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Cui bono? or Follow the Money
Identifying the Sophist in a Pali Commentary*

) Jonathan A. SILK

Twenty years ago Mori Sodd published a study in which he attempted to
identify the so-called Sophists! or Vitandavadins referred to in Pali
commentarial literature.” He concluded from his detailed investigation that
there are two general types of Vitandavadin mentioned in this literature:
those corresponding to the ancient Indian Lokayata (here probably
Materialists for the most part), and those to whom reference was added by
Ceylonese authors of the Mahaviharin lineage to disparage their opponents.
In other words, this second type of Vitandavadin is someone who, from the
point of the view of the self-proclaimed orthodox Mahavihara, holds
objectionable or unacceptable opinions. Mori suggested three possible
identities for these opponents: 1) Those belonging to the Abhayagiri school;
2) An Indian group accepted by the Abhayagiri school, such as the
Vetullavada; 3) Some Indian sect other than Ceylonese Theravada, and went
on to tentatively deny the likelihood of the first two of these possibilities.3
Most of the fifteen examples cited by Mori concern matters of doctrinal
systematics, that is, points of Abhidhammic exegesis, and have not so far

* 1 would like to express here my profound thanks and appreciation to my friends Yaichi Kaji,
Harunaga Isaacson, Jens-Uwe Hartmann, Gregory Schopen and, most especially, Lance Cousins,
for their kind and helpful comments on an earlier draft,

1 Jayatilleke 1963: 217ff. questions whether “sophist™ is an appropriate translation of vitandavadin,

identifying a rather narrow technical definition which he maintains is not sophistic but eristic. In

our case here, however, it appears that the term is used in a much more general sense of

“opponent,” but for the sake of convenience; and since it seems very likely that the term was

chosen to convey a (generalized) sense of opprobrium, I adopt the rendering “sophist” below.

Mori 1982,

There is no reason to accept the flat assertion of Rahula 1978: 71, who equates the Vitandavadins

with the Vetullavadins, adds that Vaitulya refers to Mah#yana, and concludes: “we can be certain

that the terms Vitanda and Vetulya used in Pali Chronicles and Commentaries refer to

Mahayana.” I learn from Lance Cousins (email 19 January, 2002) that the reasons for Rahula’s

assertion of this identity is the correspondence between a description in the Mahdavarsa XXX VI,

41 (Geiger 1908: 309.3) referring to 2 position rejected in the reign of Vohirikatissa (3rd c.) as

Vetulyavada (Vetullavada) and the reference to the same event earlier in the Dipavarisa XXII.

43-45 (Oldenberg 1879: 110.31-111.2) in which the position is characterized as Vitandavada

(with a variant in Oldenberg’s Singhalese manuscripts of Vetullavada).

[ N ]
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been noticed to correspond to known sectarian positions. In one case,
however, Mori discovered that a position attributed to the Vitandavadin in the
commentaries to the Majjhimanik@ya and Vibhanga corresponds to that cited
in the commentary to the Kathavatthu as a view of the Mahimsasaka
(Sanskrit Mahisasaka) school. With only this one piece of evidence, he was
constrained to say quite cautiously that “there is no additional proof that all of the
other fourteen views are also attributable to the Mahirhsasakas.”™ While
further research in scholastic sources may still potentially offer some insights
into the background of the cited dogmas, here I would like to explore one
other particular instance of Mori’s fifteen from a rather different point of view.

Some time ago when I chanced to be reading Tomomatsu Entai’s very
interesting study on the Theory and Practice of Distribution in Buddhism, I
came across his quotation of a passage from the Papaficasiidani,
Buddhaghosa’s commentary to the Majjhimanikaya, in which reference is
made to a Vitandavadin.® I remembered Mori’s article, and discovered that
although naturally Mori had noted the passage in question, he contented
himself with saying of it:® “Regarding the commentary on a passage in the
Dakkhinavibhanga Sutta, the MA [= Majjhimanikaya-Atthakath@] quoted a
view of the Vitandavadins differing from that of the Mahavihara fraternity.”
I believe that, taking more than a small hint from the work of Tomomatsu, we
might be able to say a bit more.”

The sutta passage being commented upon is, as Mori says, from the
Dalkkhinavibharga Sutta, number 142 of the Majjhimanikaya. After the stock
opening, we read:®

‘atha kho mahipajapati gotami navar dussayugarh addya yena
bhagava tenupasarhkami | upasankamitva bhagavantarh abhivadetva
ekamantath nisidi | ekamantarh nisinnd kho mahapajdpati gotami
bhagavantath etad avoca | idari me bhante navam dussayugath
bhagavantarh uddissa samarh kantari samarh vayitam | tarh me bhante
bhagava patigganhatu anukamparh upadaya ti |

evarh vuite bhagava mahapajdpati gotamirh etad avoca | safnghe

4 Mori 1982: 13 (176). See the commentary to Kathavatthu XX.5 in Aung and Rhys Davids 1915:
347-348, and Law 1940: 230, and Bareau 1955: 187 (Mahi$asaka §30).

5 Tomomatsu 1970: 63—65, Oddly, he does not there offer any suggestion as to the identity of this
vitandavadin.

6 Mori 1982: 8 (181).

7 My debt in the following to Tomomatsu 1932 and 1970 is thoroughgoing, despite the failure to
specifically acknowledge each case of my reliance on his work.

8 Chalmers 1899: 253.7-20. Also translated in Nagamoli 1995: 1102.
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gotami dehi | sanghe te dinnarh ahan ceva pijito bhavissami sangho ca
ti | dutiyam pi ... tatiyam pi kho mahapajapati gotami bhagavantar etad
avoca | idarh me bhante navarh dussayugamh bhagavantarh uddissa
samarh kantarh sdmarh vayitar | tarh me bhante bhagava patigganhatu
anukamparh upadaya ti | tatiyam pi kho bhagava mahapajapati gotamirh
etad-avoca | sanghe gotami dehi | sanghe te dinne ahan ceva pijito
bhavissami sangho cati |

evarh vutte Ayasma anando bhagavantarh etad avoca | patigganhatu
bhante bhagava mahapajapatiya gotamiya navarh dussayugarh |

Then Mahapajapati Gotami took a new pair of clothes and went to
the Blessed One. Having approached him and respectfully saluted him,
she sat down at one side. Sitting to one side, Mahapajapati Gotami
spoke to the Blessed One: “Venerable, this new pair of clothes has been
spun by me, woven by me, especially for the Blessed One. Venerable,
may the Blessed One accept it from me out of compassion.”

When she had said this, the Blessed One spoke to Mahapajapati
Gotami: “Give it to the monastic community, Gotami, If it is given to the
monastic community, both I and the monastic community will be
honored with offerings.”

A second time ... a third time Mahapajapati Gotami spoke to the
Blessed One: “Venerable, this new pair of clothes has been spun by me,
woven by me, especially for the Blessed One. Venerable, may the
Blessed One accept it from me out of compassion.”

When she had said this, the Blessed One spoke to Mahapajapati
Gotami: “Give it to the monastic community, Gotami. If it is given to the
monastic community, both I and the monastic community will be
honored with offerings.”

When he had said this, the Reverend Ananda spoke to the Blessed
One: “Venerable, may the Blessed One accept the new pair of clothes
frorn Mahapajapati Gotami. ...”

Here, apparently quite simply, Gotami wishes to make a donation to the
Buddha personally, but he directs her that the donation should instead be
made to the monastic community. The wording of the scripture itself is
straightforward, and in fact almost exactly the same crucial phrase is again
found in recensions of the episode recorded in texts attributed to sects other
than the Theravada.’ The *Gautami-siitra in the Sarvastivida Madhyama-
gama says:'°
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EHEEH RS, SEKREHER B ERE, FHERTHER,

The Blessed One said: “Gotami, give this robe to the community of
monks. Giving it to the community of monks, [you] will honor me with
offerings!! and also honor the community with offerings.

The version in the *Daksinavibhanga, Fenbie bushi-jing 475 fE#%, the
sectarian identification of which appears to be unknown, has:!2

TR, b e BESI I BRI 3R W P Rp L B R HEBE AR, TS| R LR R
ERER,

At that time the Buddha said to Mahéprajapati: “You should give
this robe of fine fabric to the great communities.'* The special benefits
you will receive will equal those from honoring me with offerings,
without any difference whatsoever.”

As simple and straightforward as this discussion may seem, within it lie
the seeds of a considerable controversy. This controversy reaches not only
skyward toward ethereal questions such as those concerning the very status
and significance of the Buddha himself, but also deep down into the pockets
and treasure chests of the monks and monastic communities. What is of
interest to us here in the first place is the interpretation given this episode in
Buddhaghosa’s commentary on the Majjhimanikaya. Buddhaghosa glosses
the exchange as follows:4

9 To the best of my knowledge, no traces of this episode have been found so far in an Indic language
other than Pili. The Turfan materials contain one fragment of the siitra, but it does not include the
portion of interest to us; sce Waldschmidt, Clawiter and Sander-Holtzmann 1971: §979. Note,
however, that the crucial sentence is quoted in many and various texts. Among the most
unexpected versions is that quoted in the Mahdyana Mahdaparinirvana-siitra, which has the
Buddha say that honoring the monastic community means honoring the three refuges. See T. 374
(XII) 395¢27-396a6 (juan 5), translated from Chinese into Tibetan in Derge Kanjur 119, mdo sde,
nya 84a, noted and translated from Chinese by Tomomatsu 1970: 209-214,

10 T. 26 (180 EEHE) (1) 721c27-29 (uan47).

11 The term #t# implies the offering of material gifts. Despite its common translation 2_5 words
such as honor, venerate and so on, however, so too does Indic p#jd, which refers quintessentially,
to food offerings. See Tomomatsu 1970: 5558, 6768,

12 T. 84 (I) 903c4—5. See Tomomatsu 1970: 103109,

13 Probably the plural marker # here indicates the two communities of monks and nuns.

14 Horner 1938: 67.15-69.15, and the devanagari edition of the Sixth (Burmese) Sasana Council text
published in the Dhammagiri-Pali-Ganthamala series, vol. 18 (Igatpuri: Vipassana Research
Institute, 1995): 231.5-232.23. The latter seems to contain a better text, although it is sometimes
hard to see whether we simply have to do with misprints in Horner’s edition. In principle I have
quoted the text from the Burmese edition, noting those variants which seem to be even remotely
significant, although nowhere does the meaning of the text actually change. The passage is
partially translated in Tomomatsu 1970: 63-64.
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“dutiyam pi kho ti sanghe gotami dehi” ti vutte | pahom’ aharh
bhante dussakotthdgarato bhikkhusatassipi bhikkhusahassassapi
bhikkhusatasahassassapi civaradussani daturh | “idam pana me
bhagavantam uddissa samarn kantam samam vayitarm | tam me bhante
bhagava patigganhatii” ti nimantayamana® aha | evarh yavatatiyarh yaci
| bhagava pi patikkhipi yeva | kasma pana bhagava attano diyyamanam
bhikkhusanghassa dapeti ti | matari anukampaya | evarh kirassa ahosi |
“imissa marh arabbha pubbacetana muficanacetana aparacetana ti tisso
cetand uppanna bhikkhusangham pissa arabbha uppajjantu | evarh assa
cha cetana ekato hutva digharattarh hitdya sukhaya pavattissanti®” ti |

vitandavadi panaha | “sanghe dinnarh mahapphalan® ti tasma evari
vuttan ti |

so vattabbo | “kirh tvarh satthu dinnato sanghe dinnam
mahapphalatarari vadasi” ti

“ama vadami” ti |

“suttarh aharad” ti |

“sanghe gotami dehi sanghe te dinne ahafi ceva piijito bhavissami
sangho ca@” ti |

“kirh panassa suttassa ayam eva attho™ ti |

“3ma ayam eva’ ti |

yadi evarh “tena hananda® vighasadanar piivarh dehi” ti ca “tena hi
tvad kaccana vighdsadanarm gulam dehi” ti ca vacanato vighasadanam
dinnarh mahapphalatarafi ca bhaveyya | evam pi hi satthi attano
diyyam@nan dapeti® ti | rajardjamahamattadayo pi? attano agatarn®
panndkararh hatthigopakadinam dapenti | te rajadihi mahantatard
bhaveyyur tasma ma evam ganha |

na-y-imasmirh loke parasmirh vi pana buddhena settho sadiso va

vijjati |

yam ahuneyyanarh aggatarh gato pufifiatthikdnarih vipulaphale-

sinan ti ||

vacanato® hi satthara uttaritaro dakkhineyyo nama natthi | evam
assa cha cetana ekato hutva digharattarh hitaya sukhaya bhavissanti ti |

kim pana® sandhdya yavatatiyam patibahetva) sahghassa dapesi |
pacchimaya janataya sanghe cittikdrajananattharh® ¢api® evam 3ha |
evam kirassa ahosi | “aharh na ciratthitiko mayharh pana sdsanarh
bhikkhusanghe patitthahissati pacchima janata sanghe cittikdram janett
ti | yavatatiyarh patibdhetva safighassa dapesi | evan hi™ sati sattha
attano diyyamanam pi sanghassa dapesi sangho nama dakkhineyyo” ti
pacchima janata sanghe® cittikararh uppadetva cattaro paccaye databbe
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mannissati | safgho catiihi paccayehi akilamanto'®> buddhavacanarh
uggahetvd samanadhammarh karissati | evarh mama sasanarh
pancavassasahassani thassati ti |

“patigganhatu bhante bhagava” ti vacanato pi cetamh veditabbarm |
“satthara uttaritaro dakkhineyyo nama natthi” ti | na hi dnandattherassa
mah@pajapatiya aghato va verath va atthi | na thero “tassa dakkhina ma
mahapphalad ahosi” ti icchati | pandito hi thero bahussuto sekkhapati-
sambhidappatto | so satthu dinnassa mahapphalabhave® samhpassamano?
va “patigganhdatu bhante bhagava” ti gahanatthar yaci |

puna vitandavadi aha | “ ‘sanghe te dinne ahafi ceva pijjito
bhavissami sangho c@’ ti vacanato sattha sanghapariyapanno va” ti |

so vattabbo | “janasi pana tvarh kati saranani? kati aveccappasada”
ti| jananto “tini” ti vakkhati | tato vattabbo | “tava laddhiya satthu
sanghapariyapannatta dve yeva honti | evarh sante ca ‘anujanami
bhikkhave imehi? tihi saranagamanehi pabbajjarh upasampadari’ ti
evarh anufifiata pabbajja pi upasampada pi na riihati | tato tvar neva
pabbajjito asi na gihi | sammasambuddhe ca gandhakutiyarh nisinne
bhikkhii uposatham pi pavaranam pi safighakammani pi karonti | tani
satthu sanghapariyapannatta kuppani bhaveyyurh na ca honti tasma | na
vattabbam etath “satthd sanghapariyapanno” ti | 16

“A4 second time [Mahapajapati Gotami asked the Buddha to accept
the clothing she had made, and a second time the Blessed One said]:
Give it to the monastic community, Gotami.” She urged him saying “I
am able to give from my warehouse of clothing robe cloth for a hundred
monks, a thousand monks, a hundred thousand monks. This [cloth] now
has been spun by me, woven by me, especially for the Blessed One.
Venerable, may the Blessed One accept it from me.” So she requested a
third time [too], but the Blessed One flatly refused. Why did the Blessed
One order that what was being given to himself be given [instead] to the
community of monks? Out of compassion for his mother [Gotami]. It
then occurred to him thus: “She has three intentions concerning me

15 This form is not noticed by the Critical Pali Dictionary, Trenckner et al. 1924— (but see 540b,

akilamana).

