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Introduction

Bu ston Rin chen grub (1290-1364), a Tibetan Buddhist monk who is well
known as a polymath and prolific writer, wrote several works concerning the
monastic law code (Tib. dul ba; Skt. vinaya) that was brought from India to
Tibet, i.e., the so-called Malasarvastivada-vinaya. Recently, it has become clearer
that they may enable us to better understand this voluminous monastic code,
and have therefore received the attention of Buddhist studies scholars,
especially those who specialize in it. The ‘Dul ba spyi’i rnam par gzhag pa (“The
General Presentation of the Vinaya”; 1357) is one of these works." As the title
suggests, it includes brief overviews of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya and related
Indian texts about which Bu ston knew. In his overview of the *Vinaya-samgraha
(Chin. Genbensapoduobu liishe TRA i %% HHE4 [T. 1458]; Tib. "Dul ba bsdus pa
[Der. 4105%), the handbook of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya attributed to
*Visesamitra (Chin. Shengyou % &; Tib. Khyad par bshes gnyen; no later than
7th century), Bu ston critically states that five vinaya issues mentioned in the
handbook do not appear in the Maulasarvastivada-vinaya and Gunaprabha’s
handbook, the Vinayasatra (5th-7th century CE). He concludes that
*Vi$esamitra might have been confused or unfamiliar with the Milasarvastivada-
vinaya, and therefore dismisses the Vinaya-samgraha as unreliable. However, a
close inspection of these five vinaya issues based on the now widely available
recensions of the Mialasarvastivada-vinaya, the Vinayasitra, and the Vinaya-
samgraha does not entirely support Bu ston’s critical statement. There appears
to be less disagreement than Bu ston claims between the Malasarvastivada-
vinaya/ Vinaya-sitra and the Vinaya-samgraha. In this paper, I will report the result
of my investigation of Bu ston’s critical statement about the five vinaya issues in
the "Dul ba spyi’i rnam par gzhag pa, and conclude that his criticism of them is not
always reasonable. Furthermore, I will discuss the significance of this
discrepancy between Bu ston’s and our understandings of these vinaya issues.
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1. Bu ston’s Nine Works on the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya and
Its Related Indian Texts

Bu ston Rin chen grub is undoubtedly one of the most influential Tibetan
monks who played an important role in the history of Tibetan Buddhism. His
great influence on the traditions of Buddhist textual classification and
transmission in general may be the most pronounced. Bu ston is well known
for being an early compiler of a large collection of translated scholarly works of
Indian Buddhist texts, which he designated as “bs7an gyur.”® It is also well
known that he compiled detailed catalogues of various Buddhist texts on more
than one occasion.” These labor-intensive works indicate that Bu ston had
extensive knowledge of Buddhist texts. Since Bu ston composed several works
on the Milasarvastivada-vinaya, his knowledge clearly encompassed it as well.

There are six vinaya texts extant and available to us that are generally
thought to be fully preserved and to have been connected with different
schools.”) The Milasarvastivada-vinaya is the only one of these six vinaya texts
that was transmitted from India to two different cultural spheres: Chinese and
Tibetan. It was translated in the 8th century CE into Chinese by Yijing &%
(635-713), and in the 9th century CE into Tibetan. Yijing’s Chinese translation
has not come down to us completely, but the Tibetan translation is generally
thought to be fully preserved.?

The Milasarvastivada-vinaya is the most voluminous of the six extant vinaya
texts.”) Probably due to its enormous size, a large number of commentaries and
handbooks made by medieval Indian monks have come down to us. Bu ston
composed at least nine works apparently concerning the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya
and some related Indian texts. These nine works are available to us in 7%e
Collected Works of Bu ston. In A Catalogue of the Tohoku University Collection of Tibetan
Works on Buddhism (hereafter Tohoku Catalogue), 70-72, his works are itemized
with Japanese titles and brief explanations in English as follows:

5185 (Zha 1-70) "Dul ba spyi’i rnam par gzhag pa, ‘dul ba rin po che’i mdzes
rgyan. (FEDOII, “H 72 2 H ORI & V.5 F). Introduction to
the vinaya in general in accordance with the Vinayasutra (No. 4117).

5186 (Zha 1-295) "Dul ba mdo’i don rnam par ‘byed pa, ‘dul ba rgya misho’i
snying po rab tu gsal bar byed pa. (HAE D FE % 775 % “Hulp 0 Ll %
HE2IZT 27 £vwshE). A commentary on Gunaprabha’s
Vinayasttra (No. 4117), referring to No. 1-6 and their commentaries.
cf. No. 4104-4116, 4119-4123.

5187 (Zha 1-125) Las brgya rtsa gcig gi rnam par bshad pa cho ga’i gsal la byed
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ba, (H—1FEOMSS AEEEBSAIT 57 L) E). A
commentary on the Ekottarakarmasataka by Gunaprabha (No. 4118),
referring to No. 5185-5186, 5188-5190.

5188 (Za 1-43) "Dul ba’i lag len gyi cho ga, dri ma med pa’i phreng ba. (5t % 5
B3 215 k7-% “Eim” L9 FE). Practical rules of the
sramanerasiksapada and the upasampada. cf. No. 5187.

5189 (Za 1-17) °Dul ba’i lag len gyi cho ga dri ma med pa’i phreng ba’i shar byung,
khyim pa la phan gdags pa’i cho ga. (HEDFENENEEE T 5 “IEIE” O
, “TERAIRDVEE” L v %) An explanation of the discipline
for upasaka and upasika, written as a supplement to No. 5188.

5190 (Za 1-45) Dge slong ma’i rnam par "byed pa’i don gsal bar byed pa, snying po
gsla ba. (“YLEJEST R OFEER S 2 2H 5 ORI L vsE) A
commentary on the Bhiksuni-vinaya-vibhanga. cf. No. 5 (HRA3— 1]
AERL T B AR HR. KIE 1443).

5191 (Za 1-226) Ston pa beom ldan “das sakya thub pa’i rnam par thar pa ‘dul ba’i
lung las *byung ba bsdus pa, dad cing dga’ skyed. (A<l NS RN ZRJEAR,
FEXOHHIIZL Y EREL DD “ELHAEEZET” LnsadE)
Life of Sakyamuni compiled from the tales of Nidana, Jataka, and
Itivutaka in vinaya canons and their commentaries.

5192 (Ha 1-419) ’Dul ba pha’i gleng "bum chen mo. (8, tt et 7355 K EE).
This book entitled ‘A handred (sic.) thousand stories of Buddhist
monks’ contains various stories on the behaviour of monks, collected
from the vinaya canons. cf. No. 5193.

5193 (Ha 1-59) °Dul ba dge slong ma’i gleng bum. (£, Yt [ JE-1 J73L5%). This
book entitled ‘A handred (sic.) thousand stories of nuns’ contains

various stories on the behaviour of nuns, collected from the above
said canons. cf. No. 5192.

It is not certain from where these brief explanations of the nine works

originated or whether they are accurate. It should be repeated, moreover,

especially for the benefit of those unfamiliar with Japanese, that the English

explanations are not translations of the Japanese titles, which themselves are

simply translations of the Tibetan titles. The ’Dul ba spyi’i rnam par gzhag pa (no.

5185), the principal text for this paper, for example, is said to be “in accordance

with the Vinayasiutra,” but its title does not support this explanation at all, and

several studies of this text published after this catalogue—we will discuss some

of them below soon—do not find any close relationship between the Dul ba spyi’i

rnam par gzhag pa and the Vinayasitra.® It remains to be explored, therefore,

whether the other explanations are accurate. However, it is immediately
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apparent from the titles of these nine texts that Bu ston worked not only on the
canonical vinaya texts, but also on the Vinaya-sitra and the * Ekottara-karma-Sataka
(nos. 5186 and 5187), both of which are attributed to Gunaprabha (5th-7th
century CE), the medieval Indian vinaya master who is undoubtedly one of the
most authoritative Indian monks in the Tibetan Buddhist traditions. The fact
that Bu ston left two works on two of Gunaprabha’s texts may suggest that
Gunaprabha was already highly esteemed by the time of Bu ston.

Research on the above nine texts has progressed at a snail’s pace in the
modern field of Buddhist studies. A few of them have been dealt with by only
a small handful of modern scholars, and most of them remain largely
unexplored. There are, however, several pioneering studies about the Dul ba
pha’i gleng "bum chen mo (no. 5192) and the "Dul ba spyi’i rnam par gzhag pa (no.
5185).9 With regard to the 'Dul ba pha’i gleng *bum chen mo, Schopen (1998: esp.
178, n. 67) noted that while it appears to be simply a collection of the narrative
stories from the Maulasarvastivada-vinaya, it is far more than that. The stories
collected therein are arranged in order according to Gunaprabha’s siatra-form
digest of the Malasarvastivada-vinaya, or the Vinaya-sitra, and as a result, the "Dul
ba pha’i gleng "bum chen mo in its entirety also serves as “a condensed version of
the entire Mulasarvastivada-vinaya,” just like the Vinaya-siatra.”

