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U DHAMMINDA’S VINAYA MANUAL
<From old draft:>

This is the original draft of a book on Vinaya, which I hope to call something like ‘Sâsana Âyu T/îka’, and will contain translations and explanations of dvimâtika. <End of old draft excerpt>

Namo Tassa Bhagavato Arahato Sammâsambuddhassa
Vinaya means that which prevents a person from committing offences by body and speech. Therefore, in English we would call it the rules for bhikkhus. Really, Vinaya is none other than the detailed explanation of Right Speech, Right Action, and Right Livelihood, which are three indispensable factors of the Eightfold Noble Path, which leads to Nirvana.
I hope that this book will help bhikkhus to purify their conduct and this in turn will lead to the purification, propagation, and perpetuation of the Teaching of the Buddha, which can only survive when Vinaya is practised.
Realising this, the Arahats of the Buddha’s time have said, ‘Vinaya nâma Buddhasâsanassâ âyu, Vinaya t/hite sâsana/m t/hitam/ hoti’, which can be translated as ‘Vinaya is the life force of the Buddha’s Teaching, while Vinaya is present, the Teaching is present.’
Therefore, I hope this book will encourage other bhikkhus to take a keen interest in the Vinaya, which was taught by the Buddha out of compassion for us, his sons.
I hope this book will also be of help to lay people, as they should also be aware of the rules a bhikkhu is expected to practise. However, Vinaya being a technical subject and with a vocabulary all of its own, I have not gone to great lengths to explain many of the terms that may be unfamiliar to a layperson. I hope they would make the effort to find out the meanings of certain words from a bhikkhu or from other literature.
This book is intended as a commentary to the bhikkhu and bhikkhuni Pât/imokkha known as dvemâtika. Therefore, it will begin from the beginning of the Pât/imokkha [but for the moment it starts at first Pârâjika).
I also wish to include some modern questions and answers after each rule. Often asked questions, ‘Why do you like Vinaya so much, why is it important?’ etc.

<From old draft:>

Ovâda Pât/imokkha

Bhikkhu Pât/imokkha

Pubbakaran/a:

Sweeping the place and lighting the lamp there, setting out water for drinking and using and arranging places to sit. These (four) are the work that should be done before the performance of Uposatha.

Bringing consent, bringing purity, announcing the season and the number of bhikkhus and instructing the bhikkhunis – these are called the preliminary duties of the Uposatha.

When all the sufficient <??> bhikkhus in one sîma are assembled within arms’ reach of each other and not having committed the same offence and a non-monk or a suspended monk is not within arms’ reach, then the Sangha is said to be ready to perform the Uposatha.

Having completed the prior works, preliminary duties and having confessed any offences that have been committed, then with the permission of a united Sangha let us now proceed to recite the Pât/imokkha.

<End of old draft excerpt.>

Nidâna (Introduction)
Let the Venerable Ones and the Sangha listen to me. Today is an Uposatha day of the fifteenth. If the Sangha is ready, it should perform Uposatha and the Pât/imokkha should be recited.
Have the preliminary duties of the Sangha been performed? Venerable Sirs, declare your purity because I will now recite the Pât/imokkha. Let all those present here listen well and pay attention to it.
Whoever has committed an offence, they should reveal that, and if they have not committed an offence, they should remain silent. By your silence, Venerable Sirs, I will understand that you are pure. Just as a person is questioned individually and must answer, so too, in this same way I will ask those of this assembly up to three times.
Whatever bhikkhu who, being questioned thus up to three times, knowing that he has committed an offence and does not reveal it, is one who has told a conscious lie. Consciously lying, Venerable Sirs, has been declared to be an obstacle to attainment by the Buddha. Therefore, a bhikkhu, knowing that he has committed an offence and desiring to become pure, should reveal it. By revealing it, he will be comfortable and happy.
Pârâjika Section
1. The first Pârâjika rule concerns sexual intercourse. This rule was laid down on account of the Venerable Sudinna who had sexual intercourse with his former wife. Sudinna was the only son of wealthy parents and lived in the village of Kalanda in Vesali district. One day, whilst on business in Vesali town, he went to hear the Buddha speak and was so impressed that he decided to become a bhikkhu.
After ordination, he took up the practice of the Dhutangas and lived practising meditation in a distant part of Vajji district. During that time, there was a shortage of food in the Vajji district, and so Sudinna and many of his bhikkhu friends decided to return to his native village in order to obtain almsfood more easily.
On his arrival, his parents tried to persuade him to return to the lay life but Sudinna refused to disrobe. Finally, after seeing that her son would not disrobe, Sudinna’s mother said, ‘If my son really does not wish to disrobe then let him live happily as a bhikkhu. However, if we should die, the Licchavi Princes will take away all our wealth because we have no children; therefore please give us an heir so that our wealth will not be lost.’
Since no rule had been laid done by the Buddha, Sudinna, not seeing any fault, agreed to give an heir to his parents and took his former wife to a nearby forest. There he had sexual intercourse with her three times, after which she became pregnant. (Later she gave birth to a boy and, when he was seven years, old they both entered the Sangha and became Arahats.)
Sudinna felt worried and guilty about what he had done and could not eat properly, and slowly became thin and sickly. Seeing him in this condition, his fellow monks asked him for the reason and he told them what had happened to him. Then, having heard what Sudinna had done and thinking that it was not proper for a bhikkhu to do such a thing, they told the Buddha of Sudinna’s action.
The Buddha criticised and admonished Sudinna in various ways and, to show that a bhikkhu should give up his life before breaking this rule, said that it would be better for a bhikkhu to insert his penis into a bed of red-hot charcoal than to insert it into a woman because by doing that he may die but he would not be reborn in Niraya hell because of that.
Then the Buddha laid down this rule: ‘Whatever bhikkhu has sexual intercourse, has committed a Pârâjika offence and can no longer remain in the bhikkhu Sangha.’
This rule was later amended twice on account of a forest bhikkhu who had sexual intercourse with a female monkey, and later on because of many bhikkhus of Vesali who, without giving up the training (disrobing), had indulged in sexual intercourse. Having done this, they asked to be re-admitted into the Sangha but the Buddha did not revoke his own rule but amended it to its final form thus:
‘Whatever bhikkhu, while undertaking the rules of training of bhikkhus who has not announced his inability and has not given up the training, should engage in sexual intercourse even with an animal, that bhikkhu is one who has committed a Pârâjika offence; one who is no longer permitted to remain in the bhikkhu Sangha.’
‘Not having announced his inability, without having given up the training’, means that the bhikkhu has not disrobed in the proper way. Disrobing is performed by completing six factors:
1. Intention (citta) 2. Field (khetta) 3. Tense (kâla) 4. Action (payoga) 5. Person (puggala) 6. Comprehension (vijânana)
1. Intention here means the bhikkhu has the intention to disrobe; he is not speaking giving an example of what should be said by one who wishes to disrobe, or joking.
2. The types of statements by which one disrobes are called the field. They can be said in any language. E.g. ‘I give up the Buddha, I give up the Dhamma, ... the Sangha ... the training ... Vinaya. Understand that I am a layman ... a Sâman/era ... a householder ... a heretic ... not a recluse ... not a son of the Buddha.’
3. The sentence must be in the present tense, not in the past or future tense. E.g. not ‘If I give up, I will give up, I have given up.’
4. Disrobing can only be performed by an action of speech and can be written down or signalled with the body. Any language may be used.
5. The listener and the disrober must both be humans and not be insane.
6. The person listening must understand what the disrober is saying. If he or she does not comprehend the meaning then the bhikkhu has not disrobed.
At present, many people ordain for short periods of time and then return to lay life and their wives. It is important that such people disrobe in the correct manner; otherwise, they are liable to commit this Pârâjika offence. A bhikkhu does not become a layman just by changing his clothes, but must speak the correct words. The author has heard of a case of a bhikkhu who, not knowing this, left the monastery and became a layman for several years and, having re-ordained, studied Vinaya and found out he had been a bhikkhu all those years! Happily, during that time he never had sexual intercourse or committed any of the other Pârâjika offences. Later he disrobed in the correct way.
‘Should engage in sexual intercourse’ means that the bhikkhu inserts his penis into the vagina, anus, or mouth as little as a sesame seed’s length.
‘Even with an animal’ means with an animal, human, peta, deva, or any type of being whosoever.
‘Pârâjiko’ means one is defeated or dead to the state of being a bhikkhu. ‘Asam/vaso’ means that one can no longer take part in any Sanghakamma such as ordination or hearing the Pât/imokkha recited and can never become a bhikkhu again in this present life. He can, however, become a Sâman/era.
There are two factors involved in the commission of this offence.
1. The desire to have sexual intercourse.
2. The insertion of the penis into vagina, anus, or mouth as little as the length of a sesame seed.
In factor no. 1, a bhikkhu or bhikkhuni who is raped and does not consent has committed no offence.
In factor no. 2, the fact that this rule also applies to bhikkhunis shows that the penis could be another person’s. Therefore, a homosexual bhikkhu who has oral sex or anal sex with another man has committed this offence. The orifices used can be one’s own or another being’s, and if the penis or orifice is covered with a cloth, condom or the like, it is still an offence.
There is no offence for a bhikkhu who was not aware at the time; who does not consent; who is insane or, for the Venerable Sudinna, who was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.
‘Was not aware’ means that he was unconscious or asleep when he was raped. ‘Does not consent’ means he is raped. ‘Mad’ means unable to know what he is doing. The original Pâli gives many examples to illustrate this rule, a sample of which is given here.
1. A bhikkhu who has sexual intercourse with a human female, a female deva, a female animal, a human hermaphrodite, an animal hermaphrodite, or a deva hermaphrodite by way of the vagina, anus, or mouth has committed a Pârâjika offence. (A hermaphrodite has the sexual organs of both sexes.)
2. A bhikkhu who has sexual intercourse with a human male, a male deva, a male animal, a male eunuch, a deva eunuch, or an animal eunuch by way of the anus, or mouth has committed a Pârâjika offence. (A eunuch has been castrated.)
3. If enemies of a bhikkhu bring any of the above beings or a corpse of one of them that has not yet decomposed, and they force his penis into any of the three orifices and if at the time of entering he consents, or while remaining inside he consents, or while removing his penis he consents then he has committed a Pârâjika offence. If he does not consent, there is no offence.
4. If a corpse has decomposed to the extent that one half or more than one half of its orifice has decomposed and a bhikkhu has sexual intercourse with that decomposed orifice he has committed a Thullaccaya offence. Decomposed here means that the skin and tissue of that orifice have disappeared.
5. If a bhikkhu is forced to have sexual intercourse with a corpse decomposed as above and at any time he consents then he has committed a Thullaccaya offence.
6. If a corpse has decomposed so that no flesh or tissue remains and a bhikkhu has sexual intercourse with the places where the orifices would have been he has committed a dukkat/a offence.
7. If he is forced to have sexual intercourse with a corpse that has decomposed to this extent and at any time he consents then he has committed a dukkat/a offence.
8. If a bhikkhu inserts his penis into a hole in the body other that the vagina, mouth or anus and by that hole reaches into the vagina, mouth, or anus then he has committed a Pârâjika offence. If he inserts his penis into a hole other than the three orifices and does not reach any of them, it is a Thullaccaya offence.
9. If a bhikkhu is asleep and a man, bhikkhu, or novice has sexual intercourse with him and when he awakes during the time of sex he consents, then he has committed a Pârâjika offence. If he does not consent, there is no offence.
The Pâli also gives examples of cases and decision made by the Buddha. Here are some examples.
10. At one time, a bhikkhu, thinking he would avoid committing an offence, covered his penis with cloth and had sexual intercourse. The Buddha decided he has committed a Pârâjika offence.
11. A bhikkhu while going for alms saw a baby girl sleeping on a couch. Lust arose in him, he put his big toe into one of the three orifices, and she died. The Buddha decided that this was a Sanghâdisesa offence.
12. The nun Uppalavan/n/â was raped by a young man. She did not consent. The Buddha decided she had committed no offence.
13. A bhikkhu who had a flexible back put his penis into his mouth and another bhikkhu who had a long penis inserted it into his own anus. The Buddha decided both had committed Pârâjika offences.
14. A bhikkhu who had sexual intercourse with a picture of a vagina, various models, and female forms made of wood was ruled to have committed a dukkat/a offence.
15. A bhikkhu who committed sexual intercourse in a dream was found to have committed no offence.
16. A bhikkhu who had sexual intercourse on the thigh of a woman, in the navel, in the folds of the belly, in the armpit, against <? original ‘in’> the neck, in the topknot and in between the fingers was found to have committed a Sanghâdisesa offence.
17. A bhikkhu was urinating and a young deer started to drink the urine and while drinking took the bhikkhu’s penis into its mouth. The bhikkhu consented and was found to have committed a Pârâjika offence.
2. The second Pârâjika rule, concerns theft. This rule was laid down on account of the Venerable Dhaniya who took the King’s emergency timber store by deceit.
The Ven. Dhaniya was living in a hut made completely of grass located on the side of a steep slope of the Isigili Mountain. At one time when Dhaniya went on almsround, grass-cutters and woodcutters came, took his hut apart, and carried away the timber and grass. Dhaniya rebuilt his hut out of grass again but the same thing happened for a second and third time.
Since Dhaniya was the son of a potter, he decided that, instead of rebuilding the hut again out of grass, he would make it out of mud, which he himself kneaded with his hands and feet and then fired. He thus produced a small mud hut that was red in colour and visible from a distance.
The Buddha, whilst descending from Gijjhakût/a Mountain, saw the red mud hut and asked the bhikkhus with him what it was and the bhikkhus informed him about the circumstances surrounding the construction of the hut. The Buddha criticised Dhaniya’s action in building the hut and said ‘Bhikkhus, why did that useless man not have compassion for the beings in that mud’, and so in order to prevent other bhikkhus in the future from thinking that it was proper to construct a hut completely out of mud and in order to save the lives of many beings, the Buddha laid down a rule that a hut is not to be made completely out of mud. The Buddha then ordered the bhikkhus to destroy Dhaniya’s mud hut. While destroying the hut, Dhaniya asked them what they were doing and hearing what the Buddha had said he allowed them to destroy his hut.
[Using this example to support its case, the Commentary says that if a Vinayadhara finds a bhikkhu using a requisite that is not allowed for bhikkhus, then in order to protect other bhikkhus from committing a monastic offence the Vinayadhara may destroy that object. Be careful, though, because these days most bhikkhus would not be as polite as Dhaniya.]
Thus, after having his mud hut destroyed, Dhaniya decided to build a hut of wood and thought, ‘The King Bimbisâra’s Keeper of Timber is my friend, so I will ask him for wood and build a new hut.’ So he went and asked the Keeper of the King’s timber who said, ‘Ven. Sir, there is no timber left here for offering to bhikkhus, there is only an emergency store of timber here.’ Dhaniya said, ‘The King has already offered it to me’ and the Keeper of Timber, thinking that a bhikkhu would not lie, let Dhaniya take away the emergency store of timber by cart.
Not long after that, the King’s minister Vessakâra came to inspect the timber store and finding that the emergency store of timber was missing reported this to the King who had the Keeper of Timber arrested. Dhaniya went to the King in order to save the Keeper of Timber and the King asked him, ‘Ven. Sir, as a King I am very busy and I do not remember offering the timber to you so please remind me of the circumstances under which I gave this gift.’ Dhaniya replied, ‘King, at the time of your coronation you said, “I give grass, wood, and water to bhikkhus and Brahmins.”’ The King said ‘I remember saying that but what I meant was that in the forest there are trees, grass, and water that have no owners, and bhikkhus and Brahmins may have doubts as to whether they may make use of these. Ven. Sir, you have used that statement to take timber even though it had not been offered to you. You have committed an offence that would result in death or exile, but because you are a bhikkhu and wear the yellow robes, you are free. Go now, Ven. Sir, and do not do such a thing again.’
People having heard what had happened said, ‘These bhikkhus of Gotama have no shame, no virtue, they speak lies. They say they are bhikkhus but they are not really so. These bhikkhus even cheat the King, not to mention what they would do to ordinary people.’
Bhikkhus who were of few desires, contented, and virtuous, having heard this, criticised Dhaniya saying, ‘How can Dhaniya, the potter’s son, steal the King’s timber?’ and they told the Buddha what Dhaniya had done and the Buddha criticised Dhaniya saying, ‘You useless man, this is not proper or suitable or what should be done by a bhikkhu. For what reason did you take the King’s timber without it having been given? Your actions will not cause those who have no respect for bhikkhus to have respect or increase the respect for bhikkhus of those who already respect bhikkhus. In reality, your actions will cause those who have no respect for bhikkhus to have no respect and decrease the respect for bhikkhus of those who already respect bhikkhus.
At that time a bhikkhu who had formerly been the King’s minister for law was present and the Buddha asked him, ‘Bhikkhu, for stealing an article of how much value does King Bimbisâra, having caught a thief punish, execute, or banish him?’ The bhikkhu replied that for stealing an article worth one ‘pâda’ or more than that, the King would take such action.
The Buddha then laid down the first version of the rule thus:
‘Whatever bhikkhu should take, with intention to steal, an article which has not been given of such a nature that, because of having taken it, kings having caught the thief would execute, imprison, or banish him saying, ‘You are a thief, you are a fool, you are an idiot, you are a robber’, that bhikkhu who takes such an article which has not been given is one who has committed a Pârâjika offence; one who is no longer permitted to remain in the bhikkhu Sangha. 
After this rule had been laid down, the Group of 6 bhikkhus (Mettiya, Bhummajaka, Pan/d/uka, Lohitaka, Assaji, Punabbasuka are the names of the ‘Group of 6’ who are frequently referred to in the Vinaya) went to a place where clothes were being washed, and stole a bundle of clothes and took it back to their monastery and divided it. Other bhikkhus seeing this said, ‘Venerable Sirs, you must be possessed of great merit because you have so many robes’, and the Group of 6 replied, ‘How can we be of great merit, we went and stole a bundle of clothes from a place where clothes were being washed.’ The other bhikkhus asked ‘But has not the Buddha laid down a rule forbidding theft? Why did you steal that bundle of clothes?’ and the Group of Six replied ‘Yes, it is true that the Buddha has laid down a rule forbidding theft, but that was only in a village and not in the forest (outside the village).’
When the Buddha was told about this, he criticised the Group of 6 bhikkhus and amended the rule thus:
‘Whatever bhikkhu should take with intention to steal from a village or the forest (outside the village) an article which has not been given of such a value that, because of having stolen it, kings having caught the thief would execute, imprison, or banish him saying, “You are a thief, you are a fool, you are an idiot, you are a robber”, that bhikkhu who takes such an article which has not been given, is one who has committed a Pârâjika offence; one who is no longer permitted to remain in the bhikkhu Sangha.
The phrase ‘while undertaking the rules of training of bhikkhus, not having announced his inability and without having given up the training’, which occurs in the first Pârâjika rule, is implied in also subsequent rules, but is not included in every rule because it would unduly lengthen the text which was recited and memorised. Although the Commentary goes into great detail defining what a ‘village’ and a ‘forest’ are, the meaning of ‘from a village or the forest’ here is simply ‘any place whatsoever’.
There are five factors included in this offence:
1. The article belongs to a human being
2. The bhikkhu thinks it belongs to a human being.
3. It is of sufficient value (garu parikkharâ)
4. There is an intention to steal. 

5. It is stolen.
In factor no. 1, the article must belong to a human being and has not been handed over or offered to the bhikkhu by body or speech. This rule only applies to possessions of humans, so if the bhikkhu steals the belongings of a deva, peta, or animal, it is not an offence, but it is said to still constitute the breaking of the five precepts. [They are the five rules of training for laymen.]
In factor no. 2, if a bhikkhu thinks that the article belongs to a human, then it is a Pârâjika offence, but even if it belongs to another person and the bhikkhu thinks it belongs to himself, or he thinks it is pam/sukûla (something thrown away by its owner) or he thinks it has no owner at all, like the water in the forest, then there is no offence.
In factor no. 3, just how much value the article must be to constitute a Pârâjika offence is the most difficult factor to decide. The value given in the Pâli is one pâda, which was a coin in the Buddha’s time. At that time, it was an appropriate value, but these days no-one uses pâdas, so how can it be used as a basis for a decision in the present? There are two answers to this question: one is to use the amount of gold that was present in a kahâpana coin and calculate the value of that gold at present. A kahâpana was made up of 20 mâsaka and five mâsaka equals one pâda; therefore, one pâda equals one quarter of a kahâpana. The kahâpana coin consisted of 0.144 ounces of gold, 0.144 ounces of silver and 0.288 ounces of copper, weighing a total of 0.576 according to Burmese sources. <? Archaeological excavations discovered many kahâpana coins because they were a very common tender. However, none of them had the composition mentioned here. They were rather all copper and silver.> Therefore a sample calculation for one pâda would be: one Kahâpana = 0.144 x price of gold/ounce + 0.144 x price of silver/ounce + 0.288 x price copper/ounce.
Value of kahâpana / 4 = one pâda.
Approximate values of one pâda in 1988, when the gold price was A$ 500/ounce or US$ 497/ounce works out at A$18, US$ 14.29.
The second answer to the value of the article that must be stolen to constitute a Pârâjika offence is to look at the reason why the Buddha chose ‘one pâda’, which was that stealing an article of that value the King would punish, execute, or banish the thief. According to this view, it must be known that the article is of sufficient value that the King would punish the thief or police would take action against the thief or police would take action against that person. This would vary from country to country, and I have heard that at present in Burma the value is one 100 kyat. Personally, I like this view because it does not contradict the spirit of the rule in any way, whereas if we use the price of gold it may be larger than the value used in deciding whether to take legal action. Therefore, the situation could arise where a bhikkhu stole an article and was convicted by a court of law and punished, but had not committed a Pârâjika offence because the value of the article was less than the value of the gold in a pâda.
Besides deciding the value that is sufficient to constitute a Pârâjika offence, the value of the article stolen must be decided and to do that, the time at which it was stolen, the age of the article, the place at which it was stolen, and whether is had been used or not must be considered (see below for more details).
In factor no. 4, if the bhikkhu takes an article with an intention the steal or rob them it is a Pârâjika offence, but if he takes something in order to borrow it, return it to its owner, or if he takes it on trust from an acquaintance thinking he will approve, then there is no offence.
In factor no. 5, an article can be stolen in any of 25 ways listed in the Pâli; the details of which will be given below briefly. These include taking an object when no-one is looking, but also evading customs, taxes, cheating with weight and measures, falsely claiming ownership in a law court and even riding on a train without paying the fare.
There is no offence if the bhikkhu takes an article thinking it belongs to him, takes it on trust, borrows it, takes it from an animal or peta, takes it thinking it is pam/sukûla (without an owner, or has been thrown away) or if he is insane.
If a bhikkhu takes an object thinking that it belongs to him though it in fact belongs to another person, it is not an offence, but the article should be given back to the real owner. If the owner asks for the object to be given back and the bhikkhu does not return it then, at the time the owner gives up hope of getting it back, the bhikkhu will have committed a Pârâjika offence (depending on the value of the object).
There are five factors involved in ‘taking on trust’, and of these, it is sufficient if nos. 1, 4, 5, or 2, 4, 5 or 3, 4, 5, are fulfilled.
The factors are:
1. The person is a friend that the bhikkhu has met before. 2. The bhikkhu has eaten together with that person. 3. The person has told that bhikkhu that he can take something if he wishes (‘If you wish you can take what belongs to me, you do not have to ask me.) 4. The person is alive. 5. The bhikkhu thinks the person will not mind if he takes something.
If a bhikkhu has taken something on trust and later finds out that the owner was dead when he took that thing, then the bhikkhu should return that thing to the heir of that person’s belongings. If the owner is not pleased with the bhikkhu’s taking of an object (although the bhikkhu thought he would not mind) then it should be given back to the owner. If the owner is pleased at first but later for some reason becomes angry, he can ask for his article to be returned.
If a bhikkhu borrows something thinking ‘I will return it’ or ‘I will pay it back in kind’ or replace’ (he eats some sugar and replaces it with some sugar) there is no offence. If, after taking it, the owner or owners give permission for him to take it, saying ‘Let it be yours’ then that is good, but if they do not give permission and ask for its return then it should be brought back or replaced. It is even allowable to borrow belongings of the Sangha.
If the bhikkhu takes something from an animal such as the remains of a lion’s kill then it is allowable. Even taking from a Nâga who has turned himself into a person is allowable. Petas here also refers to Devas and so taking from any non-human is allowable. Cloth offered to Devas at a tree or other spot can be taken by a bhikkhu.
Taking as pam/sukûla refers to taking something, thinking it has no owner such as from a rubbish heap. If, in fact, it has an owner and he asks for its return then it should be given back.
This second Pârâjika rule is the most involved rule of all the rules a bhikkhu has to keep and therefore it requires great detail. In order to decide whether a bhikkhu has committed this offence or not, a Vinaya expert needs to consider 5 things: 1. Ownership of the object stolen <ban/d/a> 2. Time <kâla> 3. Place <desa> 4. Value <aggha> 5. Use <paribhoga>.
1. Ownership: If a bhikkhu tells the Vinaya expert that he has stolen a certain object, the Vinaya expert should first consider whether or not the stolen article had an owner and then whether or not the owner had given up hope of the object’s return. If the object had no owner but had been thrown away or discarded, then it is a dukkat/a offence for taking it with the intention to steal it. If the object had an owner and the owner had not given up hope for its return, then a decision must be made according to the value of the object. If at the time the object was stolen, the owner had given up hope for its return, it is not a Pârâjika offence, but it is appropriate to return the article to its owner.
There is a story in the Commentary of a bhikkhu who, seeing a bhikkhu’s robe at a pagoda, took it with an intention to steal. Later, after consulting a Vinaya expert, he searched for the previous owner of the robe and when the circumstances were explained it was found that the original owner had been carrying the robe on his shoulder and, in the midst of a crowd, it had fallen off his shoulder. That bhikkhu, having realised the robe was missing and seeing the large crowd at the pagoda gave up hope for its return thinking that ‘whoever has found the robe will not be able to return it to me.’ It was after this that the other bhikkhu with intention to steal took the robe. Therefore it was decided that he had committed a dukkat/a offence and he returned the robe to its owner.
2. Time refers to the time of the theft. The value of an article can be different at different times and thus fluctuations of value must be considered and the price of the object at the time of the theft must be used when making a decision on a case.
3. Place refers to the place or country of the theft. As the value of an article varies from place to place, country to county, the value of the object at the place of theft is used in deciding a case.
4. Value: The value of an object that is new and in perfect condition will be different from the value of the same object if it has flaws, defects, or cracks.
5. Use: The owner of the stolen object should be asked how much the object was used before it was stolen, as the use of it would possibly have reduced the value due to wear and tear.<note in old ms.: bindukappa in Burma.>
It has been mentioned above that the Pâli <i.e. the mâtika in the Vibhanga> lists 25 ways in which an article can be stolen. The Commentary to this section is over 70 pages in length. Because of the importance of this rule I will attempt to list all the major points for each of the 25 headings and then the examples of each case and decision that occurs in the Pâli.

