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1. Introduction.

Of the three extant versions of Aéoka’s so-called Schism Edict, the one
at Safici has been known since 1838, when J. Prinsep made an attempt
to decipher it, but concluded (1838, 565) that it was in too mutilated
a state to be restored completely. It was studied by Cunningham (1854,
261), and subsequently included by him in his Inscriptions of Asoka
(1877, 42, 116, 141). It was also studied by Biihler, who noted (1894A,
87) that it seemed to be “a second version of Aéoka’s so-called Kosambi
edict on the Allahabad pillar ”.

The version on the pillar at Allahabad was discovered by Cunningham
in 1870 and included in his Imscriptions of Asoka (1877, 38, 116, 141).
He called it the Kosambi edict, because he recognised in it the word
Kosambi, although the pillar upon which it was found stands some 50
kilometres from Kauéambi. It was published by Senart (1886, 103) in
the form in which it had been published by Cunningham, “for the sake
of completeness” (1889, 309=1886, 103). Biihler (1890, 124) expressed
his belief that this and the Safici edict were the same.

As V. A. Smith pointed out (1924, 178), the historical interest of these
two inscriptions (which were both so fragmentary that scholars had to
guess at their contents and therefore their purpose) was not recognised
until after the discovery of the Sarnath inscription in 1905, “ when it
appeared that the Safici and Kau§ambi edicts which had been known
for many years, were merely variants of the better preserved Sarnath

text”. On its discovery the Sarnath version was discussed by Vogel
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(1905-6) and by the discoverer Oertel (1908).

After the discovery of the Sarnath version comparative studies of all
three versions became possible, and they were the subject of articles
by Venis (1907), Boyer (1907) and Hultzsch (1911 and 1912). This
comparative work enabled improvements to be made in the reading of
the two earlier versions, but progress was impeded by the fact that
the first syllable of the word samage which occurred in the second line
of the versions at both Saiici and Allahabad was damaged, and all early
interpretations hinged upon a belief that the inscription dealt with mage,
the word being taken literally by some editors and in a religious sense
by others. The true significance of the edict was not realised until
Hultzsch (1911, 168) recognised that the reading in line 8 at Safici was
not samghasa mage, which supported the belief that the word in the
earlier line was mage, but samghe samage. Cunningham had, in fact,
read samgham samage in line 8 many years before (1854, [repr.] 167),
and had translated it, “[and prays that the...] community may always
be united”. He had subsequently read samghasamage (1877, 116),
without translating, but his reading seems to have been ignored by
later editors.

Despite his suggestion for line 8, Hultzsch did not recognise the same
word samage where it occurred earlier in its damaged form in line 2,
although he had come to this conclusion by the time he re-edited all
three inscriptions for the revised edition of Volume I of Corpus In-
scriptionum Indicarum. Printing of this was stopped in 1914 by the
outbreak of war. It started again in 1920, but was held up once more
by the need to incorporate the superior facsimiles of the Kharosthi
versions of the Rock Edicts which had become available. The volume
finally appeared in 1925.

The various improvements made in the readings from 1905 onwards
enabled the content and therefore the purpose of the edict, now called

by some the “Schism Edict” because it clearly dealt with schism in
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the Order, to be surmised. It was pointed out by H.C. Norman (1908),
that the edict was dealing with sarighabheda and the punishment to be
meted out for this—the imposition of white robes and the enforcement
of dwelling in anavasa. He pointed out that the Saddhammasangaha
and Buddhaghosa’s Samantapasadika stated that ASoka made the heretics
wear white robes and expelled them from the Order, and while the
Mahavamsa made no mention of this, the Dipavamsa (VII 53) stated:
theyyasamvasabhikkhuno naseti inganasanam; “ The king destroyed the
Bhikkhu emblems of those who had furtively attached themselves (to
the Samgha)”. This phrase, said Norman (1908, 100) “is much the
same as stripping off yellow robes and making them wear white”.
Boyer (1907, 130), Venis (1907, 3) and Hultzsch (1925, 161 n. 8 and
162 n. 8) pointed out other parallel terminology in various Pali texts.
The inclusion of the word sanghabheda was taken to refer to the schism
in the Buddhist church which, according to the Pali chronicles, led to
the third council which was held in the reign of Asoka. The suggestion
that there was a connection between the edict and the third council
was widely accepted. Smith (1924, 178-79) commented that “inasmuch
as all the three documents deal with the penalties for schism in the
church, it is reasonable to assume that they report the decision of the
Council convened to suppress schism ”.

Majumdar (1939) made suggestions for the improvement and inter-
pretation of the text of the version at Safici, and commented upon the
possible relationship between Aéoka and the Buddhist Order. He was
of the opinion (1939, 286-87) that “it is not unlikely...that the issue
of the three Edicts was connected with the traditional Third Council
of Pataliputra”. The belief that there was a connection between the
Aéokan inscription and the schism and council referred to in the Pali
chronicles was also held by Bloch (1950, 152 n. 1) and Bareau (1955,
129 foll.). There were, however, others who were not slow to point

out that, despite such parallelism of details, the edict included no
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reference whatsoever to the third council. Eggermont stated, “ There
is not a single Asoka inscription that can confirm or deny the historicity
of this Council” (1956, 118) and concluded (ibid. 119), “ The data of
the Asoka-inscriptions sufficiently illustrate the circumstances, which
according to the tradition of the Pali-sources led to the third Buddhist
Council of Pataliputra, but fail to prove the historicity of the Council
itself ”.

In 1959, two articles appeared, almost simultaneously but quite in-
dependently, one from Alsdorf, who made a number of suggestions
for restoring the text of all three versions, and the other from Jaya-
wickrama, both giving further support to the idea of a connection
between the edict and the Third Council. Jayawickrama discussed at
length the accounts given in the Pali chronicles, and Aéoka’s connection
with Buddhism. He wrote of “fresh evidence...available from the
edicts”, and maintained that there was a reference in them to the
Third Council which “has so far escaped the notice of Aé$okan
scholars” (1959, 66), although this claim is hard to substantiate in view
of the articles already mentioned. He was of the opinion that the
Third Council was held long before the Schism edict was published,
but Aséoka’s part in the former was still fresh in his memory when he
promulgated the latter. He concluded that “to this extent it may be
said that the edicts refer to the Council” (1859, 72). Alsdorf, on the
other hand, believed that the Third Council was held after the sangha
had been purified.

