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ON THE NIKAYA AFFILIATION
OF THE SRIGHANACARASANGRAHA
AND THE SPHU™ARTHA
SRIGHANACARASANGRAHA™IKA
GIULIO AGOSTINI

The Srighanacarasangraha is a Sanskrit text in verses on the conduct of
Buddhist novices. It is extant only in the form of quotations found in a
commentary on it, the Sphu†artha Srighanacarasangraha†ika, written by
JayarakÒita1. The name of the author of the verses is unknown2.
JayarakÒita mentions three other commentators3 who worked on the same
verses, but their commentaries are not extant. The Srighanacarasangraha
was therefore an important text for at least one monastic community.
According to Singh, “the text probably belongs to the Mahasamghika
school”4, because of the following passage5:

1
The text was first edited in 1968 by Sanghasena. In 1983 the same scholar (as Sanghasen Singh) republished the same text (with different pagination), adding a translation and
a reconstruction of the original verses. In this paper I always refer to this edition as Singh
1983. In the same year, Derrett published his own translation, based on the 1968 edition
and on a microfilm (Derrett 1983: 5, n. 1). The two translations are independent from one
another.
2
Derrett (1983: 6) took the term srighana as the “pen-name” of a “vinaya specialist” who authored the verses. He knew (ib.: 14, n. 3) that according to lexical sources this
term may be applied to buddhas (add now examples in Handurukande 2000: 6 and in
inscriptions from the eleventh century in Tsukamoto 1996-1998: I 154, 200). Derrett (1983:
14, n. 3) even regarded it “as quite possible that JayarakÒita really believed a Buddha
called Srighana wrote the verses!” However, the term srighana is used in the text in the
meaning of ‘novice’ (Singh 1983: 3-4). In 1961 Singh, too (paper re-published in Singh
1983: “Appendix i”, p. 241), had taken the term srighana as the name of the author, but
in the same year he pointed out that this term in the text merely refers to novices (paper in
Pali of 1961, published as Singh 1974 and again as Singh 1983: “Appendix ii”). Shimoda
(1990: 495) also took srighana as meaning ‘novice’.
3
bhadanta ParahitaghoÒa, bhadanta Prajñasimha, and bhadanta Dharmavalokitamitra
(Singh 1983: 57, 63, 119 = ff. 19a, 28b, 93b).
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yadi kascit agatyagantukaÌ samavasthaniÒa∞∞am a[bhivadayati], tadanena
vaktavyam … katamas te nikayaÌ, kati ca tasya nikayasya bhedaÌ … so ’pi
yadi aryamahasamghiko bhavati tadanena vacyam aryamahasamghiko ’smi
/ tasya ced bhedaÌ
vadinas carthasiddharthaÌ sailadvayanivasinaÌ /
bhadrayana haimavataÌ Òa∂bheda mulasamghikaÌ / /
If any arriving [ascetic] addresses one settled and seated, then the latter
should say to him: “… Which is your nikaya? How many divisions are
there in your nikaya? …” And if he is an Arya-Mahasamghika, then he
should say: “I am an Arya-Mahasamghika”. Here are their divisions:
1. Vadins, 2. Arthasiddharthas, 3. 4. Sailadvayanivasins, 5. Bhadrayanas,
and 6. Haimavata; the Mulasamghikas are divided into six [nikayas].