The "Dul ba spyi’i rnam par gzhag pa (hereafter "Dul spyi) has also already
received scholarly attention to some degree. In his discussion about Bu ston’s
views on Buddhist schools in early India, Vogel (1985: 110) noted that the Dul
spyi includes an interesting passage in which Bu ston states his suspicion that
the Tibetan Bhiksunivibhaiga belongs to a non-Mulasarvastivadin tradition.'
Ever since Vogel drew our attention to this, scholars have discussed what Bu
ston’s suspicion exactly means. It seems that it may be best explained by his
ignorance of the multiple traditions of the Miulasarvastivada-vinaya rules for
nuns.”” Maeda (2001) focuses on the Dul spyi in his discussion about the history
of the transmission of vinaya texts in Tibet. Though Maeda never references
Vogel’s work, he also notes in further detail that the "Dul spyi contains Bu ston’s
brief overviews of the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya and related Indian texts, including
his interesting suspicion about the Bhiksunivibhanga that Vogel discussed.
Moreover, Maeda highlights that Bu ston reported that there were some Indian
texts related to the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya of which he had only heard or which
had not been translated into Tibetan."?

These important studies indicate that the 'Dul spyi is worthy of more
scholarly attention: it shares with us the situation surrounding the circulation
and transmission of vinaya texts in Tibet, and, more interestingly, includes
some of Bu ston’s thought-provoking opinions on the Milasarvastivada-vinaya
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tradition. His overview of the Vinaya-samgraha, which I will quote and discuss in
detail in this paper, is a good example of this."¥

2. The Vinaya-samgraha

Before analyzing Bu ston’s overview of the Vinaya-samgraha, 1 will provide
some general information on this text. There are about thirty Indian
commentaries on and handbooks of the Milasarvastivida-vinaya extant and
available to us. The Vinaya-samgraha is one of them. It is generally regarded as
a commentary on the Pratimoksa rules for monks,” and attributed to
*Visesamitra (Chin. Shengyou 5 /; Tib. Khyad par bshes gnyen). Details are
not known about *Visesamitra, who appears to have lived in the 7th century
CE or earlier. While most of the thirty Indian commentaries on and handbooks
of the Maulasarvastivada-vinaya have come down to us only in Tibetan translations,
the Vinaya-samgraha is one of only two exceptions.'” It was transmitted into both
the Chinese and Tibetan cultural spheres and has been fully preserved not
only in Tibetan translation ("Dul ba bsdus pa: D. 4105, Nu 88a-268a, 13 bam po")
but also in Yijing’s #&ifr Chinese translation (Genbensapoduobu liishe HRA [z %%
TP T. 1458 [24] 525a-617a, 14 juan 45).

Although it is unclear how much attention the Vinaya-samgraha received in
India, it seems certain that Buddhists in Chinese and Tibetan cultural spheres
had conflicting attitudes toward it. Yijing i, a Chinese pilgrim who spent
time at Nalanda, seems to have esteemed the Vinaya-samgraha as much as the
Milasarvastivada-vinaya itself. When he returned to China from his long journey,
he translated the Vinaya-samgraha before any of the canonical vinaya texts."
Also, in his travel record (the Nanhai jigui neifazhuan ¥ 755 WE(R), Yijing
quotes many passages from the Vinaya-samgraha, as well as from the
Milasarvastivada-vinaya itself.” Furthermore, in Japan the Vinaya-samgraha was
read as intensively as (and perhaps more intensively than) the Milasarvastivada-
vinaya around 1000 years after Yijing’s death, especially by monks of the
Shingon E. 5 school. These monks were aware that in his so-called Sangaku
roku —“¥§%, the founder of their school, Kukai 2%iff: (774-835), referred to
Yijing’s vinaya corpus, including the Vinaya-samgraha, as all-important texts.
One of the Shingon monks, Gakunyo £:4[1 (1716-1773), who insisted that they
should lead the monastic life based primarily on the Malasarvastivada-vinaya,
highly valued the Vinaya-samgraha, and even published an annotated edition.*”

In Tibetan Buddhist traditions, however, the Vinaya-samgraha seems to
have not been so popular. There seems to be little, if any, evidence that the
Vinaya-samgraha was ever studied in them as intensively as any other Indian text
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related to the Milasarvastivada-vinaya, such as Gunprabha’s Vinaya-sitra and
Visakha(deva)’s Vinaya-karika.*) More significantly, as we will see below, one of
the most influential monks in Tibetan Buddhist traditions, Bu ston, doubted
the authenticity of the Vinaya-samgraha and explicitly asserted that it was not
trustworthy.

3. Bu ston’s Overview of the Vinaya-samgraha in His ’Dul spyi
The Collected Works of Bu ston, part 21 Zha, 114 (57 verso) 1. 3-6.

s0 so thar pa’i grel pa ‘dul ba bsdus pa bam po beo Inga pa slob dpon khyad par bshes
gnyen gyis mdzad pa | bai 1o tsa na dang | rgyal ba shes rab dang | shakya bshes
gnyen gyi ‘gyur | 'di la (1) bslab pa phul ba’i go yang chod la sdom pa mi gtong ba
dang / (2) byang sgra mi snyan pa las brkus na pham pa ‘ong ba dang / (3) dge tshul
gyi lhung bzed dang chos gos byin gyis rlob pa dang | (4) bla ma gnas su gyur pa’i dge
slong rnams la pus mo btsugs pas phyag gi go chod bya ba dang / (5) rung khang byin
gyis rlob pa la ’jug pa zhan pa’i byin rlabs | shes pa chung ngu’i byin rlabs zhes pa la
sogs pa lung sde bzhi | ‘dul ba’i mdo dang ‘gal ba mang po yod pa’i phyir sde pa
gzhan gyi grub mtha’ ‘chug pa’am / yang na | gzhi thams cad yod smra’i ‘dul ba mi
shes pa zhig gis byas par snang bas 'di la yid brtan mi bya’o //

The Vinaya-samgraha, a commentary on the Pratimoksa/sitra/ in 15 bam po,
was made by Acarya *Visesamitra. It is a translation by Vairocanal-
raksita], rGyal ba shes rab, and Shakya bshes gnyen.”” Because in this
[work], there are many [statements] that conflict with [those in| the Vinaya
of Four Parts (= the Malasarvastivada-vinaya®) and the Vinaya-sitra, such as
(1) abandonment of the training (Skt. siksa-pratyacaksa, pratyakhyana), even
though it functions [i.e., has been accomplished], is not followed by
renouncement of samovara, (2) Parajika offense occurs when one steals from
the Uttarakurus, (3) a novice’s taking formal possession of a bowl and a
robe, (4) [a monk] showing reverence to respectable ones (Skt. guru) and
those who are worthy of great respect (Skt. guru-sthaniya®”) by [a monk’s]
falling on his knee towards them, and (5) with regard to the formal
recognition [of a place| as a kalpika-sala,” a formal recognition [of a place
as kalpika-sala can be proposed| by a monk of silly disposition and of little
intelligence, [this work] appears to have been made by one who confused
[Milasarvastivadins’ doctrine with] another school’s doctrine, or who did
not know about the Milasarvastivida-vinaya. Therefore, you should not
trust this [work].29
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The wording of the Tibetan text above is too terse to immediately
understand. Moreover, it includes several technical vinaya terms. Byin gyis rlob
pa, for example, is one. It is commonly known as the attested translation of
derivatives of Skt. adhi-| stha and refers in Buddhist text in general to the
Buddha or some other prominent ones manifesting a supernatural or magical
power.?” In vinaya texts, however, it is used to signify that monks and nuns turn

1.2 Those who are

something new into something formal, official, or lega
unfamiliar with vinaya texts might be misled by such technical vinaya terms,
and could misunderstand the passage.