16 Variant readings (H = Horner’s PTS edition; B = Burmese edition):
a) H: nibandhamana. b) H: sarhvattissanti c¢) H: tendnanda d) H: omits tva
e) H: dapesi f)H: adds ca g) H: abhatam h) H: adds ti
i) B: omits kim pana j) B: patibahitva, and below k) H: spells citti®, and below.
DH:vati m) H: evarh pi n) H: adds hi o) H: °bhavarh
p) H: passaméino q) H: sarana ti r) H: omits imehi
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[with regard to this gift]: prior intention, an intention of relinquishing,
and subsequent intention. She should direct these [intentions] to the
community of monks as well. Thus the six intentions [three for the
Buddha, three for the community] together will lead to benefit and
happiness for a long time.”

But the Sophist says: “That was said thus [by the Buddha in the
scripture] because ‘What is given to the monastic community yields a
great [karmic] result.” ”

He should be asked: “Do you say that what is given to the monastic
community yields a greater result than what is given to the Teacher?”

[He replies]: “I say yes, it does.”

“Quote the scripture!”

“Give it to the monastic community, Gotami. If it is given to the
monastic community, both I and the monastic community will be
honored with offerings.”

“Is that the meaning of this scriptural passage?”

“Yes, precisely!”

[We disagree.] If this were so, according to the [Vinaya]
expressions “Well, Ananda, give the cakes to those who eat scraps of
food,”'” and “Well then, Kaccana, give those who eat the remains of
food [as much] sugar [as they want],”!® what is given to those who eat
the remains of food would yield a greater result. For just so [the
scripture] says that the Teacher had what was being given to him given
[instead to the community]. Kings, royal ministers and others too have
presents which were delivered to themselves given [instead] to their
mahouts and others. [According to your thinking,] those [mahouts and
others] would become much greater than the kings and others [which is
impossible]. Therefore it must not be understood in this way.

Neither in this world nor in the other is there one better than or equal
to the Buddha, the first among those who are worthy of oblations, for
those [donors] who are desirous of merit, who seek abundant
results.!® , :

17 Oldenberg 1879—1883: iv.91.5-6 (Pdcattiva 41); Horner 1938-1966: 2.347.

18 Oldenberg 1879-1883: 1.225,5-6 (Mahavagga V1.26.4); Horner 1938-1966: 4.306.

19 The same verse, the source of which is untraced but certainly not canonical, is also found with
minor variations in the Kathavatthu (Taylor 1897: 555.32-556.3): na-y-imasmim va loke
parasmim va pana buddhena settho ca samo ca vijjati | yam dhuneyyanar aggatam gato
puiifiatthikanam vipulaphalesinan ti ||; translated there by Aung and Rhys Davids 1915: 321. See

below for a discussion of the Kathdvatthu passage.
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According to this expression, there is no one worthy of offerings
greater than the Teacher. Thus the six intentions together will lead to
benefit and happiness for a long time.

Intending what, then, did [the Buddha], refusing up to three times,
have [the donation] given to the monastic community? For the sake of
future generations and in order to produce esteem for the monastic
community he spoke thus and it occurred to him thus: “I will not remain
long [in the world], but my teaching will be established in the
community of monks. Later generations must esteem the monastic
community. This being so, later generations, esteeming the monastic
community by saying ‘The Teacher had even what was being given to
him given [instead] to the monastic community. It is indeed the monastic
community which is worthy of offerings,” will think that the four
requisites must be given [to monks]. The monastic community [thus]
adequately provided with the four requisites will study the Buddha’s
words and practice the teaching of the ascetic. Thus my teaching will
last for five thousand®® years.”

“Venerable, may the Blessed One accept it.” From this expression
too should be known: “There is no one more worthy of offerings than
the Teacher.” For the Elder Ananda has neither loathing nor hatred for
Mahapajapati. The Elder does not wish [to harm her karmically by
hoping] “Let her donation not yield a great result!” For the scholarly
Elder is greatly learned, has attained the analytic insight of a learner.
Perceiving the fact that what is given to the Teacher yields a great result,
he requested “Venerable, may the Blessed One accept it” in order that he
receive it [which will benefit the donor, Mahapajapati].

Again the Sophist, however, says: Because of the expression “If it
is given to the monastic community, both I and the monastic community
will be honored with offerings,” the Teacher is included within the
monastic community.

He should be asked: “Do you know how many refuges there are,
how many kinds of faith based on understanding?” Knowing, he will say
“three [Buddha, Dharma and monastic community].” Then he should be
told: “In your view, the fact of the Teacher’s being included in the

20 Tomomatsu 1970: 64, who used the “Siamese edition, II1.709 et seq.,” cites the text as reading
paficavassasatani. Horner quotes no variants. The five thousand year dating is standard in the
Theravada system, on which see briefly Nattier 1991: 56-58. It would be very interesting indeed
if a Thai text were to contain this five hundred year date, and the editions should be carefully
checked, which I regret I am not able to do at present,
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monastic community means that there are only two [Buddha/monastic
community, and Dharma). And that being so, the [Vinaya] injunction
‘Monks, I stipulate novice ordination and full ordination by going to
these three refuges’?! is not effective for either novice ordination or full
ordination. So you are neither ordained nor a householder. When the
Perfect Buddha sits in the Perfume Chamber, the monks perform the
uposatha rite, the pavarana and the ecclesiastical acts of the monastic
community. From the fact of the Teacher’s being included in the
monastic community those ecclesiastical acts would become reversible,
but they are not.?? Therefore it is not acceptable to say ‘The Teacher is
included within the monastic community.” *

There are a number of crucial issues raised here. The central ones
include the following: the opponent, the Sophist, suggests that not only are
donations made to the monastic community productive of great merit, but this
merit is greater than that produced by donations to the Buddha himself,
Moreover, the Buddha is to be considered as included within the monastic
community, and therefore donations to the monastic community are by
definition also donations to the Buddha, which leads to the conclusion that
separate donations to the Buddha are unnecessary.

What is at stake here does not, at least initially, appear to be any issue of
doctrinal systematics, but rather a very practical and essentially economic
question: to whom are gifts to be offered, and who is to benefit from gifts
offered to the monastic community? The opinion of Buddhaghosa, the author
of the commentary, which ipso facto represents the dominant and orthodox
Theravada view, is that the primacy of the Buddha cannot be challenged by
the idea that the monastic community may compete with him for patronage.
Although one issue is certainly that of economics, and specifically the
legitimacy of directing donations to one recipient or another, there is also a
connected doctrinal question: just what is the status of the Buddha? For
although the narrative time of the Dakkhinavibharga Sutta is of course the

21 Oldenberg 1879-1883:1.22.21-22.

22 That such ecclesiastical acts would be subject to reversal ot be illegal (kuppa, Sanskrit kopya) is
due to the Vinaya legal requirement that all members of the community be present during the
execution of an act. Were the Buddha, counted as a monk, to remain nevertheless in his chamber
and hence not be present among the rest of the community, the assembly would be incomplete and
its actions invalid. Therefore, argues Buddhaghosa, the Buddha cannot be considered to be g
monk.

Gregory Schopen points out to me that the Perfume Chamber is unknown to the Pili canon, and
thus Buddhaghosa’s argument here is clearly informed by other, non- or post-canonical sources.
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time of the Buddha, an imaginary present when the Buddha walks the earth
along with his disciples, for the sufta’s authors as much as for its
commentator their world was in reality one in which the Buddha as a human
presence had already ceased to exist. We will see below that Buddhist
authors, including Buddhaghosa, were quite well aware of this.

To help us understand the debate we find in Buddhaghosa’s
commentary, it will be very helpful if we can identify the Sophist whose
views contradict those of the Theravdda orthodoxy. Happily, we have
excellent evidence in this regard. In the very first place, valuable indications
come to us from a number of interrelated doxological treatises: Bhavya’s
Nikayabhedavibhangavyakhyana (in fact an extract from his Tarkajvala) and
Vinitadeva’s Samayabhedoparacanacakrasya Nikdyabhedopadarsana-
samgraha, both preserved only in Tibetan, and Vasumitra’s Samayabhedo-
paracanacakra, of which we have one Tibetan and three Chinese
translations.?® In the course of laying out the doctrinal positions of a number
of different Buddhist schools, all of these texts in their various versions set
forth the following thesis:

Bhavya:? sangs rgyas ni dge ’dun gyi khongs su gtog(s) pa’o || dge
‘dun ni "bras bu chen po "byung bar byed kyi sangs rgyas ni de lta ma yin no||

The Buddha is included in the monastic community. The monastic
community generates a great result [from donations to it], but this is not

" 0 with respect to the Buddha.

Vinitadeva:? ston pa ni dge 'dun gyi nang du gtogs te | de’i phyir
dge dun la phul ba lhag par don che o ||

The Teacher is included within the monastic community. Therefore
the benefit of giving to the monastic community is greater.

Vasumitra:?® sangs rgyas ni dge ’dun la dmigs so || dge ’dun la phul
ba ni “bras bu che’o || sangs rgyas la ni ma yin no ||

The Buddha is perceived to be in the monastic community. [So,]
giving to the monastic community has a great result. [Giving] to the
Buddha does not.

23 T. 2031 252885%; T. 2032 +/\EHR; T. 2033 THER.

24 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 28.14—16 and the better text published by Miyasaka Yiisho Eix
El# in Takai 1928/1978: 23.8-10; Derge Tanjur 3856, dbu ma, dza 152al. See Bareau 1954—
1956: 180. Here and below I follow Miyasaka’s readings.

25 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 44.34-16; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 35.4-5. See Barean
1954-1956: 198.

26 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 15,10—12; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 12.14-15. See Bareau
1954-1956: 261-262.
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Xuanzang:® PR, MafgE. EEAR. FEIEHH.

Because the Buddha is in the monastic community, one who gives
to the community will immediately obtain a great result, but not one who
gives separately to the Buddha.

Paramartha:*® KR4 i, EHHIARBBRAA, & J HEU AR R &

The Buddha is in the community. If one gives to the community,
the result one obtains will be great. If one gives separately to the
Buddha, the merit [one obtains] will be less than [what one obtains from
giving to the community].

Anonymous:® {4, AIBHHEERE. L,

The Buddha is in the monastic community. If one is capable of
giving to the monastic community, one will obtain a result, but not [if
one gives to] the Buddha.

Although there are the kind of trivial differences in wording one would
expect from any group of independent transiations of the same text, the
central point is crystal clear: The Buddha is a member of the monastic
community. Because of this fact, donations made to the monastic community
yield greatet karmic results than donations made to the Buddha alone. This is
of course precisely, and virtually verbatim, the position set forth by the
Sophist in the Majjhimanikaya commentary we noticed above. And the clue
we have been looking for to identify that Sophist is right here: this thesis is
listed as one of the doctrinal stances held by the Mahi§asaka school, a fact
which goes some way toward supporting the hypothesis hesitantly proposed
by Mori on the basis of more limited evidence.

It is significant that the same doxographic texts also present a position
directly contrary to this Mahi§asaka view, categorizing it as one belonging to
the Dharmaguptakas. We again read:

27 T. 2031 (XLIX) 17al2; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 73-74. Translated in Masuda 1925: 62.
Probably it is on the basis of this very text that Kuiji makes the same claim in his encyclopedic
Dacheng fayuan yilin-zhang KFeEFEBRE T. 1861 (XLV) 346¢3-5 (juan 6). See Tomomatsu
1932: 152,

28 T. 2033 (XLIX) 221-2; Teramoto and Hiramatsia 1935: 73-74,

29 T. 2032 (XLIX) 19b24-25; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 73—74. This translation is aftributed
in many catalogues to Paramartha (T. 2034 [XLIX] 99a; T. 2147 [LV] 156al; T. 2148 [LV]
188¢24; T. 2149 [LV] 266a29, 301b10, 325al6; T. 2151 [LV] 364c15-16; T. 2153 [LV]
435b18-19). However, the detailed consideration in the Kaiyuan shijiao-lu BITTRE#$% (T. 2154
[L.V] 621c1-5; repeated in T. 2157 [LV] 955a15-20) refutes this, and mentions the suggestion that
the translation is due to Kumarajiva. (See also T. 2154 [LV] 519al, 538¢16-17.) The issue has
been discussed in Mochizuki 1932-1936: 169bc, and Kanakura 1962: 275-76 (who seems to be
willing to accept the attribution to Kumarajiva).
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Bhavya:* sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun gyi khongs su gtogs pa ma yin
no || sangs rgyas las ‘bras bu chen po 'byung ba de ltar*' dge 'dun las
ni ma yin no |[*?

The Buddha is not included in the monastic community.
[Donations] to the Buddha generate a great result, but it is not so [for
donations made] to the monastic community.

Vinitadeva:** sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun gyi nang du ma gtogs so ||
sangs rgyas la phul ba ’bras bu che’o ||

The Buddha is not included within the monastic community.
Presentations to the Buddha have a great result.

Vasumitra:>* sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun la dmigs so || sangs rgyas la
phul ba ni *bras bu che ba’o || dge 'dun la ni ma yin no ||

The Buddha is perceived to be in the monastic community.
{Hence,] presentations to the Buddha have a great result. Those to the
monastic community do not.

Xuanzang:® (HEEFEREFITER, ANEMHEAR, FRE. HREREM
BE, EERR

Although the Buddha is included within the monastic community,
separate donations to the Buddha have a great result, not those to the
monastic community. The action of making offerings to the stiipa
generates a great result.

Paramartha:®® f§sh (et &, RECLBURISHE R, SEOORE
RBo

The Buddha, Blessed One, is in the monastic community.
Generating reverence for the stlipa has a special result. Reverence for
the monastic community does not [produce a result] equal to this.

30 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 29.7-9; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 23.22-23; Derge Tanjur
3856, dbu ma, dza 152a4. See Bareau 1954—1956: 181. Bareau (181, n. 3) correctly notes that the
Tibetan text printed by Teramoto has omitted a necessary negation, which is however found in
Miyasaka’s edition (without variants) and the Derge Tarkajvald text. Almost certainly this merely
represents a misprint in Teramoto’s edition (in which they are, unfortunately, common).

31 v.l. dag for ltar.

32 I understand here both times /a for /as, in accord with the context and parallels.

33 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 44.7-8; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 35.8-9. See Bareau
1954-1956: 198.

34 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 16.5-7; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 13.5-7. See Bareau
1954-1956: 192,

35 T. 2031 (XLIX) 17a23-25; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 79, Translated in Masuda 1925: 64. It
is not clear whether the last phrase should form a separate item, as understood for instance by
Masuda 1925: 64, but perhaps not. (The stiipa is, of course, functionally equivalent to the
Buddha.)