Derrett, however, made a distinction between the original verses, which
constitute the Srighanacarasangraha, and the prose commentary by
JayarakÒita. According to Derrett, the passage quoted above is merely
evidence that the commentator “JayarakÒita is evidently interested in the
Mahasamghikas but it has been doubted whether he did appertain to that
sect”6. As for the author of the verses, Derrett’s “impression” is that he
“worked for all nikayas, and deliberately eschewed allegiance to any”
(ib.). Therefore, I assume, Derrett did not think that the verse quoted
above belongs to the mula text, but implied that it is a mnemonic sloka
produced by JayarakÒita himself, and indeed Singh did not use it in his
reconstruction of the mula verses7. Derrett also noticed that the author of
the verses refers to a sequence of the ten precepts unknown to any other
school, including the Mahasamghikas8.
4
Singh 1983: 7. In a later article (id.: 1986), the work is Mahasamghika in the title,
but only “probably” so in the text (ib.: 6). Singh (1983: 7) also maintained that “the word
‘sanvara’ [sic] for the conduct of a ‘srama∞era’ ” implies Mahayana, but it doesn’t. The only
Mahayana element is the mention of Mañjusri in the mangalaslokas (ib.: 45).
5
Singh 1983: 119-120. Translation as in Derrett (1983: 80-81; slightly modified).
6
Derrett 1983: 7. He refers to Ejima (1976: 918-919). Following Ejima, Yuyama, in
his survey of Vinaya literature (1979: 39-40), classifies JayarakÒita’s commentary as a
Mahasamghika text, but adds a question mark. However, Shimoda (1990: 492, n. 4) notices
that Ejima does not give any reason for doubting a Mahasamghika affiliation.
7
According to Derrett (1983: 6, 82), the original verses numbered 102. According to
Singh (1983: 219 and 239, n. 128), they numbered 200, although this figure does not need
to indicate the exact number (ib.: 286). Both rely on the expression satadvayeneti (Singh
1983: 121). Singh tries to reconstruct exactly two hundred verses in his “Appendix vi”
(ib.: 289-313). Shimoda (1990: 495-494) agrees with Singh.
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More recently Masahiro Shimoda, disagreeing with Derrett, has sought
to prove the Mahasamghika affiliation of the commentator, JayarakÒita9.
By comparing passages from the section on theft (adattadana) in
JayarakÒita’s commentary and in the Mahasamghika Vinaya, Shimoda
was able to show that both texts agree very much in terms of contents,
although the agreement “is not word for word”10. This result, based only
on this section, led him to conclude that JayarakÒita’s work must be a summary from the Mahasamghika Vinaya11.
Shimoda’s arguments are not conclusive. He did not explain why the
order of the ten precepts in JayarakÒita’s work is different from the one
in the Mahasamghika Vinaya. Also, he only examined one section of the
commentary to the Srighanacarasangraha, a section that does not contain
any verbatim quotations from the Vinaya. Therefore, he only showed that
JayarakÒita knew a Vinaya which is similar to the Mahasamghika Vinaya.
We do not know yet if it was identical to it. For, similarity does not
entail identity, as it is known for example that two texts belonging to the
Lokottaravadins, the BhikÒu∞i-Vinaya and the Abhisamacarika-Dharma,
are similar, but not identical to the corresponding sections of the
Mahasamghika Vinaya. Moreover, Shimoda did not disprove Derrett’s
contention that the author of the verses “worked for all nikayas, and deliberately eschewed allegiance to any”. For, Shimoda only worked on
JayarakÒita’s commentary, not on the verses12.

8
Derrett 1983: 8, where a comparative table of the ten precepts is given. JayarakÒita’s
sequence of the ten precepts is as follows (Singh 1983: 51-52): 1. killing, 2. stealing,
3. sexual intercourse, 4. lying, 5. drinking liquor, 6. high beds and seats, 7. dancing, singing,
and playing music, 8. perfumes, garlands, and unguents, 9. eating at the wrong time,
10. taking gold and silver. The greater part of the text is made of ten sections on each of
the ten precepts. If one exchanges item 6 with item 8, the result is the sequence of the
Mahasamghikas, of the Dharmaguptakas (who add suicide as the eleventh precept), and
of the Abhidharmakosa (see Derrett 1983: 8).
9
Shimoda 1990. See also Shimoda 1987, where the text is taken to be a Mahasamghika
commentary on the ten precepts.
10
Shimoda 1990: 494.
11
Shimoda 1990: 495. Prebish (1994: 60-61) seems to follow Shimoda and classifies
JayarakÒita’s work as a Mahasamghika text.
12
Shimoda 1990: 495.
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Here I shall present evidence to determine whether both the author of the
verses and JayarakÒita refer to one and the same Vinaya, and to indicate
how close this Vinaya was to the Mahasamghika Vinaya, extant in Chinese.
I
JayarakÒita comments on five items that define homicide and that
were mentioned by the author of the verses in the following order:
1. upakrama (taking a weapon, etc.), 2. n®samjña (the idea that one is a
man), 3. nara (there is man), 4. vadhakacetana (there is the intention of
killing), and 5. jivitasya kÒaya (destruction of life)13. We are not told
whether these terms occur in the Vinaya. JayarakÒita complains that
some “stupid” (mandadhiyaÌ) fellows misread the verse: they read nare
vadhakacetana instead of the correct naro vadhakacetana. Since the
verse in question is about a list of five items in the nominative case, the
wrong reading would yield a list of four items only, and the Vinaya
would be “curtailed”14. Therefore, JayarakÒita has to justify his reading
by quoting an analogous list, not exactly the same one, from his Vinaya15:
eÒa hi vinaye nirdesaÌ / 1. pra∞i ca bhavati, 2. pra∞isamjñi ca bhavati,
3. vadhakacittañ ca pratyupasthitam bhavati, 4. upakramañ ca karoti, 5. jivitad vyavaropito bhavati iyata pra∞atipati bhavati /
For, this is the explanation in the Vinaya: “There is a breathing being. One is
conscious that it is a breathing being. A thought of killing is present. One starts
to act. One is deprived of life. To this extent is one a killer of a breathing being”.