<Here, the ms. breaks off. The following is an excerpt from an earlier draft of the manuscript. Regarding it, the author has a pencil mark in the latest draft: Not completely finished — need to rewrite 25 types of theft in detail>

Translation of 25 ways of theft, part 1, Pâli:

1. on the ground 2. on a mound 3. in the sky 4. in a place 5. in the water 6. on a boat 7. on a cart, yâna 8. head dress 9. orchard 10. monastery. 11. field 12. legal action 13. in a village 14. in the forest 15. water 16. toothwood 17. timber 18. whilst carrying 19. not giving back 20. customs house, tax office 21. animals 22. ordering 23. looking after, protecting 24. in a group 25. arranging a time giving a signal

The 25 ways mentioned in the Commentary can be regrouped into eleven categories as they are in khuddhasikkha t/îka. The eleven groups are:

1. To take by instigating a legal action.

Here a person in order to obtain ownership of someone else’s property takes another person to court and contests ownership. In this case a bhikkhu who knowing that he does not really own the property starts to take legal action in order to use the power of the court to steal, commits a dukkat/a offence. When the real owner has doubts that he will win, the bhikkhu has committed a Thullaccaya offence, and then the owner gives up attempts to regain ownership the bhikkhu is pârâjiko.

2. While carrying something for another person, the carrier decides to steal that thing. If, for example, the article is carried on the head, then at the time of touching it, he would be dukkat/a. When shaking it he would be Thullaccaya and when moving it from his head to his shoulder, he would be Pârâjika. In the same way, articles carried on other parts of the body such as the hands must be considered.

3. Having kept an article for another

At the time when the owner asks for its return, the keeper does not return it. When the real owner comes to collect his article and the bhikkhu says, ‘I did not take it’, <?nâham gan/hâmi. (V iii.51). This semi-literal translation does not make sense. Idiomatically, it would be ‘I don’t have it or ‘I did not receive it from you.’>it is dukkat/a, when the owner becomes doubtful of its return, then it is Thullaccaya and when he gives up hope for its return, the bhikkhu is pârâjiko.

4. Theft that involves change of posture of a living being. The Commentary gives an example of a bhikkhu wanting to steal the articles being carried by another person. He threatens the person so that he changes his direction and obeys the bhikkhu. At the point that the person has taken one step, the bhikkhu is Thullaccaya, at the second step pârâjiko. This offence involved the changing of the posture of the owner, but the other cases in this category involve the theft of animals such as snakes, birds, cows, and horses. In all these cases, when the bhikkhu moves them with intention to steal he is pârâjiko. In the case of two, four, and many-footed animals, when the last foot moves, the bhikkhu is pârâjiko and the movement of each foot up to that is a Thullaccaya offence.

5. Stealing articles that are in a particular place, such as buried, on the ground, in the water, in a field in the forest, on top of furniture or in a box. When a bhikkhu decides to steal an article such as gold or silver kept in one of these places then, when the touches it, he commits a dukkat/a offence, when he shakes it, a Thullaccaya offence, and when he moves it as much as the breadth of a hair from its position, he is pârâjiko.

6. Theft that involves passing beyond a limit such as avoiding paying tax or a customs duty at a customs house. <Pencilled note from the author: There seems a difference between the Pâli and the Burmese Commentary in khuddasikkha. If the bhikkhu avoids the office, or the tax (?), he is dukkat/a needs further investigation for the moment give Burmese interpretation and look back at this later. – Checked in Bgk. Comm. - explanation confirms Burmese interpretation.> For example, a bhikkhu avoids going to a place where a duty must be paid. These days this would include riding on a train without a ticket and later avoiding the ticket collector at the end of the ride. You could also include an admittance fee or toll in this rule. In Burma in particular, where customs duties have to be paid on most goods and smuggling is the base of the whole economy, you have to declare anything you have when you enter the country. If the customs officials say that you do not need to pay a duty then you can go. If you hid a dutiable item and passed beyond the customs office at the first step beyond the office, you would be Thullaccaya, at the second pârâjiko. Another thing is riding on air-conditioned buses in Bangkok. These are not free for monks, but many monks get on and ride them and don't pay a fare. It is not up to the conductor to ask; it is up to the bhikkhu to offer to pay and then be refused. The normal govt. buses are free for bhikkhus in Bangkok.
There is also another type of theft included in this category that involves passing beyond a limit. Within his monastery, a bhikkhu decides to steal an article he is carrying once he gets outside the monastery. He decides that if he is asked about it within the monastery, he will say that he is only borrowing it. Once he has made this decision and he crosses the monastery boundary carrying the article, he has committed a Pârâjika.

7. This group includes theft in which the victim does not see the thief or know that the theft has occurred. It includes the types of theft committed by a burglar who conceals himself and is not seen breaking into the premises; and also trickery and fraud, as when false weights and measures are used to deceive a person into paying more for goods.

8. Theft that is accomplished by force, violence, threatening behavious, and creation of fear. When a person uses force or violence to steal such as in a mugging, when one person is threatened with a knife or other weapon, this is the type of theft meant here. <pencilled note: There is an example on p. 19 of Khu Sikkha that I cannot read properly. It seems to mean:↓)

These days, if a bhikkhu threatened someone into giving money or donations to him by saying that if you do not give it to me I will never again accept anything from you (turning over the almsbowl), then this would be included here.<?Extortion or coercion come under theft neither in the Vinaya nor in the law of any country.>

9. During a distribution of requisites by drawing lots, a monk changes his ticket without the others knowing in order to get a better requisite. (Rigging)

10. Covering an article with leaves, or grass in order to come back and steal it later. For example, someone drops a valuable item and the bhikkhu covers it over so that the owner will not be able to find it and later the bhikkhu returns and steal that item.

11. To steal articles that one has schemed about. In this case, the bhikkhu who wants some cloth, having entered a dark place in order to steal cloth, searches and finds a bundle. At that time he thinks, ‘If this is cloth, I will steal it, but if it is not cloth, I will not.’ If it is cloth, then when he moves it, he is pârâjiko, but if it is not, he is not pârâjiko. If when he takes it to a place where he can see, he finds it to be something else and then decides to steal that, at the first footstep he is thullaccayo and at the second pârâjiko.

<pencil note: don’t forget to put in the ‘escape clause’ anâpatti section.>

There are several examples given in the original Pâli, which illustrate this rule and a few of them will be given here:

<Pencil note: 25 ways of theft: The mâtika in Vibhanga gives 25 if you count animals as one group. Check Kankhavîtarani. * pretty hard to decipher. Vibhanga padabhâjana seems to be easiest and clearest.)

1. At one time, the group of six bhikkhus, having gone to a bank of the river where clothes were washed, stole a bundle of clothes. They had committed a Pârâjika offence.

2. Another bhikkhu, having gone to a bank of the river where clothes were washed, saw an expensive piece of cloth and the thought of stealing it arose in his mind. He was not pârâjiko, and there is no offence for only thinking about stealing

3. Another bhikkhu, seeing an expensive piece of cloth thought about stealing it and also touched it. He was not pârâjiko, but had committed a dukkat/a offence.

4. Another bhikkhu, seeing an expensive piece of cloth thought about stealing it, touched it, and shook it. He had committed a Thullaccaya offence.

5. Another bhikkhu seeing an expensive cloth thought about stealing it, touched it, shook it and moved it from its place. He was pârâjiko.

6. At one time, a bhikkhu seeing an article during the day decided to steal it at night. That monk, having thus intended, stole that article ... having thus intended stole a different article and therefore he had committed a Pârâjika offence.

7. Having seen an article during the day and having decided to steal it at night, that bhikkhu instead stole his own article and had committed a dukkat/a offence.

8. At one time, a monk hung his robe up outside and another monk who saw it, thinking, ‘Let this robe not be damaged’ took it and put it away. The first monk returning went around, asking ‘Who has stolen my robe?’ and accused the second monk who had put the robe away of stealing it. The second monk had actually committed no offence.

9. At one time a monk having seen a piece of cloth that had been blown away by a strong wind picked it up with the intention to return it to its owner. The owner accused him of being a thief but the monk had actually committed no offence.

10. At a time when robes belonging to the Sangha were being distributed by drawing lots, a monk intending to steal a robe changed his ticket. He had committed a Pârâjika offence.

11. Once the Venerable Ânanda, while bathing, put on another monk’s robe thinking that it was his own. He had committed no offence.

12. A group of monks, having seen the remains of a kill of a lion, having caused it to be cooked, ate it. They had committed no offence for taking something stored by an animal.

13. At that time, when a Sangha meal was being distributed, a monk lied by saying ‘Give me some for another monk’ and took extra. He had not committed a Pârâjika offence, but an offence for consciously telling a lie.

14. At one time a monk seeing a bag on a long bench thought, ‘If I take the bag from the bench I will commit a Pârâjika offence’ so he took the bag together with the bench. He had committed a Pârâjika offence.

15. At one time two monks who were friends went for alms. The first monk, accepting some food on behalf of his friend later, having taking it on trust made use of it. The monk having taken the food on trust had committed no offence.

16. At one time a thief stole mangoes from a mango grove but was seen by the owner and chased. He threw away the bag of mangoes. A monk saw the bag and, thinking that it was paŋsukûla (without an owner), had it offered and made use of the mangoes. The owner of the mango grove accused that monk of committing a Pârâjika offence. The monk had in fact committed no offence because he had not intended to steal the mangoes, but had taken them thinking that they had been discarded and had no owner.

<pencil note: need to find out the meaning of p. 81 para 5 & 6. Need to rewrite and reresearch first two Pârâjikas.>

<end of old ms.’s excerpt>

3. The third Pârâjika concerns intentionally taking the life of a human being.
This rule was laid down by the Buddha because of an incident that occurred whilst he was living at Vesâli in the Mahâvana monastery. At that time, many bhikkhus were practising meditation developing the perception of repulsiveness of the body. They became so disgusted with their bodies that they decided to kill themselves, they also caused other bhikkhus to take their lives and even asked another ascetic, who was not a bhikkhu, to take their lives in exchange for their robes and bowls. That ascetic, Migalan/d/ika, took a knife and killed many bhikkhus each day for 15 days whilst the Buddha had entered into solitary retreat. The Commentary says that 500 bhikkhus died during that time. Arising from retreat, the Buddha asked the Venerable Ânanda why there were so few bhikkhus present, and Ânanda told the Buddha what had happened.
The Buddha laid down this rule on account of the bhikkhus who killed each other and caused others to kill them and not because of those who committed suicide or because of the actions of Migalan/d/ika, which both are not the basis of a Pârâjika offence. (Migalan/d/ika was not a bhikkhu.) Thus the initial form of this rule was:
‘Whatever bhikkhu should intentionally take the life of a human being, provide poison or a lethal weapon (for that purpose) is one who has committed a Pârâjika offence, one who is no longer permitted to remain in the bhikkhu Sangha.’
At a later time after that, there was a sick man who had a beautiful wife and the Group of Six Bhikkhus (see also 2. Pârâjika) became enamoured of that woman. They thought that while that man was still alive, they would not be able to obtain his wife so they decided to praise the benefits of death and encourage that sick man to die. That man died, and when his wife heard of what the Group of six bhikkhus had done, she criticised them and eventually the story reached the Buddha who also criticised them and amended this rule to its final form thus:
‘Whatever bhikkhu should intentionally take the life of a human being, provide poison or a lethal weapon (for that purpose) or praise the benefits of dying or show a method in order to cause or enable a person to commit suicide saying, ‘Sir, what is the use of living this miserable and painful life? Death would be better than living like this’, or with this purpose and intention in mind should by any other way praise the benefits of dying or show a method in order to cause or enable a person to commit suicide; then that bhikkhu is one who has committed a Pârâjika offence, one who is no longer permitted to remain in the bhikkhu Sangha.’
There are 5 factors involved in the commission of this offence:
1. The person killed is a human being.

2. The bhikkhu knows he is killing a living being.
3. The bhikkhu has the intention to kill.
4. He makes an effort to kill.
5. The victim dies.
In factor 1, a ‘human being ‘ranges from an embryo from the time of fertilisation or conception in the womb up until the very last moment of a person’s life.
In factor 2, the bhikkhu knows it is a living being and it does not matter whether he knows it is a human being. <?A commentarial idea. The Vibhange says no such thing.>To explain this point, the Commentary gives the example of four sheep.
1. A bhikkhu seeing a sheep asleep at a certain place decides to kill that sheep. He does not know that really in is a person sleeping under a sheepskin. Thinking, ‘I am killing this sheep’, he really kills his mother, father, or an Arahat who are under the skin. He has committed a Pârâjika offence and also an ânantariya kamma (a serious action that results in certain rebirth in hell.)
2. If any other human being is under the skin, it is only a Pârâjika offence. <??? Very poor and embarrassing understanding of Vinaya or the law of kamma. Just before the killing, the intention is to kill an animal and not a human being; therefore, it is clearly not intentionally killing a human being.>

3. If it is a yakkha or peta under the skin, it is a Thullaccaya offence.
4. If it really is a sheep then it is a Pâcittiya offence.
In factor 3, he has the intention to kill a living being and is acting with that purpose in mind.
In factor 4, he must make an effort by body, speech, or both. The rule defines four ways in which the effort is made:
He kills by himself (6 ways: includes even killing by using mantras, spells and psychic powers) or he causes another to kill for him.

He provides poison, a weapon, knife, gun, or rope and places it near that person so that they can commit suicide.
He speaks in praise of dying, i.e. ‘You have made great merit, if you kill yourself you will be reborn in a heavenly existence and enjoy sensual pleasures.’
He shows a method by which that person can commit suicide, ‘Kill yourself with poison ... a knife ... a rope.’
In factor 5, at the moment that the victim dies it is a Pârâjika offence.
There is no offence for a bhikkhu who has no intention to kill, who kills unknowingly; who does not desire to kill, and for a bhikkhu who is insane. No intention means, without thinking ‘By doing this I will kill a being.’ Giving poisoned food to someone without knowing that it is poisoned is an example of unknowingly killing. Giving a blow to someone out of anger but not desiring to kill them, but they die, is an example of not desiring to kill. There is not much difference between these three and the decisions of cases below contain more examples.
The Commentary gives one example worth mentioning here of a bhikkhu who sticks a sword or spear that is covered in blood into a haystack in order to clean it. If his mother, father, or an Arahant is inside the haystack and they are thus accidentally killed there is no offence or kammic fault in this case. [This very example is used by Jains to criticise Buddhism - see Jain Sutras, Vol. 2.]
The rule itself is the brief form of explanation and it is difficult to understand the complete detailed meaning without a detailed analysis and many examples. Here are some examples found in the Pâli text.
If a bhikkhu instructs another bhikkhu saying, ‘Kill such and such a person’ and if the second bhikkhu kills that person as instructed then both has have committed a Pârâjika offence. If the second bhikkhu does not kill the person as instructed, but kills another person then only the second bhikkhu has committed a Pârâjika offence. If the second bhikkhu thinking he has been instructed to kill another person other than the one as actually instructed really kills the one as actually instructed then both bhikkhus have committed a Pârâjika offence. If the second bhikkhu thinking he has been instructed to kill another person other than the one as actually instructed and kills the other person then only the second bhikkhu committed a Pârâjika offence.
If the second bhikkhu, having tried to kill the person as instructed, returns to the first bhikkhu and says ‘I am unable to kill that person’ and the first bhikkhu instructs again saying ‘Kill him whenever you can’ and the second bhikkhu kills that person, then both have committed a Pârâjika offence.
If the first bhikkhu changes his mind and before he can tell the second bhikkhu not to kill that person, that person is killed as instructed, then both have committed a Pârâjika offence.
If the first bhikkhu changes his mind and he tells the second bhikkhu not to kill that person, but the second bhikkhu does not listen and kills that person then only the second bhikkhu has committed a Pârâjika offence.
If the first bhikkhu arranges to kill a certain person at a particular time and the second bhikkhu kills that person at another time either before or after, then only the second bhikkhu has committed a Pârâjika offence. If the second bhikkhu kills that person at the time arranged then both bhikkhus have committed a Pârâjika offence.
If the first bhikkhu says ‘When I give a sign by closing my eye or raising my eyebrows or nodding my head then kill that person’, and the second bhikkhu kills that person because of that sign, then both have committed a Pârâjika offence. If, before or after the sign is given, the second bhikkhu kills that person then only the second bhikkhu has committed a Pârâjika offence.
If a bhikkhu instructs a second bhikkhu to instruct a third bhikkhu to instruct a fourth bhikkhu to kill a certain bhikkhu and he kills the person as instructed, then all four bhikkhus have committed a Pârâjika offence. If, however, the second bhikkhu, not following the instructions of the first bhikkhu, speaks directly to the fourth bhikkhu or instructs a fifth bhikkhu to instruct the fourth bhikkhu, and the fourth bhikkhu kills that person as instructed, then only the second and fourth, or second, fifth, and fourth have committed a Pârâjika offence.

If a bhikkhu encourages someone to commit suicide by praising the benefits of dying, saying ‘A person who dies like this gains great wealth, great fame, gains rebirth in heavenly realms’ or he sends a letter or messenger to encourage that person to commit suicide and that person, listening, decides to kill himself and dies, then it is a Pârâjika offence.

If a bhikkhu digs a pit or arranges a booby-trap, thinking ‘Having fallen into this pit or fallen onto this knife or fallen onto this poisoned barb such and such will die’, when that person dies it is a Pârâjika offence. If another person dies, it is no offence.

If a bhikkhu digs a pit or arranges a booby-trap thinking ‘May any person who falls into this pit or sets off this booby-trap die’ then if a human being dies, it is a Pârâjika offence.

If a bhikkhu places a knife, spear, rock, poison, rope or a weapon near another person thinking ‘With this instrument this person will commit suicide’, then if that person commits suicide it is a Pârâjika offence.

If a bhikkhu gives medicine to a sick person knowing that if that person eats that medicine that person will die, then, if he does, it is a Pârâjika offence.

If a bhikkhu frightens a person with a sight, sound, smell, taste, or touch, thinking ‘This person will die of fright’ and that person dies, it is a Pârâjika offence.

If a bhikkhu teaches Dhamma concerning hell realms, thinking ‘This person will die of fright’ or teaches about heavenly realms, thinking ‘Having heard this he will wish to die’, and that person dies, it is a Pârâjika offence.

Here are some examples of cases and decisions made by the Buddha:

1. A bhikkhu out of compassion encouraged another bhikkhu who was painfully ill to die. It was decided that he had committed a Pârâjika offence.

2. A bhikkhu entered a house for alms and sat down on a chair covered with a cloth. Underneath the cloth was a baby and it died. It was decided that he had committed no offence.

3. A bhikkhu who had a piece of meat stuck in his throat was struck by another bhikkhu, who wanted to remove it, and died. It was decided to be no offence because he did not desire to kill.

4. A bhikkhu unknowingly received poisoned almsfood and offered it to another bhikkhu who died. It was no offence because he did not know.

5. A bhikkhu desiring to test whether something was poison gave it to another bhikkhu who died. It was decided to be a Thullaccaya offence.

6. Some bhikkhus were raising up rocks for building a monastery and the bhikkhu above accidentally dropped a rock on the bhikkhu below and killed him. It was no offence because he had no desire to kill.

7. Whilst building a monastery a bhikkhu tried to kill another bhikkhu by dropping a rock on him, but he did not die. It was a Thullaccaya offence.

8. A bhikkhu tried to commit suicide by throwing himself off a cliff, but he landed on a person and killed him. It was no offence.<?But on that occasion the Buddha made a rule that one should not throw oneself down. If any bhikkhu did it again, it would be a dukkat/a. (Thus, bungee-jumping and parachuting are against the Vinaya — sorry!) Attempted suicide as such is no offence. May V. Nyanavira rest in peace.>

9. A bhikkhu bathed a sick bhikkhu who died. This was no offence because he did not desire to kill. [Examples are presented with various forms of medical treatment.]

10. A bhikkhu gave a woman medicine in order to induce an abortion. In one case both the woman and child died – it was a Pârâjika offence. In another case, only the child died; it was also a Pârâjika offence. In another case, only the woman died and the child lived – it was a Thullaccaya offence because the bhikkhu intended only to kill the child.

11. A woman asked for medicine so that she could become pregnant and a bhikkhu gave her medicine for that purpose and she died. It was decided to be a dukkat/a offence for giving medicine. [Bhikkhus should not treat people who are not bhikkhus, sâman/eras, their parents, workers in the monastery, or dacoits.]

12. A bhikkhu sent another bhikkhu to a place where there were murderers and that bhikkhu was killed. Because he did not desire to kill that bhikkhu, it was no offence. If he sent that bhikkhu to such a dangerous place (with tigers, yakkhas, murderers) desiring him to be killed, it would be a Pârâjika offence.

13. The Group of Six Bhikkhus set fire to the forest and some people died in the fire. It was decided that it was no offence because they did not desire to kill anyone.

14. A bhikkhu went to a place of execution and said to the executioner, ‘Do not torture this man; kill him with one stroke’ and the executioner replied ‘Very well’ and killed the robber with one stroke. This was decided to be a Pârâjika offence. At another time, a bhikkhu said the same as above, but the executioner replied, ‘I will not do as you say’, and killed the robber. This was decided to be a dukkat/a offence.

The fourth Pârâjika rule concerns the boasting of having attained enlightenment or jhânas when one has not in fact attained them.

This rule was laid down by the Buddha because of the behaviour of a group of a group of bhikkhus who lived beside the Vaggumudâ River in the Vajji district. At that time, there was a famine in the area at the time that those bhikkhus entered the rains retreat so that almsfood was scarce. The bhikkhus therefore decided that if they boasted of having attained jhâna, magga and phala even though they had not in fact attained them people would offer them more food and requisites and they would be able to live comfortably during the rains retreat. At the end of the rains retreat, they went to visit the Buddha who, knowing that they had committed a serious fault and desiring to lay down a rule, questioned them about their conduct. They told him all that they had done after which the Buddha criticised them for their behaviour and gave a discourse in which he ranks falsely claiming to have attained jhâna, magga, and phala as the worst form of theft because one steals almsfood from the whole population. The Buddha, to show how a bhikkhu should give up his life rather than break this rule, said that it would be better for a bhikkhu to have his stomach cut out with a sharp knife than to lie about attaining, jhâna, magga, and phala. This is because having one’s own stomach cut out with a knife, although painful and fatal, would not lead to rebirth in Niraya hell but lying about attaining jhâna, magga or phala would lead to rebirth in Niraya hell.

[The Commentary states that if a bhikkhu commits a Pârâjika offence and does not disrobe he is incapable of attaining jhâna, magga or phala or rebirth in a heavenly realm, but if he disrobes and becomes a householder, or novice and practises generosity, takes three refuges and keeps the appropriate precepts he is able to attain jhâna, magga, phala and rebirth in heaven. This shows that only if he does not disrobe will he be reborn in Niraya hell and that only by disrobing can he restore his purity.]