36 T. 2033 (XLIX) 22b13-14; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935; 79.
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Anonymous:*’ #igEfé b, ARMMHBRREE. JE,

The Buddha is not in the monastic community. If one is capable of
giving to the Buddha, one will obtain a great result, but not [if one gives
to] the monastic community.

Aside from the very odd fact that the Tibetan translation and the Chinese
translations of Xuanzang and Paramartha of Vasumitra’s treatise appear to
have omitted a negation, since they state (somewhat incoherently) the
Buddha to be included within the monastic community, the basic meaning is
clear here as well.*® For the Dharmaguptakas the Buddha is separate from the
monastic community, and donations to him (or to the stiipa, his presence after
his nirvana) are more meritorious than those to the monastic community. At
a casual glance there might seem to be a coincidence between the
Dharmaguptaka position and that asserted by Buddhaghosa but, as we will
see, in fact the classic Theravada position is much closer to that of the Mahi-
$§asakas than it is to that of the Dharmaguptakas.

While obviously we cannot always be sure that our doxographical texts
correctly represent the doctrines of the schools whose views they purport to
cite, in the present case we have some additional evidence supporting the
hypothesis that the position of Buddhaghosa’s opponent corresponds to that
of the Mahisasaka school, since other sources contain the same indication.
For instance, in section 33 of the so-called *Satyasiddhi or *Tattvasiddhi (5,
E %) of Harivarman, apparently a work of the Bahuérutiya school,®® the
Mahisasaka position is explicitly described. There we find the following
passage:* :

R=HRE=1=
REE. EESBEHEAS. MEMEK

37 T. 2032 (XLIX) 19¢3—4; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 79.

38 It seems evident that Xuanzang sensed the problem here, for which he apparently attempted to

compensate by the addition of “although.” Why the negation might have been missing from the
completely independent manuscripts of the Sanskrit original which beyond doubt stood behind
the different translations I cannot say. Because the doctrinal point is so clear, the case is quite
puzzling.
This problem has been noted by Tomomatsu 1932: 202-206. One hypothesis he suggests is a
possible shift over time in the doctrine, but we cannot reconcile this with the agreement between
T. 2032, the anonymous translation, and Vinitadeva, probably our earliest and latest sources,
respectively.

39 But it is said to incorporate Sarvdstivada and Sautrantika elements as well; see Tsukamoto,
Matsunaga, and Isoda 1990: 71.

40 T. 1646 (XXXII) 258¢c20-259a7 (juan 3). Translated in Sastri 1978: 6566, with a large number
of serious errors. See Tomomatsu 1970: 184-194.
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EH, BHBEDER, PR AR - ER - AR BAR, BHZE
B, HEWEBERD., BRUAESL, NUEEEE,. RO%H. HBHER
i, IR,

MH. MEEZE. EARE. ARMHE,

HH, HWEBAEM. KRN REES. EBHME,

MH. fiF, 28, DURERE. MRHERR. REMEA,

EH, BERELES. RHUBEREWHEN. BB B ARRK.
AIRER.

MiH. #EERRESEA, SFRE, BEEES. #rn2NURE
M

EH, HURME. BARARFEREBIEBABEE, AR
RENHAEMET. X HAAMBE . TARERMES, X U=%
il HAERTD,

The commentator says: The Mahidasaka practitioners say: The
Buddha is within the monastic community.*!

Answer: If you state that the Buddha is part of the four groups —
the group of beings, the group of those who are born, the group of
humans, the group of noble humans*? — then there is no objection. If
you are saying that the Buddha is among the auditors (*sravaka), then
this is an error. They are called “auditors” because they hear the teaching
and obtain awakening. Because the Buddha’s characteristics are
different, he is not among them.

Objection: The Buddha is the head of those who dwell in the
monastic community.** If someone donates [something to him], this is
called donating to the monks.

Answer: To which monks does this donation belong? The scripture
has a small lacuna. It should say “the donation belongs to the Buddha
and the community.”

Objection: The Buddha said [in the Daksinavibhanga Sitra):
“Gotami, donate these robes to the monastic community. Through this
you honor me with offerings, and honor the monastic community with
offerings as well.”

41 We might more literally translate #87E® % as “the Buddha is numbered among the monks,” but
since I think that # here likely represents gana (and thus *bhiksugana or sanghagana?), I have
translated in accord with this undérstanding.

42 The meaning of these four groups is highly problematic, and my translations speculative.

43 This is an odd characterization to attribute to the Mahi$dsakas. See the discussion below of the
expression buddhapramukha bhiksusangha.
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Answer: The Buddha intended to say with these words “by
honoring me with offerings, these things [you donate] honor the
monastic community with offerings.” As the scripture says: “If one
tends the sick, then [through] this he looks after me.”*

Objection: People who are endowed with sagely good qualities —
Sariputra and so on — are all counted among the monastic community.
The Buddha is also so [included within the monastic community],
because his characteristics are the same.

Answer: If it is a matter of having the same qualities, then all
ordinary beings (*pythagjana) and non-sentient beings should also be
enumerated among the monastic community, which is not an acceptable
conclusion (*na yujyate). Therefore we know that the Buddha is not
located in the monastic community. Also, the Buddha does not
participate in ecclesiastical acts (*karman) of the monastic community,
nor is he treated in the same way in regard to other monastic duties.
Also, because of the distinction of the Three Jewels, the Buddha is not
located in the monastic community [but constitutes a separate category,
so that therre are three jewels, not twol.

The general attitude of this text, and many of its specific arguments,
have much in common with Buddhaghosa’s treatment. For Harivarman, the
Buddha stands outside the monastic community, perhaps even more radically
than he does for Buddhaghosa, and the same sorts of appeals are made, for
example to the logic of the three jewels, which would be two rather than three
were the Buddha and the monastic community coincident. The argument that
the Buddha does not participate in ecclesiastical acts is identical to that
offered by Buddhaghosa. In addition, whatever differences there may be
between the positions of Harivarman and Buddhaghosa themselves, the
similarity of the views of their respective opponents once again does support
the hypothesis that Buddhaghosa’s Sophist, like Harivarman’s critic, is also
a Mahi$asaka.

It is interesting to remark here that, although the materials are
frustratingly fragmentary, at least similar arguments are clearly contained in

44 Compare the expression in the Pali Vinaya, Mahavagga VII1.26.3 (Oldenberg 1879-1883: i.
302.19-20): yo bhikkhave marh upatthaheyya so gildnam upatthahissati. Perhaps even closer is
the expression in the Ekottarikdagama T. 125 (11.4) (IT) 569¢1-2 (juan 5): I ERERE, NSHK
BRE. HEHE. HBERL. Alsoquoted by Vasumitra and Sanghabhadra in the Zunpoxumi
pusa sugfi-lun BEFEERFFER T. 1549 (XXVII) 76822627 (juan 6). The point is the
reciprocal identity of the Buddha and the monastic community, not the inclusion of one within the
other.
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the so-called Spitzer manuscript, the earliest surviving philosophical
manuscript from India. There we find in Sanskrit an expression precisely
parallel to that in the doxologies quoted above, buddhah samghe nopalabhya
(te), and another very close to an expression we have just seen in
Harivarman’s text: ye dcaryyagunasamanyavisesayuktah sarghe
sayuktah atah pasyamah bhagavan api sarhghe iti, meaning that “the general
and specific qualities of the Buddha are present in his disciples ..., and
therefore ‘we’ see that he too is in the sangha.”* As noted by Eli Franco, who
is now studying these materials, already in 1962 Yiishd Miyasaka detected
similarities between the Spitzer text and the *Satyasiddhi,*” an impression
only reinforced by this passage. It is a shame that the Spitzer text has come
down in such a partial condition, which does not permit us to more fully
appreciate its arguments here. )

A doctrinal position similar to that attributed to the Mahi§asaka in the
*Satyasiddhi, offered here however without any such attribution, is also
mentioned and criticized in the Mahayana * Upasakasila-siitra. Although the
text has a complex history, and a portion of it even appears to be based upon
the Bodhisattvabhiimi,*® this is not relevant for the material of interest to us
here. We find there the passage:*°

EHUSHAME, BHTA, M. #EABNEZRL=H
mﬂm ‘ E%%mo
- If someone were to say that the Buddha is a part of the monastic
community, this is not acceptable. Why? If the Buddha were part of the
monastic community, then there would be no Three Jewels, no three
refuges, and no four indestructible faiths [in the Three Jewels and the
monastic discipline].

There is very little question that, despite the absence of attribution, we may
now recognize this as a Mahi$asaka position, although the siitra’s silence as

45 In Franco 2000, folio 80b1. Above we noticed that Vasumitra writes sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun la
dmigs so, and suggested that at the second occurrence of this expression a negation is missing.
The Sanskrit here would be reflected in this Tibetan expression perfectly, were a negation to be
added to the latter.

46 In Franco 2000, folio 374b1. The English is also Franco’s.

47 Franco 2000: 107, referring to Miyasaka 1962 (passim, but see esp. p. 674), For the materials and
an attempt at interpretation see Franco 2000: 86, and 98—108. I am grateful to Dr. Franco for his
kindness in quickly sending me copies of his relevant publications.

48 See Tsuchihashi 1964.

49 T. 1488 (XXIV) 1061b23-25 (juan 5). Also translated in Shih 1991: 127.
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to its source renders it of little direct use to us here.

Equally without provenance is the recounting of the episode of
Gautami’s gift in the Chuyao-jing, an Udanavarga commentary and
therefore evidently a Sarvastivadin work which, however, illustrates the
same standpoint:*°

BHER, ABEESBHAGRE. DeBBARERNK, B
REE, REKMHE. BERAR, MSBEARB. EFRBARZ—E. G
War. WRILSBBRARERER, MRS, BN HREZER,
HRAERTEED,

Long ago, when the Buddha was still in the world, Mahaprajapati
Gautami, the Buddha’s maternal aunt, presented to the Tathagata a robe
made from finely woven gold threads. The Buddha said to
Mahaprajapati: “Now, if you want to present it, you should direct it to
the community. What is the point of aiming it to me alone? I am [but]
one member of the community, and I have [only] a minute share. Go and
give this robe made from finely woven gold threads to the noble
community.” The Tathagata is the most honored one in the three worlds.
But [even] he could not accept this religious gift (*dharmadana), and
declining and passing it on to the noble community he did not keep it for
himself.

The expression “I have [only] a minute share” here is significant. As we
will see below, according to Buddhaghosa, for example, items gifted to the
Buddha and monastic community are to be divided evenly between them,
with half going to the Buddha and halfto the rest of the monks. The Chuyao-
Jing seems to suggest that the Buddha is to receive only a single share, not
half of all shares of whatever is donated. This too appears to correspond to
Mahiéasaka doctrine.

A further passage of interest is found in the *Abhiniskramana-siitra,
which explicitly identifies its source here as the scholars of the Mahisisaka
school, /B##§ifi.>! In this account of King Bimbisara’s attempt to give the
Bamboo Grove (Venuvana) to the Buddha, we find the following:*

50 T. 212 (IV) 69abl13—18 (juan 15). See Tomomatsu 1970: 87—102, and on the text in general
Mizuno 1981: 359-476. The coincidence of the Mahi$asaka and early Sarvastivada viewpoints
concerning the doctrine in question is noted below.

51 T. 190 (1II) 860c19 (juan 44).

52 T. 190 (IIT) 860b28—¢19 (juan 44). This passage was translated, or better paraphrased, in Beal
1875: 314, but so freely as to obscure every essential point. It was translated and studied by
Tomomatsu 1932: 129-133.
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B, HEEEE - MAMS, KEHE, WTEREESERNERER.
TEEREAGE, W HEM: DUL T AR AG FE T R DR AR

R BEHEES. UR. KE, EREERTHE, BEWE
AR,

Be, SHEENBHES. MHER, & HEE. RUTE. Fi&
. HEitYk, HAHS. EREE, WIKERBHEE. HERRE
ANEHE, RSGFHEHGHEBRMS, AR, EREENNZA =
BB

AR BRI, R, -

RS - AR, £E, MEXELES, K#ELE, #S5ER
R B B R,

At that time King Bimbisdra ... spoke to the Buddha, saying:
“Greatly Noble Blessed One, this Bamboo Grove is neither too far from
nor too close to Rdjagrha, [meets a number of other conditions detailed
in the text previously], and is splendid as a practice ground for good
people. Please tell me, Blessed One, the procedure for offering this
Bamboo Grove to the Blessed One as a place for sitting in meditation.”

At that time the Buddha said to King Bimbisara: “So it is, Great
king. If you want to offer the Bamboo Grove to me, I ordain (*anu-
Janami) that it be offered [instead] to the universal monastic community
of the four quarters.”

Then King Bimbisara spoke to the Buddha, saying: “[I will do] as
the Blessed One instructs.” And King Bimbiséra, rising from his seat,
took in his hands a golden vase, and offered water to the Blessed One.
Then he again spoke to the Blessed One, saying: “Excellent, Blessed
One! This Bamboo Grove is close to Rajagrha, [meets the other
conditions], and is splendid as a practice ground for good people. Now
I present it to the Buddhas, Blessed Ones, and the universal monastic
community of the four quarters. After the presentation, please, Blessed
One, consent to accept it out of compassion for me.”

The Blessed One accepted it then out of compassion. ...

At that time the Blessed One assembled the great community, and
having assembled it spoke then to the monks, saying: “You monks, from
now on I allow monks to themselves take possession of groves.”

There are several peculiarities in this passage. In conformity with the
expected Mahiéasaka stance, the Buddha declines a gift offered to him
personally and directs that it be given instead to the community at large. But
when Bimbisara actually makes the gift, which the Buddha accepts, he seems
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to subvert that intention by presenting it to the Buddhas (plural!) and the
universal community. However, the expression #E{f{H2ERMHE is odd.
What might it mean in such a context to speak of plural Buddhas? And how
are we to understand the plural suffix % standing at the end? There is only
one universal community, but it might be possible to see a reference to the
(plural) monks of that community. On the other hand, the Buddha’s
permission, given at the end of the passage, for monks to take possession of
(literally, accumulate) groves seems to suggest that acquisition of offerings
should be done by the monks, rather than by the Buddha, which is to say,
practically speaking, the stiipa or Buddha image. Despite these ambiguities,
which merit further study, the overall position of this passage does seem to
conform to what we expect of the Mahi$asaka ideology.

If the materials we have cited so far are still not decisive, further
confirmation, which may be considered almost conclusive, is happily to be
found in the unique Mahi$asaka text available to us, that sect’s own Vinaya,
the Mishasaibu hexi wufenlii T85> ZEE BT 2. Since this is a work of the
sect itself, there can be no question here of any possible false attribution of
views. And precisely the indications we wish to find do indeed appear. In this
Vinaya’s account of King Bimbiséra’s attempt to give the Kalandaka-nivapa
(Venuvana) to the Buddha, we read:*

B, AblER. HERS, THEAOMR. HEERZ. #E5. E0E

8, REM[P, EEH. DUBENITE,

The Buddha said: “Give it to the monastic community. The merit
of this is much greater.”

The king again said to the Buddha: “Please agree to accept it.”

The Buddha said: “Just donate it to the monastic community. I am
part of the monastic community.”