This passage in itself is probably pan-Buddhist. For example, parallel
passages occur in Theravada commentaries16. The style, moreover, has the
13
ebhir angair manuÒyavadho bhavatiti darsayan params codayann aha / upakrama
ityadi / tatra sastradigraha∞am upakramaÌ / manuÒyoyam iti samjña n®samjña / kadacid
upakramam karoti n®samjña bhavati na tv asau manuÒya ity aha / nara iti / yady asau
manuÒyo bhavati / kadacid etani tri∞y angani sambhavanti, na vadhakacetaneti / ato
vadhacetanavacanam / kadacid … na tu jivitad vyaparopayatiti / ata aha / jivitasya kÒayas
ceti (Singh 1983: 59).
14
nare vadhakacetaneti saptamyantam pa†hanti / teÒam pañcangani na siddhyanti nare
vadhakacetanety asya padasyaikangatvat / vinayas ca tair vilopito bhavati (Singh 1983:
59).
15
Singh 1983: 59.
16
See references in Saddhatissa 1970: 89, n. 1.

ON THE NIKAYA AFFILIATION OF THE SRIGHANACARASANGRAHA 101

flavor of a later scholastic elaboration17. Of all extant Vinayas, only the
Mahasamghika Vinaya has anything similar. Here, both the section on the
third parajika (killing human beings) and the section on the sixty-first
patayantika (killing animals)18 include comparable lists. In the section on
the third parajika we read19:
If one fulfills five conditions and kills a man, one commits a parajika offence:
1. a man, 2. the idea of a man, 3. starting to find a means [to kill], 4. the
thought of killing, 5. cutting off the life [of a man]. These are called the five
conditions.

In the section on the sixty-first patayantika we read20:
If a monk is possessed of five dharmas and cuts off the life of an animal, [he is guilty of a] patayantika offence. What five? [1.] An animal,
[2.] the idea of an animal, [3.] the thought of killing, [ 4.] arising of
bodily action, [5.] cutting off the faculty of life. These are called the five
dharmas.

The Sanskrit list mentioned by author of the verses agrees with the
Chinese list from the parajika section, but the order is different. It is
impossible to know whether the author of the verses took these terms
directly from a Vinaya. JayarakÒita, who is quoting a Vinaya, mentions
a list that corresponds to the Chinese one from the patayantika section,
in the same order. For, he uses the word pra∞in (
, ‘animal’), not
n®/nara ( , ‘man’). Given that JayarakÒita’s context is ‘killing human
beings’, it is strange that he does not quote the passage from the pertinent section, using the same terms that the author of the verses used.
Perhaps, JayarakÒita’s Vinaya did not list these five items in the section
on killing human beings, and therefore JayarakÒita quotes an analogous
list from the section on killing animals. On the basis of this comparison,

17

So Gombrich (1984: 99), referring to the analogous list in the Pali commentaries.
I use the Sanskrit patayantika instead of any middle Indic form for convenience of
reference with the comparative table of the monastic precepts published by Rosen (1959:
42-49).
18

19

(T.1425 XXII 257c3-5).
20

(T.1425 XXII 378a24-25).
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JayarakÒita’s Vinaya was similar to the Mahasamghika Vinaya, but perhaps it was not identical to it.
II
JayarakÒita refers to his Vinaya also in the context of sukravis®Ò†i,
‘emission of semen’. This is an offence, unless it occurs in a dream.
JayarakÒita continues21:
pañca svapnaÌ vinaye uktaÌ / satyasvapno yatha bodhisattvena d®Ò†aÌ,
alikasvapno yatha d®Ò†aÌ tatha na bhavaty alikam m®Òeti k®tva,
acir∞asvapno yat satatakara∞iyam vastu d®syate, anantasvapno yaÌ sakalam
ratrim d®syate na paricchidyate, svapnasvapno yaÌ svapna evanyaÌ svapno
d®syate /
Five [kinds of] dreams are mentioned in the Vinaya:
1. A truthful dream as seen by a bodhisattva.
2. A false dream. [A real occurrence] is not the same as it is seen [in a
dream], taking ‘false’ as ‘deceitful’.
3. An unfulfilled dream. Something is seen that remains to be done.
4. A ceaseless dream, which is seen during the entire night and is not
interrupted.
5. A dream in a dream, i.e. another dream which is seen within the very
same dream.