Thus the Buddha laid down the initial form of this fourth Pârâjika rule, which was later amended because some bhikkhus who had been meditating came to believe they had attained jhâna, magga and phala and having told other bhikkhus this later realised they had overestimated their own experience and they had not really experienced jhâna, magga or phala. Thus the final form of the rule is:

‘Whatever bhikkhu without having experienced the knowledge and vision of jhâna or magga and phala should claim to possess it, saying, ‘I know this, I see this,’ and if after that, at another time, he is questioned or even if he is not questioned having committed this offence and desiring to become pure he should say, ‘Venerable Sir without having known this I said I know this, without having seen this I said I see this, what I said was a useless lie’; unless it was because of overestimation then that bhikkhu is one who has committed a Pârâjika offence and one who is no longer permitted to remain in the bhikkhu Sangha.’

There are five factors involved in the commission of this offence:

1. The bhikkhu has not experienced jhâna, magga or phala.

2. He speaks* because of evil desires (desiring to boast). [* If he communicates by body, speech or writing it is a Pârâjika offence.]

3. He speaks directly about himself.

4. The listener is a human being.

5. The listener at that time understands what is said.

In factor no. 1, jhâna, magga, and phala are technical terms that refer to high forms of calm and concentration (jhâna) and the realisation of Nirvana (magga and phala). Since this book is mainly for bhikkhus, here is the detailed list of uttarimanussadhammas referred to in this rule:

1. jhâna – first, second, third, or fourth jhânas

2. vimokkha – suññata, animitta, appan/ihita

3. samâdhi – suññata, animitta, appan/ihita

4. samâpatti – suññata, animitta, appan/ihita

5. ñân/a – three knowledges being the recollection of past lives, the divine eye that understand kamma and knowledge of the Four Noble Truths.

6. magga – the Eightfold Noble Path, Path consciousness that has Nirvana as its object, Four Satipat/t/hânas, Four Right Efforts, Four Iddhipâda, Five Indriya, Five Bala, Seven Bojjhangas. (All these are referring to the lokuttara path only. – the Commentary.)

7. phala – Sotâpatti phala, sakadâgâmi phala, anâgâmi phala, arahatta phala. Stream entry, once-returner, non-returner, Arahat.

8. Removal of kilesa – removal of greed, anger and delusion.

9. Freedom from hindrances – freedom from greed, anger and delusion.

10. Delight in Solitude – this is an indirect reference to the four jhânas and not literally delighting in solitude which is not connected with jhâna, magga or phala.

In factor no. 3, he has to speak directly about himself, i.e. ‘I am possessed of this, I have experienced this’. If, however, he speaks indirectly, saying ‘The bhikkhu is such and such a monastery is enlightened’ even if he lives in that monastery and is referring to himself it is only a Thullaccaya offence. If the listener does not understand it is a dukkat/a offence.

In factor no. 4, if the listener is not human but is a deva, yakkha, or animal it is a dukkat/a offence.

In factor no. 5, the listener must understand what is being said. If he is deaf, too young to understand or the bhikkhu speaks in a foreign language and he does not understand it is a dukkat/a offence for the bhikkhu. Also, the listener must understand at that time and not later.

There is no offence if the bhikkhu speaks because of overestimation, does not intend to boast falsely, or is insane.

Overestimation occurs in people who have been practising meditation and because of their diligent effort, their mind becomes calm and temporarily free from defilements. They then mistake this for jhâna, magga, and phala and later, when the defilements return they realise their mistake.

Some examples of not desiring to boast falsely can be found below. Most of these statements are ambiguous and were made by a bhikkhu innocent of the intent to make a false claim.

The following are cases and decisions for each made by the Buddha:

1. A bhikkhu lived in the forest thinking, ‘If I live in the forest people will think highly of me, worship me and make offerings to me’. People seeing him live in the forest worshipped him. The Buddha decided that this was not a Pârâjika offence, but laid down a rule making it a dukkat/a offence to live in the forest or do anything else aimed at impressing people and gaining offerings.

2. A bhikkhu desiring to boast said to another bhikkhu, ‘My teacher’s students are all Arahats’. This was decided to be a Thullaccaya offence because he did not directly refer to himself.

3. A bhikkhu desiring to boast said to a layman, ‘The bhikkhu who lives in the hut offered by you is an Arahat’. This was decided to be a Thullaccaya offence.

4. A bhikkhu who was alone in a secluded place said ‘I have attained jhâna and magga and phala’. This was decided to be a dukkat/a offence.

5. A Brahmin invited a bhikkhu saying, ‘Venerable Arahat, please come’.That bhikkhu thought ‘I am not an Arahat, yet this Brahmin uses this word. What should I do?’ He told this to the Buddha who decided that there is no offence if a person uses such an appellation as a sign of respect.

6. A bhikkhu’s relatives came even to him and asked him to return to lay life and he replied ‘ I cannot return to live as a layman.’ It was decided to be no offence because he did not intend to boast.

7. A bhikkhu’s relatives came to him and said ‘Come and enjoy sensual pleasure’, asking him to disrobe and he replied, ‘I have finished with sensual pleasure.’ It was decided to be no offence because he did not intend to boast.

Venerable Sirs, the four Pârâjika rules have now been recited. Whatever bhikkhu who has committed any one of the offences is no longer permitted to remain in the bhikkhu Sangha. Just as he was a layman before being a bhikkhu, so too he becomes a layman after he has committed a Pârâjika offence and is no longer permitted to remain in the bhikkhu Sangha. With regards to these rules, Venerable Sirs, I ask you, are you pure? For a second time I ask you, are you pure? For a third time I ask you, are you pure? Because you are silent I therefore understand that the Venerable Ones are pure.

pârâjikam/ nit/t/hitam/

Sanghâdisesa section

(Definition of Sanghâdisesa can be found after rule no. 13)

1. Sukkavissatthi sikkhâpada:

The first Sanghâdisesa offence concerns masturbation and emission of semen which was laid down on account of the Ven. Seyyasaka who, being unhappy living as a bhikkhu, was advised by the Ven. Udâyi to eat as much as he liked, sleep as much as he like, bathe as much as he liked, and, when bored and lustful, to masturbate. Hearing about this, the Buddha laid down this rule: ‘The intentional emission of semen is a Sanghâdisesa offence.’

This rule was later amended on account of some bhikkhus who emitted semen whilst dreaming. They told this matter to the Buddha who decided that the intention present whilst dreaming was not significant enough to constitute an offence and so the final form of the rule became:

‘The intentional emission of semen except whilst dreaming is a Sanghâdisesa offence.’

There are three factors involved in this offence:

1. The bhikkhu has the intention to emit semen.

2. He makes an effort to emit semen.

3. He emits semen.

In factor no. 1, intention refer to the intention of a bhikkhu who is awake and does not include the intention present whilst dreaming, which is insignificant (abbohârika). If the bhikkhu intends to emit semen for any purpose whatsoever, for pleasure, for health, to use as a medicine, for use as a sperm donation, or in order to examine it, it will be a Sanghâdisesa offence.

In factor no. 2, a bhikkhu making a physical effort using his hand, a part of his body, or any object or by shaking his body or by causing somebody else to make an effort for him will have committed an offence.

In factor 3, at the moment that as much semen as a small fly could drink enters the urethra from the vas deferens, whether that semen is emitted from the penis or not, it is an offence. If a bhikkhu masturbates but does not emit semen, it is a Thullaccaya offence.

There is no offence for a bhikkhu who does not intend to emit semen; who does not make an effort to emit semen; who emits semen whilst dreaming or if he is insane.

The Buddha explained that there are five causes of erections in men: because of 1. lust 2. urine 3. faeces 4. wind 5. contact with the hairs of certain insects. Therefore an Arahat, although free from lust, may still have erections, but it is impossible for an Arahat to emit semen. (Arahats do not have dreams, either.) Also, a bhikkhu who falls asleep mindfully and with clear understanding does not emit semen (sati, sampajaññâ).

The method of sleeping during the day is to determine in the mind to sleep only for a brief period of time such as the time it would take his hair to dry if wet.

At night before going to sleep the bhikkhu should determine in his mind the time he will awake and then practise Buddhânussati, Dhammânussati or Sanghânussati until he falls asleep.

The following are some cases and decisions that the Buddha made for each:

1. A bhikkhu who emitted semen whilst dreaming was decided to have committed no offence.

2. A bhikkhu not desiring to emit semen emitted semen whilst defecating was decided to have committed no offence.

3. A bhikkhu thinking about sex emitted semen, and another bhikkhu looking at a naked woman emitted semen. Both cases were decided to be no offence under this rule because they did not make effort. The Buddha laid down a rule that it is a dukkat/a offence for a bhikkhu to look at a naked woman.

4. A bhikkhu, desiring to emit semen, bathed with hot water had committed a Sanghâdisesa offence if semen was emitted and a Thullaccaya offence if semen was not emitted.

5. A bhikkhu not desiring to emit semen emitted semen whilst applying medicine to a sore on his penis. This was decided to be no offence.

6. A bhikkhu desiring to emit semen emitted semen whilst applying medicine to a sore on his penis. This was decided to be a Sanghâdisesa offence.

7. A bhikkhu desiring to emit semen called a novice and asked him to hold his penis. While the novice was holding his penis, he emitted semen. This was decided to be a Sanghâdisesa offence.

8. A bhikkhu desiring to emit semen emitted semen by inserting his penis into a pile of sand. This was decided to be a Sanghâdisesa offence.

2. Kâyasam/saga sikkhâpada: The second Sanghâdisesa rule concerns engaging in physical contact with a woman which was laid down on account of the Ven. Udâyi who because of lust touched the wife of a Brahmin while showing them his monastery. The Buddha hearing about this laid down this rule:

‘Whatever bhikkhu lustful and with perverted mind should engage in physical contact with a woman, holding her hand, holding her hair, or touching any other part of her body, has committed a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There are five factors involved in this offence:

1. The woman is a human female.

2. The bhikkhu thinks she is a human female.

3. He is lustful for physical contact

4. He makes an effort to have physical contact.

5. He touches her hand, her hair or touches any other part of her body.

In factor no. 1, human female means any woman who is alive, even a baby girl who has just been born. The corpse of a woman that could be the basis of the first Pârâjika offence for sexual intercourse is the basis of a Thullaccaya offence in this rule.

If the woman’s corpse has decomposed more than that, it is the basis of a dukkat/a offence.

Touching a doll in the form of a woman, a woman’s clothes, or a picture of a woman, is a dukkat/a offence. [If a woman clothes are offered for making robes then there is no offence in using that cloth.] If a bhikkhu touches his mother, sister or daughter out of affection then it is a dukkat/a offence.

If he touches a female animal, it is a dukkat/a offence. If with lust he touches a eunuch, it is a Thullaccaya offence, if a man a dukkat/a offence, if a male animal a dukkat/a offence.

In factor no. 2, if a bhikkhu thinks he is touching a woman and it really is a woman then it is a Sanghâdisesa offence. If a bhikkhu is uncertain as to whether it is a woman he is touching or he thinks it is a eunuch, a man, or an animal and it really is a woman, then it is a Thullaccaya offence.

In factor 3, the bhikkhu must have a lustful desire to touch a woman and if he has no such desire, it is no offence.

In factor no. 4, the movement of the body because of lust in order to touch the woman is called effort here. If a lustful woman makes an effort and touches a bhikkhu, but he does not make an effort to touch her, does not move and remains perfectly still there is no offence for him even if he is lustful. If, whilst making an effort to escape from a woman, he touches her, then there is also no offence.

In factor no. 5, any form of direct contact between his body and her body is meant, even touching a body hair. If he holds onto her clothes or touches her with a stick, cloth, his almsbowl or any other object it is a Thullaccaya offence.

There is no offence for a bhikkhu who touches woman unintentionally, unmindfully, unknowingly, if he does not consent to be touched, or if he is insane.

Unintentionally means that without thinking ‘By doing this I will touch this woman’, he touches her accidentally, such as whilst accepting an offering. 

Unmindfully means whilst thinking of something else or without consideration he unmindfully stretches his arms or legs and touches a woman.

Unknowingly means that thinking it is a man he touches a woman.

The following are some cases and decisions that the Buddha made for each:

1. For monks who touched their mother, daughters, or sisters out of affection it was decided that they had committed a dukkat/a offence.

2. A monk who engaged in physical contact with his former wife had committed a Sanghâdisesa offence.

3. It was decided to be at can offence for engaging in physical contact with a female yakkha, a female deva, a eunuch, or a corpse of a woman.

4. It was decided to be a Sanghâdisesa offence for engaging in physical contact with a sleeping woman.

5. A dukkat/a offence for engaging in physical contact with a female animal or a wooden model of a woman (includes pictures or drawings of woman – the Commentary).

6. It was decided to be a dukkat/a offence in the case of a bhikkhu who, being lustful, shook a bridge on which a woman was walking, shook a tree that a woman was climbing, shook a boat in which a woman was riding.

7. It was decided to be a Thullaccaya offence for a bhikkhu who, being lustful, pulled a rope which a woman was holding, pulled on a stick which a woman was holding, pushed a woman with his almsbowl.

8. A bhikkhu who was surrounded by many women and carried away was decided to have committed no offence because he did not consent to being touched.

9. It was decided to be a Sanghâdisesa offence for a bhikkhu who having seen a woman in front of him and being lustful brushed her with his shoulder, and also for a bhikkhu who, while being made obeisance to by a woman, being lustful moved his foot. (If a woman takes hold of a bhikkhu’s feet in order to make obeisance to him, he should stop here, move his feet away, or stay perfectly still. If he stays perfectly still even though he consents there is no offence (the Commentary).

10. It was decided to be a dukkat/a offence for a bhikkhu who tried to touch a woman, but he did not mange to touch her.

Dutthullavâcâsikkâpada: The third Sanghâdisesa rule concerns lewd speech about sex or sexual organs. This rule was laid down on account of the actions of the Ven. Udâyi who spoke lewdly to women who visited his monastery. The Buddha hearing of this laid down this rule:

‘Whatever bhikkhu being lustful and with perverted mind should speak lewdly to a woman, just like a young man speaks to a young woman, asking for sexual intercourse, has committed a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There are five factors involved in this offence:

1. She is a human female.

2. The bhikkhu thinks she is a human female.

3. He has lustful desire to speak lewd speech.

4. He speaks lewd speech.

5. At that time, she understands what is said.

In factor no. 1, the definition is different from the previous rule and here it refers to only those human females who can understand whether the bhikkhu is speaking lewd, sexually suggestive speech or not.

In factor no. 2: If the bhikkhu thinks he is speaking to a woman and she is really a woman it is a Sanghâdisesa offence, but if it is not really a woman, it is a dukkat/a offence. If he thinks he is speaking to a man and it is really a woman, it is a Thullaccaya offence.

In factor no. 3: The bhikkhu must have a lustful desire to speak lewdly and if that is not his intention but the speech is ambiguous, it is not an offence.

In factor no. 4, lewd speech is briefly defined as speech concerning the vagina, anus, or sexual intercourse. In the rule, the phrase, ‘just like a young man speaks to a young woman, asking for sexual intercourse’ is just an example of the worst type of speech. The detailed explanation of the Pâli shows nine categories:

1. He praises or flatters the appearance or beauty of her vagina or anus.

2. He criticises the appearance or ugliness of her vagina or anus.

3. He asks her to give him sexual intercourse.

4. He asks her for sexual intercourse indirectly saying ‘When will be a good time?’, or ‘When will you have sex?’.

5. He asks about her sexual habits, saying, ‘How do you have sex with your husband?’

6. He asks indirect questions saying, ‘Do you have sexual intercourse like this?’

7. He answers questions about sexual intercourse saying, ‘Having sexual intercourse in this way your husband will love you.’

8. Without being asked, he instructs, saying, ‘Having sexual intercourse in this way your husband will love you.’

9. He insults her saying ‘You do not have a woman’s sexual organs; you have a woman’s sexual organs, you do not bleed, you are always bleeding, your clothes are always stained with blood, you are a female eunuch (having no vagina), you are a transvestite, you are a hermaphrodite.’

If a bhikkhu speaks lewdly to a woman concerning another part of her body from the shoulder down and from the knees up, it is a Thullaccaya offence; and if it concerns a part of her body above the shoulders and below the knees, or concerning her clothes, or flowers or adornments that she is wearing, it is a dukkat/a offence.

In factor no. 5, the woman must understand the speech at that time and not later on.

There is no offence for a bhikkhu who is explaining the meaning of the text (like writing this book), who is reciting the text or teaching the text or if he is insane.

The following are some cases and the decisions that the Buddha made for each:

1. A bhikkhu met a woman who was wearing a long-haired cloak and being lustful he said ‘Sister, your thing has long hairs’. That woman, not understanding what he meant, replied ‘Yes, it is a long-haired cloak.’ The Buddha decided that this was not a Sanghâdisesa offence, but only a dukkat/a offence (because she did not understand).

2. A bhikkhu met a woman who was coming back from planting the field and, being lustful, he said, ‘ Has your thing been planted yet?’ That woman, not understanding, replied, ‘Yes, Venerable sir, it has been planted. This was decided to be a dukkat/a offence.

3. A bhikkhu following behind a female ascetic, being lustful, said, ‘Sister, is your path short?’ (magga can mean path, road or orifice.) She, not understanding, replied, ‘Yes, Venerable Sir, I will have to go.’ This was decided to be a Thullaccaya offence.

4. A bhikkhu met a woman who was doing some work and, being lustful, he said, ‘Sister, stand and I will do it (referring to sex), Sister sit and I will do it, Sister lie down and I will do it’ (three cases reduced to one here). That woman did not understand what he meant and it was decided to be a dukkat/a offence.

5. A bhikkhu, being lustful, said to a woman, ‘Sister, you have faith but that which you give to your husband you do not offer to me.’ She replied ‘What is that?’ He said ‘Sexual intercourse’. This was decided to be a Sanghâdisesa offence.

6. A bhikkhu, being lustful, said to a woman, ‘Sister, you have faith but you do not offer me the best gift’. The rest is as in no. 5.

Attakâmapâricariya sikkhâpada: The fourth Sanghâdisesa rule concerns asking a woman to offer sexual intercourse. This rule was laid down on account of the Ven. Udâyi who spoke praising the offering of sexual intercourse. The Buddha, hearing of this, laid down this rule:

‘Whatever bhikkhu being lustful and with perverted mind should in the presence of a woman speak in praise of the offering of sexual intercourse to himself saying, ‘Sister, with the highest form of service a woman should serve a virtuous, celibate, good-natured person like myself’, has committed a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There are five factors involved in this offence:

1. She is a human female

2. The bhikkhu thinks she is a human female.

3. He has lustful desire to ask for sexual intercourse.

4. He speaks in praise of offering sexual intercourse.

5. At that time she understand that he is asking for sexual intercourse.

In factor 1, the woman must be able to understand whether the bhikkhu is asking for sexual intercourse or not as in the previous rule. If he speaks like this to a eunuch, it is a Thullaccaya offence, and if he speaks like this to a man or an animal, it is a dukkat/a offence.

In factor no. 2, the explanation is the same as factor no. 2 of the previous rule.

In factor no. 3, the bhikkhu must have a lustful desire to ask for sexual intercourse and if that is not his intention and the speech is ambiguous, it is not an offence.

In factor no. 4, bhikkhu bhikkhu’s speech is intended to encourage the woman to offer sexual intercourse by praising such an act as the highest, best, most excellent or most difficult form of service or offering. (See examples below.)

In factor no. 5, the meaning is the same as no. 5 of the previous rule.

There is no offence if he means to praise the offering of robes, almsfood, lodging, or medicine or if he is insane.

Examples: The following are some cases and decisions that the Buddha made for each:

All seven examples given in the Pâli have the same style. A woman says to a bhikkhu: 

1. ‘Venerable Sir, how will I be able to have a son?’

2. ‘Venerable Sir, how will I be able to conceive a son?’

3. ‘Venerable Sir, how will I be able to make my husband love me?’

4. ‘Venerable Sir, how will I be able to become beautiful?’

5. ‘Venerable Sir, what should I offer to you?’

6. ‘Venerable Sir, how should I serve you?’

7. ‘Venerable Sir, how can I obtain a good rebirth?’

In all these cases the bhikkhu replied, ‘Sister, if that is the case, then offer the best offering.’ She asked, ‘What is that?’, and he replied ‘Sexual intercourse.’ All these cases were decided by the Buddha to be Sanghâdisesa offences.

5. Sañcarittasikkhâpada: The fifth Sanghâdisesa rule concerns matchmaking, which was firstly laid down on account of the Ven. Udâyi who engaged in matchmaking of unmarried youths. Later the rule was amended again on account of Ven. Udâyi, who arranged a temporary relationship of a group of men with a prostitute. The final form of the rule is thus:

‘Whatever bhikkhu should engage in matchmaking, by informing a woman that a man desires her to be his wife or informing a man that a woman desires him to be her husband or even arranging a temporary partnership with a courtesan has committed a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There are five factors involved in this rule:

1. The man and woman are both human beings.

2. They can to be married (they are not already married the each other).

3. The bhikkhu accepts to do the matchmaking.

4. He enquires.

5. He brings back the reply.

In factor no. 2, ‘marriage’ includes not only legal marriage but also de facto relationships, and the temporary partnership involved in prostitution. Any two people who are not already married to each other are ‘able to be married’ according to this rule. If a married couple have had a fight and have not separated and the bhikkhu arranges for them to live together again, it is no offence. If the bhikkhu’s own parents have separated <?should read ‘divorced’ here>and he arranges for them to live together again, it is a Sanghâdisesa offence. It is said that even an Arahat could commit this offence.

In factor no. 3, if a person approaches a bhikkhu and says, ‘Venerable Sir, please go to this woman and ask her to become this man’s wife’, and the bhikkhu says, ‘Very well, I will inquire’, or he shows his acceptance by writing or nodding his hand this is called acceptance to matchmake. It does not matter whether he is asked by a man seeking a wife, a woman seeking a husband or if someone else asks on their behalf.

In factor no. 4, the bhikkhu having consented to matchmake goes to the other woman, man, or someone else responsible for them and asks if they agree to the marriage he has been asked to arrange.

In factor no. 5, the bhikkhu brings back the reply, to the first person whether it is an acceptance, refusal, or whether the woman, or man was shy or silent. It is a Sanghâdisesa offence for matchmaking at the time that all these five factors are fulfilled and it does not matter whether the couple get married or not.

There is no offence if he visits a layman’s house because of work connected with a pagoda, Sangha affairs, to obtain medicine for a sick bhikkhu or for any other purpose besides for matchmaking. There is also no offence if he is insane.

Examples: The following are some cases and decisions that the Buddha made for each:

A man said to a bhikkhu, ‘Venerable Sir, please go and enquire about this woman for me.’ That bhikkhu went and asked people ‘Where is this woman?’ They replied ‘She is sleeping.’ This was decided to be a dukkat/a offence. (Read bhâsâtika) (It is a dukkat/a here for accepting to matchmake.)

In the next four cases, the story and decision are the same, but the reply of the people was: She is dead, she has gone away, she is not a woman, she is a female eunuch.

A wife who had a fight with her husband went to her mother’s house. A bhikkhu visiting the house spoke to her and caused her to return to her husband. That bhikkhu was then uncertain about whether he had committed a Sanghâdisesa offence or not and so he asked the Buddha to decide this case. The Buddha asked whether the woman was one who could be matchmade for. Since she was married and not divorced, the bhikkhu replied that she was not a woman who could be matchmade for. The Buddha therefore decided that this was no offence (see factor no. 2. above).

A bhikkhu acted as a matchmaker to arrange a marriage between two eunuchs. This was decided to be a Thullaccaya offence.

qqq6. Kut/kârasikkhâpada: The sixth Sanghâdisesa offence concerns the construction of a hut without a donor. This rule was laid down on account of the bhikkhus of Âlavî district who built huts without a size limit and were asking for labour, tools, and materials. Being constantly asked for labour and tools, people lost confidence in the Sangha, avoided bhikkhus and even ran away and hid when they saw a bhikkhu in the distance. Hearing of this the Buddha laid down this rule:

‘When a hut (kut/i) is being made by a bhikkhu by his own asking, without a donor, and intended for himself then it should be made to the size limits. The size limits are twelve ‘sugata’ spans in length (outside) and seven ‘sugata’ spans across inside. Bhikkhus should be invited in order to appoint a site and they should appoint a site that is not dangerous and has a clearing around it. If a bhikkhu should make a hut by his own asking on a site that is dangerous and without a clearing, or should not invite bhikkhus in order to appoint a site, or should exceed the size limits, it is a Sanghâdisesa offence.’

There are six factors involved in this offence:

1. The hut (kut/i) is plastered inside or outside.

2. It is not too small to be called a hut.

3. a. The site has not been appointed.

b. The limit is exceeded.

