 90b.6, 61a.4), in the Pratra-
jyavastu (Eimer ii 193), in the Kwdraka (Derge Tha 100a.4, 114b.6; Da 138b.5),
and so on.

There are, of course, parallels for some of the arrangements and facilicies ac
least envisioned by the redactors of the M#/asarvastivada-vinaya. David Knowles,
for example, has said in regard to medieval England chac “in che fully developed
monastery of the twelfth cencury facilities for care of the sick were probably greater
than in any other place in the kingdom.”'” But in the English case—indeed in
much of medieval European monasticism—we know that such “facilities” came
to be an important parc of monastic [97] economies and important sources of
revenue, by being made available, on a limited basis, not to the poor but to the
rich laity. By a series of arrangements—none of which were precisely defined—
“confraternity,” “corrodies,” entry “ad succurrendum,” the old, the sick, and che al-
most certainly cerminally ill were allowed the benefits of a monk and of the monas-
tic facilities while they were alive, with the expectation, and sometimes formal
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promise, that when they died, some, all, or a good share of their estates would go
to the monastery.'® Alchough the bald “exchange™ or “purchase™ nature of these
arrangements was often muted in the documents that recorded them, the effect
was not, and both the basic arrangement and the verbal vagueness seem to have a
parallel in the M#@lasarvastivada-vinaya.

The parallel occurs again in the Civararastu in a passage already referred to—
it is the text that makes explicit reference to the use of a written will. It concerns
a wealthy layman who, in spite of repeated attempts and repeated invocations of
various gods, remains childless. As a consequence, the text says, he repudiates all
the gods and comes to have faith in the Blessed One (sarvadevarah praryakbyiya
bhagavaty abhiprasannah—GMs iii 2, 139.20), though the transition here is racher
abrupt. He approaches a monk and asks for admission into the order. The initial
motivating factor is that the man is “sonless”; the implications are that he is also
old; and—as we shall see—he is about to become seriously ill. The monk shaves
the man's head and begins to give him the rules of training (§ksapada), but the
rich man becomes ill, which creates an obstacle to his admission into the order
(pravrajyantarayakarena ca mabata jvarenabbibbitab). Here it is hard to miss the
hand of the monastic lawyer: whoever wrote this little narrative must have been
fully aware that there were rules against admitting the sick into the order and deftly
avoided that difficulty by having the man’s illness become manifest only after the
initial and most visible aspects of his admission—the shaving of his head—had
occurred. The result, of course, was a thoroughly ambiguous situation from the
point of view of monastic law, which involved the status of the “shaven-headed
householder”—uvisibly a monk—who had not been fully admitted into cthe order.
Whart obligations did the monastic community have in regard to such individu-
als? The monks, as was their usual practice in such ambiguous {98] situations, ask
the Buddha—rthat is to say, our text would have been seen as providing a defini-
tive solution. The Buddha rules that monastic care must be provided for the sick
man (wpasthanam asya karaniyam), he rules in other words that, in this regard at
least, such an individual must be treated as a member of the community—
Gunaprabha, incidentally, makes this interpretation explicit.!® But the Buddha
then specifically adds chat such an individual must not be given the rules of train-
ing until he recovers (na ravac chiksapadini deyani yavar svasthab samritah—I140.5),
and the Buddha specifically rules that the monks themselves must attend to him.
The Buddha's rulings in effect create a new category: a sick layman who has un-
dergone the most visible act of admission to the order but who cannor, because of
his illness, be fully admitted. The text goes on to indicate that the monks are ob-
ligated to attend ro such individuals even if they are taken back to their own homes.
This seems to clearly indicate that the redactor was fully conscious of the fact that
he was inventing a new category. He says: “In regard to him {the sick householder]
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che designation ‘shaven-headed houscholder’ arose” (tasya mundo grhapatir iti
samjia samyrtta—140.13).

The obligacions of the monks to “shaven-headed householders™ were then made
macters of explicit monastic rules, buc whac of che obligacions of the “shaven-headed
householders™ to the monks: what did chey owe the monks? As in che case of me-
dieval European monasticism, the language used in regard to chis question is care-
ful and ambiguous, avoiding any direct reference co sale or purchase. We move
from a language of rule and obligation to a situation of unexpressed—buc proba-
bly nonetheless definite—expectation. We are simply cold chat when che “shaven-
headed householder” knew he was on che poinc of death, he drew up a will leav-
ing all of his enormous estate to the monastic communicty, and we are explicicly
cold char che stace itself(i.e., the king) confirmed the monastic communicy's righe-
ful ownership of such an estace. The arrangemenc here was, chen, not a formally
conctractual one; it was racher a maccer of unscaced buc understood practice. A
wealthy layman without heirs could undergo the inicial and most visible aspects
of che ricual of admission inco the Mulasarvascivadin order. As a result, the monks
[99] would be obliged to care for him, especially in his final days, even if he re-
mained ac home. He in turn was expected, though not concraccually obligated, to
leave his encire estate co the Community, and the state formally acknowledged che
legitimacy of such an arrangement.

It is also worth noting chac che redaccors of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya seem
co have ancicipated thac such an arrangement would or could have resulced in con-
siderable amounts of cash or precious marerials going directly to individual
monks. This, again, would seem to follow from che provisions they puc in place
for dealing with specific forms of property or wealth chac mighe form a part of
such an escace. They scipulated, for example, thac any mani gems, lapis lazuli, or
conch shellsincluded in che estate must be divided into two lots, one for che Dharma
and one for the Community, and cthat, furcher, the Community’s share musc chen
be divided among che monks (GMs iii 2, 143.1). They scipulated chac if che es-
cate included any books or manuscripts containing non-Buddhisc fzssras (babib-
fastrapustaka), chose books must be sold (vsériya) and the profic, again, divided
among the monks (143.7). They stipulaced too chac any gold, money, or ocher pre-
cious metals, either worked or unworked (swvarnan: ca hiranyan: canyac ca kriakrtam),
must be divided inco chree shares, and che share for the Community must again
be divided among the monks themselves.2° These provisions are completely in line,
moreover, with a host of rules and practices chroughout the Malasarvastivada-
vinaya. In che passage already mentioned from the Kswdrakavastu chac deals wich
monetary deposits made by donors with merchancs, the Buddha himself explic-
icly orders che monks to accept money (f3rsapanas) from the merchants (Derge Tha
258a.3—259a.3).%! In yet another passage from the Ksudrakavassu, the Buddha him-
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self also orders monks not to divide certain kinds of expensive cloth that is given
to them, buc he insists that the monks must first sell che cloch for money and then
divide the money among themselves (de /ra bas na dge ‘dun la gos kyi rmyed pa de lta
bu grub pa gang yin pa de kar sha pa na dag tu bsgyur la | kar sha pa na dag bgo bar
byao—Derge Tha 263a.6). In the Civaravastu, again monks are told that they must
divide che profits among themselves after they have sold (¢ériya) property thac
makes up paret of the {100] estate of a deceased monk (GMs iii 2, 121.2; see also
119.14). In the Ksudraka, the Vibbhanga, and the Untaragrantha(s), finally, monks
volunteer to act as “assistants for merit” (both the terms punya-sahaya and dharma-
sahaya are used) on construction projects paid for by laymen and meant for the
monks. In chis role the monk receives the money (kGrsgpanas)—usually a substantial
amount—from the laymen; hires, oversees, and pays the laborers; buys the neces-
sary tools; and is told, for example, to use che construction funds for his food, that
is to say, to buy it (mbbar len byed pas mkbar len gyi nor kho na las bsod snyoms yongs
su spyad par byao—Derge Tha 193b.7; see also Derge Ca 146a.2-148a.6 and Pa
123a.7-124a.6; cf. GMs iii 4, 139.9).

There are, of course, rules in the Milasarvastivadin Pratimoksa that have been
understood at least by modern scholars to forbid monks from engaging in almost
all of chese activities—handling “money,” buying and selling, and so forth. And
here we have a particularly inceresting problem. It is almost certainly not safe to
assume that the Vinayadharas, the monastic lawyers who compiled, shaped, and
probably wrote the Vinayavastus and the Vinayavibhanga, were unfamiliar wich cheir
own Pratimoksa, especially given that the Vibhariga is at least structurally based on
it. Buc if the Vinayadharas knew their Pratimoksa, then there would seem to be at
least two possible explanations for what we have seen here. It is possible that the
Vinayadharas chose to ignore the Pratimoksa—and could so choose—indicating
thac it was much less binding and auchoritative than has been assumed. At che
very least we may have to look much, much more carefully at che differences and
divergencies between the pratimoksas and the other expository parts of the vinaya.
Those differences may be much broader and more significanct than even Schlin-
gloffhas said.?? Certainly the differences becween the Miilasarvastividin Bhiksuni-
pratimoksa and Bhiksuni-vibbanga, for example, are so great that Bu-ston ac least
thought that the Vibhanga was not Miilasarvastivadin at all.23 We may also have
much to learn about the force and construction of monastic rules from medieval-
ists working on Western monastic codes. Louis Lekai, for example, in discussing
early Ciscercian {101} monastic legislation has said: “The founders of Ciceaux
assumed a peculiarly ambivalent atticude toward the Rule of Saint Benedict. They
declared cheir ucter devortion to it, but in fact chey used that venerable document
with remarkable liberality. They invoked and applied it when it suited cheir pur-
pose, ignored or even contradicted it when they thought that they had becter
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ideas.”4 Even more helpful perhaps is what he says about the form of early Cis-
tercian legislation:

A furcther proof of both the tentacive nature of new regulations and che broad-
minded, always compromising disposition of the chapter fathers is the wording
of virtually countless statutes before as well as after 1180. The beginning of such
a paragraph is always a firrn command or rigid prohibition, buc the end lists the
exceprions, often enfeebling the texc to such an extent chac it can hardly qualify
for more than a fatherly advice.?’

The last sentence in particular here could do good service as a description of
cthe Pratimoksa rules as they occur in the Vibhariga: chey almost all begin with a
“firm command or rigid prohibition” but end wich a list of “exceptions” (anapartr)
which—in che Buddhist case as well—can render them little more chan “facherly
advice.” An example of this sort of ching has already been ciced above, where che
rule stated unequivocally chac it is an offense if a nun goes to court to collect on a
promissory note, but the exception, which immediately follows, says chere is, how-
ever, no offense if the nun is “one who earns wich some difficulty.” In che Buddhist
case it has been assumed or argued thac these “exception” clauses represent a lacer
chronological scracum,?® bur this need not necessarily be the case. In the case of
che Cistercian texts, it is known that such exemption clauses were a part of the
original legislation—chey were there from the beginning—and their presence has
been taken at least by Lekai as evidence for “a tolerant and flexible accicude™ and,
he says, should be taken nort as “a sign of decay” bur as “evidence of healch and vi-
cality.”?” In fact, we do not know for sure if in the early days che {102} Pratimoksas
were ever—apart from licurgical contexts—used wichout their Vibbasigas. It is ac
least hard to imagine thac cheir rulings were ever actually applied without incer-
pretation or discussion. But even if the angpatsis—the exemptions, exclusions,
extenuations—turn out to be lacer additions, that will make chem not less buc
even more important for tracking che development and gradual maturation of Bud-
dhist monastic rules.

A second possible explanation for what we have seen—alchough chis is rarely
che explanation of our first choice—is that Mulasarvastivadin Vinayadharas may
have known their texts far becter chan we do and applied to them a far more so-
phisticated exegesis than we can. The Prasimoksa rule that has been taken to for-
bid the “handling” of "money” by monks may be a case in point. We do not ac-
cually know whac activity is forbidden. The verb in the Sanskrit texc of che
Malasarvastivadin Prasimoksa is udgrhniyad, but this has a wide range of possible
meanings, none of which are very close to “accept” or “have” (this would be rather
pari or prati \grah), and it has been translaced in an equally wide range of ways.28
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Worse still, we do not actually know what was intended or understood by jatari-
parajata, the object of the action that was forbidden, which is conventionally trans-
lated as “gold and silver.” What, however, is clear to even us—and we must chere-
fore assume was far clearer to Miilasarvastividin monastic lawyers—is that the
rule does not refer to swvarna or hiranya or karsapanas ("gold,” “silver,” “money”),
and it is these chings that monks own, accept, handle, and inherit in the Vibhariga,
the Vinayavasius, and the Urtaragrantha(s). This can hardly be an accident and
must point again to the fact that Vinaya texts, like Abbidharma texts, represent a
sophisticated system of thought that works from a particular and precise defini-
cion of terms. It, again, can hardly be an accident cthat what is called the “old
commentary” that is embedded in the Vibhariga is—as Norman says of the Pali
Vinaya—"really an analysis of words (pada-bhajaniya)."?*® And conversely—even
perversely—a part of [103] chis sophistication may be an element of intentional
ambiguity. Here too an observation by Lekai in regard to Cistercian texts may not
be inappropriate: “In other cases the careful reader of the records may come under
cthe impression that the wording of important statutes was made deliberacely so
vague or complicated that it left open a number of possible interpretations.™? Un-
less 1 am much mistaken, this too will have numerous parallels in Buddhist r1nayas.
The Mulasarvastivadin rule cthac has been understood to mean that monks are for-
bidden to engage in “buying and selling”™ may be another case in point.?! It does
not refer to unqualified “buying and selling”; nor does it refer—which it could
casily have—to “all” (sarva) “buying and selling.” It refers to nana-prakaram kraya-
vikrayam, which, of course, could mean "buying and selling of various sorts™ or
“buying and selling of many sorts.” Neicher interpretation precludes “all,” but nei-
cther requires it either. Milasarvastividin exegesis, moreover, clearly did not take
it to have absolute application. The Vibhariga, for example, says chac there is no
faulc in engaging in both unqualified buying and selling if a monk is not seeking
to gain (dge slong gis rmyed pa mi dod pas nyo bar byed cing riyed pa mi dod pas 'tshong
bar byed na gryis ka la ltung ba med do, Derge Cha 156b.3).

But what can be learned specifically about the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya from
our larger discussion? We now know that the Buddhist monks who wrote or
redacted it in early medieval North India did not share our assumptions about Bud-
dhist monks and the renunciation of private wealch or property, and we—under
the enormous influence of St. Benedict—think chac chis is an important element
of any monastic ideal.3? Those same monks also apparently did not have the same
accicude chat we do in regard to monks’ involvement wich money. They either knew
monks who did, or wanted monks to do, all sorts of chings that do nor fit our as-
sumptions: Pay debts and tolls and transport taxable goods; own their own furni-
ture and have the means to pay for any damage they might do to that of other
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monks; carry personal seals; pay for their own medicine and healing ricuals; leave
estates, sometimes huge; borrow money from laymen; inheric property {104] from
both ocher monks and laymen; accept and service permanent endowments; make
loans and charge inceresct; accept and use negotiable securicies; provide care for sick
and dying laymen, wich the underscanding chac, when the layman died, his escace
would go to the monascery; and receive precious and semiprecious macerials, sell
books, receive gold in various forms, accept money (barsapanas), sell che property
of deceased monks, hire and oversee laborers, and buy food. And chis, of course,
is only a provisional list of the sorts of chings chac Milasarvastivadin monks were—
in most cases—not only expected but also reguired to do by their own monastic
rule. If chey did not, chen—ac least in terms of monastic discipline—cthey would
not be “good” monks. Exactly how many such “good” monks there were we obvi-
ously do not know, alchough ic is ac leasc cercain chac Indian monks accepted per-
manent endowments and monectary deposits made with merchancs; ic is also cer-
tain that some Indian monks had personal seals.>> Buc whether all the chings
described in our Vinaya actually happened maccers far less chan che fact chac Bud-
dhisc monks who were, presumably, che acknowledged auchorities on monascic dis-
cipline spent a greac deal of cime chinking abouc chem in Norch India in che early
medieval period. These were—again presumably—monks who were in a position
co influence actual communicies, licerace monks who were concerned wich chings
other than asceticism, medication, and doccrinal scudy, monks who, again in cheir
own terms, were the “good” monks. Thac chey had a differenc perspective from
ours is confirmed by ac least one further observation: Unlike modern scholars, these
“good” monks did not have much good to say about monks who did engage in
ascecticism, meditacion, and doctrinal learning. If chey mention chem ac all—and
chey do so infrequenctly—ic is almost always wich a cone of marked ambivalence,
if not accual ridicule. Ascetic monks, medicacing monks, and learned monks ap-
pear in our Vinaya by and large only as slightly ridiculous characters in unedify-
ing, sardonic, and funny stories or as nasty customers thac “good” monks do not
want to spend much ctime around.* {105}

The monks chac che redaccors of che Milasarvastivada-vinaya envisioned, and
che monks chat modern scholarship has imagined, are chen radically differenc, and
chis difference is excremely imporeanc for che hiscorian of Buddhism in India. The
monastic ideal found in the Mi#lasarvastivada-vinaya, for example, is almost cer-
cainly one of che most prominent monastic ideals chac che auchors of the Mahayana
sitras encountered, and much of what chese Mahayana auchors said is probably fully
incelligible only as a reaction against chis ideal. If we are ever to understand more
about che Mahiyana, we obviously are going to have to know, then, much, much
more about what cthey were reacting co. This is our fucure cask.
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CHAPTER 11

Art, Beauty, and the Business
of Running a Buddhist Monastery
in Early Northwest India

IT 1s VERY DIFFICULT still to get an overview of Early North India—dates,
dynasties, denominations, and deities there are still the subjects of sometimes uned-
ifying debate. We work, of course, with what we have, and what we have are bro-
ken walls and tangled trenches, stray inscriptions and reused pots, coins, images
out of context, and conclusions hanging by a thread. So much energy and erudi-
tion goes into sorting all chese things out that important questions go unasked.
We are usually so preoccupied with what is cthere that we often do not ask—do
not even wender—why it is. When, for example, se much of the raw data for North
Indian numismatics comes from Buddhist monastic sites and ricual deposits, are
we not obliged to ask why this is so—how is it that groups of ascetic, celibate
men who were supposed to have renounced all wealth and social ties, left such
largesse in the archaeological record; hew is it that they, and sometimes they alone,
lived in North India in permanent, architecturally sophisticated quarters, that they,
and they alene, lived in intimate association with what we call art? Something is
clearly wrong with this picture, and there is a good chance that we have not yet
understood the people in North India who handled the coins we study or the pots
we classify. As an example—and it is only that—of an important group of such
people, it is perhaps worthwhile to try again to understand what exaccly a Bud-
dhist monk was in Early North India. We can do this new a little better because
we now know a little better an important Buddhist monastic code that appears to
have been redacted there. That the Buddhist monk in Early North India, and in
cthis monastic code, did not look like the caricature found in modern scholarly
sources will come as no surprise to those who know well what he left behind in
his living quarters. The monk that we will see in this code is a construction fore-
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World,” held at the Nelson-Ackins Museum of Art, KansasCity, Missouri, November 8-11,
2000, and published here for the first time.
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man, an art promoter, a banker, an entrepreneur, sometimes a shyster, and some-
times a saint—he should at least prove to be of some interest.

The monastic code in question—the Milasarvastivada-vinaya—has been
known in one form or anocher for a long time now,! and although it was recog-
nized early on that chis code was compiled or redacted in Norchwest India, che
discussion of its date has been badly misdirected by a very red herring and che
inattention of those who were supposed to be following che crail. In 1958 che greac
Belgian scholar Ecienne Lamotce declared chac chis Vinaya, or Code, was late, chac
“one cannot atcribuce to this work a dace earlier chan the 4ch—5¢h Centuries of
the Chriscian Era.”? This pronouncement—even at its inception based on very
shaky grounds—still proved almost fatal, for Lamotce himself was forced by his
own furcher work to change his position—and he did so several times—but few
scholars seem to have noticed. By 1966, Lamotte was in fact referring to che
Mailasarvastivada-vinaya as a source of information for the firsc or second cencury
of our era.? Ironically, other scholars then, and for a long time after, continued to
quote only the Lamotte of 1958.4

The changes in Lamocte’s views—which he never explicitly acknowledged—
brought them eventually inco conformity wich che views of others who had specif-
ically addressed che issue and been ignored, and coday, it seems, the views of che
Italian Raniero Gnoli hold che field. He said in 1977: “However, one point seems
cercain to me: che date of the compilacion of the Vinaya of the MSV is to be taken
back to the times of Kaniska.”> And, but for a few quibbles, this would seem fine.
Gnoli, as others before him, relies in part for his dacing on the fact that one sec-
cion of chis Code—in a passage preserved in che Sanskrit manuscript from Gilgic—
refers both to Kaniska by name and to the st#pa of Kaniska ac a place it calls
Kharjirika.® This passage in turn forms a part of what Sylvain Lévi long ago called
“un véritable maharmya du Nord-Ouest de I'Inde.”” Boch che presence of Kaniska'’s
name, and che mahatmya as a whole, have been taken as interpolations “which tend
to show that the Vinaya of che Milasarvastivadins had undergone a rehandling
around the beginning of the Christian Era.”® Buc if che mahatmya concaining che
reference to Kaniska is an interpolation made ac somewhere near his time, or if
chis Vinaya underwent a rehandling or redaction—"“un remaniement™—around che
beginning of the Christian era, ic seems fairly obvious chac it musc have existed in
some form or in some part even before chac time. And there are other indications
of this as well.

It is of course neither possible nor desirable to enter here into all che specifics,
and it must suffice to simply note chat the more we learn abouc cthe contents of
chis Code, the clearer it becomes cthat it explicitly deals, often in greac decail, wich
specific religious and monastic practices, ideas, and motives that we know from
epigraphical and archaeological sources were also current in North India boch be-
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fore and after che rise of the Kusins, chac ic uses che same cicles for learned monks
and cercain kinds of laymen, and describes—often again in greac decail—some of
cthe same elements of material culcure chac we find chere. A Kharosthi inscription
from Bahawalpur and daced in the early years of Kaniska, for example, illuscraces
in a single inscance several of these shared elements. It records chac a monk named
Nagadatta, who is called a dha[rmalkathi, “a Narrator of the Dharma™—a cicle or
office repeatedly referred to in the Malasarvastivada-vinaya®—"“raised che scaff”
(yathim aropayata), that is, inauguraced a stipa, for “che Owner of che Monastery”
(vibarasvamint) Balanandi. Not only is che title #tharasvamin repeacedly found in
the Malasarvastivada-vinaya, where it designates the key lay figure in Milasarvas-
tivadin monasticism,'? but this Code also contains an explicit reference—using
vircually the same expression—to a monk's obligation to be in accendance ac “che
raising of the scaff ” ( yasryaropana).!' There is, moreover, a whole series of pre-Kusin
Kharosthi inscriptions—all securely dated co the very beginning of the Common
Era—which record chac individuals deposited relics ac “a previously unestablished
place” (apratithavita-prubami padhavi-pradesami), and in one case chis action is specif-
ically said to resulc in “the merit of Brahma" (brammapui{o} prasavati).!? This idea
of establishing relics at previously “unconsecrated™ places, an idea chat appears to
have motivacted the actual behavior of a number of highly placed individuals in
pre-Kusan Norch India, is again explicicly stated in our Vinaya in exactly che same
language (apratisthitapiirve prehivipradefe) and is explicitly stated chere co resule in
“the meric of Brahma” (brabmam punyam prasavati), raising che possibilicy ac least
that our Vinaya is actually being quoted in this record.!® There are as well early
Kusin records chat refer to learned monks as trepidakas, “those who know the Three
Baskers,"! and this title too repeatedly occurs in the Malasarvastivada-vinaya.'>
There is a series of records thac describe religious acts undertaken by monks and
“co-residential pupils” (sardhameiharin) for the purpose of each other’s health (aro-
gadakshinae),'® and chis is a characteristically Milasarvastivadin idea prominencly
enshrined, for example, in its ordination formulary, where it is said that a newly
ordained monk must be told: "You must, from chis day forward and for as long as
he lives, nurse your Preceptor. Your Preceptor too must atcend to your illnesses
until you are dead or cured.”” In fact, the Preceptor/disciple relationship is de-
fined almost exclusively in this Code in terms of mutual caregiving.!® There are,
finally, che Tor Dherai inscribed pot fragments chac refer not only to anocher ¢/7-
harastamin but also to a prapa, a “hall for providing water” in a monastery,'? and
our Vinaya again has rery decailed rules governing both the construction and che
use of what appears to have been just such a "hall.”?0

Macerial of this sorc—and as we will continue to see, there is a great deal of
ic in this enormous Vinaya—would appear to place this Code on the cusp of an
era: many of che sorts of chings it refers to are atcested in che archaeological and
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epigraphical records of North India boch before the Kusans and in the early Kusan
period itself. It seems to span what may in any case be something of an artificial
divide. Bur at least one more shared linkage between our monastic Code and che
Norchwest is worth citing because, if for no ocher reason, it concerns one of our
most important sources of knowledge for pre-Kusin and Kusan North India.

Nobody really knows where the idea of using what we call “donative inscrip-
tions” came from in South Asia or why the Buddhists started to use them—and
they were certainly the first to use them on any scale. But Emile Senart, one of the
early and great masters of Indian epigraphy, recognized a long time ago chac ac
least one of cheir characteristic features originated in che Norchwest. He said in
1890: “It is in the Norchwest that developed votive formulae first appear,”?! and
liccle has appeared since that would affect chis observation. Given that such de-
velopments occurred in cthe Northwest, and that che Norcthwest is so comparatively
rich in early inscriptions, it is again probably not coincidental that our monastic
Code has a good deal to say about what we would call inscriptions, and it is—to
my knowledge—the only such Code that does.??

Some of what our Code says about inscriptions is a liccle scarcling—even
outrageous—and a glance at it not only will cherefore serve the purpose of telling
us something about monastic conceptions of inscriptions but also might introduce
che uniniciaced to the style, verve, and sometimes droll humor of chis Code, as well
as to the monastic world out of which it comes. The first texc we mighe look ac
involves putting restrictions on the monastic use of inscriptions and tells the scory
of how the bowl of the famous monk Aniruddha ended up in a whorehouse.

Aniruddha, according to the text,?? had a young disciple who looked after his
bowl. But because the young disciple washed both his own and Aniruddha’s bowl
cogether, chey of ten got confused, so the disciple wrote on Aniruddha’s bowl: “The
bowl of the Preceptor Aniruddha” (des tshe dang Idan pa ma ‘gags pa'i lhung bzed la
slob dpon ma ‘gags pa'i lhung bzed ces yi ge bris s0). Once, however, both went to a fine
meal ac cthe house of a layman. After the meal, Aniruddha left, but che disciple
stayed behind to wash their bowls. While he was doing so, the layman asked to
borrow a bowl so he could send some of the fine food to his favorite prostitute, and
cthe disciple gave him Aniruddha’s bowl. The layman filled it wich food and sent
it co his favorite whore. When she poured out the food, she saw the writing on the
bottom of the bowl (Vhung bzed kyi zhabs la yi ge dug pa mthong nas). When she read
it—tche text points out that for a woman she was clever—she thoughe to herself,
“It is not right for me to desecrace in this way the bowl of that Noble One who is
worshiped by gods and men,” and she rubbed it wich perfume, filled it with sweet-
smelling flowers, and placed it on a painted stand (khri’« tshon gyis bris pa). It was,
of course, bad enough chat a famous monk’s bowl ended up in a private shrine in
a whorehouse, but more was yet to come.
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When another of her customers arrived “bringing five hundred k3rigpanas,
perfume and garlands™ and wanted to get right down to it, she put him off: “Wait
a minute—do worship to the bowl!” He replied, “Where did this bowl come from?
Whose is it, anyhow?” She told him as much as she knew, and he misunderstood
even that, accusing her, in effect, of servicing renouncers (pravrajita). She, of course,
denied what he implied, but the damage was done.

This little tale, written by a monk for other monks and bordering on bur-
lesque, is used to justify the rule that “monks must not write what is not meant
to be written!” (de /ta bas na dge slong dag mi bri ba ma bri shig), which includes
“what pertains to sepatate individuals” (gang zag so so; paudgalika)—rthat is to say,
a monk should not inscribe his private property. This rule, of course, makes writ-
ing some of the sorts of inscriptions that we actually find—notably on the shards
from the Buddhist levels at Mohenjo-daro—an offense, but it was clearly a mi-
nor offense, and such inscriptions are in any case surprisingly rare.?*

A second text from our Vinaya that deals with inscribing objects also deals
with a potentially embarrassing situation for the monastic order.? In this text it
is said that a householder had or owned two vibaras (or monasteries), a forest vibara
and a village vibara (kbyim bdag gcig la gtsug lag kbang dgon pa dang / grong mtha' pa
gnyis yod nas).2® The village vibara was well and abundantly furnished, but the for-
est vibara was not. On the occasion of a festival (dus ston), the forest monks wanted
to borrow furnishings, bedding, and seats from the village monastery, but the vil-
lage monks refused. The Buddha intervened and ordered that they must be lent.
Burt the text does not end here, although a clear ruling had been established, because,
it seems, the real issue had not yet been engaged.

The text goes on to say thart at the end of the festival the forest monks thought
to themselves: “This (forest) ribara too belongs to that (same) householder” (de dag
grsug lag kbhang 'di yang kbyim bdag de'i yin no), and they therefore did not return the
goods. The Buddha again intervened and declared, however surprisingly, “They
must be brought back by force!” (mthus dgug par byao, balad . . . grabanam). There
is absolutely no doubrt thar this is what the text says; the same exact expression is
also used elsewhere in this Code in regard to the recovery of goods.?’

Burt the text even here is not yet finished, although a second clear and force-
ful ruling had also been established. The real issue comes—as it usually does in
these texts—at the end, when the monks could not tell which goods belonged to
what monastery:

The Blessed One said: “Write on them ‘these furnishings belong to the forest
monastery of the houscholder so-and-so,’ ‘this belongs to the village monastery,’
and as these furnishings are clearly identified, so they are to be used!” (kom /dan
das kyis bba' stsal pa | gnas mal di ni kbyim bdag che ge mo zhig gi dgon pa'i gtiug lag
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khang gi yin no | 'di ni grong meha'i gtsug lag kbang gi yin no zhes yi ge bri zhing gnas
mal ji (tar nges par byas pa bzhin du longs spyad par bya's).

Alchough the two texts so far cited occur in two complecely differenc sec-
cions of our Code—one in the Uttaragrantha and the other in the Vibbariga—the
second texc is clearly a pendanc to che first: che laccer indicates chac by monastic
rule a monk’s privace property should not be inscribed; che former chac property
belonging to a monastery should be. A chird and here final cext, however, goes be-
yond boch.28 [c rules chat che name of the donor must be inscribed on the object
given and, in face, pucs in cthe mouth of che Buddha himself a donacive formula
thae is virtually identical to some of what we find in actual North Indian dona-
tive inscripeions.

The ctexc says thac after King Ajacasacru, who had been misled by che evil
monk Devadatcta, had killed his facher, he wept whenever he saw his facher's fur-
nishings (mal gos). His advisers suggested thac he should cherefore give chem to
che Communicy of Monks, which he did. The monks, however, arranged them in
che encrance hall (sgo khang, dvarakosthaka) of the monastery and chus def eated che
purpose, for whenever the king visited the monastery, he saw them and once again
wept. The Buddha chen said chac che furnishings must not be arranged in che en-
crance hall, so the monks firsc puc chem in an upper room ( yang thog, attala), buc
chac did not work eicher, and so chey put chem in a residential cell (gnas khang,
layana), and this curned ouc to be even worse. When “unbelievers” no longer saw
che furnishings, they began to cricicize the Community, saying “since these monks
have surely sold or made away wich che king's furnishings, meric from giving to
chem disappears!” (ma dad pa dag gis rgyal po'i mal gos ni dge slong dag gis nges par
besongs te zos pas na | de ste phul ba'i bsod nams mi snang ngo zhes dpyas pa 1).% This of
course would not do, and the Buddha chen ordered chac cthe furnishings be peri-
odically displayed, but chis served only to confuse the Community’s critics because
sometimes they saw the goods and sometimes they didn’t. This whole comedy of
errors—and countless texts in this Vinaya are structured as such—finally resulcs
in che definicive ruling. The Buddha, in che end, said simply to the monks: “You
must write on the ends: ‘“This ching is a religious gift of King Bimbisara’ and dis-
play ic!” (yon du phul ba'i dngos po di ni rgyal po gzugs can snying po'i yin no zbes mtha’
ma la yi ger bris te zhog shig /).

Forcunacely we have a Sanskric text too for what che Buddha ordered should
be written. In his Vingyasiatra—a digest of our Code—Gunaprabha gives it as
deyadharmo 'yam amukasya,>® and if we bracket the ever expanding “pious wishes,”
chis is almost exactly whac we find, for example, on some of the inscribed pots re-
cently published by Richard Salomon in his remarkable book on the British Li-
braty Scrolls: {alyam panaya ghade deyamdharme va(salvadatae susomabharyae . . .
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(“This wacerpot is che pious gift of Vasavadaca, wife of Susoma . . .") or aya pa{nilya
ghadase bastadatae teyavarmabbaryae deyadbharma . . . (“This waterpot is the pious gift
of Hastadata . . . wife of Teyavarman . . .").3! This is also very much like what we
find—as Gérard Fussman has shown—on che Shah-ji-ki Dheri caskect inscription:
ayam gamd ha-karamde deyadbarme . . . mahasenasa samgharaksidasa . . .ot on the Tor
Dherai shards, which share as well, as we have seen, a number of other feacures
with our Vinaya: shahi-yola-mirasya vibarasvamisya deyadharmo yam prapa. . . .32

We have here, it seems, a remarkable congruence between cexc and epigraph,
and yec another indicacion thac what was staced as a rule in che M#/asarvastivada-
vinaya was actually being practiced before, on, and after che cusp of our era in Norch-
west India. And a few further chings mighe be noted here. Firse, ic is immediacely
obvious that che “donative formula” found in che texc is, by comparison with what
occurs already in che earliest inscriptions, racher undeveloped, and chis mighc sug-
gest chac che cext is cherefore even earlier. Second, it is clear, buc probably not so
obvious, thac the text, though undeveloped, already carries the seed of what will
grow into full-blown formulae for che “cransfer of meric.” In che text ic is explic-
icly indicaced chac che gifc is accually given by Ajacasacru, buc che Buddha him-
self says chac it should be inscribed as che gift of Bimbisara, his dead facher. Indeed,
given the ambiguity and overlap becween che genicive and dacive cases not only
in Sanskric and Prakric buc in Tibetan as well, the text could jusc as well be crans-
lated as “You must write on the ends: ‘This ching is a religious gift for King Bim-
bisara.”” Finally, ic is perhaps significant chac che texec I have treaced here is not
che only such cext in our Code. Anocher similar one immediacely follows ic. The
idea, it seems, was worth repeating.??

What we have seen so far of the Mi#lasarvastivada-vinaya would seem, then,
co provide good grounds for assercing boch a broad contemporaneity and a close
if not incimatce connection between much of what it contains and che religious world
of pre-Kusian and Kusin North India thac is reflecced in cthe epigraphical and ar-
chaeological records. This, of course, might not have been entirely unexpected.
We know from even old inscriptions thac che Sarvastivadins were widely spread
across Northwest India in chese periods,>4 and our Code, or Vinaya, is by its citle
eicher “the Original Vinaya of the Sarvastivadins” or “the Vinaya of the Original Sarvas-
tivadins,” depending on how cthe compound is read. In face, che apparent concem-
poraneicy between it and early Norchwest practice may actually give substance to
the claim embedded in ics ticle.>®> Buc our Code in any case also provides us wich
a glimpse inco che Buddhist monastic world out of which it comes, and it already
indicaces how far removed chis world is from that presented in popular works and
textbooks and even in otherwise good scholarly work. The Buddhist monk we see
even in the few passages so far cited from chis Code has lictle in common wich che
Buddhist monk who lives in the Western imaginacion—the ascetic monk who
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wanders alone “like a rhinoceros” in the forest, sits at the root of a tree in deep
meditacion, and has cur all ties wich che world. If this monk ever existed, by the
time of our Code he would certainly have been an exception, and by no means a
popular one.

Forty years ago André Bareau said not just about our Code but about all Bud-
dhist monastic Codes: “It is true thac che Vinayapitakas . . . do not breache a word
about the numerous spiricual practices, meditations, contemplations, etc., which
consticuted the very essence of the Buddhist ‘religion.””¢ And although this is
something of an exaggeration, still it should have given all pause for thought. Our
Code, for example, does refer to ascetic, meditating monks, but when it does so in
any detail, such monks almost always appear as che butr of jokes, objects of ridicule,
and—not uncommonly—sexual devianes.3” They are presented as irresponsible and
of the type that give the order a bad name.>® There are texts in our Code where,
for example, ascetic, cemetery monks manage only co cerrify children;?® where as-
cetic monks who wear robes made from cemetery clocth are not even allowed inco
the monastery, let alone allowed to sit on a mat that belongs to the Community;4¢
cales whose only point seems to be to indicate that meditation makes you scupid;*
texts about monks who medirtate in the forest and cannot control their male mem-
ber and so end up smashing it between two rocks, whereupon the Buddha tells
them, while they are howling in pain, thac chey, unforcunately, have smashed the
wrong thing—they should have smashed desire;*? and a tale about another monk
who meditated in che forest and, to avoid being seduced by a goddess, had to tie
his legs shut. The goddess being put off by chis cthen flung him through che air,
and he landed—Ilegs still tied—on top of the king, who was sleeping on the roof
of his palace. The king, of course, was not amused and made it known to the Bud-
dha chat it would not do to have his monks being flung around che countryside
in the middle of the night. The Buddha then actually made a rule forbidding monks
to medicate in the forest!43 Texts and tales of this sort are numerous in our Code.

The monks with whom our Code is concerned are of a very different sort, as
even our brief survey indicates. In the passages so far cited, we find monks who
have servants and who do not even have to wash their own dishes; monks who eat
fine meals in the homes of prominent laymen; monks who are concerned not about
medication but with property, with marking and maincaining conctrol or posses-
sion of property, and who have and acknowledge personal property. Moreover, che
monks with whom our Code is concerned live—whether in che forest or in the
village—in monasteries thac are owned by laymen, and it is becoming ever clearer
on the basis of this Code that that meant that the monks were in at least some im-
portant ways in the employ of cheir donors. There are rules in this Code that re-
quire, for example, chat monks—regardless of their own wishes—must spend a
parc of each day in any vihara that has been “donated,” to ensure that none stands
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empty, thac all are used, and thus to continue to earn meric for their owner, even
if a single monk has to move from one to another in the course of the same day.*
There are rules that require the monks to recite verses every day for the merit of not
only the owner of the monastery but also each and every donor or benefactor, and
each of cheir individual names must every day be announced—chis in a monascery
of any size could easily have taken up a significant part of the day.*> There was,
however, an even more serious problem in chis “employment,” a systemic problem
of far-reaching consequences that involved our monks—and early on it seems—
in money transactions, sophisticated financial encerprises, the promotion of “are,”
and extensive fund-raising projects. It created situacions thac, for example, che
adminiscracors of the Nelson-Ackins Museum of Art, or any insticution, might
find uncomfortably familiar.

The problem most simply put was this: whereas, as we have seen, the obli-
gations of the monks who lived in their monasteries were reasonably clear and
enforceable, the obligations of the owner or donors were much less so. Aspects of
the problem are repeatedly addressed in our Code, particularly che problems of che
maintenance and upkeep of the “physical plant™ and che subsistence of its resi-
dents. The problem of monasteries falling into disrepair is explicitly raised—for
example, in the Sayanasanavastu, “the Section on Bedding and Seats™ in our Code,

but che solution proposed there must have been something less chan satisfying.
There the Buddha says:

The donor should be encouraged to make repairs (danapatir utsahayitaryab). If
just that succeeds, it is good. If it does not succeed then they are to be repaired
with Community assets (samghika). If thac is not possible, insofar as it is possi-
ble, to that extent restoration is to be done. The rest must be tolerated (anye
1y upeksisaryah).

Passages of chis sort suggest that the redactors of our Code understood that “donors”
were not, strictly speaking, obliged to maincain their monasceries and could only
be encouraged to do so. But these passages also suggest that chere was an aware-
ness, if not an expectation, that the donors mighe not. Ocher passages in chis same
Vasru, however, suggest as well chac in regard to the related problem of subsistence
che monks might vote, as it were, with their feet.

In one such passage,*’ for example, a householder goes to a monastery and
hears the Elder of the Community reciting verses and “assigning the reward or
merit” (daksinam adiSat) to its deceased (abbyatitakalagata) donors.*® He says to the
monk: “Noble One, if I have a vibgra builc, would you assign the merit to my
name also?” (arya yady abam vibaram karayami mamapi namna daksinam uddifasj).
The monk says yes, and the householder has a vibgra buile, “buc he gave nothing
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to it and it remained unoccupied” (¢tatranena na kimcid dattam sa $inya evavasthitab).
The householder sees this and goes to complain to the monk: “Noble One,” he
says, “my vihara (madiyo viharah) remains empty. No monk resides there.” The
monk says, “Sir, it should be made productive («fseedya).” The householder ini-
tially misunderstands chis euphemism and replies, “But, Noble One, it was buile
on sterile saline soil. How is it to be made productive?” To which the monk says:
“Householder, I did not mean that, but racher chat there was no donation (/@bha)
there.” The householder says: “Noble One, who now resides in my vihara (madiye
vihare), to him 1 will present clocth.”

Monks could, then, in effect try to force the owner of a tibara to provide for
ctheir maintenance by withdrawing or refusing to provide their services, buc this
of course could be a two-edged sword, and if they tried it, they might find chem-
selves not only out of business but also without a home. Moreover, yet another
structural weakness arose from the face that donors—Ilike che rest of us—died,
and che redactors of our Code were clearly aware of what this could mean. More
than one text in our Code begins with just such a sicuaction. In a passage in the
Vinayayibbanga that we will return to, we find, for example:?

A devout and good houscholder with meritorious inclinations lived in a rural
hamlet. He had a ¢#ibara for the Community buile in the forest that had lofty
gateways and was ornamented with open galleries on the roof, latticed windows,
and railings. It captivated both the heart and the eye, was like a stairway to the
heavens, and had exquisite couches, benches, and furnishings.*® The houscholder
provided robes, alms, and all the needs of the sixty monks who lived there.

Bur later that householder died. Because he had a son, the monks went to
him and said: “Seeing, Sir, that your father had provided robes, alms, and ali the
needs of sixty monks, are you able as well to provide us, the sixty monks, with
robes, alms, and all our needs?”

The son said: "Noble Ones, although therc are some who might look after
a hundred, a thousand, or even a hundred thousand, because there are others, my-
self included, who have difficulty making ends meet, I am not able to do it.”

The monks then left thac ¢ibdra.

In the evenc of cthe deach of a donor, then, che lack of clarity in regard to his
obligations while alive that has already been noticed became even mote pronounced
in regard to the donor’s heirs. The text here suggests thac the redactors of our Code
considered that the initial response of the monks to such an event should be to ap-
proach che heir or heirs to get a confirmation chac any artangement that the donor
had entered into would continue. Buc it also suggests chac there was a clear aware-
ness chat cthe heirs might—and had che right to—simply terminace any such
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arrangement. In fact, the deach of an owner or donor creaced an awkward sicua-
cion. The obligations of the monks to a dead donor had been put unequivocally
inco che Buddha's mouch: “The Blessed One said: ‘Meric must be transferred to
donors who have passed away and are dead!'” (wktum bhagavata abhyatitakalagatanam
danapatinam namna daksing adestarya itf).>! The Buddha had been made to declare
jusc as explicicly chac all vibaras musc be used. Buc wichout some provision hav-
ing been made for the maintenance of both the physical monastery and any resi-
dent monks, neicher would have been possible after che donors’ deach, even chough
donors mighe have acted on the expectacion chac it would. The redactors of our
Code, moreover, would have us believe thac this concern was explicitly arciculaced
by donors themselves, and chac it was in response to cheir voiced concern chat che
monks had begun to accept considerable sums as “permanent endowmencts™ and
co lend chose sums out on interest. Ac least chis is how these practices were justi-
fied in one of che two texts in our Vinaya chac deal with chem.

The Vibhariga texc in question, which has been treated in some decail else-
where, opens by saying:’?