Only the Mahasamghika Vinaya, in the corresponding section, mentions
five types of dreams. Still, there are some differences22:

21
Singh 1983: 92. My translation is mainly based on Derrett (1983: 56), and less on
Singh (1983: 186-187). The Pali Vinaya-a††hakatha in the same context mentions
four dreams: aññatra supinanta ti ettha supino eva supinanto, tam †hapetva apanetva ti
vuttam hoti. tañ ca pana supinam passanto catuhi kara∞ehi passati dhatukkhobhato va
anubhutapubbato va devatopasamharato, va pubbanimittato va ti (Samantapasadika III
520 = T.1462 XXIV 760a2-…).
22
T.1425 XXII 263b8-16.
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There are five types of dreams. What five? 1. A truthful dream, 2. an untruthful dream, 3. an unclear dream, 4. a dream in a dream, and 5. dreaming later
what someone has thought of earlier. These are the five.
1. What is a truthful dream? The Tathagata, when he was a bodhisattva, saw
five dreams [which were] not different from the truth. This is called a
truthful dream.
2. Untruthful dream: if a man sees a dream and, when he wakes up, it is
not true. This is called an untruthful dream.
3. An unclear dream: if one does not remember the beginning, the end, and
the middle part of one’s dream.
4. A dream in a dream: if a man sees a dream, and then in [that] dream he
tells a dream to [other] men, this is called a dream in a dream.
5. As for dreaming later what one has thought of earlier, if one dreams at
night what has been done and thought during the day, this is called
‘dreaming later what one has thought of earlier’.

JayarakÒita’s first and second types correspond to the first and the
second ones of the Mahasamghika Vinaya. But, JayarakÒita’s fifth type
corresponds to the fourth one of the Mahasamghika passage.
JayarakÒita’s third and fourth types do not correspond to any type in
the Mahasamghika Vinaya. Therefore, from this passage it appears
that JayarakÒita’s Vinaya was similar, but not identical to the
Mahasamghika Vinaya.
III
JayarakÒita teaches how a junior monk should salute a senior one. In this
context, he says23: tasyam janghayam mu∞∂e[na] spho†am na dadyat / kim
ivety aha / avina yatha, “one [a junior monk] should not make a smacking sound with the shaven head against the lower legs [of a senior monk]
(…). Like what? « As by a sheep »”24 The words avina yatha are part of
the original verses, as they are introduced by aha. JayarakÒita goes on to
say that bhadanta Avalokitamitra read ravina yatha (ib.). He is wrong,
says JayarakÒita, because “in the Vinaya only the example of a ram is
23

Singh 1983: 119.
Derrett 1983: 80. Skr. spho†a also means ‘boil’. Although it is difficult to see how
this meaning could fit into this sentence, boils are part of the context, as it is clear from
the passages quoted below.
24
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given”, vinaye me∂hakasyaiva d®Ò†antadanat25. Therefore, one should find
this example in the Mahasamghika or related Vinayas.
As Derrett noticed26, this entire section is very close to a passage from
a canonical Vinaya text extant in hybrid Sanskrit, the AbhisamacarikaDharma of the Lokottaravadins. The Mahasamghika Vinaya also has a corresponding chapter on rules of deportment (
), which often runs
exactly as the Lokottaravadin chapter. I now present two parallel passages from both Vinayas, where the example of the ram occurs. I divide
both passages into four paragraphs. For each paragraph I quote the Chinese
of the Mahasamghika Vinaya, my translation of it, and the Sanskrit from
the Lokottaravadin Vinaya. I shall then point out any correspondence
with the wording of the Vinaya quoted by the author of Srighanacarasangraha and by JayarakÒita27.
1.
“One may not, covering the head, covering the
right shoulder, wearing leather shoes, make a salutation”.
na kÒamati / ogu∞†hitakayena na kÒamati / ohitahastena na kÒamati / upanaharu∂hena samicikarentena/
2.
“One may not revere the knees, revere the legs,
revere the shins. One should revere by touching the feet”.
na kÒamati / janukena va janghahi va vanditum / atha khalu pada vanditavya /
3.
“The man who receives the salutation may
not keep silent like a dumb sheep. He should reply with polite questions”.
na dani me∞∂hena viya asitavyam padehi vandayantehi / atha khalu pratisammodayitavyam / [in the original text this paragraph is the fourth one]
4.
“If the person in front has a boil on the foot,
one should take care not to hit it with the head”.
padam vandantena janitavyam / yadi kasyaci vra∞a bhavati / ga∞∂o va
pi†ako va na dani sahasa utpi∂itavyam / atha khalu tatha vanditavyam yatha
25