These articles were followed by one from Bechert (1961). He followed
up the references to the Vinaya-pitaka and other texts® which earlier
scholars had noted, and in a detailed survey he pointed out the precise
meaning of the words sanghabheda and samagga in the Pali Vinaya.
He repeated his views in a subsequent article (1982). He drew attention
to the statement that the Buddha prescribed the wposathakamma for
bhikkhus who were samagga, and defined the state of being samagga
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(samaggi) as applying to a single residence (ekavasa) which was
limited by means of a boundary (sima)®. In both articles Bechert
made it clear that bheda in the Vinaya sense did not mean a “schism”
in the Buddhist order as a whole, but must have been restricted to
a nikaya of the church. He pointed out that Aéoka was only the
first of a long line of kings to interfere in the affairs of the Sangha.
Despite all the work which has been done on this edict, it seems to
me that no-one has considered in detail all the accounts of the event
in the early Pali chronicles, and compared them with the three versions
of the edict. Even Jayawickrama, who refers to all of the early
accounts, adopts, perhaps understandably in view of his particular
interest in that text, the account given by Buddhaghosa in the
Samantapasadika as the basis for his discussion. It also seems to me
that there is more to be deduced from the actual inscription than has
been done in the past, and in this paper I would wish to examine the
precise wording of the chronicles and the three versions of the edict
more carefully, in the light of some of the suggestions which have

been made.
2. The recipients.

The version at Alldhzbad is the shortest, but in many ways it is the
most useful of the three versions because, although it is badly damaged
as a result of a later inscription being carved over it, nevertheless the
extent of the inscription can be made out. We can, therefore, be certain
of the number of lines, and consequently can calculate fairly accurately
the number of missing aksaras, and can in fact conjecture them with
a fair degree of certainty. We can assume that it includes what the
scribe considered to be the very gist of the edict, i. e. it does not contain
anything which he thought was extraneous. The name of the recipients
occurs in the first line. It is addressed to the ministers at Kosambi,

and I have dealt elsewhere (1983, 284) with this fact, and its implications
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for the original position of the pillar which is now at Allahabad. It
seems very likely that Alsdorf was correct in conjecturing (1959, 163)
the words {vataviya samghey to fill the gap at the beginning of the
second line.

The Sarnath version begins with the aksaras deva, which we can
confidently assume are the beginning of the word devanampiye, which
occurs as the first word at Allahabad. It also includes the syllables
pata at the beginning of the third line. These are probably the
beginning of the place name Pataliputra, as Hultzsch (1925, 162 n. 2)
suggested. Since the syllables are not at the beginning of the inscription,
it is not certain whether they refer to the ministers at that place,
although Alsdorf, calculating that there was room for 15-16 aksaras,
restored the text of the third line of the inscription as Patalliputasi
mahamata vataviya na lahiyye kena pi samghe bhetave e cum kho on
that assumption (1959, 165), and Bechert accepted his restoration (1961,
20) without, it would seem, considering whether it would be appropriate
in that position in the inscription. Alsdorf pointed out (1959, 165 n. 4)
the problem which arises from assuming that the edict is addressed to
the ministers at Pataliputra, since it is not obvious why something
addressed to Pataliputra should be at Sarnath. The solution I proposed
for the mention of the name Kosambi in the edict at Allahabad is
perhaps less appropriate for the Sarnath pillar, since it is unlikely that
Sarnath would come under the jurisdiction of the mahamattas at far-
distant Pataliputra.

No-one, to my knowledge, has suggested an adequate explanation for
the aksaras e /o which are legible at the beginning of the second line.
I have suggested elsewhere (1983, 291 n. 73) that these might be part
of a place name, perhaps the place where other mahamattas had their
headquarters. If this were so, then we could deduce that the address of
the recipients continued into the second line of the inscription.

The version at Safici is damaged at the beginning. Most editors are
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agreed that one line has been lost, in which case there is room for an
address there. Since the damaged inscription is found at the top of
the stump of the column, as can be seen from the photograph of the
pillar in J. Irwin’s paper (1983, pl. 17), I do not know how editors can
be certain how many lines are missing. It is probable that this state-
ment was first made before the Sarnath version was known, when it
was believed that the introduction to the Safici version was of the same
length as the Allahabad version. Nevertheless, long after the discovery
of the Sarnath version, Majumdar (1939, 283) stated that the text
originally consisted of eight lines, of which the first is entirely lost.
It would seem that he and other editors overlooked the fact that Biihler
(1894, 366) stated that “ this is sufficient to prove that line 7 [counting
from the bottom] does not contain the beginning of the edict, but that
a probably not inconsiderable piece has been lost at the top”. I can
see nothing to stop us believing that the introduction might have been
as long as the Sarnath version. We can be certain that when the
exemplar was received it originally had an address upon it, although
we cannot tell whether the scribe actually wrote the address when he
inscribed it. Majumdar, believing that only one line was missing,
suggested (1939, 284) that there was no address, but the edict probably
began with the words: Devanampiye Piyadasi anapayati. He accepted
as very probable (1939, 285) the suggestion that the aksara ya was the
remnant of the word maya “by me”, to be taken with kate.

Alsdorf rejected these suggestions (1959, 164 n. 3), and restored the
beginning of the first legible line as {lahiyya, before which he conjectured
the words (Vidisayam mahamata vataviva samghe na kenapiy, in the
belief that the mahamatras at Vidisa were the probable recipients. If
this is correct, and of course we have no evidence whatsoever for the
place name, then we might conjecture that the inscription began with
the words devanampiye anapayati. This gives a total of 28 syllables.
Alsdorf pointed out (1959, 164) that there were 13 syllables in every
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line except the last one, which had 14. It is, therefore, not unreasonable
to believe that the first two (missing) lines of the inscription could
have had 14 syllables in each of them.

3. The text of the Edict.

It is noteworthy that there are differences in the word order in the
various versions. In the Allahabad version the words {samghe) sama-
ge kate come first, immediately after the address. In the Safici version
they come after the words (samghe na kenapi lahiyya bhetave, if Alsdorf’s
conjecture is correct. There are other verbal differences between the
versions, as we shall see, so this is perhaps not significant. There is
no reference to the samghe being samage in the Sarnath version, which
has the words <(na lahiyye kenapi samghe bhetave immediately after the
address, if Alsdorf is correct. It cannot, however, be ruled out that
the phrase was in the missing portion at the beginning of the inscription.
Alsdorf stated (1959, 165) that there was no evidence that pata should
come at the beginning of the line which ends with e cum kho, and it
was possible that the line beginning with pate should go a line or two
higher. If this were so, then there would be room for the words
Alsdorf suggests and also the statement that the samgha had been
made samagga, which might be thought to be an essential part of the
edict since it appears in the other two versions. Vogel, however, pointed
out (1905-6, 167) that the mark under the first line on the right (which
probably indicates the level of the earth at some stage of the pillar’s
history) must line up with the mark under the third line at the left
(which is barely visible on Hultzsch’s plate unless looked for, but is
reasonably clear on Vogel's plate), and also with the line on the
fragment. This proves that the aksaras pata come at the beginning of
the line which ends in e cum kho, and it is certain that only about 15
aksaras are missing between pata and ye. If the words samghe samage

kate were in the inscription, then they must have occurred earlier than
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the word Pataliputa, if Alsdorf was correct in his conjecture.

1 have pointed out elsewhere (1983, 291 n. 73) that since the aksaras
pata are not at the beginning of the inscription it is possible that they
are part of the edict proper rather than belonging to the address. We
might then assume that the words samghe samage kate occurred between
Patalliputasiy and <{mna lahiyye, but since Pataliputasi would then be
the last word in the preceding clause, which seems unlikely on stylistic
grounds, it would seem to be necessary to construe Pataliputasi with
samghe etc. We could postulate some such statement as “(At a council
held OR in the Asokarama) in Pataliputra the samgha was made
samagga”. The absence of any such words in the other versions makes
this suggestion less probable, but their absence there is not necessarily
decisive, since the Safici version also includes words not found in the
other versions.