At chac time the Licchavis of Vaiéali buile houses with six or seven upper cham-
bers. As the Licchavis buile their houses, so too did they build viharas. . .. As a
consequence, because of their great heighe . . . they fell apart. When that occurred,
the donors thought: “If even the vihgras of those who are still living . . . fall thus
into ruin, how will it be for the vibdras of those who are dead? We should give a
perpetuity to the monastic Community for building purposes.”

The donors did give such a perpetuity and chen encouraged che suicably reluctanc
monks to lend che sums chey were given as endowments out on incerest. The monks
asked che Buddha and che Buddha said: “For che sake of the Community a perpe-
cuicy for building purposes must be lenc on incerest.” A lictle lacer in che texc chis
directive is extended to perpetuities for the benefic of che Buddha, the Dharma, and
the Community. The text then concludes with one of the more remarkable pieces
of buddhavacana thac we have, a saying of the Buddha giving detailed instructions
on how to make a loan and how to write a wricten loan contract:

The Blessed One said: “Taking a pledge of twice the value (of the loan), and writ-
ing out a contract that has a seal and is witnessed, the perpetuity is to be placed.
In the contrace the year, the month, the day, the name of the Elder of the Com-
munity, the Provost of the monastery, the borrower, the property, and the interest
should be recorded. When the perpetuity is to be placed. that pledge of twice the
value is also to be placed with a trustworthy lay-brother who has undertaken the
five rules of training.
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Such a financial inscrumenc or legal device is, of course, at least one viable solu-
cion co che problem of insticucional maintenance over time, and this sort of thing—
like che legal conceprt of a “juristic personalicy”—was very likely pioneered by Bud-
dhist monastic communicies. There is in fact inscriptional evidence for che use of
such inscruments by Buddhist monastic communicies from as early as, perhaps,
che firse cencury of the Common Era, buc unforcunacely noc from che Norchwesc.33
This fact, however, must be tempered by the furcher fact chac records of endow-
mencs or land grants, for example, are excremely rare—if chey occur ac all—in che
pre-Kusan and Kusin epigraphical record from che Norchwest. If such transaccions
occurred there, and it is hard to imagine that chey did not, it appears chac they
were simply not recorded in inscriptions.

Burt in addition to permanent endowments and to lending money on incer-
est, our Code also suggests that the monastic communities ic knew or envisioned
could also borrow money. We know this from a remarkable provision of what
can only be called Milasarvascivadin monastic inheritance law. Because the texc
involved is a short one and until recencly vircually unknown, ic is quoted here in

full:34

The setting was in Sravasti.

A monk who was the Service Manager (zha/ ta byed pa, vaiysprryakara) bor-
rowed money (nor) from a householder for the sake of the Community and then
died. When the houscholder heard that that monk had died, he went to the ¢ibara
and asked: "Where is the monk so-and-so?”

The monks said: “He's dead.”

The householder said: “But, Noble Ones, he borrowed some money from me.”

“Well, go and collect it from him then!” the monks said.

“But since it was not for the sake of his parents or himself, but for the sake
of the Community that he took it, you should repay ic!”

The monks reported to the Blessed One what had occurred, and the Blessed
One said: “If it is known that he took it for the sake of the Community, then the
Community must repay the loan! I, monks, will here give the rules of custom-
ary behavior for a monk like the Monk in Charge of Construction (/as gsar du byed
pa, navakarmika). When the Monk in Charge of Construction has asked the
various Seniors (rgan pa), then he must take out loans! If Monks in Charge of Con-
struction do not act in accordance with the rules of customary behavior. they come
to be guilty of an oftense.”

Here we have put inco the mouch of the Buddha—the same Buddha who is
said co have declared chac “all chings are impermanent”—specific instructions
decailing how a monastic officer must, after consultation wich the senior monks,
take ouc a loan from a layman for che use of the monastic community. Obviously,
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if we chose—as most scholars have—to take the one type of declaration seriously,
but the other not, then we are going to be in no position to fully understand the
buildings that followers of that same Buddha buile, nor cthe pots they used, nor
the money that they handled. Indeed, there may be for us a furcther cautionary
tale in chat the navakarmika, the monk who was not only in charge of construc-
tion but who was also to take out loans, is probably the earliest monastic officer
for which we have epigraphical evidence,?® and in the fact that just such an offi-
cer is mentioned in four separate pre-Kusin and early Kusan Kharosthi inscrip-
tions from the Norchwest.6

To this point, then, it seems that we can at least conclude that the redactors
of our Code, who probably lived in Early Norchwest India, were looking for ways,
and devising means, to secure access to funds and reliable sources of income that
would ensure the continuation of the institution to which they belonged, and
the maintenance of the physical plants that housed it. In the process they, like
so many successful fund-raisers who came after them, seem to have discovered
what St. Bernard in elevench-century France still found disconcerting. Bernard
did not like elaborate monastic architecture, nor art in monasteries. He partic-
ularly did not like what he thought other monks used them for. He argued, in
fact, thac art and fine architecture were being used to attract donations to the
monasteries, and he thought that because, very probably, they were. But in his
exasperation he said: “In this way wealth is derived from wealch, in chis way
money attracts money, because by I know not what law, wherever the more riches
are seen, there the more willingly are offerings made.”>” This same principle, or
quirk of human psychology, seems—as I have already said—to already have been
discovered by the redactors of our Code. They at least included in their compi-
lation a significant number of texts that suggest that. Here we can look only at
a few.

Our Code refers to beautiful monasteries in beautiful settings, to paintings
on monastery walls and on cloth, and to a specific image type, one example of which,
from Sahri-Bahlol, must surely be one of the most beautiful images in all of Gan-
dharan are.’® But in virtually every case these references refer as well—in one way
or another—to the gifts and donations that such things generacte. Even in a case
that might at first sight seem to be an exception to this, it turns out to be true.
In a cext that we have already seen, for example, an elaborate monastery with “lofty
gateways” and “ornamented with open galleries on the roof,” a monastery that ex-
plicitly “captivated both the heart and the eye,” is abandoned after the death of its
donor. But not—the text goes on to say—for long. When “merchants from che
North Country” see this beautiful monastery and discover that its monks have left,
they promptly re-endow it on an even more lavish scale. They say to two old monks
that they find there:??
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Noble Ones, here is alms for three monchs for sixty monks. Here is alms for the
festival of the eighth day, and for the fourteenth day, and the fifteench day. Here
are the requisites for medicines for the sick, a general donation, the price for
robes. . .. When the rainy season is over, we will return and provide for the needs
of a hundred monks.

Narratively, the merchants can be responding only to the beauty and elaborate char-
acter of the monastery, not to what the monks are or do—-there are in fact no per-
manent resident monks chere, and this interpretation is, as we will see, explicitly
confirmed elsewhere. The message here in a tale told by monks to other monks
must have been clear: If you want to have a monascery that can survive the deach
of its donor, then it too must be capable of captivating the heart and the eye—
not, be it noticed, the head.® Such monasteries, it seems, were thought not only
to survive bur also to have been inordinately prosperous. That ac leasc is che sub-
stance of another text that describes in some detail cthe kinds of wealch chac are
found in a beautiful vibara. There even the cells of new novices have cloth racks
“hung and heaped with cloth™; the Community has a great deal of "bedding and
seats,” and even new novices get the seven sorts; and the monks’ cells are full of
copper vessels.®! Beauty, it seems, in part at least means overabundance, and the
association between the two is made not by us but by the redactors of our Code. A
third text chat refers to such a monastery typifies a whole series of such texts and
confirms our initial observation. It is of additional interest because it contains the
authorization for monks to maintain stores of rice and to get into the rice-selling
business.

The text in question is so straightforward as to be startling. In it “some mer-
chants from the Northern Road” were traveling:®?

. . . they saw tsharas that had high arched gateways, were ornamented with win-
dows, latcticed windows, and railings, vihgras that captivated ctheeyeand che heart
and were like stairways to heaven, and they were deeply affected (dad par gyur te,
prasanna). They went to a v1hara and said to the monks: “Noble Ones, we would
make an offering feast (mchod ston) for the Communicy!”

The point here is probably hard to miss. The merchants are explicitly presented
as responding to the appearance of the monastery, and to that alone. They are
moved by its beauty—rcheir heart and eye stolen. The Sanskrit was certainly ei-
cther prasanna or abhiprasanna, and it repeatedly occurs in our passages to express
an emotional state or aeschetic reaction. It is a term like samwega, which occurs in
some of the same contexts, in spite of how it has sometimes been translated, and
in our texts this aesthetic reaction almost invariably results—as we will see—in
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donations.®? But our text also goes on to indicate that atcracting donors can also
involve complications.

When the merchants have declared cheir incencions to che monks, the monks
tell chem co bring what is needed for the meal, buc che merchants say chey have
only jusc arrived and would prefer to give che price to the monks and chen che
monks can provide che rice. The monks demur, buc the Buddha chen gives a first
directive: “When someone makes an offering feast for the sake of the Communicy,
you must sell chem rice!” (rin gyis "bras sbyin par bya®). The monks do so, but when
“large numbers™ made such feasts and che monks sold co all of chem, “che com-
mon stores were exhausted.” The Buddha chen gives a second set of directives, which
constituce, in effece, guidelines for running an efficient granary—chac is, when
rice is sold for a feast in che same t7hara, a liccle someching extra mighe be given
for che price; old rice must be sold at “a good time” and the storerooms filled wich
new rice; and so on. Clearly, the monks who redacted our Code realized chac be-
ing in one business, the business of actracting donors, required engaging in ocher
businesses as well, like buying and selling grain.

Buc if chese and other texts like chem in our Vinaya link beauciful and im-
posing monastic architeccure wich the accraccion of donations, scill ochers arcicu-
lace in addicion a linkage becween donations and che nacural beauty of a monascery's
setting. One example will suffice. In the Chapter on Robes, we find:*

There was a householder in a rural hamlet. He had a ¢ihara made, but only one
monk entered into the rainy-scason recreat there. That monk, however, was en-
ergetic. Every day he smeared thac v7hdra with cow dung and swept it well. Well
maineained was that vihdra, and sited in a lovely isolated spot adorned with all
sorts of trees, filled with the soft sounds of geese and curlews, peacocks and par-
rots, mainas and cuckoos, adormed with various flowers and fruits.

Once a wealcthy trader spent the night in that vibara. When he saw the beau-
ties of thac s1bdra (viharalobbam) and the beauties of its woods (wparanafobbam),
he was deeply moved (abhiprasanna), and although he had not seen the monks,

he dispatched in the name of the Communicy a very considerable donation
(prabbiito labbab).

This liccle cexe too probably requires litcle commentcary, in part because in
boch ics stcructure and ics basic vocabulary it repeats the ochers we have seen, and
in parc because it is so clear. There are of course “new” elements of interest, but
che basic account is what mighe already be called “che same old story.” A wealchy
merchant comes to a v7hara, and when he sees its beauties, he is struck, moved,
or affecced—once again the term is abbiprasanna—and he makes a large dona-
tion. What is differenc here is thac although, again, che vihara itself is aceraceive,
che emphasis is not so much on it as on what mighe be called che aeschetics of or-
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der and cleanliness and che beaucy of its setting. If che early Northwest was any-
cthing like modern India, it is noc difficule to see how a clean and well-maintained
monastery might make a distince impression. Buc the natural beauty of che sice
itself is most fully described, and it is this, perhaps, that our redactors wane most
to emphasize. The site of the monastery is here described very much in the same
terms that our Code repeatedly uses to describe the natural beauties of a park or
garden (vdyana) in spring, and thereby it assimilates the two0.6*> Though oddly
licele studied, Indian liceracure—boch religious and secular—is saturated wich
chick and sensuous descriptions of such “parks,” and they clearly had strong aes-
cthetic appeal. Western archacologists from Cunningham to Stein have also re-
peatedly remarked on the sometimes scunning nactural beauty of che sices of Bud-
dhist monasteries, and our text would seem to indicace chac cheir selection was
almost certainly not accidental. Apart from chese considerations, we perhaps
need only note here that our text makes explicit what in the previous texts was
only strongly implied: This merchant was responding solely and simply to the
beauties of the vibara and its secting—-che texc explicitly says chac he never even
saw the monks.

Having seen what we have in che discussion of our texts so far, when we get
to what we call “art,” chere are no surprises. As Ziircher and ochers have noted,
our monastic Code is comparatively rich in references to “arc,” although the “arc”
it refers to is predominancly painting.®” Here I must limic myself to some brief
remarks on two such texts whose basic point will sound perfectly familiar.

One of the texts on monastic arc in our Code has been known for some time
now. It deals with the famous lay-brother Anachapindada, who was seeking and
gaining permission from the Buddha to have paintings in the equally famous
monastery that he “donated” to the Order.®® The language that he is made to use,
and che reasons he is made to give for wanting paintings in che monastery, are par-
cicularly inceresting buc can, of course, be securely aceributed only to the monk or
monks who composed or redacted che text. They, or Anachapindada, did not, ac-
cording to the text, wanct arc in cthe monastery to instruct eicher che laity or che
monks, nor to serve as objects of devotion or as aids to meditation. They or he wanted
chis arc for a very different reason, and cthe text here too seems to be remarkably
straightforward. It begins:

When the householder Anithapindada had given the Jetavana Monastery to the
Community from the Four Directions, it occurred to him then: “Since there are
no paintings, this monastery is ugly (ds ri mo ma bris pas mi sdug ste). If, therefore,
the Blessed One were to authorize it, it should have paintings.” So thinking, he
went to the Blessed One and sat down at one side. So seated. the householder
Anithapindada said this to the Blessed One: “Reverend, the Jetavana is ugly be-
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cause I did not have paintings made. Therefore, if the Blessed One were to au-
thorize it, I will have paintings made there.”

The Blessed One said: “Householder, with my authorization, paintings there-
fore must be made!"%?

As if to make sure that no one missed the point, the redactors repeat it twice: There
should be paintings in the monastery because without them it is ugly or not beau-
tiful. And no other reason is here given.”®

The text continues with the Buddha's giving specific instructions on the place-
ment of specific paintings—the Great Miracle and the Wheel of Rebirth are to
be painted on the porch; the garland of Jarakas on the gallery; a yaksa holding a
club at the door of the Buddha's shrine; the various Elders in the meeting hall;
and so on.” This much of the tradition has been known—if not fully appreciated—
for some time, but an equally important text related to the paintings in the Jeta-
vana that occurs in the same section of our Code has gone completely unnoticed.
Its purport will be almost immediately familiar:”?

After the householder Anithapindada had given the Jetavana Monastery to the
Community of Monks from the Four Directions, and had had it finished both
inside and out with various sorts of colors, and had had paintings done, then
crowds of people who lived in Srivasti heard how the householder Anithapindada
had finished the Jetavana both inside and out with various sorts of colors and
paintings and had made it remarkably fine, and many hundreds of thousands of
people came then to see the Jetavana.

The text to this point is not subtle, and it is hard to imagine that any monk who
was in charge of a monastery could miss the point: People would hear about a
monastery that had paintings, and they would come—in large numbers. But the
rest of the text is no more subtle. It concerns a brahmin from Sravasti to whom, the
text says, “the king and his ministers and the local people were much devoted™—
paintings will apparently attract not just people but the better sort as well. The
text says that this brahmin had received from the royal court “an extremely costly
woolen blanket™ (chen po la ‘os pa'i la ba), and then—by now almost predictably:”3

Once when he was wearing that blanket, he went co the Jetavana to see its won-
ders (/rad mo. kiitahala). Just as soon as he saw it, he was greatly moved (dad pa
chen po skyes nas), and he gave that woolen blanket to the Community of Monks
from the Four Directions.

The first thing to note here is that we again have a text that makes explicit what
is only strongly implied in most others: The presence of things beautiful—in this
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case paintings that are explicitly said to be "a wonder” or “a marvel”—attracct
people. It is explicicly said thac che brahmin went to the monastery to see “its won-
ders,” not, be it noted, to see the Buddha or the monks or to hear the Dharma.
Apart from this, we see only what we have already seen before: An individual sees
what is beautiful, is deeply moved, and makes a large donation. It is this lasc chat
the text is most interested in, and its value is explicitly stated: The blanket not
only was a royal gift bur also is explicitly described as “excremely costly.” Ics value
is furcher emphasized by the fact that as the text continues the brahmin tries to
get it back! And it is even more strongly emphasized by the furcher fact that ics
donation requires and effects a significant change in established monastic rules.
Prior to this occasion, the rule established by the Buddha was thac all cloth do-
nated to the Communicy must be cur up and divided equally among the monks.”*
But the donation of this costly cloch led the Buddha himself to modify that rule—
to, it is easy to see, the material benefit of che monks. He is made to rule: “Hence-
forth, monks, whatever donation of cloth of chis sort falls to the Community must
be sold for cash (kars@pana) and the cash divided among the monks (de /ta bas na
dge dun la gos kyi rnyed pa de Ita bu grub pa gang yin pa de kar sha pa na dag tu bsgyur
la kar sha pa na dag bgo bar bya'). This ruling, which requires the monks to engage
in commercial transactions and to act as cloth merchants is, in fact, che main point
of the entire account. But between che selling of cloth and the buying and selling
of rice and a whole host of other such activities, it is hardly surprising, then, thac
large numbers of coins have been found at Buddhist monastic sices.

These texts dealing with the paintings in the Jetavana are probably rhe most
important texts in our Code dealing with monastic art. There are of course oth-
ers, buc there is lictle poinc in treating them in detail—chey all in one way or an-
other tell cthe same story. The well-known text dealing wicth the Wheel of Rebirch
painced on the porch of the Jetavana is, in the end, about the donation of a monas-
tic feast chat cost five hundred arsapanas, although the painting was originally
intended for didactic purposes or to frighten the monks;’® the account of the painted
image of the Buddha on cloth that was sent to a Sri Lankan princess is, in the end,
about a magnificent donation of pearls that provided one of the occasions on which
the Buddha himself defined the threefold economic and corporate structure of the
monastic Community—ict culminaces in a ruling chat mandaces how the three equal
parts of such a donation must be used.”® Even the importanc series of texts in our
Code chat deal wich the specifically named “Image in the Shade of the jambu Tree”
follows the same pattern. This specifically named image not only provides another
remarkable linkage between our Vimaya and the arc of the Northwesc—several
clearly idencifiable examples of this named image have already been recognized in
the Gandharan corpus, and chere is an inscribed Kusian example made in Machura
but found at Safici—but the texts that deal with it also provide a unique and de-
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tailed set of rules governing monastic image processions, image processions that
are explicicly said to generate large donations and are clearly meant to do so. This
series of texts in fact, as now must seem perfectly fitting, ends wich another set of
rules governing monastic auctions, which curn those abundant offerings into cash.”

What we see and have seen here is, then, the monastic view of the function of
beauty and what we call “art™ in the monastery. There may have been other views—
there almost certainly were—but they are not expressed in the M/ asarvastivada-
vinaya, an important monastic Code that almost cerrainly was written or redacted
in Early Northwest India. In the Early Northwest those other views appear to have
been expressed by dissident monks who would come to form what we call “the
Mahiyina,” but they—Ilike St. Bernard and for many of the same reasons—appear
at least originally to have disapproved of art and to have had lictle or no incerest
in promoting elaborate monasteries.”® All of this, at the very least, must be sober-
ing. Clearly we have much more to learn about the Buddhist monks who handled
the coins we collect and used the pots that we classify. They were not, it seems,
what we have been told they were.

Notes

1. Examples of early work published on this Viraya include, first of all, A.Csoma de
Koros, "Analysis of the Dulva. A Portion of the Tibetan Work Entitled the Kah-gyur,” Asi-
atik Researches 20 (1836) 41-93 (lacer translaced into French in L. Feer, Analyse du kand-
Jour. Recueil des livres socrés au tiber {Annales du musée guimet II} {Paris: 1881} 146-198).
In the 1870s, A. von Schiefner published a long series of papers under the title “Indische
Erzihlungen™ in Bulletin de {'académie impériale des sciences de St.-Pesersbourg (listed in detail
in Panglung, Die Erzablstoffe des Milasarvastivads-Vinaya, 254-255), which were in turn
eranslated into English in W. R. Ralston, Tibetan Tales Derived from Indian Sources (London:
1882), making available a significant sampling of the narrative licerature found ia this
Visaya—indeed the work mighe have been more accurately entitled “Tales or Stories from
the Mélasarvastivada-vinaya,” though a very few of the “tales™ came from elsewhere. W. W/
Rockhill also did early important work on this Vizaya (Rockhill, “Le craité d’émancipa-
tion ou Pratimoksa Sutra.” RHR 9 (1884] 3—-26, 167—201; Rockhill, “Tibetan Buddhist
Birth-Stories: Extraces and Translations from the Kandjur,” JAOS 18 [1897] 1-14; Rock-
hill, The Life of the Buddha and the Early History of His Order Derived from Tibetan Works in
the Bhah-Hgyur and Bstan-Hgyur {1.ondon: 1907}).

2. Lamocce, Histoire du bouddbisme indien, 727.

3. For references and further, sometimes overlapping discussion, see G. Schopen, “ The
Bones of a Buddha and the Business of a Monk: Conservative Monastic Values in an Early
Mahayana Polemical Teact,” JIP 27 (1999) 292-293 {FFMB Ch. 111}; and Schopen, Dass6
bukkys koki jidai, 39f1.



38 BUDDHIST MONKS AND BUSINESS MATTERS

4. For but one prominent example, see J. W. de Jong, Review of Falk, Schrift im alten
Indien, 11] 39 (1996) 69.

S. Sanghabbedatustu (Gnoli) i, “General Introduction,” xix.

6. Bbarsajyavastu, GMs iii 1, 1.20—-2.5—for the reading of this passage in the Gilgic
manuscript itself (GBMs vi 952.2) and some discussion, see Schopen, Di 16 bukkyd koki jidai,
42-45.

7. In the short “Introduction”™ he wrote to J. Przyluski, “Le nord-ouest de I'inde dans
le vinaya des malasarvistivadin et les textes apparentés,” JA (1914) 493-568 —Przyluski
translaces here the Chinese translation of this “mahatmya™ done by I-ching.

8. Ed. Huber, “Erudes bouddhiques. 1ll—Le roi kaniska dans le vinaya des malasarvis-
tivadins,” BEFEO 14 (1914) 18: “qui tendent 2 montrer que le Vinaya des Miila-Sarvise:-
vadins a subi un remaniement aux environs de I'ére chrétienne.” This paper of Huber's,
moreover, was also translated into English shortly after its original publication in G. K. Na-
riman, Literary History of Sanskrit Buddbism (Bombay: 1919) 274-275.

9. See as a small sample: Sayandumatasiu (Gnoli) 3.19; Bbaisajyarastu, GMs iii 1,95.12;
Pravvajyarastn, GMs iii 4, 56.12; Vibhasiga, Derge Ca 2472.7,Ja 69a.2 = Dityaradana (Cow-
ell and Neil) 493.15; etc.

10. See G. Schopen, “The Lay Ownership of Monasteries and the Rolc of the Monk
in Mulasarvistivadin Monasticism,” JIABS 19.1 (1996) 81-126 {« Ch. VIlI below};
Schopen, “Marking Time in Buddhist Monasteries. On Calendars, Clocks, and Some Licur-
gical Practices,” in Siryacandraya. Essays in Homour of Akira Yuyama on tbe Occasion of His
651b Birthday (Indica et Tibetica 35), ed. P. Harrison and G. Schopen (Swisttal-Odendorf:
1998) 158-179 [= Ch. IX below]. At this stage of our ignorance, it appears that alchough
the title Vibdrasyamin might not be exclusive to Miilasarvastivadin sources, it may well be
predominantly a Milasarvastivadin term. Th. Damsteege. Epigraphical HybridSanskrit (Lei-
den: 1978) 165, says thac the title “is apparently not found in Pali,” and it certainly does
not occur in the Pali Viraya, even though the term sassamika occurs in conjunction with
tibara there (Pali Viraya iii 156). The lack of linkages between Pali sources and the epi-
graphical and archaeological records of the Northwest is consistent and points to the lim-
ited utilicy of che former for understanding the laccer.

11. The passage in question—Varigvasix, GMs iii 4, 139.11-.17—has been discussed
in some detail in G. Schopen, “The Ritual Obligations and Donor Roles of Monks in the
Pali Vinaya,” JPTS 16 (1992) 87-107 (= BSBM, Ch. IV].

12. See, for example, R. Salomon, “The Bhagamoya Relic Bowl Inscription,” 11J 27
(1984) 108 (1.2);G. Fussman, “Nouvelles inscriptions €aka (I1),” BEFEO 73 (1984) 33 (1.2),
35 (1.2), 39 (11.7-.9); Fussman, “Nouvelles inscriptions $aka (III),” BEFEO 74 (1985) 37
(1.3); Fussman, “Documents epigraphiques kouchans (IV). Ajitasena, pere de senavarma,”
BEFEO 75 (1986) 2 (1.5); Salomon, " The Reliquary Inscription of Utara: A New Source
for the History of the Kings of Apraca,” I/ 31 (1988) 169. For the inscription that refers
explicitly to “the merit of Brahma,” see R. Salomon and G. Schopen, “The Indravarman
(Avaca) Casket Inscription Reconsidered: Further Evidence for Canonical Passages in Bud-
dhist Inscriptions,” JIABS 7.1 (1984) 108 (1.4).

13. The passage in question—Sanighabbedavastu (Gnoli) ii 206.16—has been noticed



Art, Beauty, and the Business of Running a Buddhbist Monastery 39

in Salomon and Schopen, “The Indravarman (Avaca) Casket Inscription Reconsidered,”
121-122, buc the reservations expressed there in regard to whether or not cthe passage was
original to this Vimaya need to be revisited and may well have been overstated. The same
or a similar passage also occurs in the Ekortaragama, for example, but given the nature of
that compilation, the chances that it was the original source are certainly not beteer.

14. For convenience, see the references in G. Schopen, “On Monks, Nuns, and "Vul-
gar’ Practices: The Incroduction of cthe Image Cult into Indian Buddhism,” ArA 49
(1988/1989) 158-159 [= BSBAM, 243].

15. See as a small sample: Bhaisagyarastu, GMs iii 1, 55.12; Pravragyavastu, GMs iii
4, 56.12; Pravrapyavastu (Eimer) ii 259.15; Vibbariga, Derge Ca 247a.7, Ja 64b.5 (= Di-
vyavadana {Cowell and Neil} 488.3, though the Sanskrit has been abbreviated), Ja 80a.2
(= Diryavadana {Cowell and Neil} 505.2), Ja 227a.1; ecc.

16. Konow, Kbaroshthi inscriptions, LVII (124), LXXXVIII (172); Liiders, Mathura
Inscriprions §§ 44, 46.

17. Pratrajyavastu (Eimer) ii 163.12. For a Sanskrit text of the formulary, see B. Jina-
nanda, Upasampadagiapeib (Patna: 1961), esp. 26.3 for the passage cited. The Upasampa-
dafraptib appears to be an extract from the Pravrajyavastu, buc its textual history is not
actually known. A translation of the entire formulary will appear in the new Penguin
Buddbist Scriptures, being edited by D. Lopez.

18. For some texts illustrative of this strong emphasis on the obligations of precep-
tors and pupils in regard to mutual caregiving, especially in times of illness, see Ksudra-
kavastu, Derge Tha 212b.3-213b.3, 213b.3-214a.7. On similiar obligacions, again in times
of illness, of monks for ocher monks with whom they need not have a formally acknowl-
edged relacionship, see Civararasiu, GMs iii 2,124.11-125.9, 128.1-131.15 (most of cthese
are briefly discussed at G. Schopen, "The Good Monk and His Money in a Buddhist Monas-
ticism of the Mahayana Period.” EB n.s. 32.1 (2000} 95-96 [ = Ch. I above, 8-9}). Civara-
vastu, GMs iii 2, 124.11€f, concains a rule requiring monks to undertake acts of worship
(pija) for the benefit of (wddifya) a dying fellow monk—a situation that mighe well lie
behind several of our inscriptions—and is tentatively translated in G. Schopen, “Deaths,
Funerals. and the Division of Property in a Monastic Code,” in Buddhism in Practice, ed.
D.S. Lopez Jr. (Princeton, N.J.: 1995) 495-496 [= Ch. IV beiow, 114-115].

19. S. Konow, “Note on the Tar-Dhérai Inscriptions,” in A. Stein, An Archaeological
Tour in Waziristan and Nortbern Balichistan (MAS] 37) (Calcucea: 1929) 93—-97; Konow,
Kbharashthi Inscriptions, XCII (173—177); cf. che series of pot inscriptions published and dis-
cussed in R. Salomon, Ancient Buddbist Serolls from Gandbara. The British Library Kharosthi
Fragments (Seattle: 1999) 183-247.

20. See Ksudrakavastu, Derge Tha 108a.6—110a.4; see also Sayandsanavasts (Gnoli)
50.18-51.9 on monastic wells and the monks’ obligation to distribute water there.

21. E. Senart, “Notes d'épigraphie indienne,” JA (1890) 122. There is now probably
no need to pursue the question raised by Senare of foreign influence (“I'imitation des for-
mules épigraphiques de I'Occident™) on the development of these formulae—they are far
more explicable “par le jeu nacurel des idées natives™ than he could ever have seen, and a
considerable amount of evidence for this is found in our Code.



40 BUDDHIST MONKS AND BUSINESS MATTERS

22. Obviously, much more needs to be known about all the Virayas preserved now
only in Chinese before such statements can have any dependable force. For the moment it
can only be said that no such material has been noted so far in these Vinayas and that no
macterial of chis kind occurs in the canonical Pili Viraya.

23. The texc is found at Uttaragrantha, Derge Pa 99a.7-100a.6.

24, For the shards from Mohenjo-daro, see E. J. H. Mackay, Further Excarations at
Mobenfo-Dare (Delhi: 1938) Vol. 1, 187; see also Salomon, Ancient Budd hist Scrolls from Gan-
dhara, 193 (pot A inscription) and 245 (the Kara Tepe example cited). There are some other
possible examples, but an explicit identification of the “owner” as a monk is generally lack-
ing; e.g., S. R. Rao, “Excavations at Kanheri (1969),” in Studia in Indian History und Cul-
ture, ed. S. Ritti and B. R. Gopal (Dharwar: 1971)45; H. Falk, "Protective Inscriptions on
Buddhist Monastic Implements,” in Vividharatnakarandaka. Festgabe fiir Adelbeid Mette
(Indica et Tibetica 37), ed. C. Chojnacki et al. (Swistral-Odendorf: 2000) 254, and che lic-
erature cited.

25. Vibbasga, Derge Ja 15a.3~15b.1—discussed in G. Schopen, “The Lay Ownership
of Monasteries and the Role of the Monk in Mitlasarvistividin Monasticism,” 101-102 =
Ch. VIII below, 230-231}.

26. For another example of this state of affairs, see Sayandsanavastx (Gnoli) 40.13:
anyatamena grhapating dvau viharau karitau eka aranyakanam dvisiyo gramantikanam.

27. See Schopen, "The Lay Ownership of Monasteries,” 102 n. 44 {= Ch. VIII be-
low, 252 n. 44} (in the original publication “cited above 14" should be corrected to “cited
above 947).

28. Uttaragrantha, Derge Pa 154b.6-155a.6 = Tog Na 223a.5-b.7.

29. There is a significant diff erence between Derge and Tog in regard to the reading
for the second half of this statement. Tog has de ste phul ba’i bsod nams mi snang ngo zbes dpyas
pa, and | have adopted this here. Derge. however, reads de sngon snang na da mi snang no zbes
dpyas pa, “since that which was formerly visible now is not.” It is possible that the reading
in Derge was influenced by the reading in the corresponding passage in the very similar
text thac immediacely follows (see n. 33 below), since there both Derge and Tog have snga
na ni snang na da {Tog da ni} mi snang no zbes 'phya ba [Tog dpyas pal, but any satisfying de-
termination will have to wait for a proper edition of the text.

30. Vinayasiisra (Sankrityayana) 119.2 = Derge, bstan gyur, ‘dul ba Wu 98b.3.

31. Salomon, Ancient Buddhist Sorolls from Gandhara, 198, 218.

32. G. Fussman, "Numismatic and Epigraphic Evidence for the Chronology of Early
Gandharan Art,” in Imestigating Indian Art, ed. M. Yaldiz and W. Lobo (Berlin: 1987) 79;
Konow, “Note on the Tor-Dhérai Inscriptions,” 97.

33. Untaragrantha, Derge Pa 155a.6-157a.2. This second text—in essentials similar
to the firse, although it contains as well a sermon on the inevitability of death—deals wich
the furnishings (ma/ gos) of King Prasenajit’s grandmother (pby; mo) thact he gave “to the
Noble Community of the Jetavana™ (the same narrative frame is used at Pili Vinaya ii 169.29
to a different end). In this instance, however, the “inscription” that is to be wriccen is yu/
ko sha la'i rgyal po gsal rgyal gyis phul ba'i {mal} gas, “furnishings that were given by Prase-
najit, King of Kofala.” It, then, does not use a pronoun (ds, ayam), nor an expression like
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yon du phul ba'i dngos po or sbyin par bya ba'i chos (deyadbarma—so Vinayasitra), and so is even
less developed. It also names as the donor the actual giver of the property (Prasenajit), and
not its previous and now deceased owner (Presenajit’s grandmother).

34. Already noted in A. Bareau, Les sectes bouddhiques du petit vébicule (Paris: 1955) 36,
131-132, and the sources cited; Lamotte, Histoire du bouddhisme indien, 578; and repeated
recently in C. Willemen et al., Sarvastivada Buddhiss Scholasticism (Leiden: 1998) 103~104,
115~116. Inscriptions from the Northwest that refer to the Sarvastividins, moreover, con-
tinue to be published—see Salomon, Ancient Buddbist Scvolls from Gandbara, 200 (pot B),
205 (pot C).

35. For some examples of the attempts to sort out the relationship(s) between the
Sarvastivadins and the Mulasarvistivadins, see J. W. de Jong, “Les satrapitaka des sarvisti-
vidin et des malasarvastividin,™ in Mé/anges dindianisme a la mémoire de Louis Renoss (Paris:
1968) 395-402; B. Mukherjee, "On the Relationship between the Sarvastivida Vinaya and
the Milasarvistivida Vinaya,” Journal of Asian Studiss (Madras) 2.1 (1984) 139-165;
Mukherjee, “Shih-sung-lu and the Reconstruction of the Original Sarvastivida Vinaya,”
Buddhbist Studies 15 (1991) 46-52; Willemen et al., Sareastivada Buddhist Scholasticism
36-137; F. Enomoto, “'Mulasarvastividin’ and ‘Sarvastivadin,’” in Vividbaratnakarandaka,
239-250. Referring to work by Przyluski, Hofinger, and Bareau, Willemen et al. (p. 87)
say: "Comparative studies of the Vinayapitaka of the Sarvastividins and of the Miilasarvisti-
vadins reveal that what was lacer called the Mi/asarvastivadavinaya is older than the Sandsti.
vadatinaya, and even older than most other Vinayapitakas.”

36. A. Bareau, "Le construction et le culte des stipa d'aprés les vinayapitaka,” BEFEO
50 (1960) 244.

37. Ksudrakatastu, Derge Tha 102a.5-104b.2.

38. Posadhatastu (Hu-von Hiniiber) §§ 6.1-.8.

39. Vibbanga, Derge Ja 154b.2-156b.7.

40. Ksudrakatastu, Derge Tha 222b.2-224b.1.

41. Vibhasga, Derge Ja 79b.7-80b.3 = Dityatadina (Cowell and Neil) 504.25-505.29.

42. Ksudrakasastu, Derge Tha 39a.6-b.5.

43. Ksudrakatastu, Derge Da 35b.2—-36a.2; the Pasadhavastu passage cited in n. 38 above
also explicitly forbids practicing meditation in the forest: bhagavan ahal raranye yogo bbava-
yntaryah (§ 6.5).

44. Sayanasanatastu (Gnoli) 35.1-.10. The passage is translated and discussed in
Schopen, "The Lay Ownership of Monasteries,” 1136 [= Ch. VIII below, 238f }; note in
particular n. 65 in which the corresponding passage in the Vinayasitra is also translated.

45. Urntaragrantha, Derge Pa 71b.4—74a.2—cranslated and discussed tn Schopen,
“Marking Time in Buddhist Monasteries,” 173ff {= Ch. 1X below, 270-271).

46. Sayandsanavastu (Gnoli) 35.7; Schopen, “The Lay Ownership of Monasteries,” 113
{= Ch. VIII below, 238}.

47. Sayandsanarastu (Gnoli) 37.6—.19; translated in full in Schopen, “The Lay Own-
ership of Monasteries,” 92-93 (= Ch. VIII below, 325-326}.

48. Both Vinitadeva's Vinayavibhangapadavyakhyana (Derge, btsan ‘gyur, ‘dul ba Tshu
64b.5) and Silapilita's Agamaksudrakaryakhyana (Derge, btsan ‘gyur, ‘dul ba Dzu 73a.5)
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make it clear that the Mulasarvistividin commentarial tradition understood daksinam aVdis
or xdNdif to mean the “assigning” or “transfer” of merit. The first, commenting on Vibbariga,
Derge Ca 154a.5, says yon bshad pa zhes bya ba ni sbyin pa'i ‘bras bu yongs su bsngo ba'o, “*As-
signing the reward’ means: transferring the fruic of the gift™; and the second, commenting
on Ksudrakavastu, Derge Tha 237a.5, says yon bsngo ba ni chos kyi sbyin pa la sogs pa las yang
dag par byung ba'i bsod nams kyi 'bras bu kun du {read: 14} bgo bsha’ byad (read: byed} pao, ~*as-
signing the reward’ means: apportioning the fruit of the merit thac arises from a religious
gift, ecc.”

49. Vibbasga, Derge Cha 184a.1.

50. On this description of, and emphasis on, a beautiful vihara, see pages 31-32 and
n. 60 below.

51. Sayanasamavasiu (Gnoli) 37.6.

52. Vibbarga, Derge Cha 154b.3. For a more detailed treatment of the passage, see
Schopen, “Doing Business for the Lord: Lending on Interest and Written Loan Contracts
in the Malasarvastivada-vinaya,” JAOS 114 (1994) 527-554 [= Ch. I1I below].

53. See, for references, Schopen, “Doing Business for the Lord,” 532 nn. 22-25 {= Ch
111 below, nn. 22-25], to which might be added B. S. L. Hanumantha Rao et al., Budd bist
Inscriptions of Andbradesa (Secunderabad: 1998) 192 ("Patagandigudem {Kallacheruvu} Cop-
per Plates of Siri Ehdavala Chintamiila™—this record was apparently discovered only in 1997
and is potentially very important. It is the only copper-plate inscription of the Iksvakus so
far known and is the only record so far of a grant of land by an Iksvaku king to a Buddhist
monastic community. It is therefore particularly unfortunate that it is available only in a
rather primitive transcription that is not accompanied with usable plates or photographs).
{See now H. Falk, “ The Patagandigidem Copper-Plate Grant of the lksvaku King Ehavala
Cantamula,” Si/k Road Art and Arcbeology 6 (1999/2000) 275-283.]

54. Uttaragrantha, Derge Pa 196a.7. For a discussion of the text, see now G. Schopen,
“Dead Monks and Bad Debts: Some Provisions of a Buddhisc Monastic Inheritance Law,”
1) 44 (2001) 115-118 {= Ch. V below, 137~138].

55. Its only possible competitor would be the office of bhatudesaka, which is referred
to in a single inscription from Bharhut (H. Liders, Bharbus Inscriptions {CIl Vol. 11, Pe. 2],
ed. E. Waldschmidt and M. A. Mehendale [Ootacamund: 1963} 20, A 17).

56. Konow, Kbaroshthi Inscriptions, X111, LXXII, LXXVI, LXXXII; seealso BSBM 159,
190-191, and notes.

57. C. Rudolph, The “Things of Greater Momens.” Bernand of Clairvaux's Apologia and the
Medieval Attitude touard Art (Philadelphia: 1990) 280-281 (for boch the Latin text and
the translation cited here). For another translation, see M. Casey and J. Leclercq, Cistercians
and Cluniacs. 51. Bernard's Apologia 1o Abbot William (Kalamazoo, Mich.: 1970) 65. see also
P. Fergusson, Architecture of Solisude. Cistercian Abbeys in Tuelfth-Century England (Prince-
ton, N.J.: 1984) 11ff.

58. See n. 77 below.

59. Vibhariga, Derge Cha 184a.1.

60. This description of a beautiful vihdra is so common in our Vinaya that it consti-
tutes a cliché; for some other examples, some of which will be cited immediately below,
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see Vibhariga, Derge Ca 153b.3; Cha 148b.2, 1 56b.4; Nya 141a.6, 146b.4, 147b.3; Pratra-
pyavastu (Eimer) ii 271.8, 273.12; etc. The last two of these are particularly interesting
examples that combine the description of a beautiful vibara with another formula, dis-
cussed below, that describes the natural beauty of a park in spring; and both also conrain
a furcther characterization of the vibara as lha'i gnas ltar dpal gyis 'bar ba. Happily we also
have a Sanskrit version of this simile: Pratrajyavastu (Nither/Vogel/Wille) 255.33 —
devrabbavanam iva friya jralantam, “like the dwelling of a god, shining with splendor.” This
is a remarkable figure of speech to apply to a Buddhist monastery.

61. Vibbaiga, Derge Ca 153b.Ift.

62. Vibbariga, Derge Cha 156b.4.

63. For the richness of the terms prasanna and abbiprasanna, see, for now, Schopen,
“The Lay Ownership of Monasteries™ 98—-99 and n. 39 [= Ch. VIII below, 228-229}; and
note, for now, cthat there is almost certainly a connection between the Buddhist use of these
terms in the context of donations and the dharmasastric notion of “tokens of affection”
(prasada) as a distinct category of property that is excluded from partition (for some ex-
amples of the latter, see L. and R. Rocher, “Ownership by Birth: The Mitaksara Stand,” JIP
29 (2001) 247-248).

64. Civaravastu, GMs iii 2, 107.11.

65. Sarighabbedarastu (Gnoli) ii 109.10, 121.5; Sayandsanavastu (Gnoli) 32.3; ecc.

66. A.Cunningham, The Bhilsa Topes or Buddhist Monuments of Centrallndita (London:
1854) 320-321; A.Stein, On Alexander’s Track 10 the Indus (London: 1929) 17-18, 35.

67. See E. Ziircher, "Buddhist Art in Medieval China: The Ecclesiastical View,” in
Function and Meaning in Buddbiss Art. Proceedings of a Seminar Held at Leiden U niversity 21-24
Ocrober 1991, ed. K. R. van Kooij and H. Van der Veere (Groningen: 1995) 1-20, esp. 6;
and before him, A.C. Soper, “Early Buddhist Accitudes towards che Art of Painting,” Ary
Bulletin 32 (1950) 147-151, and P. Demiéville, “Buctsuzd,” Habogirin, troisieme fascicule
(Paris: 1974) 210ff.

68. For the account of the founding of this famous monastery in the M&/asarvastivada-
vinaya, and on the discinct possibility that the purchase of its sice by Anathapindada was
highly illegal, see G. Schopen, “Heirarchy and Housing in a Buddhist Monastic Code. A
Translation of the Sanskrit Text of the Sayandsanavastu of the Milasarvistivada-vinaya. Part
One,” Buddbist Literature 2 (2001) 98-99 n. VIIL7.

69. Ksudrakatastu, Derge Tha 225a.3ff. Though much of this account found in the
Ksudrakavastx was summarized or partly translated already by both W. W. Rockhill (T he Life
of the Buddha, 48 n. 2) and M. Lalou (*Notes sur la décoration des monastéres bouddhiques,”
RAA 5.3 [1930} 183-185), this important opening paragraph was entirely ignored.