The purport of the passage quoted above is, however, virtually certain. Bu
ston provides bibliographical information about the Vinaya-samgraha and claims
that it is not trustworthy because it includes more than five statements—which
I numbered from (1) to (5) in the text and translation above—that, he suggests,
contradict the Milasarvastivida-vinaya and the Vinaya-sitra, and are therefore

problematic. Bu ston’s claims can be summarized, uncritically, as follows:

Table I: Bu ston’s claims regarding the V-samgraha, MSV, and VS
(V-samgraha = Vinayasamgraha; MSV =~ Milasarvastivada-vinaya; VS ~ Vinaya-sitra)

V-samgraha | MSV | VS
(1) Abandonment of the training that does not O

entail renouncement of samvara ) *
(2) Parajika offense occurs when one steals from O N N
the Uttarakurus

(3) A novice’s taking formal possession of a bowl O N N
and a robe

(4) Showing reverence to respectable ones (Skt.
guru) and those who are worthy of great respect O x x
(Skt. guru-sthaniya) by falling on the knee

(6) Formal recognition of a place as a kalpika-sala by
a monk of silly disposition and little intelligence

(Or included, x: not included

If the situation is exactly as this table shows, Bu ston’s rejection of the
Vinaya-samgraha might be reasonable. However, some examination would be
required to determine whether his rejection holds water. As I mentioned above,
it has become clearer that Bu ston’s skepticism of the authenticity of the
Bhiksuntvinaya in this same work is misguided. In addition, I have already
noted that though Bu ston referred to the last of the four major parts of the
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Malasarvastivada-vinaya, the Uttaragrantha, as “commentary-like (grel pa lta bu)”
in his History of Buddhism, this description may also be inaccurate.?”) It is
possible, therefore, that Bu ston’s rejection of the Vinaya-samgraha may also lack
sufficient justification. His rejection can be only regarded as valid if the five
statements that Bu ston indicates appear in the Vinaya-samgraha and are
completely dismissed or unheeded in the Milasarvastivada-vinaya and the Vinaya-
sitra. We will discuss, then, the five statements one by one in the following.

4. An Examination of Bu ston’s Overview of the Vinaya-samgraha
in His ’Dul spyi

4. 1. Possible Problems in the Bibliographical Information

Before we begin discussing the five statements that Bu ston held to be
peculiar to the Vinaya-samgraha, let us briefly address the bibliographical
information about it provided by Bu ston. He refers to it as “a commentary on
the Pratimoksa-[sitra] in 15 bam po.” This description is noteworthy in two ways.
First, the number of bam po that Bu ston indicates differs from the number we
find in two major xylograph editions that are most accessible to us today. While
Bu ston states that the Vinaya-samgraha consists of 15 bam po, the texts preserved
in the Derge and Peking xylograph editions contain just 13 bam po. Given that
Bu ston himself refers to the text as containing 13 bam po in another of his
major works in 1335, the so-called Zhwa lu Tanjur catalogue,’ his reference to
the Vinaya-samgraha as 15 bam po in the ‘Dul spyi might indicate that there were
two different versions of the Vinaya-samgraha in Tibetan Buddhist traditions.
We will discuss this issue in some more detail later.

The second notable point regarding Bu ston’s bibliographical information
is that he states that the text is “a commentary” on the Pratimoksa rules. Though
it is not clear what he means by “commentary,” it seems that his statement
does not fully capture the major textual characteristics of the Vinaya-samgraha.
It is true that the Vinaya-samgraha addresses each of the rules comprising the
Pratimoksa-sitra, following the order of presentation of the rules. As Nishimoto
(1933) precisely notes, however, it also provides various regulations that are
preserved in the four major sections of the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya and are not
always closely related to the Pratimoksa rules. That is, the Vinaya-samgraha in its
entirety seems to be more an essential compendium of the Milasarvastivada-
vinaya than a commentary on the Pratimoksa-sitra.®) It is true that Bu ston does
not make an argument that the Vinaya-samgraha is a commentary as opposed to
a handbook. However, his reference to it as simply as a commentary on the
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Pratimoksa-sitra is possibly a misleading statement.*?
4. 2. Statement (5)

Now let us discuss the five statements in question. I will start my discussion
by addressing statement (5), since its meaning is clear, and Bu ston’s comments
about it are simple. In contrast, statement (1) includes several technical vinaya
terms that require some further explanations, and moreover, Bu ston’s criticism
of the Vinaya-samgraha based on this statement is slightly complicated. For these
reasons, I will discuss the five statements in reverse order: (5) — (4) — ... (1).

The passage in which statement (5) appears is found in the Tibetan version
of the Vinaya-samgraha that is available to us. It appears after the reference to
five kalpika-salas as follows:

gtsug lag khang du ni rung ba’i khang pa bsko bar bya'o // de yang Inga ste | bteg
pa’i mtha’ las byung ba dang / sems bsdus pa’i mtha’ las byung ba dang | ba lang gi
lhas lta bu dang | ‘phral la byung ba dang | bskos pa ste Inga pa’o // bteg pa’i mtha’
las byung ba zhes bya ba ni ...... shes pa chung ba dang | blun po’i rgyud kyis rung
bar bya ba ni dge ‘dun la bstan pa ma byas kyang ltung ba med do //**

Within the vihara, the kalpika-sala must be established. [In regard to kalpika-
Salas|] there are also five: [the one] made by piling up [bricks|, [the one]
made by attracting attention, [the one] like a cowshed, [the one] made by
abandonment [of a place], and [the one formally] established. Regarding
[the kalpika-sald] made by piling up [bricks], it is ...... Regarding [the case in
which] a monk of silly disposition and of little intelligence sets [a place as]
the kalpika-sala, there is no fault, even if he does not let the community

know [about it].*)

It has been noted that the five kalpika-salas appear but are not clearly
explained in the Bhaisajya-vastu of the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya.* Given that its
passage is almost identical to the passage I cited above from the Vinaya-samgraha,
it appears that the above was sourced from the Bhaisajya-vastu. In the Bhaisajya-
vastu, however, there is no reference to the case in which a monk of silly
disposition or of little intelligence sets a place as a kalpika-sala. Likewise, the
Vinaya-siitra also includes a series of sitras that concern the regulations regarding
the kalpika-sala, which must have been sourced from the Bhaisajya-vastu,*® but
no reference to a monk of silly disposition or of little intelligence appears in the
sutras.””)
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Taking this textual evidence into account, it might be safe to say that
statement (5) is unique to the Vinaya-samgraha, as Bu ston suggests. That is to
say, based on statement (5), Bu ston’s criticism of the Vinaya-samgraha appears
to be tenable.

4. 3. Statement (4)

The passage in which statement (4) appears is preserved in both Chinese
and Tibetan versions of the Vinaya-samgraha. It is a description of the proper

manners of junior monks when showing reverence to senior monks:

bla ma dang bla ma’i gnas lta bu la pus mo gzugs pa dang / ‘dud par beas pa’am |
thal mo sbyar ba bcas pa ‘am | sgyid pa nas khyud pa ‘am | de bzhin du tsog pus

dug pa’o //*

[One must show reverence]| to respectable ones (Skt. guru) and those who
are worthy of great respect (Skt. guru-sthaniya) by either kneeling and
maintaining a bowing posture, maintaining the gesture of supplication
with one’s hands, holding their knees in one’s arms, or maintaining the

posture of squatting.

Instructions regarding proper manners to show reverence are preserved
in the Pravrajyavastu and the Ksudraka-vastu of the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya.*)
Therein, however, there are only two ways of showing reverence: 1) throwing
down one’s whole body on the ground, and 2) holding respectable ones’ knees
in one’s arms. No reference to a monk’s kneeling on the ground is found. The
Vinaya-siitra also includes a sitra that refers to two ways of showing reverence,
and there is no mention of kneeling.*” It is true, thus, that statement (4), like
statement (5), appears to be unique to the Vinaya-samgraha, as Bu ston suggests.
On closer investigation, however, one notices that the way of showing reverence
by kneeling is referred to as one of the “others’ views” in the Vinaya-samgraha:

gzhan dag na re ston pa las dkyil "khor chen po Inga pas phyag bya’o // bla ma dang
bla ma’i gnas lta bu la pus mo gzugs pa dang | “dud par beas pa’am | thal mo sbyar
ba becas pa ‘am | sgyid pa nas khyud pa ‘am | de bzhin du tsog pus ‘dug pa’o //
tshangs pa mtshungs par spyod pa gzhan rnams la ni mgo ‘dud dam | thal mo sbyar
ba ‘am | ngag yang dag par brjod pa’o zhes kyang zer ba'o //*¥

It is also said by others that one must show reverence to the Teacher (i.e.,
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the Buddha) by throwing down the whole body on the ground, to
respectable ones (Skt. guru) and those who are worthy of great respect (Skt.
guru-sthaniya) by either kneeling and maintaining a bowing posture,
maintaining the gesture of supplication with one’s hands, holding their
knees in one’s arms, or maintaining the posture of squatting, and to fellow-
monks (Skt. sabrahmacarin) by either bowing, maintaining the gesture of
supplication with one’s hands, or greeting with words.

There is little, if any, that one can say with certainty about the “others’
views” that *ViSesamitra mentions in the Vinaya-samgraha. His opinion of them
is unclear, since he expresses neither criticism nor approval towards them. The
source of these views also remains to be explored. It seems certain, however,
that he does not regard them as standard or mainstream interpretations. If
they are in fact not standard or mainstream interpretations, it would be natural
that they appear neither in the Milasarvastivada-vinaya, which is undoubtedly
the main source for the Vinaya-samgraha, nor in the Vinaya-sitra, which probably
does not provide atypical interpretations of the Miulasarvastivada-vinaya. In the
end, Bu ston’s suggestion that the way of showing reverence by kneeling is
found solely in the Vinaya-samgraha and not in the other two texts is well
supported. It does not mean, however, that we can conclude that the Vinaya-
samgraha contradicts the other two texts, since it refers to showing reverence by
kneeling not as Visesamitra’s own view, but as one of the “others’ views.” In
short, Bu ston’s criticism of the Vinaya-samgraha based on statement (4) is not
entirely reasonable.

