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Pamsukiilika as a Standard Practice in the Vinaya

Nicholas Witkowski

There is a prominent school of thought, both in the academic discipline of
Buddhist Studies and in the Buddhist tradition itself, which views the
Buddhist monastic lifestyle as either the mean between the two extremes of
self-indulgence and asceticism, or, in certain cases, as openly hostile to the
ascetic enterprise.! It is easy to understand why a reader of early Buddhist
scripture is likely to presume that the Buddha and his disciples rejected asce-
ticism, as there are voices within the early source material which emphasize
the denial of austerity practices as foundational to Buddhism. However, in
the field of Indian Buddhism, a recent trend in scholarship indicates that the
rhetorical claim to avoid the extremes of ascetic practice was perhaps exag-
gerated, or at least not representative of all monastic communities in the so-
called “middle” period.? This trend is particularly well-represented in studies
over the last twenty years which have demonstrated that the dhitagunas—a
collection of ascetic practices, which, in one form or another, appears early
in the Indian Buddhist tradition—were an important part of certain strands
of early Mahayana Buddhism.? While there is a growing recognition of the
importance of asceticism in Buddhism among scholars, the view that Indian
Buddhist monastic communities, on the whole, should be considered a non-
extreme, and particularly, non-ascetic set of practitioners, remains largely
intact. It is the goal of this chapter to challenge this heavily ingrained attitude
toward asceticism in the Indian Buddhist context.

With the purpose of challenging the scholarly conception that any ascetic
activities in the middle Indian monastery were marginal to the community,

! See for example Gombrich 2006: 95-105. Some, such as Dantinne 1991: 1-4 suggest that
voices critical toward asceticism are more permissive if the practices are guided by the
proper mental attitude. See Freiberger 2006 for a discussion of the limitations of this rheto-
rical orientation in the Buddhist tradition.

2 Schopen 2000: 1 regards the middle period as lasting “from the beginning of the Common
Era to the 5%/6™ centuries.”

3 See for example Nattier 2003, Harrison 2003, and Boucher 2008.
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this chapter examines evidence which emerges in the Vinaya. In order to
avoid any confusion about what I mean by asceticism, I will limit the possible
definitions of the term, for the purposes of this chapter, to the practices which
comprise the list of dhiitagunas. The dhiitagunas are a set of practices typi-
cally regarded as difficult to maintain, even for the well-intended Buddhist
monk. Although the locus classicus of this set of practices is the Visuddhi-
magga of Buddhaghosa,* dating roughly to the fifth century CE, there are
dhititaguna lists which appear in texts from the early Mahayana tradition as
well as from relatively early texts in the Pali canon.’ Although these dhiita-
guna lists vary in length and content, their thematic core can be reduced to
three major conceptual categories: food, clothing, and shelter. Of these three,
I will focus on the issue of clothing, and in particular, on the practice of pam-
Sukitlika. It is my contention that a careful examination of certain sections
from the Vinaya, with its idiosyncratic emphasis on details which illuminate
sociological, political, and economic realities, will reveal that the ascetic
practice of pamsukiilika was regarded as what I will term a standard practice
in monastic communities of the middle period in Indian Buddhism.

I will preliminarily define standard practices’ as behaviors recognized by
the vinayadharas, or monastic jurists who authored and/or compiled the legal
code, as being common enough and significant enough that they mentioned
these practices either (1) incidentally, or (2) as targets of monastic legislation
and expected their audience to be familiar with them. A number of scholars
have rightly highlighted the challenges of utilizing any of the genres of early
Buddhist literature as sources from which properly historical data can be
obtained. Although it remains difficult to apply the term historiography to

4 To be clear, I am not suggesting any direct textual genealogy between the Visuddhimagga
and any of the Vinaya narratives examined in the course of this study. I draw upon the
Visuddhimagga in order to provide context for oblique or obscure references to dhiitagunas
which may appear in Vinaya narratives discussed below.

> See references in Ray 1994: 293-314 to the various dhiraguna lists.

¢ The Visuddhimagga (Nanamoli 1991: 62—63; for Pili see Rhys-Davids 1975, 62) lists 19
acceptable types of pamsukiila: (1) fabric from a cemetery, (2) fabric from a shop, (3) fabric
from the street, (4) fabric from a refuse heap, (5) fabric used during childbirth, (6) fabric for
ablution, (7) fabric discarded at a washing place (8) fabric used to transport corpses, (9)
fabric scorched by fire, (10) fabric gnawed by cattle, (11) fabric carried as a flag, (12) a robe
from a shrine, (13) a monk’s robe, (14) fabric from a consecration ceremony, (15) fabric
produced by a supernatural power, (16) fabric from a highway, (17) fabric carried by the
wind, (18) fabric from the gods and (19) fabric from the sea.

7 Ishall discuss the decision to define standard practice as such in the section on methodology
below.



Pamsukiilika as Standard Practice 271

Buddhist legal narrative, I nevertheless presume that the Vinaya lends itself
to more than just a literary analysis. I contend that this data has already
proven invaluable in developing a clearer picture of the anthropology (by
which I mean the practices as well as the ideological concerns) of at least a
certain segment of the members of the middle Indian Buddhist monastery.
The purpose of relying upon this category of standard practices is to aide in
the task of going beyond literary analysis in order to distill anthropological
data from the textual sources. To this end, I have focused on sources which I
believe most effectively lend themselves to an anthropology of the ascetic
practice of pamsukiilika.

In this study, I am drawing from the genre of Vinaya because, in form and
content, it is perhaps better suited to anthropological queries than other Bud-
dhist literatures. This difference lies in the fact that Vinaya marries the genre
of classic Buddhist narrative, common in sutra material, to a thematic frame-
work organized according to the requirements of etiquette and morality nec-
essary for the regulation of members of a monastic community. In general, it
is fair to say that the Vinaya is far less concerned with the doctrinal signifi-
cance of classical Buddhist narratives and more interested in utilizing these
narratives to justify legal rulings to either legitimize or delegitimize the con-
duct of monks in their dealings both within and outside of the monastic com-
munity. This emphasis on behavioral norms—as opposed to the frequently
abstract speculation common to other Buddhist genres—seems to have in-
duced the authors and editors of this corpus of texts to shine a more intense
light on the circumstances framing the issues to be adjudicated upon in each
Vinaya case.

The translation of the term pamsukiila (sometimes with the addendum of
the word civara, meaning “robes” or “clothing”) as “refuse rags” can be
found in Edgerton among other places. In the entry for the term in his Bud-
dhist Hybrid Sanskrit Dictionary, he glosses the translation “refuse rags” fur-
ther as clothing material “from a dust-heap, used for garments by monks.”
Two words comprise the term: pamsu, defined in Monier-Williams as
“crumbling soil, dust, sand” or as “dung, manure” and kiila as a “heap” or
“mound.”” The locus classicus for the description of the practice of pamsu-
kitlika is the Visuddhimagga, which offers two definitions of the term in the
context of its broader enumeration and explication of the thirteen dhitaguna
practices. (1) Pamsukitla “is ‘refuse’ since, owing to its being found on refuse

8 Edgerton 1953: 338.

9 For a broader range of definitions of pamsu see Monier-Williams 1899: 613; for kiila, 300.
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in any such place as a street, a charnel ground, or a midden, it belongs, as it
were, to the refuse in the sense of being dumped in any one of these places.”
The focus of this definition is on the locale in which the monk is undertaking
the practice. (2) “Or alternatively: like refuse it gets to a vile state, thus it is
‘refuse’; it goes to a vile state, is what is meant.”'® This second definition
indicates the condition of the fabric as being comparable to the “vile state”
of a heap of filth found on a “street, charnel ground, or midden.” The term
pamsukiila can refer to the “refuse heap” in which the material is found or to
the clothing which is as filthy as the refuse heap from which it came. The
term pamsukiilika literally means the “refuse fabric wearer” but it also
doubles as a shorthand for the practice of “wearing refuse fabric” itself.

Given that pamsukiilika is regarded as one of the ascetic dhiitagunas, it is
significant to note that the Visuddhimagga defines the practice in terms of
three grades of difficulty, each of which seems to be acceptable to Buddhag-
hosa. The strictest version is pamsukiila the monk has foraged for in a ceme-
tery. The version of medium difficulty is that which has been set out by a
donor for the monk to retrieve at some later point. And the mildest form of
the practice is when robe material has been placed at the feet of the monk.!!
While the cases I shall present do not necessarily conform to the conception
laid out in the Visuddhimagga, this scheme provides some sense of how a
commentator wrestling with the question of how the dhiitagunas fit into the
broader Buddhist canonical tradition defined pamsukiilika.

Given the extensive focus in Western language studies on Indic and Tibe-
tan language versions of the Vinaya, I will present evidence from the Vinaya
traditions preserved primarily in Chinese translations, with the bulk of the
evidence coming from the Dharmaguptaka-vinaya. In general, the term pam-
Sukitla has been translated into Chinese as 2£47 (fensao), or as #Eif 4K (fen-
saoyi) translating more literally from the term pamsukiila civara. It is signifi-
cant to note that not all the references to pamsukiila in the passages I shall
highlight in the course of this chapter appear as #{7 or #£§74<.

Of the types of pamsukiila 1 shall discuss in this investigation, it is impor-
tant to make mention of the terminology for fabric utilized by monks which
is obtained from the context of the cemetery (smasana).'> The Dharmagup-
taka-vinaya classifies 58 N4K (sirenyi), or “garments of the dead,” and the

10 Nanamoli 1991: 59. For the Pali text see Rhys-Davids 1975: 60.
11 Nanamoli 1991: 63. For the Pali text see Rhys-Davids 1975: 64.

See Langer 2007: 70-71. The term smasana is “generally used for a place for the disposal
of the dead and can therefore refer to an area where bodies are buried, a location for crema-
tion, or as a place where corpses are left unburied and thus fall prey to scavenging animals.”
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synonymous term ¥ 4< (zhongjianyi), or “cemetery garments,” as accep-
table types of pamsukiila."* These two terms can refer to a range of garment
types found in the cemetery and utilized by monks practicing pamsukiilika.
Smasanika garments may include robes worn by the deceased at the time of
their death, a pall or shroud used in the process of transporting the dead body
to the cemetery, and fabric offered to the dead person by next of kin during
the funeral or placed on a grave or memorial site at a later time. Although the
frequency of episodes featuring pamsukiila terminology relating to the ceme-
tery varies among the different Vinaya traditions, it is fair to say that the bulk
of the cases involving pamsukiila in the Dharmaguptaka-vinaya involve fab-
ric which has been in contact with the dead (3£ A\4X) or is connected to the
cemetery (%[ 4X).

The structure of this chapter is as follows. The first section will cover
methodological orientation. The purpose of this section is to distinguish the
principles for interpreting the Vinaya I intend to employ in order to demon-
strate that the narratives of the Vinaya can be read not just as a representation
of the positions of the monastic jurists, but as witnesses to the social realities
of a relatively mature Buddhist monastic institution in which pamsukilika
remained a standard ascetic practice.

In section two, I will briefly discuss recent scholarly perspectives on the
role of asceticism in Buddhist communities of the middle period. Generally,
scholars have presumed that if ascetic practices such as pamsukiilika were
well-accepted, this was the case only at the nascent stage in Buddhist monas-
tic history. By the time the Vinaya had been compiled, in the early centuries
CE, asceticism had been relegated to the margins of Indian Buddhist monas-
tic life.'* Gregory Schopen has written a precise and elegant version of this
argument in his article “Cross-Dressing with the Dead,”"> which focuses less
on the historical question of whether or not monks actually practiced asce-
ticism and more on the infent of the monastic jurists to curb and marginalize
such practices. As his article takes as its object of focus the practices of
monks acquiring robe material, with specific attention to the clothing of the
dead as part of the broader complex of smasanika, or “cemetery practices,”

13 T shall qualify this statement and expand the discussion of pamsukiila from the cemetery

context below.

The argument that monastic authorities viewed ascetic behavior as anti-social and therefore
prohibited or at least attempted to sideline these practices has led many scholars to treat
ascetic practices as if they were, in point of historical fact, extremely marginal to the mature
Buddhist monastery represented in the Vinaya.

15 Schopen 2007.
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and thus overlaps significantly with the content of this chapter, I shall pay
special attention to Schopen’s arguments as I consider the social realities of
pamsukiilika practice in the discussion to come.

