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PREFACE

I grew up in a small town, a town that it is best to leave — I left — this book is a
direct result of my leaving. A number of people helped. I thank my family, each of
whom understood, in their own ways, what I was doing. The vehicle that got me
away was Buddhism (and, more generally, education, and in a different way, music).
I am grateful to all those who encouraged me in the past.

Once away, I was very lucky to study with Paul Dundas in Edinburgh. It was
Paul who first noticed my interest in the study of religion, and who first suggested
that I should continue studying, which I did, in Bristol. There, Rupert Gethin was
an understanding supervisor. One particular article he wrote on ditthi explains
very clearly what I have attempted to argue in this book. I have a suspicion that I
am merely expanding on these ideas.

At certain times, at bad times, we need friends, and my friends at such a time
were Theo Bertram, Samantha Grant, Louise Nelstrop and Adam Rounce. The
way they acted will always stay with me and I will never forget their kindness and
understanding. I wrote this book in Bristol where I could wish for no greater
company than Carl Dolan and Tim Saunders. Also in Bristol, David Webster and
I finished our doctorates at the same time, I thank him for some great nights sharing
all that was happening.

I began this preface by saying how I wanted to get away from where I was. If I
have learned anything from Buddhism it is that we cannot escape from where we
are, for there is nothing ultimately wrong with the world, but with the way we
grasp things. In order to discover this, we need to find a different way of seeing
things. Without my very good friend Les Billingham, I would never have began to
think and to explore such ideas. Few greater gifts can be given than the one he
gave to me.

I recently met and married the person that you only meet once in life. I love her
with all my heart. She truly is my inspiration, my best friend and the person who
knows my heart. I cannot thank my love, or ever use words that express what I feel
for her.

As [ write, we are in Thailand and my wife and our unborn child are sleeping in
the bed nearby. That they are both happy, I can wish no more. Peaceful dreams my
loves.
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INTRODUCTION

The notion of ‘view’ or ‘opinion’ (difthi) as an obstacle to ‘seeing things as they
are’ (yathabhiitadassana) is a central concept in Buddhist thought. In the study of
ditthi there is a dilemma. Early Buddhist texts talk about it as ‘wrong’ (miccha)
and ‘right’ (samma). The aim of the path is the cultivation of ‘right-view’ (samma-
ditthi) and the abandoning of ‘wrong-views’ (miccha-ditthi).' 1 shall refer to this
as the opposition understanding of views, i.e. right-view stands in opposition to,
or corrects, wrong-views. It is generally assumed that this is by far the most usual
understanding of ditthi found within the Nikayas. However, there is also a tradition
of Buddhist thought evident in some Sutta-nipata verses (the Atthakavagga and,
to a lesser extent, the Parayanavagga), and certain suttas from the Nikayas, that
equates ‘right-view’ with ‘no-view’ at all. The aim of the Buddhist path is here
seen as the overcoming of all views, even right-view.> Views, if held with
attachment, are wrong-views. Just as objects of the senses are a hindrance, so all
views and opinions, both ‘wrong’ and ‘right” and even ‘knowledge’ (7iana), are
rejected as the means towards the goal of complete non-attachment. The aim of
the path is not the cultivation of right-view and the abandoning of wrong-views
but the relinquishment of all views, wrong or right. I shall refer to this as the no-
views understanding of views.