The king then agreed to this, and donated it to the monastic
community of the four quarters.

In contrast to the somewhat confusing version attributed to the
Mahisasaka in the *Abhiniskramana-siitra, the Mahidasaka Vinaya’s own
version of the same episode explicitly states the basic principles we have
attributed to this school. This stance is reinforced in another instance, in the
same Vinaya’s story of Amrapali’s donation of her mango grove to the

53 T. 1421 (XXII) 110bl-4 (juan 16). The passage has also been translated by Bareau 1963: 337,
and 1966: 52.
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community, where we find the following:**

RS, BAMEREBPHES— REHEFIREE, SEity,
FRENZ., S, FLUEEEARE. BLEMU EH. #E. BIHEE,
RAEMBE. BT HE DIES,

[Amrapali] said to the Buddha: “Among the gardens of Vaifali, this
is the finest. From the beginning I have tended this garden with the
desire for the merit [to be gained from its donation]. Now I present it to
the Blessed One. Please accept it.”

The Buddha said: “Give it to the monastic community, and you will
obtain great results.”

Amrapali repeated her request to the Buddha as before. The
Buddha said: “Just give it to the monastic community. I am within the
monastic community.”

Amrapali agreed to this, and gave it to the monastic community.

These passages lead us virtually beyond doubt to the conclusion that the
position attributed to the Sophist in the Majjhimanikdya commentary
corresponds to the stance of the Mahisasakas.>® This conclusion is only
strengthened by the fact that, as Mori has also pointed out,¢ the Indic
Mahi$asaka Vinaya manuscript later translated into Chinese by *Buddhajiva
B pEf+ with Zhisheng # 8% and others was acquired by Faxian % § in
Ceylon.>” This shows quite nicely that right around the time of Buddhaghosa,
in the early fifth century of the Common Era, original Mahi§asaka literature
was available in Ceylon.”® All of this seems to fit together well.

54 T. 1421 (XXII) 136al1~15 (juan 20). Also translated in Bareau 1966: 53, and Tomomatsu 1932:
443445,

55 The comparative importance of these passages was observed by Bareau 1963: 341, and 1966.
Unfortunately, as he himself feared the crucial characteristic of the Mahi$asaka formulation
escaped Boucher 2000: 68 in his reference to Bareau’s arguments. (Incidentally, as far as I have
noted, in none of his various references to the issue does Bareau evince any familiarity with the
work of Tomomatsu, despite the fact that already in Tomomatsu 1931: 324~333 he discussed the
matter, in French and in the Journal Asiatique.)

56 Mori 1982: 13 (176).

57 According to the Gaoseng Faxian-zhuan E{§iEREM T. 2085 (LI) 865¢24; see also Nagasawa
1996: 118-120, (Translations in Legge 1886: 111, and Giles 1923: 76, although the latter is
virtually incomprehensible.) See also Hirakawa 1960: 142~143. Note that Faxian also apparently
acquired there a Dirghdgama, which was however never translated, and a Sarvastivada
Samyukiagama. See de Jong 1981, and Enomoto 1986.

58 Buddhaghosa’s dates are controversial, but von Hinllber places him between 370 and 450 (von
Hintiber 1996 §207). Faxian was in Ceylon between 409 and 411 (Nagasawa 1996: 120, n. 6).
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We have come rather far in our efforts to understand the short passage
from Buddhaghosa’s commentary to the Majjhimanikaya with which we
began. But we have yet to fully determine why and how Buddhaghosa framed
his arguments as he did. To pursue this question we must return to the
Dakkhinavibhanga Sutta with which we began our inquiry. We find there, a
bit further along than the passage with which we began, two enumerations of
gifts, listed in descending order of value.*® This indeed constitutes part of the
core of the text, and accounts for its title, “Exposition on offerings.” The first
of fourteen gifts directed toward individuals (patipuggalika dakkhina) is that
offered to the Buddha, followed by that offered to a Paccekabuddha,
Tathagatasavaka arahant, and so on. More directly interesting for us is the
listing of seven offerings made to the monastic community (sanghagata
dakkhind). The first four are those made to:

1) the/a dual monastic community [of monks and nuns] headed by the
Buddha, buddhapamukhe ubhatosanghe danam

2) the/a dual monastic community after the death of the Tathagata,
tathagate parinibbute ubhatosanghe danam

3) the/a community of monks, bhikkhusangha

4) the/a community of nuns, bhikhhunisangha

The Chinese translations are not perfectly parallel here.®® The * Gaurami-
siitra in the Madhyamagama has:%!

1) R, #EY., EHER&IER, When the Buddha was in the
world, and the Buddha was the head (?),% the gift made to the Buddha and
the/a community of monks.

2) HEBHEREIRA, B_%®R, Not long after the Blessed One has
attained nirvana, the gift made to the/a dual community.

3) HMElkE#R, The gift made to the/a community of monks.

4) HEMFfE®R, The gift made to the/a community of nuns.

59 Chalmers 1899: 254.27-255.33; translated also in Nanamoli 1995: 1104—1105.

60 Things also seem to have been handled rather differently in the Central Asian Sanskrit text, at
least as far as one can judge from the very fragmentary remains in Waldschmidt, Clawiter and
Sander-Holtzmann 1971: §979.

61 T.26 (108) (I) 722a22-26 (juan 47).

62 Although awkward, evidently this is to be understood in light of the term buddhapamukha.
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The *Daksinavibhanga has a rather odd ordering and formulation:%3

1) HEfEBint, sE@&R, The gift made to the/a communities of monks
when the Buddha was present before them.

2) M. BRI, The gift made to the/a communities of monks
after the Buddha has perished.

3) HatWE, @HER. The gift made to the/a community of nuns
after the Buddha has perished. A

4) M. MBWBE R, The gift made to the/a dual community
of monks and nuns after the Buddha has perished.

Setting aside the various problems attending these variant textual
traditions, discussed by Tomomatsu without any convincing conclusions, we
may once again turn to Buddhaghosa’s commentary in the Papaficasiidani
and his treatment of this list. For here too he appeals to the same discussion,
and the same central sentence, we have seen repeatedly explained in various
ways above:%*

satta kho panima ti kasma arabhi | “sanghe gotami dehi sanghe te
dinne aha’i ceva piijito bhavissami sangho ca” ti hi vutta? | tattha sattasu
thanesu dinnadanarh sanghe dinnarh nama hoti ti dasseturh imarh
desanarh drabhi | tattha buddhappamukhe ubhatosanghe ti ekato
bhikkhusangho ekato bhikkhunisangho satthd majjhe nisinno hoti ti |
ayam buddhapamukho ubhatosangho nama | ... kith pana fathagate
parinibbute buddhappamukhassa ubhatosanghassa danam daturh sakka
ti | sakka | katharh | ubhatosanghassa hi pamukhe sadhatukarh patimarh
asane thapetvd ddharakam patthapetva® dakkhinodakarh adirh katva
sabbarh satthu pathamarh datva ubhatosanghassa databbam | evam
buddhappamukhassa ubhatosanghassa danarh dinnarh nama hoti | tattha
yarh satthu dinnarh tarh kirh katabban ti | yo sattharam patijaggati
vattasampanno bhikkhu tassa databbarh | pitusantakafi hi puttassa
papunati | bhikkhusanghassa daturh pi vattati | sappitelani pana gahetva
dipa jalitabba satakarh gahetva pataka aropetabba ti |

Why [do we find here the passage which] begins by saying “there

63 T. 84 (I) 904al6-19.

64 Homer 1938: 73.8-30; Dhammagiri-Pali-Ganthamala series, vol. 18 (Igatpuri: Vipassana
Research Institute, 1995): 235.9-21. The only textual variant is at a), where the Burmese text has
thapetva.
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are these seven”? For earlier it was stated: “Give it to the monastic
community, Gotami. If it is given to the monastic community, both I and
the monastic community will be honored with offerings.” It begins with
this exposition in order to show that the gifts which are given in these
seven cases are given precisely to the monastic community. There “so
the dual monastic community with the Buddha at its head” means the
community of monks is on one side, the community of nuns on the other,
and the Teacher is seated in the middle. This is what is meant by the dual
monastic community with the Buddha at its head. ... Now, is it possible
to give offerings to the dual monastic community with the Buddha at its
head after the Tathagata has attained nirvana? 1t is possible. How?
Having placed an image containing a relic on an altar at the head of the
dual community and setting up a stand, starting with offerings of water
giving all of those first of all to the Teacher, one must [then] give them
to the dual community. Thus the offering is given to the dual monastic
community with the Buddha at its head. What is to be done with what
was offered to the Teacher? The ritually observant monk who prepares
[the offerings] for the teacher shail be given them, for the son comes into
his father’s possessions.®® It is also right to give it to the community of
monks. Again, lamps should be lit with ghee and sesame oil, and
banners should be raised with cloths.

With this we move firmly into the realm of the material, and begin to
confront the practical question of the economic significance and implications
of the configurations discussed so far only in a rather abstract way.
Buddhaghosa clarifies here precisely what it means to make and accept
donations to a monastic community with the Buddha at its head, and most
importantly how this will function in an age when the Buddha is no more
present in a manner which would enable him to consume what he is offered.
An elaborated version of this very same discussion is found in Buddha-
ghosa’s Vinaya commentary, the Samantapasadika:®®

65 Gregory Schopen brought to my attention the parallel expression arhati putrah paitrkasya in the
Civaravastu of the Miilasarvastivada Vinaya (Dutt 1939—-1959: 2.125.8-9), although the context
is different. The notion of the son’s right to inherit is treated in quite overwhelming detail in the
Dharmagastra literature (see Kane 1968-1977: III, 543-661), but the most generalized notion is
captured in this simple expression.

66 Takakusu and Nagai 1924-1947: 1142.34-1143.23; Dhammagiri-Pali-Ganthamala series, vol. 94
(Igatpuri: Vipassana Research Institute, 1998): 398.16-399.5. Commenting on Mahavagga VIIL,
32 (Oldenberg 1879-1883: i.309.31-32). The following instatices of disagreement between the
PTS edition and the Burmese may be noted:
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pubbe* buddhappamukhassa ubhatosanghassa dénarh denti
bhagavd majjhe nisidati dakkhinato bhikkii vamato bhikkhuniyo
nisidanti bhagavda ubhinnarh sanghatthero tada bhagava attana
laddhapaccaye attanapi paribhuiijati bhikkhtinarh pi dapeti |

etarahi pana panditamanussa sadhatukarh patimam va cetiyarh va
thapetva buddhappamukhassa ubhatosanghassa danam denti | patimaya
va cetiyassa va purato ddhdrake pattarh thapetva dakkhinodakarh datva
buddhanath dema ti tattha yarh pathamarh khadaniyarh bhojaniyam
denti viharam va Zharitva idam cetiyassa dema ti pindapatan ca
malagandhadini ca denti | tattha katharh patipajjitabban ti |

malagandhadini tava cetiye aropetabbani vatthehi pataka telena
padipa katabba ‘

pindapatamadhuphanitddini pana yo nibaddhacetiyajaggako® hoti
pabbajito va gahattho va tassa® databbani | nibaddhajaggake asati
ahatabhattarh®” thapetva vattar katva paribhufijiturh vattati | upakatthe
kdle bhufijitva? paccha pi vattarh kiturh vattati yeva |

“malagandhadisu ca yarh kinci idarh haritva cetiyassa ptijam®
karotha” ti vutte dGram? pi haritva pGjetabbarh |

“bhikkhusanghassa® hara” ti vutte pi haritabbarh | sace pana “aharh
pinddya carami #sanasaldya bhikkhi atthi te Zharissant?™ ti vutte
“bhante tuhyath yeva dammi” ti vadati bhufijiturh vattati | atha pana
“bhikkhusanghassa dassami” ti harantassa gacchato antard va kalo
upakattho hoti attano papetva bhufijiturh vattati |

a) PTS:, adds pi b) PTS: nibaddhari cetiyapatijaggako ¢) PTS: tasseva

d) PTS: bhaiijitva  e) PTS: cetiyapuijarh ) PTS: diire g) B: bhikkhuri sanghassa

h) PTS: harissanti

The corresponding Chinese translation is brief, T. 1462 (XXIV) 794c28-795a2 (juan 17): # A
AR, USBHIRET. WMRESR. HEHBILERR. HEHHILE, ARG
8%, “If someone were to bring food and drink and offer it to the Buddha and the monastic
community, placing it in a bowl before the Buddha and carrying out the [ritual offering] practices
in sequence, who will be able to eat the Buddha’s food? If there is a monk who serves the Buddha,
he is able to eat it. If there is no monk who serves the Buddha, and there is a layperson who serves
the Buddha, he then may eat it.”” The translation in Bapat and Hirakawa 1970: 524 adds in brackets
that it is an image of the Buddha that is in question, but it seems significant to me that the text
does not say this. On the complex relationship between the Pali Samantapdsadika and its Chinese
version see Mizuno 1937, 1938.

It is true that von Hinitber (1996: 108-109, §220), in discussing the authorship of the
Samantapasadika, suggested that “perhaps three different specialists were at work, when S
[amanta) p [asadika] as a whole was created,” going on in fact to say that “there is no evidence
that the chief redactor was Buddhaghosa.” Nevertheless, with regard to the present passage, its
close association with the just quoted passage in the Majjhimanikdya commentary strongly
suggests a common authorship.

67 Not noted in Trenckner et al. 1924~
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In the past, [donors] donated gifts to the dual monastic community
with the Buddha at its head; the Blessed One sat in the middle, the
monks sat on his right and the nuns on his left, with the Blessed One the
senior monk of both [communities]. Then the Blessed One consumed by
himself the requisites he had obtained by himself, and had them given
to the.monks as well.

In the present day [in which the living Buddha is not present], wise
men set up an image containing a relic, or a shrine, and donate gifts to
the dual monastic community with the Buddha at its head. Setting a
bowl on a stand in front of the image or the shrine, giving offerings of
water they say “we give to the Buddhas.”® That is, in the first place they
give things to eat and things to drink, or bringing them back to the
monastery they donate their alms and garlands, perfumes and so on,
saying “we give this to the shrine.” How is this practice to be followed?

First, the garlands, perfumes and so on must be put on the shrine,
and banners should be made of cloth and lamps of sesame oil.

The alms, honey, sugar cane juice and so on [which are offered]
should be given to the renunciant or householder who is the regular
caretaker of the shrine. If there is no regular caretaker, [someone else],
taking the food which was brought and following [the appropriate]
custom [such as chanting], may eat it. When time is tight [because the
noontime restriction on eating approaches], it is quite acceptable to
follow [the appropriate] custom after having eaten.

When he is told “Taking whatever it is among garlands, perfumes
and so on, you must give worship to the shrine!” even if [the time for the
ritual] is a long way off he must take it and give it in worship.

When he is told “Take it to the community of monks!” he must take
it [and not eat the food portion himself]. But if [the monk spoken to] says
“I am going for alms. The monks are in the assembly hall. They will use
it,” and [the donor] says “Venerable, I give it to you particularly,” it is
acceptable to eat it. On the other hand, [even when he is told] “I give it
to the community of monks,” as in the case when he is taking it and
going [to deliver it] but time is tight [and he will not be able to deliver it
to the monks in time for them to eat it before the post-noontime restric-
tion comes into effect], it is acceptable for him to help himself and eat it.