I will test whether or not pamsukiilika should be regarded as a standard
practice in the third, fourth, and fifth sections below. In the third section, I
will explain that the onset of institutionalization in the monastery did not
mean that the social logic justifying the practice of asceticism disappeared.
Rather, the continuation of the lifestyle of the parivrajaka, or itinerant ascetic,
continued long after codification of the Vinaya began. In the fourth section,
I will discuss the acquisition of robe material in the locale from which the
practice of pamsukiila takes its name, the refuse heap, focusing on the expec-
tations of monks and donors about how the practice was to be carried out.
The fifth section on the locale of the cemetery will be the most comprehen-
sive, reflecting the disproportionate emphasis in the Vinaya tradition on this
locale for monks abiding by the pamsukiilika practice to obtain robe material.

Methodological Orientation

As far as I can tell, there are several methodological approaches to reading a
Vinaya case narrative which must be considered in determining the extent to
which a practice was regarded as standard. Much of the discussion of method
here is based on a set of hermeneutical guidelines entitled “Extracting Data
from a Normative Source,” found in Jan Nattier’s translation and study of the
Ugrapariprccha. These approaches to the text are intended to provide the
reader with some techniques for distinguishing elements in the narrative
likely to be descriptive of social realities from those “composed by Buddhists
seeking to establish (or at the very least, to reinforce) certain norms of
thought and practice within their own religious community.”

The first approach views Vinaya rulings as representative not just of the
intention of the jurists but of a corresponding historical shift away from the
practice banned or disparaged. Thus if practice x is banned by the Vinaya,
one expects, to a greater or lesser extent, that the members of the monastic
community will have abandoned said behavior. Similarly, if practice y is per-
mitted, one would expect a corresponding move to embrace said behavior
among the monks. Nattier is most wary of this approach and develops her set
of principles for reading in large part to combat the tendency for scholars to

16 Nattier 2003: 63ff.
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read normative statements in a text as if they were “a literal portrait of life”
in the religious community for whom the legal code was written.!”

A second approach is to focus not on the case rulings but on the
“incidental mention” “of items unrelated to the author’s primary agenda.”
Nattier labels this hermeneutical approach the “principle of irrelevance.” '*
She provides examples of how this technique may be utilized when reading
sutra material, but Vinaya cases, too, are structured such that they may be
subjected to a similar interpretive approach. In general, the legal ruling is
framed by an origin narrative, that is to say, a story which explains why it
was necessary for the Buddha to adjudicate a certain issue. The origin narra-
tive begins with a description of the de facto reality before the matter is
brought to the attention of the Buddha. In many cases, the de facto situation,
or behavior, is criticized by a householder or another monk. Once the cri-
ticism has been leveled, the narrative voice of the text, often in the form of
the Buddha, indicates whether the de facto practice may continue unhindered,
whether conditions are applied, or whether it is banned in its entirety. It is
the description of the de facto situation or practice which sets the stage for
the Vinaya ruling in which these incidental textual elements emerge. The nar-
rative arc of a normative text is intended to present the reader with an ideo-
logically consistent picture of the religious community. The elements
incidental to the authors’ “primary agenda” are included precisely because
they are presumed to be familiar to the audience of the text. Given the likeli-
hood that the incidental elements in a text reflect at least fragments, if not a
comprehensive image, of a social world the author views as obvious to the
reader, and not merely normative proclamations, I presume that this evidence
from the legal narrative is particularly helpful in determining which monastic
practices were viewed as standard by Vinaya authors.

A third approach is labeled by Nattier the “principle of counterargument.”
A prescriptive statement indicates that “there is some difference of opinion
or conduct within the community, and the author of a given text is taking a
particular position on the issue.”" According to this principle, origin narra-
tives laying out situations which warrant legal judgment are likely to yield
data articulating practices which reflect, if sometimes through a glass darkly,
the social reality of Indian Buddhist monks. From this perspective, to the
extent that a practice was the object of legal repression by Vinaya authorities

17 Nattier 2003: 63.
18 Nattier 2003: 66.
19 Nattier 2003: 67.
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in a particular community, the more likely it is to have been a popularly held
custom among monks under their jurisdiction. Like the principle of irrel-
evance, the principle of counterargument is an important conceptual tool for
discerning what practices monastic jurists presumed to be social realities that
had to be addressed. It is important to note that the principle of counter-
argument and principle of irrelevance may both be applicable in the same
narrative and that the use of one approach does not necessarily exclude the
use of the other in the context of a single case.

A fourth and final method is to utilize Vinaya cases in order to articulate
the views of the authors and compilers of the Vinaya. This approach
emphasizes analysis of the prescriptive elements in the case and focuses less
on narrative elements descriptive of the social world inhabited by the monas-
tic jurists. To a significant degree this is the approach which informs Scho-
pen’s study of monastic dress in his article, “Cross-Dressing with the Dead.”
Schopen states that his project in this article is to offer a “presentation of their
[‘redactors of Milasarvastivada vinaya’] views on this practice [‘dressing
like the dead’],” by which he means the focus is not on articulating social
realities but a “presentation of their presentations.”?

The second and third approaches treat the Vinaya case narratives not just
as a set of rulings but as witness accounts of the social realities in the middle
Indian period. Although the most cautious approach toward a Vinaya text is
to view it as a self-contained literary work, representative only of the private
discursive world of its authors, Nattier’s two principles challenge the notion
that Buddhist legal narratives cannot be read as records of social practices.
Thus I will take the Vinaya to be a literary space, but a literary space into
which public discourse enters via the witness accounts of the social realities
with which the monastic jurist engages. The second approach focuses on
textual elements which are incidental to the primary agenda of the Vinaya
case narrative, while the third approach emphasizes the practices which are
the targets of the authors’ legal decrees. In both cases, the focus is less on the
intentions of the monastic jurists and more on the social reality of monastic
behaviors I am calling standard practices. As I suggested above, a standard
practice is a behavior recognized by monastic jurists as being common
enough and significant enough that they could mention these practices either
incidentally, or as targets of legislation and expect their audience to be famil-
iar with them. This is not to suggest that the intended goals of the monastic
jurists are not a relevant consideration when attempting to determine what

20 Schopen 2007: 74.
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constitutes a standard practice. Indeed, if explicit permission is extended by
monastic jurists to monks to continue a given custom, after it has been subject
to legal scrutiny, then the argument that this practice should be regarded as
standard is only strengthened. However, the prohibition of a practice by legal
authorities does not necessarily mean that the conditions which give rise to
said practice have abated or that the behavior has, in fact, ended.

Scholarly Conceptions of the Role of Asceticism
in Indian Buddhism of the Middle Period

The term “asceticism” is, of course, not native to the Indian textual traditions.
It is derived from the Greek askesis, which initially meant “training,” and
referred to the disciplinary practices undertaken by warriors and athletes.
This notion of rigorous disciplinary training was taken over in late antiquity
by Christians to designate the various practices designed to repress (or redi-
rect) desire (of a sexual nature in particular) in order to bring the practitioner
closer to salvation. The category of “asceticism” was imported from the Wes-
tern tradition by modern European scholars, including Max Weber, to pro-
vide a label for a rather fluid set of South Asian religious practices believed
to be similar to the intensely repressive treatment of bodily desires which
arose first in the classical pagan context and then in certain religious com-
munities among the Christians of the later Roman empire and medieval
period. Scholarship on Indian religions in the West reflected presumptions
about the social location of the ascetic practitioner reliant, either explicitly or
implicitly, upon a Weberian conception of the “other-worldly” religious
figure. ! The other-worldly religious figure is characterized by Weber as be-
longing to a period in the religious community which predates its develop-
ment of a rational bureaucratic apparatus. The religious community of the
other-worldly figure is organized around the charisma he projects based on
powers of ascetic practice.?

Weber’s conception of the process of institutionalization in early religious
communities is that there are two basic stages, the first being a pre-historic
or proto-historic period and the second being the timeframe during which a

2l Scholars such as Dumont 1998: 273-278 set the tone for this interpretative framework. It
can still be seen in the work of Collins 1998 and Olivelle 2006: 26 among others.

Here we rely on Ray 1994: 23-28 for a summary of Weber as it pertains to the development
of the Buddhist monastery.

22
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recorded institutional history is set down. The first is that of an inchoate com-
munity headed by an individual who leads by the example he sets through
personal charisma. The theory is that charisma is anchored to the practice of
asceticism by the master and the transmission of these extraordinary faculties
to a small, intimate group of disciples. The second stage is one in which the
machinery of institutionalization replaces personal charisma and the result is
that the religious community functions according to routines put in place by
a new kind of religious figure: the monastic manager. In addition to the pro-
cess of routinization, there is a tendency to centralize institutional functions
as part of an increasingly complex bureaucratic framework. The transition
from the charismatic stage to the institutional stage is historical in the sense
that the bureaucratically driven social formation is, by definition, a later stage
of development. The definitive and overarching feature of institutionalization
according to Weber is the centralization and routinization of all activities in
religious communal life.” When applying the distinction between a purely
charismatic stage and a purely bureaucratic stage to the Buddhist case, it is
the lifestyle of the parivrajaka, which matches the Weberian conception of a
pre-cenobitic social formation.

The claim that the lifestyle of the parivrajaka ended in the Buddhist
context with the birth of the monastic institution has been oft repeated by
scholars in the field, in part because of the easy sociological dichotomy it
allows between an originary period of community formation and the develop-
ment associated with institution building. Sukumar Dutt, for example, cha-
racterizes this original stage of the Buddhist order as “free, unsocial, and
eremitical,” a dramatic contrast with the “settled, cenobitical society” of the
institutional period of monastic development.?* Frauwallner speaks of a tran-
sition from that of “wandering monks” to monks who take up “permanent
residence.”” Reginald Ray draws a similar contrast between a proto-histori-
cal Buddhist community of charismatic leaders and the institutionalized mo-
nastery which he labels respectively as the “wandering mode of life” and the
“settled monastery.”?® More recent discussions of the process of institutiona-
lization more or less abide by this dichotomy. Commenting on a well-known
passage from the Samyutta Nikaya, in which the Buddha and KaSyapa are
“lamenting the passing from the forest dwelling monk to the dweller in a

2 Ray 1994: 23-25 gives an overview of Weber’s application of this model to the Buddhist case.

2 See Collins’ critique of Dutt in Wijayaratna 1990: xiv—xv.
25 Frauwallner 1956: 124.

2 Ray 1994: 34-35.
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monastery,” Bailey and Mabbett suggest that this “change in the status of the
monk” is “historical.””?” The forest dwelling monk is synonymous with the
charismatic leader and the monastery dweller is representative of the trans-
formation of the Buddhist order to an institutional framework. Jonathan Silk,
though seemingly skeptical of a “putative earlier stage,” wishes to distinguish
a period “in which monks roamed individually” from “a settled monasticism,
communal living, and, thus, organized systems of distribution and adminis-
tration.””® Gregory Schopen makes the distinction in the following manner.

Being a Buddhist monk in these new settings must of necessity have meant
something very different from being a Buddhist monk in “the old days,” and
“corporate” concerns must have begun to override individual lifestyles.

Here again, the “individual lifestyles” of “the old days” are juxtaposed with
the “corporate” concerns of the “new settings.”” For Schopen, as for the
other representative scholars we have mentioned, the Weberian scheme, even
if not cited explicitly as such, remains an essential explanatory model.