On the face of it, these understandings are somewhat different. However, it is
my argument that the difference is apparent. I will suggest that the early texts do
not understand right-views as a correction of wrong-view, but as a detached order
of seeing, completely different from the attitude of holding to any view, wrong or
right. Right-view is not a doctrine, a correct proposition, as I think the opposition
theory implies, but the correct knowledge of doctrine. Right-view is practised, not
adopted or believed in. By this I mean that it is the correct attitude towards the
Buddha’s teachings, towards the dhamma. A correct knowledge of doctrine should
not involve attachment. A true statement, if it is an object of attachment, is miccha-
ditthi, even though it is still true. Wrong-view is a form of greed and attachment,
right-view the cessation of greed and attachment. Right-view signifies the cessation
of craving, not the rejection of all views. Consequently, neither the opposition
understanding, nor the no-views understanding gives a proper explanation of the
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notion of ditthi. I will argue that there are not in fact two tendencies found within
the early texts and that the attainment of right-view and the practising of no-view
amount to the same thing. In other words, to say that one has right-view is to say
that one has no-view. The consequence of achieving right-view is that one does
not hold any views. The aim of the path is the transcendence of all views.Why is
there such a strong focus upon the notion of ditthi within early Buddhism? Views
entail mental rigidity and are potential objects of attachment. Buddhism teaches
that one should not indulge in objects of sensual desire, and in a sense, Buddhist
philosophy is a warning against becoming attached to objects of cognition. In the
same way that the Buddha is said to have passed beyond attachment to sensual
desire, he is also said to have ‘passed beyond’ (samatikkanta) the ‘bondage, tie,
greed, obsession, acceptance, attachment and lust of view’ (ditthi-raga-
abhivinivesa-vinibandha-paligedha-pariyutthanajjhosana, A 166). Although such
assertions as the four truths may counter the philosophical views of other schools,
I would argue that for them to be samma-ditthi, for them to be right, they could not
themselves be views at all. It is in this way that they are right-views. They may
counter incorrect propositions, but they are not intended to be ‘correct’ propositions
in the usual sense of the term. They are right, samma, precisely because they
cannot be an object of attachment. Though they are termed ditthi, it is precisely
because they do not share the unwholesome aspects of miccha-ditthi that they are
termed samma-ditthi. The four truths may then correct and counter views, but as
propositions, they are not intended to be held as miccha-ditthi are held, but to
reflect a detached form of cognition. It is right-view, samma-ditthi, which implies
this different order of seeing.

The opposition understanding

What are wrong and right-views? First, wrong-view is the denial of kamma, the
denial that actions have consequences. Right-view is the affirmation of kamma,
the affirmation that actions have consequences. Second, wrong-views are views
about the self. The self is held either to exist eternally (sassata-ditthi) or to be
annihilated (uccheda-ditthi). The right-view which corrects these wrong-views is
either the knowledge of suffering, its arising, cessation, and the way to its cessation,
i.e. knowledge of the four truths; or the knowledge of the arising and cessation of
one or all of the twelve links of ‘dependent-origination’ (paticca-samuppada),
seeing the conditioned nature of all phenomena. There is a positive doctrinal
statement here, a samma-ditthi. In the opposition understanding a right-view
corrects a wrong-view. Right-view is the opposite of wrong-view. Other terms
such as ‘accomplishment in view’ (ditthi-sampada), ‘accomplished in view’ (ditthi-
sampanna), and ‘purification of view’ (ditthi-visuddhi), stress the importance of
right-view. All these terms suggest an attitude to views that places right-view
above wrong-view as a superior doctrine. Right-view is something that one should
strive to attain. The holder of right-view has knowledge of a certain aspect of
Buddhist doctrine. These terms suggest a definite approach to the notion of ditthi,
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one in which right-views are cultivated and wrong-views abandoned. Such terms
emphasise a different path structure to that of rejecting all views. Some views are
beneficial.

The no-views understanding

The no-views understanding, the strategy to negate all ditthi even if, in theory,
they express what is ‘true’, is found primarily in the Afthakavagga and the
Parayanavagga of the Sutta-nipata.* Richard Gombrich has argued that to state
that the Buddha ‘has no viewpoint [...] at all’ is an ‘extreme position’, found only
in the Atthakavagga and the Parayanavagga.* The no-views understanding has
been termed ‘Proto-Madhyamika’ by Luis Gomez.’> Richard Hayes has used the
term ‘doxastic minimalism’ to describe this understanding within Buddhist
thought.® As is well-known, the Nagarjuna of the Miilamadhyamakakarika also
displayed an explicit awareness of the danger of holding to any view, wrong or
right.

The Atthakavagga itself strikes one as practical in nature. In the Atthakavagga
there are, apparently, no ‘four truths’, no ‘eightfold path’, no ‘dependent-
origination’, the content of right-view, but constantly and persistently the practice
of turning away from all ideas of wrong and right, pure or impure, higher or lower,
is advised. A typical verse illustrates this:

An involved person is indeed involved in dispute(s) in respect of doctrines
(but) how, about what, could one dispute with one who is not involved?
He has taken up or laid down nothing. He has shaken off all views in this
world.”