4. 4. Statement (3)

Statement (3) concerns taking formal possession of a bowl and robes, one
of the ritual acts that must be performed by a candidate through a
pronouncement during the ordination ceremony.*” It is unclear, however, why
Bu ston criticizes the Vinaya-samgraha based on this statement.

As is well known, there are two successive steps a male layman takes in
Buddhist ordination: the first step is from a layman (Skt. updsaka) to a novice
(Skt. sramanera), and the second step is from a novice to a monk (Skt. bhiksu).
The Milasarvastivada-vinaya prescribes in the Pravrajya-vastu that a novice takes
formal possession of a bowl and robes in the process of becoming a monk,*)
and the Vinaya-sitra appears to have included this prescription.*/

The Vinaya-samgraha also provides a variety of information about
ordination in its explanations of the 72nd payantika offense and states as follows
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that a novice must take formal possession of a bowl and robes during the

ordination ceremony:
chos gos rnams dang lhung bzed ni dge “dun la bstan te | byin gyis brlab par bya'o //*>

Regarding robes and a bowl, [they] must be shown to the community and
taken formal possession of.

Here we see that the Vinayasamgraha, along with the Milasarvastivada-
vinaya and the Vinaya-sitra, refers to a novice’s taking formal possession of a
bowl and robes during the ordination. It seems, therefore, that the reason for
Bu ston’s criticism is not that the reference is not found in the latter two texts.
There must be another issue for which Bu ston criticizes the Vinaya-samgraha
based on statement (3). The disagreement between the Vinaya-samgraha and the
Vinaya-sitra, noted by Yamagiwa Nobuyuki, about the time when a bowl is
given to a candidate in the ordination procedures should be mentioned here;
perhaps it is the issue that Bu ston considers problematic in statement (3).

In his discussion about the characteristics of the procedures for becoming
a Buddhist novice preserved in various texts related to the Milasarvastivada-
vinaya, Yamagiwa (1987: 84) notes that the Vinaya-sitra and also one of the
commentaries on it attributed to Gunaprabha himself, the Vinayasitra-vrity-
abhidhanasvavyakhyana, suggest that only a robe should be given to the candidate
before he becomes a novice," while it is explicitly mentioned in the Vinaya-
samgraha that a bowl absolutely must be given to the candidate in the process
of becoming a novice, i.e., before he becomes a novice.*”)

Since the disagreement noted by Yamagiwa concerns a bowl and statement
(3) also refers to “a novice’s bowl,” it might be possible to connect the two. That
is to say, “a novice’s bowl” in statement (3) may refer to a novice’s own bowl,
i.e., the bowl that the novice already possesses. Perhaps we can see the Vinaya-
samgraha as instructing that a novice takes formal possession of the bowl that
he obtained before becoming a novice, and the Vinaya-sitra as suggesting that a
novice should take formal possession of a new bowl which is given after he has
become a novice. If this is the case, and as long as we give preference to the
Vinaya-sitra over the Vinaya-samgraha, we may conclude that Bu ston’s criticism
is reasonable to an extent.

However, Yamagiwa notes another important fact: it is not only the Vinaya-
samgraha but also the Milasarvastivada-vinaya that stipulates that a bowl should
be given to the candidate before he becomes a novice.® That is to say, the
Vinaya-samgraha and the Milasarvastivida-vinaya agree on the issue of when to
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give a bowl to a candidate, which, according to Yamagiwa, conflicts with the
position of the Vinaya-sitra.*”) Therefore, even if Bu ston is criticizing the Vinaya-
samgraha due to its difference from the Vinaya-sitra, it follows that he disregards
the same disagreement between the Miulasarvastivada-vinaya and the Vinaya-sitra.
However, this is technically unlikely: it means that Bu ston prioritized the
Vinaya-siitra over not only the Vinaya-samgraha but also the canonical vinaya.” In
any case, Bu ston’s criticism is not well supported by the current versions of the
three texts, and it remains uncertain what he regards as problematic in
statement (3).

4. 5. Statement (2)

Next, we will look at statement (2). The problem with Bu ston’s criticism
of the Vinaya-samgraha is most apparent here. It is not only because a similar
statement does not appear in the Vinaya-samgraha, but because it includes an
explanation that suggests that the monks are free from any grave faults, even if
they steal something from Uttarakurus:

byang gi sgra mi snyan na ni yongs su ‘dzin pa med pas ma byin par len pa med do

/P

Since there is no possession [of anything] in Uttarakuru, there is no
stealing.

The statement above suggests that the Vinaya-samgraha takes the position
that no one could possess anything in Uttarakuru, a sort of utopia where people
semi-permanently lead happy and comfortable lives without any negative
thoughts or actions, such as killing and stealing,’? and therefore, stealing would
never occur. This position is presumably shared by both the Milasarvastivada-
vinaya and the Vinaya-sitra, since both texts include almost the same statements.*)
More importantly, this position appears to suggest that those who have stolen
something from the Uttarakurus could not be charged with the offense of
stealing—a Parajika offense. There seems no doubt, in any case, that there is
little difference between the Vinaya-samgraha and the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya/
Vinaya-sitra regarding monks’ stealing from the Uttrakurus. We can therefore
conclude that Bu ston’s rejection of the Vinaya-samgraha based on statement (2)
seems to be poorly supported.
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4. 6. Statement (1)

Statement (1) is about the relationship between “abandonment of the
training” and “renouncement of samovara.” Both are technical phrases.
“Abandonment of the training” is established in the rule of celibacy (the Ist
Parajika) as a means for monks to avoid violating this rule. Even if they engage
in sexual intercourse, they are not considered to have transgressed the rule as
long as they have first declared that they abandon the training.’* This is
because the declaration brings about secession of monkhood; it turns monks
into laymen, i.e., those who are out of reach of any monastic rules.”” Regarding
samvara, though details about it are absent in the Malasarvastivada-vinaya,” it
seems to refer to what we may translate as “self-restraint,” which deters
undesirable actions” and which monks should always possess. Given that
“abandoning the training” essentially means the loss of monkhood,
“abandonment of the training” appears to be closely linked to “renouncement
of samvara.”

As far as I can tell from my research, there is no specific discussion about
the relationship between abandonment of training and samovara in the
Malasarvastivada-vinaya. As I mentioned above, there is little, if any, reference to
samovara in the Milasarvastivada-vinaya. The Vinaya-sitra includes several sitras
that refer to samovara, but, to the best of my knowledge, they do not concern its
relationship to abandonment of the training. It is difficult, thus, to find a
conclusive passage in the Maulasarvastivada-vinaya and the Vinaya-sitra that
confirms the close relationship between abandonment of the training and
renouncement of samvara. In his study of the Sanskrit text of the Vinayasitra-
vrity-abhidhanasvavyakhyana, however, Nakagawa Masanori notes that it includes
a passage that explicitly refers to abandonment of the training and the samovara,
and, more importantly, explains that the former entails the renouncement of
the latter.”

If, as Bu ston suggests, the Vinaya-samgraha did consider abandonment of
the training and renouncement of samvara to be unconnected, it would be
reasonable for him to have been so puzzled at the reference in the Vinaya-
samgraha that he was led to doubt the authenticity of the text as a whole. Such
a statement, however, is not found in the Vinaya-samgraha. On the contrary, it
explains, as the Sanskrit version of the Vinayasatra-vrtty-abhidhanasvavyakhyana
suggests, that “abandonment of the training” and “renouncement of samvara”
are virtually the same:

bslab pa ma phul zhes bya ba ni | sdom pa gtong bar ‘gyur pa’i rgyu rnams kyis sdom
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pa ma btang (Der: gtang) ba zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go / de’i rgyu ni bzhi ste | bslab

pa phul ba dang | mishan gnyis byung ba dang | dge ba’i risa ba med pa dang / shi
‘phos pa’o |/

»

Regarding the expression “without abandoning the training,” it means

that [the monk]| does not renounce samvara by meeting the conditions for

renouncement of samvara. The conditions are four: abandonment of the
training, occurrence of two sexes, cessation of the root of merit, and death.

It is obvious that the relationship between abandonment of the training
and renouncement of samovara is explained here. Since there seems to be no
other passage in the Vinaya-samgraha in which both of these are mentioned
together, the passage I quoted above is most likely the one Bu ston refers to in
his statement (1). It seems, however, the above passage and this statement have
opposite meanings. In the Vinaya-samgraha, “abandonment of the training” is
explained as synonym for “renouncement of samvara.” On the other hand, Bu
ston suggests with statement (1) that the Vinaya-samgrahaholds that abandonment
of the training does not entail renouncement of samvara. What Bu ston suggests
about the Vinaya-samgraha here and what we actually find in the current versions
of the Vinaya-samgraha do not match. That is to say, Bu ston’s criticism of the
Vinaya-samgraha based on statement (1) seems to be untenable.