If the word Patalliputa) in the third line is not part of the address,
then my suggestion that the aksaras e lg in the second line are the
beginning of another place name is less likely to be correct. As an
alternative suggestion we might note that the form of the aksara ¢ is
that of the vowel in initial position. This could be the relative pronoun,
in support of which it can be pointed out that that pronoun has the
form e in line 3 in the same inscription. If it is the relative pronoun,
then the aksara la would be the beginning of another word, perhaps
some form of the word laja. We could guess that the missing sentence
had a meaning on the lines of “(what is) the samgha in the arama
of the king at Pataliputra has been made samagga ”.

The versions at Safici and Sarnath state that the samgha is not to
be broken (if Alsdorf’s conjectures are correct), while the version at
Allahabad states that breaking (if we accept Alsdorf’s conjecture of
{bhede (y)e)® at the beginning of the third line) in the samgha is not
to be accepted. All three versions then go on to say that anyone who
shall break (the verb is bkafij- not bhind-, and as Barua (1946, 11, 337)
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points out it is in the future tense) the Order shall be made to dwell
(future passive participle) in a non-dwelling (andvasa)®, i.e. outside
the avasa (which is the usual dwelling place for bhikkhus), having
been made to wear white clothes®.

Allahabad and Sarnath agree in reading a@wdsayive in this sentence.
This is unexpected as a future passive participle form®, and it is possible
that two aksaras have been omitted in this word, which should perhaps
be restored as avasayi{taviyye. If this is so, then the scribe’s eye must
have jumped from one 7-matrd to the next i-matra. This suggestion
is perhaps supported by the form wvasdpetaviye which occurs in the
Safici version. The fact that the Sarnath and Allahabad versions agree
here might seem to suggest that there was some special relationship
between these two versions, but in fact there seems to be no consistent
relationship between the three versions. It is to be noted that Allahabad
agrees with Safici in having the words bhikhu va bhikhuni va after
the words samgham bhakhati instead of before, as at Sarnath ; Sarnath
agrees with Safici in having samghe bhetave, where Allahabad has
samghasi bhede; Allahabad and Safici agree in having sanamdhapayitu
where Sarnath has samnamdhapayiva; Sarnath and Allahabad have
lahiye where Safici has lahiya.

The Safici version includes two extra phrases or sentences in the
body of the inscription. The first consists of the words bhikhanam ca
bhikhuninam ca ti putapapotike camdamasiriyike. This phrase is without
any verb, and makes no obvious sense as it stands. Since, however,
the particle # might imply a quotation or the reason for some thought
or action, most translators understand the imperative or optative of the
verb “to be” and translate: “(Thinking) that the Order of bhikkhus
and bhikkhunis is samagga, (may it last) for as long as my descendants
and the sun and moon shall last”. The words bhikhiunam and
bhikhuningm are in the genitive plural case, but rather removed from
the word samghe, with which they would most easily be construed.
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The particle #7 also seems to be misplaced. It might have been expected
to occur after the word camdamasiriyike or, even more likely, after a
verb following that word. It was probably these considerations which
led Hultzsch to give two different interpretations at different times:
“...path is prescribed both for the monks and the nuns. As long as
(my) sons and great-grandsons (shall reign, and) as long as the moon
and sun (shall shine), the monk or nun who shall cause division in
the Samgha should be caused to put on white robes and to reside in
a non-residence” (1911, 168) and: “The Samgha both of monks and
nuns is made united as long as (my) sons and great-grandsons (shall
reign, and) as long as the moon and sun (shall shine)” (1925, 161).
It is not clear why Majumdar (285) preferred the first of these.

The second additional sentence states that ASoka’s wish is that the
samgha, being samagga, should exist for a long time. Hultzsch
translates : “For what is my desire ? That the samgha may be united
(and) of long duration” (1911, 168). It seems somewhat strange that
Aéoka should have inserted two sentences saying almost exactly the
same thing. Where the phrase putapapotike camdamasiriyike occurs
elsewhere (PE 7 (00)) it is found in conjunction with kofu, and we
might have expected it to occur with hotu or siy@ here, with an in-
troductory word, e.g. (y)ena or etaye athaye. The absence of any such
word suggests that the phrase has been misplaced, and it is possible
that it was at one time together with the second phrase. If this was
so, then it is possible that the (originally one) sentence occurred at the
end of the edict, and gave ASoka’s wish when he promulgated the edict:
that the samgha of bhikkhus and bhikkhunis should be longlasting,
lasting as long as his descendants and as the sun and moon, i. e. samghe
samage bhikhanam ca bhikhuninam ca putapapotike camdamasiuriyike
cilathitike siya ti. It seems possible that the scribe’s eye jumped from
the words samghe samage kate at the beginning of the edict to samghe

samage at the end of the edict, and he began to copy part of the final
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sentence. He stopped when he realised his mistake, and continued with
the sentence beginning ye samgham.

As already noted, these sentences or phrases are not found in the
other two versions. Although it is perhaps more likely that one version
should have added phrases, rather than that two versions should have
omitted them, in view of the uncertainty which, as will be seen in the
next section, was clearly felt about the covering letter, it is not impos-
sible that all the scribes (as is usual in my writings about the ASokan
inscriptions, by scribe I mean anyone employed in the train of transmis-
sion of the edicts) received them in their exemplars, but handled them
differently, as seems to have happened in the case of the Minor Rock
Edicts (Norman, 1983, 282).

4. The covering letter.

The Sarnath version contains an additional portion at the end, of a
type which I have elsewhere (1984, 314) called the “covering letter ”.
It was recognised by Hultzsch (1912, 1057) that the long passage from
“Then this edict...” to the end “adds nothing new to the king’s order...
but provides merely for the proper circulation of the edict among the
parties concerned”. He was able to compare the parallel phrase in
the Rapnath version of Minor Rock Edict I. As Alsdorf suggests (1959,
161) with reference to this passage, and as I have suggested (1984, 314)
with reference to comparable covering letters in other inscriptions, it is
probable that the covering letter should not have been inscribed, and
the reason for the non-appearance of this portion of the edict at the
other sites is that the other scribes realised this, and consequently did
not inscribe it.

The covering letter starts by saying that the ordinance (s@sana) is
to be made known to the samgha of bhikkhus and bhikkhunis, i.e. the
local samgha in each area to which a copy of the edict had been sent.
It goes on to say that a similar writing (/ipi) should be (huvati is
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subjunctive) deposited (or written, since Venis (1907, 3) has shown
that the related Sanskrit word niksip- can mean “inscribe”) in the
samsalana (which we can translate as “meeting place” or “office”,
on the basis of Sanskrit samsarana “resting place for passengers near
the gates of a city ”) in their own presence, and the ministers are to
deposit a similar writing among the layfollowers. We can assume that
the copies which we now possess must have been placed in one or
other of these three places at each of the three sites.