This matter bears on my discussion of the role of asceticism in the Vinaya
because the Weberian model relegates ascetic practice to the proto-historic
Buddhist monasticism characterized by a social framework consisting only
of a parivrajaka master and his intimate relationship with a small cadre of
disciples. Most scholars of Indian Buddhism have either explicitly or tacitly
agreed that the Vinaya was produced in the monastic community, not during
its infancy, but in a period following hundreds of years of institutional devel-
opment. The parivrajaka is typically cast in the role of the individual (or, as
part of a small group) practicing asceticism without the hindrance of institu-
tional norms, while the lifestyle of a monk featured in the Vinaya is said to
be subject to bureaucratically driven communal imperatives. If these Bud-
dhist legal documents are representative of the monastery in a relatively ma-
ture institutional phase, any commitments to ascetic practice laid out in the
Vinaya must be artificial in nature, vestigial remnants from the earliest com-
munity when charisma and itinerancy were the organizing principles.*

27 Bailey and Mabbett 2003: 235.
28 Silk 2008: 12, n27.

2 Schopen 2007: 60.

30 Here, we presume with Schopen 1997: 26ff. that the Vinaya was compiled, if not composed,

early on in the Common Era. According to Schopen 2004: 1, the contents of the Vinaya
reflect its composition during a phase of institutional maturity in the history of the monas-
tery: “Whether implicitly or explicitly, conscious or not, most modem scholars have either
unquestioningly assumed, or worked hard to show, that extant monastic or vinaya sources,
for example, must be early, some even asserting— or again assuming— that they must go
back to the Buddha himself. But the necessary consequences of this assumption have rarely
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When Schopen discusses the view of the editors of the Miilasarvastivada-
vinaya with respect to the nisraya practices, which are a condensed version
of the dhiitagunas, he refers to them as entirely “rhetorical.” What Schopen
means here by “rhetorical” is that monks were not actually expected by
Vinaya jurists to abide by these strict ascetic standards.*! Schopen is repre-
sentative of the prominent strain in Buddhological scholarship which under-
stands the nisrayas and the dhiitagunas as mere vestiges of a proto-historic
period in the development of the monastic institution. These scholars claim
that the nisrayas and dhiitagunas were seen by Vinaya editors as anachro-
nisms that appeared in the monastic codes only as an homage to a clique of
mythical or semi-mythical saintly founders, but not actually advocated by
these compilers. The argument here is that the nisrayas and the dhitagunas
were not compatible with the settled, or institutional, monastic milieu, in
which Vinaya compilers were active. Schopen succinctly states: “It is clear
that by the time of the final composition of the mainstream Vinayas the dhiita-
gunas or ascetic practices were—for their compilers—all but a dead-letter,
at best what Carrithers calls ‘emblematic.”*?

Consistent with the Weberian model, Schopen argues that the “corporate”
concerns of the mature monastic institution of the middle period reflected in
the Vinaya required that practices considered objectionable in the eyes of the
broader Indian public be reined in by Buddhist authorities. In “Cross-
Dressing with the Dead,” Schopen focuses on ascetic practices of gathering
fabric from the problematic locale of the cemetery (smasana). These prac-
tices came to be regarded as objectionable to at least some monastic jurists
when those monks engaged in these forms of asceticism were perceived by

been examined: if the extant vinaya sources are early, if they go back anywhere near the time
of the Buddha, then Buddhist monasticism could not have any real institutional history— it
could only have sprung all but fully formed from the head of the Buddha. Moreover, since
these extant vinaya sources already know and are meant to govern fully developed, well-
organized, walled monasteries that had infirmaries, refectories, bathrooms, steam rooms,
locks, and keys, the Buddhist monastery too could have had no real development and, con-
sequently, no actual history. It would have been architecturally finished from its very start.”

31 The primary evidence Schopen cites for his argument is that there are lists of permissible
options for each of the rules for food, clothing, shelter, and medicine (2007: 83). Schopen
makes similar claims about the list of dhiitagunas themselves citing the fact that only the
arch-nemesis in Buddhist literature, the monk Devadatta, advocates any of the requirements
from this list of ascetic practices. If the compilers of the Miilasarvastivada-vinaya have
offered only a negative representation of the advocates of the dhiitagunas, then their view of
the dhiitagunas must be unfavorable (2007: 75-76).

32 Schopen 2000: 22.
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some as either violating property rights, or Brahmanical ritual sensibilities,
or both.*

Throughout the several Vinaya traditions there are cases in which the
monk, in the course of his practice of pamsukiilika, is accused of theft by
householders. Although in many of these cases the monk is not punished for
having taken fabric from this or that locale, as there was no intention on the
part of the monk to steal, the Vinaya jurists certainly intended to caution
monks when they included in the legal code a plethora of highly specific cir-
cumstances in which practitioners had run afoul of householders. By Brah-
manical ritual sensibilities, I mean the anxieties attendant upon contact with
impure objects, and the adherence to practices necessary to return the indivi-
dual who has been in contact with impure objects to a status of purity. Given
that pamsukiila is, by definition, fabric polluted by means of contact with
impure substances such as menstrual blood, corpses, or simply putrefying
waste material in the refuse heap, the monk engaged in this practice will be
a perpetual danger to the broader social community. This compulsion Vinaya
jurists felt to limit “socially ‘dangerous’ practices” led to a “pattern of con-
tainment, distancing, and marginalization of certain types of monks” such as
those which carried out the practice of pamsukilika.>*

I wish to emphasize here that Schopen is arguing only that the Vinaya
authorities have attempted to curtail the practice of pamsukiilika in the ce-
metery, as part of a broader program to avoid what they perceived as offences
against public conceptions of property rights and Brahmanical ritual sensibi-
lities, and not that their desire to limit this practice is historically verifiable
as having been effective. My interest, on the other hand, is not primarily in
explicating the attitude of monastic jurists toward ascetic practice, but in de-
termining to what extent the practice of pamsukiilika, which 1 will define
somewhat more loosely here as practices of obtaining clothing outside a
formal donation structure, was regarded as standard in the world depicted by
the authors of the Vinaya.

The Continuing Social Logic for Pamsukiilika
in the Mature Monastic Institution

The tendency to view the decline of ascetic practices such as pamsukiilika as
part of a linear and relatively rapid transition from the parivrajaka lifestyle

3 Schopen 2007.
3 Schopen 2007: 93.
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to bureaucratic monasticism is, of course, not merely a projection of scholars
onto early Indian Buddhist textual sources. The official story in the Vinaya
is that the monastic order did not accept donated robe material and wore
pamsukiila robes until the day the physician Jivaka informed the Buddha that
his illness was caused by the impurity of his garb. After Jivaka implores the
Buddha to accept donated robes, the master relents and donations are said to
pour in from kings and commoners alike. So many robes are donated by
patrons that the Buddha permits the establishment of an institutional
framework with accompanying bureaucratic positions, storage facilities, and
a distribution network. The image of this scene is one of plenty.*

And yet the image of a mature institution set up to collect, store, and
distribute monastic robes via bureaucratic apparatus is belied by anecdotal
evidence throughout the Vinaya of the continuing necessity for monks to
obtain their robes through informal networks which were peripheral, if
related at all, to the institutional framework of the monastery. Among the
contexts in which monks are specifically mentioned to have retrieved robe
material are “shrines” (35 /7),% “roads” (J&),% “ditches” (J1#1),* “in front
of the office of the magistrate” (H2 K'E ¥ 95 & Al ),* and in areas for
grazing.* In all of these contexts, the legal issue to be adjudicated is whether
or not the monk has indeed come across pamsukiila, understood here as
found-material, or whether he can legitimately be accused of theft. As one
might suspect, there is great potential for misunderstanding by the residents
of the area in which the pamsukiilika monk practices his art. A number of
references to more specific locales within the village or town mention
instances in which the monk is searching for pamsukiila in or near residences
of householders. One passage documents a representative case of this dilem-
ma in which a monk spots some clothing drying on the enclosure wall of a
residence, and makes off with it, to the dismay of the householder who then
takes off after him in pursuit.*! In the end, the monk is found not guilty of the
crime of stealing but is given detailed instructions on how to continue to
practice pamsukiilika while avoiding accidental theft of householders’
hanging laundry. The extent of Vinaya jurists’ specificity about how monks

3 Horner 1962: 394-399.
36 T. 1428 976a20.

37 T. 1428 849c¢18.

3 T. 1428 849c¢6.

3 T. 1428 849c13.

40 T. 1428 849c24-850al.
41T 1428 849¢5-12.



Pamsukiilika as Standard Practice 283

can avoid the perception that they are thieves may testify to the continuing
practice of pamsukiilika, but perhaps even more significant is the wide range
of locales in which practitioners are found acquiring robe material outside
the context of a monastic bureaucratic agency for receiving material from
patrons and distributing it to monks.

Skepticism of assumptions that the bureaucratization of the monastery
was relatively rapid and linear has been more forthcoming in some quarters
of Buddhist Studies. Wijayaratna, for example, takes issue with this division
of the lifestyles of charismatic itinerancy and monastery into two distinct his-
torical periods.

Some scholars think that the institution of the Rainy Season Retreat served as
a bridge between two different periods in the history of the Buddhist monastic
Community: first wandering and then sedentary life. But I do not think that we
are dealing here with a transformation, or with two different stages. The insti-
tution of the Retreat served rather to connect two different styles of life: trav-
eling and being settled in one place. The Vinaya Pitaka and the Sutta Pitaka
show that even after being given places to live, the Master and his disciples
did not abandon traveling.*?

Another version of the critique of this binary scheme between the parivrajaka
lifestyle and the bureaucratic monastery is offered by Bailey and Mabbett in
their account of the domestication of the monk.

This process of domestication in the interaction between monks and laity was
not a straightforward development whereby an earlier situation (villagers
regard ascetic holy men as sources of spiritual energy and give them alms)
came to be superseded by a later (monks reside close to villages and act as
mentors, priests and teachers). It was, if modern parallels are any guide, a
complex form of evolution, both rapid and gradual, with cycles contained
within cycles. Overall, in the long run, the sarigha settled in monasteries and
became a social institution. In detail, in innumerable micro-historical nar-
ratives, holy men gained reputations, formed links with villagers, and became
quasi-icons at the centre of church-like institutions, which after their death
sometimes inspired other ascetic holy men.*?

Both of these accounts are at least partially successful critiques in that they
complicate the scholarly discourse, and lay out the claim that the domesti-
cated monk, that is to say, the monk who is subject to the regimens of a bu-
reaucratic apparatus, coexisted with those practitioners who, to a greater or
lesser degree, undertook ascetic practices.

4 Wijayaratna 1990: 21.
4 Bailey and Mabbett 2003: 172.
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The following Vinaya case illustrates the continuing necessity for monks
to practice pamsukiilika even when Buddhist institutions have matured to the
extent that they have become a household name. It comes from the Vibharnga
section on crimes headed under the category of the parajika* of theft in the
Mahasamghika-vinaya.

BRI ERWED b, A R ARERFrbR, AR IER K,
REEWOE R ARG, EEZHPERS, FKMRPERS, REEERK
R, RERETERE R, HIfE B AR, R REEAET, ARE
FREEARE S, WMHFAREGEK, KEMS, MEHE, &5, BEL
K. GRE T, WE, DIIRTRECRR, AR EERE K, P

Again, the Buddha was in Rajagrha, the details being the same as in the
previous case. Once a monk put on his robes for entering a village, took his
bowl and entered the city looking for pamsukiila. He searched throughout the
city of Rajagrha without success. He then went to the cemetery but was unable
to obtain any. Following alongside the river, he searched [for pamsukiila] but
still could not obtain any. Finally, he arrived at a place for washing clothes.
One of the people washing clothes finished washing and went over to talk with
another person. The monk then went to the spot where the clothes were left.
The other man said to the clothes-washer, “That renouncer is about to take
your clothes.” The clothes-washer asked, “What kind of renouncer is he?”” And
he answered, “He is a renouncer of the Sikya lineage.” And the clothes-washer
said, “It’s no problem, renouncers of the gﬁkya lineage do not take what is not
given.” A moment later the monk took the clothing. (Passage A)

Although the legal question which is to be resolved by the verdict in this case
has to do with whether or not the monk in question stole the piece of fabric
from the washerman, my interest is not the ruling itself but in the incidental
elements featured in the narrative which set the stage for the Buddha’s judg-
ment of the monk.

The narrative begins with the classic formula introducing the parivrajaka
monk (5 — kb [k 235 AR ¥ 4<Fr6£). However, instead of the more typical
begging for alms, the monk is said to be foraging for pamsukiila cloth. There
is certainly no indication that the monk will be receiving fabric donated by
patrons either through a monastic bureaucratic outlet in the city or personal
acquaintances. The text states that the monk “searched throughout the city of
Rajagrha without success.” After unsuccessfully combing the city for pamsu-
kitla he finally tries the cemetery, frequented by pamsukiila monks in part
because it is the most likely place to obtain the clothing he requires. This

4 Parajika is the highest class of offense and can lead to expulsion from the order. See Clarke
2009 for discussion of cases in which parajika offenses do not require expulsion.

4 T. 1425 241c13-25.
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inability to find what he is looking for also suggests that he is unfamiliar with
the layout of the town and routines of its denizens. Failing to locate any
pamsukiila even on the outskirts of the city, where the cemetery is likely
located, he seems to give up on this prospect and heads to the riverside, where
he finds people washing clothes. It is only at this locale that the monk believes
he has found the pamsukiila he has been looking for since entering the city.
This portion of the narrative makes clear that he is a stranger to those at the
watering hole, as one washerman is compelled to ask the other what religious
lineage he belongs to.