Conclusion

I have inspected the five statements that Bu ston, in his "Dul spyi, suggests
appear exclusively in the Vinaya-samgraha and are therefore problematic. It
turns out that Bu ston’s claim may not hold true in every case. I have shown
this in the table below:

Table II: Statements (1)—(5) in V-samgraha, MSV, and VS
(V-samgraha =~ Vinayasamgraha; MSV =~ Milasarvastivada-vinaya; VS = Vinaya-sitra)

V-samgraha | MSV | VS

(1) Abandonment of the training that does not
entail renouncement of samvara

X X X

(2) Parajika offense occurs when one steals from
the Uttarakurus

(3) A novice’s taking formal possession of a bowl
and a robe (A novice takes formal possession of the] ~ O(O) OO | O
bowl that he obtained before becoming a novice.)
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(4) Showing reverence to respectable ones (Skt.
guru) and those who are worthy of great respect AN x x

(Skt. guru-sthaniya) by falling on the knee

(6) Formal recognition of a place as a kalpika-sala by
a monk of silly disposition and little intelligence

O X X

Or included, £: partially matches, x: not included

There are at least three ways to explain this result. First, Bu ston might
have not sufficiently read the Vinaya-samgraha. Second, the texts of 'Dul spyi
might have somewhat changed through a process of transmission, and
consequently the current version that we see today in Bu ston’s complete works
may differ to some extent from the original version that he wrote in 1357.
Third, Bu ston saw a version of the Tibetan translation of the Vinaya-samgraha
different from the one that has come down to us.®”) This third possibility might
be supported by two facts: the Chinese translation of the Vinaya-samgraha is said
to have circulated in two versions—14 juan % and 20 juan versions—the latter of
which is not commonly available at present,’” and the Tibetan translation also
seems to have circulated in two versions—13 bam po and 15 bam po versions®?—
the former of which is, as I briefly mentioned above, available to us in Derge
and Peking xylograph editions. However, it is unclear what these different juan
% and bam po numbers mean. It is possible that they are merely due to the
differences between recensions, and though each of Tibetan and Chinese
translations of the Vinaya-samgraha was circulated in two versions, the two might
not differ so much in content. The 15 bam po version of the Tibetan translation
of the Vinaya-samgraha does not seem to be extant. It seems, however, that the
20 juan version of Chinese Vinaya-samgraha has come down to us. It is reported
that the old manuscripts of Chinese Buddhist texts that have been preserved in
several temples in Japan, such as Ishiyamadera £71115F and Koshoji #5825,
include full copies of the 20 juan % version of Chinese Vinayasamgraha.*! 1
hope to view them in the near future to verify whether they include significant
textual variations that do not appear in the 14 juan version.*)

There seems to be no doubt, in any case, that Bu ston’s brief overview of
the Vinaya-samgraha in his ’Dul spyi is an interesting account that provides us
with a further glimpse of the unpopularity of the Vinaya-samgraha in the Tibetan
Buddhist tradition, prompts us to consider credibility of Bu ston’s works that
are extant and available to us, and points to the multiple circulations or
transmissions of the Vinaya-samgraha.
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Notes

I have discussed the same topic in Kishino (2017). In that paper, however, I had to
limit myself to a partial discussion and refrained from including extensive notes and
references due to space limitations. The present paper enables me to engage in a full
discussion and provide more detailed information. I wish to thank Emeritus Professor
Mimaki Katsumi #I4{ 7. for giving me a chance to submit this paper to this
prestigious journal. I am also indebted to Mr. Dylan Luers Toda, Dr. Shayne Clarke,
and Mr. Warren Kadoya for their careful checks of the English and useful comments,
all of which improve this paper. This acknowledgement, however, does not imply their
entire approval or agreement. I alone remain responsible for any and all errors,
inaccuracies, and inconsistencies. I would also like to express my gratitude to JSPS
for providing financial support (Grant-in-Aid for JSPS Fellows 18K12204).

van der Kuijp (2016: 281, n. 189): “Bu ston completed this work [= Dul ba spyi’i rnam
par gzhag pa] on the tenth day of gro zhun month of a gser ‘phyang year, that is, on July
27,1357

The text numbers of Derge edition that I provide in this paper are based on Chibetto
Daizokyo somokuroku VHE KJEEAE H#%. Edited by Tohoku Teikoku Daigaku
Hobungakubu H AL EA 355, Tokyo: Meicho Shuppan 443 i, 1970.
Mimaki (1987: 281-282). Mimaki (2000: 1155) notes that Bu ston was the first to
designate the two large groups of the translated Indian Buddhist texts as bKa’ ‘gyur
(The Buddha Words in Translation) and &s7an ‘gyur (Scholarly Works in Translation).
Hadano (1987: 115-116).

These six vinaya texts are as follows: the Shisong lii 154 (a vinaya of the Sarvastivadins;
T. 1435 [23]), the Sifen lii U534, (a vinaya of the Dharmaguptakas; T. 1428 [22]), the
Waufen lii T.57F (a vinaya of the Mahisasakas; T. 1421 [22]), the Mokhesenggi lii BEFT
A (a vinaya of the Mahasamghikas; T. 1425 [22]), the vinaya of those who call
themselves “Theravadins” extant in Pali (the so-called “Pali Vinaya”; regarding the
problem with referring to them as “Theravadins,” see S. Sasaki [2000: 386, n. 1]), and
a series of wvinaya texts that modern scholars collectively refer to as the
“Mulasarvastivada-vinaya” (a vinaya of the Miulasarvastivadins, or rather another
vinaya of the Sarvastivadins; regarding the well-known discussion about the precise
meaning of the term “malasarvdstivada,” see, for convenience, Kishino [2013: 6-9]).
The Milasarvastivada-vinaya is partially but relatively well preserved in Sanskrit. The
Sanskrit manuscripts identified as the Malasarvastivada-vinaya are mostly from Gilgit.
For detailed information about them, see, for convenience, Clarke (2014: 1-17).
Hirakawa (1982: 11), for example, calculates that the Milasarvastivada-vinaya is “about
four times longer than other vinayas.” Most recently, Clarke (2016-2017 [2018]: 203-
204) more precisely compares the length of the vinaya with that of the other four
Chinese vinaya texts, saying: “the Maulasarvastivida-vinaya would have been
approximately seven times longer than the Mahisasakavinaya (the Wufen Li T1.571),
six times the length of the Mahasamghika-vinaya (the Mohesenggi lii BT HTEEE), and
four times that of the Dharmaguptaka- and Sarvastivada-vinayas (the Sifen li VU453 and
the Shisong i T 7L

Luo Hong repeatedly refers to the "Dul ba spyi’i rnam par gzhag pa in his discussions
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about the Vinaya-sitra; Luo (2011a; 2011b). In these papers, however, he does not
explain the relationship between the two texts. As we will see below, Maeda (2001) is
one of the few studies that even mention the ’Dul ba spyi’i rnam par gzhag pa. In that
paper, Maeda explicitly states that the text is “a commentary on the Indian
Gunapraha’s Vinayasitra (1 ~ F @ Yon tan ’od, Vinyasitra O f##HiE)”; Maeda (2001:
1). He does not provide, however, any evidence that supports his statement. He is
probably just basing it on the explanation attached to the Tohoku Catalogue. The
relationship between the "Dul ba spyi’i rnam par gzhag pa and the Vinaya-sitra remains to
be examined.

There is also a brief reference to the Las brgya rtsa geig gi rnam par bshad pa cho ga’i gsal
la byed ba (5187) in Kishino (2015: 180, n. 69; 183-184, n. 78).

For Schopen’s other references to the "Dul ba pha’i gleng "bum chen mo in his works, see,
among others, Schopen (2001: esp. 103-104); cf. Ende (2016: 85-87). Note also that
Hadano (1987: 105) states that Bu ston made the ’Dul ba pha’i gleng *bum chen mo and
the Dul ba dge slong ma’i gleng "bum after he learned the vinaya from Shangs pa Jo ston,
who composed a commentary on the Vinaya-karika. (“Sakyasri 7%..... <Hdul-ba Me-
tog-phrenrgyud) % BF L. Z 4% Sen-ge zilgnon & Sans-pa Jo-ston 23 L .
BEFERZEo 7205, Bi& Sen-ge zil-gnon |2 Tshad-mhi skyes-bu, BEINZT N>
23R L C <Glenhbum tika-chen-po) (BALK - PHje#ExR AL H H &%, Nos. 5192,
5193) % #1F L 72....") This explanation of Hadano might suggest that the "Dul ba
pha’i gleng “bum chen mo (and the ’Dul ba dge slong ma’i gleng °bum) is connected to the
Vinaya-karika.