Derrett 1983: 80. For me∂haka cf. Sanskrit me∞∂Ìa(ka) and Pali me∞∂a.
Derrett 1983: 80 nn. 4, 5, 9.
27
Mahasamghika Vinaya, T.1425 XXII 510b18-21; Lokottaravadin Vinaya,
Abhisamacarika-Dharma (Abhisamacarika-Dharma Study Group 1998: 120; I keep the
da∞∂as, although they do not make much sense).
26
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na duÌkhapiye padehi vandayantehi / [in the original text this paragraph is
the third one]

As for the first paragraph, cfr. JayarakÒita28:
idanim tu yad®gvidhavasthavasthitena navakena yatina na vanditavyam,
tatha darsayitum aha / avagu∞†hitetyadi / avagu∞†hitam pidhitam sirÒam
siro yasya yateÌ tena …/ … sopanatkaÌ tena upanaharu∂henety arthaÌ /

This passage shows that the author of the verses used the term
avagu∞†hitasirÒe∞a, ‘by [a cleric] whose head is covered/veiled’. This term
is similar, but not identical to the Lokottaravadin term ogu∞†hitakayena, ‘by
[a cleric] whose body is covered/veiled’. The reading of the author of the
verses better corresponds to the Chinese Mahasamghika Vinaya phrase “covering the head”. As for the Lokottaravadin term upanaharu∂hena, “by one
who wears sandals”, the author of the verses used the synonym sopanatkena,
probably metri causa, but JayarakÒita clearly refers to the original reading.
The Chinese phrase “wearing leather shoes” may correspond to both terms.
As for the second paragraph, cfr. JayarakÒita: janu ca janu ca januni,
tayor januyor ya jangha tasyam janghayam mu∞∂e[na] spho†am na dadyat
(ib.). This passage shows that the author of the verses used the terms janu
and jangha, ‘knee’ and ‘shin’, found in both the Mahasamghika and
Lokottaravadin Vinayas.
As for the third paragraph, cfr. JayarakÒita: kim ivety aha / avina yatha /
avir meÒaÌ / yatha avina me∞∂akena dvayor janunor jamghayam hanyate,
tadvad yatir api v®ddhantikasya yater jamghayam na vandeteti yavat /…
vinaye me∂hakasyaiva d®Ò†antadanat (ib.). This passage shows that the
author of the verses used the word avi, ‘sheep’, but this term according
to JayarakÒita is only a substitute for the Vinaya reading me∂haka, ‘ram’.
This Vinaya term is indeed found in the Lokottaravadin Vinaya, in the
form me∞∂ha29. A similar word, if not the same one, was in front of the
Chinese translators30. Therefore, JayarakÒita’s Vinaya seems to be close
28

Singh 1983: 119.
Jinananda (1969: 125), however, reads mera†ena, which he emends into sraÒ†hena.
Prasad (1984: 134) follows this emendation in his paraphrasis and takes it as meaning
‘banker’: “The senior monk whose feet are to be greeted is not to sit like a banker”.
30
, ‘like a dumb sheep’. According to the Mvy (7684), the similar Chinese phrase
translates e∂amuka, ‘dumb like a sheep’ (Tibetan lug ltar lkug pa), which is also
29