4. It is for oneself.

5. It is for living in.

6. The plastering is completed.

This rule contains two ways to commit an offence, therefore factor 3 has been split into parts a and b. If either of these factors is present it will be an offence. If both are present, there are two offences.

In factor no. 1, the word kut/i shows that it is a dwelling being built from material and labour obtained by asking and without a donor. Asking people who are not relatives or inviters to offer materials for building any type of building is a form of Wrong Livelihood and is not allowable. Therefore it must be explained that here asking does not refer to the asking for requisites or materials, but to the asking for labour and borrowing of tools which is allowable. For example, a bhikkhu can ask a carpenter to do some work for him or ask to borrow some tools, but he cannot ask for wood or nails. If, having asked the carpenter to do some work, the carpenter of his own accord offers some nails or wood, then they are allowable. A bhikkhu can ask anyone to bring wood, fruit, leaves, water etc. from the forest, a river, or pond provided they have no owner, but he cannot ask anyone who has not given invitation or who is not a relative for anything that belongs to them; even if it is only as much as asking them to bring a glass of water from their house. Therefore the kut/i this rule refers to is built by asking for materials from a relative or inviter and by asking for labour and borrowing tools from anyone. In order that bhikkhus would not ask people for too much material and labour, the Buddha laid down a limit to the size of a kut/i that has no donor.

Besides this, a kut/i here is not made of wood, bamboo, or grass, but only refers to a building that is plastered inside, outside, or both inside and outside with a plaster of mud, clay, sand and lime, or cement.

In factor no. 2.: The Pâli does not state a minimum size for a kut/i but the Commentary makes the reasonable statement that if the building is not large enough to be slept in, it cannot be included as a kut/i.

The Commentary goes on to decide that a building sixty cubits in length and only four cubits in width is exempt from this rule because a bed could not be put inside and walked around and is therefore not suitable for dwelling in. This, however, does not agree with the Pâli that I will present in factor 3. b., and so I believe it should not but taken as true.

In factor 3 a. the Sangha must be invited to inspect the site and if they cannot all go they can send two or three bhikkhus to look at the site and report back to the Sangha. If the Sangha then approves of that site, a kammavâca (formal announcement) is read and after that, the bhikkhu can build his hut.

The Sangha should only allow a site if it has a clearing around it that is sufficient for a cart drawn by two or four bullocks to pass around the building when it is completed. Also, the site must be in a place where there are no ‘dangers’. The list of dangers includes any place where certain animals live, such as ants, termites, rats, snakes, elephants, horses, lions, tigers or bears, and it also includes a long list of unsuitable sites such as nearby a paddy field, a cultivated field, an execution ground, a cemetery, a pleasure garden, a King’s property, a slaughterhouse or a main road.

In factor 3 b, even if the Sangha has appointed the site and given its permission to build, the kut/i cannot exceed the size limit of twelve ‘sugata’ spans in length being measured from the outside after plastering and seven sugata span across being measured from the inside after plastering. The Pâli clearly states that if either than even length or width exceeds the limit by even as much as a hair’s breadth then it is a Sanghâdisesa offence. (Thus being in conflict with the Commentary’s example of a sixty cubit by four cubit buildings.)

The Commentary also presents another difficulty here because of its definition of a ‘sugata’ span. This term of measurement refers to the hand span of the Buddha and is found in many places in the Pât/imokkha and, unfortunately, the Commentary’s explanation is unbelievable and excessively large. It defines the sugata span as being three spans of an average man. There is no definition given anywhere in the original Pâli. The sub-commentaries are no more helpful and in Burma a sugata span is taken to be roughly 24 inches. This may not appear to be excessive until all the rules containing the measurement of sugata span are considered. The size of robes allowable to bhikkhus and the size of the Buddha’s robe become 9 x 6 sugata spans, which is 18' x 12'. The Buddha would need to be very big, at least 12 feet tall, to wear such a robe and thus it is a widespread belief in Burma that the Buddha was 18 cubits (=27 feet) tall. (See Encyclopaedia Burmanica under Buddha.)

Alternatively, if a normal 10-inch span is used as a sugata span, all the requisites measured in sugata spans are too small for convenience. The robe becomes 7 feet 6 inches x 5 feet and there is no Theravadin bhikkhu with a robe that small, and it cannot even be worn properly.

Clearly, a sugata span is not that big and not that small. By trial and error and taking into account that the robes used by bhikkhus in Burma are probably of an allowable size, then, since the robes used at present are approximately 8' × 6', the sugata span must be larger that 12'', and a reasonable guess puts it between 12’’ and 15’’ in size. Still, no-one knows and in deciding what is or is not an offence the practice in Burma is to stick to the Commentary’s definition of ‘three spans of an average person’.

In factor no. 4, the kut/i is being built for the bhikkhu and not for the Sangha, for another bhikkhu, or for someone else.

In factor no. 5, the kut/i is for living in and is not a hall for eating, for reciting the Pât/imokkha, or for another purpose. The Commentary says that if the bhikkhu thinks, ‘I will build this hall for eating (bhojanasâla) and live in it’, it is also not offence.

In factor no. 6, the Pâli states that when the plastering is unfinished there is a dukkat/a offence for every lump added, when there is one more lump of plaster to be added it is a Thullaccaya offence and when it is completed, it is a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There is no offence if the bhikkhu makes a cave, a hut of stone, wood, or grass provided that they are not plastered inside or outside, if it is for his preceptor, teacher, another person, or for the Sangha, if it is not for living in, or if he is insane.

7. Vihârasikkhâpada: The seventh Sanghâdisesa offence, which concerns the construction of a dwelling (vihara) that has a donor. This rule was laid down on account of the Ven. Channa who, in order to build a dwelling, cut down a tree that was worshipped by people. The people criticised Channa because they believed the tree was alive. (Jains and other religious sects in India believed that plants have one type of consciousness.) The Buddha having heard about this criticised Channa for cutting down a tree worshipped by many people and thus laid down this rule:

‘When a large dwelling (vihara) with a donor is being made by a bhikkhu and is intended for himself, then bhikkhus should be invited in order to appoint a site and they should appoint a site which is not dangerous and has a clearing around it. If a bhikkhu should make a large dwelling on a site that is dangerous and without a clearing, or should not invite bhikkhus in order to appoint a site it is a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There are six factors involved in this offence:

1. The vihara is plastered inside or outside.

2. It is not too small to be called a vihara.

3. The site has not been appointed.

4. It is for oneself.

5. It is for dwelling in.

6. The plastering is completed.

Factors no. 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 are the same as in the previous rule except 3.b. is not included here.

In factor no. 1: a vihara is distinguished from a kut/i of the previous rule by the fact that a vihara has a donor who is sponsoring its construction, because this does not involve the bhikkhu in asking for labour etc., the vihara has no size limit and can be made as large or small as the donor likes.

The no offence section is exactly the same as in the previous rule.

8. Dut/t/hadosa sikkhâpada: The eighth Sanghâdisesa offence concerns groundlessly accusing another bhikkhu of committing a Pârâjika offence. This rule was laid down on account of Ven. Mettiya and Bhummajaka
 who, being angry with Ven. Dabba, who was an Arahat, groundlessly accused him of having sexual intercourse with a bhikkhuni.

Having investigated this accusation and finding out that it was a baseless lie the Buddha laid down this rule:

‘Whatever bhikkhu being angry, vengeful, and displeased should groundlessly accuse another bhikkhu of committing a Pârâjika offence thinking, ‘Perhaps this will cause him to fall from the Life of a bhikkhu, and if after that at another time he is questioned or if he is not questioned that accusation is found to be groundless and he admits his fault then he has committed a Sanghâdisesa offence.’

There are five factors involved in this offence.

1. The person accused is a bhikkhu.

2. He thinks that bhikkhu is pure (has not committed a Pârâjika offence).

3. The accusation is groundless.

4. He accuses or causes someone else to accuse in the presence of the other bhikkhu in order to try to force him to disrobe.

5. The accused bhikkhu understands what is being said.

In factor no. 1, the person accused must be a properly ordained bhikkhu.

In factor no. 2 it makes no difference whether the bhikkhu he accuses has committed a Pârâjika offence or not because, when he makes the accusation, he thinks the other bhikkhu is pure.

In factor no. 3, the accusation is a lie and not based on anything that he has seen, heard, or suspected. This means that he did not actually see or hear the other bhikkhu commit a Pârâjika offence and he did not himself see, hear or know of anyone else who has seen or heard any actions done by that other bhikkhu that would lead him to suspect that the other bhikkhu had committed a Pârâjika offence.

The Pâli, to emphasise the point that he is lying, states that if he has actually seen the other bhikkhu commit a Pârâjika offence but when he accuses him he says ‘I have heard, I suspect’ then this a Sanghâdisesa offence. Also, the same applies to other combinations such as if he has heard or suspects and lies that he has seen.

In factor no. 4., he can accuse the other bhikkhu himself or cause another person to accuse on his behalf. He could accuse by referring directly to the action done (‘You have committed sexual intercourse’), or by reference to the offence (‘You have committed a Pârâjika offence) or by refusing to do Sanghakamma with or pay respects to the other bhikkhu. In the case, when the other bhikkhu asks why and he replies, ‘You are not a bhikkhu’, then it is a Sanghâdisesa offence. The accusation must be made in order to cause the other bhikkhu to disrobe. If, however, it is said in order to abuse or insult the other bhikkhu it is a Pâcittiya offence for abusive speech.

In factor no. 5., the offence occurs at the time the accusation is made and understood. The wording of the rule is only to emphasis that the accusation was a lie and it does not matter whether anyone investigates the accusation or not.

There is no offence for a bhikkhu who accuses another bhikkhu thinking that the other bhikkhu really has committed a Pârâjika offence or if he is insane.

9. Dutiyadut/t/hadosasikkhâpada: The ninth Sanghâdisesa offence concerns using a point of likeness with another thing as the only basis to accuse another bhikkhu of having committed a Pârâjika offence. This rule was laid down on account of Mettiya and Bhummajaka who, failing to get Ven. Dabba to disrobe as mentioned in the previous rule, looked for a new way to do the same thing.

They saw two goats having sexual intercourse and named one Ven. Dabba and the other Mettiya bhikkhuni and then made an accusation saying they had seen Dabba having sexual intercourse with Mettiya bhikkhuni.

The Buddha investigating their claim and finding out that is was only based on a point of likeness laid down this rule:

‘Whatever bhikkhu being angry, vengeful, and displeased should by using some point of likeness with another thing as the only basis accuse another bhikkhu of having committed a Pârâjika offence thinking, ‘Perhaps this will cause him to fall from the Life of Purity’, and if after that at another time he is questioned or if he is not questioned that accusation is found to be based only on some point of likeness with another thing and he admits his fault then he has committed a Sanghâdisesa offence.’

There are five factors involved in this offence:

1. The person accused is a bhikkhu.

2. He thinks that person is pure.

3. The accusation is based only on some point of likeness with another thing.

4. He accuses or causes someone else to accuse in the presence of the other bhikkhu in order to try to force him to disrobe.

5. The accused bhikkhu understands what is being said.

Factors no. 1, 2, 4 and 5 have been explained in the previous rule.

In factor no. 3, the point of likeness could be by likeness of caste, name, family, physical appearance, alms bowls, robes, teachers, monasteries or anything else, i.e. ‘I have seen a Brahmin commit sexual intercourse’, ‘I have seen a tall man … a bhikkhu with an iron bowl … a bhikkhu with robes offered by that donor … a bhikkhu living in such a monastery commit sexual intercourse.’

The no-offence section is the same as in the previous rule.

10. Sanghabhedasikkhâpada: The tenth Sanghâdisesa offence concerns the warning of a bhikkhu not to persist in trying to cause a schism in the Sangha. This rule was laid down on account of the Ven. Devadatta who, together with three other bhikkhus, Kokâlika, Kat/amorakatissaka, and Samuddatta set out to cause a schism in the Sangha by proposing five practices which they knew the Buddha would not accept.

These practices were:

1. For all his life, a bhikkhu must live in forest monasteries, never in a village.

2. For all his life, a bhikkhu must use only almsfood obtained on almsround and not accept an invitation for a meal.

3. For all his life, a bhikkhu must use robes made from pam/sukûla cloth and never accept cloth from a donor.

4. For all his life, a bhikkhu must live at the foot of a tree and never use a roofed dwelling.

5. For all his life, a bhikkhu must never eat meat or fish.

Devadatta put forward this proposal to the Buddha who refused to accept it saying ‘Let those who wish live in the forest, let those who wish live in the village. Let those who wish go on almsround, let those who wish accept an invitation for a meal. Let those who wish use pam/sukûla cloth, let those who wish accept cloth from a donor. I allow a bhikkhu to spend eight months of the year at the foot of a tree (for the four months of the rains a bhikkhu must have a dwelling). Meat and fish are pure if they have not been seen, heard or suspected of being killed in order to offer to a bhikkhu.’

Devadatta was very pleased that the Buddha did not accept his proposal and went around Rajagaha publicising the fact that the Buddha did no. permit these practises but his group practised them. Some people who were of little faith, and understanding favoured Devadatta but others, who knew dhamma correctly, realised that Devadatta was merely trying to make a schism in the Sangha and they criticised him for making such an attempt. The Buddha also criticised Devadatta and then laid down this rule:

‘Whatever bhikkhu who makes an effort to produce a schism of the Sangha when it is in unity and having taken up a view that would lead to schism in the Sangha should support and persist with it, then that bhikkhu should be spoken to by bhikkhus saying, “Do not, Venerable Sir, make an effort to produce a schism of the Sangha when it is in unity, or take up, support or persist with a view that would lead to schism in the Sangha. Be united with the Sangha, Venerable Sir, because a Sangha that is united, in agreement, without disputes, and which recites the Pât/imokkha together lives happily.” If, while being spoken to by bhikkhus thus that bhikkhu persists with that view then he should be admonished up to three times by bhikkhus in order to cause him to give up that view. If, while being admonished up to three times, he gives up that view then that is good, but if he does not give it up then it is a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There are four factors involved in this offence:

In factor no. 1., the bhikkhu makes an effort to create a schism by grouping together with at least to three bhikkhus to form a Sangha (must be at least 4 bhikkhus) and then taking up a view which is unorthodox concerning Vinaya or Dhamma and refusing to give up that view.

A schism has actually occurred when the Sangha splits into two Sanghas (at least 4 bhikkhus in each) and performs Sanghakammas such as reciting the Pât/imokkha separately within the one sîma (a boundary within which all residing bhikkhus must assemble together in one group to perform a Sanghakamma). It means that each Sangha does not consider the other Sangha present in that sîma as being able to take part in their Sanghakamma. For instance if a bhikkhu was ordained by one Sangha they would consider the ordination as valid even if a member of the other Sangha was within the sîma and did not take part in the Sanghakamma.

Causing a schism in the Sangha is a very serious and evil kamma, which results in certain rebirth in hell realms for one kappa of time. <?Only if the schism is against Dhamma. Cf. Cv 7.4.4., 7.5 and Buddhist Monastic Code p. 145.>It is one of the five heinous crimes of Buddhism (ânantariya kamma), the other four being 1. Shedding the blood of a Buddha 2. Killing an Arahat 3. matricide 4. patricide. Therefore, out of compassion bhikkhus should take action and admonish immediately any bhikkhu attempting to cause a schism before he commits this action. In fact, a bhikkhu hearing that a bhikkhu is attempting to create a schism and does not make an effort to stop him has committed a dukkat/a offence.

At present, there are a number of sects in Burma and Thailand. (Nine in Burma and two in Thailand that I know of.) These do not constitute schisms because each group does not perform Sanghakammas separately within tone sîma.

In factor no. 2, he must be admonished in the proper way and in his presence. He should be brought to the Sangha and admonished. If this is done according to the Vinaya rules, it is ‘according to Dhamma’. It really means that it is a legal act of the Sangha. If the act is adhamma and illegally performed, it is a dukkat/a offence and no Sanghâdisesa.

In factor no. 3, until the kammavâca is read and completed there is no offence. If during the first, second, or third reading he gives up that view, then there is no offence. He can give up that view anytime up until the bhikkhu reads ‘-ya’ of ‘so bhâseyya’ of the kammavâca.

In factor no. 4, by not giving up that view it is a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There is no offence if he is not admonished, if he gives up that view and effort, or if he is insane.

11. Bhedânuvattakasikkhâpada: The eleventh Sanghâdisesa offence concerns admonishing the followers of a schismatic. This rule was laid down on account of Kokâlika, Kat/amodakatissaka, and Samuddatta who spoke in support of Devadatta when other bhikkhus said ‘Devadatta does not speak in accordance with Dhamma or Vinaya. Why is he trying to cause a schism in the Sangha?’

The Buddha hearing of this laid down this rule:

‘If that bhikkhus has bhikkhus who are his followers and fellow schismatics, whether one or two or three and they should say, ‘Venerable Sirs, do not say anything to that bhikkhu, for that bhikkhu speaks (in accordance with) Dhamma and Vinaya, he expresses our desires and liking, he speaks knowing our desires and liking and we also approve of what he is doing, then those bhikkhus should be spoke to by bhikkhus saying “Venerable Sirs, do not speak like that, for that bhikkhu does not speak Dhamma, that bhikkhu does not speak Vinaya. Do not, Venerable Sirs, approve of making a schism of the Sangha. Be united with the Sangha, Venerable Sirs, because a Sangha that is united, in agreement, without disputes and which recites the Pât/imokkha together, lives happily.” If while being spoken to by bhikkhus thus those bhikkhus persist with that view then they should be admonished up to three times by bhikkhus in order to cause them to give up that view. If while being admonished up to three times then that is good, but if they do not give it up the then it is a Sanghâdisesa offence.’

There are four factors involved in this offence:

1. The bhikkhu or bhikkhus are followers of a bhikkhu trying to cause a schism.

2. They are admonished according to Dhamma.

3. The kammavâca (formal announcement) is completed.

4. They do not give up that view.

The explanation of the factors is the same as in the previous rule.

In this rule, if there are more than three followers they must be split into groups of three, two or one to perform the admonishment. Four or more bhikkhus would constitute a Sangha and cannot be admonished.

Fortunately, schisms are rare and these two rules are only of interest to show a bhikkhu what he should not do. In the next two rules, also it is rare to see the Sanghakamma of admonishment performed, but the rule clearly shows a bhikkhu who wishes to train himself what action he should not do.

12. Dubbacasikkhâpada: The twelfth Sanghâdisesa rule concerns being difficult to admonish. This rule was laid down on account of the Ven. Channa who when admonished according to Dhamma about his actions rebuked the admonishers and told them not to admonish him. The Buddha, hearing of this laid down this rule:

‘If a bhikkhu is by nature difficult to admonish and if while being spoken to by bhikkhus concerning the rules in than Pât/imokkha that he as a bhikkhu should be observing, he makes himself unable to be spoken to by saying, “Venerable sirs, do not say anything to me whether good or bad and I also will not say anything to you whether good or bad. Venerable Sirs, refrain from speaking to me”, then that bhikkhu should be spoken to by bhikkhus saying, “Venerable Sir, do not make yourself unable to be spoken to, make yourself able to be spoken to. Speak to bhikkhus according to Dhamma and they will speak to you according to Dhamma and thus the following of the Buddha will increase by speaking, to each other and raising each other (from offence).” If while being spoken to by bhikkhus thus and that bhikkhu persists with that behaviour then he should be admonished up to three times by bhikkhus in order to cause him to give up that behaviour. If while being admonished up to three times he gives up that behaviour then that is good, but if he does not give it up then it is a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There are four factors involved in this offence and they are the same as the previous two rules except for factor no. 1, which is: The bhikkhu makes himself unable to be spoken to or admonished.

There is no offence if he is not admonished (by kammavâca), he gives up that action, or if he is insane.

13. Kuladûsakasikkhapada: The thirteenth Sanghâdisesa rule concerns admonishing a bhikkhu who accuses the Sangha of acting out of desire, anger, and delusion when they are trying to perform an act of banishment (pabbajanîya kamma) to evict him from a place where he has caused people to lose faith in bhikkhus by his corrupt behaviour.

This rule was laid down on account of Assajipunabbasuka, who was <? Surely, these are two different people. Quoted as ‘Assaji, Punabbasuka in Pârâjika 2. Cf. also Sâriputtamoggallâna.>the head bhikkhu of a monastery on Kit/agiri hill, who caused people to lose faith by doing such things as offering flowers to women, eating together from the same bowl as women, sleeping on the same bed with women, eating food in the afternoon, drinking alcohol, singing, playing music, teaching archery, teaching swordfighting and many other evil actions.

When real, disciplined bhikkhus visited the area they had difficulty getting almsfood because people had been corrupted to think that bhikkhus should behave like Assajipunabbasuka.

The Buddha hearing about this sent his two chief disciples Sâriputta and Mahâmoggallâna together with a large number of bhikkhus to carry out an act of banishment against Assajipunabbasuka and his disciples. After the act of banishment had been carried out, Assajipunabbasuka and his disciples did not practise properly, but instead abused and criticised the bhikkhus for carrying out the act of banishment.

Having heard this, the Buddha laid down this rule:

‘If a bhikkhu living depending on a certain village or town is one who causes families to lose faith and who is of bad behaviour and his bad behaviour is seen and heard about and families that have lost faith are seen and heard about, then that bhikkhu should be spoken to by bhikkhus saying, “Venerable Sir, you are one who causes families to lose faith and who is of bad behaviour, your bad behaviour is seen and heard about and families that have lost faith are seen and heard about, Venerable Sir leave this monastery, as there can be no benefit in your living here.” If while being spoken to by bhikkhus thus that bhikkhu should say to them, ‘The bhikkhus are acting because of desire, acting because of anger, acting because of delusion, and acting because of fear, because of behaviour like this, they banish some, but do not banish others’, then that bhikkhu should be spoken to by bhikkhus saying, ‘Venerable Sir, do not speak like that, for the bhikkhus are not acting because of desire, acting because of anger, acting because of delusion and acting because of fear, but you are one who causes families to lose faith and who is of bad behaviour, your bad behaviour is seen and heard about and families that have lost faith are seen and heard about, Venerable Sir leave this monastery as there can be no benefit in your living here.’ If, while being spoken to by bhikkhus thus that bhikkhu persists with that accusation then he should be admonished up to three times by bhikkhus in order to cause him to give up that accusation. If while being admonished up to three times he gives up that accusation then that is good, but if he does no the give it up then it is a Sanghâdisesa offence.

There are four factors involved in this offence and they are the same as the previous three rules except for factor no.1, which is: The bhikkhu accuses the bhikkhus of acting out of desire, anger, delusion and fear.

There is no offence if he is not admonished (by kammavâca), he gives up the accusation, or if he is insane.

Conclusion of Sanghâdisesa section

Venerable Ones, the thirteen Sanghâdisesa offences consisting of nine that are offences at the moment of committing them and four that are offences after a bhikkhu has been admonished (by kammavâca) three times have been recited. A bhikkhu who has committed any one of these offences should undertake parivâsa, even though he may not wish to do so, for just as long a time as he has knowingly concealed that offence. A bhikkhu who has finished undertaking parivâsa should spend a further six nights undertaking mânatta. A bhikkhu who has completed undertaking mânatta should be reinstated by a bhikkhu Sangha consisting of at least twenty bhikkhus. If a bhikkhu Sangha of even one less than twenty reinstates that bhikkhu then that bhikkhu is not reinstated and those bhikkhus are blameworthy. This is the appropriate procedure here (in the case of a Sanghâdisesa offence).

I ask you, Venerable ones ‘Are you pure with regards to these rule?

For a second time I ask you, are you pure with regards to these rules?

For a third time I ask you, are you pure with regards to these rules?

Because of your silence, I understand that the Venerable Ones are pure with regards to these rules.

Aniyata Section

Rule 1

‘Whatever bhikkhu should sit together with a woman in a place that is concealed and suitable for the practice of sexual intercourse and a laywoman whose word can be trusted, having seen this should accuse that bhikkhu of any one of three offences, Pârâjika, Sanghâdisesa, Pâcittiya, then, according to whichever of those three offences, Pârâjika, Sanghâdisesa, or Pâcittiya that he admits to having committed, he should be caused to make amends for. For whatever offence that trustworthy laywoman should make accusations, only according to what that bhikkhu admits to, should he be caused to make amends. This is an offence that is uncertain (aniyata).’

The purpose of these two aniyata rules is to show the method by which the Sangha should make a decision as to what offence a bhikkhu has committed whom a laywoman whose words can be trusted has accused of an offence. The person making the accusation might have seen correctly or might not have seen correctly, so the offence is decided on the basis of what that bhikkhu admits to doing. Since it is not certain which offence, Pârâjika, Sanghâdisesa or Pâcittiya, has been committed, it is called and aniyata (uncertain offence).

The rule states that the bhikkhu is sitting together with only one woman, but the Commentary explains that sitting with many women is to be included. As long as there is no other man present, it is to be considered as ‘sitting together with a woman’. Here ‘sitting’ also implies and includes lying down.