Bu ston again alludes to his suspicion that the Tibetan Bhiksuni-vibhanga belongs to a
non-Milasarvastivadin tradition in his "Dul ba dge slong ma’i gleng *bum; Schopen (1998:
178, n. 67); most recently and in more detail, Clarke (2016-2017 [2018]: 209-210, n.
26).

Schopen (2004a: 180-181; 2008: 230-232); Clarke (2012; 2016-2017: esp. 209-211).
Recently, van der Kuijp (2016: 281, n. 189) has also noted the importance of Bu ston’s
brief overviews of the Malasarvastivada-vinaya and related Indian texts in his Dul spyi,
saying “it contains some precious information on the early Tibetan vinaya literature.”
Maeda (2001: 5) provided a partial translation of Bu ston’s overview of the Vinaya-
samgraha in question. His translation, however, leaves some room for improvement.
See n. 26 (esp. underlined parts) below.

See, for example, K. Sasaki (1985 [1977]: 168). Sakaino (1932: 2) suggests that the
Vinaya-samgraha is a commentary on the Vinayavibhanga: « [lEELH ] OWNE
X, ko TR OBLMOER Y H W2 DTHS..” Note, however,
there seems to be little, if any, decisive evidence for the claim that the Vinaya-samgraha
is a commentary on the Pratimoksa rules or the Vinaya-vibhanga. See the discussion
below (4. 1.).

There is one more text related to the Malasarvastivida-vinaya and attributed to a
medieval Indian monk that was transmitted and preserved in both Chinese and
Tibetan translations: Visakha(deva)’s (Chin. Pisheqia J2%1%; Tib. Sa ga[’i lha]) verse
summary of the Malasarvastivada-vinaya entitled Vinaya-karika(Chin. Genbenshuoyigieyoubu
pinaiye song HEAGT— A E 20 [T. 1459]; Tib. "Dul ba tshig le’ur byas pa [Der.
4123]). Sanskrit fragments (14 folios) of the Vinaya-karika have come down to us,
though they have yet to be published; Liu & Andrews (2017: 13, n. 17). For a preliminary
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report of the Sanskrit fragments, see Clarke’s forthcoming work on the Vinaya-karika:
“A Preliminary Survey of Visakha(deva)’s Bhiksu-vinayakarika-kusuma-sraj.”
Several fragments of the Tibetan Vinaya-samgraha are preserved in the Pelliot collection
of Tibetan manuscripts from Dunhuang, and have been studied by Yang (2012).
Sakaino (1932: 2).
K. Sasaki (1985 [1977]: 175-176). Note, however, that Yijing &5 started to translate
the Vinaya-karika during his stay in Nalanda in India, though he did not revise and
complete it until he returned to China; Sakaino (1932: 2).
For Gakunyo’s 221/l edition of the Vinayasamgraha, see Clarke (2006: 26-27); Baba
(2016: 269-271).
It is well known that the Vinaya-sitra has been held in high esteem as the fundamental
text for the study of vinaya by the dGe-lugs-pa school; Nagao (1954: 16); Onoda (1982:
196-197). Also, the Vinaya-karika, which is commonly called Me tog gi phreng rgyud in
the Tibetan Buddhist traditions, was intensively taught and studied at Snar thang
monastery especially from the 13th to 15th century; Liu (2014). See also n. 10 above.
cf. Otani Tanjur Catalogue (5606): “Ind. D= Cilendrabodhi & Ind. D ffilF
Cakyaprabha& KBS | Vairocanaraksita #. 10, Kagmir O[T Jhanagribhadra
LEEE - BN Rgyal ba ces rab CEEERMIL T Cakya bges giien & HLET, 1R
B, FI5E.”
The view that the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya comprises four major parts (the Vinaya-
vibhanga, the so-called Seventeen Vastus, the Ksudraka-vastu, and the Uttaragrantha)
seems to be popular in Tibetan Buddhist traditions; cf. Bod rgya tshig mdzod chen mo (s.v.
‘dul ba lung sde bzhi). Given that several Indic commentaries on the Milasarvastivada-
vinaya refer to this fourfold structure, the tradition without a doubt originated in
India. For details, see Kishino (2013: 32, n. 29).
cf. Samghabheda-vastu (Tib. Der. 1 Nga 92b1 =~ Skt. Gnoli I, 185): Tib. mkhan po dang /
slob dpon dang / bla ma dang / bla ma’i gnas lta bu rnams kyi ...... ~ SKt. acaryopadhyayanam
guranam gurusthaniyanam ......
cf. Yamagiwa (2001: 321): Tib. rung ba’i gnas =~ Skt. kalpika-sald; the Vinaya-sitra (Tib.
Der. 4117, 72a2 = Skt. R. Sankrtyayana, 89, no. 301): Tib. rung ba’i khang pa ~ Skt.
kalpika-sala. A kalpikasala is a special place where several behaviors regarding food,
such as cooking and storing, that are forbidden by the vinaya are exceptionally
permitted. Yamagiwa (2001) notes that the Pali Vinaya, the Sifen li U537, and the
Waufen lii 71577 refer to four types of kalpikasalas, while the Milasarvastivada-vinaya
refers to five. We will see the details of the five below; cf. CPD (s.v. kappiya-kuti): “house
Jor (items, i.e., food that) is permitted (for storing and cooking): kitchen; corresponds to rasavati
(g-v.) in a non-ecclesiastical context; built on a compound called kappiyabhtami (¢.v.).”
cf. Maeda (2001: 5): “ 7"k Y I Z Z DOFEZRAT U FHOP L B> T L
FERLTCVD, Thbb, [ZOWIEE 5 2 b 7-BBECHI (sdom pa)
EHR TRV E, MEENOL O L RE LMGERFICRLZ L L, MO
W& 7 B4 DL T % B THWTE (phyag gi go chod) 2T 52 & &,
E OB FEIZAL, (HED)FGF DR L, HOL b DODOZF %13
CoL32MEMICDIY, Vingasitra &% FET A EDVHLI2O, Mo
FRIRO LG % > 72D MRAR—UAEROHZHO 2WbDOPHFLZZ
EDHOENTH ), EFLTE R\ (57b4-6) LIBRT W15
Watanabe (1977).
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Kishino (2009).
Kishino (2013: 25, n. 1).
cf. Fujita (2004: 201): “..... TNZ ¥ Y VAT Fajlbbdbwns) T idin
x5 HEE [7 2 F 2V HER] (Toh. 5205) % 1R L 72 (133545, 7 b 1%
457%).”
For more details on the textual characteristics of the Vinayasamgraha, see Kishino
(2018).
Kun mkhyen mtsho sna ba shes rab bzang po (12th-13th century CE; cf. Tsedroen
1992: 76-77) also refers to the Vinaya-samgraha as a commentary on the Pratimoksa-sitra
in his commentary on the Vinaya-sitra, 'Dul ba mdo rtsa’i rnam bshad nyi ma’i ‘od zer legs
bshad lung gi rgya mtsho: gzhan yang so sor thar pa’i grel pa °Dul ba bsdus pa slob dpon Khyad
par bshes gnyen gyis mdzad pa ste ‘gyur snga phyi gnyis dang /...... ("Dul ti ka nyi ma’i ‘od zer legs
bshad lung rigs kyi rgya misho, Vol. II, 370, 16-17). The identification of the Vinaya-
samgraha as a Pratimoksa-sitra commentary might not have been peculiar to Bu ston,; it
was widely found in Tibetan Buddhist traditions at the latest in the 13th century.
Der. 4105, 127b4-128b3.
Yijing’s version of the Vinaya-samgraha also refers to the necessity of establishing a
kalpika-sala (jingchu i) within the vikara and to the five kalpikasalas. It does not
mention, however, a monk of silly disposition or of little intelligence; T. 1458 [24]
545b2—: RIWEEHEREL. FLAESE, JEVFISHET. LS. A oml: — A O, =3k
FIFE, = I07REA, DURCE R, TORAHE. 5 <ALy #...
Edgerton (s.v. kalpika-sala): “five are listed ...... all are ‘explained’ in 6ff but the glosses
are not all very clear.”; Yamagiwa (2001: 320-322, esp. n. 14): “Z 1L E AL 27
WP ENTVED, Ty NRDPERTH 2 720PMEICERZILETE 2
VRS A3d %75 of. Bhaisajyavastu (Tib. Der. 1 Ga 24b2- ~ Skt. Dutt, 235 [mostly
reconstruction|): Tib. bcom ldan “das kyis rung ba’i gnas bsko bar bya’o zhes bka’ stsal pa dang
/ dge slong rnams kyis ci ‘dra ba dang ji tsam pa ma shes nas | beom ldan “das kyis bka’ stsal pa
/ rung ba’i gnas Inga ste | rtsom pa’i mtha’ can dang / sems gtod pa’i mtha’ can dang | ba nyal ba
lta bu dang | stong pa’i gnas dang / bskos pa’o // (cf. Yao, 2013: 542: “H-EL7S [ i % &
ELTIW] EBBEONLLET A, LRI EDL ) &, T2ENZITOR
EEDLDONEMS Lho/z0T, HBERIBEELNZ. [HFHIEIAHETH 2.
vabb (1] BRI sb0L, [2] EEZATLZLIZHTL0L,
8] &0 Lindol, [4] ZogEiL, [5] Bleshzb0THb.] ") =
Skt. [ ...... bhagavan aha / paiica kalpikasala bhavanti | arabhyamanantika ucchriyamanantika
gonisadika udbhitava] stuka sarivmatika ca | ...... (cf. Yamagiwa, 2001: 321, n. 14: “H |
[HAEOEH | #Duttid, @ arabhyamanantika, @ ucchriyamanantika, ®
gonisadika, 4) udbhutavastuka, (5) sammatika, (ZXF% &8T5 %3, FAHFIE K
HHTE T 5 FIV Xy NERY A 717 4 )V AHFHOL34555 (Folio No. 266) THf
AL 70T, BEARTHEEZMEE LK S DX, O ucchrayanantika, (3 gonisadika, 4)
udbhitavastuka, & sammatika, DVUFETH ) @ % /R T &R 13 KHE L TV CHIH
L 72 \»"). The Muktaka of the Malasarvastivada-vinaya also includes a reference to the
procedures for establishing a kalpika-sala (Tib. rung ba’i khang pa ~ Chin. jingchu 1§5¥);
Kishino (2016: 243, § 1.9.4).
The Vinaya-sitra (Tib. Der. 4117, 78a5 ~ Skt. R. Sankrtyayana, 95, nos. 179-192). There
seems to be no doubt that the series of satras deal with four kalpika-salas, since it begins
with the Tib. ‘i la dus bZi yod do / = Skt. catvaratra kalah / (“There are four occasions”),
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which the Vinayasitra-vrity-abhidhanasvavyakhyana comments on, saying: Tib. i la dus
bzhi yod do zhes bya ba ni ‘dir rung ba’i khang pa byin gyis brlab pa ‘di la dus bzhi yod pa’o //
(“Regarding [the sitra] ‘there are four occasions,’ [it means that| there are four
occasions on which the kalpika-sala is formally recognized”). It is not completely clear,
however, what the following sitras (and also the comments on them in the Vinayasatra-
vrtty-abhidhanasvavyakhyana) exactly mean. As a result, I am uncertain which four of
the five kalpika-salas are being mentioned in the Vinaya-sitra.