The covering letter goes on to say that layfollowers are to go on
every uposatha day (anuposatham) to do something (visvamsayitave is
an infinitive of purpose) to the ordinance. In this sentence the word
yavu is an optative, and Bechert (1961, 26 n. 22) would seem to be
making an error in assuming it is the equivalent of the word yavat.
It seems to me very unlikely that any construction consisting of the
accusative adverb phrase anuposatham with yavat could exist. Bechert
compounds this error by suggesting that the words posathaye yanti have
fallen out by haplography. By inserting these words he destroys a
distinction made in the edict between the conduct of the layfollowers
and that of the ministers.

Each individual minister is also to go (yat is subjunctive) every
uposatha day, regularly (dhuvaye) on the uposatha day (uposathaye)
in order to wisvamsayitave the ordinance and also to ajanitave (“to
understand ) [it]. Vogel, the first translator, translated uposathaye as
“go to the sabbath (service)”, and this interpretation of the dative has
been followed by succeeding editors. Hultzsch (1925, 163) translated
uposathaye as “(come) to the fast-day (service)”, but I see no reason
to doubt that it is a dative of time (like dhuvdye) rather than a dative
of place, or even purpose. I therefore translate it accordingly. The
words efam sasanam are in the accusative case, and must be the object
of visvamsayitave (and ajanitave). 1 do not understand Bechert’s

comment (1961, 26) that it is only possible to connect etam eva sasanam
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with the two infinitives if they are taken as passives. An infinitive
can, of course, be passive, as bhetave is earlier in the inscription (as
Alsdorf (1959, 164) notes)— but it makes no sense to try to fit an
accusative together with two passive infinitives here, since there is
nothing for the word in the accusative to depend upon. Bechert's way
of taking them would be an accusative and (passive) infinitive con-
struction which would be unparalleled in my experience. We must
remember that Bechert published his article over 25 years ago. I am
sure he would not interpret the Prakrit in that way now, although he
did repeat his “findings” more recently (1982, 67).

If wuposathaye is taken as a dative of time, rather than place or
purpose, then it is to be noted that there is no information about the
place where the ministers and the layfollowers are to go to do these
actions”. The most likely location would seem to be where the copies
of the edict have been deposited, since in the case of the layfollowers
the deposition has been mentioned immediately before. There is no
reference whatsoever to the samgha, and any idea of the ministers and
layfollowers going anywhere to ensure that the semgha carry out the
uposatha proceedings correctly seems to me to be mere imagination.
Bechert’s translation “damit dieser Verordnung (des Konigs) Vertrauen
und Beachtung geschenkt wird” (1961, 27) is presumably based upon
the way in which he interprets the infinitives. His translation does,
of course, give the possibility that the ministers and laymen could make
the trust be given by a third party, e.g. the samgha.

The word visvamsayitave causes difficulties, because, if it is assumed
to be the Middle Indo-Aryan equivalent of Sanskrit viSvas-, with -ams-
instead of -a@s-, as Vogel (1905-6, 170) suggested, whether as a mistake
based upon the -am-/-@- error, or a genuine phonetic development of
-as->-ams-, there is no attested meaning of the causative form which
makes good sense here®. The meanings given for the Sanskrit word

are: “to cause to trust, inspire with confidence, console, comfort,
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encourage ”. It is for this reason that the meaning “to make oneself
familiar with” was suggested by Vogel (170), although Senart (1907,
33) thought this was rather implausible, and suggested “donner con-
fiance ”, or “donner autorité”, or “practiquer, se conformer a”. Bloch
(1950, 153 n. 12) says that the verb visvas- is normally constructed with
the locative case and points out that we should expect a word meaning
“prendre connaissance ”, although in his translation he leaves a blank.
According to Monier-Williams (1899, s.v.), however, visvas- is also found
with the accusative and the genitive.

At present I cannot make any convincing suggestion for the inter-
pretation and translation of this word, although I agree with Bloch as
to the general sense which is required. If visvamsayitave is not to be
derived from the verb vivas-, the only proposal I can put forward, and
that very tentatively, is that we have here the word visvam “all”
followed by the verb sayitave. Vogel (1905-6, 170) considered this
possibility, but rejected it on the grounds that, from the way in which
the words are connected together, it is evident that visvamsayitave is
to be regarded as one word. This objection does not seem to be valid.
In his edition Vogel prints the words as they occur in the inscription,
with no spaces between the words which are written together. It
becomes clear that, as in the case of certain other ASokan inscriptions,
words which form a linguistic unit are written in groups”. I see no
reason why the verb and an adjective agreeing with the object should
not go together, so it is not unreasonable to suggest that we could be
dealing with two words. A stronger objection is that derivatives of
the word wvisva “all” do not seem to be widely attested in Middle
Indo-Aryan, and it is perhaps rather unlikely that ASoka should have
used it.

If, however, we can accept that visvam might have been used, then
we could suggest that sayitave was the Middle Indo-Aryan equivalent

of $rayitavai, from the root $7i-. This would give a meaning “depend
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on”, which does not seem very likely in the context. In his discussion
of this word, Vogel (170) in fact included the form savitave, probably
by mistake (just as Woolner’s form visvamsavitave (1924, Part II, 135),
which is followed by R.L. Turner (1966, § 11967), must be an error).
It does, however, suggest an explanation. If Adoka had savitave in the
original form of the edict, it is possible that a scribe who did not
recognise the word believed that the -v- was a glide -»- (as in yavu) ,
and replaced it by a glide -y-. We might assume that sawvitqve was the
infinitive of savati, from *$ravati “to hear ”, which is attested in Palil®.
The sentence would then mean “in order to hear this whole in-
scription 7P,

The covering letter concludes with the order to promulgate the
inscription widely. I have already dealt with this portion elsewhere
(1983, 283) when dealing with the similar passage in the Ripnath
version of Minor Rock Edict I.

If we assume that the covering letter was sent to all sites with the
edict, then we can surmise that the scribe at Alldhabad omitted the
whole of the covering letter. The scribe at Sarnath perhaps realised
too late that the covering letter should not have been included, and
omitted the final sentence, in which ASoka expressed his wish. He
recognised that this was neither a part of the edict proper, nor any
part of the instructions about the way in which the edict was to be
promulgated. The scribe at Safici realised that the covering letter should
not be inscribed, and omitted it, but misunderstood the final sentence
as belonging to the edict proper, and therefore inscribed it at the end
of the edict. By error some words were inserted earlier by the
stonemason in the actual process of inscribing, as I have already
suggested.

5. Mentions of schism in Pali texts.
We have five accounts of the third council and the events leading
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up to it given in the early Pali chronicles: two in Dip, two by Bud-
dhaghosa in his Sp and Kv-a, and one in Mhv. The accounts they give
are not identical, but differ in various details.