There is a great deal of interest in these passages, not least the

68 Sic, plural!
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description of the offering ritual which has, as far as I know, so far hardly
been noted in modern scholarship.%® These descriptions deserve their own
detailed study, but what we have to notice here most is the distribution of
offerings. In a long passage immediately preceding that just quoted from the
Samantapdsadika, detailed rules are set out for the distribution of alms, in
which it is stated that those given to the Buddha and the community must be
divided evenly, one to one, or we may say, half and half.” That is, if one
hundred pieces of fruit are offered to the community of monks and the
Buddha, the community will receive fifty and the Buddha fifty.” Such a
distribution probably would not be advocated by the Mahiéasaka. For them,
at least in Tomomatsu’s opinion, if we assume a community of ninety-nine
monks, a donation of one hundred pieces of fruit to the community would
result in each monk receiving one piece of fruit, and the Buddha, as a monk,
himself also receiving only one piece, the type of distribution we may have
seen implied for instance in the quotation above from the Chuyao-jing.
Buddhaghosa does not agree with this mode of distribution. When we come
to the passage just quoted, however, we see that even the food offered to the
Buddha, by way of offering it to the shrine, almost certainly to be understood
as the stlipa and the image, is in fact passed on to a monk or monks, or
caretaker layman. Here we can see the very similar approach of the Mahi-
$dsaka and of Buddhaghosa and his tradition, in contrast to more radically
separatist schools such as the Dharmaguptaka (and Kasyapiya), for whom
such donations may in no wise be consumed but must rather be left to rot. For
Buddhaghosa, the Buddha is a presence, but within the monastic community,
not outside it. Food offerings are to be made to the Buddha, but these
obviously cannot be consumed by an image or a shrine, and thus they are to
be passed along to the monks, and most particularly to the individual(s)
responsible for preparing the offerings or looking after the shrine. At least in
theory the Mahi§asaka would probably not face the problem of distribution
since they would not, in the first place, encourage donations to the shrine or
image, being more likely to suggest those directed to the monastic
community as generative of greater merit.

We may bring forward one final piece of evidence in an attempt to

69 Rahula 1956: 125 contains the only reference to the Samantapasadika passage I have yet seen,
but even he does net notice the parallel in the Majjhimanikdya commentary.

70 Takakusu and Nagai 1924—1947: 1141.22—1142.34; Dhammagiri-Pali-Ganthamal3 series, vol. 94
(Igatpuri: Vipassana Research Institute, 1998); 397.11-398.16. The Chinese translation is rather
more brief, T. 1462 (XXIV) 794c4-28 (juan 17), translated in Bapat and Hirakawa 1970:
522-524.

71 For this discussion ¢p. Tomomatsu 1932; 154-155.
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understand the origins and structure of Buddhaghosa’s exposition. This
comes in the form of a passage from the Milindapafiha that deals with the
question of the monastic community’s fitness to receive donations. The text’s
fifty-third ‘dilemma,” (V1.3), provides the following:™

bhante nagasena bhasitam petarh bhagavatd matucchaya maha-
pajapatiya gotamiya vassikasatikaya diyamanaya | sanghe gotami dehi |
sanghe te dinne ahafi ceva piyjito bhavissami sangho ca ti | kin nu kho
bhante nagasena tathagato sangharatanato na bhariko na garuko na
dakkhineyyo yarh tathagato sakaya matucchaya sayampifijitarh sayam-
luficitarh sayampothitarh sayarikantitar sayamvayitath vassikasatikam
attano diyamanarh sanghassa dapesi | yadi bhante nigasena tathagato
sangharatanato uttaro bhaveyya adhiko va visittho va mayi dinne
mahapphalarh bhavissati ti na tathagato maétucchdya sayampifijitamh
sayarhluncitarh sayampothitarh tarh vassikasatikarh sanghe dapeyya |
yasma ca kho bhante nigasena tathdgato attinarh na pattiyati na
upanissayati tasma tathdgato méatucchaya tarh vassikasatikarh mwnmrmmmw
dapesiti |

bhasitam petarh maharaja bhagavata matucchaya mahapajapatiya
gotamiya vassikasatikaya diyamanaya | sarighe gotami dehi | sanghe te
dinne aha#i ceva piljito bhavissami sahgho ca ti | tath pana na attano
patiméananassa avipakatiya na adakkhineyyataya api ca kho hitatthaya
anukampaya andgatam addhanarh sangho mam accayena cittikato
bhavissati ti | vijjamane yeva gune parikittayanto evam aha | sanghe
gotami dehi | sanghe te dinne ahafi ceva pijito bhavissami sangho ca ti
| yatha mahardja pitda dharamano yeva amaccabhatabalatthadovarika-
anikatthaparisajjajanamajjhe ranno santike puttassa vijjamanarh yeva
gunarh pakitteti idha thapito andgatam addhanarh janamajjhe pjito
bhavissati ti evameva kho maharija tathdgato hitatthdya anukampaya
anagatam addhanam sangho mam accayena cittikato bhavissati ti
vijjamane yeva gune pakittiyanto evam dha | sanghe gotami dehi |
sanghe te dinne ahan ceva pijjito bhavissami sangho ca ti | na kho
mahardja tavatakena vassikasatikanuppadanamattakena sangho
tathagatato adhiko nama hoti visittho va | yathd maharaja matapitaro
puttdnam ucchadenti parimaddanti nahapenti sambahenti api nu kho
maharaja tavatakena ucchadanaparimaddananahipanasambahanamat-

72 Trenckner 1880: 240.1-242.6. In making my translation I have profited much from Rhys Davids
1894: 5155, and Horner 1964: 44-47.
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takena putto matapituhi adhiko nama hoti visittho va ti |

na hi bhante akamakaraniya bhante puttd matpitunnarh | tasma
matapitaro puttdnarh ucchadanaparimaddananahapanasambahanarh
karonti ti |

evam eva kho maharaja na tavatakena vassikasatikanuppadanam-
attakena sangho tathigatato adhiko ndma hoti visittho va | api ca
tathdagato akamakaraniyarh karonto matucchaya tarh vassikasatikarm
sanghassa ddpesi | yathd va pana mahardja kocid eva puriso ranno
upayanam ahareyya | tarh rdji upayanarh afifiatarassa bhatassa via
balatthassa va sendpatissa va purohitassa va dadeyya api nu kho so
mahdrdja puriso tavatakena upayanapatildbhamattakena rafiida adhiko
nama hoti visittho va ti | .

na hi bhante rajabhattiko bhante so puriso rajipajivi’ | taththane
thapento raja upayanarh deti ti |

evam eva kho mahargja na tavatakena vassikasatikanuppadanam-
attakena safngho tathdgatato adhiko nama hoti visittho va atha kho
tathagatabhattiko tathdgatupajivi’* | tarthine thapento tathdgato
sanghassa vassikasdtikarh dapesi | api ca mah@raja tathagatassa evarh
ahosi | sabhavapatiplijaniyo sangho mama santakena sangharh
patipijessami ti | sanghassa vassikasitikarh dapesi | na mahardja
tathagato attano yeva patipijanath vanneti atha kho ye loke
patipUijanarahd tesam pi tathagato patiplijanamh vanneti | bhasitam
petarh mahardja bhagavatd devatidevena majjhimanikayavaralaficake
dhammadayadadhammapariydye appicchapatittith pakittayamanena |
asu yeva me purimo bhikkhu pujjataro ca pasarhsataro ca ti | natthi
mahardja bhavesu koci satto tathagatato dakkhineyyo va uttaro va
adhiko va visittho va | tathdgato va uttaro adhiko visittho |

[Milinda:] Venerable Nigasena, it was again said by the Blessed One to
his maternal aunt Mahapajapati Gotami, when she was giving him cloth
for use in the rain retreat: ‘Give it to the monastic community, Gotami.
If it is given to the monastic community, both I and the monastic
community will be honored with offerings.” But, Venerable Nagasena, is
the Tathagata less important, less significant, and less worthy of
reverence than the jewel treasure of the monastic community, that the
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community the cloth for use in the rain retreat which she herself had
dyed, combed, beaten, spun and woven, and which was being given to
him? If, Venerable Nagasena, the Tathagata were really superior, or
greater, or more excellent than the monastic community, then he would
have said: ‘What is given to me will yield a great result,” and he would
not have had his maternal aunt give to the monastic community the cloth
for use in the rain retreat which she herself had dyed, combed and
beaten. But since the Tathagata, Venerable Nagasena, does not himself
make use of [the donation] and does not depend [on such gifts],”* the
Tathagata had his maternal aunt give the cloth for use in the rain retreat
to the monastic community [instead].”

{Nagasena:] “Indeed this was said by the Blessed One, Great king, when
his maternal aunt Mahapajapati Gotami, was giving him cloth for use in
the rain retreat: ‘Give it to the monastic community, Gotami. If it is given
to the monastic community, both I and the monastic community will be
honored with offerings.’ But that was not said because of any absence of
[positive karmic] result from providing for [the Tathagata] himself, nor
because of his unworthiness for reverence. Rather, for the sake of the
welfare [of the monastic community] and out of compassion [for it],
praising [the monastic community’s] existing good qualities he thought:
‘In a future time when I am gone the monastic community will be
esteemed,’ and he said: ‘Give it to the monastic community, Gotami. If
it is given to the monastic community, both I and the monastic
community will be honored with offerings.” As a father, Great king,
while still alive, praises the existing good qualities of his son amongst
ministers, servants, military officials, door-keepers, palace guards,
councillors and the people, and in the presence of the king himself,
saying ‘[If my son is] established in a position here he will, in a future
time, be honored amongst the people,” just so, Great king, for the sake
of the welfare [of the monastic community] and out of compassion [for
it], praising [the monastic community’s] existing good qualities the
Tathagata thought: ‘In a future time when 1 am gone the monastic
community will be esteemed,” and he said: ‘Give it to the monastic
community, Gotami. If it is given to the monastic community, both I and

Tathagata had his own maternal aunt give [instead] to the monastic 75 1 do not understand well the sense intended by Nolot's “c’est qu’il n’avait ni assurance ni
confiance en soi” (1995: 193), despite her note (1995: 351, n. 256) in which she equates partiyari
with pattiydyati. Rather we may notice Aggavarhsa’s gloss in the Saddaniti: attano pattam icchati
(Smith 1928-1966: 587.18 = 823.6. Smith 1548 suggests pattiyati =*patrivati, which I confess

I also do not well understand.).

73 Not in Trenckner et al. 1924— s.v. upajivin.
74 Not in Trenckner ef al. 1924 s.v. upajivin.
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the monastic community will be honored with offerings.’ It is not, Great
king, the case that through so much as a mere granting of cloth for use
in the rain retreat the monastic community becomes greater or more
excellent than the Tathagata. Parents, Great king, anoint their children
with perfumes, rub, bathe and shampoo them but, Great king, is it the
case that through so much as a mere anointing, rubbing, bathing and
shampooing a child becomes greater or more excellent than his parents?”
[M:] “Not at all, Venerable, Parents must take care of their children even
against the latter’s wishes. Therefore parents anoint their children with
perfumes, rub, bathe and shampoo them.”

[N:] “Just so, Great king, it is not the case that through so much as a
mere granting of cloth for use in the rain retreat the monastic community
becomes greater or more excellent than the Tathagata. Yet the Tathagata,
acting against her wishes, had his maternal aunt give cloth for use in the
rain retreat to the monastic community. Or again, Great king, some
person might present a gift to a king, and the king might give that gift to
another — to a servant, military official, general or court priest. Would
that person, Great king, through so much as a mere acceptance of a gift
become greater or more excellent than the king?”

[M:] “Not at all, Venerable. That man, Venerable, who is in a king’s
employ is dependent on the king for his livelihood, and the king, having
appointed him to that station, gives him a gift.”

[N:] “Just so, Great king, it is not the case that through so much as a
mere granting of cloth for use in the rain retreat the monastic community
becomes greater or more excellent than the Tathagata. Rather, [the
monastic community] is in the employ of the Tathagata, is dependent on
the Tathdgata for its livelihood. The Tathdgata, having appointed [the
monastic community] to that station had [Mahdpajapati] give the cloth
for use in the rain retreat to the monastic community. Moreover, Great
king, the following occurred to the Tathagata: ‘The monastic commu-
nity is worthy of honor by its very nature; I will have the monastic
community honored with [what, by virtue of its having been offered to
me, is] my property.” And he had [Mahapajapati] give the cloth for use
in the rain retreat to the monastic community. The Tathagata, Great king,
does not praise honor done to himself with offerings, but rather the
Tathagata praises honor being done with offerings to those in the world
who are deserving of honor with offerings. Indeed, this too was said,
Great king, by the Blessed One, the god of gods, in the most excellent’®

76 1 follow Rhys Davids and Horner here in so rendering varalaficaka. See Edgerton 1953, s.v.
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Majjhimanikaya, in the discourse called ‘Dhammadayada,” when he
was exalting the practice of being content with little:”” ‘For me, the first
monk [who declines food left over by the Buddha] is more worthy of
honor, more praiseworthy [than one who accepts it].” There is, Great
king, no being whosoever in [all] the worlds more worthy of reverence,
superior or greater or more excellent than the Tathagata. The Tathagata
indeed is superior, great and excellent.”

Although it is possible that both texts share a common source, the very
close wording, use of examples and other similarities strongly suggest that
Buddhaghosa’s main source for his commentary on the crucial passage of the
Dakkhinavibhanga Sutta in his Papaiicasiidani is this very discussion in the
Milindapaiiha. 1t is established and accepted tradition that Buddhaghosa’s
commentaries were based on older sources, and it has been shown that he
knew and quoted from the Milindapafiha, even its later books,’® so there is
every possibility that he may have been inspired by that text here as well.
(Incidentally, if the suggestion that this is Buddhaghosa’s source here is
correct, it is a delicious circle made whole that the modern Milindapariha-
Atthakatha written by a Burmese monk, Thaton Mingun Zetawun Sayadaw,
and published in 1948, comments on this section of the Milindapafiha by
quoting verbatim precisely the two passages of Buddhaghosa’s commentary
to the Dakkhinavibharnga Sutta we have cited above.)”’

laficaka and lambhaka.

77 Majjhimanikdya §3, Trenckner 1888: 13.27-28. Horner 1964: 47, n. 2, states that the reference is
to “a monk who, though exhausted, refused to take almsfood on the grounds that it is a *material
thing.” It is not this, he reflects, that he is to be heir to, but the Dhamma.” This slightly
misrepresents the importance of the case. Indeed, the Buddha praises this monk, but the almsfood
he has refused is the Buddha’s leftover almsfood. What the Buddha is praising, at least as
Buddhaghosa quotes the passage, is the monk’s appreciation of the Buddha’s infinite superiority,
which renders his leftover food too pure and too full of power for the monk to consume. This issue
requires detailed investigation, especially with regard to the different ways the general principle
was understood, but some general and preliminary observations may be found already in
Tomomatsu 1933.