The Vinayasatra-vrity-abhidhanasvavyakhyana also does not mention a monk of silly
disposition or of little intelligence in the comments on the sifras concerning the
kalpika-salas; Derge Der. 4119 Zu 163a5-b3.

Der. 4105, 243b2-3; cf. Chin. T. 1458 [24] 599a26-27: #7 24 % B4, > F /5 #, ol
545, IRBE A5, s, spie &%, *E=ENEEFAR (IHRA), LakH
REAS (RFEE).

Pravrajyavastu (Tib. Der. 1 Ka 52a3; Eimer 136): phyag ni gnyis te / yan lag Ingas phyag
‘tshal ba dang | sgyid pa nas khyud pa ste ‘dir gan yan run no //; Ksudraka-vastu (Tib. Der. 6
Tha 194a5-6 ~ Chin. T. 1451 [24] 273a26-27): Tib. “nye bar ‘khor ‘on kyang ‘phags pa’i chos
'dul ba la ni phyag gnyis te | yan lag Inga dang / byin pa la *khyud pa’o //” = Chin. “IRENE
B, PrFRe, A ARG, AR T — &, . o, W

The Vinaya-sitra (Tib. Der. 4117, 93b4): phyag ni rnam par gnyis te | yan lag Ingas phyag
tshal ba dang | sgyid pa la "khyud pas ‘tshal ba’o //. The Sanskrit text published by R.
Sankrtyayana seems to be incorrect. Therein, there is no phrase equivalent to the
Tibetan rnam par gnyis te (R. Sankrtyayana, 111 no. 92): ... cade (? ceda)vandane
paiicamandalakena jamghaprapi/dajnikaya ca /. The Vinaya-karika (Tib. Der. 4123, 47b3 =
Chin. T. 1459 [24] 647c14) also refers to the two postures: Tib. geig ni dkyil "khor Inga pa
ste /| gzhan gyi sgyid pa nas *khyud yin // ~ Chin. — &8 DL 7Ll — )95 H .

Der. 4105, 243b2-3. Yijing’s version also refers to the way of showing reverence by
kneeling as one of the others’ views (T. 1458 [24] 599a25-28): £ in.: i KA, FLl
B, A, ETREN, Sl REEE, S, SUEiE a5, A ETT
%, [FREATE, A A S, BRI, 2 = e,

Kishino (2009: 187-188).

Pravrajya-vastu (Tib. Der. 1 Ka 52a7-53a7, 53b3-5; Eimer 136-139; 139-140): de’i ‘og tu
mkhan po rang gis de la chos gos gsum byin gyis brlab par bya’o // ......; de’i ‘og tu mkhan po rang
gis de la lhung bzed byin gyis brlab par bya'’o // ......

cf. Vinaya-sitra (Tib. Der. 4117, 2b3-4; 2b4 = Skt. R. Sankrtyayana 2, no. 40; nos. 41-42;
cf. Vinayasitra-vrity-abhidhanasvavyakhyana [Bapat & Gokhale, 1982: 10-11; Ritsukyo
shukkeji kenkytukai, 2005: 57 [text]; 62—63 [Jp. translation]|): Tib. de rang gis de la chos
gos gsum byin gyis brlab par bya’o //; lhung bzed kyang mi chung ngam mi che ‘am mi skya ba’am
zhes dge ‘dun la bstan nas so // thams cad kyis de lta bu nyid ma yin na lhung bzed bzang ngo zhes
brjod par bya'o // = Skt. sa svayam enam. tricivaram adhisthapayet /; patram copadarsya monam
adhikam pandaram veti samghe | supatram ity anevamtve brayuh sarve /.

Peking 5606, 315a7. cf. Der. 4105, 241b5-6: chos gos rnams dang lhung bzed ni dge ‘dun la
brten te byin gyis brlab par bya’o //. Yijing’s version also seems to support Peking’s reading
(T. 1458 [24] 598¢3-5): IR HERKAT. BBUIR, —— 0, iz “bfF8R, NEH, 15
BRI, RIERATAN A, “FHFACR.

cf. Vinaya-sitra (Tib. Der. 4117, 2a3 = Skt. R. Sankrtyayana 1 no. 16; cf. Vinayasitra-vrtty-
abhidhanasvavyakhyana [Bapat & Gokhale, 1982: 7; Ritsukyo shukkeji kenkytikai, 2003:



128

47)

48)

19)

50)

51)

52)
53)

54)

The Memoirs of the Toyo Bunko, 77, 2019

71 [text]; 88 [Jp. translation]]): Tib. mkhan pos gos ngur smrig dag sbyin par bya’o // = Skt.
upadhya yah kasayani vastrani dadyat /.

cf. Vinaya-samgraha (Tib. Der. 4105, 241b6 ~ Chin. T. 1458 [24] 598b27-28): lhung bzed
med par dge tshul du mi bya’o |/ ~ WEZE $R . £ ILERE ANIE LR,

Yamagiwa (1987: 84); cf. Pravrajyavastu (Der. no. 1 Ka 50b2; Eimer, 132): de’i ‘og tu
mkhan pos thung bzed dang gos ngur smrig dag sbyin par bya zhing des kyang rkang pa gnyis la
gtugs nas blang bar bya’o //; the Ksudraka-vastu (Tib. Der. 6 Tha 228a1-2 ~ Chin. T. 1451
[24] 284a4-5): bcom ldan “das kyis bka’ stsal pa | dge slong gis lhung bzed med pa rab tu dbyung
bar mi bya ste | rab tu *byin na ‘gal tshabs can du ‘gyur ro /| ~ W5 “ANEMER, HADHZK.
Vi, 1S likIR”

Note, however, that though Yamagiwa does not refer to it, the Vinaya-siatra also includes
a sutra that may be taken as suggesting that a bowl must be given to the candidate
(Tib. Der. 4117, 7a3 ~ Skt. R. Sankrtyayana 7, no. 279): Tib. lhurn bzed med par rab tu
dbyun ba dan bsiien par rdzogs par mi bya'o // “Do not have one enter the religious life and
be fully ordained without a bowl.” ~ Skt. napatrakam pravrajayeyur upasampadayeyur va /.
Note, however, that it would not be uncommon in Tibetan Buddhist traditions for the
Vinaya-sitra to be prioritized more than the canonical vinaya. In the dGe-lugspa
school, for example, the Vinaya-sitra, rather than the canonical vinaya, has been held
in high esteem. See n. 21 above.