(1) Dip VII (35-41) states that the schismatics and heretics had
lost gain and honour, and consequently infiltrated the Order. For seven
years the wuposatha ceremony was carried out by incomplete groups
(vagguposatha)'® since the noble ones did not attend the ceremonies.
By 236 BE, 60,000 bhikkhus lived in the Asokarama. The various
sectarians ruined the doctrine, wearing yellow robes. Moggaliputta
convened a council, and having destroyed the different doctrines and
expelled these shameless intruders, he recited the Kathavatthu.

(2) Dip VII (44-54) says there was a dreadful schism among the
Theravadins in BE 236. The heretics (who are numbered at 60,000)
seeing the honour being given to the Sangha, furtively attach themselves
to it. The Patimokkha ceremonies in the Asokaramavihara are inter-
rupted. A minister, who ordered the Patimokkha ceremony to be
performed, killed some of the bhikkhus, which led to the king consulting
the elders about the killings. Moggaliputta presided over a gathering
of 60,000 Buddhists, assembled to destroy the sectarians. Asoka learned
the doctrine from the thera, and is said (VII 53) to have destroyed
the (bhikkhu-) emblems of the intruders (r@ja...theyyasamvasabhikkhu-
no'® .. maseti linga-nasanam). The heretics, performing the pabbajja
rite according to their own doctrine, injured the Buddha's utterances.
To annihilate them Moggaliputta recited the Kathavatthu. After that
recitation he held the Third Council

(3) Sp (53, 1-61, 25), in a passage dealing with the ninth year after
Aéoka’s consecration, says that the heretics whose gain and honour
had dwindled gained admission to the Order for gain. Each claimed
his own doctrine to be the true Dhamma and Vinaya. Those who could
not gain entry into the Order put on yellow robes and intruded into

the viharas, disrupting the wuposatha and pavirand ceremonies. The
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true monks refused to perform the uposatha ceremony in their presence,
and were unable to make the heretics conform to the true principles of
Dhamma and Vinaya. Some of the heretics continued to perform their
old sacrifices, etc. The uposatha at the Asokaramavihara was interrupted
for seven years. Asoka tried to force the bhikkhus to hold the uposatha,
but his intervention led to the death of a number of bhikkhus. The
king himself then listened to the views of the sectarians and realised
they were heretical. He gave them white robes and expelled them
from the Order. They numbered 60,000. The sangha is then said to
be samagga, and they assembled and held the uposatha. The account
in Kv-a (6, 8-7, 28) is almost exactly the same, although it gives no date.
(4) Mhv (V 229-270) states that the heretics who had lost honour
put on the yellow robe and joined the bhikkhus. They proclaimed
their own doctrines and performed their old practices. The bhikkhus
could not restrain them, and for seven years the bhikkhus in Jambudipa
held no wuposatha ceremony nor the ceremony of pavarana in all the
aramas. When Aséoka tried to make the bhikkhus in the Asokarama-
vihara perform the uposatha, his minister killed several bhikkhus. The
king listened to all the bhikkhus’ doctrines, and he caused all the
adherents of false doctrines to be expelled from the Order. They
numbered 60,000. The Order, now in perfect harmony, assembled and
performed the wposatha. Mhv V 270 says 60,000 heretics were expelled
by the king, and V 274 says the sangha was samagga. The end of the
Third Council is dated to the 17th year after Aéoka’s consecration.

6. Conclusions.

We should note the points which are common to all, or nearly all,
the versions. Most of them give a date for the event, although they
do not entirely agree'®; they all say that the problem was caused by
sectarians who had lost prestige as a result of the growing gain of

the Buddhists; they all mention the Asokarama in their accounts,
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although the first Dipavamsa account does not specifically state that
the event took place in the Asokarama; they all refer to various
ceremonies being interrupted, and all except for the second Dipavamsa
account specify that the interruption lasted for seven years; they all
state that when the matter of the uposatha had been settled the Third
Council was held; they all state that Moggaliputta recited the Katha-
vatthu.

If we examine all these versions, we can probably trace the way in
which additions were made to the basic version of the story. It is
likely that the first account in the Dipavamsa is the earliest version.
It dates the occurrence, and states that sectarians whose honour and
gain had been reduced because of the growing prestige of the Buddhist
Order infiltrated the order and wore the yellow robe. For seven years
the true Buddhists would not perform the uposatha in their presence.
Moggaliputta destroyed the various doctrines and removed the shameless
ones. There is no mention of Aéoka, nor of the giving of white robes.
The second version in Dip adds the statement that there was a bheda
in the Theravada. It does not specifically mention the uposatha, but
states that the Patimokkha ceremony in the Asokaramavihara was
interrupted, although it does not say for how long. A minister tried
to settle the matter, but his intervention caused bloodshed. The king
asked about the bloodshed, received religious instruction, and destroyed
the sectarians’ (bhikkhu-) emblems.

The two versions by Buddhaghosa, which are identical for our pur-
poses, add the information that the sectarians continued to perform
their previous practices. They also introduce the story of AsSoka
becoming so involved that he sends a minister who tries to settle the
matter by force, killing a number of bhikkhus in the process. Because
of his training in the doctrine A$oka was able to discern that the
intruders had heretical views, and he consequently made them wear

white robes and expelled them from the Order. The Order is then said
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to be samagga. The Mahavamsa version adds the detail that no
uposatha ceremony was held in Jambudipa for seven years, nor the
pavarana ceremony in all the aramas.

We can probably reconstruct the matter in the following way.
Sectarians (probably those who had fallen out of favour when ASoka
began to show a preference for Buddhism) infiltrated the Asokarama,
and the true bhikkhus refused to celebrate the uposatha ceremony while
they were there. There was therefore bheda in the Asokarama sangha.
Majumdar refers to the fact that bhikkhus are forbidden to wear the
householder’s garb, which is what the white robe would be, and he
suggests that this sanghabheda must have been a very serious event,
which carried a heavier penalty that that laid down for sanghabheda
in the Vinaya-pitaka'®. I suggest, however, that it was not a question
of bhikkhus being forced to wear the householder’s white robes, but of
infiltrators being forced to give up the emblems to which they were
not entitled, and being made to depart from the vihara, where they had
no right to be. The Vinaya penalties would not be appropriate for
those who were not genuine bhikkhus.

I see no reason to believe that ASoka himself carried out the expulsion.
The earlier version in the Dipavamsa states that Moggaliputta removed
the heretics, and makes no mention of Aéoka. It is, however, not
unlikely that, as the chronicles say that the bhikkhus were unable to
restrain the sectarians by the rules of discipline, Moggaliputta was unable
to enforce the order of expulsion from the vihara. In this case, recourse
to the civil power was perhaps inevitable, and a minister had to deal
with the matter. This action would not be a case of one of the king’s
ministers intruding into a religious matter, since those to be evicted
were not true bhikkhus.