The circumstances noted in the background to the case provided in this
Vinaya narrative indicate some of the challenges facing a monk practicing
pamsukiilika. When we turn to the ruling itself, we find that the monk is
admonished not for intentionally stealing the laundered clothing but because
he was unaware that taking things that are not given to one within the
confines of a town or village is improper.*® It is important to note here that
there is no editorial comment critical of the practice of pamsukilika itself,
only a ruling against those monks who remove clothing items which ob-
viously belong to another. The background narrative to this case differs from
episodes which feature the locales for pamsukiilika mentioned above in that
it spells out in greater detail the energy exerted by this monk to abide by the
practice. The incidental information provided in this case also amplifies the
point that pamsukiilika is a deeply public act, and that opportunities are rife
for the practitioner to humiliate himself and potentially demean the Buddhist
order which he represents.

Donor Attitudes and the Locale of the Refuse Heap (Pamsukiila)

As I noted above, scholars beginning with Weber have made the point that
the corporate identity of the monastic community became an increasingly
important factor in the establishment of protocols of behavior as the insti-
tution increased in size and influence and therefore visibility. Schopen points
out that monastic jurists responsible for these protocols would have been
mindful of the concerns, on the part of patrons of the Buddhist order, that
standards of ritual pollution and property be respected by monks.

In his discussion of an episode from the Miilasarvastivada Bhaisajyavastu
in which “the great ascetic monk Mahakasyapa” returns from the forest and
appears at the door of a donor, Schopen argues that the monk is turned away

46 T. 1425 242a18-22.



286 Witkowski

by the patron because he has “long hair and a beard and disreputable robes.”
This behavior is problematic for the Vinaya authorities who have authored
this passage because the garb of a monk was not just a display of a personal
attitude or orientation but the signature of the communal body of the order.

To be accepted as a Buddhist monk one must not present in public an unkempt
appearance nor be seen in disreputable robes. If one appears unkempt and
“bad” or “pernicious” or even “evil’—robes,
one will be taken for a tirthyaka or “heretic.” But however the messages be
taken, the final one must certainly be this: the doors of wealthy, respectable
donors will be shut to such a monk, and this is a message that is hard to miss.*’

I am inclined to agree with Schopen’s assessment that this passage expresses
the concerns of those responsible for upholding monastic precepts. Whether
the issue is the disreputable appearance of sainted ascetic figures, like Maha-
kaSyapa, or the theft committed by the anonymous accused such as the
pamsukiilika monk I have discussed above, there are clearly voices among
the Vinaya jurists which are not predisposed to the practice of pamsukiilika.
However, these attitudes are not representative of the totality of legal dis-
course on this topic. The following passage comes from the Civaravastu of
the Dharmaguptaka-vinaya.

(LR R R S SN R S N E AR S S A L e (]
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At that time, the Buddha was in Sravasti. There was a monk from a good
family in an alleyway in the city picking up filthy old fabric to make a
samghatt robe from a waste pile of garbage. The wife of King Prasenajit saw
this and felt compassion. She took some fine material and ripped it up, covered
it in filth and threw it outside for the monk. The monk was terrified and did
not dare pick it up. The monk told the Buddha and the Buddha said, “If it is
for the monk, he should take it.” (Passage B)

As was the case in the previous rulings I presented, the issue to be decided is
whether or not the monk has committed an act of theft; but the premise that
pamsukillika is a legitimate practice is never questioned. There are two
modes of practicing pamsukiilika which appear in this narrative.

The first iteration is the classic conception of pamsukiila, that from which
the practice derives its namesake. At the outset, we find the monk picking

47 Schopen 2007: 70.
4 T 1428 849b20-25.
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through a waste pile (#£4), likely fetid on account of rotten food and excre-
ment, and removing bits of fabric which are “filthy and old” (¥§#). As we
saw in the previous case, this behavior is a public display of the commitment
of the monk to certain standards of practice. Naturally, householders will
project their judgments of the public behavior of monks such as the prac-
titioner in this story onto the order as a whole. In spite of the filthy nature of
this practice, there is no editorial condemnation of the monk by Vinaya editors.

The response of this donor to the pamsukiilika monk is even more note-
worthy. This monk is covered in filth and yet the attitude of the wife of King
Prasenajit is not one of disgust or rejection. Rather, it is “feelings of com-
passion” (#4:&04) for the practitioner that characterize the response of this
pious patron. The manner in which this concubine offers robes to the monk
indicates an understanding of, and respect for, the lifestyle of the pamsu-
kitlika monk. She is aware that this ascetic mode does not permit a monk to
accept donated robes. Technically, he can only receive clothing material that
has been given up, and is therefore found-material. In this case, the patroness
clearly intends to make a donation to the monk but must disguise her donation
as the mere discarding of clothing in order to skirt Vinaya rules. She could
have done so in a manner followed by the donor in the case we shall see
below, in which he simply places a whole piece of high-quality fabric on a
refuse pile. However, I would argue that taking the extra step of downgrading
the fabric ritually, she is abiding by an interpretation of pamsukiilika practice
that accords with a broader cultural understanding of the ritual status of this
practitioner. By tearing up the fabric and covering the robes with “impurities”
(“~¥%) she indicates to the monk that she is sensitive to the requirement that
pamsukiila material is legitimate only if it is degraded according to the
standards of ritual pollution in Indian society.

Another case from the same section takes up a variation on the
circumstances helping us to fill out the picture of certain donor attitudes
toward pamsukiilika.
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At that time, there was a monk from a good family, picking up filthy old fabric

to make a samghati robe from waste piles in the streets and latrine areas of the

city. Then a householder in Sravasti felt pity and placed a lot of fine fabric in
the streets and latrine areas for monks. A servant was sent to watch over the

4 T. 1428 849b25—3.
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clothes and did not allow others to take the material. Then, there was a group
of monks walking eyes down. When they entered the city the person protecting
the material said, “Venerables, why don’t you look around?” The monks were
afraid and did not dare pick them up. The monks told the Buddha and the
Buddha said, “If it is [set aside] for monks, I permit it.” (Passage C)

Here too, the donor is remarkable for his pious response given that the text
explicitly states that the piles in which the monk is rooting around for filthy
old scraps of clothing consist not just of garbage but of excrement as well.
Indeed, the characterization in this passage of the locale for acquiring pam-
Sukiila is likely to be more accurate than that of the previous passage. And
like the wife of the king in the case above, the householder in this passage
seems to have a clear understanding of the definition of pamsukiila as fabric
which has been ritually degraded in order to demonstrate its status as a dis-
carded item. The fabric he offers to the monks is not given to them directly
or to a monastic bureaucratic outlet, but is placed “in the streets and latrine
areas” CEBEA I ).

But these passages demand our attention not only because of the aware-
ness of, and respect for, the practice of pamsukiilika on the part of donors. It
is abundantly clear that these donors have, to varying degrees, encouraged
monks to violate the spirit of the practice. Ascetic figures such as Devadatta
claim that rigorous adherence to the practice of pamsukiilika means that no
donated robe material is to be accepted. While the acceptance of these robes
may be permitted on a technicality, it is obvious that Virnaya editors have
expanded the definition of pamsukiila and thus diluted its meaning.>

In both of these cases it is significant to note the presumption on the part
of the donors that if it were not for their “donations” the monks would con-
tinue to search for pamsukiila in heaps of excrement and garbage. Earlier I
discussed the story in which Jivaka diagnosed the Buddha’s illness as caused
by the filthiness of pamsukiila. The result was the subsequent allowance of
donated robe material and establishment of a monastic robe bureaucracy to
handle the overwhelming quantity of fabric donated to the order. However,
these two cases do not portray the featured characters as being aware of the
existence of a centralized system of distributing monastic robes. And given
that donors feel obliged to render the cloth filthy, and then attempt to disguise
the fact that these robes are only technically found-material, suggests they
were operating against a backdrop in which rigid pamsukiilika practice was
expected by practitioners and patrons alike.

30 Ray 1994: 162. This attitude also accords with the strictest grade of pamsukiilika practice
according to the Visuddhimagga, noted above.
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This impression is reinforced when one considers that in the second of the
episodes discussed above the donor’s response upon seeing the one monk
rooting around in waste piles is to stock a large quantity of fine fabric in those
locales with a servant there to guard the material from non-monastic
passersby. The rationale for placing a large quantity of material with a guard
stationed to watch over it is presumably because the waste pile is the place
the donor expected monks to carry out their practice of acquiring fabric. In-
deed, just after the clothes are placed on the waste piles and a guard is sta-
tioned, a group of monks walks by and is directed by him toward the material.

In this set of two cases, two versions of the practice of pamsukiilika are
featured. The monks, as we find them at the outset of the narrative, are
engaged in a classic form of the practice, in that they are foraging for scraps
of clothing material in piles of refuse. The Vinaya jurists neither condemn
nor praise this mode of practice but simply presume it to be recognizable to
their audience. Thus, we may conclude it was a standard practice. The monas-
tic jurists also permit a second option for monks following the lifestyle of
pamsukiilika in that they allow donated fabric. In these cases, this type of
offering is not given directly to the monks but is treated first by the donors,
to approximate the ritual impurity of found-material. Although this allow-
ance by the Vinaya jurists is a more lenient form of practice, the robe material
seems to have been made foul in the process, raising the question of whether
or not donors were necessarily concerned about monks wearing garments
made from these offerings carrying their impurity with them door to door as
they interacted with householders. Finally, the donors’ respect for the authen-
ticity of the practice—that they understood the need for the robes to be
stained with filth—suggests that the ritually impure nature of at least some
monks’ robes was accepted as standard.

Pamsukiilika and the Cemetery

The connection between the monk searching for pamsukiila and the cult of
the dead may easily be established with a perusal of the references to this
practice in the Vinaya. In the Dharmaguptaka-vinaya, for example, the ma-
jority of cases in which a monk is engaged in the practice of pamsukiilika
implicate monks in offenses which take place in cemeteries or otherwise in-
volve the dead. In this section, I shall examine Vinaya cases, with a particular
emphasis on the Dharmaguptaka-vinaya, regarding pamsukiilika in the con-
text of the cemetery, to understand the extent to which the legal tradition
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represents pamsukiilika as a standard practice in the world of Indian
Buddhism in the middle period.

The relationship between the pamsukiilika monk and the dead is
conditioned by two competing ritual attitudes which are not specific to
ancient Buddhism but were pervasive in late Iron Age India. The first is the
desire to ritually distinguish the world of the dead from that of the living, by
requiring rites of purification after contact with another’s physical remains,
and in the disposal of the dead in locales outside the zone of settlement. The
second is the ancient Indian imperative demanding that those who inherited
the legacy of the dead continue to care for their ancestors in order to ensure
that the substantial influence of the dead over their descendants was positive
and not deleterious to the community of the living.>!

There seems to have been a sustained, if complicated, relationship
between the Buddhist monk and the cult of the dead from very early on. On
the one hand, the exercises of self-cultivation often lumped in with the
broader category of cemetery practices (smasanika), which involved contact
with the dead, were viewed by at least some members of the public as un-
sightly at best and as criminal at worst.”> On the other hand, monks might be
seen as ritual specialists capable of negotiating relations between living and
dead, and thus performing a salutary social role in the context of the cemetery.
If local householders viewed these monks as ritual specialists capable of
mitigating the potential for danger posed by spirits which might otherwise
have been ignored or improperly tended to, then is it likely that the broader
community would attribute the benefits of pacified ancestral spirits to the
Buddhist order as a whole.*

In his article, “Cross-Dressing with the Dead,” Schopen focuses on the
“socially ‘dangerous’” ascetic practice of acquiring monastic robe material
from cemetery sites. Schopen cites evidence which falls into two general

31 In his chapter on “Ghost Stories,” DeCaroli 2004: 87—103 discusses the necessity for ritual
separation from the dead and what he calls “tending to the dead,” employing contemporary
anthropological evidence as well as source material from classical Indian Buddhist texts. For
a discussion of the tending of the dead in modern Sri Lanka, with extensive philological
background in Buddhist textual tradition, see Langer 2007.

52 Schopen 2007: 86.

3 DeCaroli 2004: 88 discusses the necessity for communities in a “Hindu” tradition to

transition their dead from ghosts, or “problematic recent dead” (bhiita or preta), to ancestors,
or “harmless long term dead” (pitr). Buddhist analogues for these rituals such as merit-
making for the dead through offerings to the sarigha developed as Buddhists sought to
supplant Brahmanical ritual expertise (97).