78 See Rhys Davids 1890: xvi; Horner 1963: xx; Mori 1984: 86—88; and von Hinuber 1996 85-86
(§179).

79 Deshpande 1999: 259-261. How the commentator came to do this is not completely clear. He
himself notes (Deshpande 1999: 1, and 3 of the editor’s introduction) that Buddhaghosa took the
Milindapafiha as an authority, also mentioning two Burmese language commentaries,
Milindapafihavatthu and Milindapaiihanissaya. Rhys Davids 1890: xvi had already mentioned
the existence of a Burmese nissaya, which may be the same as the latter text. Thus the
commentator was plainly familiar with Buddhaghosa’s work and its relation to the Milinda, and
with previous texts to which I do not have access. These may well be the source of his connection
of Buddhaghosa’s discussion with this passage, if he did not make the link himself. The
recensions of the Milindapariha itself are said to differ somewhat one from another, but while I
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However, despite the obvious similarities in the use of the motif of the
future health of the monastic community and the example of kings passing
gifts along to their servants, there are some quite radical differences between
the attitudes of the author(s) of the Milindapaiiha and those of Buddha-
ghosa.®® For Buddhaghosa, the Buddha is the head of the monastic
community, within it but before it. For the author(s) of the Milindapaiiha,*
the Buddha is quite totally other. The text’s position, in this respect, is rather
closer to that we have noticed above identified with the Dharmaguptaka
school, a stance held also by the Kasyapiyas. The example of a parent and
child is quite striking. As any parent knows, parents and children are not
equals, despite their mutual love and respect, and the hierarchy of parent and
child cannot be overcome. A parent is not even an older brother or sister, as
a kind of first among equals, but 2.58@ separate. For the author(s) of the
Milindapafiha too, the Buddha is not and cannot be primus inter pares, but
rather is like a father in relation to his son. Buddhaghosa seems of two minds
about this. On the one hand, he clearly accepts the ideology embedded in the
expression “the monastic community with the Buddha at its head,” an idea
we will explore further below. On the other hand, the author(s) of the
Milindapafiha conclude that what the monastic community receives it
receives because the Buddha allows it, going so far as to apparently make the
claim that the clothes given by Mahapajapati to the Buddha have become his
property (mama santaka), which he then passes on to the community. While
other interpretations, including that of Buddhaghosa, understand that the
Buddha never takes possession of the gift, and thus the clothes have no
opportunity to become his property, Buddhaghosa still employs in his
Majjhimanikiya commentary the proverbial expression “the son comes into

do not have direct access to any text other than that edited by Trenckner, judging from the
translation in Kanamori 1939: 204-207 (which seems to be excellent), based on the Siamese
edition, the text there is identical, and it is unlikely that any inspiration would have come from
some version of the root text itself (cp. Thich 1964: 33 for the types of variants the Siamese
edition contains).

80 The influences on the formation of the Milindapafiha have, surprisingly, been little studied.
Homer 1963 xlii has noted an example of what may be Sarvastivadin influence (cp. also Kawamura
1976), and she has listed in the same discussion a number of what she terms “innovations,” that
is “words and concepts ... that do not appear to occur in the Pali Canon.” No doubt this is an
important subject of inquiry, but just as vital would be a survey of interpretations of canonical
materials that differ from those given by the later Theravada tradition. Despite Thich’s assertion
1964: 23 that “It is crystal clear that the P[ali] text [of the Milindapafiha, as opposed to its Chinese
translations] belongs to the Theravada school,” to the best of my knowledge the relation between
this tradition and the later classical Theravada remains unclarified.

81 We should more cautiously say, for the author(s) of the section in question. It is almost certain that
the text as we have it represents a compilation of originally somewhat disparate materials.
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his father’s possessions,” implying that he too accepts in some way the
allegorical equation of the Buddha with the father and the monastic
community (or an individual monk) with the son. The relation between
Buddhaghosa’s commentaries and the Milindapafiha is complex, and
requires more attentive investigation than we can give it here. What is
nevertheless clear is that, far from simply reproducing his source, if that is
what it really is, Buddhaghosa has taken inspiration from the earlier work, but
cast his own presentations in a quite different overall ideological frame.

I have argued above that Buddhaghosa, perhaps inspired in part by the
Milindapafiha, composed his Majjhimanikaya commentary’s presentation of
the ideology of the relative merits of donations to the Buddha and the
monastic community using as a foil for his own opinion the putative
objections of a Mahi$asaka opponent, whom he characterized as a Sophist. 1
think this conclusion is correct, but it is nevertheless incumbent upon us to
also consider to whom the position criticized by Buddhaghosa might possibly
belong, were it not to be to the Mahi$asaka. Some indication of this might
come from an early Sarvastivida compendium, the *Abhidharma Maha-
vibhasa, in which a similar opinion is found:32
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This siitra [the Sudatta siitra] again says: “If one donates food and
drink to a Tathagata, and builds a monastery (*sangharama) and donates
it to the monastic community of the four quarters, the latter gift yields
greater meritorious fruit than the former. This is because the monastery

82 T. 1545 (XXVII) 678b20-29 (juan 130), translated in Tomomatsu 1970: 79-80 (and see 1932:
111). This passage was already noted by Takai 1928/1978: 141-142, along with a number of other
relevant sources, in his excellent discussion. Tomomatsu 1932: 11] (and 1970: 79-80) identified
the sitra cited as the Sudatta-siitra in the Madhyamagama, T. 26 (155) (1) 677c¢—678a (juan 39).
There are a number of parallel versions including T. 74 (I) 881a19-21, T, 73 (I) 879, T. 72 (1)
878c¢, T. 125 (II) 644c¢ (juan 19), and the Velama-sutta in the Anguttaranikaya (ix.20). See also the
passage in the Finayavibharga of the Miilasarvastividins, T. 1442 (XXIII) 870b—871a (juan 44),
and in the Derge Kanjur 3, *duf ba, nya 87bff. Further study of the significant differences between
these versions of the sttra source must await another occasion.
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is free from obstructions (*anavarana).”

Question: The merit from donating to the Buddha surpasses that
from donating to the monastic community. Among this [series of items
in the siitra, the preceding members of which are omitted here], in every
case the merit of giving to the former [recipient] is weak and that to the
latter surpasses it. Why in this [sequence] is the Buddha listed first, then
the monastic community [when, as I understand it, the merit of giving to
the Buddha should surpass that of giving to the monastic community]?

Answer: It is just for this reason that the Buddha is listed first, then
the monastic community [namely, that they are listed in hierarchical
order]! Why? If it is a question of the community of auditors
(*$ravakasangha), then it does not include the Buddha, but if it is a
question of the monastic community of the four quarters (*catur-
diSasangha), then it does include the Buddha. This is because the
monastic community which is the field of merit (*punyaksetra) is the
community of monks (*bhiksusangha). If one only makes a donation to
the Buddha, then only the Buddha will receive it, and not the monastic
community, so the merit will be weak. If one makes a donation to the
monastic community, both the monastic community and the Buddha
will receive it, and so the merit will be superior, because [the monastic
commurity] is free from obstructions, and because its acquisition of
merit is limitless.

Here in this clearly Sarvastivadin text, the viewpoint being expressed is
entirely in concert with the position of the Mahisasakas that we detailed
above. According to Tomomatsu, this is an old Sarvastivada position, in
contrast to the newer, later idea of the same school that the Buddha and the
monastic community are distinct.?®* And indeed, later Sarvastivadin sources
offer an opposite point of view. The *Nyayanusara of Sanghabhadra has the
following:3
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83 Tomomatsu 1932: 111, and 444,

84 T. 1562 (XXIX) 558¢c23-29, 559a13-16 (juar 38). Translated in Tomomatsu 1970: 200-201.
Sanghabhadra actually gives reasons of his own for his position, and then refutes the opponent’s
positions one by one; here I quote only the last of these refutations.
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Which generates a greater result: giving to the monastic
community or giving to the Buddha? Some say giving to the monastic
community generates a greater result, because all of the varieties of
noble dharmas free of defilements can be obtained completely in the
monastic community. Others say that it is because the monastic
community is the supreme field of merit. Others again say that it is
because things which donors give to the Buddha, Blessed One, he
ordered be turned over to the monastic community. But our school
maintains that giving to the Buddha generates a greater result. As
scripture says, because the Buddhas, Blessed Ones, have directly
experienced supreme unexcelled freedom and superior virtue, they are
called most worthy ones. ...

Regarding the statement “things which donors give to the Buddha,
Blessed One, he ordered be turned over to the monastic community,”
this argument is not reasonable, because we perceive a different cause,
namely, that since the Buddha desired to have the monastic community
dwell upholding the supreme teaching for a very long time, he
encouraged [the donors] to take what they had given to the Buddha and
turn it over to the community.

We notice in Sanghabhadra’s refutation of the opponent’s third point a
clear parallel to an argument of Buddhaghosa’s, namely that the Buddha
encouraged donors to support the monastic community not because he
considered it superior to himself, but so that he might ensure its long term
survival. Although certainly it is reasonable to assume that an articulation of
the position to which Sanghabhadra objects is that set forth in the earlier
Sarvastivada work, the * Mahavibhasd, that position also fully corresponds to
the Mahisasaka stance detailed above. (It is true that the passage suggested
above as the earlier is found only in Xuanzang’s translation of the *Maha-
vibhasa. But the fact that it was the same Xuanzang who also translated
Sanghabhadra’s *Nyayanusara suggests that we are justified in assuming that
the difference in respective ideologies owes more to their original Indian
sources than to any possible later interpolation.)

Much later still, a classical Sarvastivada position is formulated by the
Chinese scholar Puguang 3%, a collaborator of Xuanzang, in his Jushelun-ji
{R&HRE, composed between 650—655. Commenting on an 4bhidharmakosa-
bhasya passage which uses the expression buddhapramukho bhiksusanghah
(# LE), the sense of which we will explore further below, he remarks:®5
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[The phrase from the Abhidharmakosabhidsya) “The field of merit
(*punyaksetra) is called the monastic community headed by the
Buddha” comments on the first foot [of verse IV.54 in Xuanzang’s
translation of the Abhidharmakosa)®® The Buddha is within the
monastic community, but its head, so this community of monks is called
“the monastic community headed by the Buddha.” Again, it is explained
that because the Buddha is the most superior one among the field of
monks, he is called the head, and thus the Buddha is called the head
monk. Although the Buddha is not included among the auditors
(*$ravaka), he ranks as a noble monk, and thus the *Nyayanusara [of
Sanghabhadra, in juan] 38 says:®” “If the Buddha is not included among
the monks, why did the scripture say ‘If you can make a small donation,
you should honor in sequence the monastic community with the Buddha
as its head. Therefore, [by giving] to the field [of merit that is the]
monastic community one obtains the completely pure merit of giving’?”
The *Nyayanusara interprets this saying:®® “There are many types of
monks, namely those ranked as sentient beings, auditors, fields of merit,
and noble monks., The Buddha is not an auditor within this
[classification], but he can belong to one of the other [categories of]
monks, because he awakened to true reality.” Thus it explains in detail,
and understanding the matter through this discussion, we know
therefore that the Buddha is also called a monk.

It is beyond the scope of the present study to investigate in detail the
position of the *Nyayanusara on this matter,® or to explore the significance

85 T. 1821 (XLI) 248b28—9 (juan 15).

86 Found in T, 1559 (XXIX) 82b29 (juan 15). The Chinese translation does not correspond well to
the Sanskrit text in Pradhan 1975: 232-233.

87 T. 1562 (XXIX) 558¢4—6 (juan 3B). Immediately after this Sahghabhadra quotes (or rather
paraphrases) the stitra passage with which we began: “Gotami, if you donate to the monastic
community, you honor me with offerings as well.” The entire discussion in this section deserves
closer study.

88 T. 1562 (XXIX) 558c9-11 (juan 38). Both of these passages closely precede that we quoted above.

89 It is dealt with in detail by Tomomatsu 1970: 199-208.
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of Puguang’s text. But obviously there is a disjunction between the position
of the * Mahavibhasa on the one hand and that of Sanghabhadra and Puguang
on the other. The development of this idea within the Sarvistivida (or even
specifically within the Ka$mira Sarvastivida) is a question which should be
addressed by specialists in the Abhidharma. We have seen here the possibility
that the position argued against by Buddhaghosa might, from the point of
view of its doctrinal content, conceivably belong to the older Sarvastivada.
The weight of other evidence we have seen does, nevertheless, still suggest
the correctness of the Mahi$asaka identification.

Although I do, then, believe that we have succeeded in establishing not
only the identity of Buddhaghosa’s Vitandavadin opponent, but also in
identifying in the Milindapafiha a likely model upon which he based the
overall framework of his response to this opponent, it is vital to recognize that
there does exist some evidence which tends to make parts of the case
presented above less than perfectly conclusive. In the very first place, and
most importantly, some strong evidence confronts us in our sole extant
Mahiéasaka source, that sect’s Vinaya. Although we have no extant siitra-
pitaka of the Mahiédsaka school,”® and thus no exact parallel to the
Dakkhinavibhanga Sutta, and despite the evocative, structurally parallel
passages concerning the gifts of Bimbisdra and Amrapili we were able to
quote from the Mahisdsaka Vinaya, we do find in that same Mahiéasaka
Sﬁmwm a version of the episode of greatest interest to us here, Gotami’s gift
to Sakyamuni. But there things are presented slightly differently than they are
in any other version we have examined. Gotami’s gift of a robe to the Buddha
there reads as follows:*!
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[Gotami says:] “Blessed One, I wove this robe myself. Now I
present it to you; please agree to accept it.”

The Buddha said: “Give it to the monastic community; this will
produce a great result.”

[Gotami] spoke to the Buddha as before [repeating her request],

90 Mizuno 1970 has wondered whether one Chinese Samyuktagama transtation (T, 100) might not
belong to the Mahi¢asaka (or Dharmaguptaka), but this has been refuted by Enomoto 1980 (see
1986: 24-25), and recently again by Hiraoka 2000, who agree in attributing the text to the
Sarvastivadins or Miilasarvistivadins.

91 T. 1421 (XXII) 185b21-25 (juan 29).
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and the Buddha said: “Give it to the monastic community. I am
enumerated among the monks.”

She again spoke to him as before, and the Buddha said: “I will
accept one [robe]. Give another to the monastic community.”

Then she agreed, and gave [robes] to the Buddha and to the
monastic community.

From the point of view of all we have seen above, this is a very odd and
seemingly internally contradictory presentation. Why, if the Buddha is
enumerated among the monks, should he accept a portion of the donation
personally, directing that another portion be given to the community? The
orientation revealed here seems, from a theoretical point of view, closer
perhaps to a later Theravada, Dharmaguptaka or even later Sarvastivadin
approach to this question than to what we thought we had established as the
(a?) Mahi$asaka position.”? Examples of later Theravada texts presenting this
orientation may be found in a text popular in Thailand, the Pathama-
sambodhi, and in the commentary to the Andgatavarisa, both of which
apparently recount the episode almost exactly in this manner.®® I frankly
confess my inability to explain this framework here in the Mahisasaka
Vinaya, in which Gotami’s donation is split, apparently 50—50, between the
Buddha and the monastic community. While the passage in itself cannot
entirely subvert the hypothesis suggested above, it certainly presents a
serious challenge I, for one, am unable to meet at the moment. Other potential
objections, however, are more easily dealt with.