There is no need to doubt that this part of the story is historically
true. The next version, however, has ASoka himself becoming involved,

doubtless because it was “his” drama. According to this version, he
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personally sent his minister, and became further involved after the
bloodshed which was caused. Aéoka’s commitment to the Theravada
cause is emphasised by the story that he personally decided who held
the heretical views, and expelled them from the Order. When the
sectarians had been removed, the sangha in the Asokaramavihara
became samagga. The final expansion of the story adds the detail that
no uposatha ceremony was held in Jambudipa for seven years, nor any
pavarand ceremony in all the aramas. These additional details presum-
ably represent an attempt to make the matter appear far more
widespread than it really was.

We can probably disregard the figure of 60,000, which occurs several
times in the story. We read that ASoka’s father fed 60,000 brahmans,
and Aéoka did the same. He then fed 60,000 Buddhists in their place.
We then read that there were 60,000 heretics involved in the dispute,
presumably the same group who had been deprived of their food.
There were 60,000 true bhikkhus, presumably those who had replaced
them as recipients of food. What is of importance is that these were
the ones who were fed by ASoka, implying that they were fed in
Pataliputra, which in turn implies that the whole occurrence took place
in Pataliputra, and probably in the Asokarama. It was, therefore, a
very limited operation, concerning only the one sangha, that of the
Asokarama.

The precise details about the relationship between the recitation of
the Kathavatthu and the Third Council vary slightly, in the different
versions. The first Dipavamsa account is somewhat disjointed and
several details are mentioned twice, but it seems to say that Mogga-
liputta held the Third Council, and then subdued the sectarians, and
recited the Kathavatthu. The second Dipavamsa account states that
Moggaliputta recited the Kathavatthu to annihilate the sectarians’
doctrines, and after that held the Third Council. Both of Buddhaghosa’s
accounts and the Mahavamsa state that Moggaliputta recited the
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Kathavatthu at the Third Council.

It is, however, clear that there is an inconsistency in the story. All
the versions state that Moggaliputta recited the Kathavatthu to refute
the sectarians’ views. We are told that the sectarians included niganthas
and acelakas, and we are told that among the practices they followed
were the agnihotra and the five fires. The Kathavatthu, however, is
not concerned with any such sects or practices. It is concerned with
refuting views held by various sects of Buddhism. We can deduce that
two events have been put together: the infiltration of the Buddhist
order by sectarians, whose presence and differing views on pabbajja,
etc., led to the suspension of Buddhist ceremonies for a considerable
length of time, and the arising of different doctrines in the Buddhist
church, as a result of which the Kathavatthu (or at least the early core
of it) was recited to refute them. It is therefore quite possible that
the sanghabheda in the Asokaramavihara and the Third Council were
quite unconnected, and occurred at two quite different times, but were
somehow linked together in the historical tradition inherited by the
Mahavihara.

Aéoka’s Schism Edict states that the sangha had been made samagga,
and that monks and nuns who caused schism in the future should be
made to live outside the awdsa, and to wear white robes. As we have
seen, the removal of the (bhikkhu-)emblems or the wearing of white
robes, the expulsion and the sangha being made samagga are mentioned
in the Pali chronicles. I believe that it is too much of a coincidence
for there to be no connection whatsoever between the edict and the
chronicles. I conclude that the references in the Pali texts must go
back to a much earlier tradition, brought from India and preserved in
the Mahavihara, that Aéoka did, or at least wrote of doing, these things.
It is interesting to note that the references to white robes and the
sangha being samagga do not occur before Buddhaghosa’s account of

the matter, which implies either that these details were not available
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to the author of the Dipavamsa, or else that he chose to omit them
for some reason.

Bechert is quite right to point out that the terms samagga and
sanghabheda have precise meanings in the Vinaya, and if they have
those meanings in this edict, then it is clear that those who have seen
a reference here to an actual schism in the Buddhist church over
matters of doctrine were wrong to do so. What Bechert has not,
however, shown beyond any shadow of doubt is that Asoka was in fact
using the words in their true Vinaya sense here. It is not impossible
that he was using them in a more general, less legalistic, sense.

There is no reference to the Third Council in the extant portions of
the Schism Edict. There are various explanations possible for this:
(1) It might have been mentioned in the missing portions of the Saiici
and Sarnath inscriptions; (2) The Third Council might not yet have
taken place, i.e. the edict was promulgated between the expulsion of
the sectarians and the holding of the Council; (3) The Council might
have taken place, unknown to the king, i.e. the king’s involvement
with Buddhism was not as great as we might assume from the Pali
texts, and he was really unacquainted with the Order’s activities;
(4) The schism which led to the promulgation of Aéoka’s edict might
have been another schism, not the one which led up to the Third
Council; (5) The connection between the schism and the Third Council
is based upon a misunderstanding by the Pali chroniclers, and has no
historical basis.

Nor is there any specific reference in the edict to a schism having
taken place. We have to deduce it from the fact that the sangha is
said to have been made samagga'®, and from the penalty which is
announced for those causing schism in the future. We are not told
which sangha, if it was a local sanigha, has been made samagga. Such
details may have been included in the missing portions of the Safici

and Sarnath versions, but they do not occur in the Allahabad version.
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It would be interesting to know what interpretation a reader at
Allahabad would have put upon the edict. Since no place is mentioned,
he would presumably have assumed that it referred either to the local
sangha or to the Buddhist sangha as a whole, as appears to be the
case when ASoka refers to the samgha in the Calcutta-Bairat in-
scription'™. If it did refer to a schism in Pataliputra, there is no way
in which such a reader could have been aware of that fact.

The edict makes no mention of the way in which the sangha was
made samagga, or by whom. Aéoka would surely have included “by

b2d

me” if he had been responsible. We are not told whether the penalty
announced for future schismatics had applied to the schism which was
now settled, nor is there mention of the time when the schism occurred.
It may have been very recent, or it may have happened years before.

The edict does not specify the person (s) responsible for enforcing the
newly announced penalty. The covering letter at Sarnath deals with
the propagation of the edict, but not its implementation. We do not
know by what authority such a penalty was fixed. It is more serious
than the penalties for sangha-bheda laid down in the Vinayapitaka,
which perhaps means that those penalties had been fixed at some date
before the time of A$oka, and had proved to be inadequate, but there
was no way in which the Vinaya-pitaka could be changed. The edict
therefore perhaps reflects a decision by some authority that the penalty
should be increased. It seems unlikely that it was Aéoka’s own decision.
It is more likely that he was merely using his secretariat to have the
information known more widely, more quickly. The covering letter
says how the propagation is to take place. The edict is to be made
known to the sanghas of monks and nuns (presumably in the admini-
strative areas of the mahamattas to whom the edict is addressed).
A copy is to be kept by the ministers themselves, and another is to be
given to the laymen. The ministers and the laymen are to listen (?) to
the edict every wposatha day, and the ministers are to understand it,
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which doubtless means understand its implications.

I can see nothing in the edict to support Bechert’s conclusion that
the mahamattas and laymen are to go to the uposatha ceremony every
uposatha day to control the observance of the edict by the monks.
If Aéoka had really ordered a minister and (all ?) the laymen throughout
India, or at least in those areas to which the edict had been sent, to
attend every uposatha ceremony to ensure that schismatics were expelled,
than we should be forced to conclude that schism was widespread in
the whole Buddhist Sangha, for no specific sangha is mentioned.