70. Virtually chis same reason—and it alone—is repeatedly given elsewhere in the
Mailasarvastivada-vinaya to justify several significant elements of both sr#Zpas and images,
and several elements of the ritual activity directed toward them as well. In the Unraragrantha,
for example, when Anithapindada has a sr4pa built for the hair and nails of the Blessed
One, and "when, because it was not plastered, it was ugly (ms mdzes pa),” he then seeks and
receives permission to have it plastered, repeating in full che reason: “so long as it remains
unplastered, it is ugly (mi mdzes pa).” In the same way it is said that a stépa is not beauti-
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ful when there are no lamps, when the railing surrounding it has no gateway (r7a babs =
rorana), when flowers given to it wicher, etc., and in each case this aesthetic consideration—
and it alone—results in the Blessed One’s ordering that this aesthetic deficiency be remedied,
thac ssiapas be provided wich lamps, ctheir railings be provided with roranas, etc. (Urntara-
grantha, Derge Pa 114a.3ff, 120b.1). A fuller summary of these passages—not always en-
tirely dependable—can be found in P. Dorjee, Stupa and lts Technology. A Tibeto-Buddbist
Perspective (New Delhi: 1996) 4-7. Dorjee paraphrases mi mdzes par gyur na/nas as “would
appear unattractive,” “did not look nice,” “looked unattractive™). The same “argument,”
using the same language, is also used to justify providing “the image of the Bodhisattva”
(byang chub sems dpa'i gzugs, i.e., of Siddhirtha) with ornaments, with carrying the image
on a wagon, with providing that wagon with flags, banners, and so on—and in each case,
it is said that the reason for doing so was so that the image or processional wagon would
not be ugly (mi mdzes pa)—Uttaragrantha, Derge Pa 137b.4fT.

71. A digest of cthis part of the text is preserved in Sanskrit—see Vinayasitra (Sankric-
yayana) 114.16-31.

72. Ksudrakavastu, Derge Tha 262b.4.

73. Ksudrakavastu, Derge Tha 262b.7.

74. Ksudrakavastu, Derge Tha 205b.7-207b.3.

75. Vibbarga, Derge Ja 113b.3-122a.7. A Sanskrit version of this text has come down
to us as an extract now found at Divyaradana (Cowell and Neil) 298.24-311.10. Fora trans-
lation of the first part of the text from its Chinese ctranslation, see J. Przyluski, "La roue de
la vie 3 ajant3,” JA (1920) 313-319; and for Sanskrit fragments of a seemingly similar cexc,
see B. Pauly, "Fragments sanskrits de haute asie (mission pelliot),” JA (1959) 228-240.

76. Adhikaranavasiu (Gnoli) 63.16—69.2—aro yo buddhasya bhigas tena gandbakutyam
pralepam dadata; yo dbarmasya sa dharmadharanam pudgalanam, yab samghasya tam samagrah
samgbo bbajayatu. cf. Schopen, “Deaths, Funerals, and the Division of Property in a Monas-
tic Code,” 500 [= Ch. IV below, 119].

77. The fullest treatment of these texts so far may be found in Ch. IV of FFMB, en-
titled "On Sending Monks Back to Their Books: Cult and Conservatism in Early Mahayana
Buddhism.”

78. See G. Schopen, “The Bones of a Buddha and che Business of a Monk: Conserva-
tive Monastic Values in an Early Mahiyana Polemical Trace,” JIP 27 (1999) 279-324; and
Ch. IV of FFMB.



CHAPTER III

Doing Business for the Lord

Lending on Interest and Written Loan
Contracts in the Mitlasarvastivada-vinaya

IT 1S PROBABLY fair to say that chere has been little discussion in Wescern schol-
arship about how Indian Buddhist monasteries paid cheir bills. It is possible, of
course, that chis is in part because money and monks have had, to be sure, an un-
happy history in che West—at leasct as thac history has often been written—and
the topic may cherefore be considered somehow unedifying.! It may also be true,
as Peter Levi's “Study of Monks and Monasteries™ suggests, that we like our monas-
teries in “ruins,” as “landscape decorations and garden ornaments.” “That,” Levi
says, “is because the ruins of monasteries speak more clearly than the real inhab-
ited places.”?

However this be eventually sectled, it appears chat chis reticence or romanti-
cism has worked less forcefully in regard to che scudy of China. Why chis was so
is again uncercain, buc one effecc of ic is not: much chat a scudent of Indian monas-
tic Buddhism might find surprising in the M#/asarvastivada-vinaya, for example,
will be old hac to economic and legal historians of China. A particularly good in-
stance of this sort of thing occurs in che Civaravastu of the Malasarvastivada-vinaya,
where we find the following passage: tatra bbagavan bbiksin amantrayate sma. bhaja-
yata yiayam bhiksava upanandasya bhiksor mriapariskaram iti. bhiksubbibh samghama-
dbye avatarya vikriya bba jitam. On one level che meaning of this passage is straight-
forward: “In chis case the Blessed One said to the monks: ‘You, monks, must {528]
divide the escace of cthe dead monk Upananda!” The monks, having broughc ic and
having sold it in che midst of the community, divided (the proceeds).”® It looks
like there was a kind of “public” sale or auction of the belongings of a dead monk
chac was held by che monks, and that what was realized from chis sale was then
discribuced to the monks in atcendance.

Originally published in Journal of the Amevican Oriental Sociery 114.4 (1994) 527-553.
Reprinted wich stylistic changes wicth permission of American Oriental Society.
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Alchough there is a second reference to “selling” the goods of a deceased monk
in this same passage, this procedure, seen through the eyes of an Indianist, will al-
most certainly appear unusual. But readers of J. Gernet's remarkable Les aspects
économiques du bouddbhisme dans la société chinoise du v* au x* sikcle will already be fa-
miliar with it. In discussing the “division of the clothes of the deceased among the
monastic community,” Gernet said—almost forty years ago—that “the documents
from Tun-Huang show how the clergy of the same parish (chreh, Skr. sima) gath-
ered for the auction of clothing and pieces of cloth. The proceeds were subsequently
divided among the monks, nuns, and novices of both sexes."*

Professor Gernet, who for good reason paid less attention to the Vinaya of the
Miilasarvastivadins, seems to have thought that “there is no mention in the Vinaya,
however, of the sale of the clothing of deceased monks™ and that “the Vinaya of
the Mahasimghika alone makes a very discrete allusion to this method of divi-
sion,” although he himself then quotes short passages from both the Vinaya of the
Sarvastivadins and “la Matrka [des Miilasarvastivadin]l” that refer to the sale of
monastic robes,’> and Lien-sheng Yang had already some years before noted that
"a [Milasarvastivadin} vinaya text translated in the early T'ang period, however,
indicates that in India sale by auction was used to dispose of such personal be-
longings™ of deceased monks.® Yang's assertion seems now, in part at least, to be
confirmed by the passage from the Civaravastu cited above: that passage does not
actually contain a word for “auction,” but clearly refers to the sale "in the midst
of the community” of a dead monk's possessions, and—although it cannot estab-
lish that this was actually practiced in India—it does confirm that Mulasarvasti-
vadin rinaya masters thought it should or hoped it would.

Such confirmation from an extant Sanskrit text is, of course, welcome, but
perhaps a more important point is that without the work of sinologists the sig-
nificance of the Civaravasiu passage might easily be missed. Scholars working on
China have in fact often been the first to introduce and make available important
Indian material bearing on the institutional and economic history of Buddhism,
but this material rarely, or never, makes it into Indian studies. References to Ger-
net's Les aspects économiques du bouddbisme, for example, are extremely rare in works
on Indian cultural and economic history. D. D. Kosambi long ago referred to Ger-
net when he raised the “fundamental question” of the extent to which Buddhist
monks and monasteries in India participated directly in trade. “The documentary
evidence” for such participation, Kosambi said, "exists at the other end of the Bud-
dhist world, in Chinese records and translations,” of the sort presented by Ger-
net.” But few have followed this up. André Bareau, too, relied heavily on Gernet
in a short piece he published on certain forms of monastic endowments in India
and China.® Apart from these papers, I know of little else.?

There are of course problems in using Chinese sources in studying India. No
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one, I chink, would accept without serious qualificacions, for example, Kosambi’s
assertion chat “noc only the art buc the organizacion and economic management
of Chinese Buddhist monasteries, especially the cave-monasteries . . . were ini-
tially copied from Indian models, so chac cheir records can be ucilized for our pur-
pose,” that is to say, to scudy directly Indian monasteries.'® The use of Chinese
translacions of Indian texts is sometimes less problematic, but there are scill seri-
ous difficulcies. The process of translation often conceals, for example, the Indian
vocabulary, and chis is {529] especially che case wich realia or financial matccers.
The sinologists, too, who present such Indian texcs are, justifiably, often unable
co recognize their broader Indian significance. Here I would like to deal with just
one example chat might illuscrace ac leasc some of chese points.

In his survey of whac che Chinese translacions of che various vinayas have to
say in regard to monks participating in “commerce” or trade or business, Profes-
sor Gernect parcly paraphrases and partly translaces a text from the Vinayavibhariga
of the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya thac—unless I am much miscaken—is of unique
imporcance.!! Ic is imporcanc first for whac it can cell us abouc che kinds of legal
and economic ideas that were developed by ac least some Indian vinaya wricers; it
is important for what it can contribuce to our understanding of cthe laws of con-
tracc and debc in early and classical India, and because it provides anocher good
example of Buddhist vinaya interacting with Indian law; ic is also importanc for
what it can contribuce o che discussion concerning the uses of writing and wric-
ten documents and legal instcruments in India.

A Sanskric cexc for chis passage has not yet—as far as | know—come o light.
Buc in addicion to che Chinese version presented by Gernet, che texc is also avail-
able in a Tibetan cranslation. This Tibetan translation has ac least one advancage
over cthe Chinese text: it is often, though not always, easier to see che Sanskric chac
underlies a Tibetan translation and cherefore to get at che original Indian vocab-
ulary. Because the texc has not yet been fully cranslaced, I firsc give a complete
cranslacion. This will be followed by an accempe o establish the technical Indian
vocabulary that the Tibetan appears to be translacing, and chen furcher discussion
directed toward situating this piece of vinaya in che larger contexc of similar dis-
cussions in Indian dharmasastra, wich some reference to actual legal records pre-
sented in Indian inscriptions. In che end, too, there will have to be some attempt
made to gec ac the religious and insticutional needs thac mighe lie behind our text
and the legal inscrumencs ic is concerned wich.

Vinayavibbanga
(Derge, "dul ba Cha 154b.3-155b.2)
The Buddha, the Blessed One, was staying in Vaiéili, in che hall of che lofty pavil-
ion on the bank of the monkey's pool. At that time the Licchavis of Vai$ili built



48

BUDDHIST MONKS AND BUSINESS MATTERS

houses with six or seven upper chambers (p«ra).!? As the Licchavis of Vaisali built
cheir houses, so too did chey build ¢sbgras wich six or seven upper chambers. As
a consequence, because of their greac height, having been built and builc, they
fell apare.!> When chat occurred, the donors thought: “If even the vibzras of those
who are scill living, abiding, continuing, and alive fall thus into ruin, how will
it be for che vibaras of those who are dead? We should give a perpetuity (absaya)
to the monastic Community for building purposes.”

Having thought thus, and taking a perpetuity, they went co the monks. Hav-
ing arrived, they said chis to chem: “Noble Ones, please accept these perpetu-
icies for building purposes!”

The monks said: “Gentlemen, since the Blessed One has promulgaced a rule
of training in this regard, we do not accept chem.”

The monks reported chis matcer to che Blessed One.

The Blessed One said: “For the sake of the Community a perpetuity for build-
ing purposes is to be accepted. Moreover, (155a) a vibara for a community of
monks should be made with chree upper chambers. A retreat house (tursaa) for
a community of nuns should be made with two upper chambers.”

The monks, having heard che Blessed One, having accepted the perpetuicy,
put it into the community’s depository (kosthibz), and left ic chere.

The donors came along and said: “Noble Ones, why is there no building be-
ing done on the vihara?”

“There is no money (barsapana).”

“But did we not give you perpetuities?”

The monks said: “Did you think we would consume che perpectuities? They
remain in the Community’s depository.”

“Buc of course, Noble Ones, they would not be perpetuities if chey could
be exhausted, buc why do you think we did not keep them in our own houses?'4
Why do you not have chemn lent out on interest ( prayosayari)?” {530}

The monks said: “Since the Blessed One has promulgaced a rule of training
in this regard, we do not have them lent on inceresc.”

The monks reported the matcer co cthe Blessed One.

The Blessed One said: “For the sake of the Community a perpetuity for build-
ing purposes must be lent on incerest.”

Devout brahmins and householders having in the same way given perpetu-
ities for che sake of the Buddha and the Dharma and the Community, cthe Blessed
One said: “Perpecuities for che sake of the Buddha and the Dharma and the Com-
munity are to be lent on incerest. What is generaced from thac, wich thataccrued
revenue (siddha), worship is to be performed to the Buddha and che Dharma and
the Communicy.”

The monks placed the perpetuities among those same donors. But when chey
came due, that caused disputes among them. “Noble Ones,” they said, “how is
it chac dispuces have arisen from our own wealch?”

The monks reported che matcer to the Blessed One.
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The Blessed One said: “Perpetuities should not be placed among them.”

The monks placed them among wealthy persons. But when they came due,
relying on cthose possessed of power, those wealthy persons did not repay them.
When, by virtue of their high status, they did not repay them,!? che Blessed One
said: "They should not be placed among them.”

The monks (155b) placed them among poor people. But they were unable
to pay them back as well.

The Blessed One said: “Taking a pledge (adbi/bandhaka) of twice the value
(dviguna), and writing out a contract (/skhrra) that has a seal and is witnessed
(saksimar), the perpetuity is to be placed. In the contrace che year, the month, the
day, the name of the Elder of the Community (samghasthavira), the Provost of the
monastery (vpadhivarika), the borrower, the property, and the interest (evddbr)
should be recorded. When the perpetuity is to be placed. that pledge of cwice
the value is also to be placed with a devout lay-brother who has undertaken the
five rules of training.

The vocabulary of this passage is not always transparent and requires some
discussion. We might start with two architectural terms. The Tibetan text says
the Licchavis built both houses and viharas of six or seven rtseg. Reseg almose cer-
cainly translates Sanskrit pura here, as it does in the Sayandsanavastu several
times.'® But the exact nature of a pura is not clear: Edgerton defines it as an “up-
per chamber™ (BHSD, 347). In Gernet, however, where the beginning of che text
seems to be omitced, the rule corresponding to “a ribara for a communicy of
monks should be made with three upper chambers, {etc.]” is rendered as “che
bhiksu's residence (vihara) shall be rebuilc in three stories [étages],” which would
seem to suggest that I-ching understood the term to refer to additional “stories”
or “floors” of a building. Unfortunacely, yet anocher reference to a pura suggests
that it was something that monks fell off of. The Posadhbavastu, in referring to
the construction of “halls for religious exertion™ (prahanasala), says: e tatra na
yapayanti. bhagavan aha. uparisthad dvitiyah pirah {but ms.: puram} kartavyabh. na
arobati. bhagavan aha. sopanam kartavyam. prapatitam bbavati. bbhagavan aba.
tedika parikseptarya: “The monks had no room there (in the hall). The Blessed
One said: ‘A second upper chamber (or story) is to be built above." They could
not get up to it. The Blessed One said: ‘A staircase is to be made.” They fell off
it. The Blessed One said: ‘It should be enclosed with a railing."'” Here, of course,
neicther “upper chamber” nor “story” does very well. Finally, it is worch noting
thac che rule given in our texe concerning che number of pura for vibaras of monks
and nuns does not correspond to that given elsewhere in the same Vinaya. In a
passage in the Sayandsanarastu already referred to that recounts the origin of the
vibara, the Buddha is made to say: bhiksianam pasicapura viharah kartavyah . . .
bhiksianinam tu tripura vibarah kartavyah: “for monks vihdras are to be made with
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five upper chambers . . . but for nuns vibaras are to be made with three upper
chambers.™'®

Our Tibetan text says that when monks first started accepting perpetuities,
they simply put them in the community's mdzod, and this is the second architec-
tural term requiring comment. Chandra’s Tibetan-Sanskrit Dictionary (197 1) gives
kofa as the most commonly attested equivalent for mdzod, but a reference in a con-
text much closer to ours than any Chandra cites suggests something more specific.
The passage in question is another piece of the M#/asarvastivada-vinaya that is of
interest for the history of Indian law because it refers to a written will. In stipu-
lating what should be done with the various sorts of things that make up an {531}
estate inherited by the monastic community, the text says that “books containing
the word of the Buddha”—unlike “books containing the treatises of outsiders™
(babih-fastra-pustaka), which are to be sold—are, in Dutt’s edition, caturdifaya
bhiksusamghaya dharanakosthikayam prakseptavyah.'® This, as it stands, might be
translated as “are to be deposited in the place for storing (sacred books) for the
Community of Monks from the Four Directions.” But Dutt almost certainly has
only reproduced a mistake in the manuscript and thereby created a “ghost word"—
dbarana-kosthikayam—which quickly found its way into Edgerton’s dictionary (s.v.
kosthik3), whose definition, “a place for storing and keeping (sacred books),” I have
used in the preceding translation. What is, however, almost certainly the intended
form is first of all clear from the Tibetan translation of this passage: phyogs bzhi'i
dge slong gi dge ‘dun gyi ched du spyir mdzod du gzhug par bya'o.?® The important word
here is spyi, a well-attested equivalent for which is sadharana, “in common,” and
the Tibetan is easily rendered as: “to be placed in the depository as common prop-
erty for the Community from the Four Directions.” Oddly enough, further confir-
mation that dbarana- is a scribal error for sadharana- is found almost immediately
in the same #inaya passage.

After stipulating what should be done with the two sorts of books, the pas-
sage moves on to discuss two sorts of what the Sanskrit text calls patra-lekhya, which
were also included in the estate. The Sanskrit term would mean something like
“written document,” but both the Tibetan translation and the context indicate that
the term refers to some kind of written lien or contract of debt. The Tibetan ren-
ders it by chags rgya, a term not found in the standard dictionaries but cited in the
Bod rgya tshig mdzod chen mo (p. 779) as “archaic” (rnying) and defined there as bx
lon bda' ba'i dpang rgya, “a witnessed marker that calls in a debt,” and in Roerich’s
Tibetsko . . . Slovar’ (3.70) as a “promissory note.” The context too points in this di-
rection when it indicates that there are two kinds of patra-lekhya, one that can be
realized or liquidated quickly (patra-lekhyam yacchighram Sakyate sadbayitum) and
one that cannot. The former are to be called in immediately and what is realized
is to be divided among the monks. In regard to one that cannot be realized quickly,
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the text says—again in Dutt’s edition—tac caturdiaya bhiksusamghaya dbarana /
kosthika yam prakseptayyam. Here Dutt emends against both the manuscript and the
Tibetan only to produce a text whose sense is not immediately clear. The manu-
script has, of course, tac carurdiSaya bhiksusamghaya sadharanam kosthikayam prakse-
ptavyab, “that is to be placed in the depository as common property for the Com-
munity from the Four Directions.”? The Tibetan corresponds exactly to the
manuscript reading and is virtually the same here as in the passage dealing with
books: de ni phyogs bzhi'i dge slong gi dge dun gyi ched du spyir mdzod du gzhag par byab.

It would appear, then, that the term dharana-kosthika is not yet attested—
certainly not in the Vinaya passage that Edgerron cites for it—and is, rather, a
ghost word based on an unnoticed scribal error. For our more immediate pur-
poses, however, it can now be said that the term mdzod, which occurs in our text
from the Vinayavibhariga as the word for the place or thing in which the perpe-
tuities were initially deposited, is, elsewhere in the same Vinaya, used to trans-
late the Sanskrit bosthika, and that a osrhika in a Buddhist monastery was a place,
probably a room, in which not only books but also legal documents and money
were kept. Incidentally this may give us some indirect indication of both the value
and the rarity of books at the time these texts were written—they certainly did
not circulate!

When we move from architectural terms to the legal vocabulary of our text,
we move as well to a somewhat different set of problems and, significantly, to a
different class of literature. For the architectural terms in our Tibetan text, we had
at least established Sanskrit equivalents or other vinaya texts in Sanskrit that would
allow us to establish such equivalents. For the legal vocabulary there is often nei-
ther. Several of the technical terms that occur in our text are not listed in Chan-
dra’s Tibetan-Sanskrit Dictionary, for example; and most of those that are—and for
which there are, therefore, at least attested Sanskrit equivalents—are cited from
passages in which those terms are not used with the technical meanings that they
appear to have in our text. Moreover, I know of only a single Buddhist text that
deals with some of the same matter as our Vinaya passage, and it is itself not free
of problems. If, then, the vocabulary of our passage was peculiar to known Bud-
dhist licerature, the situation would be decidedly grim. But—unless I am much
mistaken—this vocabulary is by no means Buddhist but is widely attested and
fully discussed in Sanskrit legal literature. This [532) dharmasastra literature will,
I think, allow us to reconstruct much—though not all—of the Sanskrit vocabu-
lary that underlies our Tibetan text, and the partial Buddhist parallel will allow
us to confirm—at least in part—these reconstructions. The linkage of our text
with Hindu legal literacure, moreover, may also tell us something important about
both the nature and the history of the M&@lasarvastivada-vinaya, if not about Bud-
dhist vinaya as a whole.
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Given what has been said so far, it must be immediately noted that the first
term we mighe deal wich is not, as such, actested in dbarmasastra. The term is that
which I have cranslated as “perpetuity.” Gernet translates the Chinese correspon-
ding to chis as “des biens inépuisables™ but is not able to cite a Sanskrit equiva-
lent. For our Tibetan text, however, the Sanskric original is vircually cercain. The
Tibetan term is ms zad pa. This is a well-known and widely actested cranslation of
Sanskrit wksaya, “exempt from decay” or “undecaying,” hence “permanenc.” The
problem, of course, is that gksaya is in both form and function an adjective and
yet was almost certainly being used in the Sanskric underlying our Tibetan as a
substantive—it referred toa “ching.” What that “thing” was, moreover, is unusually
clear from our texc itself. It was, firse of all, a kind of donation that the donors ex-
pected to continue to work long after they themselves were dead; it was che gift
of, apparently, a certain sum of money, but that sum was not itself —as the donor’s
remarks in our text make clear—ever to be spent. It was to be lent out on incer-
est, and cthe interest alone was to be used for specific purposes. It was, in shore, a
conditioned endowment the principal of which must remain intact and was, chere-
fore, “permanenc.” Sanskrit lexicography, moreover, knows a word for exactly the
kind of donation our text presents, and it is a term that is too close to aksaya to
be unrelated. That term isaksaya-nivi, and there are a number of interesting chings
about it.

A number of our Sanskric dictionaries, Monier-Williams and Apce, for ex-
ample, are able to cite only a single source for the term, which chey define as “a
permanent endowment”—namely, Buddhist inscriptions. And alchough it is true
thac inscriptional evidence for aksaya-nivi or variants of it is—as Derrett says—
“rich,” far richer than he himself indicaced, it is by no means exclusively Buddhist.
One of the earliest occurrences of the term does indeed come from a Buddhist record
from Alluru in Andhra that has been daced to the end of the first century C.E. or
to che second cencury;?? and chere are, for example, as many as nine inscriptions
from the Satavahana period from the Buddhist site ac Kanheri chac refer to aksaya-
nivis.23 But yet another of the earliest inscriptional references to chis sort of en-
dowment comes from Kusan Machuri, and there the endowment was intended to
feed a hundred érahmanas and che desticuce.?* In face, references to absaya-nitis
continue to occur through the Gupta period and beyond in both Hindu and Jain
inscriptions, as well as Buddhist.?*

That cthe type of donacion called an gbsaya-nivi in inscriptions is the same type
of donation chat our Vinaya texe calls an aksaya will, I chink, be clear from even
a single well-preserved example of such an inscription. This example is a fif ch-
cencury Buddhist record from Safici written in good Sanskrit chac details several
separate endowments:2¢
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Success. The wife of the lay-brother (vpasaka) Sanasiddha, the lay-sistet (upasika)
Harisvimini, has, after designating her mocher and facher beneficiaries (mata-
pitaram uddifya), given twelve dinaras as a permanent endowment (absaya-nivi)
to the Noble Community of Monks from the Four Directions in the Illusttious
Mahavihara of Kikanidabora {i.e., Saficil. Wich che interest (vnddbi) chac is pro-
duced from these dinaras, one {5331 monk who has entered into the community
is to be fed every day. Moreover, three dirgras were given to the House of che
Precious One (ratna-grba). With the interest (vrddby) from those three dingras,
three lamps are to be lighted every day for the Blessed One, the Buddha, who is
in the House of the Precious One.2” Moreover, one dindra was given to the Seat
of the Four Buddhas. With che incerest from that, a lamp is to be lighted every
day for the Blessed One, the Buddha, who is on the Seat of the Four Buddhas.28
Thus was this permanent endowment (sbsaya-niei) created with a document in
stone to last as long as the moon and sun (Grandrarkka-{ild-lebbya) by the lady,
the wife of Sanasiddha, the lay-sister Harisvamini.
The year 131—che month Afrayxj—day 5.

What we see here in chis fifth-cencury record of an actual transaction is
scraightforward, is typical of both earlier and lacer inscriptional records of aksaya-
nivis, and documents what is obviously the same sort of donation that our Vinaya
text describes. Sums of money are given to the monastic community, but che sums
themselves are not to be spent. They are to remain intact and to be used as per-
manent sources for generating spendable income in the form of interest. Though
this particular record does not explicitly say so, such sums could generate interest
only if chey were lent out or invested.

We gather, then, from inscriptional evidence that endowments of the kind de-
scribed in our text were in actual practice called aksaya-nivi, aksaya-nivi-dharmena,
and so on; thac—beginning ac least in the first-second cencuries C.E.—such en-
dowments or donations were, in actual practice, frequently made; and that Bud-
dhist, Hindu, and Jain communities or establishments all, in actual practice, ben-
efited from such endowments. Such endowments were, it seems, important legal
instcruments used in widely separated geographical areas—from Andhra to Mathura
to Kanheri—over a long period of time. In light of its widespread use in actual
practice, it is curious—Derrett says it is “odd,” “puzzling,” and “enlightening”™—
thac chere are no references to this legal device “in the fundamental materials of
the dharmasastra™® Derrett draws from chis sicuation a “lesson” that applies as
well to Buddhist vinaya, where it has so often been assumed that “the Vinaya
Pitaka . . . enters at so great length inco all details of che daily life of cthe recluses”
and chat if something was not mentioned in the vinaya, it was of no importance
or did not occur. He says:
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It seruck me as odd that a word which plays so important a role in the legal prac-
tice of ancient and mediaeval India [i.e., ##v7] should noc appear, in its legal sense,
in the fundamental materials of the dbarmafsira. There is a lesson to be learnt
from chis . . . vsz. that che fassra, though strong on the jurisprudence of the an-
cient pre-Islamic legal system, did not aim to be comprehensive when it came
to its incidents. This instance is worth pondering over. The more we discover
about the utility of the fastra in practice in ancient times the more puzzling it
remains that technical terms which had great currency should be missing from
the liceracure.

He ends by adding:

The absence of the term from cthe abundant and versatile dbarmafastra literature
in these technical senses is most enlightening on the nature of that fastra 30

The “absence” in the dharmasfastra that Derrett refers to may now, however,
have to be seen in yet another light, because even if we bracket, for the moment,
the seemingly obvious identity becween the inscriptional aksaya-niti and the absaya
of our Vinaya text, there is at least one other certain reference to an aksaya-nivi in
the Milasarvastivada-vinaya, and this same Vinaya also gives other evidence of
monastic property or wealth intended for loan. The reference occurs in the San-
skric text of the Civaravastu recovered from Gilgit and forms a part of a passage
dealing {534] with the monks’ obligation to attend to, and to perform acts of wor-
ship for the benefic of, a sick and dying fellow monk. The text lists a series of pos-
sible ways to fund these activities—donors might be solicited, but if that does not
work. then what belongs to the Community (samghika) might be used. If thac also
does not work, the text says, “That which belongs to the permanent endowment
for the Buddha is to be given” (buddhiksaya-nivi-santakam deyam).3!

Though welcome, there are two unfortunate things about this explicit refer-
ence to an aksaya-nivi. One is that chis passage does not appear in the Tibetan trans-
lation of the Civaravastu and therefore does not give us an established Tibetan
equivalent for the term. The other is that it gives us no information about this
aksaya-nivi, apart from the fact that such endowments were known. But this, in
itself, may allow one further observation. This passage not only suggests that
aksaya-nivis were known to the compilers of the M&lasarvastivida-vinaya, but that
they were so well known that no description or explanation of them was felt nec-
essary. Moreover, the Civaravastu passage also seems to indicate that the compil-
ers of this vinaya knew of “permanent endowments™ that were set up for more than
one purposc—otherwise the qualification “for the Buddha” would appear to have
been unnecessary.
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All of what we have seen so far would seem to show that cthe compilers of che
Milasarvastivada-vinaya recognized a category of donations meant for loan; chac
they were familiar with endowments, the principal of which was to be lent out
ac interest, which they called aksayas; and chac chey—unlike the auchors of the
dharmasastra—boch knew and, ac least on one occasion, used the term gksaya-
nivi. But chis lasc especially leaves us with the question of why, when they re-
ferred to a financial inscrument that clearly corresponds to what epigraphical
sources called an aksaya-nivi, they did not use this term, even though it must
have been known in cheir circle. In other words, the question is, what is the re-
lacionship between aksaya used as a substantive and the compound aksaya-nivi?
The answer—or an answer—may curn on how common such endowments were
and may lead us to conclude that gksaya by itself is, paradoxically, a particular
kind of Sanskric compound.

Some years ago J. Gonda, to whom we owe so many close studies bearing on
issues of Sanskrit syntax, published a paper on what he called “abbreviated nom-
inal compounds.” In his usual style, he gave copious examples of such compounds:
kalpa for kalpanta, “the end of a kalpa"; chada for damacchada, “lip™; Sakya for fakya-
bhiksu, “a Buddhist monk”; aksa for aksa-mala, “a rosary”; bbadra for bbhadrasana,
“a particular posture of meditacion”; and &r7yg for kriyapada, “the third division
of a suit at law™; and so forch. In all buc one of these cases the first element of a
two-part compound has come to be used by itself wich the same meaning cthat was
originally expressed by the whole compound. Gonda suggested that chis is che more
common pactern of such abbreviated compounds “that the omission of the former
member probably is less common than that of the latter.” He also noted chac in
such compounds "an adjective is, as a consequence of abbreviation, sometimes used
as a substantive: ftera- for Sretacchatra- ‘a white sun-shade.”” Finally, he suggested
cthac such abbreviation “is also in Sanskric less rare chan those scholars who do not
mention it at all seem to assume.”>?

Given whac lictle that can be ascercained, it does not seem unreasonable to
suggest that aksaya in our Vinaya text is yet another example of such an abbrevi-
ated nominal compound: aksaja is the first parc of an attested two-part compound;
the first element of that compound is used by itself with the same meaning chac
the compound icself has—boch are used to refer to exactly the same sort of finan-
cial instrument; absaya is—like fveta—clearly an adjective, but, like fvesa as an
abbreviated compound, is just as clearly used as a substantive in our texc. This ex-
planation may be as good as we can get without further daca. Buteven if only ten-
tatively accepted, cthis explanation has ac least some further implicacions.

Any actempt to explain the sorts of linguistic changes that produce things
like abbreviation must, of course, skate very near speculation. Gonda, however,
suggests the following:
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Whenever the speakers of a language need an expression which contains more
information and applies to fewer objects than any simple words in their languaye,
they are compelled to use several words or,—if the structure of their language
allows it—to form a compound. If however the longer expression becomes in gen-
eral, or within a definite group of speakers, more {535} frequenctly used than is
necessary or convenient they are often abbreviated.

Gonda chen cites from English the use of the word “bulb” for what was originally
called che “electric lighe bulb.™3

If we were to grant that something like chis process worked on the compound
aksaya-niri, then this in curn would imply chat among Buddhist groups the “longer
expression” became “more frequently used than is necessary or convenient” and
theref ore could be—cthough it was not always—abbreviated. This would account
for the continued usage of both aksaya-nivi and aksaya but suggests as well that
chis particular form of endowment—as inscriptions prove—was particularly well
known among Buddhists and, though not exclusive to them, may have been con-
sidered as largely cheirs. If, moreover, the aksaya-nivi retained a Buddhist smell,
cthis may account for the reluctance of “orthodox™ dbarmasastra authors to deal
with ic.34

Though much here remains uncertain, two related things do not. It is, | hope,
already clear thae the study of dbarmasastra might proficably be expanded to in-
clude Buddhist t:inaya, and that the study of Buddhist ¢inaya must most assuredly
include the study of dharmaiastra. One might even begin to suspect that much
thac is found in Buddhist vinaya—sleeping on low beds, not evading tolls, and so
on—is there because similar concerns are addressed in dbarmasastra. Buc apart from
chis question, which cannot be pursued here, it will hopefully become clear from
what follows that vinaya and dbarmasastra often speak the same language.

Fortunately, most of the legal vocabulary of our Vinaya text is far less com-
plicated, and for some of it we have at least one Buddhist work extant in both San-
skrit and Tibetan that will provide attested equivalents and, as already noted, con-
firm what can be reconstructed from Hindu dharmasastra. Our text, for example,
has the Buddha himself declare: “For the sake of the Community a perpetuity for
building purposes must be lent on interest”™ (dge dun gyi phyir mkhar len gyi rgyu
mi zad pa rab tu sbyor bar byabo). The Tibetan I have translated as “lent on interest”
is rab tu sbyor ba. The Tibetan, of course, does not normally have chis meaning, but
here the underlying Sanskrit cannot easily be doubted. Several equivalents are ac-
tested, and they are all forms from praVyuj: prayukta, prayukti, prayoga.3® Monier-
Williams gives, as the technical meaning for praVyus in dbarmasastra liceracure, “to
lend (for use or interest)”; for prayuksa, “lent (on interest).” The glossary in Dharma-
kofa 1.3 has the following: praywkia, “invested (sum),” prayoga, “lending money at
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incerest,” prayosya, “money lenc at interest; investment,” and so forch. Kangle's glos-
sary to the Arthaiastra also gives prayoga as “giving aloan” and prayojaka as “a lender
of money.” Our Vinaya text is, ctherefore, using not Buddhist vocabulary here but
a vocabulary well established and current in dharmasastra and ocher Sanskric texts
dealing with legal and financial matcers. Both che equivalence rab tu sbyor ba =
praVyuj and the sense “lend on incerest” are, moreover, confirmed by the one Bud-
dhist partial parallel chac has already been ref erred to: Gunaprabha uses a form of
praVyuj several times in the sense of “to lend” in his Vinayasiitra, and this is most
often rendered into Tibetan by rab tu sbyor ba.3® But here too the parallel becween
dharmasastra and Buddhist vinaya goes beyond items of vocabulary.

The compiler of our Vinaya text represents his monks as being aware of “rules
of craining” chat would make lending on interest inadmissible. The declaration he
accributes to the Buddha also does not negate the general principle involved buc
rather allows for specific purposes to which the inadmissibilicy does not apply. Firse,
such activity is not only allowed but also to be pursued—the Tibetan is translat-
ing a fucure passive participle—for building purposes for the benefit of the Com-
munity. Then admissibility is extended to any purpose that is for the benefic of
the Buddha, the Dharma, and the Community. Here our Tibetan ctext allows us to
correct an observation made by Gernet in regard to the Chinese text. The laccer
has a passage corresponding to the Tibetan that I translate above as: “The Blessed
One said: 'Perpetuities for the sake of the Buddha and the Dharma and the Com-
munity are co be lent on interest. What is generated from that, wich chac accrued
revenue (siddha), worship is to be performed to the Buddha and the Dharma and
the Communicy.”” But Gernet excludes it from his texc and puts it in a footnote
that says, “here are two phrases that presumably constitute a note.”” {536} Our
Tibetan text, however, indicates that it is an integral and important part of the
text: It explicitly and categorically extends the admissibilicy of lending on incer-
est to purposes beyond building activities chat will benefic the Community and
allows it for what we mighe call, categorically, “religious purposes.” Significancly,
we find in Manu, for example, the same kind of dispensaction and extension ex-
pressed in simpler, if rather curious, terms.

Manu X.117 is a good example of the “one must not, bu«s . . .” pattern of prom-
ulgacion typical of both dhzrmasastra and Buddhist rinaya. It starts by declaring
absolucely chat “a braghmana and even a ksatriya should not, indeed, lend on incer-
est” (1rddbim naiva prayogayet). Our Vinaya text, as noted above, presented Bud-
dhist monks as knowing thac cheir “rules of training” placed che same restrictions
on them. But like the Vinaya text, Manu too—though in somewhat different
terms—then lifts che restriction in regard to loans made for a certain and essen-
tially similar purpose: “Buc, however, he may on his own accord place sums at low
incerest with a vile man for religiaus purposes” (kamam tu khalu dbharmartham dadyat
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papiyase Ipikam).>® Here we appear to have not only another instance of shared vo-
cabulaty (prayojayes), but also an instance of parallel provisions for parallel pur-
poses (“religious purposes”). And there are further examples of both.

As in the case of Tibetan rab tu sbyor ba, where the technical meaning “lend
on interest” is not easily available in Tibetan itself, so too in the case of what I have
translated as “accrued revenue.” The Tibetan is grab pa, and the standard diction-
aries give little or no indication that this term can carry such a meaning. But a
well-attested Sanskrit equivalent for grxb pa in other contexts is siddba, and siddba
occurs several times in, for example, the Arzhasasira with exactly this meaning.3?

Although, as we will see, the route to the technical meanings of the Tibetan
terms in our passage, or even to their Sanskrit equivalents, is not always the same
or so straightforward, it invariably seems to involve going to dbarmasastra. When,
for example, our Vinaya text gets to its final instructions in regard to making a
loan, it says first that one should take a “pledge of twice the value” of the loan.
The Tibetan is gta’ nyi ri, and at least the first element of this expression, gta| is
cited in the standard dictionaries in the meaning “pawn*" or “pledge,” and it occurs
a couple of times in this sense in the Tibetan documents “concerning Chinese
Turkestan" treated long ago by Thomas. In one of the latter, we find exactly the
same expression that occurs in our Vinaya text, gta’ nyi ri, but Thomas in his glos-
sary queries his own translation, “of twice the value."* It s, in fact,almost certainly
correct. Gernet translates the corresponding Chinese as “pledges worth twice the
value of the loan,” and the Bod rgya tshig mdzod chen mo (p. 101) defines gra’ nyis ri
ba as bu lon gyi dmigs rten rin thang ldab ri ba. Here, then, there is little doubt about
the meaning of the Tibetan. But without a Sanskrit equivalent and some reference
to dharmasastra, much might be missed.

Once again, neither gta’ nor nyi ri occur in Chandra’s Dictionary, nor are San-
skrit equivalents easily available in known Buddhist Sanskrit sources. We do know
now, however, that our Vinaya text shares several lexical items, not with Buddhist
texts but with Indian dbarmasastra sources, so that we might expect that the same
might hold in this case as well. And our expectations appear to be justified. If we
consider our text to be an Indian text dealing with legal matters and laws of con-
tract, then our sought-for equivalents can hardly be in doubt: Tibetan gra’, which
means “pawn” or “pledge,” is likely to be a translation of one or another of two
Sanskrit terms. In his study of the “law of debt” in ancient India, H. Chatterjee
says, “to convey the sense of pledge, two terms are used in the dbarmafasira—one
is adhi and the other is bandbaka.” He goes on to note that “it may be supposed
that the use of the word bandhaka is of late origin” and that “it appears that the
exact difference between the two words might have been lost long before the period
of the digest writers.”# Such considerations would suggest that the Sanskrit orig-
inal of our Vinaya text probably read either adhi or bandhaka, although we cannot
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be absolucely certain which of these two actually occucred. In Gunaprabha's cext,
gta' is twice used to render bandhaka. Gunaprabha, however, is also relatively “lace,”
s0 {537] we cannot be certain thac cthis was also the term thac occurred in our
Vibhariga passage. But as in the case of pravyuy, here too it is not just a single vo-
cabulary icem chac is shared or similar becween our text and dharmasastra, but
an entire procedure. Brbaspati X.5, for example, stipulates—Ilike the Buddha of
our Vinaya texc—that one should make a loan afrer having taken a pledge or de-
posit of full value (paripirnam grhitvadhim bandhakam va). He also says—and, as
we will see, he is not alone—rto get it in writing. But before we move to that
point, we still have to account for our Tibetan nyi ri. Its significance too is clari-
fied by dharmasastra.

Chacterjee, for example, indicates chac the general understanding of a pledge
of “full value” was that it was “sufficient to meet the capital with interest.”42 Our
text, however, stipulates that the pledge be “of twice the value.” In spite of ap-
pearance to the contrary, these two positions are almost certainly the same, their
identity turning on a “general rule” of dharmafastra in regard to che allowable
amount of interest that can be charged on a loan. This rule not only may explain
how these two positions are essentially che same buc also almost cercainly provides
us with the Sanskrit term chat was translated by nys ri. In dbarmasastra this rule
is known as the rule of dvaigunya, or “doubling.” Arthasastra 3.11.6, for example,
clearly recognizes chis principle when it says that even in cases where a debr is long
outstanding, the debtor still pays only double the principal (milya-dvigunam
dadyat). Manu V111.151 is even more explicit when it says that incerest from loans
of money should, when taken at one time, not exceed double the amount of the
loan (busida-1rddbir dvaigunyam natyeti sakrdahrta). This principle—cthac “ac one
investment the interest and capital taken togecher should not be more than twice
che capital”—is widely actested, even if, in time, a number of ways of getting around
it were developed.*? For our purposes, however, we need only note two things. First,
alchough our Vinaya text does not explicitly refer co the rule of draigunya, che in-
structions puct in the mouth of the Buddha implicitly acknowledge it. To take a
pledge of twice the value of the loan is to take a pledge of che value of the loan
plus che value of the maximum interest allowed by dharmafastra rule: no more, no
less. Second, if one were to translate Tibetan nys ri into Sanskrit, one could easily
go with milya-dviguna (Arthafastra) ot simply dvaigunya (Manu). In Gunaprabha,
again, nyi ri translates dvigura—almost exactly as we would expect.

After “taking a pledge,” our text refers to "writing out a contract thac has a
seal and is witnessed.” The Tibetan here is dpang po dang beas pa’i dam rgya's glegs
bu bris 1e and is not entirely clear to me. I-ching may also have had some trouble
with his text ac chis point as well. In Gernet, at least, what appears to be the cor-
responding clause is rendered simply as “Let chere be . . . contracts drawn up. In
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addition, a guarantee (pao-cheng) shall be deposited.” We might begin with what
is clear.

Glegs bu, the term | translate by “contract,” is once again not listed in Chan-
dra’s dictionary, but a passage in the Civaravastu that we have already referred to
provides us with an attested Sanskrit equivalent. Our term occurs four times in
this one passage: glegs bu la bris te = patrabbilekbyam krtva, glegs bu la bris nas =
parrabbilikbitam krtva, glegs bu la ma bris ba = apatrabbilibbitam;, and glegs bu la
bris pa = patrabbilikhitan.** Given that ‘bri ba, bris ba is the usual Tibetan word
for “to write,” or /ikbhati, then glegs bu, strictly speaking, is here translating patra
(pattra), “"document,” and pasrabhilikbita, as a noun, would mean “written docu-
ment.” Contextalone would determine that in these Ciraravastu passages it means
“will,” whereas in our passage what was likely the same form almost certainly
means “contract.”

This time when we look to dbarmafastra for clarification, it proves to be—at
least on one level—less useful. This in large parc may only be because the use of
writing and the place of written documents in the dharmafastra has yet to be as
systematically studied as many other topics, and the vocabulary of both is, as a
consequence, not yet fully fixed.4> What can be surmised at the moment is this:
the terms abbilikbita and abhilekhya—Dboth in the sense of “a document™ —occur
in dharmafastra, but very rarely; patra in the senses of “written document,” “let-
ter,” “paper,” “a leaf for writing on,” and so on occurs more commonly, but dbarma-
fastra appears to overwhelmingly prefer /ikhita or lekhya when referring to docu-
ments. It should be noted, however, that though it might prefer a slightly different
expression, dbarmasastra—like Buddhist +7zaya—uses the same terms to refer to
a wide range of what we would consider [538] different kinds of documents: /skbita
and /ekbya are used indiscriminately to designate mortgages, deeds, contracts, and
bills of sale. Here too, the partial parallel in Gunaprabha is much less useful: the
Sanskrit text—which appears to be faulty at this point—has gropya parre, “having
recorded in a document,” and this is translated into Tibetan by dpang rgyar bris nas
so, "having written in a sealed bond.” It would appear that Gunaprabha’s text was
not using the same vocabulary as our Vibhariga passage. But lest it be lost sight of,
the most general point that needs to be noted here—though we will come back
to it—is this: Although the reference to written contracts in our Vinaya text may—
as a piece of vinaya—appear unusual, even odd, it looks quite normal when seen
in light of dbarmasastra of a certain period. Normal, too, it seems, is at least one
of the two further qualifications of the “contract™ found in our text.