Pamsukiilika as Standard Practice 291

categories in order to make his point that at least the compilers of the Miila-
sarvastivada-vinaya, if not the editors of other Vinaya traditions, sought to
protect the image of the Buddhist order by restricting this type of smdasanika
practice. The first danger is that monks who engage in smasanika come in
contact with the dead. Schopen cites Brahmanical legal sources which state
that one in contact with the dead assumes a ritually polluted status that se-
verely limits his capacity to come in contact with others and thus operate
freely in society. As the Buddhist order was dependent on continued transac-
tions with patrons throughout society, the argument goes that Vinaya jurists
would naturally wish to limit their monks to an absolute minimum of contact
with the dead, and thus curtail this practice of smdasanika. The second danger
arises when monks searching for smasanika cloth are presumed to be stealing
from the dead, and by extension, from the descendants responsible for their
dead relatives. Schopen cites a case from the Uttaragrantha of the Tibetan
Miilasarvastivada-vinaya, in which a group of candalas charged with guar-
ding a cemetery harangue a group of monks attempting to carry off smasa-
nika cloth. The editors of the case agree with this ruling because, according
to Schopen, all items found in a cemetery are “the possessions of the dead”
by “order of the king.”>*

Many of the cases among the Vinaya traditions involving the practice of
pamsukiilika conclude with rulings which evince a profound concern on the
part of the monastic jurists that the criticisms of householders be addressed
in the legal code. As I noted above, many rulings regarding the acquisition
of smasanika cloth suggest that monks must adhere to commonly held views
about property and ritual propriety in ancient Indian society. One of the more
blatant examples of a monk whose pamsukiilika practice offended social
norms defining ritual propriety and property is found in the Civaravastu of
the Mahisasaka-vinaya.
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Again, there was a group of monks, who dug up a recently dead person for

fabric. A group of householders saw this and censured them saying, “These

Sakya sramanas are foul and impure. How could we allow them into our

homes?” A group of elder monks brought up this matter with the Buddha and

the Buddha said, “You should not dig up corpses. This offense is a duskrta.”
(Passage D)

> Schopen 2007: 84.
3 T 1421 134 b24-27.
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As is clear from the context of the ruling, this suit is a response to a public
outcry against monks engaged in cemetery practices. This verdict clearly
buttresses Schopen’s claim that Vinaya jurists saw fit to incorporate the cri-
ticisms of householders into their canon law. The concerns expressed by
householders in this passage can easily be mapped onto the conception of
ritual purity which seems to have been pervasive during the middle period in
Indian Buddhism. This episode is just one of a string of cases which fit com-
fortably into the framework articulated by Schopen in which the violation of
Brahmanical ritual taboos is grounds for public condemnation of, and mo-
nastic juridical action against, ascetic behaviors—including pamsukilika—
in the cemetery. Other behaviors which come under juridical scrutiny in this
section include engaging in meditation on a female corpse, which arouses
desire in the practitioner,* entering the cemetery and upsetting spirits of the
dead on certain holidays,”” bringing the head of a corpse back to the monas-
tery,’® using the bones of the dead for medicine,” and eating foods prior to
going to the cemetery, which upsets the spirits residing there.*

While at least a certain segment of householders viewed the practitioner
of smasanika as an anti-social figure, there is a substantial amount of evi-
dence that these monks were essential to the cult of the dead. By the middle
period in Indian Buddhism, the monastic vocation seemed to have included
presiding over funerals, reciting ritually efficacious texts, providing con-
solation to the relatives of the dead, and returning at prescribed intervals to
ensure that the dead have acclimated to their new status, whether in heaven,
a superior reincarnated state, or as benevolent ancestors protecting their next
of kin. The participation of monks in this funeral complex and ancestor cult
is documented in the Saiksa precepts found in the Skandhaka section of the
Dharmaguptaka-vinaya. The Saiksa precepts regulate the transport (4475t
JpEES T iti), burial (8 /A5 T H#ESEN), and cremation of corpses (1 A5 VU i
BEIERE 4 B N). The association of the funeral complex with Buddhist
architecture is also indicated in the archeological record by the interment of
the remains of the dead in small stiipas, or kulas, grouped around a larger
stipa. Inscriptional evidence indicates that families which interred the re-
mains of their kin in these kulas expected a better rebirth for the deceased.

% T. 1421 134b18-20.
57 T. 1421 134c16-22.
¥ T. 1421 134b28—c3.
3 T. 1421 134c5-9.
0 T. 1421 134c10-12.
61 T. 1428 958a8-11.
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Care for the dead extended to the ritual recitation of dharanis by monks for
the deceased spirits in order to ensure they reached heaven or received a
better rebirth.®

While it was certainly possible that any activities of monks in the ce-
metery could be viewed as leading to ritual pollution of their person, property
infringement, or worse, the role of at least some monks to act as intercessors
between the living and the dead was regarded as indispensable. And indeed,
the capacity of the monk to act as spiritual intercessor was believed to in-
crease as a result of the training for the intense and even terrifying set of
S§masanika practices he undertook.

The list of Smasanika practices includes residing in a cemetery, meditating
on corpses, as well the gathering of pamsukiila utilized in the context of the
funeral complex. While some would like to draw a distinction between the
practice of pamsukiilika as an ascetic undertaking, grouped more properly
with what is often taken to be the strictly anti-social category of smasanika
practices, and the gifting of fabric to a monk at a funeral,®* T argue that evi-
dence from certain modern anthropologies indicates that the literal connec-
tion to corpses, established through practices which take place in the
cemetery, is precisely what gives monks within ascetic traditions the power
to navigate the unsteady terrain binding the living to the dead. The villagers
encountered by thudong (Thai for dhiitaguna) practitioners in Kamala Tiya-
vanich’s account of ascetic monks in early twentieth century Thailand expec-
ted these itinerant religious figures to reside in the charnel grounds when they
came through the village. These monks were regarded as immune to the
impurity of the cemetery and to the machinations of the spirits.* Moreover,
they had the capacity to quell the agitation of the spirits of the dead or teach
the villagers anxious about these matters how to do the same.® Tiyavanich
discusses the example of a thudong monk whom a group of villagers asked
to stay in the village cemetery, on account of their fear of the ghosts residing
there. Through a series of sermons and exorcisms, the monk ultimately
succeeded in subduing the ghosts. Here, the practice of residing in the
cemetery, and the powers the monk has developed as a result of his practices

92 See the summary of evidence for monastic participation in funeral and ancestral rites in
DeCaroli 2004: 98ff.

03 Langer 2007: 86-87.
64 Tiyavanich 1997: 202.
% Tiyavanich 1997: 163.
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there, are viewed as intimately related to his capacity to negotiate the
relationship of the villagers with the spirits of the dead.5

The rulings in the Vinaya narratives can be read with an eye to the
perspective of the monastic jurists, who attempted to ban or curtail behaviors
offensive to segments of the broader Indian public. On the other hand, there
are also grounds for viewing these rulings as witnesses to what I will call a
subculture of standard pamsukiilika practices. I have already noted above that
the institutionalization of the monastery did not preclude the flourishing of
the parivrajaka lifestyle among Buddhist monks, and thus the continuing im-
perative to practice pamsukiilika. In addition, I have suggested that attitudes
toward those who practiced pamsukiilika were not, at least among a segment
of the community of patrons, characterized by concerns of ritual pollution or
property theft but by reverence for the virtue of this lifestyle. Finally, there
is the evidence of a subculture of pamsukiilika practices in the cemetery
which emerges in light of Nattier’s “principle of counterargument.” As I have
noted above, this principle encourages the reader to interrogate, and not just
accept, the narrative arc of prescriptive texts such as the Vinaya.

It is in this category that we meet with prescriptive statements of the type that
have, with surprising frequency, been interpreted as if they were documenting
actual fact. But it should be obvious, at least in retrospect, that when we
encounter statements of the type “One should not believe X” or “One should
not do Y” there must have been some reason for the author to argue against
them. That is, these statements—far from revealing what people actually did
not believe or do—can serve as evidence that at least some members of the
community were involved in the offending practices, hence the author’s need
to argue against them.®’

% Tiyavanich 1997: 205. See also Nicholas 1981: 373ff., which suggests that characterizations
of dead bodies as inherently impure are misleading. A number of examples from modern
Indian anthropology lead him to the conclusion that proper dispatch of the body and the dead
spirit can remove the impurity of the corpse. Davis 2012: 63 makes the point that it is the
ritual status of the funeral officiant which matters in the process of ushering the spirit of the
dead into his new role in the afterlife. When the monk is gifted pamsukiila (in the example
cited by Davis, a funeral shroud) by the next of kin of the dead with the express purpose of
earning merit for the spirit of the deceased, the shroud is transformed into “an item of great
value.” According to Davis, “There is no general denial of death’s contagion or impurity, but
merely a denial that the Buddhist monk is subject to its laws and its influence.” He goes on
to state that “A magico-technical power exists for the monks on the basis of their relationship
with death.” The evidence from Tiyavanich allows the claims outlined in Nicholas and Davis,
but in the Thai case, the “relationship with death” is exceedingly literal, in that physical
proximity to the corpse seems not only permitted, but encouraged by villagers, if these
Smasanika practices have the salutary social value of putting spirits in their proper place.

67 Nattier 2003: 67.



In the light of this interpretive framework, the rulings of Vinaya jurists
against pamsukiilika should be seen as witnesses to a living subculture con-
stituted by practices categorized under this rubric. Our reading of the fol-
lowing legal narrative in the Dharmaguptaka-vinaya is intended to exemplify
the contention that even rulings which prohibit certain types of pamsukilika
can shed light on the social reality of ascetic practice among monks otherwise
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underreported by sources representing certain monastic authorities.

TIREAE AR, s R LA A REAREZE,  DAIE 35 A SEAH AL REAC REHS,
BRI, SE R IERES, PRI, A
Y, BERMIEE, WA BLZAMIERE, %R, Lk
BUBMR, BT BRI, ARl D PR B . AR
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JERUHE e e P A, ©8

At that time, the Buddha was in Sravasti. The grandparents and parents of a
group of householders died. They adorned the stiipa of their grandparents and
parents with flags and a canopy. A pamsukiilika monk saw these [fabrics],
removed and took them. The group of householders saw this and complained
amongst themselves, “These Sramana of the Sakya lineage have no shame.
They steal the belongings of others. They say, ‘We know the correct dharma.’
Is what we just now witnessed the correct dharma? We erected a stiipa for our
grandparents and parents and adorned the stipa with flags and a canopy as an
offering. How could he remove and take [this fabric] for himself? It’s as
though we adorned the stiipa as an offering for the sramana of the Sﬁkya
lineage. But, in fact, it was solely for the sake of our grandparents and parents
that we adorned the stiipa as an offering.” The monks told the Buddha and the
Buddha said, “You are not to take things like this.” When the wind blew
[pieces of fabric], or water carried them and deposited them elsewhere, or a
bird grabbed them and set them down in another place, the monks were
concerned and did not dare take them. A monk told this to the Buddha and the
Buddha said, “If the wind blows them, water carries them, or a bird grabs them
and takes them to another place, I allow you to take them.” At that time, a
monk saw a beautifully decorated garment used as an offering on a stiipa and
took it. After taking it, he was worried. The monk told the Buddha and the
Buddha said, “With what mindset did you take it?”” He answered, “I thought it
was pamsukitla and did not think I was stealing it.” The Buddha said, “It is not
a crime, but you should not take garments adorning a stiipa as an offering.”
(Passage E)

68
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On the most basic level, the verdict confirms Schopen’s important observa-
tion that the complaints of at least some segment of householders were the
primary motivation for rulings by monastic jurists on pamsukiilika practices
in the context of the cemetery. In this case, the behavior of the monk violates
this group of householders’ sense of property rights and ritual propriety and
the monastic jurists respond with deference. The complaint of the house-
holders is that the monk has taken what has not been offered to him but what
has been offered to the dead (ALl PR IEEMHLE, TREEE AR
£E42HE, ). When the Buddha states that one may not take fabric, unless “the
wind blows them, water carries them, or a bird grabs them and takes them to
another place,” (47 JEMUKE S5 AR R HEE) he is drawing a distinction be-
tween clothing which is property of the dead (and/or next of kin of the dead)
and clothing which has no owner.