The absence of any reference in the edict to the person (s) responsible
for the expulsions in the future suggests that it is for the sanghas of
monks and nuns, to whom a copy of the edict must be given, to carry
out the expulsions themselves. The retention of a copy by the ministers,
and the sending of a copy to the laymen, were doubtless “for inform-
ation only ”, so that everyone would know the situation and would have
full knowledge of the penalty to be imposed, if the civil authorities
became involved in the enforcement of the penalty.

An interesting example of such an intervention can be seen in the
Chinese translation of the Vinaya of the Mahasanghikas'®, where in the
chapter dealing with the seven adhikarana-Samathas (Taisho, Vol. 23,
328b) it is said that if a bhiksu does not obey the orders of the Sangha,
then members of the Sangha should tell him that, if he does not accept
the Sangha’s instructions, they will have to vote (Salaka grah-) and
expel him from the Order. If he still does not obey their instructions,
then an upasaka or upasakas should be sent to ask the bhiksu why he
does not follow the Sangha’s instructions, and to inform him that if
he does not follow them then the layman’s way of life (evadata-vasana-
dharma ?) will be imposed upon him, and he will be evicted from towns
and cities (nigama and magara or grama?), i.e. made to live outside
them'?.

Although the precise Sanskrit equivalents of these terms must remain
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uncertain as long as we have only the Chinese translation of the
Mahasanghika Vinaya, it seems quite possible that these two punishments
are the parallels of the enforced wearing of white garments and the
banishment to an anavasa which are specified in the Aéokan edict. It
appears from the context that these penalties are not imposed by the
Vinaya rules for any particular offence (not even for causing dheda in
the Sangha), but are the final resort, to be enforced when the Sangha
finds it impossible to make a bhiksu obey their instructions, even after
they have voted to evict him from the Order. The situation is therefore
comparable with that described in the earliest form of the story in
the Pali chronicles, where Moggaliputta expelled the sectarians who had
infiltrated the sangha but, as we surmised above, was perhaps unable
to make the intruders leave the Asokaramavihara and therefore had to
have recourse to the civil authority.

In the later accounts of the matter, however, the Theravadins,
presumably in an attempt to improve their standing vis-a-vis the other
schools of Buddhism, increased the role which A$oka had played in
the settling of the schism, by saying that he personally had sent the
minister to settle the matter, and had taken part in the identification
and expulsion of the sectarians. The scope of the schism was widened,
extending it all over India.

The edict suggests that after a schism (not necessarily the one
mentioned in the Pali chronicles) a more severe penalty than that laid
down in the Vinaya-pitaka was announced by As$oka, not necessarily
on his own authority. A$oka made this known to the sangha, his
ministers and the laymen. It seems possible that information about
Asoka’s edict was subsequently taken to Ceylon together with the
stories of the schisms and councils which had taken place in the early
years of Buddhism. The earliest version of the story in the Dipavamsa
shows no knowledge of the wording of the edict, but the direct

parallelism between the details of the schism in the later chronicles and
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the wording of the edict suggests that some of the latter was actually
incorporated into the chronicle story. The fact that ASoka specified
a penalty for schism was interpreted as meaning that he had personally
enforced that penalty. The fact that his edict had been sent to at
least three places, and probably more, was taken to indicate that the
schism had been more widespread than at first reported.

That conflation has taken place in the story, as told in the Pali
chronicles, is shown by the fact that three originally quite separate
events can be identified in it: there had been a schism ; there had been
a dispute over doctrine which had led to a Theravadin refutation, now
incorporated in the Kathavatthu; and the Theravadins had held their
third sangiti at which their canon was recited. The third sangiti was
not, in fact, connected in any way with the schism, but it is possible
that it was held in the aftermath of the doctrinal dispute, when there
was a need for the Theravadins to re-affirm their beliefs.

The “Schism” Edict proves nothing more than it says: that the
samgha was made samagga, presumably after a schism, and those
causing schism in the future were to be punished. There is no evidence
that this schism was the one described in the chronicles, although it
is possible that the details of the edict were the direct cause of the
story in the chronicles that ASoka played a part in settling the schism
and personally punished the offenders. There is nothing whatsover in
the edict to suggest that Aéoka knew of the Third Council.

Notes.

1) Abbreviations: PED=Pali Text Society’s Pali-English Dictionary; CPD=
Critical Pali Dictionary ; BE=Buddhist Era, i. e. after the death of the Buddha;
SepE=Separate Edict. The abbreviations of the titles of Pali texts are those
given in the Epilegomena to Vol. I of CPD.

2) bhagavata pansiattam samagganam uposathakamman ti. kittavata wu kho
samaggi hoti, yavata ekavaso udahw sabbi pathavi ti. bhagavato etam attham
arocesum. anujanami bhikkhave ettavata samaggr yavata ekavaso, Vin 1 105, 4-6.
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3) We cannot tell whether the form would be ¢ or ye in the Allahabad version.
4) CPD (s. v.) defines angvasa as: “a place not fit for residence”. This
presumably means “residence for a bhikkhu”, although it is clear that
bhikkhus were sometimes found in an andvasa, e. g. na...sabhikkhuka avasa
va anavasa va abhikkhuko avaso va anavaso va gantabbo, Vin II 32, 29-30
(enavaso mama celiyagharam bodhigharam sammajjoni-altako daru-attako pa-
niyamalo vacca-kuti dvara-kolthako ti evam adi, Sp 1167, 8-10). Cf. andvaso ti
navakammasaladiko yo koci padeso, Sp 1066, 11-12. If gquvasa means vihara
(avaso ti viharo vuccati, Sp 613, 28 (ad Vin I 134, 26)), then presumably an
anavasa is anywhere outside a wvihara. During the discussion which followed
the reading of an earlier version of this paper at Kyoto University on 19
November 1986, Professor Yutaka Ojihara suggested that andvase might mean

¢

“an uninhabitable place” as well as an “ uninhabited place ”.

5) The wearing of white clothes is a synonym for returning to the lay life,
for such clothes signify a householder or layman. Cf. gihidhajo...odatavatthani,
Sp 1159, 8. Although it is convenient to translate “having been made to
wear white garments”, the absolutive is in fact active and is to be taken
with an unexpressed instrumental “[by them], having made him wear...”.

6) Senart (1907, 28) suggested that avasayiye is the opt. pass. of avasayati,
but in view of wvasapetaviye in the Safici version it is more likely to be a
future passive participle. Woolner (1924, II s.v.) suggested that quasay-iye
was formed from avasay-ati on the analogy of dekkh-iye from dekkh-ati, but
such a form based on the causative stem would seem to be very unusual.

7) It might be suggested that sasanam is the accusative of goal of motion,

«

and we should translate “go to this ordinance”. I assume, however, that
sasana is the verbal ordinance, not the written form of it. Had ASoka meant
to say they were to go to the place where the proclamation was inscribed,
then I think he would have said yavu etam eva lipim.