The Tibetan expression I have rendered into English as “is witnessed” is dpang
podang bcas pa, and—although absent from Chandra—there can be little doubt about
the Sanskrit underlying it: dpang or dpang po is a common translation for saésin, “wit-
ness,” and dang bcas pa—Tlike can—is a good translation for the Sanskrit suffix -mat,
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“having,” “possessing.” Although Gunaprabha is here of little use, having—as we
will see—constructed his texc differencly, still sgbsimas, “having a witness,” “wit-
nessed,” or “attested,” is itself widely attested in dbarmasiastra in connection with
documents. Yapiavalkya says that for any contract entered into by mutual consent
there should be “a witnessed document” (lekbyam . . . s@ksimat).% Narada 1.115 says
of documents (/ekhya) that they can be both “witnessed and unwitnessed” (asaksimat
saksimac ca). But if we are on firm ground here, we are less so in regard to che sec-
ond expression applied to “contracts” in our Vinaya text, and that is unfortunare.

What I have translated as “has a seal” is dam rgya in Tibetan. Jischke says chat
dam rgya = dam ka, which he defines as “a seal, stamp.” The Bod rgya tshig mdzod
chen mo (p. 1244) defines dam rgya first as thel rtse, a variant of thel se, which also
means “a seal, stamp.” It then says it is “old” for dpang rgya (which Thomas takes
to mean “witness signacure”), “attestation seal,” kbrinis rgya, “legal seal,” and dam
1shig gi phyag rgya, “a seal of promise.” Thomas, finally, takes it as “a signed bond,™¥’
and in Gunaprabha dpang rgya can only be translating patra if —and this is far from
certain—it is translacing a text similar to the Sanskric that we have. Obviously
the precise meaning of the Tibetan expression in our Vibbasiga passage has yet to
be determined, though its general sense of "seal” is relatively certain. The prob-
lem for us, however, is that whereas all meanings adduced for dam rgya would make
it a noun, in our Vinaya text it appears to be by position and function an adjec-
tive; the construction remains, for me at least, obscure. It may be, of course, that
the Tibetan dpang po dang beas pa'i dam rgya'i glegs bu is translating some sort of
possessive compound.

The significance of all chis is that there is almost certainly lurking behind the
Tibetan some form of mudra or mudrita and that we may have in our passage, there-
fore, a rare reference to the use of a kind of “object” that frequently is found at Bud-
dhist monastic sites in India. Monastic seals—more commonly sealings—have been
recovered from a wide variety of monastic sites—Vaisili, Kasia, KauGmbi, Nalandi,
and so on—sometimes in considerable numbers.*® Because they almost always bear
the name of a monastery, they could be, and have been, used to identify the site
from which they come. But there is a problem here recognized long ago by Vogel.

Cunningham early on had identified Kasia with Kusinara, the site of the Bud-
dha’s death. When Vogel actually excavated Kasia, he recovered a number of seal-
ings, typical of which is one bearing the legend Maha parinirvane caturdifo bhiksu-
savighah, “The Communicy of Monks from the Four Directions at (the site) of the
Mabaparinirvana.” Vogel assessed this new evidence in the following way:

As long as the use of these documents {i.e., the sealings] has not been ascercained
it is impossible to decide whether their evidence tends to prove or to disprove
Cunningham's theory. If they belong to the spot where they {539] were found—
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and the variety of their dates and uniformity of cheir legends seem to point to
that conclusion—they would vindicate Cunningham’s identification. If, on the
other hand, they were attached to letters and parcels—and this seems to be the
most likely use they were put to—they would place beyond doubrt that the Con-
vent of the Great Decease is to be sought elsewhere.4?

When the problem is formulated in this way, it is not difficult to see how our Vinaya
passage may bear on the issue. If —as seems likely—our passage is referring to the
use of such sealings on written contracts for loans made from permanent endow-
ments held by a monastic community, and if, therefore, such sealings were used
for this purpose and not for “letters and parcels,” then—since we know that such
documents were placed in the monastery’s “depository”—our passage would sup-
port the view that such sealings “belong to the spot where they were found.” More-
over, if our passage is referring to the use of sealings of this sort—and again this
seems likely—then those sealings in turn could have considerable evidential value
for the use of the legal instruments described in our text: If they were used to “seal”
loan contracts, then ctheir presence at Buddhist sites will allow us to date the use
of such contracts in actual practice at certain sites, and they will provide some
indication of the frequency of their use at certain times. They could, in short, be
extremely valuable >

In regard to what was to be included in such written contracts of loan, Bud-
dhist vinaya and Hindu dharmafastra, beginning with Yasiavalkya, are again in
close basic agreement, although Yasiavalkya is already fuller than our Vinaya pas-
sage. Yajriavalkya (11: 5.86-89) says:

For whatever business (artha) is freely and mucually agreed upon, a witnessed
document should be made (lekbyam va saksimat baryam). The creditor (dhanika)
should be put first. {540)

With the year, the month, the fortnighe, the day, place of residence, caste,
and gotra,

With the name of a fellow student, his own, and his father’s it is marked
(cibnita).

When the business (arrha) is concluded, the debtor (rmin) should encer his
name with his own hand

(Adding) “what is written above concerning this matcer is approved by me,
the son of so-and-so.”

And the witnesses, in their own hand and with their father’s name first,

Should write: “In chis matcer I, named so-and-so, am a witness.”

Then a number of other details and conditions of validity follow, bue what is cited
above is surely enough to establish the fundamental similarity between the con-
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tract described in our Vinaya passage and the contract described by Yaraavalkya.
The differences, insofar as chey exist, reflecc, in pare, the concern of Yajdavalkya
with greater detail and technicality and, in part, the fact that our Vinaya passage is
describing a contract of loan not between individuals but between an individual
and an insticution. As a consequence, it is not the creditor’s name, for example, that
should be registered but the names of two representatives of the insticution—the
Elder of the Community and the Provost of the monastery—that is making the
loan.?!

Buc one final textual problem remains. The final sentence of our passage in
its Chinese version reads, as Gernet has translated it: “Even if you are dealing wich
a believing upasaka, one who has received the five instructions, he shall likewise
be obliged to furnish pledges.” Gernet sees here “a very clear sense” on cthe part of
the redactor thac business is business (“les affaires sont les affaires™), and che re-
quirement that even a devout lay-brocher must give a pledge when borrowing from
the community.3? The Tibetan text reads gang la sbyin par bya ba dge bsnyen dad pa
can bslab pa'i gzhi Inga bzung ba la yang gta' nyi ri kbo nas sbyin par bya', and—
alchough it is not impossible to interpret it in a similar way—there are several
chings chat appear to make such an incerpretation difficule.

Firsc, che verb used in the Tibetan to express the action undertaken in regard
to the lay-brother—isbyin ba—cannot mean “to receive from.” It is the same verb
our passage uses more than a half a dozen times to express the “giving” or "plac-
ing” of the loan, for example, bcom ldan das kyis bka’ stsal pa | de dag la sbyin par mi
bya': “The Blessed One said: (Perpetuities) should not be placed among them.'”
That it could mean anyching else in chis one instance, after being consistencly used
in all che previous instances, seems unlikely.

The careful characterization in our passage of the kind of lay-brother involved
must also be considered. That lay-brother is not just any lay-brother but is explic-
icly said to be “a devout lay-brother who has undertaken che five rules of craining”
(dge binyen dad pa can bslab pa’s gzhi Inga bzung ba), and elsewhere in our Vinaya chis
kind of characterizacion marks a particularly truseworthy individual. In a passage
in the Vinayavibhanga that comes only a few folios before our text, for example, it is
said cthat when t7haras were buile in “border regions” (msha’ khob), monks frequently
abandoned them in times of trouble. As a consequence they were also frequently
looted. In respense to chis sicuation the Buddha is made to say: “The treasure and
gold belonging to the Community or che stipa (dge ‘dun bye {read: gyi} ‘am mchod
rien gyi dbyiy dang gser) should be hidden. Only then should you leave.” But the
monks did not know who should do the hiding. Then, the text says:

The Blessed One said: “It should be hidden by an attendant of the vihara (kun
dga’ ra ba pa) or a lay-brother.”
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But chen those who hide it stole i¢ themselves. Then the Blessed One said:
“It should be hidden by a devout lay-brother (dge bsnyen dad pa can).”??

From this and similar passages, it would appear that “devout™—as opposed to
ordinary—lay-brothers were considered worthy of truse, especially in regard to mac-
ters involving valuable property. The chances seem good thac our text should be
caken as supplying another instance of che same sort of ching.

Finally, “pledges™—ac least according to dbarmafastra—were, or came to be,
fairly complex affairs. Two basic kinds were referred to: gopya, or “pledges for cus-
cody,” and bhogya, or “usufructuary pledges.” The first was {541} to be kept; the
second was to be used, cthac is to say, to generate profit. Pledges could be anything
from a copper pan or cloth to female slaves, or fields, gardens, cows, or camels.
There were other refinements and complexities as well.>* How much of this was
known to the redactor of our Vinaya is, of course, impossible to say. Our passage
says nothing that would indicate his awareness. It is, however, safe to assume that,
even before the stage of complexity had been reached that we see in some dbharma-
$astra, the caking of pledges would have created some awkward problems for monas-
tic communicies. And it is, again, reasonable to assume that such monastic commu-
nities would have solved such problems by one of cheir favorite devices—recourse
to lay middlemen. This, I chink, is what our text is saying.

Now that we have come this far, all that remains is the hard part. We must
at least try co determine several interrelaced things. We musc make some attempt
to determine how important the perpetuities or permanent endowments mentioned
in our text were, and what—if any—furcher hiscory our text or similar vinaya rul-
ings on written contracts had. We must make some attempt to determine what
the religious and institucional sicuations were that stimulated Milasarvastivadin
vinaya masters to create or borrow these legal inscruments. And we must make
some attempt o place our Vinaya cexc in che still uncertain history of dbharmasas-
tra. In none of cthese endeavors can we expect complete success.

Ic of course goes without saying that we have ac our disposal almost no means
of determining what was and what was not particularly imporcant in the enor-
mous M#lasarvastivada-vinaya. Buc there is ac least one rough indicacor of what
in chis Vinaya was chought important in che early medieval period: We are able
to determine what Gunaprabha, who has been daced to a period between che fifth
and seventh cencuries and who may have been from Matchuri, chose to include in
his Vinayasitra. Gunaprabha's Vinayasitra appears to have been the most auchor-
icative epitome or summary of the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya, and Bu-ston, ac least,
cites it as a model of the type of treatise that condenses “excessively large (portions
of) scripture.” Given that Gunaprabha has reduced or condensed what takes up
more than four chousand folios in the Derge edition to no more than a hundred,



Doing Business for the Lord 65

it is obvious that he had to make some austere choices. He would have been able,
presumably, to include only what would have been considered—or what he
considered—essential to an understanding of the whole. His choices, therefore, can
be revealing and ac times—at least to some—may appear surprising. Professor
Schmichausen, for example, in his fascinating paper on the “sentience of plants,”
has several times referred to a text in the Vinayavibhanga of the Mulasarvastivadins
that describes a monastic ricual chat muse be performed before cutting down a
tree.3¢ The ricual concains several significant elements chat also form a pare of the
funeral ricual for dead monks, but che text looks like a minor appendix of no great
importance. Gunaprabha, however, includes an almost complete description of the
ricual in his epitome.’” It is much the same for our rules.

Alchough our text, where it is now found, may also look like an appendix,
and alchough it appears to have no known parallels in other vinayas, the contin-
uing importance of ac least the subject that it treats for the Miilasarvastivadin
order would appear to be indicated by {542} what we find in Gunaprabha’s Satra.
Buc chere is also somecthing of a surprise here. As our discussion of the vocabu-
lary of our Vibharga passage undoubtedly indicated, Gunaprabha does, indeed,
include lending on interest and written contracts in his S#fra. And they are
presented—as one would expect—in very much the same terms as in our canon-
ical text: Gunaprabha, like all good epitomizers, appears to be neither creative
nor original. The surprise, however, is that although Gunaprabha presents in his
Siatra what can, in part, easily be taken as a condensation of our text, he himself
in his auto-commentary—the Svaryskhyanabhid hana-vinaya-sitra-vriti—actually
cices another source when he comments on that macerial, and he gives there a
frame story chat would seem to indicate that our macerial was indeed found, as
well, in a second source.

There is much to be learned both about and from Gunaprabha's Sarra and Vrrti,
but to date, it has received little accencion. In che Vrrts, for example, Gunaprabha
frequently cictes or quotes his auchorities and therefore gives us some indication of
where he got his macerial. Most commonly, however, his references are given un-
der a general rubric like ratha ca granthah, “and thus is the cext,”8
granthah, “it is said in chis case in che text” (Sz. 177, 181, 183, ectc.), or grantho
tra, “the text here is” (S2. 193). In chese general references “the text” appears to

or 1ty atra

refer to the canonical Vinaya. Sometimes he even uses the phrase vinaye sktam, “it
is said in the Vinaya" (Si. 82). Such references can sometimes be particularly frus-
crating because, though commenting on his summary of one section of the Vinaya,
he sometimes quotes from a completely different section. At one place in the Vr:
dealing wich the Pratrajyarasiu, for example, he quotes a passage under the rubric
ity atra granthah, which does indeed come from the canonical Vinaya but not from
the Pravragyavastu; it comes instead from the Civaravastu’® Sometimes, happily,
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he is more specific. Occasionally, he says something like vibbarigad etad Sayanasana-
Siksapadat, “this is from the Vibbasniga, from the rules of training in regard to beds
and seats” (S&. 389), or grantho "tra bhiksunivibbarnge “here is the text in the Bhiksuni-
vibhanga™ (Si. 591), ot posadhavastu atra granthah, “the text here is the Posadbavastu
(S&. 646). Cicacions of this sort—Dbecause they can considerably reduce the range—
are, of course, more suited to our needs. But even some of these more specific ref-
erences can be problematic. Several times, for example, Gunaprabha cites mate-
rial under a rubric referring to an or the “Introduction™: iti nidanam, “the Nidana
says” (S&. 327), or atra granthah nidanat, “here is the text from the Nidana” (Sa.
384), or nidane yad uktam, “what was said in the Nidana™ (S4. 422). In cases such
as these it is not always clear whether the reference is to a part of a work or a work
entitled Nidana. The material Gunaprabha cites in commenting on lending on in-
terest and written contracts is also cited under such a rubric.

In his auto-commentary Gunaprabha introduces the passage of most direct
interest to us with the following phrase: dir gzhung ni ma mo las di lta ste. The trans-
lation of this seems straightforward: “here the text is from the Marréa, namely. . . ."
There is, as well, at least one similar reference in the first chapter of the Vrers, the
only part of cthe Sanskrit text of the commentary chat has been published so far:
matrkayam atra granthab, “cthe text here is found in the Marrks” (Si. 165). Although
the Tibetan translation of this second reference differs slightly from chat of che firsce—
dir ma mo’i gzhung las—there can be little doubt that both are referring to the same
work. The problem, of course, is that we do not—ar least I do not—actually know
what work this is. The Tibetan tradition does not appear to preserve a canonical
vinaya text with this ticle; the Chinese canon has one text—T7aish5 144 1—whose
reconstructed title is Sarvastivadavinaya-matrka, but this reconstruction is marked
as doubtful by the Habogirin cacalog; equally doubtful apparently are che ticles of
two other texts—7aisho 1452 and 1463—which are given as “[Malasarvas-
tividalnidanamatrks?” and "Vinayamatrka?”® Fortunately, chis does not have to be
sorted out here. For our purposes we need only note that Gunaprabha cites tech-
nical material bearing on lending on interest and written contracts that is, in che
main, quite close to that found in our text in the Vinayatibhariga, but he cites at
least a part of it from a different, second source. Any doubt that he got this mate-
rial from—or ac least knew as well—a source different from our Vinayavibhariga
passage is quickly dissipated by looking at what he actually said.

The Sitra itself gives che first indication that Gunaprabha is not necessarily
dependent on our [543} Vibbariga passage for his material. In speaking about a cer-
tain kind of chattel (upakarana), Gunaprabha says:

It should be lent on interest for the sake of the (three) Jewel(s).
When there is a monastery attendant or lay-brother, he should be used.
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(It should be loaned) after taking a pledge of twice the value (of the loan
and) after recording in a document the witness, the year, the month, the day, the
Elder of the Community, the Provost of the monastery, the borrower, the capi-
tal, and che chaceel.

prayunjita ratnartham |

aramikopasakayob sattve niyogeta |

bandhakam dvigunam adiya saksi-samvatsara-masa-divasa-samghastbavire(?)
tarika (read: opadhivirikal-grhitr-dbana-labban aropya patre |

kun dga’ ra ba pa am dgle) bsnyen dug yod nau bsko bas dkon mchog gi don du bskyed par
byao/

gta’ nyi rir blang par bya'o | dpang po dang | lo dang | zla ba dang | nyi ma dang
| dge dun gyi gnas brtan dang | dge skos dang | len pa po dang | rdzas dang bskyed rnams

dpang rgyar bris nas so /%

It is, of course, immediately obvious that what Gunaprabha says about taking a
“pledge” and the contents of the contract are close—though nort fully identical—
to what our Vibbanga passage says. But what precedes this is not. The references
to the monastery attendant and the lay-brother must, at least, come from what
Gunaprabha calls in his auto-commentary the Masréa. The auto-commentary says,
in facc:

Here che texe is from cthe Marrka, namely: “When, after having had both a st#pa
of the Blessed One and a domed chamber ( grsang khang byxr bx)>? made, the mer-
chants of Vaifali consigned chattels (yo byad) to the monks for the maintenance
(zhig ral du mi gyur ba) of stipas and domed chambers, the monks, being scrupu-
lous, did not accept them.

The monks reported the matcer to the Blessed One.

The Blessed One said: “1 authorize that chattels for the maintenance of
a stipa should be accepted by a monastery’s attendant (bun dga’ ra ba = aramika)
or a lay-brother (upasaka). Having accepted them, they should be used to gener-
ate interest (bskyed par bya ste). As much profic as is produced in that case should
be used for worship of the ssépa.”

In regard to the words “a pledge of twice the value should be taken™ (gza’
nyis rir blang bar byab), so that there should be no loss, this—by its force—should
be considered as “a means that avoids a default”™ (&7 spang ba mi skyed pa'i yan lag
c&s bya ba shugs kyis riogs par bya).

It might be asked how, after having accepted it, the chactel is to be lent
on incerese (sbyar bar bya). For that reason it is said: After having written with
a witnessed seal the witness, the year, the month, the day, the Elder of the Com-
municy, the Provost of the monastery, the borrower, the properry, and the in-
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terest (d pang po dang lo dang zla ba dang nyi ma dang dge dun gyi gnas brian dang
dge skos dang lem pa po dang rdzas dang skyed rnams dpang rgyar bris nas so), et
cetera.

The Tibetan text of Gunaprabha's commentary is here—as it frequently is
elsewhere—difficult, and I am not sure that I have always correctly understood
it. It is, moreover, not entirely clear where the boundaries of his quotation or para-
phrase of the Matrka are. Given this, the following appear to be firm. Gunaprabha
knew where in the Vibbasiga the topics of lending on interest and written contracts
occurred, because in his SZsra he treats these topics under the nineteenth nibhsargika-
patayantika offense, and this is precisely where they are treated in our Vibbasiga.
But he also knew another passage—this one in the Marrka—which dealt at least
with lending on interest. The Marréa passage dealt with chattels, not perpetuities;
it also had the Buddha authorize lending activities undertaken by a monastery’s
attendant or a lay-brother—it did not authorize monks to do so. For lending on
interest, Gunaprabha chose to follow the Marrka text, and chis is explicitly con-
firmed in his auto-commentary. In regard to written contracts, it would appear
either that he reverted to our Vibhariga text or that the Marréa text had itself almost
the same material as our text in the Vibbasga. There are, for example, some dif-
ferences in what our Vibbasiga text indicates should be included in the contrace,
and what is indicated in Gunaprabha. It is, however, difficult to know what—or
how much—to [544] make of this. There are also in all the sources a number of
textual problems that have to be worked out.

But even if our discussion leaves a number of points and problems hanging,
it does allow some observations on the importance of lending on interest and writ-
ten contracts of debt in Miilasarvastivadin vinaya literature. The canonical Vinaya
of the Mulasarvastividins had ac least two texts or sets of rules concerning lend-
ing on interest, and both were associated with the need to maintain durable ar-
chitectural forms and finance ritual. There were as well—probably—two sets of
rules regarding written contracts of debt. Both lending on interest and contracts
of debt continued, moreover, to be of interest to Milasarvastividin rinaya mas-
ters, at least up until cthe seventh century—though Gunaprabha was working with
severe space limitations, he chose to include a fairly detailed discussion of both in
his Vinayasitra. It will have been noticed that Gunaprabha does not specifically
mention aksayas or aksaya-nivis. We might surmise that lending on interest was
at first particularly associated with such endowments but by his time had come
to be associated with all sores of chattels or property. This, in turn, might explain
his preference for the Marrka. We simply do not know. It is also notable that both
Gunaprabha'’s presentation and apparent preference for the Marréas appear to shift
the financial activities involved away from monks and—if possible—into the hands
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of lay monastic functionaries. The reasons for such a shift, or any historical sicua-
tion it may reflect, remain, however, undetermined.

Although questions of this sort must for now remain open, Gunaprabha's
Vinayashtra may still allow us in a general way to extend the history of interest
in—or at least knowledge of—Miilasarvastividin monastic rules governing lend-
ing on interest and written contracts of debt. These rules, as indeed the Sanskrit
text of the Vinayasiitra that has come down to us, were, to judge by the colophon
of the text, known at the Vikramasila Monastery in Eastern India. Although the
colophon as it is printed is difficult to make sense of, one important statement seems
clear. That colophon says in part:

Sakyabhiksu-Dbarmakirtring sassvarthe likhitam

Srimad-vikramaftlam (sic} dSritya phalgunamese™

Copied by the Sikyabhiksu Dharmakirti, for the benefit of living beings, when
residing at Vikramasila, in che month of Philguna.

What information we have suggests that Vikramasila was founded in either the
eighth or the ninth century and was probably destroyed in the twelfth,%* so our
copy of the Vinayasiitra can be assigned to sometime during this period.

We can, in sum, track our Milasarvistivadin rules starting from the Vinaya-
vibharnga in—as we shall see—about the first century C.E. They also occurred, with
at least a different frame-story, in a text called the Matrkz. They were known and
repeated by Gunaprabha, who lived perhaps at Mathura sometime between the
fifth and seventh centuries. And Gunaprabha's summary was itself known and
copied sometime after the ninth century at the Vikramasila Monastery. Though
such a trail is not much, it is far more than we usually have, and it testifies to the
continuing currency of our rules through both time and space.

The redactor of our Vinayavibharnga text appears to have thought, or to have
wanted others to think, that the Buddhist monastic community began to accept
endowments, to lend on interest, and to use written contracts, not on its own ini-
tiative but in response to the concerns of lay donors about what would happen,
after they were dead, to the establishments they had founded and were themselves
able to maintain while they were alive. Confronted with the visible deterioration
of their viharas in their lifetime, lay donors are made to say—in effecc—"if this
happens while we are still alive, it obviously will occur even more so when we are
dead.” It is this concern that—according to our text—gives immediate rise to the
resolve on the part of lay donors to provide the monastic community with perma-
nent or perpetual endowments, and to ensure, in effect, that their vibgras remain
inhabitable. For the redactor of our text all else—lending on interest, written con-
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traces of debt—follows directly from this concern and forms an integral and nec-
essary part of the monastic communities’ response to it. Our text, however, is not
the only text in the M&lasarvastivada -vinaya where such concerns are voiced. Nor
are they only about maintenance—they are, as well, inextricably about merit. A
glance at two related texts from the Sayandsanavastu must here suffice: they are in
fact sufficient to establish something of the range of ideas connected with our
Vibhatiga text.

The first passage we might look at forms a part of a larger discussion about
various rights and obligations in regard to viharas. It starts racher abruptly with
what appears to be a reference to what the Buddha had [545] already said on some
other occasion; and the passage is more narrative than formally promulgatory:

It had been said by the Blessed One: “The reward should be assigned in the
name of the dead donors” (abbyatitakalagatanam danapatinam namna daksing
adestavya iti).

The Elder of the Community recited the verse for the sake of deceased donors.

And a certain householder had come to a vihgra. He heard the assigning of
the reward. He approached the Elder and said: “Noble One, if I have a vibara
buile, will you assign a reward in my name also?”

The Elder said: “Have one builc! 1 will duly make the assignment.”

When chac householder had had a vibara buile, he had not given anything
to it. It remained chus empty. When that householder saw thac, he went to the
first vibara and said co the Elder: “Noble One, my vibara remains empty. Not a
single monk lives cthere.”

The Elder of the Community said: “Sir, it should be made productive
(utsvedya, snum pas so).”

The householder said: “But, Noble One, it has been buile on sterile saline
soil (@sare jamgale karitab). How is it to be made productive?”

“Householder, I did not mean it in thac sense (2dham etar samdbiya katha-
yami), but rather that chere is no acquisition (labha) chere.”

The householder said: “Noble One, whoever now lives in my ¢shara, to him
I present cloth (patenaachadayimi).”5

This is an interesting fragment for a number of reasons—it uses, for exam-
ple, a term to describe the “dead” donors, abbyatitakalagata, which also occurs in
inscriptions.%” But for our immediate purposes it is important above all for what
it can contribuce to our understanding of how monks understood, or expressed,
the concerns of lay donors.

The text is—as is the Sanskrit M#lasarvastivada-vinaya as a whole—clipped
and elliptical. It is, as already noted, a narrative text, not a promulgatory one. What
it assumes is as revealing as what it says. It starts by explicitly stating that the Bud-
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dha had ruled that “the reward should be assigned in the name of the dead donors™
of a vikira. This clearly is obligatory for the monastic community. The narrative then
seems to suggest that the redactor of the text assumed that this obligatory activity
was a “public” ritual that took place on a recurring basis—it is otherwise hard to
account for the narrative facts that it was “heard” by a householder on a random visit.
The redactor also indicates that this recurring public ritual was performed by the
Elder of the Community (samgbasthavira) and involved the recitation of verses.

We have a fairly good idea of what—narratively—"assigning the reward”™ was:
it was a ritualized recitation of a verse or verses that formally designated the ben-
eficiaries of the merit produced from a specific donation or gift. Such designation
could be made to both the dead—as in our passage from the Sayanasanavasts—or
the living. In the Bhaisayavastu, for example, at the end of a meal given by brah-
mins and householders, the Buddha himself “assigns the reward” to their deceased
kin who had become “hungry ghosts™ (presa).

Then the Blessed One, wich a voice having five qualities, commenced to assign
the reward to the name of those hungry ghosts (resam nimna daksinam adestum

pravritab).

“The merit from this gif t, may that go to the hungry ghosts! (st danid
dhi yat punyam tat pretan upagacchatu)
May they quickly rise from the dreadful world of hungry ghoses! "%

In the Sarighabhedavastx, on the other hand, we find at the end of the account
of the gift of the Nyagrodha Park:

Suddhodana took up a golden warerpot and presented the Nyagrodha Park to the

Blessed One, and the Blessed One, with a voice having five qualities, assigned
the reward (bhagaraia . . . daksing adisia).

"The merit from this gift (#0 danad dbi yat punyam), may that go to the
Sakyas! May they always attain the station (pads) desired or wished!™
{546}

Whereas, in the first case, the assignment is explicitly to deceased kin, in the sec-
ond it is to all members of the lineage, and this could have included both living
and dead. In any case, it is virtually certain that a reader of the Malasarvastivada-
vinaya would have seen in the Sayandsanavastu a reference to a performance very
much of this sort.

It was a ritual performance for the sake of dead donors that the Sayandsana
passage narratively isolates as the motive behind its householder’s construction of
a vihara—this is what he hopes to gain: a, presumably, recurring or ongoing as-
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signment of merit in his name after his death. But the point of the text is, of course,
chac che construction of a vibara is not in itself sufficient to achieve this. To achieve
cthe intended goal requires in addition that che vshara be in use and inhabiced, and
continue to be so. It requires, in shore, the presence of an Elder who will continue
to perform the assignmenc. This, in turn, requires further donation. The require-
ments, however, do not fall only on the donor. Whereas he must furcher endow
the monastery, the monks are obligated to perform the assignment. The monks,
as well, have a further obligation, which is only implied here but explicitly stated
in another passage in the same vastu.

The second passage makes it clear chat if donors have obligations, so too do
the monks:

The devout had had many vihdras buile, bue few monks entered into the retreat
in Sravasti. Those tihiras stood empty. For the donors there was no merit resulting
from use (danapatinam paribbogantayam punyam na bhavati, . . . longs spyod las byung
ba'i bsod nams med cing). And ne’er-do-wells began to inhabic chem.

The Blessed One said: “All viharas must be assigned two, three, or four to
cach one individually, depending on how many there are. All must be used (sarve
paribboktaiyab).”"®

Here che rule is presented as firm: no presumably inhabicable vibara is to be al-
lowed to stand empty. All must be used. In face, the text here, in regard to vibaras,
refers to a specific category of meric: “merit resulting from use.” Given that a vibara
must be wsed to generate such merit, it would seem to follow that continuous use
would generate continuous merit.

There are, in both these passages from che Sayan&.canmmm, in the web of mu-
cual obligations they seem to envision between monastery and donor, some strik-
ing parallels with what is known about the relationships between donor and
monastery in medieval Europe. But these cannot here be pursued.”! What we can
do here is to note that the concern of the lay donors in our Vinayavibhariga passage—
the concern that gives rise to the use of endowments, lending on incerest, and
written contracts of debt—is, when seen in the light of the Sayandsana passages,
almost certainly not about mainctenance only. It is as much about merit. Our en-
dowments, and the legal instruments required to make chem work, begin, in fac,
to appear as devices intended to ensure not just the perpetual inhabitability of the
vibara but also an equally perpetual, a permanent, source of ongoing merit for its
donor that would continue long after he or she were dead. Maintenance and meric
are in fact closely and causally linked: without maintenance, there will not be con-
tinuing use; without continuing use, there will not be for the donor the “meric re-
sulting from use.” Without provisions for the maintenance of the vihdra and its
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residents, there will be no officiating Elder, without an officiating Elder, che as-
signment of merit to the donor will not continue after his deach. Both our Vibhariga
text and che firse passage from the Sayandsana explicitly identify the interests or
anxieties of lay donors concerning what will occur after chey are dead as che reli-
gious problem chat endowments and “acquisitions™ are meant to solve. Endow-
ments were obviously seen by the monks—perhaps also by lay donors—as a per-
manent solution to the problem. They are, after {547} all, called “perpecuities” or
“permanent endowments.” They were intended to ensure not long-term but per-
pectual benefics to lay donors by ensuring a permanent source of meric.

There is, of course, at least some appreciable irony in a monastic community
whose official doctrine declared chac “all chings are impermanent” devising or adopt-
ing legal and economic instcruments explicitly intended to ensure permanent bene-
fits co lay donors. But endowments and lending on interest were not—ac least as
far as they are presented in the rizaya—intended only to meet che religious needs
of the more prominent supporters of the monastic community. They were intended
as well to meet cercain insticucional needs, institucional needs chac, indeed, mighe
be approximatcely daced.

Icis, I chink, fairly obvious chat for our Vibbaiga text, and for the Sayandisana
passages, getting vibaras buile or funding cheir initial construction was not cthe
problem. The existence of permanent, durable vibaras is taken very much for
granted. Our cexts coo ctake it for granted thac chese durable viharas were already
boch archicecturally and inscicutionally well organized. They assume chat such ¢i-
haras were already considerably beyond mere shelcers and were already, for exam-
ple, multiscoried, were already provided with separate “depositories”™ (kosthiks).
They take for granted chac Buddhist monasceries were, significantly, already suf-
ficiently well organized to administer the kinds of endowments chey are recom-
mending. They already know a Communicy wich a recognized adminiscrative and
ricual division of labor. They know both che office of Elder and of Provost. They
presuppose an established ricual of “assigning the reward” to dead donors, per-
formed by che Elder. They presuppose that boch Elder and Provost were already
legally recognized representatives who could enter into binding contracts on be-
half of the Community. In short, our texes—Ilike all of che tinayas as we know
them—presuppose a scage of development of che vihara as both an archiceccural
form and an insticution chac should be ac leasc parcially visible in the archaeolog-
ical record. But here we bute directly up againse an increasingly awkward prob-
lem: che stage of architectural and inscticucional development of the Buddhist
monastery reflected in the tinayas as we have them can be decected in the archaeo-
logical record only at a period chac is far lacer chan thac co which cthe composition
of the virayas is assigned by most scholars. This is a large problem and—as al-
ready noted—an awkward one: it seems to present us with enormous collections
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of rules that were composed to govern conditions chac did not exist. Here of course
we can only offer a sketch of the conflicting daca.

Etienne Lamotte—without necessarily wanting to follow out the implications
of what he said—noted some years ago:

If remarkable similarities can be discerned in che ouclines of cthe laceer {i.e., the
various vinayas}—and we are chinking particularly of the Pali, Mahi$a{sa}ka and
Dharmagupta Virayas—this fact can be explained by a parallel development. The
Buddhist communities did not live in complete isolation but were interested in
che work carried out by cheir neighbors. It is cherefore not surprising chac chey
worked wich the same methods and followed practically the same plan. If noch-
ing is more like one Buddhist vibara than anocther Buddhist vibara, it is normal
cthat the various known tingyas should reveal the close link which connected
them.”?

Lamotre’s last sentence would seem to suggest that the various vinayas are alike
because they all reflect cthe existence of a uniform, standardized, and well-organ-
ized vihara. In fact, all our vinayas, as we have them, appear to presuppose such a
uniform and developed monastery: they speak, for example, about doors and keys’?
and elaborate divisions of labor,’ about bathrooms’ and slaves or permanent la-
bor forces,’® abouc the acquisition {548} of land, ownership rights, sharecropping,”
social obligations’® and the problems of inheritance.” These are the concerns of a
landed institution wich durable goods and well-organized durable domiciles—the
kind of institution for which maintenance could have been an important concern,
and which could have administered permanent monetary endowments. But there
is vircually no evidence in the archaeological record for this kind of monastic in-
sticucion uncil lace, and it is beginning to appear that both che degree and the rate
of growth of Indian Buddhist monasticism have been grossly exaggerated. The his-
tory of the physical monastery, at least, points very much in chis direction.

We know, for example, in at least some important areas, when the standard
vibara started toemerge—and it is not much before the beginning of the Common
Era. Sir John Marshall, among others, has noted that “even on such important sites
as Sarnath, Bodhgaya, Rajagrha, and Kasia, which were some of the earliest to be
occupied by the Buddhists, no remains of any of these structures {i.e., those men-
tioned in the vinaya} have been found which can be referred to pre-Mauryan
times.”® He was, however, so sure that such structures simply mast have existed
chat he chen went to some trouble to account for cheir absence, and his account
will have a familiar ring to those who while away their time reading Indian art
history: ic is the old perishable-macerials argument. This argument says that no
trace of such structures survive because they were made of perishable macerials,
and alchough essentially the same argument has been used in regard to Buddhist
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such vibaras by definition could not have been durable or in any significant sense perma-
nent. They would suggest a poor and probably little organized—both socially and
economically—community, a community chat had liccle access to, or abilicy to
exploit, any economic surplus. This seems especially so in light of the traces of
substantial works in such perishable materials, which have some chance of being
Mauryan—the cyclopean city-wall of R3jagrha and the curious elliptical struc-
cures there; the “stupendous timber palisade™ ac Pataliputra and the massive teak
wood platf orms chere; or the hypostyle hall found ac Kumhrar—but none of these
are Buddhist, and all appear to have been produced by ruling powers.?> In other
words, enduring monumental architecture in perishable materials was available,
but apparently out of reach of Buddhist monastic communities.?®

Though, again, the evidence is far from full, chere are other data pointing to
the lack of early permanent Buddhist dwellings. The evidence, for example, in the
main body of Asoka's inscriptions for viharas is thin. In the controversial eighth
Rock Edict, Asoka uses the term vihara only in a decidedly curious way—if the
term had then any Buddhist sense. He there contrasts his “tours for dbarma,”
dhamma-yatta, with the activity of earlier kings, which he calls “tours for plea-
sure,” vihara-yatta, where vihara is used in the sense of “diversion, enjoyment,”
and the like.?” In his so-called Schism Edict, he does not again refer to vibaras
when he talks about the expulsion of troublesome monks but does refer to anavasa
and by implication to grasa. Although much discussed, the facts remain chat grdsa
licerally means only an “inhabited” or “inhabitable” place, that Asoka himself does
not use the term vihara, and that Fvasa does not cercainly refer to an architectural
form.*® Equally curious and still difficult to understand are Asoka’s directions as
to what should be done with this edict. Aoka says, in Hultzsch’s translacion:

Thus chis edice muse be submiceed {vimnapayitaviye—Bloch, probably more cor-
recely: “1I fauce faire {550] connaitre . . . 2"} both to the Samgha of monks and to
che Samgha of nuns.

Thus speaks Devanampriya:

Let one copy of the (edict) remain wicth you {i.e., the administrative
officials—mahamica-?} deposited in (your) office {samusalanal, and deposit ye an-
other copy of the very (edict) with the lay worshippers.®?

Here again, where one might expect a reference to monasteries, there is none.
There is no indication that a “copy” of this edict was deposited in the “office” of
cthe group it most concerned—no indication that there was such an “office” where
they were located. Likewise, in the even more difficule Rummindei Pillar In-
scription, ASoka seems to imply—especially as Hultzsch understands the texc—
cthac he was the first to mark che spot of Buddha's birth: “(He) . . . caused a stone
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pillar to be set up, (in order to show) that the Blessed One was born here.” But
contrary to what we might have expected, if there had been a permanent com-
munity at the site, he then extends his largesse not to a monastery there buc to the
village of Lummini ictself: “(He) made the village of Lummini free of taxes, and
paying (only) an eighth share (of the produce).”%

The only possible reference in the ASokan material to a vibara is problem-
atic. It may occur in che “cover letter” artached to the recently discovered version
of Minor Rock Edict I found at Panguraria in Madhya Pradesh. Sircar translaces
the lines in question: “The king named Priyadarsin [speaks) to Kumira Samva
from [his} march [of pilgrimage] to the U(O?)punitha-vihara in Manema-desa
(. .. manema-des(e} [u)punitha-vibara-{yaktayle}).” As the bristle of brackets shows,
the readings are uncerrain; the published facsimiles are extremely difficule to read;
chis statement has no parallels in the fifteen or so other versions of this edict—it
is, in shore, profoundly problematic. Bur whether or not the term vibara occurs in
the inscription, or whether the possible vibara mentioned can be identified with
che site at which the record was recovered, that site itself is of interest. It repre-
sents, at least a part of it, the remains of another Mauryan monastic site, and al-
cthough it has so far been only partially published, it appears to have been a poor
and unimpressive complex; many of the small stipas, revetments, enclosing walls,
and small monastic cells appear to have been crudely made of “rubble.” These con-
crast with che main st#pa and its chatra, which, however, are clearly later—che nun
donors of the latter may be linked with Safici. What has been taken to be the main
monastic complex—on the walis of which the A$okan record occurs—as well as
most of the residential cells, are litcle more than nacural caves or rock shelters wich
slight improvements. To judge by the primitive rock art in some of them, these
were probably old, abandoned cave-dwellings.®? This—rather than a romantic vi-
sion of Nialanda—appears to be what a Buddhist “monastery” looked like “as late
as” che time of ASoka.

Even considerably afcer ASoka, however, there are no references to vibgras. In
none of the hundreds of donative records from Bharhue, Safici, and Pauni does the
term occur. The scores of monk and nun donors at these sites identify themselves
never as from or residents of any #ibara buc rather—exactly like lay donors—Dby their
natal or residential villages.?> Even more curious, the only expression even vaguely
like 2ihara that occurs at early Saiici is not even a Buddhist word but racher a com-
mon wpanisadic term.

On several of the gateways of the rail surrounding the main st&pa at Saiici,
variant versions of the following imprecation occur:

He shall have the fate of the perpetrators of five sins (pamc-anamtarya), who
dismantles, or causes to be [551] dismantled, the stone work from chis
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Kikaniva {i.e, rhe nld name for Sanct], or causr< it to be rransferred roanorher
church.®*

The phrase here translated by Majumdar “to another church” is anam . . . cariya-
kulam. The use of “another” clearly implies that Kikanava or Safici—the whole
complex—was thought of as belonging to the same category. It was not called a
monastery or vihara, then, but a “church™ or, more accuracely, “a house of cthe
teacher.” But although it occurs at least five hundred years later in a sectional
colophon to the Mahavamsa, the term Gcarya-kula has a much closer and more sig-
nificanct context. It is in fact an established usage in the Upanisads. Chandogya
2.23.1 says. for example:

There are three branches of duty. Sacrifice, study of the Vedas, alms-giving—
thac is che first. Auscerity, indeed, is the second. A student of sacred knowledge
dwelling in the house of a teacher, seteling himself permanently in the house of
a teacher, is the chicd (brabmacaryacarya-kula-vasi trtiyo ‘tyantam atmanam acarya-
kule vasidayan).?

All of chis would seem to suggest the need for a considerable review of our
notions of the degree of development of pre-Kusin Buddhist monasticism. But
that, I submi, is exactly what we might have expected to emerge when Buddhist
insticutional history was treated with the same methods and criteria of evidence
that percain to every other kind of history, and when all types of sources were taken
intoaccount, without privileging the literary or canonical. Happily, however, such
a review is not here our responsibility. Here we had only to make a case—however
sketchy—for the unlikelihood that monastic communities like those at early Tax-
ila or Bhaja or Junnar or Pangurana could have compiled the monastic codes that
we have, or could have even conceived of permanent endowments for purposes of
maintenance, let alone written contracts of debt. It seems to me unlikely chat
monastic communities housed in poorly made and disorganized, impermanent
structures or in open. crudely cut caves or abandoned rock-shelters could have had
eicher the need or the means to redact elaborate codes containing rules against, for
example, monks “building a fire to smoke out those who take too long in the la-
trine,”® or stipulating, for another example, that “when seeds belonging to an in-
dividual are sown on ground belonging to an Order, having given back a portion,
(the rest) may be made use of " by the monks.?’

But if, chen, the ear/y Buddhist monastic communities that are visible in the
archaeological record appear to have been utterly incapable of compiling our vinayas,
and completely unsuited toadministering elaborate endowments, the question still
remains as to when they did achieve a level of material and institutional develop-
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ment that would have allowed both—when, in fact, did it become true that “noch-
ing is more like one Buddhist s7hgra than anocher Buddhist vibara™? A reasonably
clearand closely approximate answer to this question has, oddly enough, been avail-
able for some time.

Marshall, again, noted some time ago that the vihara that Lamotte seems to
have had in mind, the ordered “quadrangular, high-walled monastery or vi-
hara . . . seems to have made its first appearance in the sangharamas of the north-
west during che first cencury A.D., and thence to have found its way southward
and eastward to the rest of India.” Marshall also said: “Before the close of the first
century the old type of saighZrama, with its haphazard methods of planning and
its lack of security and privacy for its inmaces had disappeared. . . . [T}he living
quarcers of the monks . . . are now securely enclosed in a walled-in quadrangle.™
The standardized, ordered ribara, then, began to appear almost everywhere in the
archaeological record just before and just after the beginning of the Common Era.
Ic was chen, too, that Buddhist monastic communities appear to have had access
to the economic resources that would have allowed them for che firse cime to build
on a wide scale in durable materials like stone and baked brick.