106

GIULIO AGOSTINI

to both the Mahasamghika and Lokottaravadin Vinayas. But, in an important point the Srighanacarasangraha and its commentary differ from both
of them. In the Mahasamghika and Lokottaravadin Vinayas, it is the cleric
who receives the salutation who should not be “dumb like sheep”, i.e. he
should not keep silent, but should say some polite words. More awkward
is JayarakÒita’s understanding of his own Vinaya, in consonance with the
author of the verses: it is the junior cleric who makes the salutation who
should not hit with his head — like a sheep or a ram - the shins of the
senior cleric. It is difficult to decide whether this understanding is based
on a different wording of JayarakÒita’s Vinaya or on a misinterpretation
of it. Bhadanta Dharmavalokitamitra, as shown above, read ravi, ‘sun’,
instead of avi, ‘sheep’, probably because he did not know how to interpret the example of the ‘sheep’31. Therefore, the correct understanding of
the example of the sheep was indeed a problem. Perhaps an examination
of the fourth and last paragraph will shed some light on this.
As for the fourth paragraph, cfr. JayarakÒita: yada samavasthaniÒa∞∞o
yatiÌ padaroge∞a glanaÌ syat …32. JayarakÒita here is not quoting, but
only referring to a passage close to the last paragraph from both the
Mahasamghika and Lokottaravadin Vinayas, quoted above. This shows
that JayarakÒita’s Vinaya had a passage corresponding, in some form, to
that paragraph. The order of the last two paragraphs in both Vinayas is
the opposite of the one found in JayarakÒita. In the Lokottaravadin Vinaya
the last two paragraphs follow each other as follows:
padam vandantena janitavyam / yadi kasyaci vra∞a bhavati / ga∞∂o va
pi†ako va na dani sahasa utpi∂itavyam / atha khalu tatha vanditavyam
yatha na duÌkhapiye padehi vandayantehi / [new paragraph] na dani
me∞∂hena viya asitavyam padehi vandayantehi / atha khalu pratisammodayitavyam /

attested in the form e∂akamuka and corresponds to Pali e¬amuga. See BHSD s.vv. e∂akamuka and e∂amuka.
31
According to Derrett’s emendation and translation, Dharmavalokitamitra’s explanation is that “Just as the sun is not to be saluted (?) by one wearing shoes […] so an ascetic who has his shoes on should not salute” (Derrett 1983: 80, corresponding to Singh 1983:
119).
32
Singh 1983: 119.
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[… the feet must be revered]. [The cleric] who reveres the feet must know
if some [cleric in front of him] has a boil, or a pimple, or a blister [on a foot].
He must not inconsiderately sqeeze it, but he must revere [the feet] so as not
to cause pain while the feet are being revered. [new paragraph] [The cleric
who is being revered] must not sit like a ram, while his feet are being revered,
but should make a salutation in return.

It is possible that the author of the verses and JayarakÒita had in mind this
paragraph order, and that they construed na dani me∞∂hena viya with the
preceding paragraph: tatha vanditavyam yatha na duÌkhapiye padehi vandayantehi / na dani me∞∂hena viya, “the salutation must be made so as not
to cause pain while the feet are being revered, not as if [it were made] by
a ram”. To be sure, the word dani does not allow such a construction, but
one does not need to assume that JayarakÒita had the word dani in his mind
or in his Vinaya. This construction would explain why the author of the
verses and JayarakÒita compare the junior cleric to a ram that hits the shins,
as opposed to comparing the senior cleric to a ram that merely keeps silent.
In short, a comparison with these four paragraphs has shown that: 1. the
Vinaya quoted or implied by the author of the Srighanacarasangraha and by
JayarakÒita was generically similar to both the Mahasamghika and the Lokottaravadin Vinayas; 2. the term avagu∞†hitasirÒe∞a, used by the author of the
verses, is found in the Mahasamghika Vinaya, not in the Lokottaravadin
Vinaya; 3. the author of the verses and JayarakÒita’s understanding of the
example of the ram/sheep is at variance with both the Mahasamghika and
the Lokottaravadin Vinayas, but could be based on the word order of the
Lokottaravadin Vinaya, or of a similar one; 4. the author of the verses and
JayarakÒita had in mind the same Vinaya, contrary to what Derrett thought.

IV
Another passage shows that not only JayarakÒita, but also the author
of the verses depends on the Mahasamghika Vinaya or on a very similar
one. It occurs in the section on ‘false speech’ (m®Òavada), which corresponds to the first patayantika in the Vinaya. JayarakÒita says that one
becomes a liar (m®Òavadin) because of four elements (anga): 1. there is
some matter; 2 there is a man who is aware that [something] is false; 3. his
mind is directed toward [lying]; 4. he is aware that it is false speech;
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5. he utters words33. A few lines below, JayarakÒita adds that the last
four, or the last three, or the last two, or even the very last anga are
enough to define a liar34. From JayarakÒita’s quotations of the original
verses, it appears that the author of the Srighanacarasangraha himself
referred to the same theory35. Of all extant Vinayas, only the
Mahasamghika Vinaya has anything similar, although it might be based
on a somewhat different terminology36:

If one, being possessed of five dharmas, consciously lies, one incurs a patayantika offence. What five? 1. there really is [such and such matter], 2. awareness
that there is [such and such matter], 3. one turns his mind [to it], 4. awareness
of disobeying [a precept], and 5. one utters words different [from the truth].
… If one is possessed of four dharmas [i.e. the last four] … three dharmas …
two dharmas … one dharma … and consciously lies, it is a patayantika
offence.