A concealed place is one where the two people cannot be seen. It could be concealed by anything whatsoever, be it a fence, wall, trees, cloth, etc.

‘A laywoman whose words can be trusted’ is explained by the Pâli as being a woman who has attained the fruition of stream-entry (sotâpatti phala) because such a person is incapable of telling a conscious lie.

The offences that the bhikkhu could have committed are the first Pârâjika, Sanghâdisesa offences nos. 2, 3, 4, and Pâcittiya offence no. 44.

Rule 2

A place not concealed or suitable for the practice of sexual intercourse may be suitable for speaking lewd words to a woman. Whatever bhikkhu should sit together with a woman in such a secluded place and a laywoman, whose word can be trusted, having seen this, should accuse that bhikkhu of either of two offences, Sanghâdisesa or Pâcittiya, then, according to whichever of those two offences, Sanghâdisesa or Pâcittiya that he admits to having committed, he should be caused to make amends for. For whatever offence that trustworthy laywoman should make accusations, only according to what that bhikkhu admits to, should he be caused to make amends. This is an offence that is uncertain (aniyata).

Here, a secluded place is one where the two people can be seen but not heard. Unlike the previous rule, if there is more than one woman present, it is not considered as ‘sitting together with a woman’. Therefore, if there is no extra man or woman, who is not deaf and who can understand what is being said, within twelve cubits of the bhikkhu and woman who are both sitting or lying down, then this is called ‘sitting together with a woman in a secluded place’.

The bhikkhu here could be accused of Sanghâdisesa offences nos. 3 or 4 and Pâcittiya offences nos. 30 and 45.

‘Pat/ijânamâno’ (admits to) is implied in the last sentence, otherwise the meaning of a literal translation will not agree with the rest of the Pâli or with the Commentary but give the opposite meaning, i.e. that the bhikkhu should be caused to make amends according to what the laywoman said.

Nissaggiya Pâcittiya Section

Cîvara vagga

Rule no. 1 Pat/hama kat/hina sikkhâpada

‘When the kat/hina cloth has been finished and the kat/hina privileges have been revoked, a bhikkhu may keep extra cloth for ten days at most. Should he keep it for longer than that, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.’

Although this rule is very short, there is a lot in it that needs detailed explanation, so I will have to take a few sidetracks and explain the kat/hina privileges, extra cloth, determination and vikapping.

If a bhikkhu has kept the rains retreat unbroken, he gains five privileges for one lunar month, namely the last month of the rainy season. If during that month he takes part in the kat/hina ceremony, then the privileges are extended for another four lunar months until the end of the cold season.

The five kat/hina privileges are:

1. being able to go to a layperson’s house without asking permission from another bhikkhu (see Pâcittiya no. 85).

2. being able to travel without taking his three robes(see nissaggiya rule no. 2)

3. being able to take part in a group meal (see Pâcittiya no. 32)

4. being able to keep extra cloth without determining it or vikapping it (see nissaggiya rule no. 1)

5. being entitled to a share of cloth offered to the Sangha of the monastery where he stayed during that period of one to five months.

These five privileges are lost or revoked when there is no cîvarapalibodha or âvâsa palibodha. If a bhikkhu has decided to make a set of robes out of cloth he has obtained during the robe-time, but, because of any reason he has not yet made the robes, this is called cîvarapalibodha (robe impediment, because it impedes the revoking of the kat/hina privileges).

If he finishes sewing the robes or decides not to make robes or the cloth is destroyed, lost or stolen, then the cîvara palibodha is removed, and that cloth or those robes are considered as nit/t/hita cîvara, that is, kat/hina cloth that has been finished. These days, since most bhikkhus receive robes which are already sewn and dyed and are therefore nit/t/hitacîvara, cîvarapalibodha is no longer an important factor. It is still necessary to consider âvâsapalibodha. If a bhikkhu who has taken part in the kat/hina ceremony stays continuously in that monastery where he spent the rains retreat then this is called âvâsapalibodha (monastery impediment because it impedes the revoking of the kat/hina privileges). If the Sangha revokes the kat/hina privileges by means of a formal announcement (kammavâca) or that bhikkhu decides not to live in that monastery any longer and leaves, or if he leaves temporarily to visit another monastery and then decides not to return, or if he stays in that monastery beyond the end of the cold season (five months after the rains retreat) then that âvâsapalibodha is removed, which is also ubbatasmiŋ kat/hine, translated as ‘the kat/hina privileges have been revoked’.

In this rule, the phrase ‘when the kat/hina cloth has been finished and the kat/hina privileges have been revoked’ shows that there is no longer cîvarapalibodha or âvâsapalibodha and hence the five kat/hina privileges have been revoked and the privilege of being able to keep extra cloth without determining it or vikapping it does not apply and this rule is in effect.

‘Extra cloth’ (atirekacîvara) means any piece of cloth that is big enough to be determined or vikapped, but has not yet been determined or vikapped (adhit/t/hâna, vikappanâ).

According to the Pâli, a cloth is big enough when it is at least eight ‘sugata’ fingerbreadths by four ‘sugata’ finger breadths (anujânâmi, bhikkhave, âyâmena at/t/ha.ngulaŋ sugata.ngulena catura.ngulavitthataŋ pacchimaŋ cîvaraŋ vikappetu).

The Commentary explains this as meaning not smaller that two handspans in length and one hand span across of an average person (dîghaso dve vidatthiyo, tiriyaŋ vidatthi). The cloth must exceed both these dimensions so that, if it is less than one handspan across and one hundred miles in length, it does not need to be determined or vikapped (a spool of thread).

Here is the detailed explanation of determination (adhit/t/hâna): The Buddha allowed a piece of cloth to be determined by nine names:

Ticîvara – the three robes, viz.

1. sa.nghât/i, a double-layered upper robe

2. antaravâsaka, lower robe

3. uttarâsa.nga, upper robe

4. vassikasât/ika, a bathing robe only used during the rainy season

5. nisîdana, a sitting cloth

6. paccattharana, a bed sheet or sheet for covering things

7. kan/d/uppat/icchâdi, a bandage for covering wounds

8. mukhapuñcanacol/a, a face-washing cloth

9. parikkhâracol/a, cloth used for any purpose, lit. requisite cloth

The three robes (nos. 1, 2, 4) can be determined after dying them and marking them with a small dot called kappabindu (see Pâcittiya no. 58), if they are within the allowable size limits.

The largest size for any of the three robes is nine sugata spans by six sugata spans (see Pâcittiya no. 92). The smallest size for the sa.nghât/i and uttarâsa.nga is five closed-fisted cubits in length and three closed-fisted cubits (measured from the elbow to the knuckles) in width.

The smallest size for the antaravâsaka is five closed-fisted cubits in length and two cubits in width. Only one of each of these three robes can be determined at one time. When the Buddha was asked what should be done with extra robes of this size, he told the bhikkhus to vikap them.

The Commentary says that extra robes of this size or smaller can be determined as parikkhâracol/a. The Commentary says that it is allowable to even determine all one’s robes as parikkhâracol/a if one wishes. It says, ‘In the past, forest monks, because of difficulty in keeping with their three robes in abaddhasîmas, used their robes having determined them only as parikkhâracol/a. (‘Pubbe âraññika bhikkhu abaddhasîmâyaŋ dupparihâranti ticîvaraŋ parikkhâracol/ameva addhitthahitvâ paribhuñiŋsu.’)

There are two ways for determining robes — by body and by speech. If a monk wishes to determine a new sa.nghât/i, he should first give up his determination of his old sa.nghât/i but saying, ‘I give up my determination of this sa.nghât/i.’ (This can be said in any language, the Pâli is below.)

Taking a new sa.nghât/i in his hand he can mentally note, ‘I determine this as my sa.nghât/i’. This type of determination is by body and can only be done if the robe is in contact with his body.

If he determines by speech and the robe is within hatthapâsa (two and one half cubits) of the body then he can say ‘ I determine this as my sa.nghât/i’ or if it is further away he should say, ‘I determine that as my sa.nghât/i’

The other types of cloth are determined in a similar way. The Pâli formulas are:

1. Giving up determination:

	(near) imaŋ
	}
	sa.nghât/i


	
	

	(far) etaŋ
	
	
	}
	paccuddharâmi

	
	
	antaravâsaka etc.
	
	


2. Making determination by body

imaŋ sa.nghât/iŋ adhit/t/hâmi

3. Making determination by speech:

(near) imaŋ

(far) etaŋ 
sa.nghât/im/ adhit/t/hâmi

If a bhikkhu has cloth determined as parikkhâracol/a and he makes one of the three robes out of that cloth then, having dyed and marked the robe with a kappabindu, he should say ‘imaŋ paccuddharâmi’ in order to remove the original determination and then determine it as one of the three robes.

If a robe has already been determined as one of the three robes and he adds a layer and it should be determined again. If the piece added is the same size or smaller it does need to be determined again.

The maximum size of a vassikasât/ikâ is given at Pâcittiya rule no. 91. Only one can be determined during the four months of the rainy season, after which the determination is removed (paccuddharitvâ) and it can be vikapped. If it is very faded it is allowable, even a white cloth that has been slightly discoloured is allowable.

The maximum size of a nisîdana is given at Pâcittiya rule no. 89. Only one can be determined, the colour is not specified.

There is no limit to the size, number or colour of a paccattharana.

The maximum size of a kan/d/uppat/icchâdi is given at Pâcittiya rule no. 90. Only one can be determined at the time when one has a sore; at other times it should be vikkaped.

There is no limit to the size, number, or colour of a mukhapuñcanacola.

There is not of limit to the size, number, or colour of parikkhâracol/a cloth. A bag or water filter large enough to be determined can be determined as parikkhâracol/a. If there are many clothes, they can be determined at the same time by saying

‘Imâni cîvarâni parikkhâracol/âni adhit/t/hâmi.

Etâni

A mattress, pillow, blanket, carpet, mosquito net, etc., which are used as requisites in the lodging (senâsana parikkhâratthâya), need not be determined. The nisîdana, paccattharana, mukhapuñcanacola, and parikkhâracol/a do not need to be marked with a kappabindu.

The determination of the three robes is removed by any of the following nine factors and the first eight remove the determination of the other six types of cloth.

1. The bhikkhu gives away the robe to another.

2. It is stolen.

3. It is taken on trust by a friend.

4. He disrobes.

5. He commits a Pârâjika offence.

6. He dies.

7. He changes sex.

8. He gives up the determination.

9. The robe has a hole in it.

In factor no. 9, the hole must be bigger than the nail on the little finger. If there is one single thread left across the hole, it does not remove the determination. The hole must also be more than one span from the side of the robe or more than eight fingerbreadths from the top or bottom in the case of the sa.nghât/i or uttarâsanga, and four fingerbreadths in the case of the antaravâsaka. Having fixed the hole, one should determine the robe again.

The full explanation of vikapping can be found at Pâcittiya no. 59. Here is the Pâli used. There are two methods for vikapping, which are called ammukhâvikappanâ, and paramukhâvikappanâ, which mean vikapping by one’s own mouth or vikapping by another’s mouth. The difference between them is that if one knows how to do vikappanâ and what to say, then one can do it by one’s own mouth and if one does not know how to do it then one can get a Vinaya expert to say everything for you and thus it is performed by another’s mouth.

	The formula for sammukhâvikappanâ depending on whether the cloth is nearby or far away, single or plural is:

imaŋ cîvaraŋ

imâni cîvarâni

etaŋ cîvaraŋ

etâni cîvarâni
	}


	tuyhaŋ vikappemi


Having said this, a bhikkhu can store that cloth, but cannot use it, give it away or determine it (Pâcittiya no. 59).

If the other monks says:

‘Mayhaŋ santakaŋ/santakâni (pl.) paribhuñja vâ vissajjehi vâ yathâpaccayaŋ vâ karohi’, which is called paccuddhâro, then from that time onward it is allowed to use it, give it away, or determine it.

This is the simplest form of vikapping, but another way uses a third person.

	imaŋ cîvaram imâni cîvarâni

etam/ cîvaraŋ

etâni cîvarâni
	}
	Tissassa bhikkhuno

Tissâya bhikkhuniyâ

Tissâya sikkhamânâya

Tissassa sâman/erassa

Tissâya sâman/eriyâ
	{
	vikappemi


Thus using the name of any of the five types of sahadhammikas after which the bhikkhu who you are doing vikappana with says paccuddhâro for that person thus:

‘Tissassa bhikkhuno santakaŋ … Tissâya sâmaneriyâ santakaŋ paribhuñja vâ vissajjehi vâ yathâpaccayaŋ vâ karohi’.

[If you want to give this method a try, use my name while I’m still alive, i.e.

‘Imaŋ cîvaram/ Dhammindassa bhikkhuno vikappemi.

and

‘Dhammindassa bhikkhuno santakaŋ paribhuñja vâ vissajjehi vâ yathâpaccayaŋ vâ karohi’.]

Paramukkhavikappanâ is performed by going to a Vinaya expert and giving him your robe then he performs vikappana with anyone you name. There is no way to do it all by oneself given in the Commentary, but if you look closely you will see that that is virtually but not quite what the expert does. The paccuddhâro has to be done by someone else. Here is the formula.

	imaŋ cîvaram imâni cîvarâni

etam/ cîvaraŋ

etâni cîvarâni
	}
	tuyham/ vikappanatthâya dammi


The Vinaya expert asks ‘Ko te mitto vâ sandit/t/ho vâ?’ Then one says the name of anyone of the five sahadhammikas ‘Tisso bhikkhu … Tissâ sâman/eri’.

The Vinaya expert says

‘Ahaŋ Tissassa bhikkhuno dammi (grammar as above)

Then paccuddhâro is the same as above.

‘Tissassa bhikkhuno santakaŋ paribhuñja vâ vissajjehi vâ yathâpaccayaŋ vâ karohi’.

There are five factors involved in this offence:

1. The cloth is one’s own, of an allowable material, and large enough to be determined or vikapped.

2. The days have become countable.

3. One has no kat/hina privileges.

4. It is an extra robe.

5. It is kept for more that ten days.

In factor no. 2, if the cloth has been offered for a monk while he is away, then as long as he does not know that it is his, then the days article not countable, but from the time that he know of it, the days become countable.

In factor no. 5, days are counted by the number of dawns that have passed. At the arising of the eleventh dawn, it is nissaggiya. As in other rules, the first day of acceptance is immediately counted as one.

There is no offence if within ten days the cloth is determined, vikapped, given away, lost, destroyed, burnt, stolen, or taken on trust. There is also no offence for one who is insane or for the first monk who committed this offence.

Nissaggiya means ‘something that should be given away’, and so this class of offence differs from the lesser offences in that it is not merely confessed, but also the article that was the source of the offence must be given away. If the monk does not give away that nissaggiya item, then every time he uses it he incurs a dukkat/a offence.

In this rule, the cloth can be given away to the Sangha, a group, or another bhikkhu. Except for nissaggiya rules nos. 18, 19, and 22, the procedure for giving away is the same as here. Here I will explain only the way to perform this Vinayakamma with another bhikkhu, as it is the most commonly used.

The bhikkhu who has this offence should approach another bhikkhu and wearing his robe with his right shoulder exposed and squatting down with his hands placed together (añjali) should say, ‘Venerable Sir, this cloth of mine, having been kept for more than ten days should be given away; I give this cloth to you.’

Having given away that cloth, he should confess the offence to the other bhikkhu and having accepted that confession, the other bhikkhu should give back the cloth, saying, ‘I give this cloth to you’. The first bhikkhu should then determine or vikap that cloth. If the second bhikkhu does not give back that cloth it is a dukkat/a offence.

The Pâli formula for all this is:

Idaŋ/imâni (pl.) me bhante/âvuso (jun.) cîvaraŋ/cîvarâni (pl.) dâsahâtikkantaŋ nissagiyaŋ/nissaggiyâni, imâhaŋ/imâni ahaŋ âyasmato/tuyhaŋ (jun.) nissajjâmi.

If the cloth is outside hatthapâsa use etaŋ/etâni (pl.).

To return the cloth say:

Imaŋ/imâni cîvaraŋ/cîvarâni âyasmato/tuyhaŋ/ dammi’.

Rule no. 2. Udosita ‘dutiyakat/hina sikkhâpada

2. When a bhikkhu’s kat/hina cloth has been finished and the kat/hina privileges have been revoked, then if that bhikkhu lives apart from his three robes for even one night, except if he has permission from the Sangha, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The phrase ‘when a bhikkhu’s kat/hina cloth … have been revoked’ has been explained in the previous rule.

Here, the ‘three robes’ means any one of the sa.nghât/i, uttarâsa.nga, or antaravâsaka that have been determined by that name. (The double layered outer robe, upper robe and lower robe). It does not include cloth that has been vikapped or determined as parikkhâracol/a, etc.

‘Living apart … for even one night’ means that a bhikkhu is separated from one or more of his three robes at the time of dawn (arun/a). If he is away from his robes all night and returns to them just before the dawn, it is not called separation, or living apart. The dawn is defined as the time at which a slight red colour can be seen in the sky before the sun rises (see Pâcittiya no. 37) and is approximately fifty minutes before sunrise.

‘Permission from the Sangha’ is called sammuti and is a Vinayakamma performed by the Sangha for a sick bhikkhu who is unable to carry all his three robes with him and who needs to travel somewhere. This Vinayakamma is not often used at present, so those interested can find the details of this rule in the Pâli.

The boundary by which one is considered as living apart varies according to where one is staying at dawn. There are fifteen places given in the Pâli and the boundary for each varies according to whether the place has fence around it (ekupacâra) or whether it has no fence (nânupâcara) or whether the place is ekakula or nânâkula.

Ekakula is explained by the commentary to mean a place with only one Rajah or one headman. Nânâkula is explained as a place with many Rajahs or headmen, such as Vesali, which was ruled by many Vajji Princes and Kusinâra, which was ruled but the Mallâ princes.

[These days, areas of disputed boundaries, such as Indian-Chinese or areas governed partly by insurgents such as the Karen state of Burma could be considered as nânâkula.]

The detailed explanation of the fifteen places is as follows: If a village is ekakula and fenced (surrounded by a fence of wood, stone, bamboo, or even a moat or ditch) and the robe is left inside that village, then the bhikkhu should pass the dawn anywhere within that fenced area. If the ekakula village is not fenced then that bhikkhu should stay inside the house in which the robe has been placed or within hatthapâsa (two and a half cubits) of that house.

If the village is nânâkula and fenced, then that bhikkhu should stay within hatthapâsa of the house he has left the robe in, the village hall, or the village gate. If the nânâkula village has no fence, he should stay inside the house or within hatthapâsa of the house in which he has left the robe.

The next fourteen places are all outside the village. If they are inside the village, the above method is used.

If a house outside the village is ekakula, fenced, and has many rooms then, having placed the robe inside the house, the bhikkhu should stay anywhere inside the house or within hatthapâsa of the house. If the ekakula house outside the village is not fenced and has many rooms, then the bhikkhu should stay within the room or within hatthapâsa of the room he has left the robe in.

If the house is nânâkula, fenced, and has many rooms, then the bhikkhu should stay within the room he has placed the robe or within hatthapâsa of the door of the house. If the house is nânâkula, not fenced, and has many rooms, then the bhikkhu should stay within hatthapâsa of the room he has placed the robe in.

Udosita, at/t/o, mâlo, pâsâdo and hammiya are all types of buildings outside the village are treated in the same way as a house. A vihara building is treated differently and will be explained below.

A boat is only considered to be ekakula or nânâkula, as you cannot put a fence around it. On a boat that is ekakula, a bhikkhu can stay anywhere on board. On a boat that is nânâkula with many rooms, the bhikkhu should stay within hatthapâsa of the room in which the robe is kept. (An aeroplane might be included here.)

For a caravan consisting of many bullock carts that is ekakula and a bhikkhu keeps his robe on one cart, he should stay within seven abbhantaras (one abbhantara is 28 cubits) in front or behind, and one abbhantara of either side. If the caravan is nânâkula, he should stay within hatthapâsa of the caravan. If the caravan enters a village or vihara, the limits of those should be used if the cart carrying the robe is within the village or vihara limits. (A train or bus might be included here.)

If a bhikkhu keeps his robe in a field, outside the village, which is ekakula and fenced, then he should stay within that field. If the ekakula field is not fenced, he should stay within hatthapâsa of the robe. If a bhikkhu keeps his robe in a field which is nânâkula and fenced, then he should stay within hatthapâsa of the robe or the gate of the field. If the field is not fenced he should stay within hatthapâsa of the robe.

A threshing ground (dhaññakaran/a) and a fruit or flower garden (ârâma) are treated in the same way as a field.

If a monastery (vihara) is outside the village, ekakula and fenced and a bhikkhu keeps his robe within the monastery compound, then he should stay within the monastery compound. (A vihara means both a single building and the entire compound, depending on the context.) If the ekakula monastery is not fenced, then he should stay within hatthapâsa of the monastery building where the robe is kept. If the monastery is nânâkula and fenced, then the bhikkhu should stay within hatthapâsa of the building whether the robe is kept or the gate of the monastery compound. If the nânâkula monastery is not fenced, then he should stay within hatthapâsa of the building in which the robe is kept.

If a tree is outside the village and is ekakula, then the shadow of that tree at noon is the boundary. (Fenced or not fenced would be included in field or garden.) If the tree is nânâkula, then the bhikkhu should stay within hatthapâsa of the robe.

In a place where there is no village, which is arañña (forest), then seven abbhantaras all around from the bhikkhu is the limit, and the robe should be within that limit. Here, arañña is a place that is so far away from the village that it cannot be farmed by the villagers. (They cannot go there and return in one day), or an island in the middle of the ocean far enough away that fishermen cannot travel there and back in one day.

There are four factors involved in this rule:

1. It is a robe determined as ticîvara.

2. One has no kat/hina privileges.

3. One has no permission from the Sangha.

4. One lives apart from the robe at dawn.

There is no offence if, before dawn, the bhikkhu gives up his ticîvara determination, gives away the robe, the robe is lost, destroyed, burnt, stolen, taken on trust, or the bhikkhu has permission from the Sangha. There is also no offence if he is insane or for the first bhikkhu who committed this offence.

Here, if a bhikkhu knows that he will be separated from his robes at dawn he can give up the determination on each robe by saying, ‘idaŋ/etaŋ … paccuddharâmi’ and then after the dawn can redetermine the robes.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya robe is: Venerable Sir, this robe of mine having lived apart from me for a night, without permission from the Sangha should be given away; I give this robe to you.

‘Idaŋ me bhante cîvaram/ rattivippavutthaŋ aññatra bhikkhusammutiyâ nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ âyasmato nissajjâmi.’

Rule no. 3 Tatiya Kat/hina Sikkhâpada.

When a bhikkhu’s kat/hina cloth has been finished and the kat/hina privileges have been revoked, if an akâla cloth should become available to a bhikkhu, then, if that bhikkhu wishes, he can accept it. Having accepted that cloth he should quickly make it into a robe (within ten days). If it is insufficient for a complete robe, that cloth can be kept for one month at most by that bhikkhu if he expects that he will obtain sufficient cloth later to complete that robe. If he keeps that cloth for longer than that, even though he expects that he will obtain sufficient cloth later, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

‘When a bhikkhu’s kat/hina cloth .. been revoked’, has been explained in the first rule of this section.

A cloth that is obtained outside the time for robes (cîvara-kâla) is called an akâla-cloth. Therefore an akâla cloth is one that is acquired during the eleven months before the end of the rains retreat or the seven months before the end of the rains retreat, depending on whether the bhikkhu has taken part in the kat/hina ceremony or not.

‘Becomes available’, means that he will be able to get it from the Sangha, a group, another bhikkhu, a relative, a friend or even paŋsukûla.

‘One month at most’, means thirty dawns. At the thirty-first it will be a nissaggiya offence. If he obtains sufficient cloth to complete the robe within the first twenty days, he should make it up within ten days. If he gets sufficient cloth on the twenty-first day, he should make it up within nine days. If he gets sufficient cloth on the twenty-second day, he should make it up within eight days… If he gets sufficient cloth on the thirtieth day, he should determine it, vikap it, or give it away on that very day. If just does not determine it, vikap it, or give it away then at the thirty-first dawn it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence. Every time that he uses that nissaggiya cloth after that, it is a dukkat/a offence.

There are five factors involved in this offence

1. to 4. are the same as the first kat/hina rule.

5. It is kept for more than thirty days.

There is no offence if within thirty days the cloth is determined, vikapped, give away, lost, destroyed, burnt, stolen, or taken on trust. There is also no offence if the bhikkhu is mad or if he was the first bhikkhu who committed this offence.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya cloth is:

Idaŋ me bhante akâlacîvaraŋ mâsatikkantaŋ nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Note: In Burma, since most monks receive robes that are already sewn and dyed, it is uncommon to commit this offence.

