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Summary 

An account of the First Buddhist Council has been given in the Cullav

agga XI as well as inthe corresponding sections of the other Vinaya v

ersions. 

http://www.chibs.edu.tw/


The present paper deals with certain problems related to this Council, 

especially theproblems of this account being legendary or historical. O

ldenberg pointed out that someparts of the Cullavagga XLI agrees ver

batim with certain section of theMahāparinibbānasutta that deals with 

the news of the death of the Buddha and the diversereactions of the 

monks to -this news. But the MPS is silent about the Cullavagga acco

unt ofthe proposal to hold a Council in order to chant the dharma and 

vinaya, and other episodesrelated to this Council. This silence on the 

part of the MPS led Oldenberg to conclude thatthe chanting together 

with all the incidents inseparably connected with it are to be regarded

as myth. Moreover the episodes of the ‘khuddānukhuddakāni sikkhāp

adāni’ and the monkChanna are nothing but imaginary continuation of

 the data already given in the MPs. It isobvious that Oldenberg thinks t

hat portions of the MPS which is an earlier work, were eithercopied or 

elaborated later by the Cullavagga. And whatever extra material is fou

nd in thelater work of the Cullavagga, is unhesitatingly assigned to the

 realm of fantasy. As Poussinputs it, the whole of the Cullavagga XI, a

ccording to Oldenberg, is a case of forgery. 



Poussin refuses to follow the lead of Oldenberg. He points out that a t

heory based on thesilence of a text can never be anything more than 

a mere hypothesis, and so can never leadto anything tangible. Conse

quently Poussin tries to approach the problem from a differentstandpo

int. He, following Minayeff, came to believe that the Cullavagga XI is a

n intricatemosaic of earlier and later   
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traditions, and these two types of traditions contradict each other. The

 chanting, a tradition oflater origin, is not in harmony with the earlier tr

aditions of the episodes of the‘khuddānukhuddakāni sikkhāpadāni’ a

nd the charges against Ānanda, and, therefore, is tobe regarded as a l

egend. 

Poussin gives different reasons for contradiction in different cases. Th

e charges againstĀnanda show that the orthodoxy has not yet develo

ped the concept of arhat, where；

ls theepisode of the 'khuddānukhuddakāni sikkhāpadāni' takes us to a

 time when the officialversion of the ‘vinaya’ is still in a fluid state. On t

he other hand the chanting of the 'dharma'and 'vinaya' by five hundred



 arhats reveals a state of things where a complete canonicalversion of

 the 'vinaya' is already a matter of common knowledge, and the develo

pedconcept of arhat is an accepted dogma. The episodes of ‘Channa,

 Ānanda and the‘khuddānukhuddakāni sikkhāpadāni’ bear marks of g

reat antiquity and may be accepted asgenuine traditions of an earlier 

origin. Minayeff took the episode of ‘khuddānukhuddakānisikkhāpadā

ni’ as the core of the vinaya tradition while Po us sin regards the narra

tion of thefaults of Ānanda as the ancient nucleus around which the vi

naya account grew. 

The contention of Po us sin that the episodes of Channa, Ānanda etc. 

belong to an earliertradition and they contradict the later tradition of ch

anting has been shown to be mereassumption which cannot be suppo

rted by any known tradition.Moreover the non-mentionof the First Cou

ncil in the MPS which was actually composed later than the Cullavagg

a XI,also does not pose any problem. In the earliest period the materia

ls concerning ‘dharma’and ‘kṛtya’ formed two mutually exclusive cate

gories. This would explain why the account ofchanting which belong t

o the category of kṛtya finds no mention in the MPS which is a partof t

he 'dharma' literature. 



Thus the arguments in favour of the chanting of the dharma and vmay

a being a legend arenot tenable. On the other hand we have very posi

tive grounds to accept the account of theCullavagga XI including the n

arration of the chanting as history. All unanimous traditionsmentioned 

in all the 6 Vinayas-vesions such as the chanting and the episodes dis

cussed inthis article belongs to the earliest strata of traditon known to 

the undivided Buddhistcommunity and as such are quite near to the ti

me when the chanting and other episodesoccured. Such an   
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early tradition has every right to be trusted as history unless there are 

 