Marshall explained the aobservable change in type and construction of the
vihara by saying, in part, thac {552] the wide acceptance of the standard form “was
probably due in large measure to the changing character of the {Buddhist} church,
which was everywhere tending to substitute regular, settled monasticism for the
wandering life, and to relax its rules pertaining to strice asceticism and che pos-
session of property.”® The precise wording here might need some readjustment,
but not, probably, che basic point. What, however, Marshall did not say needs to
be stated: the development of the standard vihara, the emergence of this form, is
clearly visible in the archaeological record beginning around the Common Era, bt
thac form—and all chac ic implies—is the type of 17hdra that our vinayas, as we
have them, are intended to govern. Unless one wants to assume that rules are writ-
ten to govern behavior that does not occur, or that elaborate procedures are de-
veloped to meet needs that do not exist, then one is forced to conclude thac our
vinayas could not have been compiled in the form thac we know them until afcer
the beginning of the Common Era. It is, for example. hardly likely that a monas-
tic code like cthe Pali Viraya, which contains rules in regard to planting seeds in
land owned by the Community, could have been compiled before the Community
owned land, and the first actual evidence for this too comes from the firse cencury
C.E.' I¢ is, again, hardly likely that che rules in the Pili Vinaya thac have the
Buddha say, "Monks, I allow them {i.e., viharas} to be enclosed in three kinds of
walls (pakara): walls of burnc brick (irthaka-pakara), walls of stone (sila-), walls of
wood (d3hu-),"'! could have been redacted before such walls were known, and they
were not, until che beginning of the Common Era.
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Considerarions of rhis sorr, and determining rthe period ar which durable or-
dered viharas were first built, allow us more specifically to determine the period
before which ir is unlikely that our Vibhariga text on perpetuities could have been
written. Though ironic, it is almost certainly true that only the emergence of
durable architecture could have created the idea and need of perpetual maintenance.
Buildings in flimsy or perishable materials would have had a life expectancy con-
siderably short of perpetual and could hardly have given rise to the notion or felt
need for perpetual endowments to maintain them. Such endowments presuppose
a justifiable expectation that what they were intended to support would endure.
Moreover, as has already been noted, such endowments also presuppose an equally
permanent and ordered institutional structure that could administer them. Our
text, then, was almost certainly not written until both things were in place, and
the archaeological record would seem to suggest that this could not have been the
case much before the beginning of the Common Era. But if it is unlikely that our
Vibbariga text could have been written much before the Common Era, it is also un-
likely that it was written much after the second century, when we know that such
perpetual endowments were already in use. Their effective use would seem to re-
quire rules governing both them and written or legal contracts of the sort found
so far in the Vinaya only in our text.

A date in the first or second century of the Common Era for our Vibbariga text
would seem to fit well with, and perhaps confirm—or be confirmed by—what has

been said about written contracts in Hindu dharmafastra. Manu, for example, is
generally assigned a date “between 200 B.C. and A.D. 100.”'2 and although it
knows of written contracts and deeds (VIII. 168, 255), they receive little atten-
tion. Yasaavalkya, on the other hand, which is assigned to the first or second cen-
tury, “gives preference to documentary evidence™ and—as we have scen—"gives
very detailed rules about the drawing up of legal documents. “!3 Though it would
be easy here to overextend what little evidence there is, it does seem that
Yariavalkya has a more developed—certainly a more detailed—treatment of writ-
ten contracts,!®! and it is at least possible to suggest that our Vibbariga text falls
somewhere hetween Manu and Yajiavalbya, but how close to the latter is not clear.
Yajravalkya may also be the first dbarmafastra to refer explicitly o Buddhist
monks.!93 {553]

One sometimes has the impression in reading works on dharmasistra that it
is assumed that developments occurred within a closed system of ideas, or between
rexts, without reference to what occurred or was occurring in rhe world. The change
from Manu to Yafriavalkya in regard to written contracts, for example, is often pre-
sented as if it were only a further refinement or sophistication in legal technique
or theory that had no connection with changes in the social or economic world
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Notes

I would like to thank my colleagues Richard Lariviere, Janice Leoshko, and Jonathan Silk
for having read a draft of chis paper and for allowing me to benefit from their criticism and
good sense.
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CHAPTER IV

Deaths, Funerals, and the Division
of Property in a Monastic Code

READING BUDDHIST timaya texts as we have them can be an unsettling experi-
ence. These texts are huge compilations of rules and regulations meant to govern
the lives of Buddhist monks. Though they were written or compiled by monks for
monks, the life of a monk they envision or take for granted has little in common
with the image of the Buddhist monk that is commonly found in our textbooks,
or even in many of our scholarly sources. That image—which has found its way
even into modern European novels—presents the Buddhist monk as a lone asce-
tic who has renounced all social ties and property to wander or live in the forest,
preoccupied with meditation and the heroic quest for nirtana or enlightenment.
But Buddhist monastic literacure is more gritty; it presents and presupposes a dif-
ferent kind of monk. The monk it knows is caught in a web of social and ricual
obligations, is fully and elaborately housed and permanently settled, preoccupied
not with nirv:ana but wich bowls and robes, bathrooms and door bolts, and proper
behavior in public. A French scholar, André Bareau, some years ago went so far as
to say that the various monastic codes, or t71nayas, “contain hardly a whisper about
the numerous spiricual practices, meditations, contemplations, etc., which consti-
tuted che very essence of the Buddhist ‘religion.”” This at least must give us pause
for choughte.

But even when elements of the image of the ascetic, meditating monk do
appear in tinaya literacure—and they do—they often appear in unexpected form.
The various t7nayas present the ascetic ideal, for example, in the instructions they
say should be given to the candidate at his or her ordinacion. In the Pali Vinaya,
the candidate is to be told that entrance into the monastic order entails exclusive
reliance on only four things, technically known as “requisites™ or “means of sup-

Originally published in Buddbism in Practice, ed. D.S. Lopez (Princeton, N.J.: 1995):
473-502. Reprinted wich stylistic changes wich permission of che editor.
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port”: begged food or scraps; rag-robes, or robes of discarded cloth; the foor of crees
as a place of residence; and urine as medicine. The candidate—the text says—is
to be told chis, and cold that he should limic himself to these means of {474] sup-
pore “for as long as he lives.” But then he is immediately told, in che texc as we
have it, chat, in addition to robes made from rags, he may also have robes made of
“linen, cotton, silk, wool, and so on.” In a Sarvastivadin Vinaya text chac describes
cthe ordination procedure for nuns, the list of “extra allowances” is even longer and
includes colored cloth, woven cloth, muslin, hemp, silk, wool, fine Banaras cloth,
and linen. If chis looks like a double message, another passage in the Pali Vinaya
puts chis beyond doubt. Though the candidace for ordination is told in one place
co limic himself co rag-robes, the same Vinaya unequivocally says in anocher place
cthat wearing only rag-robes is an “offense of wrongdoing,” or a violation of the vinaya.
In a late "appendix” to the Pali Vimaya called the Parsvara, it is even suggested that
most monks who actually wear rag-robes do so “from stupidity” or “from madness,
from a deranged mind,” and are “of evil desires, filled with covetousness.”

Orcher and even more extreme elements of che ascetic ideal also occur in the
vinayas, but they too are treated in a curious way. The Mw/asarvastivada-vinaya, for
example, knows and contains rules to regulate the behavior of monks who live in
cemeteries or wear robes made from burial cloths. This text says, however:

A monk who dwells in a cemetery, robing himself wicth burial cloth, must not
enter a monastery. He must not worship a s2&pa. If he should worship, he must
not approach it any nearer than a fathom. He must not use a monastic cell. He
must not even sic on monastic bedding. He must not sit among the community
of monks. He must not teach Dharma to brahmans and householders who have
come and assembled. He must not go to the houses of brahmans and householders,
and so on.

If in the former instances che ascetic ideal is severely weakened or rendered
purely symbolic by permitting “extra allowances” or calling into question the mo-
tives thac lie behind ic, in che case of ascetic practices connected with cemeteries—
chough nothing is directly said to discourage them—a set of rules is promulgaced
cthac excludes any monk who engages in such practices from any meaningful place
in normal monastic life. Such a monk cannot enter or use monastic property; he
is denied full access to the object of monastic worship; he cannot engage in monas-
tic activicies or interace with fellow monks; interaction wich che laity—and chere-
fore access to economic support—is also eicher denied him or seriously restricted.
But notice too that the way in which chese rules are framed inadvertently articu-
lates che conception of normal monasticism presupposed by their authors: normal
monks lived in monasteries and had free access to and use of monastic property
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and objects of worship; they lived communally and could interact with the laicy.
The norm here, the ideal, is not of ascetic practice but of sedentary, socially engaged,
permanently housed monasticism. This same norm is equally evident elsewhere as
well.

Much has recently been written about modern Buddhist “forest monks,” and
the Pali Vinaya also speaks of such monks. But in one of the passages in this [475]
monastic code in which the lifestyle of such monks is most clearly described, there
are, again, some Surprises:

At that time the Venerable Uddyin was living in che forese. The monastery of
thac Venerable was beautiful, someching to see, and lovely. His private chamber
was in the middle, surreunded on all sides by the main house, well appointed
wich couch and chair, cushion and pillow, well provided with drinking waterand
water for washing, the grounds well kept. Many people came to see the Venera-
ble Udiyin's monastery. A brahman and his wife approached the Venerable
Uda3yin and said they would like to see his monastery.

“Have a look,” he said, and taking the key, unfastening che bolt, and open-
ing the door, he entered . . .

Though this is in the forest, these are not the quarters that one might expect
for a monk who relied on the four requisites: he had a private room, well-appointed
furnicure, and lock and key, and his monastery was something of a tourist aterac-
tion. And yet chis, apparently, is how the compilers of the Pali Vinaya saw the for-
est life. Their forest life was licele different from cheir vision of monastic life in
general: both, for them, were permanently housed and well appointed, well ordered,
maintained, secured by lock and key, and the focal point of lay activities.

These passages from several different vinayas—and a large number of other
passages—make it difficule to avoid the conclusion that if the ideal of the indi-
vidual rag-wearing, begging, forest-dwelling monk was in fact ever the rule in the
early history of Indian Buddhism, if the ideal was ever anything more than “em-
blematic,” then it was, by the time the #7nayas that we have were compiled, all
but a dead letter. The rinaya texes that we know are lictle interested in any indi-
vidual religious quest bue are concerned with the organization, administracion,
maintenance, and smooth operation of a complex insticution that owned property
and had important social obligations.

The disinclination on the part of scholars to acknowledge fully che insticu-
tional preoccupations of the rinaya, and the complexity of the institutions these
texts presuppose, has distorted the discussion of the vinayas’ dates and disguised
cheir historical importance. In face, though often pressed into service to do so, our
vinaya texts can probably tell us very little about what early monastic Buddhism
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“originally” was. They can, however, almost certainly tell us a great deal about
what it had—Dby a certain period—become. And that, for furcher historical devel-
opments, is far more interesting.

Many, if not most, scholars seem to want to place the canonical vinayas in a
period close to—if not even during—the lifetime of the Buddha. But this would
mean that Buddhist monasticism had lictle or no real history or development, since
by this argument monasticism appeared fully formed at the very beginning. Such
an argument requires, as well, the suppression of what litcle we actually know about
the various virayas and the history of Buddhist monasticism.

In most cases, we can place the vinayas we have securely in time: the Sarv'asii-
vada-vinaya that we know was translaced into Chinese at the beginning of [476]
che fif th century (404—405 C.E.). So were the Vinayas of the Dharmaguptakas (408),
the Mahisasakas (423-424), and the Mahasamghikas (416). The M #lasarvasiivada-
vinaya was translated into both Chinese and Tibetan still later, and the actual con-
tencs of the Pali Vinaya are only knowable from Buddhaghosa's fifth-century com-
mentaries. Alchough we do not know anything definite about any hypothetical
earlier versions of these vinayas, we do know that all of the 1inayas as we have them
fall squarely into what might unimaginatively be called the Middle Period of In-
dian Buddhism, the period between the beginning of the Common Era and the
year 500 C.E. As we have them, then, they do not—and probably cannot—rtell
us what monastic Buddhism “originally” was, but they do provide an almost over-
whelming amount of detail about what it had become by this time. To use these
vinayas for what we know them to be—documents from the Middle Period—gives
to them and to this period the historical importance that both deserve but that
neither has yet received.

That the vinayas as we have them do indeed belong to and reflect the Middle
Period is obvious from other evidence as well. All of our vinayas presuppose a stan-
dard, well-organized, walled monastery wich lacrines, refectories, cloisters, store-
rooms, dispensaries, doors, and keys; it had more or less extensive landholdings
and a battery of monastic servants and laborers. But we know from archaeological
sources that such an ordered and well-developed monastery did not exist before
cthe beginning of the Common Era and appeared throughout India only in the Mid-
dle Period. Sources that know such monasteries, and are intended to regulate them,
could ctherefore only date from the same period. We know, moreover, from in-
scriptional records that it was only in the Middle Period that Buddhist monastic
groups started to receive large donations of land and, in fact, entire villages. But
the Pali Vinaya, for example, already describes one such village of five hundred
“monastery attendants” that was given to a single monk.

To suggest that the Middle Period saw the compilation of huge monastic codes
should not be surprising. This was, after all, the period during which equally enor-
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mous doctrinal encyclopedias like the Abbidharmakosa were also compiled; this
was the period during which the various named monastic orders—the Sarvasti-
vadins, Mahasamghikas, Dharmaguptakas, and so on—appeared in Indian inscrip-
tions as the recipients of what must have been an enormous amount of surplus
wealth. And chere are no such records either before or after chis period. What
might be more surprising is that the Middle Period apparently not only saw che
full insticucional, economic, and doctrinal development of the monastic orders,
buc also was the period during which the vast majority of the texts that we call
“Mahayana satras” were being written. And these two developments are almost
certainly related; it may well be that much of Mahayana sitra literacure makes
good sense only in light of what else was going on when it was composed. Such
a possibility gives a new importance to the vinayasr and demands a new reading
of them, for it seems likely that one of the things that those groups that we call
Mahiyana were struggling with—and against—was what monastic Buddhism
had become by the Middle Period. To determine what that was, the vinayas will
be a major source. {477}

I mighe cite a single broad example. Unless we know what landed, insticu-
tional monastic Buddhism had become when Mahayana satras were being wricten,
ic is difficule to understand the atcacks on “abuses” associated with sedentary monas-
ticism found most scridently in Mahayana cexes like cthe Rastrapalaparipricha; ic is
also difficult to understand similar, if less shrill, criticisms in Mahayana texts like
the Kasyapaparivaria, or the constanc calls in such texts co return to a life in the
forest, or why long sections of the Samadhiraja-sitra are given over to extolling as-
cetic practices, and why the necessity and value of these same practices are a topic
of sharp debate in the Astasabasrika-prapiaparamita. Unless we have a clear picture
of what the authors of these Mahayana texts were surrounded by and reacting to,
we will have little chance of appreciating what they were producing. And an im-
poreant source for that picture will be the t7nayas that were being compiled at che
same time. It is in chis light, I would suggest, that the following selections should
be read.

The following selections are of interest for at least two related reasons. They
provide some interesting examples of the sorts of things that insticutionalized
monastic Buddhism was concerned wich in the Middle Period: the proper per-
formance of funeral ricuals for deceased fellow monks; the inheritance of property;
the performance of deach rituals for fellow monks; and negotiating ritual privi-
leges, concrol of sacred relics, and economic resources. There is perhaps some added
incerest from the face chac such monastic concerns have rarely been identified or
studied. Buc these selections illustrate as well how far monastic Buddhism had
moved away from what we consider “spiritual” concerns—how far, in other words,
it had developed strictly as an insticution and become preoccupied with insticu-
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tional concerns. These developments, of course, made it ripe for reformation. And
this was very likely what many of the Mahayana groups were attempting to effect.

The selections that follow all come from a single vinaya, the Milasarvastivada-
vinaya, or literature related to it, so at this stage one must be careful not to over-
generalize. They are—and are only meant to be—suggestive of what we still have
yet to learn. The first consists of three short texts that in their original context, as
here, follow one after another. They define and present as obligatory what appear
to be the three main elements of a Miilasarvastivadin monastic funeral: removal of
the body—undoubtedly ritualized; the honor of the body (Sarira-pija)—which ap-
pears to have involved bathing the body (see section I1I) and other preparations
prior to cremation; and the recitation of some sacred or “scriptural” text, the merit
from which was to be assigned to the deceased. These actions are presented here
as a set of rituals that the monks must perform before any distribution of the de-
ceased monk's property can be undertaken. They are clearly intended to effect a
definitive separation of the dead monk—here presented as a club-wielding
“ghost"—from his personal belongings. Keep in mind that the expression used
here, “robe and bowl,” was a euphemism that covered a large variety of personal
property. Notice too that these passages imply a kind of exchange relationship that
is also expressed elsewhere (section VII): the monks are obligated to perform the
funeral and, significantly, to transfer to the deceased [478] the reward, or "merit,”
that results from their ritualized recication of the Dharma; but the deceased, in
exchange, is to allow the distribution of his estate to take place unencumbered and
without interference. This conception of a set of mutual obligations between the
dead and the living is almost certainly only a specific instance of an established
Indian norm. Indian legal texts, for example, take as a given that the property or
estate of a dead person goes to the person or persons who perform his funeral rites.

The rules regarding monastic funerals in section | were presented as a response
to the problem of inheritance and the distribution of monastic estates, a problem
that will reappear in other selections (sections VII and VIII). The second selection
presents another set of rules as a response to a different problem—that of avoid-
ing social criticism or censure. Buddhism has often been presented as if it had been
a force for social change in early India—a reaction to and an attempt to reform es-
tablished Indian norms. Burt again, if this were ever actually true, it most certainly
was not by the time the vinayas were compiled in the Middle Period. The vinayas
are, in fact, preoccupied—if not obsessed—with avoiding any hint of social crit-
icism and with maintaining the status quo at almost any cost. In terms of social
norms the monks who compiled the vinayas were profoundly conservative men.
Our second selection is but one particularly striking instance of this general trend.
Here the institution of monastic funerals is presented and justified almost exclu-
sively in terms of the need to avoid any offense to the social and religious sensi-
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bilities of the world outside the monastery. This world was particularly sensitive
to the question of the proper ritual treatment of the dead and the need to avoid
the “pollution” associated wich death and dying. Our selection seems, again, to
represent a Buddhist monastic expression of these same Indian concerns. Unlike
section I, it explicicly refers to the means of final disposal of the body and, in fact,
presents several alternatives designed to meet various contingencies: cremation is
preferred, but disposal in water or burial are acceptable in certain circumstances.
The texe also implies that whatever means of disposal is used, a recication of the
Dharma and the assigning of the resultant reward to the deceased are required. Fi-
nally, in regard to this selection, it should be noted that it contains che firse ref-
erence that we have seen to “the three sections” (tridandaka) (which is also referred
to in section VII). Alchough it is not certain what chis was, it would appear to
have been a standard formulary made up of three parts that was used on a variety
of ricual occasions. The first part consisted of a set of verses in praise of the Bud-
dha, the Dharma, and the Sangha; the middle portion was made up of a canonical
text suited to the ritual occasion; and che third part contained a formal transfer-
ence of merit.

In sections I and II, where the rules governing monastic funerals are presented
as obligatory, there is no reference to lay participation in these affairs. Buc in sec-
cion III such participation is presented both as an obligation and as a particular
privilege sought after by a number of competing groups. The beginning of the
text—which is omicted here—sets the stage for cthe events that our selection nar-
rates o justify an exception to established monastic rule. It was a rule chat monks
{479] were not to enter towns or villages except at certain regular times. But the
need to perform proper funeral ricuals for a dead monk, the need to perform “the
honors for his body,” was apparently considered so important by the compilers of
this Vinaya that it was able to override or abrogate this rule. The particular case
thac gave rise to chis exception involved the death of a monk named Udayin, who
was known as the foremost of monks who were able to convert families. A mar-
ried woman who had been sleeping wich the leader of a gang of thieves was wor-
ried thac chis monk knew what she was up to and would reveal it. She arranged
with her lover to lure the monk into a house. Her lover was to waic at the door
and to dispatch the monk when he came out. Our selection picks up the story from
here.

In chis account the Buddha begins by reicerating the obligation of monks to
perform the “honors for the body™ of a fellow monk. As the story develops, what
starts as a monastic obligation comes to be a ritual privilege that several categories
of individuals seek to secure: there is a monastic claim, but it lacks ecclesiastical
specificity—these monks are presented as neicher specifically co-residential monks
nor ecclestastically recognized disciples of Udayin; there is a royal claim, buc it
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has a purely personal or biographical basis; there is, finally, a lay claim, but one in
which an instictutionally recognized relationship is involved. This final claim is
cthe one that wins. It is made by Malika, who declares that Udayin was her “teacher”
(acarya). This would make her his “disciple” (antevasin), which is an insticucionally
recognized formal relationship chat involves a set of mutual obligations. Malika,
however, is not a nun, but—elsewhere at leasc—a lay-sister, and herein lies a part
of che significance of the text. Elsewhere in the Mi#lasarvastivada-vinaya ic is made
clear chat monks had a series of ritual obligations in regard to lay-brothers and
lay-sisters (wpasaka | upasika). What our text seems to be suggesting is thac lay-
brothers and lay-sisters might, in turn, have certain ricual privileges in regard to
monks. Buc here chis is being negotiated, not asserted or made a rule. Our text
seems to carefully avoid making a general rule. It simply establishes a precedent—
“this happened once when . . ."—that is all. Future cases, ctherefore, would also
have to be negotiated. The ambiguity seems to be intentional, and such ambigu-
ity or ambivalence seems to be characceristic of all those sicuations in which lay
participation in monastic ritual is ac issue, or where control of,,and access to, sacred
objects is involved, and it is clearly visible again in section IV.

Section III also represents one of che rare cases in which building a st@pa, or
permanent structural reliquary, for the postcremation remains of the deceased is
specifically included as a part of the funeral. Generally these two chings, alchough
obviously related, were considered and treated separately, as in section IV. But the
stiipa referred o here is almost certainly not of the monumentcal type; given cthat
it was, as it were, built in a day, it was probably a small stcuccure builc over a pot
conctaining the ashes of the deceased. There is Indian inscriptional evidence indi-
cacting that small stZpas were built for the local monastic dead, and in some cases
chese are explicitly said to have been erected—as in our texe—Dby a disciple of the
deceased. {480]

Section IV is particularly incteresting. In Mulasarvastivadin liceracure ac
leasc—and probably in the liceratures of other orders—it, and not the account of
the deach and funeral of the Buddha in the Mabaparinirvana-sitra, describes the
origins of what we call che “relic cult” in monastic Buddhism. Like section III,
it deals wich questions of access and control and shows the monks and the laicy
jockeying for position; the monks win, of course, for they wrote the account. Like
several other of our selections, its denouement deals not so much wich devotion as
with “dollacs.”

The selection starts wich what was apparently the established monastic rule:
the funeral of the Monk Siriputra was performed by a fellow monastic. The text
assumes thac cthe remains or relics of a dead monk are che property of the monas-
tic communicy. However, this position becomes the initial point of friccion and
che point to be negotiated. For the established monastic claim cucs off a monk in
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death from the laity who in life may have been his supporters and followers. Such
an assertion of proprietary rights by the monks has at least the potential to disaf-
fece that lay group, and all our vinayas stress the need to avoid that.

After the Novice Cunda has performed the funeral of the Monk Siriputra
and handed his relics over to the Monk Ananda, the latter goes to the Buddha
to express his dismay at Siriputra’s death. The Buddha then delivers a longish
homily on the meaning of Sariputra’s death, which is omitted here. The House-
holder Anathapindada, who is the prototypical generous lay donor, then hears
of Sariputra’s death and goes to the Monk Ananda to present a claim on the relics.
Ananda responds with a counterclaim in exactly the same terms and refuses to
give up possession of the relics. To this point, we have monastic possession of
cthe relics, a lay claim, a monastic counterclaim, and unresolved deadlock.
Here—as in so many other cases in the vinaya involving friction between the lay
and monastic communities—the Buddha himself is brought in to mediate. The
layman Anachapindada repeats his claim to the Buddha, and the Buddha sides with
him. The Buddha summons the Monk Ananda and tells him to turn the relics over
to Anithapindada. The Buddha is also made to say, in effect, that when monks re-
cain exclusive possession of monastic relics, this is not beneficial to the teaching,
and that monks should rather occupy themselves with the “business of a monk™—
recruiting, ordaining, and instructing other monks. Here we have articulated some-
ching like a distinction that is commonly said to have existed between the reli-
gious activity of monks and the religious activity of laypersons in Indian Buddhism:
monks are to be properly occupied with maintaining the insticution by inducting
new recruits and with transmitting the teaching; activity in regard to relics is the
concern of the laity. But note that it requires the authority of the Buddha to in-
troduce this distinction, that it is presented as an innovation and that the prior or
original monastic practice did not recognize this distinction. Also note that the
account as we have it implies that there was some monastic resistance; at least the
compilers of the account must have anticipated such resistance, because they ap-
parently felt compelled to add what amounts to an editorial comment. After saying
thar Ananda gave the relics of Sariputra to the householder, {481} the text adds:
“This was so since the Blessed One when formerly a bodhisattva never violated the
words of his father and mother, or of his preceptor or teacher or other persons wor-
chy of respect.” This statement is syntactically isolated and does not form a part
of the ongoing narrative. It appears, rather, to be an editorial intrusion intended
to make explicit how the compilers wanted the text to be read: Ananda acquiesced
not as a resulc of his own inclinations but srrictly as a matter of obedience.

There are other indications that the compilers of the account did not see the
Buddha's instructions as a satisfying solution, for the account does not end here.
Both the Buddha and the reluctant Monk Ananda are presented as acceding to lay
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desires to have monastic relics. But—you can almost hear the editors say—look
what happened. Anachapindada takes che relics and enshrines them in his house.
Alchough others had some access to them, the text seems to emphasize that chey
virtually became the object of a private household cult. The issue came to a head
because lay control of monastic relics ultimately resulced in exactly what it was
intended to prevent: access to such relics, when in private hands, was restricted
and could be entirely shut off. Enter, again, the Buddha. He rules chac laypersons
can, indeed, build st@pas for the relics of the monastic dead, buc all such st#pas, ex-
cept those for “ordinary” monks, must be built wichin the monastic complex, thac
is, must remain under monastic control. It is a clever piece. It makes it possible
co present the Buddha as reasserting the right of monastic control solely for the
sake of benefiting the laity.

Access and control, however, are not the only issues here. Relics gave rise to
festivals; festivals gave rise to trade; trade gave rise to gifts and donations. It is
chis, in che end, that our text may be about. But toappreciate this particular monas-
tic interest in monastic relics, an established principle of vinaya law must be kept
in mind. Virtually all che vinayas contain rules stipulating that any donation made
to che stipa of a Buddha belongs to that st@pa, thac is, to the Buddha himself, and
could not, except under special circumstances (see section VI), be transferred rto,
or used by, eicher the monastic community or an individual monk. This legal prin-
ciple, which continues in effect even in Mahayana safra literature, deprived the
monks of an important source of revenue, and our text is almost certainly re-
sponding to this situation. It acknowledges that a token part (the “first fruic”™ of -
ferings) of the donations in question is to be given to the Buddha in the form of
cthe “Image that Sits in the Shade of the Jambu Tree.” This was, apparently, an im-
age of the Buddha that represented him in his first youchful experience of medi-
tation. There are several references to it in the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya (see sec-
tion VIII), and an inscribed second-century image of chis sort has been found ac
Sdfici. A small part of cthe donations is also to be used to maintain the stipa of
Sariputra. But the rest—and in chis case that is a goodly amount—is to be di-
vided among the monks. Our textc hastens to add that in this instance there is no
offense, because the donations were not made to a st@pa of the Buddha but to a
stiipa of a specific disciple. The qualification to the established rule that is being
introduced here, and the full range of its applicability, are stated more [482]
scraightforwardly in Gunaprabha's Vinayasitra, a fif th- to seventh-century monas-
tic handbook that paraphrases our passage as “cthat which is given to the stipa of
a disciple belongs indeed to his fellow monks.” Such stépas could, chen, come to
be a legitimate source of revenue for the monks, and such a possibility may ex-
plain what Faxian, a fifth-century Chinese monk, said he saw in India: “wherever
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monks live they build up stzpas in honor of the saints Saripucra, Maudgalyiyana,
and Ananda.”

We have no idea, of course, if any of cthe chings narrated in our account actu-
ally occurred. If, as seems very likely, this account was compiled in the Middle
Period, then it was written hundreds of years after the events it is supposed to be
describing and has, in one sense, no historical value ac all. Buc in anocher sense it
is an extremely importanc historical documentc: it shows us how Milasarvascivadin
vinaya masters in the Middle Period chose to construct and to present their past
to their fellow monks; it shows us how the issue of who controlled sacred relics
had—at least for this period—been settled; more generally it shows us vinaya mas-
ters in the Middle Period seriously engaged wich questions of power, access, relics,
and money. These monks almost look like real people.

Sections V and VI both deal with an aspect not of death but of dying, and
both link it wich property. Both texts reflect the importance aceribuced by a vari-
ety of Indian sources—Hindu, Jain, and Buddhist—to the moment of deach. The
basic idea is succinctly expressed in a Jain text: “as is the mind at the moment of
deach, just so is one’s future rebircth™; or in the Samadbirdaja-sitra: “when at the
moment of passing away, death, or dying, the thought of something occurs, one’s
consciousness follows that thought.” The last moment or one’s dying thought was
believed, in effect, to determine one’s next birth. However serious che difficulties
such a belief might create for official Buddhist doctrine, it is obvious from our two
texts that vinaya masters took it as a given. The rules they present here are solely
intended eicher to avoid negative thoughts at the moment of deach (section V) or
to ensure positive thoughts at such a time. The failure on the part of the monas-
tic community to do what is required to effect eicher is not only a disciplinary faule
buc has disastrous consequences for ctheir dying fellow monk, who is thereby con-
demned to rebirch in che hells.

How important such beliefs and ricuals were to the monastic community is at
least suggested in both texts. In section V, although the Buddha is made to rule
that “excessive atctachment” to some possession on the part of a monk is a fault, still
the final ruling provides for the continuing existence of such a faule. In section VI
the need to ensure a positive state of mind in a monk who may be on the point of
deach overrides not one, but two, otherwise firm rinaya laws. This need is appar-
ently so important that the monks may use assets that belong to the Buddha to
meet ic, chough this is normally stricely forbidden: to meet this need the monks
are also allowed to engage in buying and selling, and this too is normally restricced.

In terms of detail, note chat section V contains a reference to che actual crema-
tion of a dead monk as being performed by a low-caste man; this would suggest
[483] again that the monks had a purely ricual role and did not do che dirty work.
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In section VI, as in VIII, chere is a reference to “the perfumed chamber.” We know
from numerous ref erences to this chamber in the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya, and from
architeccural and inscriptional evidence, that it was che residenial cell direccly
opposite the main entrance of the typically quadrangular Indian Buddhist
monastery of the Middle Period. This cell was both by position and by archicec-
cural elaboration sec off from che ocher residencial cells and was reserved for cthe
Buddha himself. The latter permanently resided in such a cell in every fully de-
veloped monastery in the form of what we call an image, and there were specific
monks assigned to this chamber or monastic shrine. Section VI also concains a ref-
erence to a permanent endowment for the Buddha. We know from inscriptions
thac Buddhist monastic communities received such endowments throughout che
Middle Period. They were called “permanent” because they consisted of sums of
money that could never be spent but were to be lent out on incterest by the monks
to generace usable income. The M#lasarvastivada-viraya contains a texc chac gives
detailed instructions governing such monastic loans and the use of wricten con-
craces of debe. Note finally chac section VI ends by invoking a principle of the Indian
law of property. Buddhist viraya texts, in face, frequently reveal points of contact
with Indian law, as in sections VII and VIII.

Section VII presents an interesting case of interaction between vinaya law and
secular law and involves a sizable monastic estate: “three hundred thousands of
gold.” The laccer may appear surprising but should not be. Reference to the pri-
vate wealth of monks is frequencly found. In the S«stavibbarga of che Pali Vinaya
ic is said, for example, cthat if a monk asks for yarn and chen has it woven inco robe
macerial, cthat is an offense. But if the monk does it “by means of his own wealch,”
the same act is not an offense. There are a dozen such references to private wealch
in chis section of cthe Pali Vinaya alone. There are also clear indicacions in both che
Pali and Mulasarvastivida Vingyas that seem to suggest that monastic status or
repucation was directly relaced to a monk’s macerial possessions. Note chac in sec-
cion VI che monk who was “lictle known™ had no medicine, and in section IX the
Buddha himself and the selfish monk are each described as both “widely known”
and che recipients of robes, bowls, medicines, and so on. Who you were was de-
termined by what you received and had.

Evidence that individual monks must have had considerable private means is
also available in Buddhist donative inscriptions. Large numbers of monks and nuns
made private gifts to their communities, and some of these were impressive. Such
wealch mighe very well have been of interest to the state, and establishing who
had jurisdiction over, or rights of possession to, such wealth in che event of its
owner's death was undoubtedly a macter of some negotiation between che state
and cthe Buddhist monastic communities. What we see in che firsc part of section
VII is, of course, only the monastic point of view.
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The remainder of section VII suggests furcher that dealing with monastic es-
tates could become a major and disruptive monastic preoccupation, and some means
of sorting out the various claims was required. Thac is che main purpose of the
{484} second half of the text. The Buddha is made to declare that che division and
discribution of a dead monk'’s estate was to take place on only five occasions. The
first three of cthese correspond to moments in a Milasarvastivadin monastic
funeral: (1) “when the gong for the dead is being beaten”—the sounding of the
funeral gong, we know from other sources (see section IX), marked the beginning
of a monastic funeral by summoning the monks; (2) che recication of the Three
Sections—referred to also in section II; and (3) “when the shrine (caitya) is being
honored”—which seems to have marked che end of the funeral and is also referred
to in section II. The order in which these occasions are listed seems to represent
the order of preference and appears to favor direct participation in che funeral. If
che distribucion takes place on chese occasions, only those present will receive a
share. The other two occasions appear to take place separacely: (4) ac che distri-
bution of counting sticks—such sticks are referred to in all che vinayas and were
used for a variety of purposes; and (5) the making of a “formal motion”"—such
“motions” are also widely noted in vinaya literature and were used for any formal
act or decision that required the consent of the entire community. Of these occa-
sions, only the procedure for the formal mortion is described in detail. Note che
reference o “selling” a dead monk’s property. Such references also occur elsewhere,
and it appears that the property was first sold and the money realized was then
divided among the monks. In Chinese sources it is clear chac this involved an actual
aucuon.

Section VIII also deals wich che problem of estates, but of a particular kind.
The estate in question belongs to what the text calls a “shaven-headed householder.”
Because monks shave their heads but householders do not, such individuals obvi-
ously represented a mixed or intermediate category. Our text purports to describe
che origin of chis category: a wealthy layman decided to enter che order and ap-
proached a monk. The monk shaved the householder’s head and began to train
him for ordination. Buc the householder fell seriously ill and—in accordance wich
an established vinaya rule against ordaining sick people—the Buddha declared chat
“the rules of training” were not to be given until he recovered. The Buddha also
ruled, however, that monastic attendancs should be given to the sick man even
when he was taken back home. The man did not recover, but at the point of death
made a writcen will and senct it co the monastery. He died, and government offi-
cials heard of it and of the size of his estate. They reported his deach to the king.
Because the man was sonless, and because according to Indian law the estate of a
man who dies sonless goes to the king, the state should have had jurisdiction in
chis case and the king should have had clear rights to che property. But our monas-
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tic text has the king declare—explicitly citing the case adjudicated in section VII—
that a case of this sort too falls under the authority of the Buddha, that is, under
the jurisdiction of monastic law. The king, in other words, is presented as ac-
knowledging or confirming the religious status of the category “shaven-headed
householder™: the estate of such an individual is not subject to secular law.

What we see here is another instance of vinaya law interacting with Indian
law. {485] But we probably see something else as well: this vinaya passage es-
tablishes a precedent and procedure that would allow a sonless man to avoid the
confiscation of his estate by the state upon his death. The procedure involves a
relationship of exchange and obligation that is embedded in the text without al-
ways being explicitly stated. The layman undergoes at least a ritual or symbolic
ordination—his head is shaved—Dbut it is not completed. This ritual ordination
itself, however, creates an obligation for the monastic community to provide monas-
tic attendants to look after the layman when he falls ill, whether he remains at the
monastery or returns home. In other words, it provides a kind of health insurance
for the layman. But in exchange, as it were, for attending to the layman in his final
days—in this case, apparently for an extended period—the monastic community
receives, upon his death, his entire estate. Both parties clearly gain by the arrange-
ment. Certain rulings in the text itself suggest that what is being proposed here
was intended to apply even to laymen who might have had children—there is a
provision dealing specifically with what should happen to a deceased person’s sons
and daughters. In a case of this sort, the shaven-headed householder would have
been able to divert his estate from its normal heirs.

What we have in section VIII is, then, almost certainly a Buddhist version of
a ritual practice commonly found in other monastic traditions as well. Several of
the Hindu Samnyasa U panisads refer to undergoing the rites of renunciation at the
point of death; Jain sources, too, speak of laypersons’ being initiated into the monas-
tic order at the approach of death. But the strongest parallels are probably found
in medieval Christian monastic practice: here tooa layman is “ordained” at the ap-
proach of death; here too the monks are obligated to attend to him in his final
days; and here too they receive his estate or substantial gifts in return.

The reference in section VIII to a written will is also of interest. Although
the Pili Vinaya, for example, knows and approves of the use, under certain condi-
tions, of oral testaments or wills on the part of monks, nuns, lay-brothers and lay-
sisters, or “anyone else,” references to written wills are extremely rare even in In-
dian legal texts. There is also a reference to “written liens” or loan contracts that
may form part of an estate, and to both Buddhist and non-Buddhist books. These
and other such references provide important evidence for determining the history
and use of writing in early India, a topic that is as yet little studied or understood.
Finally, in terms of details, section VIII shows that ownership rights were clearly
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divided in a Miilasarvastividin monastery: property belonged to the Buddha or
the Dharma or the Community. In each case such property could be used only for
specific purposes and normally could not be transferred to anocher unit or purpose
(see section VI). This tripartite division of property rights, or some form of it, is
recognized by virtually all che vinayas.

There is one more point that needs to be noted in regard to section VIII. A
Chinese monk named Yijing visited and studied in India in che last quarter of the
seventh cencury. He wrote an important account of what he observed, which has
survived and been translated into English under the title A Record of the Buddhist
Religion as Practiced in India and the Malay Archipelago. Much of this Record may,
{486] in fact, be based on Yijing's observations, but some of it is not. The whole
of his chapter 36, apart from the first and last sencences, for example, is noching
more than a Chinese translation of the vinaya passage that we have been discussing.
The failure to recognize this, and the fact that Yijing gives the passage out of con-
text, have misled a number of modern scholars.

Section IX does not come from the Milasarvastivada-vinaya. It is presented
here to show how some of the concerns in the other selections were treated in more
literary form. Section IX is caken from a collection of stories called the Avadana-
Sataka, The Hundred Edifying Stories, apparently a Mulasarvastivadin text. Our
selection appears to be in many ways only a narrative elaboration of the rules gov-
erning monastic funerals found in sections I and II. Although it is commonly as-
serted that Aradana or Buddhist story licerature was “popular” literature meanc
for che laity, chere is lictle evidence for this, and a large number of such stories
were—like our selection—explicitly addressed to monks, had monastic heroes and
characters, and dealt with specifically monastic concerns that would have been of
liccle incerest to che laicy. It is more likely thac such moralizing story literature
was written for and read by ordinary monks who probably, at all periods, made up
che largest segment of the Buddhist monastic population.

Section IX cthrows some furcher light on at least one particular detail. Sections
I, II, and III all refer to “assigning” or “directing” a reward to the deceased monk
as a part of a monastic funeral, but section IX alone actually describes che proce-
dure. Like numerous passages in the Ma@/asarvastivada-vinaya, section IX makes it
clear chat “assigning the reward” meant making a formal declaration designating
who should receive the merit resulting from a specific act. When cthe Buddha as-
signs the reward in section IX, he recites a verse thac says in part, “what, indeed,
is the merit from chis gift, may thac go to the hungry ghost,” thac is, the dead
monk. In chis case the merit is formally designated for the same “person” who made
che gift. In sections I, I1, and III cthe merit resules from che acts of a group (che
monks) or an individual (Malika) buc is assigned to someone else (the deceased).
This practice—usually called che “transference of meric”—used to be considered
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a Mahayana innovation but is found even in the Pali sources, frequenrly in che
Milasarvastivada-vinaya,and almost everywhere in Buddhist donative inscriptions
that have no determinable connection with the Mahayana.

The selections presented here are in several senses a mere sampling: they are
taken from a single vinaya, or monastic code; they all deal with a single cluster of
concerns; they all represent fragments of a large and complex literature. But they
also suggest at least the possibility of a new reading of the vinaya, not as sources
connected with the origins of Indian Buddhist monasticism but as documents of
its Middle Period. They show what is to be learned by reading the t4nayas not as
documents dealing with spiritual or even ethical concerns but as works concerned
with institutional, ricual, legal, and economic issues. They also show how much
may have been missed or misunderstood by the modern scholarly preference for the
Pali Vinaya. Finally, they at least suggest how complex, rich—in {487] several
senses—and remarkable an institution Buddhist monasticism might have been.

Five of the following selections are from the Civaravasiu and have been trans-
lated from Sanskric—I: GMs i 2, 126.17-127.18; V: 125.10-126.16; VI:
124.11-125.9; VII: 117.8-121.5; and VIII: 139.6-143.14. One is from the
Vinayavibhariga and translated from Tibetan—I111: Derge, 'dul ba Nya 65a.2-66a.4
[the volume letter was incorrectly given as Nga in the original publication}. The
remaining two vinaya texts are from the Ksudrakarastu and are translated from Ti-
betan—11I: Tog, dulba Ta352b.7-354a.5; and I1V: Tog, ‘dul ba Ta 354a.5-368a.5.
IX is translated from Sanskrit: Avadanafataka (Speyer) i 271-273.

I. Rules Governing Monastic Funerals and the Problem of Inheritance

This ook place in Sravasti. On that occasion a certain monk who was sick died
in his cell. He was reborn among the nonhuman beings. The monk who was che
distributor-of -robes started to enter rhe cell of the dead monk, saying, “I dis-
tribute the bowl and robes.™ But the deceased monk appeared there wich intense
anger, wielding a club, and said: “When you perform for me the removal of the
body, only then can you proceed with the distribution of my bowl and robe.” The
discributor-of -robes was terrified and forced to flee.

The monks asked the Blessed One concerning this maccer.

The Blessed One said: “First the removal of the dcad monk is to be per-
formed. Then his robe and bow! are to be distributed.”

This took place in Srivasti. On that occasion a certain monk died. The monks
performed the removal of his body but simply threw it into the burning ground
and recurned to the monastery. The distributor-of-robes entered the dead (488)
monk’s cell, saying, “I distribute the bow! and robe.” But the dead monk had
been reborn among the nonhuman beings. Wielding a club, he appeared in his
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cell and said: "When you perform the honor of the body for me, only then can
you proceed with the distribution of my bowl and robe.”

The monks asked the Blessed One concemning chis macter.

The Blessed One said: “The monks mus firse perform the honor of the body
for a deceased monk. After cthat his bowl and cobe are to be distribuced. There
will otherwise be a danger.”

This took place in Sravasti. On that occasion a certain monk who was sick died
in his cell. After having brought him to the burning ground, and having per-
formed for him the honor of the body, that deceased monk was cremated. Then
the monks returned to the monastery. The distribucor-of -robes entered the dead
monk’s cell. The dead monk appeared wielding a club, saying, “You have not yet
given a recitation of the Dharma for my sake, but only then are you to proceed
with the distribution of my monastic robes.”