Rule no 4. Purân/acîvara Sikkhâpada

4. Whatever bhikkhu should cause a bhikkhuni (nun) who is not a relative to wash or dye a used robe has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

A bhikkhuni has to have ordination from both the bhikkhu and bhikkhuni Sanghas. The bhikkhuni Sangha of Theravadin tradition has ceased to exist and cannot be restarted during this Buddha’s dispensation. The bhikkhuni Sangha was never established in either Burma or Thailand and the last record of them in Sri Lanka is hard to establish, but it appears that the bhikkhuni sâsana finished around five hundred years after the parinibbâna of the Buddha. Therefore, all the rules concerning bhikkhunis are now redundant, but they still have a meaning and help to show how a bhikkhu should behave.

Here and in following rules, a relative is a blood relative through any one of seven generations above or below, one’s own parents and does not include relatives by marriage. It includes one’s father, grandfather, great-grandfather, etc. up to seven generations and their brothers, sisters, sons, and daughters. Also the same for one’s mother, etc. If you really try to work it all out, you will see how vast seven generations up, down and across from your parents is.

A used robe is one that has been dyed, marked with a kappabindu and has been worn or used once. Even using it to cover one’s head or pillow is included.

There are three factors involved in this rule:

1. It is a used robe.

2. The bhikkhuni is not a relative.

3. One causes her to wash or dye the robe.

Rule no. 5 Cîvarapt/iggahan/a Sikkhâpada

Whatever bhikkhu should accept a cloth from the hand of an unrelated bhikkhuni except if it is in exchange, has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

There article three factors involved in this rule:

1. The cloth is large enough to be determined or vikapped.

2. It is not in exchange.

3. One accepts the cloth from a bhikkhuni who is not a relative.

Rule no. 6. Aññatakaviññatti Sikkhâpada

6. Whatever bhikkhu should ask for cloth from a layman or laywoman who is not a relative except if it is the right time has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

In this rule, it is an offence to ask from anyone who is not one of the five sahadhammikas, i.e., bhikkhus, novices etc.; or who is not a blood relation through seven generations (explained in rule no. 4). Everyone else is a layman or laywoman, who is not a relative.

Cloth here is any cloth large enough to be vikapped or determined.

‘Asking’ means that the bhikkhu causes the layperson to understand that he wants a robe. Asking by oneself or telling someone else to ask are both included. (‘Give me a robe, bring me a robe or ‘buy me a robe’). ‘Stolen’ means that at least two of his three robes have been stolen by someone. ‘Destroyed’ means that at least two of his three robes have been burnt, carried away by water, eaten by rats or white ants, or become worn out through use (see next rule also).

These are four factors involved in this rule:

1. The cloth is large enough to be vikapped or determined.

2. It is not the ‘right time’.

3. One asks from a layperson who is not a relative

4. One obtains a piece of cloth.

If one asks it is a dukkat/a offence, and when one obtains the cloth it is a nissaggiya offence.

There is no offence if he asks at the right time, he asks a relative or someone who has given invitation (Pavâranâ)1, if it is obtained with his own wealth2, if he asks for another’s benefit3, if he is mad or if he was the fist bhikkhu who committed this offence.

1. A person is an inviter who has said, ‘If you need any of the four requisites, please ask me’ or words to that effect.

2. If he asks for a robe in exchange for allowable requisites by speaking in an allowable way (kappiya vohara), it is called ‘obtained with his own wealth’ (see also niss. rule no. 20)

3. If he asks his own relatives or inviter for another’s benefit, or he asks another bhikkhu’s relative or inviter for another’s benefit.

There are many rules related to asking from a layperson who is not a relative:

1. asking for robes: this rule

2. asking for bowls: no. 22

3. asking for special food: pac. no. 39

4. asking for medicine pac. no. 47

5. asking for food: sekhiya no. 37

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya cloth here is:

Idaŋ me bhante cîvaraŋ aññâtakaŋ gahapatikaŋ viññâpitaŋ aññatra samayâ nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 7 Tatuttari sikkhâpada

7. If a layman or laywoman who is not a relative should invite that bhikkhu (whose robes have been destroyed or stolen) to take a large amount of cloth, then he should only accept enough cloth for a lower and upper robe. Should he accept more than that, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

There are four factors involved in this rule:

1. One’s robes have been stolen or destroyed.

2. One asks from a layperson who not a relation or inviter.

3. One receives the cloth.

4. One accepts more than the limit.

There is no offence if the bhikkhu takes more, saying, ‘I will bring back what is leftover after making the robes’; if the layperson says, ‘You can keep what is extra’, or if they offer cloth for another reason; if they are relatives or someone who has given invitation; if it is obtained with his own wealth’ if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu who committed this offence.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya cloth is:

Idaŋ me bhante cîvaraŋ aññâtakaŋ gahapatikaŋ tatuttari viññâpitaŋ nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 8: Upakkhat/a Sikkhâpada

8. If a layman or laywoman who is not a relative should set aside money in order to buy a robe for a bhikkhu, thinking, ‘Having bought a robe with this money I will offer it to such and such a bhikkhu’, and if that bhikkhu, having approached that layperson should, without having been previously invited, make arrangements concerning that robe out of a desire to get a better robe, saying, ‘It would be good if with this money you bought a robe like this or that and offered it to me’, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

9. Dutiya Pakkat/a sikkhâpada

9. If two separate laymen or laywoman who are not relatives should separately set aside money in order to buy separate robes for a bhikkhu, thinking, ‘Having bought separate robes with this money, we will offer them to such and such a bhikkhu; and if that bhikkhu having approached those laypeople, should without having been previously invited make arrangements concerning those robes out of a desire to get a better robe, saying, ‘It would be good if you both joined together and with your money bought a robe like this or that and offered it to me’, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The above two rules involve three factors:

1. One desires to get a robe of greater value.

2. One asks from one who is not a relative and who has not previously invited one.

3. One obtains the robe asked for.

I have translated cîvaracetâpana as money but it really has a wider meaning in this rule and covers anything that can be exchanged in order to purchase a robe. It could be akappiya things like gold, silver, gems or money or kappiya things like cotton, wool, or rice. In the next rule, it means only akappiya things.

If the layperson says, ‘Venerable Sir, what sort of robe would you like’, or, ‘What sort of robe should I buy?’, then that is an invitation and a bhikkhu can give instructions.

There is no offence if a bhikkhu tells a layperson who is going to buy an expensive robe to buy a less expensive one or one of the same value, if he asks a relative or inviter, if it is obtained with his own wealth, if he is mad, or if was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya cloth here is:

Rule no. 8: Idaŋ me bhante cîvaraŋ pubbe appavâritaŋ aññâtikaŋ gahapatikam upasa.nkamitvâ vikappaŋ, âpannaŋ nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 9: Idaŋ me bhante cîvaraŋ pubbe appavârite aññatike gahapatike upasa.nkamitvâ vikappaŋ âpannaŋ nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 10 Râjasikkhâpada

10. If a king, a king’s officer, a Brahmin, or a layperson should send a messenger with money in order to buy a robe for a bhikkhu, saying, ‘Having bought a robe with this money, offer it to such and such a bhikkhu’, and if that messenger should approach that bhikkhu and say, ‘Venerable Sir, this money for buying a robe has been brought here for you, please, Venerable Sir, accept this money for buying a robe’, then that bhikkhu should say to that messenger, ‘We do not accept money for buying a robe, we accept robes if they are offered at an appropriate time and if they are allowable.’ If then that messenger should ask, ‘Venerable Sir, is there anyone who perform services for you?’, then if that bhikkhu wants a robe, he should point out someone who performs services for him, be he a monastery attendant or a layperson, saying, ‘Such and such performs services for bhikkhus.’ If that messenger, having instructed that person who performs services should the approach that bhikkhu and say, ‘That person who you pointed out has been instructed by me; Venerable Sir, approach him at an appropriate time and he will offer you a robe’, then a bhikkhu who wants a robe, having approached that person who performs services, can ask or remind him two or three times, saying, ‘I need a robe.’ If, having asked or reminded two or three times, he obtains that robe, then that is good. If he should not obtain it, then he can stand silently for four, five, or six times in order to obtain that robe. If, having stood silently for four, five, or six times, he obtains that robe, then that is good. If he should make any more effort that this and he obtains that robe then it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence. If he does not obtain that robe, thence should go himself or he should send a messenger to that person who sent that money for buying a robe and say, ‘That money for buying a robe for a bhikkhu that you sent has produced nothing at all for that bhikkhu, try to get your money returned to you, lest your money be lost. This is what should be done.

‘Having bought a robe with this money offer it to such and such a bhikkhu’, shows the original purity of intention of the sender to offer a robe and not to offer money. If the sender says, ‘Give this money to such and such a bhikkhu’, then the bhikkhu should not point out a kappiya.

‘We do not accept money for buying a robe’, shows that but bhikkhu must refuse to accept money for buying a robe, be it gold, silver, banknotes, coins, traveller’s cheques, or anything that can be used to purchase things, which are called nissaggiyavatthu. (It is a nissaggiya offence no. 18 to accept these things.) He must also refuse to accept pearls, gems, conch shells, uncooked rice, slaves, fields, flower gardens, orchards, oxen, pigs, etc., which article dukkat/a vatthu. Whether these things are for himself or for another, a group, the Sangha, a pagoda, or for anything or anybody whatsoever, he must refuse to accept them.

‘Venerable Sir, is there anyone who perform serviced for you?’, shows an allowable way to ask a bhikkhu, but if he says, ‘Who will take this?’ or ‘Whom should I give this to?’, a bhikkhu should not point out a kappiya.

‘Be he a monastery attendant or layperson’, means anyone except one of the five sahadhammikas (at present only bhikkhus and novices).

‘Such and such performs services for bhikkhus’, is the allowable way to point out a kappiya. It is not allowable to say ‘Give it to him’, or ‘He will keep it’, or ‘He will exchange it’, or ‘He will buy it’, which would be a nissaggiya offence (no. 18) for causing another to accept money for him.

‘I need a robe’, shows the allowable way to inform the kappiya. Because the kappiya has not given an invitation to the bhikkhu, he should not say, ‘Give me a robe’, ‘Bring me a robe’, or ‘Buy me a robe’, which would be a nissaggiya offence (no. 6).

To ‘stand silently’ means he should stand, not sit down, not accept food, not teach Dhamma and if asked, ‘Why have you come?’, he should just say, ‘You know’.

He can ask or remind more than three times by substituting one asking for two standing so that he could ask at most six times with no standings or twelve standings with no askings.

There are four factors involved in this rule:

1. The kappiya has been pointed out by the bhikkhu.

2. The sender, having left the money for a robe, informs the bhikkhu.

3. He asks more than three times and stands silently more than six times.

4. By his effort (asking and standing) he obtains a robe.

There is no offence if the bhikkhu obtains the robe without asking, if having been informed, the original owner gives the robe, if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya cloth here is:

Idaŋ me bhante cîvaraŋ atirekatikkhattuŋ codan/âya atirekachakkhattuŋ t/hanena abhinipphâditaŋ nissaggiyaŋ, imâham âyasmato nissajjâmi. Not all kappiyas need to be treated in the way shown in this rule, but only those that have been pointed out by the bhikkhu. If the bhikkhu, when asked, ‘Do you have a kappiya?’, does not want a robe, then he should say, ‘I do not have a kappiya.’ Then, if that messenger leaves the money with someone and informs that bhikkhu, then this is a kappiya pointed out by the messenger and the bhikkhu should practise according to Men/d/aka allowance. The Men/d/aka allowance says, ‘There are, bhikkhus, people who have faith and they may place money in the hands of a kappiya and say, ‘With this money give what is allowable to the Venerable one’. In that case, bhikkhus, I allow one to accept what is allowable, but I do not in any way whatsoever allow money to be accepted or to be searched for.’ (Vin. Mahâvagga Bhesajja section). In this case, there is no limit to how often a bhikkhu can ask or remind. If the bhikkhu does not get anything then if he wants he can tell the owner, but he does not have to.

If the messenger does not inform the bhikkhu, but gives money to a kappiya in order to buy allowable requisites, then that kappiya should be treated as one who is not a relation and who has not given invitation. If the kappiya is really not a relative and has not given invitation then a bhikkhu cannot ask or remind him at all. If he gives anything of his own accord, then that is allowable. If he gives invitation, the bhikkhu can ask according to that invitation.

If without referring to an individual, group, or the Sangha, the messenger say, ‘I want to offer this money for new work, for the monastery, or for a pagoda’, the bhikkhu can inform the kappiya that, ‘they said this.’

Nissaggiya rules nos. 18 and 19 are also related and relevant to this rule

Kosiyavagga rule no. 11 Kosiya sikkhâpada

11. Whatever bhikkhu should cause a ‘santhata’ rug to be made containing silk thread has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

A santhata-rug is not made by weaving, but is made by spreading silk, or wool, or cotton on the ground making it several layers thick and then pouring glue over it to make it stick together. It is used for lying and sitting on.

here, ‘containing silk thread’, means even as much as one thread. Whether the rug is made by oneself or one causes another to make it, it is nissaggiya.

There are three factors involved in this rule:

1. It contains silk thread.

2. One makes or causes it to be made for oneself.

3. One obtains that santhata-rug.

If a bhikkhu makes if for another person it is a dukkat/a offence, and if another person makes it and he uses it, it is a dukkat/a offence.

If it is woven and is therefore not a santhata-rug, there is no offence. There is no offence also for a mad bhikkhu or for the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

The formula for giving away is shown after rule no. 13.

Rule no. 12: Suddhakâlaka Sikkhâpada

12. Whatever bhikkhu should cause a ‘santhata’ rug to be made with only black wool has committed a nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

This rule is redundant because of the next rule.

Rule no. 13. Dvebhâgasikkhâpada

13. When a bhikkhu is making a new santhata-rug, he should make it having included two parts of black wool, one part of white wool, and one part of tawny wool. If a bhikkhu should make a new santhata-rug without including two parts of black wool together with one part of white wool and one part of tawny wool, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

In rule nos. 12 and 13, black wool can be naturally black wool or wool that has been dyed black.

Rule no. 13 is an improvement on the previous rule and it shows that a santhata-rug can contain no more than two parts or one half by weight of black wool. The other two colours need not be exactly measured.

There are three factors involved in this rule:

1. It is made with more than one half by weight of black wool.

2. One makes or causes it to be made for oneself.

3. One obtains that santhata-rug.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya santhata obtained are below. The Commentary also states that when the rug is given back, it cannot be used without it having been made allowable by removing the silk or correcting the proportions of black wool

Rule no. 11:

Idaŋ me bhante kosiyamissakaŋ santhataŋ kârâpitaŋ nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 12:

Idaŋ me bhante suddhakâl/akânaŋ el/akalomâna/ santhataŋ kârâpitaŋ nissaggiyaŋ, …

Rule no. 13:

Idaŋ me bhante santhataŋ anâdiyitvâ tulaŋ odâtânam tulaŋ gocariyânaŋ kârâpitaŋ nissaggiyaŋ …

Rule no. 14: Chabbassa Sikkhâpada

14. A bhikkhu, having made a new santhata-rug, should keep and use it for six years. If within those six years, having given away that rug, he should make a new rug, except if he has permission from the Sangha, it is a nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

This rule shows that a santhata-rug which has been made of allowable proportions of wool and without silk in it should be kept for six years. If a bhikkhu is ill and he cannot carry his rug with him, then he can ask the Sangha for permission to make a new rug when he arrives at the place he wishes to go to (see Pâli for formula).

There is no offence for a monk who has been given permission by the Sangha, if he makes the rug for someone else, if within six years someone else offers him a new rug, if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

Rule no. 15: Nisiidana Sikkhâpada

15. When a bhikkhu is making a new santhata sitting mat, he should make it having taken a piece one sugata-span in diameter from an old santhata-rug in order to spoil its appearance. If a bhikkhu should make a new santhata-sitting mat without taking a piece one sugata-span in diameter from an old santhata-rug, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The piece taken from an old santhata-rug (one that has been used at least one time) can be round or square. It can be placed as one piece in the new sitting mat, or it can be broken up and mixed with the wool for making the new sitting-mat. If the bhikkhu cannot find a piece of old rug that is big enough or he can’t find an old rug then it is allowable to use as much as he can find or none at all.

A question arises as to whether the nisîdana santhata of this rule is made to the same dimensions as the nisîdana of Pâcittiya rule no. 89. The Commentary gives no answer and the Subcommentaries give two different opinions. Vimati (subcommentary) states that the similarity of names is merely grammatical, there is no size limit given for a nisîdana santhata in the Pâli, or Commentary and therefore it does not need to be determined or made to any size limit. Sârattha (subcommentary) says that because the Pâli defines the word nisîdana as a ‘mat with a border in both these rules and because the Commentary calls a santhata-rug a fourth robe, then they are the same, should be made to the same dimensions and should be determined’. I prefer Sârattha’s opinion because following it is the safest choice.

There is no offence if the bhikkhu takes a piece one sugata-span in diameter from an old rug, if, failing to find enough, he uses less, if he obtains a ready-made sitting mat from somebody else, if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya santhata-sitting mat is:

Idaŋ me bhante nisîdanasanthataŋ anâdiyitvâ purân/asanthatassa sâmantâ sugatavidatthiŋ kârâpitaŋ nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 16: El/akaloma Sikkhâpada

16. If, whilst making a long journey, wool should become available to a bhikkhu then, if that bhikkhu wishes, he can accept it. Having accepted that wool, if there is no one to carry it for him, he can carry it with his own hands for three yojanas at most. If there is no one to carry it for him and if he should carry if farther than that, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

There are five factors involved in this rule:

1. It is wool that has not been made into a mat, rug, or any type of requisite.

2. It has been obtained for the first time.

3. One carries is by oneself or places it on a vehicle, without the driver knowing about it, for more than three yojanas.

4. One does not travel backwards and forwards within three yojanas’ radius of the place of acceptance.

5. One does not intend to stay in a place along the way.

In factor 2, if a thief has stolen it and the bhikkhu gets it back, or if having committed this offence and confessed it he is given the wool back again then there is no offence in going more than three yojanas because this is obtaining it for a second time.

In factor 3, a yojana is 11,200 fathoms in length and is measured from the place of acceptance. (11,200 × 6 ft = 67,200 ft = 12·73 miles or 20·92 kms.) If one causes another person to carry it then there is no offence

In factor 4, the bhikkhu has to travel beyond three yojanas from the place of acceptance. If he travels backwards and forwards within that distance, there is no offence.

In factor 5, if a bhikkhu intends to stay in some place within three yojanas, but later, having stayed there, goes further there is no offence.

The least piece of wool that can be carried is graphically illustrated in the Commentary by saying: ‘Even if one places a piece of wool up one’s nose to stop a nose-bleed and takes it farther than three yojanas then at the first step beyond it is a dukkat/a offence and with the second step it is a nissaggiya offence. There is an offence for each thread of wool.’

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya wool:

Imâni me bhante el/akalomâni tiyojanaparamaŋ atikkâmitâni nissaggiyâni, imâhaŋ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 17: Elakalomadhovâpana Sikkhâpada

17. Whatever bhikkhu should cause a bhikkhuni (nun) who is not a relative to wash, dye, or card wool, has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The explanation is similar to nissaggiya rule no. 4.

Rule no 18: Rûpiyasikkhâpada

Whatever bhikkhu should himself accept money or cause another to accept it for him or consents to having it placed near him or kept for him, has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

Here, jâtarûparajataŋ means anything that can be used for buying, such as gold or silver, so I have translated it as money. It includes all the things that can be used as currency, such as coins, banknotes, or traveller’s cheques.

Here, uggan/heyya (should himself accept) means that he takes or picks up the money by himself at a time when it is offered or when money without an owner is found on the road or some other place. (He is taking it as his own and not thinking of returning it to the owner.)

Here, uggan/hapeyya (cause another to accept it for him) is a causative verb. It means that without taking the money himself he causes another to take it and keep it for him, saying, ‘Take this money for me’, or ‘Give it to my kappiya’, or ‘Put the money over there’.

Here, upanikkhitaŋ vâ sâdiyeyya (consents to having it placed near him or kept for him) has two inclusive meaning:

1. A person comes to a bhikkhu and places some money in front of him and says, ‘This is for you.’

2. A person comes to a bhikkhu and says, ‘The money is in such and such a place or in your kappiya’s possession, I offer to you.’

Then, if at either of these times the bhikkhu does not show his non-acceptance of that money by either speech or body, but mentally gives his consent then that is what is meant here.

This is not an offence simply because of mentally consenting, but because of the failure to refuse by body and speech. If the bhikkhu refuses by body or speech to accept the money even if at the same time he consents mentally, there is also no offence. If the monk does not mentally consent but thinks ‘I do not accept this’, or, ‘Let the kappiya do what he likes with it’, there is also no offence.

There are three factors involved in this rule:

1. It is money.

2. It is for oneself.

3. One accepts it himself, causes another to accept it for him, or consents to having it placed near or kept for him.

Here in factor of 2, if one accepts money for oneself it is a nissaggiya offence. If it is for another person, group, the Sangha, a pagoda, monastery or for anything else it is a dukkat/a offence.

If, having accepted money for the Sangha, a hut is built with that money or part of it, then any bhikkhu who uses that hut will incur a dukkat/a offence. Cloth, food, or medicine bought with that money would be unable to be used by any bhikkhu. There is no method whatsoever whereby the original bhikkhu who accepts money can derive any benefit from it or use anything purchased with that money without committing an offence.

There is no offence if, in accordance with Pâcittiya no. 84, he picks up money that someone has left behind in the monastery and keeps it in order to return it to them; if he is mad, or if he was the first monk to commit this offence.

Any bhikkhu who knows he has money or goods bought with that money that has not been forfeited according to Vinaya will also incur the offence of conscious lying at the time of listening to the recitation of the Pât/imokkha, which is an obstacle to the attainment of Nibbâna.

Here, in order to re-establish the purity of a bhikkhu who has this offence, the money must be forfeited in the midst of the Sangha. It cannot be forfeited to a single bhikkhu or a group of less than four bhikkhus. The bhikkhu should say, ‘Venerable Sir, I have accepted this money and it should be given away by me. I give this to the Sangha’, (Ahaŋ bhante rûpiyaŋ pat/iggahesiŋ, idaŋ me bhante nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ sa.nghassa nissajjâmi.)

At that time if a laymen is present, it is allowable to explain to him what has happened. If that layman takes that money and asks, ‘What should I get with this’, he can be told, ‘Such and such is allowable’. He cannot be told, ‘Buy such and such’. Then, if that layman buys something and offers it to the Sangha, then all the bhikkhus except for the one who accepted that money, can make use of it.

If there is no layman present the Sangha must appoint a bhikkhu to take the money and throw it away somewhere.

The Buddha here has shown the way by which the Sangha can make use of articles obtained with money that was accepted by a bhikkhu and has also shown that there is no method whereby the monk who has accepted the money can derive benefit.

For requisites that have been obtained by any of the various forms of wrong livelihood, corrupting families (Sanghâdisesa no. 13), pretending to be an Ariya, or by boasting of being an Ariya when one is not, the Buddha has shown no method by which these requisites could be made allowable. Any bhikkhu who uses them incurs a dukkat/a offence.

Since this rule is not kept by the vast majority of bhikkhus of the present day, it is worthwhile here to look at what the Buddha has said concerning the allowability of money so that those who are interested in training themselves and in attaining the peace of Nibbâna will be able to see the importance of this rule.

Sal/âyatanavagga saŋyutta, gâman/î saŋyutta, 10-Man/icûl/akasutta:

Ref. Vinaya, Cûlavagga, Sattasatikkhandaka:

‘Yassa kho, gâmini, jâtarûparajataŋ kappati, pañcapi tassa kâmagun/a kappanti. Yassa pañca kâmagun/a kappanti, ekaŋsen’etaŋ, gâmani, dhareyyâsi “assaman/adhamma asakyaputtiyadhammo’ti”’.

‘To whoever, headman, money is allowable, to them the five types of sense pleasure are allowable. To whoever the five types of sense pleasure are allowable, you can be sure, headman, “This person is not a saman/a, this person is not a son of the Sakya”’.

Also in the same section is this verse:

Stained by lust and anger, and blinded by ignorance some Samanas and Brahmans take delight in sense pleasures. These foolish Samanas and Brahmanas drink alcohol, engage in sexual intercourse, accept money, gold and silver, and obtain their requisites by wrong livelihood.

All of these are called corruptions by the Buddha who shines like the sun. Those foolish saman/as and Brahmanas who are corrupted by these corruptions, impure and defiled, do not blaze or shine. Instead, bewildered, blinded, slaves to desire and full of craving they increase the size of cemeteries by taking birth again and again.