The Chinese renderings of some of these five items are not completely
clear to me, as my translation shows, but they are clear enough to indicate the similarity with the five items mentioned by the author of the
Srighanacarasangraha and by JayarakÒita.
V
JayarakÒita uses the technical term arthotpatti, which can be translated
as ‘particular case’37. This term is peculiar to the BhikÒu∞i-Vinaya of the
33
katibhiÌ punar angaiÌ m®Òavadi syad ity aha / vastu cety adi slokaÌ / vastu ca bhavati, alikasamjñi ca bhavati, vinihitam cittam bhavati, m®Òavadasamjñi bhavati, vacam ca
bhaÒate (Singh 1983: 99).
34
na kevalam pañcabhir angaiÌ samprajanam®Òavado bhavati, kin tu hy ekenapiti
darsayann aha / catustrity adi / … tatra caturbhir angaiÌ m®Òavadi bhavati / alikasamjñi
cety adi / alikasamjñitvena vastunaÌ parigrahan na p®than nirdisyate … (similarly for the
other angas; Singh 1983: 100)
35
See the reconstruction of slokas 144-145 in Singh (1983: “Appendix vi”, p. 306)
and the underlined words in the quotations given in the two preceding notes.
36
T.1425 XXII 325b2-12.
37
See Roth (1970: 109, §142, n. 1) and Nolot (1991: 376, n. 2). The former translates
arthotpatti as the “arising of a particular case” (ib.), the latter as “cas particuliers” (ib.).
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Lokottaravadins: after a story that leads to the promulgation of a precept,
other stories follow which represent ‘particular cases’. An arthotpatti
does not constitute a separate precept. This term is conspicuously absent
in the Mahasamghika Vinaya.
JayarakÒita has to comment on a verse that forbids a novice to drink
water containing living beings and then on other verses that forbid a
novice to use water containing living beings in order, for example, to
water plants. An opponent says that the first verse is redundant, because
it prohibits what is implicitly prohibited in the other verses38.
JayarakÒita defends the author of the verses as follows39: kiñ carthotpattivasan na likhitety adoÒaÌ arthotpattiprabhavatvad vinayasyeti
k®tva, “furthermore, there is no fault that ‘[the verse] is not [to be]
written because it is a special case’ [i.e part of a precept], because the
Vinaya is the source for [what should or should not be accepted as]
special cases”. Even though my translation might need improvement40,
it is clear that JayarakÒita uses the term arthotpatti in the same technical sense as found in the BhikÒu∞i-Vinaya of the Lokottaravadins.
His point is that in the Vinaya itself the rule ‘not to drink water containing living beings’ is not an arthotpatti contained in the section
about the precept ‘not to use water containing living beings’. He and
his readers knew that they are two different precepts41, and therefore
one cannot fault the author of the Srighanacarasangraha for devoting
verses to both of them.
One does not need to assume that JayarakÒita’s Vinaya contained the
term arthotpatti. Even though this term is not represented in the Chinese
version of the Mahasamghika Vinaya, it could have been part of
Mahasamghika exegetical terminology. Therefore, JayarakÒita’s mention
38
atha kimartham iyam karika p®thag vyavasthapyate? … yatra hi sekaÌ pratiÒidhyate
sutaram tatra panapratiÒedhaÌ (Singh 1983: 62).
39
Singh 1983: 62-63.
40
Derrett (1983: 29; bracketed words are his own) translates: “Moreover there is no
harm if it is written [del. na], so as to bring out the meaning, since the strength of the vinaya
is its meaningfulness”. Singh (1983: 149) translates: “That is why, there is no fault (here
in composing separately) taking into account that the Vinaya has got the effect of meaning some thing”. Both miss the technical meaning of arthotpatti.
41
Patayantika 19 (about using water) and 51 (about drinking water) in the
Mahasamghika Vinaya.
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of the term arthotpatti does not exclude his affiliation to the Mahasamghikas
and does not prove his affiliation to the Lokottaravadins.