The first less serious apparent complication for our hypothesis comes
from the Kathavatthu. That text, putatively representing old Indian opinions,
but upheld by the Theravada as an orthodox doxology, contains in section
XVIL10 the following:**

1. na vattabbarh “buddhassa dinnarh mahapphalan” ti |

amanta |

nanu bhagava dipadanarh aggo dipadanam settho dipadanam
pamokkho® dipadanarh uttamo dipadinam pavaro asamo asamasamo

92 We did also see at the outset in the *Gawtami-siitra that in at least one apparently Sarvastivada
source the event is not portrayed in this way, but rather in a manner which agrees with the
presentation in the Pali scriptures.

93 See Lévi 1932: 366, and Chit Tin and Pruitt 1992: 18-19, with n. 3, as well as Silk Forthcoming
b, nn. 60-61. On the Pathamasambodhi, see Coedes 1968.

94 Taylor 1897: 555.7-19. See the translation in Aung and Rhys Davids 1915: 321.

95 Edition here and below pamokkho.

166

Cui bono? or Follow the Money

appatisamo appatibhdgo appatipuggalo ti |

Amanta |

hafici bhagava dipadanamh aggo dipadanarh settho dipadanam
pamokkho dipadanarh uttamo dipadanarh pavaro asamo asamasamo
appatisamo appatibhdgo appatipuggalo tena vata re wvattabbe
“buddhassa dinnatih mahapphalan” ti |

1. [Someone offering a heterodox view says:] It should not be said
“What is given to the Buddha yields a great [karmic] result.”

Yes, that’s right.

Is not the Blessed One the best of bipeds, the greatest of bipeds,
foremost of bipeds, chief of bipeds, most excellent of bipeds,
unequalled, unrivalled, incomparable, unmatched, peerless?

Yes, that’s right.

If the Blessed One is the best of bipeds, the greatest of bipeds,
foremost of bipeds, chief of bipeds, most excellent of bipeds,
unequalled, unrivalled, incomparable, unmatched, peerless, then it must
be said that “What is given to the Buddha yields a great [karmic] resuit.”

Here someone suggests that offerings to the Buddha do not yield great
results, with which the author of the text disagrees; such gifts do yield great
results. Although I have omitted it here, this passage also includes as part of
its argument the very verse cited above by Buddhaghosa in the
Majjhimanikiya commentary on the virtues of the Buddha.’® According to
the commentary to the Kathdvatthu, the opponent in question is representing
the view of the Vetullaka or Mahapuififiavadins / Mahasufifiavadins, and
unlike the case noticed by Mori in which the Kathavatthu commentary
identifies a position attributed to a Vitandavadin in the Majjhimanikaya
commentary as that of the Mahimsasaka, here no mention of the Mahi§asaka
is found at all.®” Now, this commentary is traditionally attributed to
Buddhaghosa, and Buddhaghosa is unquestionably the author of the
Majjhimanikaya commentary. Since we would surely expect some degree of
consistency in the attribution of such doctrinal positions, and in harmony
with Mori’s acceptance of the text’s testimony in the other relevant case, the
Katha@vatthu commentary would seem to suggest that we understand the
opponent imagined in the Majjhimanikaya commentary also to be a Vetullaka.

96 Seeabove, n. 19.
97 Jayawickrama 1979: 170, referring to 168.19. Also translated in Law 1940: 208, 206.
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If this argument were correct, we would be compelled to content ourselves
with the conclusion that, although the position of the Sophist in the
Majjhimanikaya commentary seems to overlap with the opinion of the
Mahisasakas cited above, Buddhaghosa saw things differently. However,
things are not so simple. First of all, the item in the Kathavarthu immediately
preceding that we just quoted, XVIL9, reads as follows:*®

1. na vattabbarh “safnghassa dinnarh mahapphalan” ti |

amanta |

nanu sangho 3huneyyo pahuneyyo dakkhineyyo afijalikaraniyo
anuttararh pufifiakkhettarh lokassa ti | :

amanta | )

hafici sangho ahuneyyo pahuneyyo dakkhineyyo anjalikaraniyo
anuttararh pufifiakkhettarh lokassa tena vata re vattabbe “sanghassa
dinnarh mahapphalan”ti| ...

3. na vattabbarh “sanghassa dinnarh mahapphalan” ti |

amanta |

nanu vuttarh bhagavata “sanghe gotami dehi sanghe te dinne ahafi
ceva pifjito bhavissami sangho c@” ti | attheva suttanto ti |

dmant3 |

tena hi sanghassa dinnarh mahapphalanti | ...

1. [Someone offering a heterodox view says:] It should not be said
“What is given to the monastic community yields a great [karmic]
result.”

Yes, that’s right.

Is not the monastic community worthy of oblations, worthy of
hospitality, worthy of offerings and to be respectfully saluted, the
unexcelled field of merit for the [entire] world?

Yes, that’s right.

If the monastic community is worthy of oblations, worthy of
hospitality, worthy of offerings and to be respectfully saluted, the
unexcelled field of merit for the [entire] world, then it must be said that
“What is given to the monastic community yields a great [karmic]
result.”

3. [Someone says:] It should not be said “What is given to the

98 Taylor 1897: 553.10-554.3. See the translation in Aung and Rhys Davids 1915: 320.
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monastic community yields a great [karmic] resuit.”

Yes, that’s right.

Did not the Blessed One say [in the Dakkhinavibhanga Sutta}:
“Give it to the monastic community, Gotami. If it is given to the monastic
community, both I and the monastic community will be honored with
offerings”? Isn’t this scripture?

Yes, it is.

According to this, it should be said “What is given to the monastic
community yields a great [karmic] result.”

Here the text seems to be objecting to a view strictly opposite to that
offered in XVII.10, Namely, it seems to say here that denying the karmic
efficacy of gifts to the monastic community is also an objectionable position.
From one point of view, XVIL9 and XVIL10 may seem to be flatly
contradictory.”® We might naturally assume that either gifts to the Buddha or
gifts to the monastic community yield a great result, but not both. But the text
here, unlike that in the Majjhimanikaya commentary, does not attribute any
comparative view: the merit of one type of donation is not suggested as
greater than another. Rather, both types of donation are criticized. Who might
hold that gifts to the monastic community or to the Buddha do not yield great
results? According the Kathavatthu commentary, both of these heterodox
opinions belong to the same source, the Vetullakas. And if these
Vetullavadins are Mahayanists, as is often suggested, this makes some sense.
It is not charity which leads to great merit, although it generates some, but,
depending on the tradition, wisdom, or faith, and so on. Given this, it is very
hard to conclude simply that these Vetullakas are to be taken as the
Vitandavadins of Buddhaghosa’s sutta commentary. Had the Kathavaithu
commentary attributed only the position denying that gifts to the Buddha are
very meritorious, an idea which essentially agrees with that attributed by
Buddhaghosa to the objector in the Majfhimanikaya commentary, we might
have concluded that, irrespective of other evidence, the Vitandavadins we
seek are indeed Vetullakas. We might also have assumed that the second
position is to be attributed to the Dharmaguptaka. But given the coincidence
of the commentary’s attribution to the Vetullakas of both this view and its
apparent opposite, we cannot identify only one pole of the set with the
position set forth in the Kathavatthu, and ignore the other pole. This is true
even if the suggestion that Vetullavada represents Mahayana is not correct.

99 For further explorations of these passages see Tomomatsu 1970: 110116,
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But once again, all is not what it seems.

First, it is possible that for the Kathavatthu commentary which, we must
remember, considerably post-dates the Kathavatthu itself and may or more
likely may not accurately represent its original intentions, Vetuilaka is a term
which can be applied to aberrant views of various origins. In Bareau’s
opinion:!®’ “The doctrine of the Vetullaka as presented by Buddhaghosa is
very eclectic. Theses four and five [the two we have just cited] represent the
two contradictory positions of the Mahi$isaka and the Dharmagupta on the
merits of donations to the Sangha and Buddha.” While as we have just seen
this could conceivably be so, it is also quite possible that these negative
theses are not themselves contradictory if they are understood to imply a
third, not explicitly stated, positive position, namely, one which advocates
practices other than charity as productive of even greater merit. Moreover, we
might also assume that in the period of the composition of the Kathavatthu
commentary the differing sectarian origins of such views were sometimes not
clearly known, or that the term Vetullaka is understood by the commentary to
be a generic one. Such assumptions would also allow us to account for these
attributions without reference to sects such as the Mahi$asaka or Dharma-
guptaka 10!

If this were not enough, another fact allows us to treat the Kathavatthu
commentary with even further suspicion. Although traditional sources, and
many modern authors, accept the attribution of the Abhidhamma com-
mentaries, including the Kathavatthu commentary, to Buddhaghosa, careful
study has made it certain that this attribution is in fact not correct.!%
Therefore, we may conclude that, first, the Kathavartthu commentary itself
may not be referring to any specific sectarian positions at all, and second, that
since its authorship differs from that of the Majjhimanikaya commentary
anyway, we need not assume or expect a strict consistency between them.
This seems to effectively solve the problem of what initially seemed to be the
troublesome evidence of the Kathavatthu commentary, and it was only the
commentary’s interpretation in the first place which cast the Kathavatthu’s
presentation in a problematic light.

We are, however, not yet quite finished with potential complications for

100 Bareau 1955: 254,

101 This is very similar to a part of the hypothesis mooted by Mori 1982: 14 (175), namely that the
term vitandavadin is applied to those whose views were seéen as unacceptable.

102 Jayawickrama 1979 viii-xiii. The text does, however, seem to be connected with Buddhaghosa
in some way. Tomomatsu 1970: 64 already noticed the disjunction between the Majjhimanikaya
commentary and the Kathdvarthu commentary, and the need for further investigation.
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our hypothesis. In a fourth or fifth century donative inscription from the
Northwest, apparently recording a gift to the acdryas of the Mahiéasaka
school, we find the phrase buddhapramukh{e} caturdise bhiksusarghe
deyadharmo ya [mh], that is to say, “the religious donation directed toward the
community of monks of the four quarters with the Buddha at its head.”!%3
This is a very important expression, which we have already noticed above
several times, Although Hirakawa has claimed that this phrase is a
“characteristic expression” (%% ®#H#) of the Pali Vinaya and Nikayas,'%¢
this is not correct if it is understood to mean that the expression belongs
uniquely to this tradition.!® The phrase is also found in Sanskrit in the
Abhidharmakosabhasya,'®® different versions of the Mahaparinirvana-
sitra,)” Mulasarvastivaida Vinaya and Divyavadana,'®® the Avadana-
Sataka,'”® the *Nydyanusara,''® various other Turfan Sanskrit fragments,!!
and so on, as well of course as in texts in Tibetan and Chinese. All of this
proves that the expression was in use also by at least the Sarvastivadins and
Mulasarvastivadins. But the fact remains that it depicts a configuration
probably unacceptable to the Mahi$asakas, for whom the Buddha is a
member of the monastic community, but not its head in the sense of standing
apart from that community.!’? That is, as the sources referred to above

103 Biihler 1892: 240, 1. 6-7; Sircar 1965: 422—424; Tsukamoto 1996: 976-978 (Kura 1); Shizutani
1978:297, n, 232, and 166-168; Liiders 1912: §5; Shizutani 1975: Gypta 85. The inscription and
the expression have been noted by Schopen 1990: 265.

104 Although oddly he writes “Pali Agama” /¢ — V) &%,

105 Hirakawa 1964: 354,

106 Pradhan 1975: 232.17-18, in the introduction to IV.56. As we will see below, in Xuanzang’s
Chinese translation the term is incorporated into the verse itself, and commented upon in the
bhasya.

107 Waldschmidt 1951: §6.9; 12.4; 26.15; 26.17.

108 See Gnoli 1978: 14.28; Gnoli 1977: 166.33; Cowell and Neil 1886; 43.11. These examples could
casily be multiplied.

109 Speyer 1906—1909: 11.87.2-3.

110 Bechert and Wille 2000; §1898 V2. .

111 For instance, in a portion of the Kittatandyasiitra in Sander and Waldschmidt 1985: §1290 cR3,
and in two unidentified fragments in Bechert and Wille 1989: §1486 B2, and §1519 Vx.

112 This point has been misunderstood by Takahashi 1993: 269 (809), (Note also that another
inscription mentioning the Mahiéasaka quoted by Takahashi had been treated much more
reliably already by Fussman 1985.) It has, however, been noted by Shizutani who suggests that,
while the expression is more at home in the context of the Pali literature, it may depend here on
the Mahi$asaka idea that the Buddha is part of the monastic community; ¥ do not agree with this.
See Shizutani 1978: 168, and 298, n. 234, referring to Hirakawa 1964: 353-354, who in turn
notices that the point was made by Tomomatsu 1932. The statement in Shizutani 1975: 174
(§85.3) that the expression is characteristic of the Mahi$asaka is a slip. The whole issue has been
explored in great detail by Tomomatsu 1932, esp. pp. 148-168. I will discuss this matter further
on another occasion.
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suggest, the Mahisasaka stance is much more one of equality between the
Buddha and the monastic community. The idea encapsulated in the
expression “the monastic community with the Buddha at its head”
fundamentally differs from this egalitarian attitude. Thus the appearance of
this very expression in an apparently Mahisasaka inscription seems to
complicate the picture significantly.

Naturally, as one possibility we might suppose that those writing the
inscription may simply have been unfamiliar with the finer points of
Mahisisaka doctrine. However, a closer look at the inscription itself reveals
another explanation of this anomaly which is much more compelling. As is
clearly stated in the initial edition of the inscription by Buhler, but not in later
reproductions of his transcription, of the last two lines of the inscription, “the
right-hand portion of the twelfth and the [whole of the] thirteenth seem to
have been obliterated by the writer of the original and to have been partly re-
written.”!!3 Biihler read from the middle of the twelfth line as follows:
dcaryamahis [asakanam saddhakapu] - - - trena [Gca). He added in a note to
acaryamahis [asakanam): “The bracketed letters of the latter word and those
following seem to have been written under a line of intentionally obliterated
characters.”!1* Having access only to a reprint of Biihler’s edition in which
the plate is not very legible, I can say nothing certain, but what is abundantly
clear from Buhler’s presentation is that the reading of the name Mahi§asaka
here is far from straightforward. Schopen, in fact, has gone farther, saying
that since the sect name “has been written over an intentional erasure, and
since the formula [earlier in the inscription mentioning that the merit of the
donation is to be dedicated toward the attainment of Buddhahood by all
beings] nowhere else occurs in association with a named mainstream
monastic order, but always with the Mahayana, it is likely that the record

Incidentally, the expression buddhapramukha bhiksusarhgha is not, as far as I know, found in
arty other Indian inscription.