At the same time, the behavior of the monk adumbrated in the background
narrative to the ruling of the Buddha justifies Nattier’s claims about the
nature of legal prescriptions. Her suggestion that legal imperatives set forth
by the monastic jurists be interpreted not as an indication of what individuals
did not do, but that “some members of the community were involved in the
offending practices” clearly applies in this case. The admonition to the monk
is that he is not permitted to take fabric adorning a stiipa as an offering to the
dead. When the householders censure the monk for taking the offerings
adorning their family stijpa, they contrast their intention to pay homage only
to their relatives with an alternative scenario in which, in other circumstances,
the fabric with which they adorned the stitpa might be understood as an
offering to the monk. Although they firmly deny that the latter scenario was
their intention, this alternative is a tacit acknowledgement that the monk, in
acting as he did, is abiding by a generally recognized mode of practicing
pamsukiilika.

The practices of the monk, revealed only incidentally in the course of the
case narrative, indicate the customary nature of the practice of removing
fabric from the cemetery which the monk has not explicitly received as a
donation from a patron. However, the ruling establishes a clear principle for
monks foraging in the cemetery for pamsukiila, which jibes with the more
general rule in this Vinaya, that the monk must be sure that the fabric he
removes from the cemetery “has no owner.”® Items included under the
heading of clothing without an owner are those moved by birds, water, or
wind from their original spot. In his study, Schopen goes so far as to conclude

®  See for example T. 1428 850b25.
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that the practice of gathering fabric from the smasana was possible “in only
a tiny minority of cases.””® Schopen argues that even though Miilasarvasti-
vada-vinaya editors “did not [...] forbid the practice,” monks retrieving
clothing from the smasana was problematic in nearly all cases because items
found in a cemetery were “the possessions of the dead” by “order of the king.”
Unless specific permission is granted by the appropriate party, no garment
may be carried off by Buddhist monks. All such instances regarded as theft
in the eyes of the “secular” authorities were punished as a sthiilatyaya under
the Vinaya code.”

I have noted Schopen’s interpretation of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya as
a document deeply concerned about the utilization of smasanika cloth by
monks. Indeed, the compilers of the Dharmaguptaka, Mahi$asaka, and other
Vinaya traditions shared the concerns of the Milasarvastivada-vinaya, and
thus proscribed a number of smasanika practices, seemingly in accordance
with the wishes of some segment of the population concerned about main-
taining standards of ritual propriety and property.

However, the following cases I will discuss do not contain proscriptions.
The subsequent narratives differ from passages containing prohibitions on
certain smasanika cloth (as exemplified in Passage E) in that the primary
agenda of these episodes is not to decide whether fabric acquired in a ceme-
tery is permitted or prohibited. Rather, the focus is on how pamsukiila fabric
acquired by monks in cemeteries is to be apportioned among their fellows.
The fact that the apportionment of pamsukiila material was problematic
enough to warrant legislation is further testimony—precisely because of its
indirect manner of addressing the issue—that pamsukiilika, in the following
case involving smasanika cloth, was regarded as standard practice.

W2 E L, REREBIEA, FFERAL T, RHCHARIL L, SEE
IR AL, WS FTM, AR, BB, ELR, ApEL
E—HEHNK, B DS, FkcEgs, e, ok a ik, —
A3, e ath, the, EERMEL, AR, HELS, Rl
BRI, WHEAM, HEHEE, EyE "5, ™

At that time, there was a large group of householders in the cemetery
cremating a corpse. At that time, there was a pamsukiilika monk, who saw the
smoke and called out to another monk, “Let’s go to the cemetery in order to
take pamsukiila.” He said, “Alright,” and they went there together. They stood
there silently. Then the householders saw them and offered [one of the] monks
a fine piece of material. The second monk said, “’You should bring it over here

70 Schopen 2007: 83.
7t Schopen 2007: 81.
72 T 1428 850b11-19.
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and split it.” He said, “What do you mean split it? He gave it to me.” The two
men quarreled. The monks told the Buddha and the Buddha said, “’You should
return and ask the householder, ‘Who was this clothing given to?’ If the
householder says, ‘It goes to the one I’ve given it to,” then it is his clothing. If
he says, ‘I don’t know,’ or if he says, ‘I gave it to both,” you should split it into
two parts.” (Passage F)

The two monks who appear here are defined in this case from the Civaravastu
of the Dharmaguptaka-vinaya by their status as pamsukiilika monks and by
a fellowship predicated, at least in part, on a commitment to a shared liveli-
hood. It is the matter of how pamsukiila material is to be divided up which is
at hand in this case. The question of whether or not a certain type of pam-
Sukitlika practice is permitted is never raised and is not the issue at hand in
the case. In other words, the social reality of pamsukiilika practice is taken
for granted by the legal authorities handing down the judgment.

It is important to point out two details in this narrative which do not accord
with Schopen’s interpretation of which practices are legally legitimate. First,
the fact that monks enter the cemetery is neither problematic nor even note-
worthy. Second, the detail of the first monk receiving what is likely a ritually
polluted, if not physically filthy, piece of fabric, too, is unremarked upon in
the text. Both these elements of the narrative are simply presumed by the
authors to be scenarios plausible enough and common enough to function as
suitable background narratives. On the other hand, the monks did not forage
for this robe; it was a donation.

At the outset of the narrative, the first individual to appear is said to be a
“pamsukiilika monk.” Upon seeing the smoke of the cremation pyre, the pam-
Sukiilika monk notifies a fellow monk of the ceremony taking place in the
cemetery. Neither monk seems to have been invited by the householders to
the ceremony as an officiant, but the casual nature of the exchange between
the two hints that a party of monks making a trip to the cemetery to fetch
pamsukiila material is a customary practice.

That this behavior is customary is confirmed when the monks encounter
the householders by the pyre. The monks have marched into the cemetery,
and, recognizing the gravity of the event, stand in silent respect toward the
next of kin, waiting in expectation for the householders to hand over what is
labeled “a piece of fine material” (yiguijiayi — & {H4<). Although we cannot
know with certainty the intentions of the pamsukiilika monk when he asked
the second monk to “go to the cemetery in order to take pamsukiila material,”
the invitation implies that both monks would receive fabric. Why then did
the first monk not share the fabric he received?
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The answer may have to do with the nature of the fabric offered by the
householders to the monks. Schopen notes the presence of a category of
fabric which he says is “neither [...] pamsukiila nor Smasanika.” The fabric,
Gos bor blangs pa, is “something more like a pall” comparable to material
used in contemporary Thai funerals in which the offerings to monks are
“fresh new clothes laid across the coffin—not the dusty rags once left at the
cremation grounds.”” The notion that donated cloth was a high, or at least
higher, grade of material is reinforced by the evidence from passages B and
C in which the pieces of fabric offered to the monks are labeled “fine material
(KIE A or 4749).

The expectation of the first monk is that he and his fellow will have the
opportunity to get “pamsukiila [material]” (347 4%). I noted at the outset that
the sense of the term pamsukiila is found-material, as opposed to donated
material, implying that it is filthy and ritually impure. If the receipt of a piece
of fine fabric, similar in quality to the category of donated material Schopen
discusses, which in this case may not be filthy at all, was anticipated, perhaps
the first monk would never have signaled to other monks that there was fabric
to be had in the cemetery. He might have kept the fine material for himself.
Quarrels resulting from the refusal to share a better-than-expected piece of
fabric are grounds for cases found elsewhere in the Vinaya.

The following case, from the section of the Vibharnga of the Mahasam-
ghika-vinaya devoted to the pardajika offense of theft, is similar to the episode
I have just examined, though it differs in that it does not occur in a cemetery.
This passage is significant because it provides more details about how a pact
between two monks committed to a pamsukiilika lifestyle may have func-
tioned, and how the quality of fabric received might have threatened this
fellowship.

AR R, R, )45 Aih, FARERACE IS, B i3
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There were two pamsukiilika monks. Together they vowed, “From today on,

if we obtain pamsukiila, we will split them between the two of us.” Then one

of the monks obtained a fine piece of pamsukiila and thought, “This clothing

is very nice. I will never get anything this nice again.” And he said to his fellow,

“Venerable, from now on we are responsible for our own fortunes. Whatever
you get, you will keep, whatever I get, I will keep.” This monk reneged on his

’

73 Wells 1975: 112 as cited in Schopen 2007: 84; see also 101, n44.
74 T. 1425 252a17-22.
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original vow. With respect to this, not keeping one’s compact is a pardjika.
(Passage G)

Although the second monk in the previous case definitely expected his fair
share of the fabric from the donor, the reader is not informed of any official
pact that this was the case. In this passage, the pact between these two monks
is formal and their intention is laid out explicitly in the language of the vow.
The agreement is to split all the pamsukiila each obtains and, as far as I can
tell, the vow has no expiration date. The severity of the class of offense is a
testament to the seriousness of breaking a pact to share one’s livelihood with
another monk. The reason why the first monk broke the binding agreement
he had made with his fellow is also spelled out in this case, whereas the prior
case provides no explicit rationale. The first monk in this case reasoned that
the rarity of acquiring a fine garment warranted him breaking the agreement
with his comrade. But in both narratives, the point at which one monk betrays
the trust of the other is upon receiving fabric which seems to be not rags but
a piece of whole cloth. We cannot be certain that this piece of fabric performs
the same function as the donated material discussed by Schopen as falling
under the rubric of Gos bor blangs pa, but both narratives wish to make a
distinction between the term pamsukiila, which the two monks have made
more or less binding agreements to share, and the material labeled — & g4
in one case and 4f#47 4K (haofensaoyi) in the other, which is of high enough
quality that it incites conflict between monks whose pacts are recognized as
significant enough that legal mediation is ultimately required.

There are several points to be made in review of the discussion of pas-
sages F and G. The first is that there is a distinction between pamsukiila and
the word — & fE 4¢ (“fine material”) or one of the several other variations on
the term I have presented. The monks set out looking for the former but unex-
pectedly receive the latter as a donation. Passages B and C do not take place
in a cemetery but there is a parallel in that the monks featured in those cases,
too, seem to expect they will have to settle for the inferior pamsukiila but
obtain higher grade donated material instead. What is striking in all four
cases is the depiction of the fine donated fabric as a rarity, indicating the
customary nature of practicing pamsukiilika. The second point is that there
are indications in passages F and G of a compact, formal or informal, among
at least some segment of monks, to work together to collect pamsukiila and
then share what has been obtained. The fact that not only the schemes of
apportioning pamsukiila acquired by monks are regulated in the Vinaya, but
that the agreements among these individuals are significant enough that they
warrant policing, is a testament to the standard nature of the practice.
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As in the last two cases I have examined (passages F and G), the follow-
ing three narratives do not take as their primary agenda the matter of whether
or not a practice of pamsukiilika is permitted according to monastic jurists.
Each of the subsequent cases involves monks making their way to a cemetery
in order to obtain pamsukitla and each episode ends with a ruling about how
robe material obtained by one group or individual is to be apportioned among
monks in the community who did not accompany their fellows to get fabric.

What distinguishes these cases from others we have seen is that there is
no indication in the case narratives that the fabric was given by a donor to a
monk. Schopen has suggested that the legally permissible opportunities for
monks to acquire pamsukiila fabric in the cemetery would have been almost
non-existent on account of barriers erected by monastic jurists in response to
criticism from householders concerned about protecting property belonging
to monuments to the dead and the next of kin who maintained them. As the
following cases do not involve an interaction between the householder and
the monk, in which the latter receive smasanika cloth from the former, these
narratives provide even more compelling evidence that the practice of pam-
Sukiilika, in its strictest sense, of foraging for found-material, was, in fact,
regarded as a standard practice in the world of the institutionalized monastery.

MR, EEMRERA, ERAERNK, —HEEE, R,

B EEVEERR, AR, A EREAK, iR A, e, ERK

3, DA,

At that time, there were some monks who went to a cemetery to take

pamsukiila. They saw there was pamsukiila in the distance. The first monk then
said, “This is my garment.” The second monk then ran toward it and took it.

The two fought amongst themselves, each claiming, “This is my garment.”

The monks told the Buddha and the Buddha said, “Pamsukiila has no owner.
It belongs to the one who took it first.” (Passage H)

In this case, the two monks are not said to have a pre-arranged agreement to
share their findings but they are both going to look for pamsukiila. No donor
is said to be present, nor are the monks said to receive the pamsukiila from
anyone. Rather, the image is of the two monks espying the garment in the
cemetery from afar, followed by a race to the object. The second monk is
reported only to have taken (i) the garment.