The monks asked the Blessed One concerning this matter.

The Blessed One said: “Having given a recitation of Dharma in the deceased's
name, having directed the reward to him, after that his monastic robes are to be
distributed.”

11. Rules Governing Monastic Funerals and the Pressure
of Social Criticism

The Buddha, the Blessed One, dwelt in Sravasti, in the Grove of Jeta, in the Park
of Anithapindada.

In Sravasti there was a certain houscholder. He took a wife from a family of
equal standing, and after he had lain with her, a son was born. The birch cere-
monies for the newborn son, having been performed in detail for three times
seven or twenty-one days, the boy was given a name corresponding to his clan.
His upbringing, to his maturity, was of a proper sort.

Later, when that householder’s son had become a Buddhist monk, his bod-
ily humors became unbalanced and he fell ill. Though he was treated with med-
icines made from roots and stalks and flowers and fruits, it was of no use, and he
died.

The monks simply left his body, together with his robe and bowl, near a
road.

Lacer, brahmins and householders who were out walking saw the body from
the road. One said: "Hey look, a Buddhist monk has died.” Others said: “Come
here! Look ar this!” When they looked, they recognized the dead monk and said:
“This is the son of the householder what's-his-name. This is the sorr of thing that
happens when somcone joins the Order of those lordless Buddhist {489) ascetics.
Had he not joined their Order, his kinsmen would cerrainly have performed fu-
neral ceremonies for him.”

The monks reported this matcer co the Blessed One, and the Blessed One
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said: "Now then, monks, with my authorization, funeral ceremonies for a deceased
monk must be perfformed.” Although the Blessed One had said that funeral cer-
emonies for a deceased monk should 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 had said that 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 eighty thousand kinds of worms in
the human body—not s0?” 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.”

Although the Blessed One had said a deceased monk is to be cremated, when
wood was not at hand, the monks asked the Blessed One concerning this mat-
ter, and cthe Blessed One said: “The body is to be thrown into rivers.” When there
is no river, the Blessed One said: "After a grave has been dug, the body is to be
buried.” When it is summer and the earth is hard and the wood is full of living
things, 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 che re-
ward to the deceased, and having given a recitation of the Dharma of the Three
Sections (tridandaka), the monks are to disperse.”

The monks dispersed accordingly. But then brahmins and householders de-
rided them, saying: “Buddhist ascetics, after carrying away a corpse, do not bache
and yet goabout their business. They are polluted.” The monks asked the Blessed
One concerning this matter, and the Blessed One said: “Monks should not dis-
perse in that manner but should bache.” They all started to bathe, but the Blessed
One said: “"Everyone need not bathe. Those who came in contact wich the corpse
must wash themselves together with their robes. Others need only wash their
hands and feet.”

When the monks did not worship the shrine (caitya), the Blessed One said:
“The shrine is to be worshiped.”

I11. The Death and Funeral of the Monk Kilodayin:
Negotiating Ritual Privileges

The ringleader of thieves, having pulled his sword from its sheath, waited ar the
door.

When the Venerable Ud3yin came out, the ringleader, with a mind devoid
{490} of compassion and without concern for the other world, severed his head
and ic fell co the ground.

An old woman saw him killing the noble one: “Who is this.” she said, "who
has done such a rash thing?”
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The ringleader said: “You must tell no one or I will make sure that you too
end up in the same condition!”

She was terrified and was then unable to speak. Thinking that perhaps some-
one following the tracks of the Eminent One would come by later, she—given
the circumstances—remained silent.

The two of them, with minds devoid of compassion and without concern
for the other world, hid the body of the Venerable Uddyin in a heap of trash and
lefe ic chere.

That day the monk-in-charge-of-the-fortnightly-gathering, sitting ac the
seniors’ end of the assembly, said: “"Has someone determined the inclination of
the Reverend Uddyin? The Reverend Udayin is not here.”

Then the Blessed One said to the monks: “Monks, that one who is the best
of those who make families pious has been killed. His robes must be broughe
back, and the honors for his body must be performed!”

The Blessed One set forth bur was stopped by the gate of Srivasti. He then
caused a brightness like that of gold to shoot forth. He filled all of Sravasti with
a light like thac of pure gold.

Prasenajit, the King of Kofala, thought to himself: “Why has all of Sravasti
been filled with a light like that of pure gold?” He thought further: “Without a
doubr, the Blessed One wishes to encer!”

Together with his retinue of wives, and taking the key to the city, he un-
locked the gate, and the Blessed One entered.

Prasenajit, the King of Kosala, thought: “But why has the Blessed One come
into Scavastr at an irregular time?” But since Buddhas, Blessed Ones, are not easy
to approach and are difficule to resist, he was incapable of putting a question to
the Buddha, the Blessed One.

The Blessed One, together with the community of disciples, having gone
ahead, Prascnajit, together with his retinue of wives, went following everywhere
behind the Blessed One, until they came to that heap of trash.

The Blessed One then addressed the monks: “Monks, he who was the best
of those who make families pious is hidden here. Remove him!”

He was removed, and those who had depended on the Venerable Udiyin,
seeing there what had ctruly happened in regard to the Noble One, said: “Since
he was our good spiritual friend, does the Blessed One allow us to perform che
honors for his body *”

The Blessed One did not allow ic.

Prasenaijit, the King of Kofala, said: “Since he was a friend of mine from our
youth, does the Blessed One allow me to perform the honors for his body?”

The Blessed One did not allow it.

Queen Milika said: “Since he was my teacher, does the Blessed One allow
me to perform the honors for his body?™ {491}

The Blessed One allowed ic.

Queen Milik3, chen, having had the dire removed from the body of the Ven-
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erable One with white earth, had it bathed with perfumed water. Having
adorned a bier with various-colored cotton cloths, she put the body onto it and
arranged it.

Then the Blessed One, together with the community of disciples, went
ahead, and the king, together wich his retinue of wives, followed behind them.

Having put the bier down at an open, extensive area, Queen Milika, heap-
ing up a pile of all the aromatic woods, cremated the body. She extinguished the
pyre with milk, and having put the bones into a golden pot, she had a mortuary
stiapa erected at a crossing of four great roads. She raised an umbrella, a banner,
and a flag and did honor with perfumes, strings of garlands, incense, aromatic
powders, and musical inscruments. When she had venerated the stzpa’s feee, the
Blessed One, having assigned the reward, departed.

IV. Sariputra’s Death and the Disposition of His Remains:
Negotiating Control and Access to Relics

After the Venerable Sari putra had died, the Novice Cunda performed the honors
for the body on the remains of the Venerable Sariputra and, eaking the remains,
his bowl, and monastic robes, set off for Rajagrha. When in due course he arrived
at Rajagrha, he put down the bowl and robe, washed his feet, and went to the
Venerable Ananda. When he had honored with his head the feet of Ananda, he sar
down to one side. Being seated to one side, the Novice Cunda said this to the Ven-
erable Ananda: "Reverend Ananda, you should know that my preceptor, the Rev-
erend Sariputra, has entered into final nirvana—rchese are his relics and his bowl
and monastic robes.”

The Householder Anathapindada heard it said that the Noble Sariputra had passed
away into final nirina and thac his relics were in the hands of the Noble Ananda.
Having heard that, he went to the Venerable Ananda. When he had arrived there
and had honored with his head the feer of the Vencrable Ananda, he sat down to
one side. Having sat down to one side, the Householde: Anachapindada said this
to the Venerable Ananda: “May the Noble Ananda hear! Since for a long time
the Noble Siriputra was to me dear, beloved, a guru, and an object of affection,
and since he passed away into final nisvana and his relics are in your possession,
would you please hand them over to me! The honor due to relics should be done
to his relics!”

Ananda said: "Householder, because Sariputra for a long time was to me dear,
beloved, a guru, and an object of affection, I myself will perform the honor due
to relics for his relics.”

Then the Householder Anathapindada went to the Blessed One. When he
had arrived chere and had honored with his head the feet of che Blessed One,
he sat down to one side. Having sat down to one side, the Householder
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Ani{492}chapindada said this to the Blessed One: “May the Reverend One hear!
For a long time the Noble Sariputra was to me dear, beloved, a guru, and an ob-
ject of affection. His relics are in the hands of the Noble Ananda. May the Blessed
One please grant that they be given to me! I ask for the honor due to relics for
his relics.”

The Blessed One then, having summoned Ananda through a messenger, said
this to him: “Ananda, give the relics of the Monk $ariputra to the Householder
Anithapindada! Allow him to perform the honors! In this way brahmans and
houscholders come to have faith. Moreover, Ananda, through acting as you have,
there is neither benefit nor recompense for my teaching. Therefore you should
cause others to enter the Order, you should ordain them, you should give the
monastic requisites, you should attend to the business of a monk, you should
cause [che teaching} to be proclaimed to monks as it was proclaimed, cause it to
be taken up, teach it, and through this, indeed, you profit and give recompense
for my teaching.”

Then the Venerable Ananda, by the order of the Teacher, gave the relics of
Sariputra to the Houscholder Anithapindada—this was so because the Blessed
One, when formerly a bodbisattva, never violated the words of his father and mother
or of his preceptor or teacher or other persons worthy of respect.

The Houscholder Anithapindada took the relics of the Venerable Sariputra
and went to his own house. When he got there, he placed them at a heighe in the
most worthy place in his house and, together with members of his household, to-
gether with his friends, relations, and older and younger brothers, undertook to
honor them with lamps, incense, flowers, perfumes, garlands, and unguents.

The people of Sravasti heard then that the Noble Siriputra had passed away
into final nirrdma in the village of Nalada in the country of Magadha, that the
Noble Ananda, after having obtained his relics, presented them to the House-
holder Anathapindada, and that the lacter, together with members of his house-
hold, together with his friends, relatives and acquainctances, and elder and
younger brothers, honored them with lamps, incense, flowers, perfumes, garlands,
and unguents. When Prasenajit, the King of Kosala, heard this, he went to the
house of the Householder Anithpindada together wich his wife Milika, che Lady
Varsakari, both Rsidacta and Purina, and Visikha, the mocher of Mrgara, as well
as many of the devout, all of them carrying the requisites for doing honor. Through
paying honor to the relics with the requisites of honor, several of them there ob-
tained accumulacions of good qualities. But on another occasion when some busi-
ness arose in a remote village, the Householder Anathapindada, having locked
the door of his house, went away. Buct a great crowd of people came then to his
house, and when they saw the door locked, they were derisive, abusive, and cric-
ical, saying, “In that the Houscholder Anathapindada has locked the door and
gone off, he has created an obstacle to our meric.”

Lacer the Householder Aniacthapindada rerumed, and members of his house-
{493)hold said: "Householder, a great multicude of people carrying the requi-
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sites of honor came, but seeing the door locked, they were derisive, abusive, and
critical, saying, ‘Anithapindada has created an obstacle to our meric.””

Anithapindada cthought to himself, “This indeed is what I must do,” and
went to the Blessed One. When he had arrived there and had honored with his
head the feet of the Blessed One, he sat down to one side. Seated to one side, he
said this to the Blessed One: “Reverend, when a great multicude of men who
were deeply devoted to the Venerable Sariputra came to my house carrying the
requisites of honor, I, on account of some business, had locked the doors and gone
elsewhere. They became derisive, abusive, and critical, saying, ‘In chat the
Householder Anathapindada has locked the door and gone away, he has created
an obstacle to our merit.” On that account, if the Blessed One would permit ic,
I would build a stzpa for the Noble Sariputra in a suitably available place. There
the great multitudes of men would be allowed to do honor as they wish.”

The Blessed One said: “Therefore. Householder, with my permission, you
should do it!”

Although the Blessed One had said, "with my permission, you should do
it,” Anathapindada did not know how a st&pa should be built.

The Blessed One said: “Make four terraces in succession; then make the base
for the dome; then the dome and the barmiki and the crowning pole; then, hav-
ing made one or two or three or four umbrellas, make up to thirceen, and place
a rain receptacle on the top of the pole.”

Although the Blessed One had said that a s#2pa of this sort was to be made,
because Anathapindada did not know if a st#pa of such a form was to be made
for only the Noble Siriputra or also for all Noble Ones, the monks asked the
Blessed One conceming this matter, and the Blessed One said: “Householder, in
regard to the stépa of a Tathigaca, a person should complete all parts. In regard
to the stipa of a Solicary Buddha, the rain receptacle should not be put in place;
for an Arhat, there are four umbrellas; for One Who Does Not Return, three; for
One Who Returns, two; for One Who Has Entered the Stream, one. For ordi-
nary good monks, the s24pa is to be made plain.”

The Blessed One had said, “In regard to a st#pa for the Noble Ones it has
this form, for ordinary men chis,” but An3chapindada did not know by whom
and in which place they were to be made. The Blessed One said: “As Sariputra
and Maudgalyiyana sat when the Tathdgata was seated, just so the #&pa of one
who has passed away into final mirvdna is also to be placed. Moreover, in regard
to the stizpas of each individual Elder, they are to be arranged according to sen-
iority. Those for ordinary monks are to be placed outside the monastic complex.”

The Houscholder Anithapindada said: ~If the Blessed One were to give per-
mission, I will celebrate festivals of the st#pa of the Noble Sariputra.”

The Blessed One said: "Householder, with permission, you should do ic!”

Prasenajic, the King of Kofala, had heard how, when the Householder
Ani[494]thapindada asked of the Blessed One permission to institute a festival
of the stipa of the Noble Sariputra, the Blessed One had permitted its institu-
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tion. Prasenajic, having cthoughe, “It is excellenc! I too should help in that,” and
having had the bell sounded, proclaimed: “Sirs, city dwellers who live in Sravasti,
and che multitudes of men who have come together from other places, hear chis:
‘At the time when the festival of the stzpa of the Venerable Siriputra occurs, for
those who have come bringing merchandise there is to be no tax, no toll, nor
cransportation fee. Therefore, they must be aliowed to pass freely here!™”

Ac that time five hundred overseas traders who had made a greac deal of
money from their ships arrived ac Sravasti. They heard then how the king, sound-
ing the bell in Sravasti, had ordered, “Whoever, at the time when the festival of
the stiipa of the Noble Siriputra occurs, comes bringing merchandise, for them
there is to be no tax. no toll, nor transporeation fee. Therefore, they muse be al-
lowed to pass freely here!” Some thought to themselves: “This king abides in the
fruic of his own merit but is still not satisfied wich his merit. Since gifts given
produce merit, why should we not give gifts and make meric?” Becoming de-
vout in mind, on the occasion of that festival they gave tortoise shells and pre-
cious stones and pearls and so on.

The monks, however, did not know how to proceed in regard to these things.

The Blessed One said: “Those gifts that are the “firse fruit’ offetings are to
be given to the ‘Image that Sits in the Shade of the Jambu Tree." Moreover, a
small part is to be put aside for the repair of the stipa of Sariputra. The remain-
der is to be divided by the assembly of monks—rthis is not for a srépa of the Tacha-
gata, this is for a stipa of Sariputra: therefore one does not commit a faule in chis

case.

V. The Death of a Monk Who Was Excessively Attached to His Bowl

This took place in Srivasti. A certain monk was afflicted wich illness, was suffer-
ing, seriously ill, overcome by pain. His bowl was lovely, and he was excessively
actached o it.

He said to the attendant monk: “Bring my bowl!™ The attendant did not
give it to him. The sick monk, having become angry in regard to the attendant,
died attached o his bowl.

He was reborn as a poisonous snake in that same bowl.

The monks, after carrying his body to the burning ground, after perform-
ing the funeral rites, returned to the monastery.

The monks assembled. The belongings of the deceased were set up on the
senior’s end of the assembly by the distributor-of -robes. At that moment the
Blessed One addressed the Venerable Ananda:

“Go, Ananda! Declare to the monks: ‘No one should loosen the bowl-bag
of that deceased monk. The Tathigata alone will loosen it.”™ {495}

The Venerable Ananda told the monks. After thac the Tachigara himself
loosened it. The poisonous snake, having made a great hood, held its ground.
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Then che Blessed One, having aroused it wich the sound rrata, harnessed ic.
“Go!” he said, “you stupid fellow. Give up chis bowl! The monks must make a
discribucion!”

That snake was furious. He slichered off into a dense forest. There he was
burnt up by the fire of anger, and chat dense forest bursr into flames. Because at
the moment when he was consumed by the flames he was angty wich the monks,
he was reborn in che hells.

Then the Blessed One addressed the monks: “You, monks, must be disgusted
with all existence, must be disgusted with all che causes of existence and rebirch.
Here, indeed, the body of one person was bumnt up on chree different occasions:
in the dense forest by the fire of anger; in hell by an inhabitanc of hell; in the
burning ground by a low-caste man. Therefore, a monk should not form exces-
sive actachment in regard to a possession. That to which such an actachmentc arises
is to be discarded. If one does not discard it, he comes to be guilty of an offense.
But if a sick person asks for one of his own belongings, it should indeed be very
quickly given to him by cthe actendant monk. If one does not give ic, he comes
to be guilry of an offense.”

Undertaking Acts of Worship for Sick or Dying Fellow Monks

At that time a monk was afflicced wich illness, was suffering, seriously ill. He
was licele known; there was no medicine for him. Realizing the nature of his con-
dition, he said to the atccendant monk: “There is nothing that can be done for
me. You must perform worship for my sake!”

The atcendant monk promised, buc che sick monk died. He was reborn in
che hells.

Then the Blessed One addressed the monks: “Monks, the monk who died,
what did he say to cthe atctendant monk?”

They related the sicuacion as ic had occurred.

“Monks, that deceased monk has fallen into a bad stace. If his fellow monks
had perf ormed worship to the Three Precious Things, his mind would have been
pious. Therefore, a monk should never ignore a sick fellow monk. An atcendant
should be given to him. When he asks for ic, if chere is no medicine for him, a
donor is to be solicited by the accendant monk. If chac succeeds, it is good. But
if it does not succeed, what belongs to the Community is to be given. If that suc-
ceeds, ic is good. If it does not succeed, that which belongs to the Buddha's per-
manent endowment is to be given. Buc if that too does not succeed, an umbrella
or banner or flag or ornament on a shrine of a Tathigaca, or in the Petfume Cham-
ber. which is to be preserved by the Communiry, is to be made use of. After sell-
ing it, the accendant monk should look after him and perform worship to che
Teacher. {496] To a monk who has recovered chis is to be said: “What belongs to
the Buddha was used for you." If chat monk has any means, he, making every ef-
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fort, should use it for repayment. If he has none, in regard to that used for him
it is said: ‘'The belongings of the father are likewise for the son. Here there should
be no remorse.’

VII. The Death and Property of the Monk Upananda

When he died, the Monk Upananda had a large quantity of gold—three hun-
dred thousands of gold: one hundred thousand from bowls and cobes; a second
hundred thousand from medicines for the sick; a third hundred thousand from
worked and unworked gold. Government officials heard about it. They reported
it to the king, saying: “Lord, the Noble One Upananda has died. He had a large
quantity of gold—three hundred rhousands of gold. We await your orders in re-
gard to that!”

The king said: “If it is so, go! Seal his residential cell'”

The monks, having taken up Upananda’s body, had gone to the cremation.

The government officials came and sealed Upananda's cell.

After having performed the funeral ceremonies for him at the cremation
ground, the monks returned to the monastery. They saw the cell sealed with the
seal of the king. The monks asked the Blessed One concerning this matter. On
that occasion the Blessed One said this to che Venerable Ananda: “"Go, Ananda'
In my name, ask King Prasenajit concerning his health, and speak thus: ‘Great
King, when you had governmental business, did you then consult the Monk
Upananda’ Or when you took a wife or gave a daughter, did you then consult
Upananda’ Or at sometime during his life, did you present Upananda with the
standard belongings of a monk—robes, bowls, bedding and seats, and medicine
for the sick? Or when he was ill, did you attend him?’ If he were to answer no,
this is to be said: ‘Great King, the affairs of the house of householders are one
thing; those of renouncers quite another. You must have no concern! These pos-
sessions fall to the fellow monks of Upananda. You must not acquiesce to their
removal'”

Saying “Yes, Reverend,” Ananda, having understood the Blessed One, ap-
proached Prasenajit, the King of Kosala. Having approached, he spoke as he had
been instructed.

The King said: “Reverend Ananda, as the Biessed One orders, just so it must
be! I do not acquiesce to their removal.”

The Venerable Ananda then reported to the Blessed One the answer of the
king.

Then the Blessed One addressed the monks: “Monks, you must divide the
estate left by the Monk Upananda!” Having brought ic into the midst of the
community, having sold it, the monks divided the recurn. But the monks from
Saketa heard it said: “Upananda has died. He had a great quantity of [497] gold—
three hundred thousands of gold—which was divided by the monks.” Making
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great haste, the monks of Saketa went to Sravasti. They said: “We too were fellow
monks of the Reverend Upananda. The possessions belonging to him fall to us
as well'””

Having reassembled the estate, the monks of Sravasti divided it again to-
gether with the monks of Saketa. The same thing happened with monks from
six great cities, since monks from Vaisili, Viranasi, Rajagrha, and Campa also
came. The monks, having reassembled the estate on each occasion, divided it.
Reassembling and dividing the estate, the monks neglected their exposition, read-
ing, training, and mental focus.

The monks asked the Blessed One concerning this matter.

The Blessed One said: “There are five occasions for the distribution of pos-
sessions; which five? The gong, the Three Sections (tridandaka), the shrine, the
counting sticks, and the formal motion is the fifth. He who, when the gong for
the dead is being beaten, comes—to him a portion is to be given. It is the same
when the Three Sections (tridandaka) is being recited, when the shrine is being
honored, when counting sticks are being distributed, when a formal motion is
being made. Therefore, in the last case, monks, after making a formal motion
in regard to all the estate, it is to be divided. The formal motion should be a
fixed procedure and should be done in this way: having made a provision of seats
and bedding . . . and so forth, as before, up to . . . when the entire community
is seated and assembled, having placed the estate of the deceased at the senior’s
end of the assembly, a single monk seated at the senior’s end should make a for-
mal motion: ‘Reverends, the Community should hear this! In this parish the
Monk Upananda has died. This estate here, both visible and invisible, is his. If
the Community would allow that the proper time has come, the Community
should give consent, to wit: that the Community should take formal possession
of the goods of the deceased Monk Upananda, both visible and invisible, as an
estate of the deceased—this is the motion.’ This, monks, is the last occasion for
the distribution of the estate of the deceased—that is to say, the formal motion.
A monk who comes when this motion has already been made is not to be given
a portion.”

The Venerable Upili asked the Buddha, the Blessed One: “Wherever, Rev-
erend, there is no one who makes a motion through lack of agreement in the
Community—is an estate to be divided there?”

The Blessed One said: “It is not to be divided—Updli, after having perf ormed
‘the first and last,’ it is to be distributed.”

But the monks did not know what ‘the first and last” was.

The Blessed One said: "After selling as a unit the deceased’s belongings. and
then giving a lictle to the seniormost of the Community and to the juniormost
of the Community, it is to be distributed agreeably. There is in that case no cause
for remorse. When a formal motion has been made, or ‘the first and last,” cthen

the possessions belonging to the estate of a deceased monk fall to all pupils of
the Buddha.” (498]
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VIii. The Death and Distribution of the Estate
of a Shaven-Headed Householder

This cook place in Sravasti. At that time in Sravasti there was a householder named
Sresthin who was rich, had great wealth, passessed much property, whose hold-
ings were extensive and wide, and who passessed the wealth of Vaiéravana, equaled
in wealth Vai§ravana. He took a wife from a similar family. Being sonless but
wanting a son, he supplicated Siva and Varuna and Kubera and Sakra and Brahma,
and so on, and a variety of other gods, such as the gods of parks, the gods of the
forest. the gods of the crossroads, the gods of forks in the road, and the gods who
seize offerings. He even supplicated the gods who are born together with indi-
viduals, share their nature, and follow constantly behind chem. It is, of course,
the popular belief in the world that by reason of supplication sons and daugh-
ters are born. But that is not so. If it were so everyone —like the wheel-turning
king—would have a thousand sons. In fact, sons and daughters are born from the
presence of three conditions. What thrce? Both the mother and the father are
aroused and have coupled; the mother, being healthy, is fertile; and a gandbarva
is standing by. From the presence of these three conditions, sons and daughters
are born.

But when there was neicher son nor daughter even through his propitiation
of the gods, then, having repudiated all gods, the householder became pious in
regard to the Blessed One. Eventually he approached a monk: “Noble One.” he
said, "I wish to enter the Order of this well-spoken Dharma and Vinaya.”

“Do so, good sir!” said the monk, and in due order, after shaving the house-
holder’s head, he began to give him the rules of training. But the householder
was overcome with a serious fever that created an obstacle to his entering the
Order.

The monks reported this matter to the Blessed One.

The Blessed One said: “He must be attended to, but the rules of training
are not to be given until he is again healthy.”

Alchough the Blessed One had said that he was to be attended to, the monks
did not know by whom this was to be done.

The Blessed One said: "By the monks.”

The doctors treated the man during the day, but at nighe his debilicy grew
worse. They said: “Nobles, we treat him during the day, but at nighe his debil-
ity grows worse. If he were taken home we could treat him at night as well.”

The monks reported this macter to the Blessed One.

The Blessed One said: "He should be taken home, but there too you must
give him an actendanc!”™

His debility turned out to be of long duration. His hair grew longer and
longer. It was in regard to him that the designation "shaven-headed householder,
shaven-headed householder™ arose.

When he did not get better although treated with medicines made from
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{499] roots, stalks, leaves, flowers, and fruits, then, realizing the nature of his
condition, he said, "] am dead.” After chat, at the time of deach, he made a writ-
ten will concaining all che personal wealth belonging to him and sent it to che
Grove of Jeta. And he died.

His government officials reported to Prasenajic, the King of Kosala: “Lord,
a shaven-headed householder without a son has died, and he had a great deal of
gold and silver, elephants, horses, cows, buffaloes, and equipment. Having made
a written will concaining all of that, it was sent to Jeta's Grove for the Noble
Community.”

The king said: “Even in the absence of a written will, I did not obtain the
possessions of the Noble Upananda; how much less will I obtain such goods
when there is a written will. But what che Blessed One will auchorize, chac |
will accepe.”

The monks reported this matcter to the Blessed One.

The Blessed One said: “Monks, what is there in this case?” The monks fully
described the estate.

The Blessed One said: “It is 1o be divided according to circumstances.
Therein, property consisting of land, property consisting of houses, property con-
sisting of shops, bedding and seats, a vessel made by an ironworker, a vessel made
by a coppersmicth, a vessel made by a potter—excepting a waterpot and a
container—a vesse! made by a woodworker, a vessel made by a canesplitcer, fe-
male and male slaves, secvants and laborers, food and drink, and grains—these
are not to be distributed but to be set aside as property in common for the Com-
munity of Monks from the Four Directions.

“Cloths, large pieces of cotton cloth, a vessel of hide. shoes, leather oil bottles,
waterpots, and water jars are to be distributed among the entire Community.

“Those poles that are long are to be made into banner poles for the ‘Image
thac Sits in the Shade of the Jambu Tree.’ Those that are quite small, having been
made into staffs, are to be given to the monks.

“Sons and daughters are not to be sold at will within the Community, but
when they have gained piety, they are to be released.

“Of quadrupeds, the elephants, horses, camels, donkeys, and mules are for
the use of the king. Buffaloes, goats, and sheep are property in common for the
Community of Monks from the Four Directions and are not to be distribuced.

“And what armor and so forth is suitable for the king, all that is to be handed
over to the king, except for weapons. The lacter, when made into knives, needles,
and staffs, are to be handed out within the Community.

“Of pigments, the great pigments, yellow, vermilion, blue, and so on are to
be put in the Perfumed Chamber to be used for the image. Khamkharika, red,
and dark blue are to be distributed among the Community.

“Spirituous liquor, having been mixed with roasted barley, is to be buried
in the ground. Tumed into vinegar, it is to be used. Except as vinegar it is not
{5001 to be used but is to be thrown away. Monks, by those who recognize me
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as Teacher spirituous liquor must neither be given nor drunk—even as liccle as
could be held on the tip of a blade of grass.

“Medicines are to be deposited in a hall suitable for the sick. Thence they
are to be used by monks who are ill.

“Of precious jewels—except for pearls—the gems, lapis lazuli, and conch
shells wich spirals turning to the righe are to be divided into two lots: one for
the Dharma; a second for the Community. Wicth cthat which belongs to che
Dharma, the word of the Buddha is to be copied, and it is to be used as well on
the lion seat. That which belongs to the Community is to be distributed among
the monks.

"Of books, books of the word of the Buddha are not to be distributed but to
be deposited in the storehouse as property in common for the Comumunicy of Monks
from the Four Directions. The books containing the treatises of non-Buddhists
are to be sold, and the sum received is to be distributed among the monks.

“Any written lien that can be quickly realized—the share of the money from
thac is to be distributed among the monks. And that which is not able to be so
realized is to be deposited in the storehouse as property in common for the Com-
munity of Monks from the Four Directions.

“Gold and coined gold and other, both worked and unworked, are to be di-
vided into three lots: one for the Buddha; a second for the Dharma; a chird for
the Community. Wich that which belongs to the Buddha repairs and mainte-
nance on the Perfumed Chamber and on the stipas of the hair and nails are to be
made. Wich that belonging to the Dharma the word of the Buddha is to be copied
or it is to be used on the lion seat. That which belongs to the Community is to
be discribuced among the monks.”

1X. Monastic Rules Expressed in Story:
The Death and Funeral of a Rich Monk in the Avadanasataka

The Buddha, the Blessed One, honored, revered, adored, and worshiped by kings,
chief ministers, wealthy men, city dwellers, guild mascers, traders, by gods,
nagas, yaksas, asuras, garndas, bimnaras, and maboragas, celebrated by gods and
ndgas and yaksas and aswras and garudas and kimnaras, and maboragas, the Buddha,
the Blessed One. widely known and of great meric, the recipient of the requi-
sites, of robes, bowls, bedding, seats, and medicines for illness, he, together with
the community of disciples, dwele in Sravasti, in Jera’s Grove, in the Park of
Anichapindada.

In Srivasti there was a guild master who was rich, had great wealch, pos-
sessed much property, possessed the wealth of VaiSravana, equaled in wealth
Vai§ravana. He on one occasion went to Jeta’s Grove. Then he saw the Buddha,
the Blessed One, fully ornamented with che chirty-two marks of the Great Man,
his limbs glorious with the eighty secondary signs, ornamented wich an aureole
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[501] of a full fachom, an aureole that surpassed a thousand suns—like a mov-
ing mountain of gems, entirely beautiful. And after having seen him, afcer hav-
ing worshiped at the feet of the Blessed One, he sat down in front of him to hear
the Dharma. To him the Blessed One gave an exposition of the Dharma, instill-
ing disgust with che round of rebirths. When he had heard this and had seen the
faules of che round of rebirch and che qualities in asrvana, he entered che Order
of the Blessed One. When he had encered the Order, he became widely known,
of great merit, approached, a recipient of the requisites, of robes, bowls, bedding,
seats, and medicines for illness. He, having accepted the requisites, obtained more
and more. He accumulated a hoard but did not share wich his fellow monks. He,
chrough chis selfishness, which was cultivated, developed, and extended, and be-
ing obsessed with personal belongings, died and was reborn in his own cell as a
hungry ghost.

Then his fellow monks, having struck che funeral gong, performed the re-
moval of the body. Having performed the honor of the body on his body, they
then returned to the monastery. When chey unlatched the door of his cell and
began to look for his bowl and robe, they saw that deceased monk who was now
a hungry ghost, deformed in hand and foot and eye, his body torally revolting,
scanding there clutching his bowland robe. Having seen him deformed like chat,
the monks were terrified and reported it co the Blessed One.

Then cthe Blessed One, for the purpose of assisting that deceased son of good
family, for the purpose of instilling fear in the community of scudents, and for
the purpose of making fully apparent the disadvantageous consequences of self-
ishness, went to that place, surrounded by a group of monks, at the head of the
Community of monks. Then that hungry ghost saw the Buddha, the Blessed One,
fully ornamented with che thirty-two marks of the Greac Man, his limbs glori-
ous with eighty secondary signs, ornamented wich an aurcole of a full fachom, an
aureole that surpassed a thousand suns—like a moving mountain of gems, en-
tirely beautiful—and as soon as he had seen him, piety in regard to the Blessed
One arose in him. He was ashamed.

Then the Blessed One, with a voice that was deep like that of a heavy thun-
dercloud, like that of the kettledrum, admonished the hungry ghost: “Sir, this
hoarding of bowl and robe by you is conducive to your own destruction. Through
it you are reborn in the hells. Indeed, your mind should be pious in regard to
me! And you should turn your mind away from chese belongings—Ilest, having
died, you will next be born in che hells!”

Then the hungry ghost gave the bow! and robe to the Community and threw
himself at the Blessed One’s feet, declaring his faule. Then the Blessed One as-
signed the reward in the name of the hungty ghost: “What, indeed, is the merit
from chis gift—may that go to the hungry ghost! May he quickly rise from che
dreadful world of hungry ghosts!”

Then thac hungry ghost, having in mind become pious toward the Blessed
One, died and was reborn among the hungry ghosts of great wealch. Then the
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hungry ghost of great wealch, wearing trembling and brighe earrings, his limbs
{502} glitcering with ornaments of various kinds, having a diadem of many-
colored gems and his limbs smeared with saffron and tamila leaves and sprkka,
having that very nighe filled his skirt wich divine blue lotuses and red lotuses
and white lotuses and mandira flowers, having suffused the whole of Jeta’s Grove
with blinding light, having covered the Blessed One with flowers, sac down in
fronc of the Blessed One for the sake of hearing the Dharma. And the Blessed
One gave him an appropriate exposition of the Dharma. Having heard it and be-
come pious, he departed.

The monks remained engaged in the practice of wakefulness throughout the
entire night. They saw the blinding light around the Blessed One, and having
seen it—being unsure—they asked the Blessed One: "Blessed One, did Brahma,
the Lord of the World of Men, or Sakra, the Leader of the Gods, or ¢the Four
Guardians of the World approach in the night for having the sight (dariana) of
the Blessed One?”

The Blessed One said: “Monks, it was not Brahma, the Lord of the World
of Men, nor Sakra, the Leader of the Gods, nor even the Four Guardians of the
World who approached for having sight of me. But it was that hungry ghost who,
having died, was reborn among the hungry ghosts of great wealch. In che nighe
he came into my presence. To him I gave an exposition of the Dharma. He, be-
coming pious, departed. Therefore, monks, work now toward getting rid of self -
ishness. Practice, monks, so that these faules of the guild master who became a
hungry ghost will cthus not arise for you.”

This the Blessed One said. Delighted, the monks and others—detwas, aswras,
garudas, kimnaras, maborugas, and so on—rejoiced in what the Blessed One spoke.



CHAPTER V

Dead Monks and Bad Debts

Some Provisions of a Buddhist
Monastic Inheritance Law

DEBT WAS A MAJOR concern it seems for those brahmins who wrote or redacted
both ancient and classical Indian religious and legal texts. It was a central piece of
brahmanical anthropology—Patrick Olivelle, discussing what he, following
Charles Malamoud, calls “the theology of debt™ in Vedic literature, says that "the
very existence, the very birth of a man creates his condition of indebtedness,” and
Malamoud had already said: “In the same way as the notion of debt is alceady there,
fully formed, in che oldest texts, so does fundamental debt affect man and define
him from the moment he is born.” Both are of course, at least in part, alluding
to the famous passage in the Taittiriya Sambita (6.3.10.5), which says: “A Brah-
min, ac his very birth, is born with a triple debt—of studentship to the seers, of
sacrifice to the gods, of offspring to the fathers.”?

Brahmanical literature was not, however, concerned only with man's religious
or anchropological debt—it was equally occupied with real financial debe, and often
the two sorts of debt are tightly entangled. Typical of the legal concern with debt
is the Naradasmrzi, “the only original collection of legal maxims (m&lasmrti) which
is purely juridical in character.”® The first and by far the longest of its chaprers
dealing with “titles of law™ (¢yaraharapadani) is devoted to “nonpayment of debt”
(rmadanam). It contains 224 verses. By comparison, the second-longest chapter,
the chapter dealing with “relations between men and women” (stripumsayoga), cov-
ers what one might have thought was a far broader range of issues but consists of
only 117 verses; and che thorny issue of “partition of inheritance” (dayabbaga) is
treated in only 49 verses. A preoccupation with legal debr and the recovery of
debt is moreover by no means limited to Narada, as a glance at modern works
like Chatterjee’s The Law of Debt in Ancient India will show: the topic was similarly

Originally published in Indo-Iranian Journal 44 (2001) 99-148. Reprinted with stylistic
changes with permission of Kluwer Academic Publishers.
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addressed by previous astrakaras and by those who followed him, and it also forms
a significant pare of almost all che “digests,” or nibandhas.

Given the lengch to which Narada pursues the topic, it is probably not surpris-
ing that we find reference in his discussion—and that fairly early on (1.7)—to
ascetics who die in debt. Even though we do not often think of {100} Indian as-
cetics as having or entering into contractual obligations, Narada says:

tapasvi cdgnibotri ca reavan mriyate yads |
tapas casvdgnibotram ca sarvam tad dhaninam dhanam /]

which Richard Lariviere cranslaces as

If an ascetic or an agnihotrin dies in debe, all of the merit from his auscerities
and sacrifices belongs to his creditors.?

The exact status of the tapasvin, or “ascetic,” here is of course not clear, and cthe ref-
erence to debts may refer to debts incurred or contracted before the individual un-
dertook the practices of an ascetic. Buc that is not stated to have been the case. A
little clearer perhaps is Visnx 6.27: “Visnx is explicit on this point: when a debtor
dies or renounces [pratrajital or is away in a distant land for cwenty years, his sons
and grandsons should sectle che debc™; and, as Olivelle notes, Kirydyana makes a
similar statement.® Care, however, is probably best taken not to exclude the pos-
sibilicy chac “ascetics™ and/or “renouncers” were not as socially dead as some of che
prescriptive texts make out. Some of these same texts contain explicit rules gov-
erning the inheritance of a deceased renouncer’s property even though he was not
supposed to have any—Olivelle in fact says that “che civil deach of the renouncer
makes him incapable of owning property.”” Some Indian vinaya literature would
seem to require thac such questions be left open or, at the least, problematizes the
civil status of both Buddhist monks and Indian renouncers and the relacionship,
or comparability, of the two.? “Some” here, however, is the operable term.

There has been a marked tendency even in scholarly licerature o refer to “che
Vinaya,” as if there were only one, when in fact the actual reference is only to cthe
Pili Vinaya. This is a habit that should not be encouraged for any number of good
reasons, not the least of which is that there are a half a dozen other extant vinayas.
Moreover, the relationship of che Pili Vinaya to Indian practice may not be as clear
and straightforward as has been unquestionably assumed,? and the citation of it
alone is certainly distortive, as can be seen in a case chac is particularly germane
to our topic. Chatterjee, for example, has said with some confidence: “The entan-
glement and anxieties of debe as well as corporace liabilicy belonging to commu-
nistic life in a religious order rendered it necessary to debar any candidate from
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to it.!” It is already clear that this sort of pattern repeatedly occurs, bue the appar-
ent priority of texts in the Utraragrantha may also be detected in another pactern
as well.

There are, to be sure, instances where a version of a text found in the Urrara-
grantha occurs elsewhere in the M#/asarvastivada-viraya, or a topic treated in che
Utrtara is similarly treated in some other tasta or section, but chese are almost never
exact doublets and often there is ac least some indication suggesting the priority
of the version in the Urrara. Both the Ksudrakavastu and the Urntara, for example,
have a similar text dealing with a monk’s continuing right to inheric family prop-
erty even after he is ordained, but—as I have pointed out elsewhere—the version
found in the Ksudraka has a reference to the monk’s “foster mother,” which makes
no sense there and could only have been taken over from the version of the text
found in the Urrara, where it also occurs and makes perfectly nacural narracive
sense.'® Likewise, both the Vinayavibbaiga and the Uttaragrantha have texts deal-
ing with permanent endowments or perpetuities whose funds are to be lent out
on interest. Buc whereas in the Vibhariga these loans are to be made and serviced
by the monks themselves, in the Urrara it is explicicly said that chis is to be done
by a monastery’s factotum (aramika) or a lay-brocher (wpasaka), suggesting perhaps
a far greacer fastidiousness on the part of the Urrara in regard to the open engage-
ment of monks in commercial matters, at least in this case.'®

These sorts of patterns pointing toward the priority or importance of the
Uttaragrantha can also be detected even beyond the boundaries of the vinaya proper.
In recent years the Milasarvastividin affiliation of the Avadinafataka, for exam-
ple, has become increasingly clear, and it is even beginning to appear that the
Avadanaiataka—Ilike the Diryaradina—is heavily dependent on this Vinaya.
Michael Hahn, for example, hasalready pointed out that the Milawnastivada-vinaya
has versions of both the Safa and Dharmagavesin Avadanas, which are very close to
those now found in the Avadinaiataka (nos. 37 and 38). He says: “Except for a few
redactional changes which became necessary because of the different frame stories,
the Tibetan texcs of the MSV Vinaya point to a wording which is absolucely iden-
tical with thac of the Atadanasaraka.” He goes on to say—aquite rightly, I chink—
chat “in principle, borrowing in either direction is possible, although in this par-
ticular case it seems to be more likely chat the redactors of the Avadanafataka
extracted the two legends from the MSV Vinaya and furnished ic with the stan-
dardized frame they used throughout their work."? Professor Hahn's observations
are particularly relevant here, of course, because they could just as easily be describing
two other texts also in the Aradanaiataka. Both the Maitrakanyaka and che (103)
Srimati Avadanas—numbers 36 and 54 in the Avadianafataka—also have close par-
allels in the Mi#lasarvastivada-rinaya, and in these cases too “the Tibetan texts of
the MSV Vinaya point to a wording which is absolutely identical wich chac of the
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Avadanalataka.” But whereas in one of Hahn's cases the redactors of the Avadana-
fataka appear to have borrowed from the Bbaisajyavastu, and in the other they ap-
pear to have gotten their text from the Kswdrakavastu, both the Maitrakanyaka and
the Srimati almost certainly were taken from the Uttaragrantha.®*

A final consideration concerning the importance of the Ustaragrantha is re-
lated to the apparent use made of it by Gunaprabha in his remarkable Vinayasitra.
The sources of Gunaprabha’s individual s#tras can—especially with the help of Bu
ston—usually be identified with a reasonable degree of certainty, and a large num-
ber of them turn out to be based on the Uttaragrantha. This will be clear, perhaps,
even if we limit ourselves to a single example that is particularly germane to our
topic. In his sixth chapter, headed Civaravasts, Gunaprabha has a series of sitras
dealing with what can only be called Mulasarvastividin monastic inheritance law.
According to the commentaries and Bu ston’s equally remarkable 'Du/ ba pha's gleng
‘bum chen mo,?? it would appear that these sitras are based on and are digesting at
least twenty-five separate canonical texts or passages. The sequence and distri-
bution of these canonical passages is interesting and indicative of Gunaprabha's
working methods. Both can be clearly seen in the following table, which lists the
canonical passages in the order in which Gunaprabha treats them:

1. Uttaragrantha—Derge Pa 85a.3—-86Ga.2 Buston 290a.2-.3%*

ii. Pa 86a.2-.6 290a.3-.5
ii1. Pa 86a.6-b.4 290a.5~.6
iv. Pa86b.4-.7 290a.6-.7
v. Pa 86b.7-.87a.4 290a.7-b.1
(—v continuous)
vi. Civaravastu—GMs 1112, 113.14-1174 290b.1-291a.1

vii. 117.8-122.20 291a.1-292a.2
(vi—vii, an uddana intervenes, otherwise continuous)

viii. Uttaragramtha—Derge  Pa 88a.1-.2 292a.l
ix. Civaravasse—GMs 111 2, 143.15-145.12 292a.1-.7
X. 147.10-148.20 292a.7-b.4 {104}
xi. 146.7-147.9 292b.4-.6
Xil. 126.17-127.18 292b.6-293a.3
xiii. Urtaragrantha—Derge  Pa 87a.4-.6 293a.3-.4
xiv. Pa 132b.2-.7 293a.4-.7
Xv. Pa 132b.7-133a.3 293a.7-b.2
XVi. Pa133a.3-b.1 293b.2-.4
XVii. Pal133b.1-.4 293b.4-.5
XVI1ii. Pa 133b.4-134a.1 293b.5-.7

(xiv—XViii continuous)
xix. Civaravaste—GMs 111 2, 145.13-146.6
XX. 122.20-123.15

293b.7-294a.2
294a.2-.5
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xxi. Untaragrantha—Derge  Na 26l1a.1-.5 294a.5-.7
xxii. Cirararasta—GMs i 2, 124.1-.10 294a.7-b.2
xxiii. Ksudrakavasiu—Desge  Tha 252b.3-254a.1 294b.2-.6
xxiv. Uriaragrantha—Derge  Pa 130a.4-131a.3 294b.6-295a.1
xxv. Civaratastu—GMs iii 2, 139.6-143.14 29%a.1-.3

Several things are fairly obvious from chis table. First, bearing in mind that the
sitras in the Vinayasiitra that digest this canonical material cover only a lictle more
than a single large page of printed Devanagari in Sankrityayana’s edition (chirty-five
lines), it is clear that Gunaprabha has packed a great deal—material that covers nearly
ten folios, or twenty pages, of printed Tibetan, plus more than twenty printed pages
of Devanigari in Dutt’s edition of the Citararastu—into a small space. It is equally
clear chat Gunaprabha does not present his material in anyching like its canonical
order. He starts by summarizing in sequential order material that covers two leaves
of the Urrara, the last section of the canonical Vinaya; then he summarizes, again in
sequential order, material that covers nine pages of the Civaravastu, which is the
sixth or seventh subsection of the first section in the canonical Vinaya;?* then he
jumps back to a two-line text in the Urtara; then back again to a block of material
from the Civara, which he presents completely out of order; then again back to a
block of material—this time presented in sequence—from the Utsara; and so on.??
But though our table provides what might well turn out to be some good indica-
tions of Gunaprabha's general working methods, perhaps the most important thing
it shows for our immediate purposes is the significant place thac the Unraragrantha
has in Gunaprabha's understanding and presentation {105} of che rules governing
Maulasarvastivadin monasticism: his presentation of Mulasarvastivadin inheritance
law, while it makes considerable use of the Civaravastu, starts with the Urraragrantha,
implicitly indicating what is confirmed by the canonical texc itself, thac the foun-
dational ruling for all che rest is found there. Although the Civarasasts served as
the basis for many of Gunaprabha's sifras and ten of the identifiable texts he used
come from it, fourteen are from the Urraragrantha. The latter, therefore, could hardly
have been considered by him as a mere “appendix” or “abridgement” that contained
norhing not found elsewhere. To judge by this example—and there are many more
like it—the Uttaragrantha must have been considered an integrl, an important,
and in many instances a foundational part of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya.