Der. 4105, 108b7; cf. Yang, 2012: 124; cf. Chin. T. 1458 [24] 536b23-24: JLAE & #14,
FEC, MEAHLIGL, HEE SR,

For details on the characteristics of Uttarakuru, see Honjo (1999).

The Upalipariprecha of the Maulasarvastivada-vinaya (Der. 7 Na 6a4-5; cf. Kishino, 2006a:
§ 1.2.2 no. 31c): btsun pa byang gi sgra mi snyan gyi gling du ma stsal bar brkus na cir gyur lags
/ nye ba ’khor de na ni ma byin par len pa med de | gal te brku sems bskyed na ni nyes pa shom por
gyur 10 // ; the Vinaya-sitra (Tib. D. 4117, 15b4-5 = Skt. R. Sankrtyayana 17 no. 200):
byang gi sgra mi snyan na ni yongs su ‘dzin pa med pa nyid do // ~ aparigrahatvam uttarakurau
/; cf. Vinayasitra-vrtty-abhidhanasvavyakhyana (Der. 4119, 69b6): byang gi sgra mi snyan pa
rnams kyi rdzas rkus pa bzhin du de la ma byin par len pa med de | bdag tu ma byas pa nyid kyi
phyirro //.

cf. Pratimoksa-sitra (Tib. Der. 2 Ca 3b1-4 ~ Skt. [reconstruction| Banerjee, 1977: 14 =
Chin. T. 1454 [24] 501a8-10): Tib. yang dge slong gang dge slong rnams dang lhan cig bslab
pa mishungs par gyur pas bslab pa ma phul bslab pa nyams par ma byas par mi tshangs par spyod
pa khrig pa’i chos bsten na | tha na dud ‘gro’i skye gnas su skyes pa dang lhan cig kyang rung ste
/ dge slong de pham par gyur pa yin gyis gnas par mi bya’o // (cf. Vidyabhusana, 1915: 12:
“Whatsoever monk, who has received the monk’s system of training and has not
abandoned or injured it, indulges himself in impure intercourse down even with a
brute beast, incurs Defeat and must not live in the community of monks.”) = Skt. [yah
punar bhiksur bhiksunam Siksasajivasama pannah Siksam apratyakhyaya Siksadaurbalyam
anaviskrtyabrahmacaryam maithunam dharmam pratisevate antatas tiryagyonigatayapi
sardham, ayam api bhiksuh parajiko bhavaty asamovasyah / | (cf. Prebish, 1975: 51: “Whatever
monk, having undertaken the proper course and training of the monks, should, not
having rejected the training and not having revealed his weakness in the training,
indulge in sexual intercourse, an unchaste thing, even so much as with an animal, this
monk is parajika, expelled.” This translation is based on Banerjee’s reconstructed
text. Relatedly, it might be noted that a collection of Sanskrit manuscripts found in
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Tibet and preserved in the “Palace of Culture of the Nationalities” in Peking includes
a complete Sanskrit manuscript of the Pratimoksa-sitra of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya,
as well as that Haiyan Hu-von Hiniiber has been working on it; cf. Emms, 2012: 19.) ~
Chin. #1853, SLEE LTS, FGEL R, NEEUE, BLRAN H B, (EAET, K&,
Ty F A, MRS I R 500, AN HE S,

Hirakawa (1993: 182): « [#57%] &1, lWEDS [RIIMEE T L5211, 20
O ek (bhikkhubhava) 23S 72 %6 2 L TH L. T b b ETII R %
HIEEEIDTHAD”

Kishino (2015: esp. 182-183, n. 76): “Although it may be expected that samvara would
also be discussed in detail in canonical vinaya texts, such discussion—or even the term
samvara itself or its Tibetan/Chinese equivalent (sdom pa / #:f&)—is uncommon. In the
Pravrajya-vastu ‘Chapter on entering the religious life’ of the Miulasarvastivada-vinaya
extant in Tibetan, for example, only two samvara compounds appear merely four
times in total.”

Hirakawa (1964: 117-120); Nakagawa (2009: 206).

Nakagawa (1987: 56): punar asya sitrasya na Siksam pratydcaksa ity evamvidhad eva
ahatyavacanat samvaradhvamsasya sampattih, andhatyavacandad apy asya yena kenacit praka
rena tyagollingakad bhavaty eva sampattih. cf. Nakagawa (1988: 35): “fttiid..... TN H D
EROEELEEL &b o Tl X534 (ahatyavacana) &, BifEx & b
o E MO T TS Y4 (anahatyavacana) D DD EIRL, £DWF
N DIERUNIMAL S B EHE I NS 2L ) BZE~NTw5b. 2 LT, BfF
Lo THRLGED, LD b TITHNLEEI2 S HE (samvara) D
(dhvamsa) 2°b 7256 ENDH 2 L ZRL, €D & ZFEMBMZOME B LT
V% .” There is no equivalent to the Skt. samvara-dhvamsa in the corresponding passage
in the Tibetan version of the Vinayasatra-vrity-abhidhanasvavyakhyana (Der. 4119 Shu
57b3-4): slar mdo 'di la de ltar na bslab pa *bul ba ni tshig tu smra ba de kho na las bslab pa
‘bul bar ma zad kyi | tshig tu ma smras par rnam pa gang yang rung bas gtong ba’i mishan ma
las kyang phul bar ‘gyur te /.

Peking 5606, 139a5-6; Der. 4105, 101b5-6; cf. Chin. T. 1458 [24] 533a21-23: T A
B 5, ARIEIRIL, B A& A . FE, 15, 1, Aan ik, JEB; of. AKBh
Ch. IV 38 (Pradhan, 222): pratimoksadamatyagah Siksaniksepandc cyuteh /
ubhayavyaiijanotpatter milacchedan nisatyayat //38/).

There seems to be little, if any, chance that the Tibetan text of the Vinaya-samgraha was
revised and consequently the problematic statements that Bu ston had found were

deleted or amended before it came down to us. This is because the Chinese version
also suggests that Bu ston’s doubt is not always tenable. See, for example, n. 38, 41,
and 47.

Hirakawa (1960: 150); “[EI#%(2 [ [BHcek] [EIcek] o [ARSR] (3] #i
DNWThH, ZTERDIINICTIUEROSH 722 L%, BARL L TEIT TV,
L723o T, ZOWMEE, BAEPBEHCLENTVEHDOERLIRETHAS
9 .”; K. Sasaki (1985 [1976]: 166, n. 1): “ [BA7cER] , [EHICsH] 12IZZOBERDIT
PICERE L TCZOTUERDPHITOENTWER_ZOBRIIER EN TV
W

The Lhan kar ma (Ldan dkar ma) and the Phangs thang ma catalogues refer to the Vinaya-
samgraha as 15 and 13 bam po respectively (Yoshimura, 162, no. 493; Kawagoe, 24, no.
458). It seems that Bu ston also knew both 13 and 15 bam po versions of the Vinaya-
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samgraha. He refers to it as 15 bam po in his Chos *byung (Nishioka, 47, no. 443) but as 13
bam po in Zhwa lu Tanjur catalogue (105b4-5).

63) Park (2017), for example, in his study of the Bathang manuscript of the Tibetan
translation of the Buddhavatamsaka-sitra, refers to five manuscripts and three xylograph
editions of the sifra and notes that all the eight versions have the same number of
chapters (45 chapters) but the bam po numbers found in them are not always the same.

64) Photographs of them are fully preserved in the library of the International College for
Postgraduate Buddhist Studies (Kokusai Bukkyogaku Daigakuin Daigaku [E[FF 1AL
FRFBEKF) in Tokyo: https;//koshakyo-database.icabs.ac.jp/canons. For details of
old manuscripts of Chinese Buddhist texts that have been preserved in Japan, see,
most recently, Miyazaki (2019: 153-232; esp. 177-189).

65) It should also be noted that the Taisho edition of the 14 juan % version refers to the
large number of variant readings found in the Sung %K, Yuan 7T, and Ming HH
editions. It adopts a unique method to show them, presenting two versions of the text:
one based primarily on the Second Koryo edition (FFH/=iHEN) (604b-610b), and
another based on the Sung, Yuan, and Ming editions (610b—617a). In his excellent
study of the Adhikarana-vastu of the Maulasarvastivida-vinaya, Borgland (2014: esp. 33—
34) refers to this Taisho Vinaya-samgraha and wonders why it contains two explanations
of the Adhikarana-vastu in succession. This is simply because it includes these two
versions, and each of them contain these explanations. A comparative study of the
Taisho edition’s two versions might also be a clue to the multiple circulation of the
Chinese Vinaya-samgraha.
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