Rule no. 19: Rûpiya Sam/vohâra Sikkhâpada

Whatever bhikkhu should engage in the exchange of any of the various forms of gold, silver and money has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The previous rule prohibited the accepting of money, etc. (nissaggiya vatthu), and also gems and precious stones (dukkat/a vatthu). This rule prohibits the exchange of nissaggiya vatthu and dukkat/a vatthu for other goods, and also the exchange of allowable goods for nissaggiya and dukkat/a vatthu. Therefore, if a bhikkhu has accepted money, gems or precious stones and he himself goes or his kappiya goes for him and buys allowable requisites, those requisites are nissaggiya. Also, if he exchanges or causes his kappiya to exchange allowable requisites (robes, food, medicine) for money, gems, etc. these are also nissaggiya.

There are two factors involved in this rule:

1. The items exchanged involve money, etc. (nissaggiya or dukkat/a vatthu) on either way.

2. They are exchanged.

Here, in order to add clarity to this rule the Commentary gives the example of the four unallowable bowls.

1. Here a bhikkhu, having accepted money, buys iron ore and has it smelted and made into an almsbowl. This bowl is called the ‘Mahâakappiya bowl’ or ‘Great Unallowable bowl’, because there is no way whatsoever that it can be made allowable. Even if that bowl is broken up and made into cups, they would also be unallowable. If made into a cooking pot, the water heated in it would be allowable. This bowl is nissaggiya and must be given away.

2. Here a bhikkhu, having accepted money buys a ready-made bowl, which is then unallowable to be used by bhikkhus, bhikkhunis, sâman/eras, etc. This bowl is nissaggiya. If the bhikkhu returns that bowl to the shop where he bought it and takes back his money and gives back the bowl, it becomes allowable again for other bhikkhus, sâman/eras, etc. who receive it in an allowable way.

3. Here a bhikkhu, having accepted money in the wrong way, goes to the bowl shop with his kappiya and having selected a bowl, his kappiya buys it with the money that was unallowable. This bowl is also nissaggiya and unallowable for the five sahadhammikas and, like the second bowl, can be made allowable by returning it to the place of purchase.

4. Here a bhikkhu does not accept any money, and a kappiya has been instructed to, ‘Buy a bowl for the Thera and give it to him.’ Then, when they get to the bowl shop, the bhikkhu says, ‘Buy me this bowl’ or else he says to the shopkeeper, ‘Take this money and give me this bowl.’ This bowl is allowable to other bhikkhus but not allowable to that bhikkhu because he arranged the purchase in an unallowable way. This bowl is not nissaggiya but the basis of a dukkat/a offence.

If a bhikkhu does not accept any money and a kappiya has been instructed to ‘buy a bowl for the Thera and give it to him’. Then, if they go together to the shop and the bhikkhu says, ‘I like this one’, or ‘I will take this one’, (ayaŋ mayhaŋ ruccati, imâhaŋ gehessâmi) and the kappiya buys the bowl, it is allowable; even the Buddha would use such a bowl.

In order to re-establish the purity of a bhikkhu who has this offence, the goods must be forfeited in the midst of the Sangha. The bhikkhu should say:

Ahaŋ bhante rûpiyasaŋvohara/ samâpajjiŋ, idaŋ me Bhante nissaggiyaŋ, imâhaŋ nissajjâmi. The rest is the same as the previous rule.

Rule no. 20: Kayavikkaya Sikkhâpada

20. Whatever bhikkhu should engage in the bartering of any type of allowable requisites has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The previous rule prohibited buying and selling using money and this rule is prohibiting buying and selling using allowable requisites (robes, medicine, lodgings) and therefore, because it does not involve money, I have translated it as bartering.

If a bhikkhu says, ‘For this give me that; for this bring me that; for this exchange that; with this buy that’, it is a dukkat/a offence. (‘Iminâ imaŋ dehi, iminâ imaŋ âhâra, iminâ imaŋ parivattehi, iminâ imaŋ cetâpehi). Having said the above, if he gives his requisite to a layman, even his own parents, it is another dukkat/a offence for selling. Having said the above, if he takes a requisite from a layman, even his own parents, it is a dukkat/a offence for buying. When both these actions are completed and he has given his requisite and received something in exchange then it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

If a bhikkhu is not bartering then there is no offence if he says to his parents, ‘Give me this; Take this’, when he wants something or he wants to give something to his parents. If he says, ‘Having eaten this, bring that; having eaten this do this’, and if that layman should bring wood for dying robes, etc., then that wool is nissaggiya. If that layman does some work in the monastery then the bhikkhu should confess that as a Pâcittiya offence. (There is nothing that could be given away.)

There are three factors involved in this rule:

1. It involves allowable requisites (on both sides).

2. It is not with one of the five sahadhammikas.

3. One speaks in a way that is considered as bartering and the articles are exchanged.

There is no offence if a bhikkhu barters with one of the five sahadhammikas; if he says ‘I have this and I need such and such1’; if he instructs his kappiya2; if he asks the price3; if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

1. A bhikkhu can say this directly to the shopkeeper or person and it does not constitute bartering. (Idaŋ amhâkaŋ atthi, amhâkañca iminâ ca iminâ ca attho).

2. If the bhikkhu wants something from a particular shopkeeper then, excepting the shopkeeper, the bhikkhu can appoint anyone as a kappiya, even the sons and daughters of the shopkeeper, and tell him or her, ‘For this bring such and such and give it to me’. (Iminâ imaŋ nâma gahetvâ dehi).

3. If the bhikkhu’s article is of less value than the one he wants and if the owner does not know this, he should tell him ‘My article is of little value.’ If the bhikkhu deceives that person into exchanging it, then the difference in value of the two items should be used to decide whether he has committed a Pârâjika offence.<?This would rather be Pâcittiya for lying.> If the person knows there is a difference in value and says, ‘Never mind, the extra will be my merit’, it is allowable.<?Even if he thinks that, it’s allowable — another reason why it can’t be Pârâjika.>

The nissaggiya items obtained by bartering can be forfeited to the Sangha, a group, or an individual. The formula is:

Aham/ bhante nânappakârakam/ kayavikkayam/ samâpajjim/, idam/ me bhante nissaggiyam/, imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Pattavagga rule no. 21 Pattasikkhâpada

21. An extra bowl may be kept by a bhikkhu for ten days at most; if it is kept for longer than that it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The extra bowl is nissaggiya at the eleventh dawn after accepting it.

An extra bowl is one made of either clay or iron and is large enough to be vikapped or determined but has not yet been vikapped or determined.

Here is the way in which the size should be determined. If half an âl/haka measure of uncooked rice is cooked and then a bean curry is added to than cooked rice in proportion of one part in four and then a suitable amount of fish, meat or vegetable is added and all this is placed in a bowl so that it reaches a little below the mouth of the bowl, then this bowl is the largest that can be determined or vikapped. The smallest bowl is measured in the same way, except that one pattho measure of rice is used to begin with.

Basing my calculations on the Burmese estimates then one half an âl/haka of uncooked rice, when cooked, will occupy about 4·5 litres of space and the other curries would add a further 2·25 litres, giving a total of about 6·75 litres as the capacity of the largest bowl. (The average Burmese bowl is about 4·5 litres in size, large Thai bowls may be too large.) The smallest bowl would need to be able to hold one quarter of this amount and would have a capacity of at least 1·69 litres.

Any bowl bigger or smaller than this cannot be determined as an alms bow, but can be used for eating out of. The Commentary says that a clay bowl must be fired twice in order to blacken it and an iron bowl must be fired five times, but most teachers feel that the important factor here is whether the bowl is black and not firing. Therefore, if the bowl is black by painting or lacquering then it is allowable.

Only one bowl may be determined and their procedure is the same as for cloth (see niss. No. 1). The formulas here are:

Imam//etam/ pattam/ paccuddharâmi/ adhit/t/hâmi.

The determination of a bowl is removed by the same nine factors as for robes (see niss. No. 1). Here the ninth factor is that the bowl has a hole in it being more than two fingerbreadths below the rim and large enough for a small grain of rice to pass through it.

The method for vikapping a bowl is the same as for cloth (see niss. No. 1). The formulas are:

Imam/ pattam/ – nearby, singular

Ime patte – nearby, plural

Etam/ pattam/ - outside hatthapâsa, singular

Ete patte - outside hatthapâsa, plural

There is no offence if within ten days the bowl is determined, vikapped, given away, lost, destroyed, burnt, stolen, or taken on trust. There is also no offence if the bhikkhu is mad or if he was the first bhikkhu who committed this offence.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya bowl is:

Idam/ me bhante patto dasahâtikkanto nissaggiyo; imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 22. Ûnapañcabandhana Sikkhâpada

22. Whatever bhikkhu who has a bowl with less than five mends should ask for a new bowl has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence. That bhikkhu should give away that bowl to a group of bhikkhus, and the last bowl of that group of bhikkhus should be given to him and he should be told, ‘Bhikkhu, this bowl you should keep until it breaks’. This is what should be done.

There is no offence for a bhikkhu whose bowl has been lost or destroyed, if he asks a relative or inviter, if it is obtained with his own wealth, if he asks for another’s benefit, if he is mad, or if he was the first monk to commit this offence. (See explanation of Nissaggiya Pâcittiya no. 6.)

Clay bowl were mended by making a small hole on each side of the crack and binding the crack using thread or wire and then covering the thread on the inner side with lacquer. The bowl was then redetermined. ‘Five mends’ refers only to clay bowls and each crack that is two fingerbreadths in length counts as one mend. One crack that is four fingerbreadths long counts as two mends. Actually, the bow need only be mended four times and when the fifth crack appears, a bhikkhu can ask for a new bowl from anyone. Before that, he cannot ask for a bowl from someone who is not a relative or inviter.

In the case of an iron bowl, it will not crack and as it develop holes, these should be mended by filling them. If the hole is too big to mend or there are too many holes then a bhikkhu can ask for a new bowl.

The nissaggiya bowl should be given up to a group of bhikkhus. One bhikkhu of the group then asks each bhikkhu starting from the eldest Thera to take that bowl. If the eldest Thera takes the bowl then his old bowl should be offered to the next bhikkhu and so on. The last bowl remaining is then given to the bhikkhu who committed this offence. The details can be found in the Pâli.

Rule no. 23. Bhesajja Sikkhâpada

23. There are these medicines which can be accepted and used by a bhikkhu who is ill, namely: ghee, butter, oil, honey, and sugar. Having accepted any of these they can be stored and eaten for at most seven days. If they are stored for longer than that it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

Ghee and butter (sappi, navanîtam/) are both made from the milk of animals whose meat is allowable to eat. The ten unallowable meats are human, elephant, horse, dog, snake, lion, tiger, leopard, bear, and hyena.

The Commentary says that milk from any animal, even humans is allowable, which seems to contradict the Pâli.

Butter (navanîtam/) is made by placing a paddle into curd and spinning the paddle in order to churn the curd into butter. This butter is then heated and clarified to make ghee (sappi).

Oil can be made from seeds such as sesame, mustard, peanut, sunflower, or from meat or fish. The Commentary, quoting from the Pâli of Mahâvagga, deduces that oil from any type of meat except human meat is allowable because the Buddha allowed bear oil. The logic is inconsistent, as the Commentary then has no reason to exclude human meat.<?But consumption of human flesh is a Thullaccaya, and consumption of the others only a dukkat/a. Therefore I’d agree with the Commentary here.>

Honey is produced by bees.

Sugar is defined by the Pâli as being produced from sugar cane, but most bhikkhus feel that it includes palm sugar, which does not appear to have been used in those days. Sugar includes sugar cane juice as well.

The Commentary says that sugar made from mangoes, jackfruit, bananas or other fruit is yâvakâlika and sugar made from chillies or other yâvajîvika fruits is yâvajîvika. This might mean that glucose which comes from grapes and barley sugar would be yâvakâlika.

Lemonade which is a mixture of lemon (yâvajîvaka) and sugar (sattâhakâlika) is considered as sattâhakâlika by Burmese teachers. I am not sure how Coca Cola is made but it may also be sattâhakâlika.

All of these five medicines, having been accepted in the morning, can be eaten as one likes, on that first morning even mixed with food. But in the afternoon, they can only be used if one is ill; or if a bhikkhu is not ill, he can mix them with water and drink this if he is thirsty. (See also Pâcittiya 37.)

There is no offence if within seven days the bhikkhu determines the medicine to be used externally and not for eating; if it is given away, lost, destroyed, burnt, stolen, or taken on trust; if it is given away to a novice or layman without expectation that it will be given back and then without asking they offer it again; if he is mad or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

At the eighth dawn after acceptance the medicines become nissaggiya and should be given away. Even if there is only as much as the size of a sesame seed left it should be given away. The formula is:

Idam/ me bhante bhesajjam/ sattâhâtikkantam/ nissaggiyam/, imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Having received the medicine back again after performing this Vinayakamma it cannot be consumed but can be used externally to rub on the feet<?but not by the offender> or for a lamp.

Rule no. 24. Vassikasât/ika Sikkhâpada

24. When there is one month left of the hot season a bathing robe for the rainy season may be searched for by a bhikkhu. When there is half a month left of the hot season, having made it, it can be worn. If he should search for a bathing robe for the rainy season before the last month of the hot season, or, having made it, should wear it before the last half of the last month of the hot season, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

During the rainy season in India, bhikkhus used to bathe in the rain. At first, they bathed naked, but later the Buddha allowed a bathing robe for the rainy season (vassikasât/ika). If a bhikkhu who has a bathing robe bathes naked in the rain, it is a dukkat/a offence. (see also Pâcittiya no. 91.)

There are four periods of time for a bathing robe:

1. The period in which a robe can be searched for (not worn, or determined) which is the last month of the hot season.

2. The period in which it can be searched for, sewn, and worn which is the last half of the last month of the hot season.

3. The period in which it can be searched for, sewn, worn, and determined, is the four months of the rainy season.

4. The period in which it cannot be searched for, sewn, worn, or determined, is the remaining seven months of a year. During these seven months, the bathing robe should not be determined as a bathing robe, but, having given up the determination it should be vikapped or determined as parikkhâracol/a.

When a bhikkhu is searching for a bathing robe for the rainy season he can approach the person who offered him a bathing robe in the previous year and say, ‘It is the time for bathing robes; other people are offering bathing robes.’ He should not say, ‘Offer me a bathing robe; buy me a bathing robe’, which would be an offence for asking for cloth from a person who is not a relative (Nissaggiya Pâcittiya no. 6). He can also ask a relative or an inviter but he should remember that it is an offence to ask them at the wrong time (during period no. 4. above).

There are two ways of committing an offence here and thus two sets of factors involved in this rule.

1. One searches for the bathing robe at the wrong time.

2. It is for oneself.

3. One obtains it.

or

1. One has a bathing robe

2. There is no danger, or one’s robes have not been stolen.

3. It is one’s own bathing robe.

4. One wears it during the seven and a half months that it is not allowed to be worn.

Formula: Idam/ me bhante vassikasât/ikacîvaram/ atirekamâse sese gimhâne pariyit/t/ham/, atirekad/d/hamâse sese gimhâne katvâ paridahitam/ nissaggiyam/, imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

There is no offence if during the seven and a half months that it is not allowed to be worn a bhikkhu’s other robes are stolen or destroyed and he wears it so as not to be naked, or if he wears it whilst bathing because there is a danger that it may but stolen by thieves.

These days, bhikkhus use bathing robes all the year round which are not vassikasât/ikas according to Vinaya and can be determined as parikkhâracol/a.

Rule no. 25: Cîvara Acchindana Sikkhâpada

25. Whatever bhikkhu who having given his own cloth to another bhikkhu should later when angry and displeased take it back or get another person to take it back for him has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

In this rule firstly a bhikkhu gives robe or cloth to another bhikkhu thinking that he will do something for him and then, because that bhikkhu does not do what he wants he gets angry and takes back the robe or cloth thinking that it still belongs to him since that other bhikkhu did not do what he wanted. If he takes it, thinking that it belong to that other bhikkhu it may be a Pârâjika offence according to the value of the article. Here, only cloth is the basis for a nissaggiya offence, other requisites and taking from a novice or layperson are dukkat/a offences.

There are five factors involved in this offence:

1. It is a piece of cloth large enough to be vikapped or determined.

2. It is one’s own cloth that is given.

3. One takes it back thinking that it is one’s one.

4. It is taken back from a bhikkhu.

5. One takes it back or gets another to take it back when angry.

There is no offence if the other bhikkhu gives it back, if the bhikkhu takes it on trust, if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya cloth is: Idam/ me bhante cîvaram/ bhikkhussa sâmam/ datvâ puna acchinnam/ nissaggiyam/, imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 26: Suttaviññattisikkhâpada

26. Whatever bhikkhu having himself asked for thread should cause it to be woven into a robe by weavers has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The Pâli explanation of this rule says that if the weaving is asked for from a person who is not a relative or an inviter it is a nissaggiya offence. It does not state any offence for asking for thread. (See also no offence clause.)

The Commentary, however, explains the rule in another way. If a bhikkhu asks for thread for making a robe from a layman who is not a relative or an inviter it is called unallowable thread. If he obtains it from a relative or an inviter or by standing, silently until a layman asks him ‘What do you want’, then it is allowable thread. In the same way, if a bhikkhu asks a weaver who is not a relative or inviter to weave a robe for him that weaving is unallowable, but if the weaver is his relative or an inviter, or if by standing silently as above he asks the weaver then it is allowable. If with unallowable thread and unallowable weaving a piece of cloth is made large enough to be determined or vikapped it is a nissaggiya offence; every time another piece is woven onto it, the same size again it is another nissaggiya offence. Every action of the weaver is a dukkat/a offence for the bhikkhu. If with unallowable thread and allowable weaving or with allowable thread and unallowable weaving a piece of cloth large enough to be determined or vikapped is make it is a dukkat/a offence. If with allowable thread and unallowable weaving a piece of cloth large enough to be determined or vikapped is made it is a dukkat/a offence. If a piece of cloth is made with allowable thread and allowable weaving, there is no offence.

There are three factors involved in this rule:

1. One asks for thread in order to make a robe.

2. It is for oneself.

3. The weaving is obtained in an unallowable way.

There is no offence if a bhikkhu asks for thread in order to sew or mend a robe or in order to make a bandage, a shoulder cloth, a bowl bag, a water filter, if he asks from a relative or inviter, if he obtains it with his own wealth, if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

The formula for giving away the cloth is:

Idam/ me bhante ciivaram/ sâmam/ suttam/ viññâpetvâ tantavâyehi vâyapitam/ nissaggiyam/, imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 27: Mahâpesakârasikkhâpada

27. If a layman or laywoman who is not a relative should get a weaver to weave a robe intending to offer it to a certain bhikkhu and if that bhikkhu, without having previously been invited, should approach that weaver and give instructions saying, ‘Friend, this robe is being woven specifically for me, make it long, make it wide, make the weave close together, make it even, spread it evenly, stretch it well, and comb it well, and maybe I will give you some small present’, and if after having spoken thus he should give a small present, even a little alms food, it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

There are four factors involved in this rule:

1. One approaches the weaver without having been invited and gives instructions in order to get a better cloth.

2. It is intended for oneself.

3. Because of one’s instructions, the weaver uses more thread than originally intended.

4. One obtains that cloth which is large enough to be vikapped or determined.

It is not a nissaggiya offence because of giving a present as the rule suggests, but because of causing more thread to be used than was intended. There is no offence if the cloth is being offered by a relative or inviter, if it is for another’s benefit, if it is obtained with one’s own wealth, if he causes the weaver to weave a less expensive cloth, if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya cloth is:

Idam/ me bhante cîvaram/ pubbe apavâritassa aññâtakassa gahapatikassa tantavâye upsa.nkamitvâ vikappam/ âpannam/ nissaggiyam/, imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 28: Accekacîvara Sikkhâpada

28. If ten days before the end of the rains-retreat an acceka-cloth should become available then a bhikkhu knowing that it is an acceka-cloth can accept it and having accepted it can keep it without determining or vikapping it until the end of the time for robes. If he should kept for longer than that then it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The rains retreat lasts for three months from the beginning of the rainy season. An acceka-cloth is literally one that is offered in a hurry or quickly and it derives its name from the fact that the donor cannot wait till the time for robes which is the month after the rains retreat or, if a bhikkhu has performed the kat/hina ceremony five moths after the rains retreat. Other cloth offered within the last ten days of the rains retreat that are not acceka-cloth can only be kept for ten days without determining it according to nissaggiya rule no.1 An acceka cloth is one offered by a soldier going to battle, a person going on a journey, a person who is ill, a pregnant woman, or a person who has only recently developed faith in Buddhism having heard a discourse.

There are four factors involved in this rule:

1. The acceka-cloth is his own and large enough to be vikapped or determined.

2. It is obtained within the last ten days of the rains retreat.

3. It has not been determined or vikapped.

4. It is kept past the end of the time for robes.

There is no offence if within the time for robes it is determined, vikapped, given away, lost, destroyed, burnt, stolen, taken on trust, if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

Idam/ me bhante cîvaram/ accekacîvaram/ cîvarakâlasamayam/ atikâmitam/ nissaggiyam/, imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 29: Sâsa.nka Sikkhâpada

29. From the end of the rains retreat till the next full moon, if a forest monastery is known to be risky and dangerous then a bhikkhu who lives in such a monastery can, if he likes, keep one robe out of his three robes in the village. If, for whatever reason, that bhikkhu lives apart from that robe he can do so for at most six days. If he should live apart from that robe for longer than that except with permission from the Sangha it is a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

From the first day after the pavâran/â ceremony up until the day of the next full moon, if a bhikkhu decides to live in a forest monastery being more than five hundred bow lengths from the village, where thieves have been seen or where people have been robbed or murdered, then that bhikkhu may keep one of his robes in the village because those thieves knowing that bhikkhus receiving many offerings at that time of year, might try to rob him. If he does so but leaves his robe there for more than six nights, there is a chance that it may be eaten by rats or white ants, or be destroyed, or damaged.

In this rule, a robe means only those that have been determined as ticîvara.

The distance from the village is measured using a strung bow, which is four cubits in length. Therefore, 500 bow lengths = 2000 cubits = 0·64 miles or 1·04 kilometres (using a 10'' span). If the village is fenced, then it is measured from the fence but if it is unfenced, it is measured from one stone’s throw from the last house. If the monastery is fenced it is measured from the fence and if it is unfenced it is measured starting from the nearest building to the village be it a hut, eating hall or pagoda.

There are four factors involved in this rule:

1. It is a robe determined as ticîvara.

2. One has no kat/hina privileges.

3. One has no permission from the Sangha.

4. One lives apart from the a robe for seven dawns.

These factors are similar to those of Nissaggiya Pâcittiya no. 2. There is no offence if after six days the bhikkhu spends one dawn together with his robe and then leaves again, if within six days he gives up his determination of that robe, gives it away, it is lost, destroyed, burnt, stolen, or taken on trust, if he has permission from the Sangha (sammuti), if he is mad, or if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya robe is:

Idam/ me bhante cîvaram/ atirekacharattam/ vippavuttham/ aññatra bhikkhusammutiyâ nissaggiyam/, imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Rule no. 30 Parin/ata Sikkhâpada

30. Whatever bhikkhu, knowing that an offering is intended to be given to the Sangha should cause it to be given to himself instead, has committed a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

Here, ‘knowing’ means the bhikkhu knows or has been informed by the donor or another person. The donor can say, ‘I am going to give this’ or he can show that he intends to give something by bodily action and without speech.

The requisite here has not yet been offered to the Sangha. If the requisite has been offered to the Sangha then it is not allowable for a bhikkhu to take is as his own. If he has taken it he should give it back and if he has eaten some food offered to the Sangha, then he should replace it with something of the same value.

If the bhikkhu says, ‘Offer this to me’, or words to that effect then it is a dukkat/a offence for making an effort to cause the offering to be given to himself and when he receives that offering it is a nissaggiya offence.

The Commentary points out that if an offering is intended to be given to another bhikkhu, novice, layman, or even a bhikkhu’s own parents and he causes it to be given to himself, it is also a Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offence.

The Pâli shows that if an offering is intended to be given to the Sangha and he causes it to be offered to another person, it is a Pâcittiya offence (no. 82). If an offering is intended to be given to the Sangha in one monastery and he causes it to be offered to the Sangha in another monastery, or to a pagoda, it is a dukkat/a offence.

If an offering is intended to be given to a pagoda and he causes it to be offered to the Sangha, another pagoda or to another person it is a dukkat/a offence. If an offering is intended to be given to one person and he causes it to be offered to another person, or the Sangha, or a pagoda, it is a dukkat/a offence. The Commentary says that even if an offering is intended to be given to a dog and the bhikkhu says, ‘Don’t give it to this dog, give it to that dog’, it is a dukkat/a offence.

There are three factors involved in this offence:

1. The offering is intended to be offered to the Sangha.

2. Knowing that, one causes it to be offered to oneself.

3. One receives that offering.

There is no offence if the bhikkhu is asked ‘Where should this be given’, and he replies, ‘Give it to whichever Sangha, etc. that you are pleased with’, or ‘Give it wherever it will be used.’

I think there is also no offence if someone wants to offer something to a bhikkhu and he tells them to offer it instead to the Sangha, a pagoda, or another bhikkhu or novice.