Our table, moreover, shows at least one other important ching as well. Because
almost all of the texts that we are about to discuss dealing with debt and the death
of a monk are included in the list of Gunaprabha's sources—they are numbers xiv
through xvii—it is clear chat, at least as Gunaprabha saw it, they are a part of a
larger “system” of Mulasarvastivadin monastic inheritance law and by no means
isolated or anomalous rulings that had no continuing influence. Once these rul-
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ings were enshrined in Gunaprabha’s Vinayasitra, moreover, they were ensured a

continuing long life in ic, in che bulky commentarial cradition chac quickly grew

up around it, and on into the Tibetan exegetical tradition.26

The ctexts in the Urtaragrantha that deal with private debt and che death of a
monk are typical of many other sets of texts there. They are all short and similarly
structured; their narrative frame is lean and repetitive; cthey follow one another in
a sequential order; and they deal wich one issue at a time. Because these texts are
liccle known, an edition of the Tibetan text will be given firse, followed by a trans-
lation. The Tibetan cexts are based on the three Kanjurs chac are available to me:
the Tog Palace Manuscript Kanjur (= Tog); the Derge Xylograph (= Derge); and
cthe Peking Edicion (= Peking). I reproduce the “puncruation” that is found in Tog.?’

Il1. (= xiv)
Tog Na 190b.3-191a.4 « Derge Pa 132b.2-.7 « Peking Phe 129a.3-b.1
sangs rgyas beom ldan das mmyan du yod pa'i dze 1a'i 1shal mgon med zas sbyin gyi kun
dga’' ra ba na bzhugs s0 1 {106]

dge slomg g2han 2hig gis® kbyim bdag cig las kar sha pa na® zbig bskyis ba dang |
de dus kyi mtha’ zhig tu ci 2big gisdus das mas | dge slong de ji ltar dus® das pa kbyim
bdag des thos so | dge slomg de ji ltar dus das pa kbyim bdag des thas nas | gtsug lag
khang du song ste | sbes bzbin du dge slong dag la dris pa | ‘phags pa di zbes bgyi ba'
dge slong de gang na mchis /

de dag gis smras pa | bzbin bzangs dus das so |

'‘phags pa® des bdag gi kar sha pa na’ zhig bskyis te ‘tshal 1o’ |

bzbin bzangs de ni dur khrod du bskyal gyis dev song ste dos shig /

‘pbags pa kbyed kyis de'i [bung bzed dang chos gos bgas na bdag gis ji ltar dur bbrod
du somg ste bda’ | kbyed® kyis stsol® cig ces smras pa dang ! de ltar gywr pa dge slong
raaws kyis beow ldan das la gsol nas [ beom Idan das kyis bka' stsal pa | dge slong dag
kbyim bdag des ni legs par smras te | de'i mor las bskyis pa dge slomg dug gis byin cig /

de dag gis gang nas sbyin pa mi shes ras | beom Idan das kyis bka' sisal pa / de'i
lbung bzed dang chos gos yod pa las byin cig ]

dge slomg de dag gis lhung bred dang cboes gos de dag byin pa dang /| choes gos ding
lbung bzed'® de dag ma dod nas | boom ldan das kyis bka’ stsal pa | tsbongs la byin cig /

dge slong dag gis de dag thams cad byin no /

beom ldan ‘das kyis bhka' s1sal pa / ji tsam blangs pa de tsam du byin la lhag ma
bges shig /

The Buddha, the Blessed One, was staying in the Park of Anithapindada, in the
Jetavana of Sravasti.

1. Peking: dga’i. 2. Tog: omicts gis, but cf. I1. 3. Detge: kir shd pe ma. 4. Tog: ji. 5. Peking: du. 6. Peking:
omitspe. 7. Derge, Peking: to. 8. Derge. Peking: £byod. 9. Peking: sol. 10. Derge. Peking: lbung bzed
dang chos gos, reversing the icems.
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A certain monk had borrowed some money from a householder, and when
his time had come and he had died of something, that householder heard how
that monk had died. When that householder had heard how that monk had died,
he went to the 17b3ra and—although he knew—asked the monks: “Noble Ones,
where is that monk named so-and-so?”

“He, sir, is dead,” they said.

“Noble Ones, he borrowed some of my money and I want ic.”

"Well, sir, since he has been carried out to the cremation grounds, you will
just have to go there and collece!”

“When you, Noble Ones, have already divided his bowl and robes, how am
I going to go and collect in the cremation grounds? You must repay me!,” he
said. And when the monks reported what had occurred to the Blessed One, the
Blessed One said: “That householder, monks, speaks properly. and the monks must
repay the money that was borrowed from him!”

When the monks did not know from what he was to be repaid, the Blessed
One said: "He must be repaid from the bowl and robes that deceased monk had!”

The monks gave him the bowl and robes, but when he did not want robes
and bowls, the Blessed One said: “You must sell them and then repay him!”

The monks gave the houscholder all of the proceeds.

The Blessed One said: “As much as was taken, so much must be returned.
and the rest must be divided!” {107}

The first ching that mighe be noted about this short texe—the first of the
series—is that although it might not always be possible to determine the exact
Sanskrit vocabulary underlying its Tibetan translation, the meaning of the text on
almost every important point is virtually certain. That we are dealing here with
money, for example, is absolucely cercain. The key term is in every case but one
transliterated, not translated, and was kars@pana, the designation of a coin type of
variable value thac is also widely used in Sanskrit to refer in general to “money,
gold and silver."?8 That the monk had "borrowed” ki rsdpanas from a layman is also
not in doubt. Here the Tibetan is bskyis ba, the past tense of skysi ba, and Jdschke,
for example, gives under mor—which also occurs once in our text in place of
karsapana—rior skyi ba, as meaning “to borrow money."?? Likewise, the first mean-
ing under sky7 ba in the Bod rgya tshig mdzod chen mo is dngul sogs g-yar ba, “to bor-
row silver {or money}, etc.”* Lokesh Chandra’s Tibetan-Sanskrit Dictionary gives
uddhara as the Sanskric equivalent of skys ba, and a form of wddhara is twice trans-
laced by the closely related skyin po in a passage in the Carmavastu of the Milasarvas-
tivada-vinaya that also occurs in the Diryavadana:3* skyin pa means “a loan, a thing
borrowed™; and both Edgerton and Cowell and Neil recognize the meaning "debt”
for uddhara, a meaning ic also has in Pili, though not commonly in Sanskrit. The
Sanskrit equivalent for the one other important action in our text is, finally, much
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more straightforward. Ac che end of our text the monks are told, in effect, that
they must liquidace the deceased monk’s estace, that they muse “sell” it. The Tibetan
here is tshongs, an imperative form of ’tshong, which is a widely and well-acrested
equivalent for forms from Sanskrit ¢7Vér7, perhaps the most common Sanskrit term
for “co sell.”32 This is, moreover, as we will see, not the only place that monks are
ordered by the Buddha to do this.

But apart from matters of vocabulary, it is also worth noting here chac the de-
ceased monk’s action—a monk’s borrowing money from laymen—passes entirely
without comment: this is not the problem. and no rule forbidding it is provided
by our text or by any other thact I know of.>3 The problem that our text addresses
appears, ironically, not even to have been a particular concern of the general run
of monks. Their cheeky response to the layman'’s assertion—which, as we will see,
will be repeated—is nothing if not dismissive: they tell him in effect to buzz off.
But although this might be well and good for individual monks, it was precisely
chis sort of ching that the “aucthor” of our ruling—who we can assume speaks
through the Buddha's mouth—apparently wanted to stop.

Like the authors of all Buddhist texts, whether sé@tra or fastra, our author was
almost certainly not an average or typical Indian Buddhist [108} monk. Moreover,
as a vinayadhara, or monastic lawyer, he would have had specific and specialized
concerns and would have been charged, as it were, with a particular mission. Herein,
of course, lay the problem. Almost everything in the M@lasarvastivada-vinaya—
and perhaps in other vinayas as well—suggests thac its auchor or auchors were
concerned with building and maintaining an insticution and cherefore avoiding
social criticism. This concern appears to have prompted, especially in the M#/a-
sarvastivada-vinaya, any number of rulings that would accommodace and bring its
version of Buddhist monasticism into line with brahmanical values and concerns.
A good example of this can be seen in Miilasarvastivadin rules governing monas-
tic funerals.3¥ Given thac they deal wich a related issue, it should be no surprise
thac che texts we are concerned with here provide another example: chey too ap-
pear to have been designed to shield the institution from criticism and to bring
its practice into conformity with dbarmafastric law or expectacion. It probably did
not escape our rimayadhara’s notice that by doing so they would as well provide
some assurance to any potential lender or creditor that a loan to a member of a
Buddhist community would not go bad. This last may have been more important
than we can realize, because the Malasarvastivada-vinaya itself contains repeated
references, put in the mouth of tradesmen, that suggest thac its auchor or auchors
knew that Buddhist monks had a reputation among such folk for not paying their
bills. In the Kswdrakavastu, for example, when a monk’s bowl begins to leak and
he cakes it to a smith to be repaired, the lacter tries to get rid of him, chinking to
himself, the text says: “Although these monks commission work, they do not pay
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the bill” (de dag ni kbas las byed du 'jug pa yin gyi | gla rngan ni mi ster ba). In the
Carmatastu a cobbler says much the same sort of thing when a monk brings him
his sandals to repair: “Buddhist monks want us to work, but without wages” ({7bya’s
svas kyi dge slong rmams ni rngan pa med par “chol gyis . . .).3 It is, of course, almost
impossible to know at this distance anything certain about the relationships be-
tween Buddhist monks and Indian tradesmen. The presence of passages like these—
and many others—suggests that they had them, and that such narracive criticisms
occur even in Buddhist sources may suggest that such relationships were not al-
ways good. Moreover, that several of the texts in our series also deal—as we shall
see—with the same relacionships would seem to indicate that our vinayadbara
thought they were in need of careful regulation.

Considerations of this kind must of course remain conjectural. What is far
more certain, though, is the effect of the ruling put in place by our text, which,
again, is only che firsc of the series. Classical “Hindu” {109] law was clear on cer-
tain aspects of the law of debt. Chatcerjee, for example, says: “Gautama prescribes
that those who inherit the property of a person should discharge his debt. The idea
finds place in the texts of Yajiavalkya and Visna” Gautama’s text is particularly
eleganc: rikthabhifa rmam pratikur yub (xii.37).3® Because our text explicicly indi-
cates chat, in the case it is describing, the monks had already “inherited” (bgas na—
translating a past tense from Vbhaj) the dead monk's estate (his "bowl and robes™),
the householder’s assertion (“You {monks] must repay me!”) is not—in light of
Gautama et al.—an individual claim or private opinion but the invocation of
brahmanical law or expectation. When the Buddha is made to declare chat “that
householder . . . speaks properly,” he is only saying that he speaks in conformity
with dharmasastra. And when the Buddha chen immediately—and, by implica-
tion, consequently—orders that the monks must repay what was borrowed, he is
in fact insisting chat his monks conform to brahmanical norms.

One last observation in regard ro our text concerns the good business sense
of this Vinaya's Buddha. Alchough we are not told how much money the de-
ceased monk had borrowed, the text explicitly says that when the monks liqui-
daced his estate, they gave everything to the lay creditor, and the clear implication—
especially in light of our next text—was thac chis was in excess of what had been
borrowed. At this point the Buddha, unasked, intervenes and insists on a much
more enlightened procedure that would be far more favorable to his monks: they
must repay only as much as was borrowed—nothing here is said about incerest
even though our redactors elsewhere required monks themselves to charge inter-
est on money that cthey lenc, and even though dharmasastric texts have a greac deal
to say about it, some of which our monks appear to have known.?’

We have, then, in our little text a good solution to a potentially serious prob-
lem. It averts social criticism of monastic practice; it brings Buddhist monastic
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practice into conformity with brahmanical norms; it—incidentally—might also
serve to assure members of the Buddhist monastic community continuing access
to credit by providing any potential lender something like a limited guaranty. But
though it was a good solution, it was not a complete solution, and the problem
remained that the guaranty was based on the size of the deceased monk's estate: if
the estate was equal to or in excess of what had been borrowed, then the guaranty
would have effect. But what if it were not? Moreover, the ruling our text provides
could be interpreted to admit, in principle, corporate liability for the debt of its
individual members and to expose Community assets or those of other monks co
any action for recovery. How important these considerations {110] were to our
vimayadhara may be indicated by the fact that both points of law were explicitly
addressed in a separate text that immediately follows the one we have been deal-
ing with in the Utraragrantha.

1. (= xv)
Tog Na 1912.4-b.2 = Derge Pa 132b.7-1332.3 = Peking Phe 129b.1-.4
mnyan du yod pa na dge slong gzhan zhig gis kbyim bdag cig las bar sha pa na' zhig
bskyis ba dang | de dus kyi mtha' zhig tu fi zhig? gis dus® das pa dang / dge slong de
dag gis snga ma bzhin du lhung bzed dang chos gos btsongs nas de la byin no /
kbyim bdag gis smras pa | 'phags pa des® bdag las® di 1sam zhig 'tshal te / bdug la
ni di las ma stsal gyis | gzhan yang stsol cig ces smras pa dang / de ltar® gywr pa dge
slong rnams kyis | beom [dan das la gsol pa dang | beom ldan das kyis bka’ stsal pa / de
la de'i lhung bzed dang chos gos ni di las med do’ zhes sgo® zhig / de ste yid mi ches na
g0 bar gyis shig / go bar bsgo yang mi® btub na de'® la dge ‘dun gyi am / gang 2ag gzhan
gyi las ni ma't sbyin cig | rigs kyi gzs bo rmams kyis go bar bsgo la thong zhig /

In Sravasti a cereain monk borrowed some money from a householder, and when
his time had come, he died of something. Then after the monks had sold his bowl
and robes as before, they repaid the householder.

The householder said: “Noble Ones, that monk took this much from me,
but since you have not recurned it to me from this, you must return still more!™
And the monks reported o the Blessed One what had occurred, and the Blessed
One said: " You must inform him saying: ‘In regard to his bowl and robes there
is nothing beyond this.” If he does not believe that, you must make a clear ac-
count. If, even when a clear account is declared, that is not acceptable, you must
not repay him from what belongs to the Community or another individual monk!
Mediators of good family must declare a clear account and setcle ic!”
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related,” and yet the language of the Pali text is on its own—or at least as it has
been translated—not immediately transparent. In the Pali text the Buddha is made
to say: anu janami bhikkhave phatikammatthaya parivattetun ti, and chis has produced
some awkward translations. Rhys Davids and Oldenberg have represented it by “I
allow you, O Bhikkhus, to barter . . . these things in order to increase the stock of
legally permissible furniture,” but this, of course, is more of a paraphrase than a
translation, and the added gloss—“the stock of legally permissible furniture”—
itself runs into trouble because, as the attached note implies, kambala is nowhere
declared “impermissible.” Horner’s translation is much less padded but no more
straightforward: “I allow you, monks, to barter it for (something) advantageous,”
and Wijayaratna understands it to mean that the monks “were allowed to exchange
it for something else.”’*

Part of the problem here must be that pharikammatthaya is an unusual ex-
pression. According to the recent and useful Index 10 the Vinaya-Pitaka, it occurs
in the Pali Vinaya only in this passage and the one that immediately follows it.
The only other related form—pharikarum—also only occurs once in the entire
Vinaya.’> The Pali Text Society dictionary gives for phatikamma in our passage the
meanings “increase, profit, advantage” and phatikstum in the phrase na patibalo . . .
adhigatam va bhogam phatikatum at Vinaya i 86.12 has been {125] rendered by
Horner as “I am not able . . . to increase the wealth (already) acquired.””® Since
parivatteti is certainly used in the Vinaya to mean “invert,” “barter,” and “ex-
change”—the latter once where “gold andssilver” is “exchanged” for some product—
it would seem that the phrase phatikammatthaya parivattesun should mean “to ex-
change/barter/sell for the purpose of making a profit” or something like that. But
if it does mean that—and the Milasarvastivadin parallel also would suggest it
should—that meaning is not immediately obvious and requires some effort to see.
Perhaps the most easily available explanation for this lack of transparency is that
it is intentional, that in having the Buddha say phatikammatthaya parivattetun the
redactors of the Pali Vinaya were employing a conscious euphemism. A reluctance
on the part of modern scholars to see what even Pali texts might have been saying
probably has also not helped the discussion.

The larger issue in all of this is, however, rather simple. It would appear that
we have a great deal yet to learn about what has been presented as, or assumed to
be, a settled issue: whether or not and to what degree Buddhist vinaya literature—
all Buddhist vinaya literature—allowed, permitted, or mandated the participa-
tion of monks in commercial activity. Our Ustaragrantha texts make a significant
contribution toward understanding the Mulasarvastivadin position(s) on these is-
sues, and the text most immediately at hand here (IV) would seem to indicate not
only that Mialasarvastivadin monks were expected to engage in monetary purchases
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on a regular basis but also that Mulasarvastividin vinayadharas were redacting rules
that would address some of the problems between merchants and monks that could
arise from these activities. The ruling in 1V seems, indeed, to have no other pur-
pose than to establish a procedure that—again without exposing communicy
assets—would provide merchants some assurance that credit extended to a Bud-
dhist monk would be made good by the inheritors of his estate upon that monk’s
death. This ruling, even more than the others we have seen, would seem to favor
the creditor over the monks: what would otherwise have gone to them must be
used to make up any shortfall chat results from the sale of what the deceased had
bought on credit. Buc like the other rulings, this ruling too is most directly en-
gaged in establishing the liabilities of monks in regard to the estate of a fellow
monk, not their rights. Our vinayadhara, however, is not yet finished.

The vast majority of the canonical texts dealing with monastic inheritance
chac were digested by Gunaprabha do not in fact deal with the issue of {126} lia-
bility. They are overwhelmingly concerned with rights. There are texts dealing
with the rights of nuns to the estate of a dead monk (ii—exceprt in the absence of
other monks they have none), and vice versa (iii—to the same, though reversed,
effect). There are texts detailing the rights of monks to the estace of another monk
who dies between monastic boundaries (simg) (viii) or to the estate of one of a group
of traveling monks who dies within the monastic boundaries of another group (xi).
There are texts determining the priority of the rights of monks to the estate of a
dead monk that is in the possession of a layman (xiii), and a considerable number
of others. The next two texts in the sequence of texts from the Urtaragrantha that
we are here dealing with form, then, in at least some sense, a subset of this larger
group: they too deal with the rights of monks. But chey also belong to our se-
quence because they address the issue of debt. In these two cases, however, the is-
sue is not what a monk owed at the time of death but rather what was owed to
him. These last two texts are even shorter than the others and are most conveniently
treated rogether.

V (= xvii)
Tog Na 1922.2-.7 = Derge Pa 133b.1-4 = Peking Phe 130s.2-.6
gleng gzhi mi mnyan du yod pa na' | dge slong 2big gis tha ga pa la ras ‘thag pa'i phyir
skud pa dang | ragan pa byin pa las | dge slong de dus ‘das nas? | dge slong rmams kyis
tha ga pa la® bos te | bzbin bzangs® kbyod la dge slong ming di zhes bya bas ras "thag
pa'i phyir skud pa dang rrgan pa byin pa de slar’ phul cig ces smras pa dang | des "pbags
pa rnams bdag gis de la ras sbyin® par byas kyis™ | skud pa dang rmgan pa ni ma lags so
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zhes smyas pa dang | dge slong rnams kyis de ji l1ar bya ba ma sbes nus | de ltar gyur pa
dge slong rnams kyis | beom Idan ‘das la gsol pa dang 1) bcom Idan das kyis dge slong
rmams tha ga pa smra ba ni bden gyis ras su long zbig ces smras pa dang® | dge slong
rmams kyis phra mo las bhug pa dang | des’ ‘phags pa rmams bdag gis de la sbom po sbyin
par byas so zhes smras pa dang | boom ldan ‘das kyis bka' stsal pa | dge slong de ni dus
das kyis ci'® lrar byin pa de lta bu long zbig"! |

Vi (= xviss)
Tog Na 1922.7-b.5 = Derge Pa 133b.4-134a.1 = Peking Phe 130a.6-b.1

gleng g2bi ni mnyan du yod pa na ste | dge slong zbig gis gos 'tshong ba la kar sha pa
wa' byin te | ras shig byin cig ces smras pa dang | dge slong de dus ‘das nas / dge slong
rmams kyis gos ‘tshong ba la bos te | bzhing bzangs® kbyod la dge slong ming di 2bes bya
bas ras kyi rin 2big byin pa de ‘on cig ces® smras pa dang | des ‘phags pa rnams de la* ras
su sbyin par bgyis so zhes smras pa dang | dge slong rnams kyis de la ji lsar bya ba mi
shes so |

de ltar gyur pa dge slong rnams kyis boom Idan das la gsol nas | bom ldan das kyis
dge slong rams gos ‘tshong ba de smra ba ni bden gyis | ras su long 2big® ces smras pa
dang | dge slong raams kyis pbra mo bkug pa dangt | des ‘phags pa rnams™ bdag gis de
la sbom po dbsul bar bgyis so zhes smras pa dang | bcom Idan das kyis bka' stsal pa | dge
slong de ni dus das na ji lta bu byin pa de bzbin du long zhig® |

V (= xvii)

The setting was in Sravasci. When after a monk had given thread and wages
coa weaver for the purpose of having cloth woven, and the monk died. the monks
summoned the weaver and said: “Sir, the monk named so-and-so gave you thread
and wages for the purpose of having cloth woven and you must give that back!”
But the weaver said: “Noble Ones, since I was to give himcloth, there is no thread
or wages.” And when the monks did not know what to do in regard to that, they
reported to cthe Blessed One what had occurred, and the Blessed One said: “"Monks,
since what the weaver says is true, you must accept cloch!” But the monks called
for fine cloth, and the weaver said: “Noble Ones, | was to give him coarse.” And
the Blessed One said: “Since that monk is dead, you must accept what is given!”

VI (= xviis)

The setting was Srivasti. A monk gave money to a cloth merchant and said: “You
must give me cloth.” But when that monk died, the monks summoned the cloth
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merchant and said: "Sir, the monk named so-and-so gave you the price of the cloth
and you must return it!” But the cloth merchant said: “Noble One, cloth was to
be given to him™; and the monks did not know what to do in regard to that.

When the monks had reported to the Blessed One what had occurred, the
Blessed One said: “Monks, since what the cloth merchant says is true, you must
accept cloth!™ But the monks called for fine cloth, and the cloch merchanc said:
“"Noble One, I was to give him coarse.” And the Blessed One said: “In that that
monk is dead, what sort is given, so you must accept!” {128}

There is a good deal thac is by now not new in these two lictle texts, the last
two in our continuous sequence from the Utraragrantha. The Community or cor-
poration (sangha) is again noticeable only by its absence; it has no role in the ac-
tions undertaken, nor in the resultane ruling. The texe is dealing wich the estate
of an individual monk who had entered into a private transaction with another
private individual, and a claim lodged by a group of individual monks. It is by
now hopefully clear chat for our rinayadhara “a group of individual monks” does
not constituce a or the Sargha. Which monks are included in the group is here not
explicitly stated, although context and the texts seen previously allow, or even re-
quire, the assumption that “the monks™ referred to are the monks who will par-
ticipace in the division of the estate—in effect the dead monk’s heirs—and a large
number of Gunaprabha’s canonical texts are taken up with determining who and
in what circumstances these monks will be (ii—viii, xi—xiii, xx, etc.). There is, more-
over, no reference in our last two texts to the monks’ having already divided che
estate, almost certainly because, as is clear from still other cexts (vii, ix), procedure
required that the content of the estate should be determined and gachered before
any division takes place, and the monks in our two texts are engaged in chat nec-
essary preliminary.

In these two texts we also have, as in several earlier instances, monks inter-
acting with merchants and tradesmen. There is another cloth merchant and also a
weaver—tha ga pa / ba is an attested equivalent of tanturaya—and, in regard to
the lacter, specific reference to “wages” (mgan = bbrtiki). The Milasarvastivada-
vinaya has a wealth of material on wage labor, but it has yet to be studied. And if
there were any lingering doubts about whether our monks were thought to enter
directly into financial transactions with tradesmen or to directly purchase goods
from merchants, V and VI should put them ar rest. Here we see monks chemselves
hiring weavers and themselves buying cloth. What is different here—especially
from che tales of smiths and cobblers referred to above—is that in these two cases
the monks actually paid in advance, and cherein lay cthe problem.

What is new here is that in these last two cases the monks concemed did not
die in debt. When they died, something in both cases was owed to them, and the
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primary purpose of our two texts was, it seems, to determine what that was, and
what the deceased’s co-religionists had a right to expect, what, in short, they could
or could not legitimately seek to recover. Notice that the monks’ right to insti-
tute an action for recovery was not argued or ruled upon: it was simply assumed;
but notice too that it is “the monks™ [129] right co institute the action, not the
Community's. This, presumably, is based on the fact that because they will inherit
and therefore will be obligated—within established limits—to pay the deceased’s
debts, they also have the rights co anything that was owed to him. Although none
of this is here explicitly stated, the assumption that the right of recovery inhered
in “the monks” is at least narratively asserted to have been held by both monks
and merchants: neither the weaver nor the cloth merchant challenge the monks’
right to make their claim. The challenge of both is only co its terms, and here we
strike an element that, while not necessarily new, is certainly far more pronounced
in our last two texts.

It is something of a truism in the history of law that one of the earliest—if
not indeed rhe earliest—forms of contract was debt. It is, moreover, notoriously
difficult in a number of contexts to clearly separate a law of debt from contract
law. That, starting with IV but more certainly with V and VI, we have moved al-
most imperceptibly from the former to the lacter should not, then, be an undue
surprise. The dispute in both V and VI—if we may call it such—is not about the
rights of the monks to make a claim for recovery. That, as we have seen, is con-
ceded. The dispute and the Buddha's ruling are about the terms, about, in other
words, the terms or provisions of what would have to be called the contract. Al-
though neither text uses a term for “contract”—and this may have some chrono-
logical significance—both carefully state the intended nature of the transaction
that the dead monk had entered into: V explicitly states the purpose for which the
deceased had transferred his property to the weaver—"for the purpose of having
cloth woven”; in VI the deceased himself declares the merchant’s obligation—"You
must give me cloth.” The acceptance of thread and money on the part of the weaver
and the merchant—which is a narrative fact—would have signaled their accept-
ance of the terms of the contract, and their understanding of those terms is made
explicit in response to the action of the monks. They, the Buddha, and the dead
monk are all presented as understanding that the contract or agreement called for
cloch.

Given the careful presentation of the “facts” by our vinayadhara, it is impos-
sible not to see the action of the monks as the issue, although that action can be
described in more than one way. It could be said that the monks were attempting
to recover something other than what was specified in the contract; it could also
be said that they were in effect seeking to abrogate or annul the contract. How-
ever phrased, this is what the Buddha is asked to adjudicate, and his ruling is un-
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mistakably chac eicher or both are ac faule. He—like the weaver and the merchant—
does not question the monks’ right of recovery, buc he—again like the weaver and
the merchant—in effect insists [130] chac chac right only operates wichin, and is
constrained by, the terms of the dead monk’s agreement. What had been insticuted
and agreed to by the monk while alive cannot be altered by eicher parcy—notice
thac merchant and weaver do noching else chan insist on che original cerms. The
Buddha's original ruling, then, does no more nor no less than insist chac his monks
abide by the terms of the contract chac cheir now deceased fellow monk had en-
tered into with both weaver and merchant. He insists, in other words, on the rule
of law, in this case the accepted law of contract, and by doing so he makes chis ac-
cepted law of contract a specific element of Buddhist monastic law.”?

The second ruling of the Buddha in both V and VI seems to be directed toward
cthe question of witness, although no such term is used. As the case is developed the
dispute comes down to the narrative fact chac although both parties now agree that
by terms of the original contract “cloth™ was to be delivered, and che monks, in
compliance with the Buddha's first ruling, are seeking only to recover chat, chere
is a disagreement as to the quality of chac cloch. In the first ruling che Buddha had
declared that what the merchant said was true and che monks must act accord-
ingly. In his second ruling, however, the Buddha does not explicicly say chis, and
the implications seem to be cthac alcthough the existence of a contract, and the broad
content of it, can both be determined in cthe absence of one party—the now dead
monk—a dectermination of its finer terms must depend on, and be conceded o,
its surviving witness, that is to say, the merchant. Once again, it seems, the Bud-
dha’s ruling does not necessarily favor the monks but would seem racher to ac-
commodate the auchority of lay claims and to insist once more that his monks play
according to lay rules. This apparent emphasis on accommodation—whether
rhetorical or real—brings us ro the last text from the Uttaragrantha that we can
look ac here.

What has so far been presented here will probably suggest an unexpectedly
sophisticated and developed Buddhist monastic law of debt and contract. But it
is good to keep in mind that what we have seen is really only a small part—a dis-
tince subsec—of a much larger corpus of Milasarvistividin Vingya texts thac ar-
ticulate an equally sophisticated monastic law of inheritance. When we are con-
fronted wich chis substantial corpus, cercain questions seem unavoidable, but the
chief of these would seem to be quite simply, how did all of chis happen, how did
what was supposed to have been lictle more than groups of celibate men without
possessions, social ties, or fixed addresses get tangled up with property law and
{131} laws of inheritance, with dharmasastra and karsapanas and commercial deals?
Any answer will undoubtedly be a long time coming and complicated and may
end in seeing that in fact chese groups were so entangled from the starc. But mod-
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ern historians themselves might starc wich a clear awareness thac cthey are not che
first co have tried to offer some kind of answer to a part of the question—our rinaya-
dharas had already done so in our final text.

Our final texc is actually che first to occur in the Urraragrantha—it occurs
almost 70 folios before the sequence of texts dealing with private debes of indi-
vidual monks, and more than 160 folios before the text on corporate or Commu-
nity debt. There are, moreover, good reasons for thinking chat it was intended as,
or at least taken to be, the Milasarvastivadin “origin tale” for monastic inheritance
law, the textual source, in other words, for how all of this came to be. Perhaps the
best evidence thac this was so is that our final text was the first of the canonical
sources that is given by Bu ston for Gunaprabha’s sésras on inheritance—it () stands
ac the head of, and was by implication the foundation for, all che rest. This foun-
dational character of I is also suggested, as we will see, by its contents. It gives a
series of initial solutions—none of which worked—to the problem of what to do
with the property that a deceased monk left behind, and it is presented as if it were
the first of the Buddha's rulings to do so. It begins with a “period™ during which
a very diff erent approach was taken to the issue, a “period” before which, it seems,
the Buddha had made any ruling on the matter.

1(= )
Tog Na 121b.2-122b.5 = Derge Pa 8352.3-864.2 = Peking Phe 82b.5-83b.2

sangs rgyas boom Idan das mmnyan du yod pa na dze ta’s' tshal mgon med zas sbyin gyi
kun dga’ ra ba na bzbugs so |

mxyan du yod pa na kbyim bdag gzban zhig dug pa des | rigs mnyam pa las chung
ma zhig blangs ras | de de dang Iban cig? tu rise dga’ zhing® yongs su spyod do | de rise
dga’ zhing yongs su spyad pa las | de'i chung ma sems can dang ldan par gyur te | de 2la
ba brgyad dam dgu lon pa dang bu pho zhig btsas te | de zhag bdun gsum nyi sha* geig
& bar du brsas pa'i bisas ston chen po® rgya cher byas mas | rigs dang mshun® par ming
beags’ so/

de dus pbyi® zhig na beom Idan das kyi bstan pa la rab in byung nas | de yang dus
pbyi zhig na mad kyis brab ste dus das pa® dang | dge slong dag gis de lhung bzed dang
chas gos dang beas te dur bbrod du bor ba bram ze dang bbyim bdag lam der byung ste'®/
dong ba de dag gis mthong nas | de dag geig la geig gtam du ‘dzer cing dong ste | kye bdag
cag kbyim pa kbyim na gnas pas thabs"' mam pa du mas nor rdzas dag bsgrubs kyang
snod spyad dang gos dag ni mi ‘dor na | dge sbyong shi kyd'i bu 'di dag ni sgo’ them'?
(132} pa brgya rgal zhing dks’ bzbin du lto gengs shing bsod swyoms bsgrab'® na | i’
pbyir lbung bzed dang cbos gas dor zhes smra ba na | dge slong dag kyang de's mdun nas
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tshur ‘ongs pa dang | de dag gis de dag la smras pa | phags pa bdag cag kbyim pa kbyim
na gnas te | thabs rnam pa du mas nor rdzas bsgrubs kyang snod spyad dang gos mi dor
na | kbyed cag sgo'i them pa brgya rgal zhing déa’ b2bin du'! I10 gengs"® pa’i bsod smy-
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dag gis boom Idan das kyis ma grang ngo 2bes smras pa dang | de dag cang mi zer bar
dong ngo |
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la bsgo la | dge slong gi dge dun thams cad dus shing "kbhod pa dang | gtsug lag kbang
skyong gis dge dun gyi nang du rin thang bskyed par byos shig ces bka' stsal to I/

The Buddha, the Blessed One, was staying in Sravasti, in the Jetavana, in the
Park of Anichapindada.

When a householder living in Stavasti had caken a wife from a suisable fam-
ily, he enjoyed himself and made love with her. From that enjoyment and love-
making, his wife became pregnant, and, eight or nine months passing, she gave
bicch to a male child. When, during three times seven, or twenty-one, days, the
birth fescival for the newborn had been performed in detail, he was given a name
that was in conformity with che family.

When at a later cime the son had encered the religious life in the Order of
the Blessed One, and still lacer had been seruck wich illness and had died, che
monks had chrown him, together with his bowl and robes, into the burning
ground. When brah mins and householders coming out and going along the road
saw him, they talked among themselves as they went: "Hah! When we laymen
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living in a house do not throw away vessels and garments {133] even though we
can acquire money and goods in all sorts of ways, how is it that these Buddhist
ascetics, when they cross a hundred thresholds and still wich difficuley fill cheir
bellies and get alms, throw away bowls and robes?” While they were saying chis,
monks too were recurning from there, and the laymen said to them: “Noble Ones,
when we laymen living in a house do not throw away vessels and garments even
though we can acquire money and goods in all sorts of ways, and when you, cross-
ing a hundred cthresholds still get alms cthat fill your bellies wich difficulty, where
did cthese bowl and robes come from, and how is it that you have thrown chat
body’® into the burning ground together with this monk’s bowl and robes?” But
the monks said: “The Blessed One has not authorized it otherwise,” and they lefe
wicthout saying more.

The monks told the other monks what had occurred, and those monks re-
ported it to the Blessed One.

The Blessed One said: “"He must not be thrown out together wich his bowl
and robes!”

When the Blessed One had said “"He must not be thrown out together wich
his bowl and robes,” and the monks threw the corpse out naked, the Blessed One
said: "It must not be thrown out naked. Racher, when you have wrapped it in an
undergarment and a sweat cloth, it must be thrown ouct!”

Then when the monks threw it out with expensive cloth, the Blessed One
said: "It must not be thrown out with the expensive!”™ and the monks threw it
out wich the cheap.

The Blessed One said: "It must also not be thrown out with the cheap, but
it must be thrown out with the run-of-the-mill!”

When the Blessed One said: “"He must not be thrown out together wich his
bowl! and robes,” and the monks did not know what should be done with them,
the Blessed One said: "They must be given to that monk who is poor!”

When the Group of Six constantly acted as if they were poor, the Blessed
One said: “They must not be given to the Group of Six, but they should be given
according to seniority.” But when the junior monks did not get any, the Blessed
One said: "The Monk-Who-Answers-Questions’ must summon the Commu-
nity, and when cthe whole Community of Monks is assembled and seaced, the
Guardian-of -the-Monastery® must auction®' them in the midst of the assembly!"

The narrative logic of our final text—the first toactually occur in the Urtara-
grantha—is not difficult to discern if we move from the end backward. A monk's
estate is sold at auction in the midst of the Community by a monastic officer to
ensure an otherwise unachievable equitable distribucion. (Though not explicitly
stated, it is vircually certain from other references to monastic sales, like that of
the valuable woolen blanker already cited, that this sale would be followed by the
division among the monks of the proceeds). Some form of distribution was required
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because the Buddha himself had ruled chat che monks could not simply throw a
dead monk’s property away, and it did not by implication belong to the Commu-
nity eicher. It could not be thrown away because to do so would invite and had
produced lay criticism—chac criticism, which is expressed in one long sentence
chac is not easily curned inco felicicous English, comes down to this: monks who
would do so are even {134} by lay standards profligate and wasteful; and monks
who could afford to do so were not what they made themselves out to be. Ergo,
monks kept the estates of their deceased brethren and disposed of them responsi-
bly to accommodate lay standards and expectations! It is a nice argument and one
by which che monks win both ways: they get to keep the goods and what che
vinayadbara seemed to think was cheir good reputacion. But others might see here
some loss.

The actions of the monks in our text in regard to cthe estate of the dead monk,
prior to the Buddha's ruling, appear to be fully consonant with ascetic ideals and
a life of voluntary poverty—they simply left his property with his corpse in che
cemetery. It is the intervention of the Buddha and the force and consequences of
his ruling that move his monks away from what mighc have been thought was his
own ideal and, in effect, involve them with the whole issue of inheritance law and
sales by auction: once the estate was kept, someching had to be done wich ic. This
movement—if movemenc it was—is presented by the text itself as encirely the
resule of lay reaction to narratively prior practice: the monks chemselves did not
want or seek to retain the estace; lay criticism forced it on chem. This quice clearly
is the subtext of che tale, and because this tale was apparenctly understood to stand
as cthe foundation for all che resc of Mulasarvastivadin inhericance law, it would
appear to represent thac cradicion’s understanding of how, in our words, all chis
came to be. The charge—if there was to be a charge—was laid firmly at the feet
of laymen. The Buddha did not innovate but only reacted to lay pressure; che
monks did not assert their own individual or insticutional incerests buc only
accommodated lay values. The question cthat remains here—and it is a historical
one—is, of course, whether and in what sense any of chis is true. Does the tradi-
tional explanation identify an actual historical mechanism chac operated in che
development of Buddhist monastic orders, or is it just a tale told by monks to
other monks to explain why chings are as they are, an explanatory trope they used
to cover their tracks? Although I am not ac all sanguine cthac chis question can
ever be fully or satisfactorily answered, an actempt might ac lease flush out some
useful observations.

There are several discomforting cthings about our origin tale, but che first musc
be chat che laymen in our text criticize Buddhist monks for doing what elsewhere
in our Vinaya laymen cthemselves do or are said to do. The laymen in our text say
not once, but twice, that they “do not throw away vessels and garments,” and, given
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the context, this would seem to refer to their funereal practices. But—to cite only
one very clear example—the Vinayavibhariga has a text that says that laymen did
the very thing they criticize monks for doing. The Vibbariga text concerns a monk
with {135] the unsavory name of Mahikala. He is described as “one who obtained
everything from the burning ground” (thams cad dur kbrod pa dang ldan pa yin 1e)—
his bow], robe, alms, etc. The text then goes on to explain what this means:

What is an alms bowl from the burning ground? It is like this—his relatives
throw away in the burning ground the pot of one who has died and passed away
(mye du dag gis shi zhing dus la bab pa'i rdze'u dsur bbrod du ‘dor bar byed pa). Then
the Venerable Mahakaila, squaring the pieces and having heated them, takes pos-
session of it as an alms bowl and keeps it. Just so is an alms bowl from the burn-
ing ground.

And what is a robe from the burning ground? It is like this—his relatives
throw away in the burning ground the garments of one who has died and passed
away (mye du dag gis shi zhing dus la bab pa's gos dag dur kbrod du dor bar byed pa).
Then the Venerable Mahikila washes and stitches them, and having alcered them,
he takes possession of them as a robe, etc.3?

Apart from noting it, it is hard to know what todo with this discrepancy. Our
text has laymen saying that they do not throw away vessels and garments, and the
verb here is der ba. But the Vibhariga represents them as routinely doing just that,
at least in cheir funereal practice, and the verb here too is dor ba. In light of the
Vibbariga passage, the practice of Buddhist monks prior to the Buddha’s ruling in
the Utraragrantha would have to be seen as conforming almost exactly to lay prac-
tice and, theref ore, hardly open to the kind of criticism it receives. Given that there
are a significant number of other passages elsewhere in this Vinaya referring to a
variety of goods deposited in burning grounds—indeed the smasanika, a distinct
category of monks, would seem to presuppose this—a Miilasarvastividin monk
who knew his Vinaya might be legitimately puzzled by the explanation offered in
our text for how monks came to be required to retain the estates of a deceased mem-
ber of their Community. That same monk, moreover, would almost certainly have
noticed something else as well.