8) Where the verb svds- occurs elsewhere in the Asokan inscriptions (in SepE
1T (see Hultzsch, 1925, Index s. vv.)) the strong grade is svas- with long -a-.
The optative asvaseyu / asvasevu means “they may have confidence (in me)”,
the noun asvasandya (in the sense of a dative infinitive) “to inspire confi-

113

dence ”, and the future passive participle asvasaniya “must be inspired with
confidence ”. It is possible that visvamsayitave is an error for wvisvasayitave,
with -am- written for -@-. If so, then the meaning is “to cause to trust”=
“to cause to be trusted”. Woolner quotes “to make oneself familiar with ”
(suggested by Kern, T. Bloch and Vogel) and “to be inspired with confidence
in” (following Venis 1907). The latter translation is followed by Hultzsch

(1925, 163).
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9) For the writing of words together in groups see Janert (1972, 25-57).

10) Cf. savam, the present participle of savati, at Ja III 244, 22* (ct.: =sutva).

11) During the discussion mentioned in n. 4 above, Professor Ojihara suggested
that visvamsayitave was a mistake for the causative of wispan. This would
presumably give the meaning “cause to recite, cause to be recited”.

12) At Dip VII 36 wvagge is opp. to samagga, according to the PED (s. v.).
Oldenberg (1879, 157) translated wagguposatha correctly, and it is not clear
why Law (1959, 183) departed from him and, by dividing the compound vaggu
((Skt walgw) + posatha (instead of wvagga-+uposatha), translated * pleasant
uposatha ”, although this is highly inappropriate in the context.

13) Dip VII 53. It would appear that bhikkhuno is a genitive plural form
(=bhikkhanam). For genitive plural forms in -0, see Norman (1976, 124).
14) It would seem that the Theravadin tradition was not entirely certain about
the date of the Third Council. As H.C. Norman pointed out (1908, 9), the
Saddhamma-sanigaha gives 228 BE as the date for the beginning of the
trouble, and states that the uposatha was not celebrated for 6 years. It quotes

the porana, however, as saying that the Third Council was held 228 BE.

15) Causing schism is dealt with in the tenth sanghadisesa rule. Anyone
attempting to cause schism should be told to desist. If after three admoni-
tions he still persists, then it is a breach of the rule. The penalty for this
is laid down at Vin III 185, 37-38: samgho va tassa apattiya parvivasam deti
maldya patikassati manattam deti abbheti ; “ placing on probation, sending back
to the beginning, inflicting the manatta discipline, rehabilitation”. It appears
that the Kosambi bhikkhus needed to be re-ordained (bhedanuvatiaka bhikkhi
puna upasampajjeyyum, Vin II 201, 1-2).

16) Can samgha samage kate mean “ The Order was made united (when it was
founded)” ?

17) Bechert raises the question of the meaning of the word samgha. In the
Calcutta-Bairat edict we find that Priyadasi greets the Samgha, and wishes
it well. He goes on to say that it is known how great is his faith in the
Buddha, the Dhamma, and the Samgha. In these circumstances, I do not
believe it likely that, when it occurs at the beginning of that edict, the
word samgha refers only to the sangha at Bairat. The edict was presumably
sent to a number of places, and the address was to the samgha as a whole.
As Schopen states (1984, 16), “ ASoka, in spite of the fact that there appears
to have been some kind of internal problem within the Samgha, always
speaks of it as “the Samgha”, and “the Bhikkhu-Samgha ”.

18) My thanks are due to Professor Keisho Tsukamoto of Tohoku University
for drawing my attention to this reference, to Mr S. Karashima for translating
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the relevant passage for me and providing possible Sanskrit equivalents, and
to Dr Mark Lewis of the University of Cambridge for help with the inter-
pretation of various Chinese terms.

19) If this punishment is the equivalent of Aéoka’s anavasae, then it suggests

that the word means

the vihara”.
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¢

1959

1955

1946

1961

1982

1950

1907

1890

1894A
1894B
1854
1877

1956

1911
1912

1925
1983

1972

‘an uninhabited place”, rather than merely

¢

‘ outside
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Appendix : Adoka’s ““ Schism ”’ Ediect.

1. Allahabad
1. [devanam]piye anapayati kosambiyam mahamata
P FRLLITTILPPIPPRS (sa)ma(ge ka)te sa(m)gh(a)si no 1(a)hiye
3. eeeeeees (samgham bha)khati bhikh(u) v(a) bhikh (w)ni va (se pi) ca
4. [o]dat(a)ni dusani (sa)namdhapayitu a(nava)sas(i a)v(a)sayiy (e)

II. Sarict

2. --+(y)a bhe(ta)---(gh)e---mage kate

3. [bhi]khiina(m) ca bhi(khun)inam c(a) ti (p)utapa
4. [poltike cam(da)m(asi)ri(vi)ke ye samgham

5. bh(a)khati bhikhu va bhikhuni va odata

6. ni dus(an)i sanam (dhapay)itu ana(va)

7. sasi va(sa)petaviy(e) icha hi me kim

8. ti samghe samage cilathitike siya ti

III. Sarnath

1 %:CR LR PV P TP R PP PP PP PPPPPPP ye.kena_pi samghe-bhetave-e-cum-kho
(bhikh)G-(va-bhikh)uni-va samgham-bh (akha)t(i) s(e)-odatani-dus(an)i
(sa)mnamdhapayiya-anavasasi

oW oo
Lo}
o
o
Y

5. avasayiye hevam-iyam-sasane bhikhusamghasi-ca bhikhunisamghasi-ca
vimnapayitaviye

6. hevam-devanampiye-aha hedisa-ca-ika-lipi tuphakamtikam-huvati
samsalanasi-nikhita

7. ikam-ca-lipim-hedisam-eva upasakanamtikam-nikhipatha te-pi-ca-upasaka
anuposatham-yavu

8. etam=eva-sasanam visvamsayitave anuposatham-ca-dhuvaye ikike-maha-
mate-posathaye

9. yati etam=-eva-sdsanam visvamsayitave ajanitave-ca avatake-ca-tuphakam-
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ahale

10. savata-vivasayatha-tuphe etena-viyamjanena hem-eva-savesu-kotavisavesu
etena

11. viyamjanena vivasapayatha

Alsdorf’s emendations: ((-eese- »
KRN’s emendations : ([eeeeee D

1. Allahabad
{vataviya samghe)
{bhede ye>

w N

II. Saiict
0. [devanampiye anapayati] <(Vidisayam
1. mahamata vataviyd samghe na kenapi
2. lahidya bheta{ve sam)ghe <{sa)mage kate

1II. Sarnath

1. deva[nampiye anapayati]

2. ela

3. Pata(liputasi mahamata vataviya na lahi)ye kenapi samghe bhetave
e cum kho
(or) Pata[liputasi samghe samage kate na Ighi]ye:-eeeeeeeererrmmeenneeneenes

(AFEI3, FEFI6LEILALY H FASHEICR O Tbhie A= ) BB LS, RERPAAFES,

(hERsEES, FHREEA v F - (ARSI & 2 AMMEHRE 0 — - — B RECIEL TR
IO TH B, MEMRD
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