VI
Finally, we should notice the occurrence of term bhikÒuvinaya, ‘Vinaya
of monks’. The commentator JayarakÒita says that the original verses are
merely “an excerpt from the bhikÒuvinaya”, and maybe the author of
the verses himself had already used this term42. It is not a common term
because it does not correspond to any section of the Vinayas of most
schools43. The usual arrangement is: vibhanga, divided into bhikÒuvibhanga and bhikÒu∞ivibhanga, and a section made of various chapters
called khandhakas or vastus44. The Vinayas of the Mahasamghikas and
of the related Lokottaravadins, however, have a different arrangement: the
bhikÒuvinaya is made of a bhikÒuvibhanga with its own prakir∞aka (corresponding to the khandhakas or vastus), and the bhikÒu∞ivinaya is made
of a bhikÒu∞ivibhanga with its own prakir∞aka45. The Lokottaravadin
bhikÒu∞ivinaya is indeed extant in Sanskrit. Therefore the term
bhikÒuvinaya in JayarakÒita’s commentary most probably refers to the
appropriate section of the Mahasamghika Vinaya46, or of a similar one.

Conclusions
The evidence so far presented clearly shows that the author of the
Srighanacarasangraha and its commentator JayarakÒita knew the same

42
bhikÒuvinayat samuddh®tam acarantaram na tu svamaniÒikayanyat k®tam iti darsayitum aha / vinaya iti (Singh 1983: 121). According to Singh’s reconstruction, the entire
compound bhikÒuvinaya was part of the original verse, although this is not certain (ib.,
“Appendix”, p. 313, karika 199).
43
It occurs in the commentary to the Pali Vinaya, but it refers to ‘discipline’, not to a
section of the Pali Vinaya: vinayam paccakkhami ti na vevacanena paccakkhanam /
bhikkhuvinayam paccakkhami bhikkhunivinayam … paccakkhami ti evam adina vinayavevacanena sikkhapaccakkhanam hoti (Samantapasadika I 252).
44
Hirakawa 1982: 14-15.
45
Hirakawa 1982: 16-18. The Sarvastivada Vinaya also has a similar structure (ib.).
46
As already suggested by Singh (1983: 238 n. 127).
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Vinaya, but it does not definitely solve the problem of their precise nikaya
affiliation. Their Vinaya appears to have been generally close to the
Mahasamghika and Lokottaravadin Vinayas, but in some details it differed
from both of them. If one dismisses these differences as unimportant and
due to the vagaries of the tradition or the imperfection of the Chinese
translation, one will have to be generic on the nikaya affiliation of both
the author of the verses and JayarakÒita: they belonged either to the
Mahasamghikas or to any related nikaya. If one stresses the importance
of these differences, one will have to maintain that both the author of the
verses and JayarakÒita were neither Mahasamghikas nor Lokottaravadins,
but belonged to a different nikaya related to the Mahasamghikas.
I am inclined to give importance to these differences, because — as
noted above — both the author of the verses and JayarakÒita accept a
sequence of the ten precepts unknown to any other nikaya. Derrett suggested that the author of the verses used this “curious order” intentionally,
because he wanted to address all nikayas47. However, I have shown that
there is no reason to doubt that the author of verses and JayarakÒita referred
to one and the same Vinaya, and it is therefore more simple to suggest that
also their unique sequence of the ten precepts belonged to one Vinaya
school. While the Mahasamghika sequence is known, the sequence adopted
by any sub-schools is not48. Therefore, the available evidence strongly
suggests that the author of the Srighanacarasangraha and JayarakÒita were

47

Derrett 1983: 7.
In principle, an unknown sequence of the ten precepts can be inferred from a known
sequence of the eight precepts. For, the wording and order of the ten precepts taken by
novices is very similar to the wording and order of the eight precepts taken by laypersons
during fasting days: two precepts taken by novices — abstention from dancing etc. and
abstention from perfumes etc. - correspond to one precept taken by laypersons; novices
also abstain from taking gold and silver (see e.g. Gombrich 1991: 78). A short text on lay
precepts, the
(unknown nikaya affiliation), lists the eight precepts of the weekly
fast in the following order:
(T.1486
XXIV
1023c29-1024a3). If one splits the seventh precept into two and adds the precept about gold
and silver, the result is JayarakÒita’s sequence. However, the same text, after the passage
just quoted, adds some verses where the eight lay precepts are listed in a different order:
(ib. a5-6). From this order one can derive the
list of the ten precepts of the Mahasamghikas, of the Dharmaguptakas, and of the Abhidharmakosa (see table in Derrett 1983: 8).
48
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not Mahasamgikas, but belonged to a nikaya that was related to the
Mahasamghikas.
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