113 The question of who did the obliteration seems to me, Bithler’s statement not withstanding, to
be unresolved and insoluble. Shizutani 1978: 167 has noticed Buhler’s statement, but presents it
very misleadingly, saying only that the first three and last two lines are damaged. The first three
have been, indeed as Buhler says, “seriously injured at both ends,” but this is entirely a different
matter from a deliberate erasure and re-writing, Shizutani’s statement (13 525 243, BY
D3FLREO2TIBBT 2120 REFRKIZE W) completely conceals this vital fact.
Tsukamoto 1996: 976 is even more misleading, saying only that lines 1-3 and part of 13 are
damaged. (In 13 Bithler read only the vowel e and the letter tal) No mention is. made of the
condition of line 12 at all. Sircar makes no reference whatsoever to the condition of the
inscription.

114 Biihler 1892: 240, n. 7.
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originally read not Mahiéasaka, but Mahayana.”'!* Without access to the
actual sandstone block on which the inscription is carved, said to be (at least
in 1892) in the Lahore Museum, it is very difficult to say what might be made
out of the palimpsestic text. However, even without speculating on what may
have originally been written under the new writing, the near certainty that the
reading Mahi$asaka is secondary accords well with our impression that one
important doctrine of the school sharply conflicts with the tenet that the
monastic community has the Buddha at its head. Seen in this light, this
inscription too does not prove to be as much of a problem for the hypothesis
proposed above as it at first seemed to be.

The situation of the Mahisasaka sect with respect to other sects of early
Buddhism is a complicated and disputed one.''® Aimost all sources seem to
agree on the close connection of the Mahidasaka and the Dharmaguptaka,
despite the fact that with regard to the doctrine of most concern to us here,

they are diametrically opposed. Some sources take both the Mahiéasaka and .

the Dharmaguptaka as subdivisions of the Vibhajyavada. Many authorities
also link the Mahiéasaka closely to the Theravada, here then both together
constituting the Vibhajyavada. Although it appears to me to be a so far
unproved hypothesis, Bareau has suggested that “It seems that the
Theravadins were the faction of the Vibhajyavadins who resided in Ceylon
from the end of the third or the beginning of the second century B.C.E, and
the Mahiéasakas those who stayed on the Indian mainland and of which the
doctrine evolved more rapidly.”!!” The problem requires much further
investigation, but one thing should be clear: if the hypothesis offered above
is correct and Buddhaghosa’s Vitandavadin opponents are Mahisasakas then,
at least in fifth century Ceylon, despite their overall proximity there were
important gaps between the Theravdda and Mahiéasaka in regard to some
doctrines. Or it may be the case that the two schools were in fact so close that
Buddhaghosa felt the need to emphasize or even exaggerate their (essentially
trivial) differences. But among the things we must keep in mind are the fact
that having objections to one particular doctrine does not therefore imply a
thoroughgoing rejection of all positions advocated by the same source.

115 Schopen 2000: 15. His acceptance of the Mahi$asaka identification of the inscription apparently
led Shizutani 1978: 168 into concluding that the relevant formula need not necessarily signal
Mahdyana influence. (And of course, sectarian identification need not, in theory, preclude
Mahgyana identification as well. As I have suggested in some detail in Silk Forthcoming a,
Mahayanist monks almost certainly belonged to sects as well.)

116 Much data is assembled in Lamotte 1958: 585—603, and presented with much greater detail in
Tsukamoto 1980: 414—449.

117 Bareau 1955: 183.

173



Buddhist and Indian Studies

Buddhaghosa’s antagonism for the Mahiéasaka position concerning the
status of the Buddha and donations to the monastic community does not
imply his complete rejection of that sect or its doctrines. Given this, we
cannot conclude that any Mahi§asaka representative may be classified as a
Vitandavadin by Buddhaghosa, nor of course conversely that any Vitanda-
vadin need be a Mahisasaka, just because one or two are. It may well be that
we will never be able to identify the source(s) of some of the thirteen
remaining instances listed by Mori in which the Vitandavadin appears in Pali
commentaries. Even if we were to speculate that one possible source is
indeed the Mahi$asaka tradition, since we lack access to any texts of that
school other than their Vinaya, we seem to have no reliable means to trace in
Mahisasaka sources themselves the Abhidharmic concepts attributed to the
Sophists in the Pali commentaries.

It remains for us here to sketch how and why all of this matters, and what
it means. The key to our question lies in the “buddhology” of the respective
parties, which is to say, in their conceptions of the Buddha, his relation to the
monastic community, and the ways in which he continues to exist and exert
authority and power after his death. The doxographic texts whose views we
noticed above stating the respective theses of the Mahisasakas and
Dharmaguptakas regarding donations to the Buddha and monastic
community immediately follow these with theses which contain the doctrinal
keys to their understanding. In other words, part of the reason — or the result;
it is hard to say which is the motivator and which the motivated — for the
respective positions of the two schools is found in the views set forth by the
doxologies immediately afterwards. There the texts say that for the
Mahisdasakas the path and the liberation of the Buddha and his disciples is the
same, while for the Dharmaguptakas the path and the liberation are
different.!'® In other words, the Mahi§@sakas hold a much more realist and
humanistic, less transcendentalist and less docetic view of the Buddha than
do the Dharmaguptakas, at least according to these sources. For the monastic
authors of the Mahisasaka doctrine, the Buddha is one of them, while for the
Dharmaguptakas the Buddha is radically other. This is obviously a
profoundly important distinction, with vast and significant implications, but

118 The relevant references are: Mahiédsaka: Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 15.12, 28.16, 44.5-6;
Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 12.15-16, 23.10-11, 35.6-7; T. 2031 (XLIX) 17al3; T. 2033
(XLIX) 22b2-3; T. 2032 (XLIX) 19b25; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 73. Dharmaguptaka:
Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 16.7, 44.8-9; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 13.7-8, 35.9-10; T.
2031 (XLIX) 17a25; T. 2033 (XLIX) 22b14; T. 2032 (XLIX) 19¢4; Teramoto and Hiramatsu
1935: 79.
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at the same time it is not a difference which Buddhaghosa as a Theravadin
necessarily feels. For him the Buddha is the head of the monastic community,
in it but not entirely of it. While he cannot agree with the Mahi$asakas that
the Buddha and monastic community are on an equal plane, neither does he
see the two as radically separated from each other. And of the two, his
position is considerably closer to that of the Mahi$asaka than to that of the
Dharmaguptaka on this point.

Among the implications of these differing formulations, not all are
abstract and theoretical. There are concrete ramifications of these ideas
which apply to the everyday life of the monks and the monastery. In
particular, the stance taken with regard to this question determines who is
permitted to make use of the possessions of the community, and who to make
use of the possessions of the stiipa, that is to say, of the Buddha. Is what is
given to the stiipa (= Buddha) also available to the monks, since the Buddha
is only one among other monks and the property of one monk is perforce the
property of all? Or is the Buddha (= stlipa) radically other, and therefore his
(its) property should not be shared with the community? These, in a nutshell,
are the basic economic issues at stake here, and obviously they are not trivial.
For the Mahi$asaka, what is given to the monastic community cannot be used
individually, that is to say privately, by any one monk, not even the Buddha,
but becomes a purely communal property to be evenly shared, There is no
room here for special attention to be given to the stiipa. This position is not
unique, of course. We recall here the overall relative lack of official interest
among Ceylonese Theravada authors in stipas or Buddha images, and the
Theravada tradition is of course solidly based on the monastic community.
Moreover, in contrast to the Vinayas of other sects, the Pali Vinaya gives very
little attention to stlipas, although we must remember that this did not
necessarily prevent or even deemphasize the actual practice of stlipa worship
in any way.!?®

We began our enquiry by asking about the identity of a Vitandaviadin.
This Sophist suggested that the monastic community be understood, on the
basis of a phrase in the Dakkhinavibhanga Sutta, as more worthy of donations
than the Buddha himself. We succeeded in identifying this stance with an idea
of the Mahi$asaka school, an identification which becomes more significant
when joined with Mori’s earlier linkage of another Vitandavadin position
also found in the Majjhimanikaya commentary with the same Mahi$asaka
school. Together with the fact that the pilgrim Faxian was able to obtain a

119 See Schopen 1989,
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Sanskrit manuscript of the Mahi$asaka Vinaya in Ceylon at right around the
time of Buddhaghosa, this all seems to fit together to form the beginnings of
a picture which portrays the Mahi$asakas as one active source of ideological
opposition for Buddhaghosa in fifth century Ceylon. Despite the relative
closeness of their respective positions on many issues, or indeed perhaps
because of it, Buddhaghosa seems to have been concerned to differentiate his
orthodoxy from the wrong views of the Mahi$asakas, although if this is so
why he did not name as such them remains unclear.

Our investigations soon led us to discover that the seemingly obscure
and scholastic question of the comparative worth of donations conceals some
fundamental controversies. Who controls the financial capital flowing into
the monastery, including what is given to the stiipa and offered to images of
the Buddha? Does control of this wealth rest with the monastic community
as a whole, or are special provisions to be made for various forms of
donation? The full details of differences of opinion on these matters are
complex and present many examples of ambiguity and even contradiction,'?®
But what is clear from our present limited investigation is that for
Buddhaghosa the wealth of the Buddha is to be shared with the monks,
because the Buddha is a monk, but not shared evenly, because the Buddha is
not just a monk like any other. The theological (or “buddhological”) claim is
one of the uniqueness of the Buddha coincident with his commonality with
the community of monks as a whole. This differs only slightly from the claim
of the Mahi$asakas that the Buddha and the monks of the community stand
on the same level, in the sense that the path and the awakening of the Buddha
is not different in substance from that in principle available to monks, even if
the latter have not yet attained it. I think Buddhaghosa exaggerates this
difference, perhaps in an intentionally propagandistic way, when he accuses
his opponent of advocating a doctrine of only two jewels or refuges, rather
than three. Saying that the Buddha is a part of the monastic community does
not really imply the rejection of the core idea of the three refuges, the
Buddha, Dharma and Sangha, and for Buddhaghosa to accuse his opponent
ofthis stance is tantamount to accusing him of heresy. Most unfortunately we
have no records of what may have been another side to this debate; perhaps
there once were literary sources containing a Mahi$asaka response. to
Buddhaghosa’s attacks, but if they ever existed they seem to have long since
been lost. We do not know much about the doctrines of the Mahi$dsaka

120 1t is this general problem which Tomomatsu set out to investigate beginning with his 1932 study.
1 plan to present an overall appraisal of his work and what it can teach us in the near future.
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school. Only part of this is due to inadequate sources; careful study of the
Vinaya of this school, which according to Frauwallner has been very badly
transmitted,'? will no doubt reveal subtleties of great interest. In this regard
comparison not only with the closely related Dharmaguptaka Vinaya,'2? but
also that of the Theravada in Pali, will be very useful.

It is impossible to say yet whether we should expect that the other
examples of Vitandavadin objections invoked by Buddhaghosa are to be
linked with the Mahi$dsaka school, but we are certainly justified in
concluding that simple Abhidharmic analyses will not suffice to locate all
points of controversy which appear in our ancient texts. No doubt arcane and
abstract doctrinal debates were of great import to many ancient thinkers, but
to overlook the practical and the economic issues which they also debated is
to fundamentally fail to appreciate the scope of their true concerns. Our
investigation above has made it quite clear that disputations also concerned
matters other than doctrinal systematics, or to put it another way, that the
Vinaya was every bit as much of interest and significance to scholars such as
Buddhaghosa as was the Abhidharma. The very existence of the Sam-
antapasadika alongside the Visuddhimagga should be enough to make such
a reminder unnecessary, but it perhaps bears repeating anyway.'”* On the
other hand, it is also worth emphasizing another result of our investigation,
namely that there is a smaller gap between abstract doctrine and concrete
economic issues than we, with our own ways of looking at the world, might
imagine. The practical and seemingly comparatively simple question of how
wealth is to be distributed has been revealed to entail in its possible answers
complex considerations of the status of the Buddha, and his continuing
presence in the world after his death. These are, after all, very important
problems indeed.

A final lesson we might learn from our inquiry is this: the details shouid
not blind us to the greater overall questions which give those details meaning.
Or to put it another way: while giving due consideration of the leaves, we
should still be sure, as now, to fully appreciate the Forest.

121 Frauwallner 1956; 183.

122 Frauwallner 1956: 182. .

123 If anything, the fact that Buddhaghosa has been determined not to be the author of the
Abhidhamma commentaries attributed to him makes this suggestion even stronger. See,
however, the remarks above in n. 66 on the authorship of the Samantapasadika.
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Appendix

Although it contains nothing of direct relevance to our question, for
reference, and since the text is not easily obtained, I quote here the passage
from Dhammapala’s Linatthappakisani sub-commentary corresponding to

the first passage we studied above from Buddhaghosa’s Papajicasiidani:'**

sanghe gotami dehi ... pe ... sangho catiidam eva suttapadarh | sarighe
gotami dehi ti sanghassa danaya niyojesi tasma sangho va dakkhineyyataro
ti ayam evettha attho | yadi evan ti adina tattha byabhicarar dasseti |
rajamahamattadayo ti 4din3 tattha byatirekato nidassanarh aha | mahantatara
bhaveyyunti anubhavadina mahantatard bhaveyyuri na ca tarh atthiti | tasma
ti yasma gunavisifthahetukarh dakkhineyyatarh anapekkhitva attano
diyamanassa dapanarh labhati tasma | ma evam ganhan ti sammasam-
buddhato sangho va dakkhineyyo ti ma ganha |

tattha nicchayasadhakam suttapadarh dassento niyamasmirm loke
... pe ... vipulaphalesinan ti aha | svayamattho ratanasutte'?* “yarh kifici
vittan” ti gathdya aggapasadasuttadihi!?® ca vibhavetabbo ti | tendha
satthara uttaritaro dakkhineyyo nama nathi ti |

gotamiya antamabhavikataya danassa digharattarh hitaya sukhaya
anuppadanato na tath garutarath sanghassa padapane karananti aha
pacchimaya janatdya ti adi | vacanato pi ti tassa vatthayugassa satthu
eva patiggahandya vacanato pi | tendha »g A7 ti adi |

sattha sanghapariyapanno va idise thane aggaphalatthataya attha-
ariyapuggalabhavato sace panassa na sayarh sanghapariydpannatd
katharh sanghe piijite satthd pljito ndma siyati adhippayo | fini
saranagamanani tayo eva aggapasadati vakkhati ti adhippayo |
abhidheyyanuriipani hi lingavacanani | na ruhati ayatha@vapatipatti-
bhavato na gihivesaggahaniddind gihibhavassa patikkhipitattd | na
vattabbam etam satthd sanghapariyapanno ti satthubhdvato |
savakasamiitho hi sangho | sanghagane hi sattha uttaritaro anafifiasadha-
ranagunchi samannagatabhavato miilaratnabhavato ca |

124 From the Dhammagiri-Pali-Ganthamala series, vol. 22 (Igatpuri: Vipassana Research Institute,
1995): 189-190. On the authorship, see von Hinuber 1996: §358.

125 Suttanipata 11.1, verse 3 (Sn 224) (Ciilavagga), Andersen and Smith 1913: 39.11, translated in
Norman 1992: 25. Also in the Khuddakapatha (Smith and Hunt 1915: 3.36).

126 Itivuttaka 90 (Windisch 1889): 87.16—88.1. Translated in Masefield 2000: 76. The same is found
in the Anguttaranikaya (Cakkavagga 34) (Morris 1888: 34.13-16).
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