The material the monks are fighting over is simply labeled ##7#4<, or
pamsukiila fabric. There is no suggestion that the robe material these monks
are seeking out is of the caliber of high quality donated fabric as the terms —
E{EAK or #4744 we have seen in previous cases might indicate, thus

75 T. 1428 850b19-22.
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reinforcing the impression this case gives that no householders are involved
in the monks’ process of acquiring the material. Final confirmation that no
householder is involved comes with the verdict reached by the Buddha. He
rehearses the definition of the term pamsukiila, as fabric which “has no
owner,” and then awards the cloth to the monk who took it first. In contrast
with some other cases we have seen, in which the householder is accorded
standing in the case, in this episode only the two monks appear as litigants.

To summarize, two monks enter the cemetery for the express purpose of
acquiring pamsukiila. These monks are not receiving robe material which
could be conceived of as a patron’s donation, implying that the cloth these
monks are seeking out is ritually impure by conventional Brahmanical stan-
dards. Nonetheless, the fact that this practice occurs as part of the background
to a case in which the primary agenda for Vinaya jurists is how to properly
apportion these pamsukiila among monks implies that this form of pam-
Sukiilika is routine and householder concerns about ritual or property in-
fringement do not factor into the legal decision.

This next case comes from the “Section on Special Occurrences” of the
Dharmaguptaka-vinaya and provides further evidence of the routine nature
of pamsukiilika practice which does not involve donations from patrons.
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Once, a monk was walking on a road not far from a cemetery. He saw a lot of

pamsukiila in the distance. He gathered it up in a pile but then left. He then

said, “I will return and then take it.” Other pamsukiilika monks saw it, thought

it was pamsukiila, and took it. The monk returned and did not see the fabric.

He returned to the monastery, saw the monks cleaning and repairing [the

material] and said to them, “You stole my fabric, it’s a crime of theft.” They

replied, “We didn’t steal, it’s pamsukiila.” They were concerned [and went to
ask the Buddha]. The Buddha said, “What was your mindset?” They replied,

“We thought it was pamsukiila so we took it.” The Buddha said, “It is not an

offense but you should not take pamsukiila gathered up in a pile.” (Passage I)

Here, the first monk initially has no intention of going to the cemetery. But
upon seeing the clothing from the road, he changes his plan, casually enters
the cemetery, gathers the clothing together in a pile and then leaves it, pre-
suming that the fabric will be there when he returns. As was the case in the
previous episode, there is no indication that this pamsukiila was a donation.

76 T. 1428 976¢15-21.
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Rather, the passage indicates that the monk scavenged for the pieces of cloth
among the aggregation of either corpses, funerary monuments, or a combi-
nation of the two. Independently of the first monk, a group of monks espy
what they believe to be fabric without an owner, again indicating that monks
practicing pamsukiilika seem to have been constantly on the lookout for more
fabric, paying special attention to material recently deposited in the cemetery.
This final passage brings together several of the themes discussed above.
WA M2 R, SEANEEM, ERALE, RAGERILELES, &E45
ERFERAT 245, WILES, %% A ERAL, ARG ERK,
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At that time, there was a large group of householders who carried a corpse and
put it in the cemetery. There was a group of pamsukiilika monks who saw this
and said to the other monks, “If we go to get pamsukiila now, I think we can
get a lot.” The other monks said, “You go by yourselves. We are not going.”
The monks quickly headed off and obtained a lot of material. They brought it
back and were cleaning and stitching it in the monastery. One of these monks
saw another [who had stayed behind] and said to this monk, “Why didn’t you
go with us to the cemetery to get material? We went to the cemetery and
brought a lot of clothing back.” The monk said, “Bring it here and split it
among us.” He answered, “You did not go with us. Why should we split it with
you?” The two monks argued. The monks brought this matter to the Buddha
and the Buddha said, “It belongs to whoever went to get it.” (Passage J)

This case, like the others we have seen involving smdasanika cloth, indicates
an active subculture of collecting pamsukiila in circumstances which are po-
tentially offensive to social standards of property and ritual propriety. And
while certain types of smasanika are prohibited in Vinaya rules, and thus
these rules may have closed down certain methods of carrying out these prac-
tices, this narrative, among others, indicates that even under the influence of
the crucible of institutionalization, which characterizes the period in which
detailed codes of conduct were drawn up to regulate the lives of monks, the
acquisition of robe material from cemeteries is acknowledged by monastic
jurists as a social reality. One further issue remains with regard to passages
H, I, and J. What does the term pamsukiila specifically refer to when the fab-
ric obtained is not donated by patrons but found by monks themselves? To
what extent are social norms regarding ritual pollution and property breached
when the pamsukiila is not donated but retrieved from the cemetery by the
monks themselves?

77 T. 1428 850b26—c4.
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As was the case in passage F, a group of monks in passage J notice the
convening of a funeral ceremony in the cemetery, and immediately alert their
fellows that they can expect to get pamsukiila material (435 B AL A<
X%). Passage J differs from passage F, in that the monks in the latter receive
a piece of donated material from the next of kin of the dead. The text in pas-
sage F calls this material —#fH4K, “a piece of fine material” making it un-
likely to fit the classical image of pamsukiila as a filthy rag. However, in
passage J the monks who do make the trip to the cemetery both anticipate
obtaining pamsukiila and in fact return to the monastery with pamsukiila.
There is no sense that the quality of fabric they bring back has exceeded their
expectations.

The verdict in passage J that the pamsukiila belongs to whomever went
and took it (JE#1EHLF) also supports the reading that fabric the monks
obtained was not donated but found-material because no donor is mentioned
as having standing in the case. Passage H also indicates that the pamsukiila
obtained by the monk is not material donated by a patron and it, too, ends
with the verdict that the fabric “belongs to the one who took it first” (J&CHX
#). By contrast, the householder in passage F has standing in the case be-
cause he has given cloth to the monk. It is because he is the donor that the
householder makes the decision about how the robe material should be ap-
portioned and thus his input is required as part of the verdict (i 5, MEEH
JEt, MRELGE, FELE, RERTELE R, M SN, 3SR,
JESE—53).

As the evidence indicates, the fabric acquired by the monks in passages
H, I, and J was not donated but found-material. Those Vinaya traditions
which include smasanika cloth as a legitimate form of pamsukiilika distin-
guish two types of cloth utilized during the funeral. The Sarvastivada-vinaya,
for example, distinguishes between zhongjianyi % [E]4K and chulaiyi H24K.
B 4K is “fabric for wrapping up a corpse which is then left in the cemetery”
(MTHEH MK, AREIENEER, BHEREK, ) while K is
“fabric, in which the corpse is wrapped, brought back, and then donated to a
monk” (5 HskeA, FBEANK, Frskhibt o, 2 sk, ). If HHK
is not donated fabric but rather found-material in which the corpse was
wrapped before being buried, cremated or simply laid out to be consumed by
animals, then the obtaining of this type of pamsukiila fabric could involve
physical contact of the monk with the dead body.

8 T. 1435 195a28-29.
7 T. 1435 195a29-bl.
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The list of approved types of pamsukiila in the Dharmaguptaka-vinaya 1
enumerated above does indicate a distinction between #4< and 24
and it is fair to presume that these definitions are consistent with those given
in the Sarvastivada list. Thus % [#] 4%, as defined above, was permitted in the
Dharmaguptaka-vinaya. Interestingly, the term ¥ 4K is qualified in the
Dharmaguptaka list in the following manner. This Vinaya allows “cemetery
fabric, if it has been taken by a bird or blown by the wind from its original
spot” (A5 b7 R B A2 2 £ [ 4<).%° Other Vinaya lists of acceptable pam-
Sukitla which include the term 4 do not add the qualifications which
appear in the Dharmaguptaka. The Mahisasaka-vinaya list of pamsukiila,®!
for example, does not qualify the term % [#]4< in order to suggest that monks
ought to wait until cloth be moved from its “original spot” by elements of
nature before gathering it up. If £[H 4 is, by definition, used to wrap the
corpse, there is no reason to presume that it will have strayed from its “ori-
ginal spot,” that is the dead body itself, unless natural elements and animals
have worked over the material for a fairly long period of time. The fact that
the Mahi$asaka list is identical to that of the Dharmaguptaka list, save for the
qualification of the term % #]4<, makes it likely that the addition of the bit
about natural elements was added by a commentator more concerned with
the potential offensiveness of a version of pamsukiilika which had direct con-
tact with corpses.

In spite of the zealousness of this Dharmaguptaka commentator trying to
discourage monks from coming into direct contact with corpses, there is clear
legal precedent in this same Vinaya allowing just these potentially dangerous
practices. When a monk asks if he may take the clothing from dead soldiers’
bodies on the battlefield, the Buddha allows it, provided he confirms they are
dead first.?? Several other cases do not explicitly say that a monk may take
the clothing of a corpse but agree with the battlefield ruling when they imply
clothes may be taken if the body has begun decomposing.®?

The monks in this last set of cases (H, I, and J) seem unaware of a
monastic bureaucratic apparatus for the collection and distribution of robe
material. Rather, informal networks seem to be the social organization by
which pamsukiila material is acquired. These informal groups find no
problem entering and leaving the cemetery as they like. Moreover, there is

80 T. 1428 850a26-27.

81 T 1421 143bl1.

82 T. 1428 850b2—4.

8 T. 1428 849¢17-850al.
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no indication that they are receiving garments from those burying, cremating,
or just leaving the bodies of the dead in the cemetery. There is every
indication that these monks are scavengers and thus potentially in violation
of standards of ritual pollution and property rights for the dead and their
families.

Concluding Thoughts

The purpose of this investigation was to determine the extent to which in-
stances of pamsukiilika appearing in the Vinaya could reasonably be regarded
as standard practices. The first task was to demonstrate that the scholarly
orientation, generally speaking, has been to relegate ascetic practices to a
period before the development of the monastery into a mature institution.
Thus, if ascetic practice persisted, it was confined to the margins, or at least
this was the goal of Vinaya authorities. Schopen’s paper, “Cross-Dressing
with the Dead,” offers a compelling analysis of the effect of this process of
institutional maturation on the monastic jurists of the Miilasarvastivada tra-
dition. In his discussion of practices relating to cemetery cloth, he makes
claims primarily about the attempts of Vinaya compilers to limit the practice
of asceticism, and focuses less on what the impact of these regulations might
actually have been. My interest was not primarily the verdicts of the monastic
jurists but a discussion of the social realities of the practice of pamsukiilika.
Thus, I utilized techniques of interpretation Nattier has suggested as helpful
in distinguishing descriptive passages from prescriptive elements in texts like
the Vinaya, which are self-consciously normative in orientation.

In the third section, I made the claim that the parivrajaka lifestyle, so
closely associated with ascetic practices such as pamsukiilika, continued into
the period of the mature monastic institution depicted in the Vinaya. In par-
ticular, I discussed elements in passage A, largely incidental to the arc of the
legal narratives, which indicate that monks continued to struggle to acquire
pamsukiila for robe material. Subsequently, I discussed two cases which
begin with monks practicing pamsukiilika in the filth and ritual impurity of
the refuse heap itself. In these cases, as well, the legal narrative is focused on
the question of theft and not particularly on the conditions in which the pam-
Sukiilika monk initially finds himself. The fact of the monk rooting around in
a refuse heap is merely assumed. A reading of this passage in light of Scho-
pen’s arguments that it was the goal of at least the Mulasarvastivada-vinaya
jurists to discourage the ritually problematic practice is important because it
highlights the point, applicable to other Vinayas, that by making an allowance
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for donated robes the monastic authorities were attempting to reduce their
exposure to criticism from the outside. In spite of the fact that the monks in
these two cases accepted donated robe material, the process by which the
patrons prepared the material indicated their understanding that the practice
entailed ritual impurity by definition. Here, the salient point is that the
patrons of the Buddhist order did not feel a sense of disgust, but of reverence
for those carrying out the practice of pamsukiilika.

I made mention of a number of locales in the ancient Indian settlement in
which the practice of pamsukiilika took place but focused much of my
attention on the cemetery because of the disproportionate emphasis in the
Vinaya traditions (and particularly in the Dharmaguptaka tradition) on this
locale for monks abiding by this practice to obtain robe material. I noted
Schopen’s view (based on his reading of the Miilasarvastivada-vinaya) that
pamsukiilika practice in the cemetery is not viewed favorably among at least
some voices in the Vinaya. I also made clear that this view does not hold true
in all Vinaya traditions. Smasanika fabric was clearly permitted in the Sar-
vastivada, Mahi$asaka, and Dharmaguptaka traditions.