A Miilasarvastivaidin monk who knew his Vinaya would almost certainly have
noticed that the text in the Urtaragrantha that explained the origin of Mala-
sarvastivadin inheritance law was remarkably similar to another text about an-
other dead monk and the problems that what he left behind had created. This
other text—found in the Ksudrakavastu—is one of two that explain the origin of
Malasarvastivadin monastic funerals. The Ksudrakavastu text is now easily avail-
able?’ and can therefore be only briefly summarized here. A householder in Sravasti
took a wife from a suitable family and lay with her, and as a consequence a son
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was born. The birth festival was held, and the son was named. Lacer che son en-
tered the Buddhisc Order but got sick and died. Up to this point, of course, the
text in the Ksudraka tells che same story, using much che same language, as our
Urtara text. And the similaricy continues. The former then says: “The {136] monks
left him (i.e., his body), together wich his bowl and robes, near a road (de dge s/ong
dag gis lbung bzed dang bcas | chos gos dang beas par lam dang nye ba zbig tu bor yo 1).”
Then brahmins and householders came along, saw the body discarded along the
road, and scoffed at Buddhist monks and their practices. The Buddha, when told
of this, then gave a detailed set of rulings governing a monk's funeral, indicac-
ing that che body must be properly and ritually created and thac ideas of death
pollution must be accommodaced.

Both texts are obviously built up on the same narrative armacure, and in both,
it seems, the Buddha's ruling moves monastic practice away from what mighc have
been thought to be someching like Buddhisc doctrine. Once again the monks'
behavior prior to the ruling—the casual discarding of the body, the absence of rit-
ual, and che lack of concern for social and religious norms, especially in regard to
pollution—would seem to have been far more consonant wich formal Buddhist
notions of “person” and body. But once again chey are not allowed to stand. Once
again too this movement away from Buddhist ideal and toward social convention
is caused or motivated by, and explained as a reaction to, social criticism. In ocher
words, our monk might well begin to detect an explanatory pattern. If he knew
both accounts he might, moreover, not just have noticed the pattern buc even have
concluded chat che ruling governing funerals must have preceded the ruling gov-
erning inheritance, ac least in narrative time, because the monks in the Kswdraka
were still disposing of the bowl and robes together with the body, and chis, nar-
ratively, had not yet become an issue and had not yet been ruled against by the
Buddha.

The criticism spoken by the brahmins and householders in the Ksudraka is
also particularly interesting. When they see the discarded body, their conversation
goes like chis:

One said: “Hey look, a Buddhist monk has died.” Others said: “Come here! Look
at this!™ When they looked. they recognized the dead monk and said: “This is
the son of the houscholder so-and-so. This is the sorx of thing chac happens when
someone joins the Order of those lordless Buddhist ascecics. Had he not joined
their Order, his kinsmen would certainly have performed funeral ceremonies for

him!”

And cthis too would have looked familiar to our Miilasarvastividin monk. If he had
known his Bhaisajyarastu, he would have encountered something like it at least
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twice—once, for example, in a story about a young monk named Sviti who was
bitten by a snake and went unattended. The text says that Svati “fainted from the
poison, fell to the ground, foamed at the mouth, and his face was contorted and
his eyes rolled.” Then:

sa tatha vibral o brabmanagrbapatibbir drsiab | te kathayanti | bhavantah katarasyayam
grhapateb putra iti | aparuib samakbyatam | amubasya iti | te kathayanti | (137}
anatbanam framanalakyaputriyanam madbye pravvajitah | yadi na pravrajito "bhatisyat
JRanbbir asya cikitsa karita abhavisyad it |

Brahmins and householders saw him afflicted in thac way. They said: “Of which
houscholder, Sirs, 1s this the son?” Otchers reported: “Of so-and-so0.” They said:
“He entered into the religious life in the midst of those lordless Buddhist
ascetics—if he had not entered the religious life, his kinsmen would cercainly
have had him medically treated!™*!

Almost exactly the same conversation among brahmins and householders is
also reported to have occurred in the Bhaisagyarastu, when they saw another Bud-
dhist monk named Saikata wandering around insane.®> The first of these conver-
sations motivated the Buddha to rule that, under a doctor’s orders, his monks could
take “foul foods” (vikria-bhojana) and to provide them with a charm against snake
bite (the Mayari-vidya); the second led him to rule that his monks could—again
under the orders of a doctor—take “raw flesh.” Though less obviously, perhaps,
both of these new rulings also go toward weakening the already lukewarm ascetic
ideal found in the M&lasarigstitada-vinaya. There is reference in the Mila-
sarvastividin ordination formulary to the candidate, when a monk, relying for
“medicines” on “medicinal decoctions” (p@rimukia) only, and although this sole re-
liance is already weakened in the formulary itself by a long list of “extra allowances™
(atireka), the two rulings just cited go a long ways beyond even them.

What our Miulasarvistividin monk might have made of all of this is, of course,
hard to determine, but one thing at least is fairly certain, and this itself is of some
importance to the historian: Malasarvastividin monks were repeatedly told by their
own Vinaya that not just the rules governing monastic inheritance, but a whole range
of practices required of them that departed from ascetic ideals and the idea of vol-
untary poverty, were instituted in direct response to lay criticism.3® Whether such
monks believed this or not may not be as important as the fact that their tizaya-
dharas felt compelled, apparently, to repeat it. That their vinayadharas did so in a
stereotypical way, using the same conventional trope over and over again, makes it
at least doubtful that this narrative “explanation” can tell us anything certain about
actual historical processes. Indeed there are good reasons for suspecting that “brah-
mins and householders” in India might well have been entirely indifferent to what
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Buddhist monks did or did not do—it is, after all, only Buddhist literacure thac
says otherwise, and it is perhaps painfully obvious that Buddhist monks were of
absolutely no concern or importance for the authors of Indian dharmatasira: they
have no place in this old, large, and continuous normative literature.5” What we see
in our Vinaya, then, can it seems at best tell us only about one important group of
monks and how they chose to represent their community and {138} its history to
other monks. This may have been an influential group of monks—they wrote or
compiled the texts and thereby made the rules—but if they were, chis is the same
group of monks who appear to have had some knowledge of dharmafastra, even if ic
had virtually no knowledge of them, and who appear to have been much concerned
with representing their Community to their fellow monks as seasitive to and ac-
commodating toward the norms and values of what they took to be theirsurrounding
community. Knowing even this may prove, perhaps, to be of some value. {139]
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debrors and slaves were specifically barred from encry. Cf. Maha-sagga 1.39-76"; Olivelle,
The Airama System, 176: “Buddhist literature also indicates that ‘being without debt’ was
a condition for becoming a monk. . . . One of the questions put to the candidate for ordi-
nation is ‘Are you without debt?® A man wich debts should not be allowed to become a
monk (Vin I, 76). . . . One can understand the concern of the Buddhists; they did not want
their monasteries to become havens for people trying to dodge debe collectors™ (see also
195 n. 38); R. S. Sharma, “Usury in Early Mediaeval India (a.D. 400~1200),” Comparatise
Studies in Society and History 8 (1965~1966) 74: “The Buddhist Order did not admit a per-
son who had not paid oft his debts.” There is what appears to be an occasional reference
in brahmanical sources to freedom from debt as a prerequisice (?) to renouncing; see P. Oliv-
clle, Rules and Regul ations of Brabmanical Asceticism: Yatidbarmasamuciaya of Yadava Prakasa
(Albany, N.Y.: 1995) 68, 235 (IV.19);, Mans V1.94; etc.

12. See G. Schopen, “The Good Monk and His Money in a Buddhist Monasticism
of ‘the Mahdyina Period,” The Eastern Buddbist, n.s., 32.1 (2000) 85-105, esp. 88ff [ =
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Ch. I above, 3}. For the texts, see B. Jinananda, Upasampadajraptib (Patna: 1961) 15.5:
(The candidate for ordination must be asked:) ma te kasyacilt) kisicid deyam al pam va pra-
bhiatam va (?) yadi karbayati doyam, vaktavyam | faksyasi prabrasyayam datum (1] yadi katha-
yati na, vivaktaryam ata eva gaccha (/] yadi kathayati Saksyamiti, vaktayyam, ecc. (i.c., the
ordination can proceed): Pratrajyavastu (Eimer) ii 142.13; kbyod la la la’i bu lon mang
yang rung nyung yang rung | cung zad chags pa med dam | gal 1e bu lon chags so zhes zer na |
kbyod bsnyen par rdzogs mas 'jal nus sam zbes dri bar bya'o | gal se mi nus shes zer nal ‘o na song
shig ces brjod par byao | gal te bsnyen par rdzogs nas "jal nus shes zer na, etc., Kalyinamicra,
Vinayavasutika, Derge, bstan ‘gyur, ‘dul ba Tsu 250b.1: kbyod la la 1a'i bu lon mang yang
rung nyung yang rung cud zad chags pa med dam zbes bya ba ni bu lon ni gzhal bar bya ba yin
pas de'i pbyir bu lon can rab tu dby ung ba dang rdzogs par bsmyen par mi bya'o | bu lon can thams
cad rab tu dbyung ba dang rdzogs par bsuyen par mi bya ba yang ma yin te | 'di ltar gal re rdzogs
par bsnyen nas 'jal nus so zbes zer na de rab tu dbying ba dab [Peking Dzu 283b.1 has, cor-
rectly, dangl rdzogs par binyen par bya'o /. Notice that there is some difference in these
sources in regard to when the candidate should be able to repay the loan: in the Upa-
sampadagrapti it is after he has “gone forth,” or entered the order (prasrasya); in the Pravra-
pavastu it is afrer he has been fully ordained (vpasampanna); in the commentary ic is af-
ter both. The “karmasakya” from Gilgit says in A. C. Banerjee, Tuv Buddbist Vinaya Texts
in Sanskrit (Calcutta: 1977) 63.4: ma te basyacit kinicid deyam al pam va prabbiitam va faknosi
13 upasampadam ditum, but the manuscript (GBMs i 73.5) has: mg te kasyacit ki{mcid
deyam alpam va prabbiitam ta Saksyasi ta pravrajya datum. See also Vinayasktra (San-
krityayana) 4.1; Vinayasitra (Bapat and Gokhale) 20.26; 'Du/ ba'i mdo, Derge, bstan "gyur,
‘dul ba Wu 4a.4; Sratyakhyana. Derge, bstan ‘gyur, dul ba Zhu 20b.]; etc. The statement
about repayment is not found in M. Schmidt, "Bhiksuni-Karmavicana. Die Handschrift
Sansk. c.25(R) der Bodleian Library Oxford,” in Studien zur Indologie und Buddbismuskunde.
Festgabe des Seminars fir Indologie und Buddbismuskunde fiir Professor Dr. Heinz Becbert zum
60. Geburtstag am 26. Juni 1992, ed. R. Griinendahl et al. (Bonn: 1993) 239-288, esp.
254.1.

13. G. Schopen. Daifo bukkys koki yidai: Indo no soin seikatsu, trans. Odani Nobuchiyo
(Tokyo: 2000) 70-146; Schopen, "Art, Beauty, and the Business of Running a Buddhist
Monastery in Early Northwest India,” Ch. II above.

14. Cf. H. Eimer, “"Which Edition of the Kanjur Was Used by A la £a Lha btsun in
Studying the Vinaya?” in H. Eimer. Ein_fabrzebnt Studien 2ur Qberlieferung des tibetischen Kan-
Jur (Vienna: 1992) 185-189, esp. 187 n. 7. Eimer says that "in the Derge and in the Urga
edition . . . the Vinayotraragrantha and the Vinayottamagrantha are not discinctly separated.”
but they are so at least in the Taipei reprint of the Derge; see G. Schopen, “If You Can't Re-
member, How to Make it Up: Some Monastic Rules for Redacting Canonical Texts,” in
Bauddbavidyasudbakarab 580 n. 30 [= Ch. XIV belowl.

15. A.C. Banerjee, Sarvastivada Literature (Calcurtta: 1957) 99.

16. G. Schopen, “Marking Time in Buddhist Monasteries: On Calendars, Clocks, and
Some Liturgical Practices,” in Saryacandraya. Essays in Honour of Akira Yuyama on the Occa-
sion of His 65tb Birthday, ed. P. Harrison and G.Schopen (Swisttal-Odendorf: 1998)
157-179, esp. 172ff{= Ch. IX below, 270ff}.
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17. Civaravastu, GMs iii 2, 119.15, 121.2. For the Utraragrantba text, see the text
marked “I” below (in the present chapeer), and for the auction, especially n. 81.

18. See the references in n. 8 above; and Schopen, “Marking Time in Buddhist Monas-
teries,” 172 n. 54 {below, p. 282n. 541.

19. G. Schopen, "Doing Business for the Lord: Lending on Interest and Written Loan
Contracts in the Malasarvastivida-viraya,” JAOS 114 (1994) 527-554 {= Ch. 1] above}
(for che text in the Urraragrantha—which I did not know at the time 1 was writing this
essay—see Derge Pa 265a.6-b.2). Gunaprabha appears to have used the Uttara text, though
he refers to his source as “The Marréa” (pp. 543-544) (= Ch. 111 above, 66-681. (For more
on the monastic use of substitutes or surrogates, see below, pp. 143-145). Although the
question needs much fuller study, what appears to be another example of the pattern is
worth mentioning because it concerns the gandhaksti. Sayamixanazmty (Gnoli) 10-12 has
an important proof text that places the gandhakusi within the vibdra, but this placement is
actested in the archaeological record only rather late (fourch—fif th centuries) and appears to
be completely absent in Gandhara. The Uttara, however, has a text that places gandhakutis
around the perimeters of sripas (Derge Pa 119b.2: . . . mcbod rtenla mtha’ ma dri gisang kbang
gis bskor la . . .), and this may be precisely what we see at, for example, the Dharmarijika
at Taxila.

20. M. Hahn, "The Avadanasataka and Its Affiliation,” in Proceedings of the XXXII
International Congress for Asian and North African Studies. Hamsburg 25th—-30th August 1986,
ed. A. Wezler and E. Hammerschmidt (Scutegare: 1992) 171.

21. For the texts in the Urearagrantha, see Derge Pa 104b.6-1082.4 (= Maitrakanyaka),
Derge Pa 115b.1-1192.6 (= Srimati-Avadina). M. Deeg (“The Sangha of Devadarra: Fic-
tion and History of a Heresy in the Buddhist Tradition,” Joxrnal of the International College
for Advanced Buddhist Studies 2 (1999] 183-218, esp. 198-199 and n. 86) says, referring
to the Srimari in the Asadinalataka, “This episode . . . is not found anywhere else in Bud-
dhist narrative literature,” but the Utrara version requires that this be revised. J. L. Pan-
glung, Die Erzablstoffe des Ml asarvastivida-vinaya. Analysiers auf Grund der Tibetiscben Uber-
setzung (Tokyo: 1981) has not included the Uttara in its survey and does not always give
the parallels in the Aradanalataka for stories found even elsewhere in the Milasarvastivada-
vinaya, e.g., under what it calls “Die Bekehrung einer alten Frau™ (p. 30), it does not indi-
cate that this tale has a close parallel in Aradanafataka no. 78, “Kacangala.” This is a par-
ticularly important parallel because the ¢inaya version is preserved in Sanskric (Bhaisa jyasastu,
GMs iii 1, 20.3ff) and can therefore be directly compared with the Sanskric text of the
Aradanafataka. The fourth varga of the Avadanaiataka, by the way, appears to be particu-
larly dependent on the Malasarvastivada-vinaya—as many as half of the tales in the former
may have come from the latter (nos. 31, 36, 37, 38, and 40).

22. This work has received little attention and has yet to be described in any detail.
L.W.]. van der Kuijp ("The Yoke Is on the Reader: A Recent Study of Tibetan Jurispru-
dence,” CAJ 43 {19991 266-292, esp. 280 n. 29) has recently referred to it as a source for
Buddhist Vinaya narrative literature bearing on legal matters, but it is also more than that.
I myself have described it as “a condensed version of the entire M#ilasarvastivada-vinaya™
and noted chat “it follows the rearrangement of the canonical material effected by
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Gunaprabha in his Virayasitra™ (Schopen, “Marking Time in Buddhist Monasteries,” 178
n. 67 [= Ch. IX below, 284 n. 67]). But whereas in the Visayasitra we get only the rul-
ings, and then too in sometimes incredibly compact sirra form thae renders any identifi-
cation of source difficult, in Bu ston we get a more or less condensed version not only of
the rulings buc also of the narratives that generated them. These, of course, are much eas-
ier to recognize, though doing so requires a reasonably good knowledge of the canonical
Visaya. The commentaries on the Vinayasiirra—there are four by Indian authors—also oc-
casionally cite something of the canonical narratives Gunaprabha is drawing on, and a com-
bination of these sources usually allows one to identify the texts in the canonical Vimayas he
is digesting with at least some degree of certainey.

23. The references here are to the text of the ‘Dul ba pha'i gleng "bum cben mo published
in The Collected Works of Bu-Ston, Pt. 23 (Ha), «d. L. Chandra (New Delhi: 1971), and the
numbers given are the original folio numbers.

24. On the orderof the rasras in the Malasarnastivgda-vinaya, see H. Hu-von Hiniiber,
"The 17 Titles of the Vinaya-rastu in the Maharyuspari. Contributions to Indo-Tibetan
Lexicography 11.” Bauddhavidyasudhakarah, 339-345.

25. No one, to my knowledge, has yet studied the thematic logic of Gunaprabha’s
rearrangement of the canonical material. The study of the Vinajasitra and its commen-
carial licerature in general has moved at something less than even che usual snail’s pace.
Only recently, for example, have we begun to get some material for establishing betcer
Sanskrit texts; see M. Nakagawa, "On the Adarradana-parajikam in the Vinayasitravreti—
Transcription Text on the sétras no. 120-123—," Indogaku bukkysgaku kenkyi, 48.2 {96]
(2000) 1135-1133, and his ocher papers cited there in n. 1 (note, however, that chis list is
not complete).

26. Here it is worth noting that there appears to be at least one other attempt to sys-
temarize Buddhist monastic inheritance law that is much in need of study. S. Weinstein
has said: “The importance of the question of the disposition of the property of deceased
monks, technically known as wangpi-ch'iu un . . . ,can be seen from the fact thac Tao-Hsiian,
the de facto founder of the Li (or Vinaya) school, wrote a work solely devoted to this sub-
ject (the Liang-ch'u ching-chang s . . . in two fascicles . . .)" (Buddbism under the Tang (Cam-
bridge, U.K.: 1987) 183 n. 25; cf. 93-94). As far as | know, however, this work has been
litccle more than mentioned in Western sources; e.g., J. Gernet, Les asputs onomigues du
boxddbisme dans la sociésé chinoise du 1 axu x* siécle (Paris: 1956) 66 n. 2, 70 n. 2, etc.; J. Kie-
schnick, The Emincn: Monk. Buddhb:st 1deals in Medieval Chinese Hagiograpby (Honolulu: 1997)
12 n. 43.

27. Capital roman numerals in the section heads below indicate the actual order of oc-
currence in the Uttaragranthua of the main texts presented here—the firse texe presented,
for example, occurs in the Urrara at Tog Na 190b.3 and therefore after the lase texe pre-
sented in this chapter—i.e., texe I, which occurs at Tog Na 121 b.2. This seemed a good
way of highlighting the fact that in presenting texts we often rearrange them and produce
a “system” that is entirely of our own making. Lowercase roman numerals in parentheses
reflect the order or position of the texts treated here in Gunaprabha’s "system” and refer co
the cable on pp. 126-127.
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28. So M. Monier-Williams, A Sanskrit-English Dictionary (Oxford: 1899)s.v. karsgpana,
though he cites only “Lexicographers”; for the M#/asarvastivada-vinaya and related licera-
ture, see, for convenience, K. Upreti, India as Reflected in the Divyavadiana (New Delhi: 1995)
40, 43, 44, 72-73, 96, 105, 130.

29. H. A. Jaschke, A Tibetan-English Dictionary (London: 1881 )—hereafter cited sim-
ply as Jaschke.

30. Zhang Yisun et al., Bod rgya 1shig mdzod chen mo, Vols. I-111 (Peking: 1985)—
hereafter cited by title only.

31. Carmavastu, GMs iii 4, 192.17: ma yusmabhib kificid uddhavikstam | . . . nasmabhibh
kifcid uddbarikrtam = Tog Ka 382b.4: khyed kyis skyin po cung zad ma byas sam | . . . bdag cag
g1s skyin po cung zad kyang ma byas te = Divyavadana 23.14.

32.See, for examnple, Pratimoksa (Banerjee) 29.20 = Derge Ca 10a.6; Sanghabbedasastu
(Gnoli) ii 104.13 = Tog Nga 246a.1 and ii 106.22 = Tog Nga 247b.5; Crvaratastx, GMs
i 2, 143.7 = Tog Ga 149a.5; Carmarastu, GMs iii 4, 192.13 = Tog Ka 382b.2; etc.

33. One might have thought that this would be covered by the 19th Naisargiba-
payantika (yabh punar bhiksur nanaprakaram rupika-{ms.: riipika}-vyavaharam samapadyeta nai-
sargika payantibka—Pratimoksa [Banerjee] 29.18; GBMs i 44.2), but the treatment of chis
rule in the Vibhaiga (Derge Cha 149b.7—-155b.3) shows no sign of that. On the contrary,
it is precisely under this rule that the Vibhariga authorizes monks to lend money on inter-
est (see Schopen, “Doing Business for the Lord,” 527-554 {= Ch. III above]}). Moreover,
the wording of this ruling is open to the same range of interpretations as is the 20ch Nai-
sargika, which is discussed in the text, pp. 142-143.

34. See G. Schopen, “On Avoiding Ghosts and Social Censure: Monastic Funerals in
the Malasarvastivada -vinaya,” JIP 20 (1992) 1-39 {= BSBM 204~237}.

35. Ksudrakavastu, Tog Ta 45a.6-46a.1 = Derge Tha 31a.5—-b.4; Carmarastu, GMs iii
4, 210.6-.14 [though the Sanskrit text is here faulty} = Tog Ka 395b.6—396a.7 = Derge
Ka 277a.6-b.5. See also Ksudrakavastu, Tog Ta 306a.6—307a.5 = Derge Tha 204b.1—-
205a.3.

36. Chatterjee, The Law of Debt in Ancient India, 90-91. For Gautama, see now P. Oliv-
elle, Dbharmasiitras. The Law Codes of Ancient India (Oxford: 1999) 99—his 12.40: “Those
who inherit the property of someone have to pay his debrs.” For the text and translation of
Yajiavalkya and Visnu, see, for convenience, B. N. Mani, Laus of Dharmasastras (New Delhi:
1989) 170.

37. Schopen, “Doing Business for the Lord,” 537.

38. “Das Pratimoksasitra . . . ist nach iibereinstimmender Ansicht der Forschung eines
deriltesten Werke, wenn nicht das ilteste Werk des buddhistischen Schrif tcums iiberhaupe”™;
D. Schlingloff, “Zur Interpretation des Pratimoksasiitra,” ZDMG 113.3 (1964) 536.

39. For the Milasarvistivadins see, for example, the 9th Payantika, Pratimoksa (Baner-
jee) 32.17. But note too that the occurrence alone of the term sdmghika must of necessity
imply the acknowledgment of other kinds of “monastic” property. For example, if all viharas
belonged to the Community, then the expression samghike vibare, “in a monastery belong-
ing to the Community,” is redundant and the specification pointless. The presence of
samghika makes no sense unless there were other kinds of vihdras that did not belong to the
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Community. Alchough not yet fully scudied, it is already clear chac che Pidli Vinaya knows
and takes for granced vibaras owned by lay-brothers (vpasaba——Pili Vinaya ii 174.4, iii 65.38,
102.5). And chere is no doubt that the M&/asarvdstivdda-vinaya even more fully acknowl-
edges the private ownership of monasteries by boch laymen and monks (see G. Schopen,
“The Lay Ownership of Monasteries and the Role of the Monk in Miilasarvascividin Monas-
ticism,” JIABS 19.1 {1996} 81-126 [= Ch. VIII below}, to which should be added ac least
two texts, one from the Vibharga [Derge Cha 203a.4~-205b.1} and one from the Urtara-
grantha {Derge Pa 82b.1-84b.2}, which deal wich a dispute centered on a monastery that
was the personal property of the Monk Rihula). These considerations, moreover, would ap-
pear to place a significant restriction on a not insignificant number of Pratimoksa rules. The
14ch-18ch Payantikas, for example, would appear to apply, by virtue of the qualification
samghike vibare in chem, only to Community-owned vsbdras. In any ocher case the action
described would not constitute an offense. I hope to return to these issues in cthe not too
distanc fucure.

40. Chacterjee, The Lau' of Debs, 101.

41. Olivelle, “Renouncer and Renunciation,” 144—145—dbarmabbrasr is another
dbharmalastric term found in the Milasarvastivada-vinaya. In the Uttaragramha (Derge Pa
86a.2-.6), a nun claims che estate of a dead monk that was in her possession on the basis of
the assertion that “he was also our brother in religion,” bdag cag gi yang cbos kyi ming po lags
50 2bes smras pa, and cbos kyi ming po can hardly be anything other than a translation of
dharmabbratr. In a pendant to this texe in which monks make a claim on a nun’s estace, the
assertion is “she was also our sister in religion,” de yang nged kyi chos kyi sring mo yin o (Derge
Pa 86a.6-b.4),and here che text muse be translating something like che lesser-known dhgrmo -
bhagini. Both claims are rejected on the principle that what belonged to a member of one
gender goes to others of that same gender, except when there are no others of that same gen-
der presenc. All chese texts are taken up by Gunaprabha (ii-v in the table above, pp. 126~127).

42. There is as well another potential difficulty here in terms of dharmafasira icself.
If, as YasRavalkya says, the heirs of a renouncer (ya#) are, in part even, his dbarmabbratr,
his “spiricual brothers,” then because his dbarmabbratrs are also presumably renouncers, chis
would seem to indicate cthat renouncers can indeed inheric, and chis would collide wich
Olivelle’s assertion thac “after renunciacion he [the renouncer} can no longer inheric any
property” (“Renouncer and Renunciation,” 143).

43. Chaccerjee, The Lau of Debs, 122.

44. Ibid., 83; see also 84—-87; Ngrada 1.6.

45. Civaravasiu, GMs iii 2, 124.11-125.9. Alchough I cite che Sanskric texe here, it
is by no means free of textual and/or lexical problems, the chief of which concern what Duce
reads as pani yam and patasyam (nn. 2 and 3) buc prints as daniyam and dataryam (see GBMs
vi 851.2—.6). These problems do not obscure the general sense, which is clear in che Ti-
betan (Derge Ga 104b.2-105a.1 =Tog Ga 136b.6-137a.7) and even in the Vinagyasitra
(Vinayasitra {Bapat and Gokhale] 47.2fF), but cthey need to be sorted out.

46. Vinayavibhanga, Derge Ca 79b.3fY: cbos gos gsum la 'ohel ba.

47. Vinayasitra (Sankrityayana) 33.22—'Dul ba'i mdo, Derge, bstan "gyur, ‘dul ba Wu
27a.2.
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48. On this title and office, see the unpublished dissertation, J. A. Silk, The Origins
and Early History of the Mahdramakiita Tradition of Mahdyana Buddhism with a Study of the
Ratnarafisiitra and Related Materials, University of Michigan, 1994, 215ff.

49. See Vinayasiitra (Sankrityayana) 33.22: naprstva svddbam . . . = 'Dul ba'i mdo, Derge,
bstan ‘gyur, ‘dul ba Wu 27a.3: rgan rabs rgan rabs dag ke ma zhugs par. . . .

50. Though limited for its textual sources to Pali material, see M. Njammasch, "Der
navakammika und seine Stellung in der Hierarchie der buddhistischen Kloster,” Alrorien-
talische Forschungen 1 (1974) 279-293; for the Milasarvastivadin tradition, see at least
Vinayasigtra (Sankrityayana) 112.16~31.

51. Unaragrantha, Derge Pa 112b.1-113a.1; see also Vinayavibbarga Derge Ca
75b.5-76b.4.

52. Pili Vinaya i 297.33—-298.3; see also iv 286.3.

53. O. von Hiniiber, Entstehung und Aufbau der Jitaka-Sammiung. Studien zur Literatur
des Theravada-Buddbismus 1 (Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur, Mainz)
(Scutegare: 1998) 23-24; also L. Feer, “Etudes bouddhiques. Maitrakanyaka-Mictavindaka.
La piéeé filiale,” JA (1878) 388-392.

54. Posadbarastu (Hu-von Hiniiber) 280-281; Sayanasanavastu (Gnoli) 38.30, 47.18.

55. On lenders and lending institutions in early India, see, for example, L. Gopal,
“Credic Laws in Ancient India,” Felicitation Volume (A Collection of Forty-1uv Indological Es-
says) Presented to Mabamahopadbyaya Dr. V. V. Mirashi, ed. G. T. Deshpandc et al. (Nagpur:
1965) 444—-458; H. S. Singh, “Institutions of Money-lending,” Jovrnal of the Ganganarha

Jba Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyapeetha 38-39 (1982-1983) 109-124; S. Gururajachar, “Bank-
ing Practices in India(Upto A.D. 1600),” New Trends in Indian Art and Archaeology. S. R. Rao's
70¢h Birthday Felicitation Volume, ed. B. U. Nayak and N. C. Ghosh (New Delhi: 1992) Vol.
2, 573-582.

56. As already noted in the apparatus to the Tibetan text (n. 3), a negative appears to
have dropped out of the text. Although it occurs in neither Tog, Derge, nor Peking—nor
even in Bu ston—both the context and the previous ma byin par in line 1 would seem to
require it, and I have supplied it in translation.

57. L. Finot, "Le pratimoksasiitra des sarvastivadins,” JA (1913) 498 (no. 20); Pravi-
moksa (Banerjee) 29 (no. 20); Pratimoksasiitram of the Lokottaravadimahdasanghika School, ed.
N. Tactia (Patna: 1976) 16 (no. 19); Patimokkha, ed. R. D. Vadekar (Poona: 1939) 9 (no. 20).

58. Schopen, “The Good Monk and His Money,” 103 {Ch. I above, 14].

59. S. C. Vidyabhusana, “So-sor-thar-pa; or, a Code of Buddhist Monastic Laws: Be-
ing the Tibetan Version of Pcatimoksa of the Mila-Sarvastivida School,” Joxrnal of the Asi-
atic Sociesy of Bengal, n.s. 11 (1915) 99. Notice too that the “Old Commentary”™ embedded
in its Vibbanga glosses rmam pa sna tshogs (naniprakara) with mam pa mang po (Derge Cha
156.7), and in the previous rule the same term is glossed by rmam: pa du ma. Mang po most
commonly means “many,” and dv ma virtually cthe same; neicher carries the sense “all.”

60. Huber in Finor, “Le pritimoksasiitrades sarvastivadins,” 498. CfL. Wieger, Boxd-
dhisme chinois. Vinaya. Monachisme et discipline. Hinayana, séhicule inféricur (Paris: 1910) 233:
“Si un moine fait le commerce, en quelque marchandise que ce soit, il y a transgression™ —
Dharmaguprtaka.
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61. M. Wijayaratwna, Le moine bouddbiste selon les textes du therarada (Paris: 1983) 97,
1. B. Horner, The Book of the Discipline (Sacred Books of the Buddhist 11) (Oxford: 1940) Pr.
2, 111; T. W. Rhys Davids and H. Oldenberg, Vinaya Texts (Sacred Books of the East 13)
(Oxford: 1885) 27.

62. Schopen, “The Good Monk and His Money,” 100ff {Ch. I above, 12-13}.

63. Chacterjee, The Lau: of Debt, xvii, xx.

64. Pali Vinaya iii 242.11; Horner, The Book of the Discipline ii 112—see also R. Gom-
brich, Therarada Buddbism. A Social History from Ancient Benares to Modern Colombo (London
and New York: 1988) 92-93, 102-103, 162-164.

65. Untaragrantha, Derge Pa 134a.1-b.7 = Tog Na 192b.5-194a 4.

66. Vinayavibhariga, Derge Cha 156b.3.

67. The definition is from W. Doniger, The Lates of Manu (London: 1991) 316; see also
R. Lingact, The Classical Law of India, trans. J. D. M. Derrett (Berkeley: 1973) 39-40.

68. Notice the qualification of lay-brothers both here and in the text just cited from
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above, 49}, where dge bsnyen dad pa can is incorrectly translated as “a devout lay-brother.”

69. For the text, see Vinayavibbhanga, Derge Cha 149b.1-.7. For another instance of
the use of surrogates in the M#/asarvastivada-vinaya, see p. 125 above, and notice the dif-
ference in this regard between the Vibbariga and the Urrara pointed out there.

70. For some indications of the same sort of thing even in the Pali Vinaya, see Gom-
brich, Theravada Buddbism, 103.

71. Ksudrakavastu, Derge Tha 262b.4—263a.6 = Tog Ta 392b.2-393b.2.

72. See, for example, Civararastu, GMs iii 2, 119.14 = Tog Ga 133b.6; GMs iii 2,
121.2 = Tog Ga 134b.6; GMs iii 2, 125.6 = Tog Ga 137a.5.

73. Ac first sight at least che Pali version looks like a much condensed or “edited” ver-
sion of the text found in the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya, and there are other instances of what
seems to be the same pattern, although the whole question has yet to be carefully scudied.

74. Pali Vinaya ii 174.18-.24; Rhys Davids and Oldenberg, Vinaya Texss iii 217,
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to the Texts of the Theravada Tradition, trans. C. Grangier and S. Collins (Cambridge, U.K.:
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75. Y. Ousaka, M. Yamazaki, and K. R. Norman, Index to the Vinaya-Pitaka (Oxford:
1996) 472.

76. Horner, The Book of the Discipline iv 109.

77. For a good idea of what could fall under contract law in dharmasasra, see Narada
V, VI, VIII, and IX. The binding nacure of the act of acceptance of a fee is startlingly clear,
for example, in Narada V1.20: fulkam grhitva panyastri necchamti dvis 1ad Gvabes.

78. As is characteristic of the prose of the M#lasarvastivada-vinaya, in both Sanskrit
and Tibetan, che texe here and throughout can be both elliprical and heavily dependent on
the use of pronouns. The text never uses a term for “body” or “corpse,” but simply che
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“demonstrative pronoun” . I have as a consequence sometimes translated chis by supply-
ing what I take to be the referent, and sometimes simply by “it.”

79. Our text makes dris pa la lan debs pa'i dge slong . . . look like a title or designation
for yet another monastic office, and yet it can hardly be anything else than an atctempt o
render something like the common prstaticibaya bhiksiin samanuyu fya (Kathinavastu (Chang}
52.28), which is more typically rendered: dris pa'i tshig gis dge slong rmams la yang dag par
bsgo la (Chang 80.13). The Sanskrit phrase itself, however, especially prsta- or prstha-
vacika, remains problematic (see Edgerton 353; Pasadhavastx (Hu-von Hiniiber) 212-214;
H. Matsumura, “The Kathinavastu from the Vinayavastu of the Mulasarvastivadins,” in
Sanskrit-Texie aus dem buddbistischen Kanon: Newentdeckungen und Neueditionen 111 {Sanskric-
Warterbuch der buddhistischen Texte aus den Turfan-Funden. Beiheft 61 (Gottingen: 1996)
193 n. 72). Given this, it might be useful to cite the two commentarial “definitions” that
I have come across. Silapalita, Agamakswdrakaryakbyana, Derge. bstan ‘gyur, ‘dul ba Dzu
22a.6: dris pa'i tshig gis 2bes bya ba ni ga nd’i brdungs ba na lam gyi pbyogs na gnas pa'i dge slong
gis ci'i phyir gandi brdungs ba sngon du song ba can gyi ‘dus pa mdzad ces dris ba gang yin pa de
la | dris mas lan du brjod pa de ni dris pa'i tshig yin no I, which—if 1 have understood it
correctly—might be translaced as: “*"Wich the pronouncement of what is asked’ means: when
the monk stationed to the side of the path when the gandi is scruck is asked the question
‘for what reason is an assembly preceded by striking the gandi called?’ and he gives the
answer—that is the pronouncement of what is asked.” Vinicadeva, Vinayaribhargapa-
davyakbyana, Derge, bstan ‘gyur, dul ba Tshu 91b.4: dris pa'i tshig gis zhes bya ba ni ci'i pbyir
gandi brdungs zbes gzhan gyis dris pa la di’i phyir brdungs so zbes lan gdab pa'i tshig gis so I
“*With the pronouncement of what is asked’ means: with the pronouncement of the an-
swer “it has been struck for this reason™ when someone asks for what reason has the gandi
been seruck?™™

80. gtsug lag khang skyong (ba) can hardly be anycthing but a translation of something
like t#harapala—gtsug lag khang is the standard translation of vibara, and skyong ba com-
monly renders forms of \IPJI This office is referred to elsewhere in the Urrara as well, at
Derge Pa 72a.l (where the viharapaila is one of two officers—the other is the sumghusthatrir a—
charged with keeping ctrack of the date; see Schopen, “Marking Time in Buddhist Monas-
teries,” 173,175 [Ch. IX below, 271, 272)), 151a.5 (which would seem to indicate thar it
was a rotating office: tshe dang Idan pa bun dga’ bo la gtsug lag khang skyong gi res bab bo 1),
200b.5ft, etc. Yijing says, “Those who stand guard, administer che monastery gates, and
announce the business to the community meeting are called vihgrapala” (Silk, The Origins
and Early History of the Maharatnakiita, 235). What is probably the same title occurs in the
form grsug lag kbang dag yongs su skyong bar byed ba in the Ksudraka (see, Schopen, "The Lay
Ownership of Monasteries,” 110 n. 60 (Ch. VIII below, n. 60}).

81. rin thang bskyed pa as a unit does not yet have an attested equivalent, but rin rhang
is given as an equivalent of argha and miilya in the Tibesan-Sanskrit Dictionary (2264), and
bskyad pa is given for tardhana (207). The Tibetan, then, is not far from one of the defini-
tions that Monier-Williams (English-Sanskrit Dictionary 32) gives—on what authority 1 do
not know—of the English word “auction”: twnddhamanamiilyena nanadrasyavikrayah. The
Uttaragrantha has decailed rules governing this kind of sale, which include one against
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monks artificially inflating cthe bid (Derge Pa 177b.2). Bur a discussion of these and other
references to monastic auctions must wait for another time. Note, for the moment, only
chac other Buddhist monastic traditions also appear to have known such sales—see G. Roth,
Bbhiksuni-vinaya. Manual of Discipline for Buddbist Nuns (Patna: 1970) 182.13 = E. Nolot,
Régles de discipline des nonnes bouddbistes (Paris: 1991) 184.18.

82. Vinayavibhariga, Derge Ja 154b.2—156b.7.

83. Schopen, “On Avoiding Ghosts and Social Censure,” 14—17 (= BSBM 215-218].

84. Bbaisafyatastu, GMs iii 1, 285.17.

85. Bhaisajyavasiu, GMs iii 1, ix—the passage here has been in large part reconstructed
by Dutt.

86. Though the story line differed, the same “explanation™ was also given to justify,
for example, monastic control of imporcant relics; see G. Schopen, “Ritual Rights and Bones
of Contention: More on Monastic Funerals and Relics in the M&/asarvastivada-vinaya,” JIP
22 (1994) 31-80, esp. 52 [= Ch. X below, 302-303).

87. It has indeed been difficule to detect even a trace of Buddhists in dharma-licera-
ture; see Lingac, The Classical Law of India, 123. See also, for examples: J. Filliozat, “La valeur
des connaissances gréco-romaines sur l'inde.” Journal des savants, avril—juin (1981) 113 n.
32; R. Gombrich, “The Earliest Brahmanical Reference to Buddhism?” in Relativism, Suf-
fering and Beyond. Essays in Memory of Bimal K. Matilal, ed. P. Bilimoria and J. N. Mohanty
(Delhi: 1997) 32—49. But see also Olivelle, Rules and Regulations of Brabmanical Asceticism,
32 n. 10; O. von Hiniiber, Das Patimokkhasutta der Theravadin. Studien zur Literatur des
Theravada-Buddhismus 11 (Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur, Mainz)
(Seucegare: 1999) 23 n. 50. It is, of course, commonly suggested that “Buddhists” are in-
cluded by dbarmasastra writers under the term pasanda, buc chis is only made explicit in
later commentaries; see, for example, Lariviere, The Naradasmrri, Pe. 11, 130.



CHAPTER VI

Monastic Law Meets the Real World

A Monk’s Continuing Right to Inherit Family
Property in Classical India

ACCORDING TO WILLIAM of Saint-Thierry, the greater part of “the world” in the
twelfth century was owned by monks.! William, of course, did not mean that it
was owned by individual monks. “The Rule of St. Benedict was quite clear: per-
sonal poverty is required from the monks, buc this is distinct from corporate pos-
sessions.” Moreover, “the denial of private property {in the Rule} does not imply
in any way a materially poor lifestyle.” The Rule of St. Benedict, in fact, which
J.P.Greene calls “the foundation upon which the entire structure of medieval
monasticism in Western Europe was eventually built,”? has little to say about cor-
porate or institutional wealth or property. Its aim was directed, rather, toward “this
vice of personal ownership,” and on this it was, indeed, “quite clear.”

Chapter 33 of the Rule, under the heading “Whether monks may have per-
sonal property,” says in part: “It is of the greatest importance that this vice should
be totally eradicated from the monastery. No one may take it upon himself to give
or receive anything without the Abbot’s permission, or to possess anything as his
own, anything whatever, books or writing tablets or pen or anything at all. . . .
Everything should be common to all, {102] as it is written, and no one should call
anything his own or treat it as such.” And chapter 55 reads: “The beds should be
frequently inspected by the Abbot as a precaution against private possessions. If
anyone is found to have anything which was not given him by the Abbot, he is to
undergo the severest punishment; and that this vice of personal ownership may be
totally eliminated, everything necessary should be given by the Abbot; namely, a
cowl, a tunic, stockings, shoes, a belt, a knife, a pen, a needle, a handkerchief and
writing tablets, so thart all excuses about necessity are removed.™

The clarity in Benedict's Rule in regard to "whether monks may have per-

Originally published in History of Religions 35.2 (1995) 101-123. Reprinted with stylistic
changes with permission of University of Chicago Press.
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sonal property” must at least partially be a function of the fact that Benedict was
able here—as elsewhere—rto avoid sticky issues and the largely legal difficul-
ties chac could, and did, arise when an individual renounced real property. He
may have been able to avoid these difficulties in part, perhaps, because one of
his predecessors—the auchor of the only other “Rule” thac he refers his monks
to—had already dealt wich them in some detail and in part, perhaps, because he
was writing for a world on which the weight of Roman secular law was pressing
much less heavily.}

Although Basil of Caesarea, St. Basil the Great (330-379), “wrote no Rule,
his conferences and replies to questions were treated as a guide and were quoted
as a rule by St. Benedict and others.”® These were translated into Lacin in 397 and
circulaced widely.”

Basil, of course, lived in a world very different from Benedict’s. "It is neces-
sary,” for example, “to recall thac ac chis period the burdensome tax system inau-
gurated by Diocletian is still operative throughout the Roman Empire and thac
monks are laymen and are not, therefore, eligible to the immunities granted che
clergy.” So, although Basil “states cthat the monk upon his entrance into the
monastery has renounced all right to the ownership and use of his possessions”
and—as Benedict ruled—that he has no ownership rights in the property of cthe
monastery, still {103] Basil had to deal, for example, with prior unpaid taxes. His
solution, according to M. G. Murphy, was to rule chat “the monk actually renounces
his rights to the ownership and adminisctration of the funds he has brought to che
monastery, but not his obligations to pay the taxes which have accrued before his
entrance."®

Given the complexity of Roman laws of inheritance in cheir full vigor, chis was
another area with which Basil—unlike Benedict—was forced to deal. On this ques-
tion, Murphy, summarizing several passages from The Ascetic Works, says: “In regard
to the property that might come to the monk by way of inheritance or donation,
St. Basil teaches that his monastic profession has deprived him of all right to own-
ership of chis,” and “in the case of the inherited property, therefore, St. Basil recom-
mends that it be entrusted to the proper ecclesiastical auchority to be disposed of as
the laccer deems fic."?

Whether in Benedict or Basil, then, what characterizes relatively early Chris-
tian monastic legislation in regard to private ownership by monks, or any contin-
uing right of inheritance, is its clarity: monks have no ownership rights, and al-
though they might technically inherit, the property in question does not go to
them but to “the proper ecclesiastical authority to be disposed of as the latter deems
fic.” Two points are worth noting here. First, these issues are explicitly engaged in
Christian monastic literacture, and positions in regard to them are clearly articu-
lated. Second, we seem to see here—at least on chese issues—a case where che im-
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