The formula for giving away the nissaggiya article here is:

Idam/ me bhante jânam/ sa.nghikam/ lâbham/ parin/atam/ attano parin/amitam/ nissaggiyam/, imâham/ âyasmato nissajjâmi.

Out of these thirty Nissaggiya Pâcittiya rules, the articles obtained in rules no. 11, 12, 13, and 23, having been given away and received again cannot be used. The money accepted in rule no. 18, and the articles obtained with money in rule no. 19 are not given back. The remaining twenty-four, having been given away and received again can be used.

<From old ms., all in pencil, showing many corrections of the author’s>

Pâcittiya

The word Pâcittiya as a name for this class of offences has the meaning of an action or offence which causes the mind (citta) to fall away (pâteti) from wholesome states. Because these offences in this class cause the mind to fall away from wholesome states, they are called pâcittiya. (citta pâteti = pâcittiya).

Unlike the Nissaggiya Pâcittiya offences, no object has to be given away and so they are called suddhapâcittiya, i.e. simple Pâcittiyas. The others offences in the Pât/imokkha such as Pârâjika etc. also cause the mind to fall away from wholesome states, but those groups have their own special names reflecting their unique difference from the Pâcittiyas.

1. Speaking a conscious lie is a Pâcittiya offence.<?A pleonasm. There is no such thing as an unconscious lie.>

An Ariya is incapable of speaking a conscious lie and this rule also makes up one precept of the five precepts for a layperson so that it is an important rule not only for bhikkhus, but for everyone who wishes to attain Nirvana.

The word conscious (sampajâna) means that before he speaks or whilst he speaks, the bhikkhu knows he is lying or going to lie.

It is a lie in any of eight ways in that he says he has seen what he has not seen, heard what he has not heard, sensed (smelt, tasted or touched) what he has not sensed, or known what he has not known, or has not seen what he has seen, not heard what he has heard, not sensed (smelt, tasted, or touched) what he has sensed, not known what he has known.

* or more simple he says what has happened has not happened or has not happened what has happened, is true to be false or what is false to be true, fact to be not fact or what is not fact to be fact.

Dict. lie, lying, lied; lying: to utter falsehood with the intention to deceive.

A lie can be committed by signalling with the body, by writing or by speech. Other offences connected with lying are Pârâjika no. 4, Sanghâdisesa no. 8, Pâcittiya no. <? Presumably 76>.

There are two actors involved in this offence.

1. He intends to deceive another person about something.

2. He makes an effort to deceive by body or speech.

There is no offence if he speaks hastily without thinking, or if he means to say one thing and says another by mistake, if he was the first bhikkhu to commit this offence or if he is mad.

The Commentary also says there is no offence if he tells a lie whilst joking or for amusement or playfully.<?This is certainly not true, but what the Commentary probably means is that telling a joke is not a Pâcittiya, because, although the story told is not true, there’s no intention to deceive. This would be not be called a lie, however. Lying for a joke (such as making somebody an April fool) is a Pâcittiya. Note that ‘musâvâda’ by itself is not the same as lying.>

(I have seen this, when he hasn’t) (esp. common when learning to speak a foreign language.)

2. Speaking abuse (to a bhikkhu) is a Pâcittiya offence.

This type of speech is called abuse (omasavâda) because it pierces (ovijjhati), assails or wounds the person it is directed at. I’ve translated it as abuse and it includes many type of insulting, crude and abusive speech, which are spoken out of anger in order to assail someone verbally, incl. sarcasm.

Revile = to assail with crude language

The Pâli gives ten classes of abusive language arranged under the following headings

1. caste – sudra, khattiya, Brahmin, etc.

2. name

3. family (race)

4. trade

5. occupation

6. disease

7. physical features

8. defilements – greed, anger, delusion, conceit, jealousy, etc.

9. offences – Pârâjika, Sanghâdisesa, etc.

10. insult – You are a dog, etc. and sexually related crudities

Each of these is again sub-divided into high and low forms and because the Pâli gives such a superb analysis of each class I will try to give some examples for each class along the same lines. (They missed out religion.)

1. Caste (i) low – outcaste, hunter


You are an outcaste, hunter, fisherman


(î) high – you are a Brahmin, royal

2.

monks Pâcittiya, others dukkat/a; joking, not meaning to abuse or insult is a dubbhâsita.

3. Tale-bearing (in order to cause division and quarrels) amongst bhikkhus is a Pâcittiya offence. (hard to translate literally).

<End of pencil writing. The following is still from the old ms., but in ballpoint pen.>

1. ‘I will wear the lower robe evenly’, is a practice that should be observed.

Covering the navel with the top edge and letting the lower edge hang evenly all around approximately eight fingerbreadths below the knee is called, ‘wearing the lower robe evenly’. It does not have to be worn exactly eight fingerbreadths below the knee but should be worn neither too long nor too short, and worn so that no side hangs lower or higher than any other side.

The lower robe should also not be worn in an unallowable fashion such as making the front folds look like a fishtail by being small in width at the top and wide at the bottom, or like a palm leaf fan by making many pleats and folds, or like an elephant trunk by rolling the lower robe (which is practised at present in North East Thailand).

Although the wording of the rule itself does not specify that transgressing this rule is a dukkat/a offence, the word Commentary states it to be so.

There is no offence for :

1. one who intends to wear the lower robe evenly but unintentionally wears it unevenly (asañcicca = unintentional).

2. one who absentmindedly wears it unevenly while paying attention to something else (assatiyâ = absentmindedly)

3. one who does not know that there is a rule that the lower robe should be worn evenly (ajânantassa = unknowingly). He should learn how to wear the lower robe evenly and if he does not wish to learn he commits an offence according to this rule because of his lack of respect for the rule.

4. one who has a sore on the leg and needs to wear the robe longer than allowed (gilânassa = one who is ill)

5. One who is fleeing from danger such as a tiger, lion, or robbers (âpadâsu = <? sc. in case of accident)

6. One who is mad and 7. The first bhikkhu who committed this offence (ummattakâdî)

There are three factors involved in the commission of this offence:

1. One is not possessed of a mind that has respect for this rule and so does not with to practise this rule.

2. One has no reason to be considered as having no offence. (Any one of the six points above).

3. The lower robe is worn unevenly.

The rest of the sekhiyâ rules all have three factors for their commission. The first two factors are the same in every rule so that in each case the rule becomes the third factor.

2. ‘I will wear the upper robe evenly’, is a practice that should be observed.

Wearing the upper robes that the lower edge is level and even all around is called, ‘wearing the upper robe evenly’. The Commentary to the next rule states that the robe is rolled and covers the arm, yet in this rule the Commentary omits this phrase, which is strong evidence to suggest that in ancient times the upper robe was worn inside the monastery as it is in Burma today, and not worn rolled as can be seen in Thailand. Nevertheless, whichever way the upper robe is worn, the lower edge should be level. The sub-commentary (vimati t/îka) adds that the lower edge should have approximately four fingerbreadths below the knee.

The no offence categories are the same as those mentioned in the previous rule.

These first two rules should be practised at all times, although it is not stated that they should be kept whilst one is asleep or while one is alone.

3. ‘Well covered will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

4. ‘Well covered will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

When a monk enters the village, he should roll the two side edges of the upper robe together and wear the robe covering the lower part of the neck, both shoulders, the body and the arms and exposing only the head and the upper part of the neck, the hands, and the lower part of the legs. The lower edge of the robe should also be level. This method of wearing the robe whilst in the village is what is meant by ‘well covered’.

<note in pencil: Some monks say that the tags at the corner of the robe should be used otherwise it is an offence according to this rule.>

Besides the six categories of no offence mentioned in the previous rule, here, when one is residing in the village for a night or day then also there is no offence (vassûpagata). When one is entering the village for alms, a meal, to teach Dhamma, etc., then one has to wear the robe so that one is ‘well covered’. Taking an overnight train, boat, or airplane, would be vassûpagata.

5. ‘Well restrained will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

6. ‘Well restrained will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

Without fidgeting and playing with the hands or feet, but keeping them calm and controlled is what is meant by ‘well restrained’.

7. ‘With eyes cast down will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

8. ‘With eyes cast down will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

Looking at the ground about four and one half cubits in front of oneself is what is meant by ‘eyes cast down’. If there is a danger like a horse, or bullock cart, or car, truck, train, etc. it is allowable to look further ahead. There is no exception to these previous four rules even though one is residing in the village for a night or day (vassûpagata).

9. ‘Not with the robe lifted up will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

10. ‘Not with the robe lifted up will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

Lifting up one side or both sides of either the lower or upper robes is called, ‘lifting up the robe’. When one is residing in the village for a night or day, then there is no offence, but one must be careful to observe the rules of wearing the robes evenly. Even when one is sitting in the village and needs to take out the water filter from one’s own belt one cannot hitch up the robe by lifting it onto the shoulder.

11. ‘Not with loud laughter will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

12. ‘Not with loud laughter will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

If whilst going or sitting in the village something happens that causes one to laugh, then one should not laugh with a loud ha, ha, ha sound, but just try to smile. If one has no intention to break this rule and laughs with a small sound then there is no offence.

13. ‘Speaking softly will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

14. ‘Speaking softly will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

Literally, this rule should be translated as ‘with little sound’. Here ‘speaking softly’ means speech loud enough so that a person six cubits away from the speaker hear and understand what is said, but a person twelve cubits away can hear the sound but not understand what is said. If one is in the village to teach Dhamma, recite paritta, etc., then it is no offence to speak loudly so that everybody can hear.

15. ‘Not shaking the body will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

16. ‘Not shaking the body will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

17. ‘Not shaking the arms will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

18. ‘Not shaking the arms will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

19. ‘Not shaking the head will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

20. ‘Not shaking the head will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

One should keep the body, arms, and head still and calm. This is no offence to sit shaking the body, arms, or head (rules 16, 18, 20) when one is residing in the village for a day or night.

21. ‘Not with arms akimbo will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

22. ‘Not with arms akimbo will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

Placing the hands on the hips to support the back is called ‘with arms akimbo’. There is no offence for one who is residing in the village for a day or night

23. ‘Not with the head covered will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

24. ‘Not with the head covered will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

Covering or wrapping the head with the robe, etc. is called ‘with the head covered’. There is no offence for one who is residing in the village for a day or night in rule 24.

25. ‘Not walking on tiptoes or only on heels will I go in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

This seems to be a type of penance practised by some types of ascetics, but a monk should walk normally.

26. ‘Not clasping the knees will I sit in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

This means sitting holding up the knees by either encircling them with the arms or by wrapping a cloth around the body. There is no offence for one who is residing in the village for a day or night.

These first twenty-six rules are called sâruppasikkhâpadâni or rules of suitable, appropriate conduct.

27. ‘Respectfully I will accept alms food’, is a practice that should be observed.

Appreciatingly and mindfully, one should accept alms food and not with expressions or actions that would make the donor think one is going to throw away what is offered or that one does not like what is offered.

28. ‘Paying attention to the bowl I will accept alms-food’, is a practice that should be observed.

At the time of accepting almsfood, one should look at the bowl and be mindful and not look elsewhere so that one knows whether the donor is still placing foot in the bowl or has finished offering.

29. ‘With a proportionate amount of bean curry will accept alms-food’, is a practice that should be observed.

‘Bean curry’ means a curry made of beans such as dahl or lentils, which are commonly eaten by Indians and Burmese villagers. A proportionate amount is one part in four. If one accepts more than that, it is a dukkat/a offence. Curries made of anything besides beans, or bean curry accepted out of proportion from a relative, from someone who has given invitation, for another monk, obtained with one’s own wealth are the bases for no offence.

30. ‘Only up to the rim of the bowl will I accept almsfood’, is a practice that should be observed.

One should accept almsfood only up to the level to which the empty bowl could be filled with water and not beyond. Here, almsfood means what is ‘yâvakâlika’ and bowl means a bowl of sufficient size to be determined as an almsbowl. If the bowl is smaller than that, or one is accepting yâmakâlika, etc., then there is no offence in heaping the contents up past the level of the rim. Also, if the food is wrapped in a leaf or put in a small cup and placed on top of the bowl each of these is considered as a separate bowl and it is not considered to be heaping up. Even a sick monk is not exempt from practising this rule. The practices mentioned in these four rules above are all unallowable yet the food accepted in the wrong way is allowed to be eaten and there is no offence in eating it.

31. ‘Respectfully will I eat almsfood’, is a practice that should be observed.

32. ‘Paying attention to the bowl will I eat almsfood’, is a practice that should be observed.

These rules should be understood in a similar way to rules 27 and 28.

33. ‘Systematically will I eat almsfood’, is a practice that should be observed.

When eating one should not take food from here and there inside the bowl, but should start eating from the side closest to oneself in a successive and orderly manner. If one wishes to give some food to another monk, it can be taken from any place in the bowl.

34. ‘With a proportionate amount of bean curry will I eat almsfood’’, is a practice that should be observed.

This rule should be understood in a similar way to rule 29.

35. ‘I will not eat almsfood taking it from the top of the heap’, is a practice that should be observed.

‘Thûpa’ refers to a heap like a stupa or pagoda. Here, taking food from the top of the centre of the bowl is what is meant by ‘taking it from the top of the heap’.

36. ‘I will not hide bean, meat, or fish curries with rice out of desire to get more’, is a practice that should be observed.

If one covers the curries with rice and hides them, the next person to offer will think that one has not received any curry, but only rice and so will offer more curry. It is not allowed to hide the curries out of desire to get more, but if the donor is a vegetarian and will get angry if he sees meat in the monk’s bowl then it is allowable to cover the meat. A sick monk is not exempt from practising this rule.

37. ‘I will not eat curries or rice which I have asked for for my own benefit unless I am sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

Here, curries refer to all types of food except for those mentioned previously in pan/îtabhojana rule (Pâcittiya no. 49). Even asking for water is included here. When not ill, asking for medicine is included in Mahânâma rule (Pâcittiya no. 47); asking for sumptuous foods is included in pan/îtabhojana rule; asking for anything else is a dukkat/a according to this rule.

If one is sick, one can ask for any food or medicine from anyone, whether they have previously given an invitation or not.

[This shows Thai interp. of Mahânâma rule is wrong and that it only extends to medicine. If they are right, this rule is not necessary.]

There is no offence here for one who asks from a relative or someone who has given invitation (pavâran/â); it is obtained with one’s own wealth, or for one who asks for another’s benefit.

Here, ‘asking for another’s benefit’ means

1. One asks one’s own relatives or inviter for another’s benefit.

2. One asks another monk’s relative or inviter for his benefit.

Because of the above, it should be clear that not only is it unallowable to ask for things for oneself from one who is not a relative or inviter, it is also unallowable to ask them to give things to another monk, to ask them to give an invitation for a meal to another monk, to ask them to give an invitation to be a donor for the four requisites, etc. and that requisites obtained in this way are unallowable.

38. ‘I will not look at another’s bowl in order to find fault’, is a practice that should be observed.

If one looks in order to see whether the other monk has enough food to eat, there is no offence. A sick monk is not exempt from practising this rule.

39. ‘I will not make excessively large mouthfuls’, is a practice that should be observed.

This rule does not apply to the eating of cakes or fruits. A mouthful the size of a peacock’s egg is called excessively large and that the size of a chicken’s egg is called too small by the Commentary, but just how big each of these is not explained.

A decision should be based on each individual’s experience as a mouthful that is too large is hard to get into one’s mouth and is hard to manipulate. The sub-commentary does not think it is an offence to make the mouthfuls too small.

40. ‘I will make round mouthfuls’, is a practice that should be observed.

This rule does not apply to the eating of cakes or fruits. Here a round mouthful is one that is not long and cylindrical.

41. ‘I will not open my mouth before the mouthful is brought to it’, is a practice that should be observed.

No exception for a sick monk. (Notice use of mukhadvâra here differs from comm.. definition at pac. No. 40.)

42. ‘I will not put my fingers into my mouth when eating’, is a practice that should be observed.

The use of the words ‘sabbam/ hattham/’ should not mislead us into thinking one has to put all five fingers into ones’ mouth. Even putting one finger into ones’ mouth is what is meant here according to the Burmese sources. [Similar logic to the rule concerning separation from the three robes at dawn – only one robe is enough.]

43. ‘I will not speak with my mouth full’, is a practice that should be observed.

If there is only a little bit of food in one’s mouth and it does not obstruct one’s speech then there is no offence.

44. ‘I will not eat tossing up food (into the mouth)’, is a practice that should be observed.

One should place the food in the mouth and not throw it in. The Commentary says that there is no offence in tossing cakes and fruit into the mouth.<? I don’t think even the Commentary would say such a thing! Obviously, the translation as ‘tossing’ is wrong here.>

45. ‘I will not eat biting off lumps of rice’, is a practice that should be observed.

Taking a big lump of rice and biting or nibbling at the edges is what is meant here. No offence for eating cakes, fruit, or corn by biting off pieces.

46. ‘I will not eat stuffing out the cheeks’, is a practice that should be observed.

There is no offence here in eating fruit stuffing out the cheeks, but no exception for cakes and other types of food.

47. ‘I will not eat shaking the hand’, is a practice that should be observed.

There is no offence if one shakes the hand in order to remove some small pieces of dirt, etc. from the food.

48. ‘I will not eat dropping rice grains here and there’, is a practice that should be observed.

There is no offence if some rice grains are thrown away whilst one is removing some small pieces of dirt, etc. from the food.

49. ‘I will not eat sticking my tongue out’, is a practice that should be observed.

50. ‘I will not eat making a champing sound’, is a practice that should be observed.

51. ‘I will not eat making a sucking sound’, is a practice that should be observed.

The first sound is a crunching type of sound whereas the second is the sound made while drinking a soup or milk.

52. ‘I will not eat licking my hand’, is a practice that should be observed.

53. ‘I will not eat scraping the bowl with my hand’, is a practice that should be observed.

54. ‘I will not eat licking my lips’, is a practice that should be observed.

55. ‘I will not take hold of a drinking-water vessel with a hand soiled by food’, is a practice that should be observed.

Whether the vessel belongs to the Sangha, another monk, a layman or oneself it should not be handled with a hand soiled by food. If one hand is clean then it is allowable to handle the vessel with that clean hand. If one even thinks, ‘I will clean it’ or ‘I will get someone else to clean it’, then there is no offence to take hold of the drinking-water vessel with a dirty hand.

56. ‘I will not throw away bowl washing water containing rice grains whilst in the village’, is a practice that should be observed.

If one takes out the rice grains, places them somewhere, and throws away the remaining water there is no offence. There is also no offence if, when washing one’s hand, rice is mixed with the water or if one throws away the bowl washing water outside the village.

The above thirty rules are called bhojanappat/isam/yuttâ or thirty rules concerning food.

57. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one who has an umbrella in his hand who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

If the person is not holding the umbrella in his hand, but has placed it on the ground, given it to another person, etc., then one can teach Dhamma to that person. The definition of Dhamma is found in the explanation of padasodhamma rule (Pâcittiya no. 4).

58. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one who has a staff in his hand who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

A stick that is at least four cubits in length is a ‘staff’ here. Anything shorter than that is not included. As in the previous rule, when a person is no longer holding the staff in his hand one can teach Dhamma to him.

59. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one who has a knife or sword in his hand who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

60. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one who has a weapon in his hand who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

If the knife, sword, or weapon is in its sheath or holster or tied to the body in such a way that it is free from the hand, then one can teach Dhamma to that person. Here, ‘weapon’ is explained by the Commentary as various kind of bows and arrows. I would like to think that guns and rifles would also have been included here if the commentaries had been written in the present day.

61. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one wearing sandals who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

62. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one wearing shoes who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

The difference between pâduka and upâhana is rather obscure but between these two rules, they include all types of footwear.

63. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one on a vehicle who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

Here, a ‘vehicle’ means a bullock cart, horse, carriage, motorcar, palanquin, rickshaw, airplane, etc. Even two people who join hands and carry a third person are a ‘vehicle’. If the Teacher of Dhamma and the one taught article both on the same vehicle or on two separate vehicles then if the teacher is on a higher seat or on a seat of the same level, or on a seat in front of the one being taught then it is allowable to teach Dhamma.

If the teacher is on a lower seat or sitting behind then it is not allowable.

64. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one on a bed who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

Here, a bed means as little as a mat spread on the ground one is lying on. Really this rule is forbidding teaching Dhamma to someone lying down whilst the teacher is sitting or standing. The Commentary says that even if the teacher is sitting on a high Dhamma seat and the listener is lying on the ground it is an offence to teach Dhamma.

If the Dhamma teacher is lying down, he can teach to one lying on a level lower to him or equal to him. He can also teach to one who is sitting or standing. If he is sitting, he can teach to one sitting on a level lower or equal to him or ton one standing. If he is standing, he can teach only to one standing. Therefore <here the ms. breaks off.>

65. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one clasping the knees with the hand who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

This refers to clasping the knees with the hands or with a cloth (see sekhiya no. 26).

66. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one wearing a head-wrapping who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

This means wrapping the head with a cloth or wearing a hat so that one cannot see the hair. If some of the hair can still be seen then it is allowable to teach Dhamma.

67. ‘I will not teach Dhamma to one whose head is covered who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

If they remove the covering, they can be taught. Here, head covering is with a cloth as Indian women do today.

68. ‘I will not teach Dhamma while sitting on the ground to one who is sitting on a seat who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

Even a piece of cloth or some spread grass is considered as a seat here. Sitting on the ground means on the bare earth.

69. ‘I will not teach Dhamma while sitting on a low seat to one who is sitting on a high seat who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

Even if both are sitting on the bare earth, if the teacher is on a lower piece of earth than the listener then it is an offence.

70. ‘I will not teach Dhamma while standing to one who is sitting who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

If a Thera who is sitting asks his student who is standing a question concerning Dhamma the student should not reply whilst standing.

71. ‘I will not teach Dhamma while walking behind to one who is walking in front who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

The Commentary says that if the one in front asks a question of the one behind, the second monk, thinking ‘I will explain it to the monk behind me’ can answer. If they recite what they have learnt together there is no offence here.

72. ‘I will not teach Dhamma while waking beside the path to one walking on the path who is not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

If two monks are walking two abreast on the same path, then it is allowable to teach and also if both are off the path two abreast.

According to the Commentary, teaching Dhamma above refers to speaking in Pâli language only and not in other languages (I don't accept this view see pac. No. 4).

73. ‘I will not urinate or defecate while standing if not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

74. ‘I will not urinate or defecate or spit on green grass or plants if other sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

Here, green grass or plants refer to living grass, trees, branches, and roots. If one cannot find a clear space to urinate, defecate, or spit, then one can do so on a dry leaf. If the urine, etc. runs off the leaf on to green grass, etc., then there is no offence.

75. ‘I will not urinate or defecate or spit into water suitable for drinking or bathing if not sick’, is a practice that should be observed.

Here, water is only that which is good for drinking or bathing and does not include seawater or the water in the toilet. If one is riding on a boat in the river or there is a flood, in either case, because one is unable to find a place free from water there is no offence for urinating, defecating, or spitting in the water.

The above nineteen rules are called dhammadesanâpat/isam/yuttâ or nineteen rules concerning teaching Dhamma.

Sattâdhikaranasamathâ = Seven ways for settling four kinds of disputes.

[Venerable Sirs, the recital of the seven ways for settling (the four kinds of) disputes comes next]

For the settling and ending of the four kinds of disputes when ever they arise

Sammukhâvinayo can be used, sativinayo can be used, patiñâta can be done, performed,

by the majority’s decision, no. 5. by the decision of the majority

1. settling in the presence of

2. a settlement by mindfulness

3. … by confession

4. madness

5. by vote of majority

6. by tassapâpika

7. by covering with grass

For the settling and ending of (the four kinds of) disputes whenever they arise.

Whenever any (of the four kinds of) disputes arise they can be settled and ended by

1. settling in the presence of

2. settling according to mindfulness

3. settling according to madness

4. settling by confession

5. settling by decision of the majority

6. settling by an act of the Sangha for dealing with evil bhikkhus

7. settling by covering with grass

Venerable Sirs, the seven ways for settling disputes have now been recited. With regards to these rules … are pure.

Venerable Sirs, the introduction has been recited,

the four Pârâjika rules have been recited,

the 13 Sanghâdisesa rules have been recited,

the two aniyata rules have been recited,

the thirty Nissaggiya Pâcittiya rules have been recited,

the ninety-two Pâcittiya rules have been recited,

the four pat/idesanîya rules have been recited,

the sekhiya rules have been recited,

the seven ways for settling disputes have been recited.

These are the number of rules found contained in the Pât/imokkha of the Buddha. These rules should be observed by all bhikkhus in agreement, concord, harmoniously and without dispute.

These rules should be observed by all (bhikkhus) in unity, agreement and without dispute.

These rules should be observed in unity, agreement and without dispute by all (bhikkhus)

Bhikkhupât/imokkham/ nit/t/hitam/

<end of old ms. excerpt>







� [These two bhikkhus were members of the ‘Group of Six’.]