Although the Vinaya traditions such as that of the Dharmaguptaka are
more permissive in that they allow cemetery fabric to be utilized as pam-
Sukiila, there are, nevertheless, limitations on the types of situations in which
smasanika cloth may be used. In passage D and cases from the Mahisasaka-
vinaya mentioned subsequently, it is clear that certain practices are banned
by monastic jurists, some clearly at the behest of householders. Passage E
from the Dharmaguptaka-vinaya also indicates that though a monk may be-
lieve a certain piece of cemetery fabric to be pamsukiila, it is not deemed so
unless—and here the Vinaya rule seems to be consistent across the tra-
ditions—it has no owner. Schopen concludes from this requirement that
gathering s§masanika fabric was possible “in only a tiny minority of cases.”
And indeed, one can make an argument that in passage F, as well as B and C,
monks are permitted to resort to donated robes precisely as an attempt to
prevent them from scavenging for material. Still, this argument only accounts
for the motivations of the Vinaya editors, and my focus is on whether or not
pamsukiilika was viewed as a standard practice.

In my readings of passages H, I, and J, I have suggested that these monks
participating in pamsukiilika were both within their legal rights, as set down
elsewhere in the Vinaya, even if they were to come in contact with the corpse
itself. Moreover, the details in each of these three cases leads one to believe
that the material the monks in these narratives obtained was not given to them
directly by the next of kin of the dead or even set aside by a donor for retrieval
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at a later time. Although I cannot say for sure, it is entirely likely that these
monks were engaged in the most extreme forms of pamsukilika practice—
those involving contact with corpses. To recapitulate what can be said about
these three scenarios, these monks were not recipients of pamsukiila at the
monastery or some other (ritually) purified locale. They entered the cemetery
themselves, already a problematic behavior according to Schopen. These
monks did not receive the gifts through an intermediary such as a family
member. Thus, they themselves would have retrieved the pamsukiila. Finally,
I have noted that given the enthusiasm of the monks to get to the cemetery
for fabric, the pamsukiila were, in all likelihood, still in contact with the
corpse, and not moved to another place by animals or the elements of nature.

Utilizing Nattier’s principles of counterargument and irrelevance, I have
sought to point out a number of important details within the passages from
the Dharmaguptaka and other Vinaya traditions translated in this study,
which suggest that there was a subculture of pamsukiilika practice within the
early Buddhist monastery. In spite of measures employed by certain parties
of Vinaya jurists to limit pamsukiilika, this practice continued to exist, if not
flourish, under the protection of a legal framework.

Quick Reference to Translated Passages

Passage A

R E AR A — b RS ARG R K, AR ¥R A,
REER RS, EEZEMMERS, KM RN, REERK
PR, WHEAERATE, BIE—REAIGE, B EAEAT, RS
FEEERE S, WMINFARKELK, KEMS, MEMER, &5, BE
K, KES, HEE, WA REARR, ARk EERrK, ¥

Again, the Buddha was in Rajagrha, the details being the same as in the pre-
vious case. Once a monk put on his robes for entering a village, took his bowl
and entered the city looking for pamsukiila. He searched throughout the city
of Rajagrha without success. He then went to the cemetery but was unable to
obtain any. Following alongside the river, he searched [for pamsukiila] but
still could not obtain any. Finally, he arrived at a place for washing clothes.
One of the people washing clothes finished washing and went over to talk
with another person. The monk then went to the spot where the clothes were

8 T 1425 241c13-25.
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left. The other man said to the clothes-washer, “That renouncer is about to
take your clothes.” The clothes-washer asked, “What kind of renouncer is
he?” And he answered, “He is a renouncer of the Sakya lineage.” And the
washer said, “It’s no problem, sramanas of the Sakya lineage do not take
what is not given.” A moment later the monk took the clothing.

Passage B

PRI, A ARET- 5, i P AsRA S P, TR R
BLE, RRRTEE E R AN DA, BUORMEARRZ . DIRBREEZ ),
Ao lg, HEREARER, thafh, he. Al EEER

At that time, the Buddha was in Sravasti. There was a monk from a good
family in an alleyway in the city picking up filthy old fabric to make a sam-
ghatt robe from a waste pile of garbage. The wife of King Prasenajit saw this
and felt compassion. She took some fine material and ripped it up, covered it
in filth and threw it outside for the monk. The monk was terrified and did not
dare pick it up. The monk told the Buddha and the Buddha said, “If it is for
the monk, he should take it.”

Passage C

WIFA L, REEHZE, FAfihAsRaa E3dm b, R rEE A,
R R AR, DB AR EAR AT b, 2 b ol TR
A NEL, BpAREE EIEARTAT, ANBSTERAGES, K&, (AIAER
B, Erbb o RREAEIR, SEtbafh, ths. A LR,

At that time, there was a monk from a good family, picking up filthy old
fabric to make a samghati robe from waste piles in the streets and latrine
areas of the city. Then a householder in Sravasti felt pity and placed a lot of
fine fabric in the streets and latrine areas for monks. A servant was sent to
watch over the clothes and did not allow others to take the material. Then,
there was a group of monks walking eyes down. When they entered the city
the person protecting the material said, ‘“Venerables, why don’t you look
around?” The monks were afraid and did not dare pick them up. The monks
told the Buddha and the Buddha said, “If it is [set aside] for monks, I permit
it.”

8 T. 1428 849b20-25.
8 T. 1428 849b25—c3.
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Passage D

EARL T, AR, REEL RS, R MRS,
I ATRFE ., sERELERE, DA, hE, FEREEAN, 5L

BREE A, Y

Again, there was a group of monks, who dug up a recently dead person for
fabric. A group of householders saw this and censured them saying, “These
Sakya §ramanas are foul and impure. How could we allow them into our
homes?”” A group of elder monks brought up this matter with the Buddha and
the Buddha said, “You should not dig up corpses. This offense is a duskrta.”

Passage E

WS, Rl s DAL AR RESE, LU 35K B A RS R,
R R Rz, s RIS WPTRE T IEA R, IO
Y, BETMEL, WABAMIEL, TREHMHARREY, LUk
FUEE, Wi BRI, Pl PR 2 i, TERHHER
REACRE, DA (R, SEtbmafh. 5. SRRy, &Rk
FREERE, HBEERERE. L RRIEARER, KA. fhE, &R
WOKEE R & iR BE i, MRt i, A R e A AN, I A,
A, s, TEOMTLER, &S, DSERARALED, s8I0
JEBUHE R A s ¢, 8

At that time, the Buddha was in Sravasti. The grandparents and parents of a
group of householders died. They adorned the stiipa of their grandparents
and parents with flags and a canopy. A pamsukiilika monk saw these [fabrics],
removed and took them. The group of householders saw this and complained
amongst themselves, “These sramana of the Sakya lineage have no shame.
They steal the belongings of others. They say, ‘We know the correct dharma.’
Is what we just now witnessed the correct dharma? We erected a stipa for
our grandparents and parents and adorned the stiipa with flags and a canopy
as an offering. How could he remove and take [this fabric] for himself? It’s
as though we adorned the stiipa as an offering for the sramana of the Sakya
lineage. But, in fact, it was solely for the sake of our grandparents and parents
that we adorned the stiipa as an offering.” The monks told the Buddha and

87 T. 1421 134 b24-27.
8 T 1428 850c10-24.
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the Buddha said, “You are not to take things like this.” When the wind blew
[pieces of fabric], or water carried them and deposited them elsewhere, or a
bird grabbed them and set them down in another place, the monks were con-
cerned and did not dare take them. A monk told this to the Buddha and the
Buddha said, “If the wind blows them, water carries them, or a bird grabs
them and takes them to another place, [ allow you to take them.” At that time,
a monk saw a beautifully decorated garment used as an offering on a stipa
and took it. After taking it, he was worried. The monk told the Buddha and
the Buddha said, “With what mindset did you take it?” He answered, “I
thought it was pamsukiila and did not think I was stealing it.” The Buddha
said, “It is not a crime, but you should not take garments adorning a stiipa as
an offering.”

Passage F

WA 2 fa . RERMIRESEN, W3R AL o, FANEMaERIL o, LR
ML, ST, B Em, B —RE, RE LR, BBk
E-HBEK, RS, FRELy, 1S, SGESRE B3k,
NG, BEtLEAf. 5. BERME L, R, FHEts, i
BRAA, P EH, AsEE, EoE "D, ¥

At that time, there was a large group of householders in the cemetery cre-
mating a corpse. At that time, there was a pamsukiilika monk, who saw the
smoke and called out to another monk, “Let’s go to the cemetery in order to
take pamsukiila material.” He said, “Alright,” and they went there together.
They stood there silently. Then the householders saw them and offered [one
of the] monks a fine piece of material. The second monk said, “You should
bring it over here and split it.” He said, “What do you mean split it? He gave
it to me.” The two men quarreled. The monks told the Buddha and the Bud-
dha said, “You should return and ask the householder, “Who was this clothing
given to?’ If the householder says, ‘It goes to the one I’ve given it to,” then
it is his clothing.” If he says, ‘I don’t know,’ or if he says, ‘I gave it to both,’
you should split it into two parts.”

Passage G

A AERRILE, R, 164 Bin, FEMEmAEILy, B A3
fa, (EfERE, RAEL, RERESALME, EHREEE. BRE, BS

8 T. 1428 850b11-19.
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FARSEAER, FASE AR, FEAGERA R, R mERIE, &
T R, 0

There were two pamsukiilika monks. Together they vowed, “From today on,
if we obtain pamsukiila, we will split them between the two of us.” Then one
of the monks obtained a fine piece of pamsukiila and thought, “This clothing
is very nice. I will never get anything this nice again.” And he said to his
fellow, “Venerable, from now on we are responsible for our own fortunes.
Whatever you get, you will keep, whatever I get, I will keep.” This monk
reneged on his original vow. With respect to this, not keeping one’s compact
is a pardjika.

Passage H

WA, EEFREERA, ERAERA —HENSESE, WA
L EAEER, CAMER, FEREA EtEaMh. e, ERK
M, WL,

At that time, there were some monks who went to a cemetery to take
pamsukiila. They saw there was pamsukiila in the distance. The first monk
then said, “This is my garment.” The second monk then ran toward it and
took it. The two fought amongst themselves, each claiming, “This is my gar-
ment.” The monks told the Buddha and the Buddha said, “Pamsukiila has no
owner. It belongs to the one who took it first.”

Passage I

BPA L RGEAET, ERSAERK, REME, SEER, RER
Kbk, RAREFEmARRIE, b mEARK, BEFN AL EGER,
HIRES. BEAL T, % S A RBEER K, PR S MG,
BEEFERAE, 3 L. MAERCRIERL, 2

Once, a monk was walking on a road not far from a cemetery. He saw a lot
of pamsukiila in the distance. He gathered it up in a pile but then left. He then
said, “I will return and then take it.” Other pamsukiilika monks saw it, thought
it was pamsukiila, and took it. The monk returned and did not see the fabric.
He returned to the monastery, saw the monks cleaning and repairing [the

0 T. 1425 252a17-22.
o1 T1428 850b19-22.
%2 T. 1428 976¢15-21.
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material] and said to them, “You stole my fabric, it’s a crime of theft.” They
replied, “We didn’t steal, it’s pamsukiila.” They were concerned [and went
to ask the Buddha]. The Buddha said, “What was your mindset?”” They re-
plied, “We thought it was pamsukiila so we took it.” The Buddha said, “It is
not an offense but you should not take pamsukiila gathered up in a pile.”

Passage J

WA M ZE L, HPEANERMH, #ERKlbr, RAERGRLEES, W45
ERGER AT 245, RS, W% A ZHAE, ERRERGER A,
Pk B MEshiEsein, R ER, RS, IEMH, mAgit
Wi, BAERRARAGAK, WLES, Frkdiksy, &5, R ERRaMm
Hor, ZAER. HEAM. hE. BUdERE, 2

At that time, there was a large group of householders who carried a corpse
and put it in the cemetery. There was a group of pamsukiilika monks saw this
and said to the other monks, “If we go to get pamsukiila now, I think we can
get a lot.” The other monks said, “You go by yourselves. We are not going.”
The monks quickly headed off and obtained a lot of material. They brought
it back and were cleaning and stitching it in the monastery. One of these
monks saw another [who had stayed behind] and said to this monk, “Why
didn’t you go with us to the cemetery to get material? We went to the ceme-
tery and brought a lot of clothing back.” The monk said, “Bring it here and
split it among us.” He answered, “You did not go with us. Why should we
split it with you?” The two monks argued. The monks brought this matter to
the Buddha and the Buddha said, “It belongs to whoever went to get it.”
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