These themes are repeated continuously in the Atthakavagga. We find it said
that the brahmin should ‘not fall back on any view’ (ditthi [...] pacceti kifici, Sn
800) or ‘adopt a view’ (ditthim anadiyanam, Sn 802). Both ‘knowledge’ (7iana)
and ditthi come in for equal criticism. The ideas of ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’
knowledge or views are, in the final analysis, irrelevant for the Asthakavagga. The
psychological destructiveness of ‘craving’ (tanha) and ‘attachment’ (upadana)
invalidates the possible metaphysical validity of any standpoint. Views, for the
Atthakavagga, are not essentially cognitive mistakes but, through being expressions
of attachment, give rise to what ought not to be done. All views, in this
interpretation, whether they assert what is or is not, whether they are right or
wrong, express what is ‘unwholesome’ (akusala). Holding any proposition involves
a subtle attachment. Luis Gémez has commented on the procedure of the
Atthakavagga towards Buddhist doctrine:

The Attha’s doctrine [...] is a ‘no-doctrine’ in the sense that someone
who accepts this doctrine is expected to have an attitude with respect to it
which is precisely the contrary of what we normally expect from someone
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who espouses a theory. And this is not the philosophical silence of
skepticism nor the methodological bracketing of the phenomenologist. It
is the simple fact that to be practically consistent, a theory of the silencing
of the moorings of apperception must be self-abrogating. Thus, the theory
is incomplete without the practice because theory cannot silence itself
by itself. It must culminate in a practice which will bring its consummation
by consuming it.?

We find then one understanding in which right-view is to be adopted and wrong-
views abandoned and another understanding in which all views, if held with
attachment, are wrong. Of particular interest is how far the no-views understanding
of the Atthakavagga is implicit in the treatment of ditthi in other parts of the
Nikayas. For example, is not the relinquishing of all bases, all truth claims, a
necessary consequence of what, in one understanding, constitutes ‘knowledge’ in
the Nikayas, namely the means between the two extremes of identity and difference,
negation and affirmation, denial and assertion? How, in fact, is the middle-way
asserted: is it possible to express a right-view that is not held with attachment?
The two extremes that right-view must avoid are termed uccheda-ditthi, the view
of annihilation, and sassata-ditthi, the view of eternalism. How can there be a
view, a samma-ditthi, that expresses the position (if this is the correct term) between
these two extremes? For example, Paul J. Griffiths has argued that the Buddhist
tradition wanted to express a proposition but not a view,” a subject I will treat in
more detail below. One way of stating the distinction between the non-attachment
to all views and the adoption of right-view and the rejection of wrong-view is as
follows: one path structure holds that, by necessity, there can be no positive
assertion, no cataphasis. Right-view should not replace wrong-view—no view is
the ‘right-view’. The other path structure states that there can be a right-view, a
samma-ditthi, that is of such a nature that it expresses what is both doctrinally true
and is of value. This second path structure gives validity to samma-ditthi. The
apophasis of no-views is itself a hindrance.! It denies the means towards the goal.
Right-view, samma-ditthi, agrees with the dhamma and is a valid means towards
the goal of nibbana, miccha-ditthi disagrees with doctrine and destroys the path.

Recent studies of the notion of ditthi

I would like to consider the notion of difthi as considered in some modern academic
studies. I will take as my starting point the analysis of difthi by Steven Collins.
Collins bases his analysis of views on the twofold model which I have just outlined.
First, there is a distinction between wrong-views and right-views (the opposition
understanding). For example, theories of self are replaced by the theory of
impersonal elements (dhammas)," this being correct doctrine. He further divides
this opposition understanding into three categories. The first he terms ‘pro-attitude’:
samma-ditthi is opposed to miccha-ditthi by the holder of right-view ‘having a
correct attitude to one’s social and religious duties, in the light of the belief system
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of karma and samsara’."> Collins holds that there is nothing specifically Buddhist
about such an attitude. His second category is ‘acquaintance with Buddhist
doctrine’. This is the first stage of the noble eightfold path. It consists of knowledge
of such Buddhist doctrines as the four truths and dependent-origination. This
‘involves only an initial knowledge of Buddhist teaching, an ability to identify
correctly certain key doctrines’.!* His third category, taken from the
Mahacattarisaka-sutta, explains samma-ditthi as ‘wisdom’ (paiinia)."* He describes
right-view at this stage as ‘liberating insight’. This consists of the investigation of
dhammas in such practices as meditation."

The second way of analysing views is that of ‘no-views’ (what I have termed
the no-views understanding).'® Collins devotes an entire chapter to this way of
understanding views. He suggests that, at a certain stage of the path, all views are
classified according to the degree of attachment with which they are held:

The dichotomy between right and wrong-views is replaced [...] by a
continuum, along which all conceptual standpoints and cognitive acts
are graded according to the degree to which they are held or performed

with attachment’."”

Views are appraised ‘in relation to the single affective dimension of “attachment””."®
Views are something to which we become attached. They give rise to confusion
and are opposed to calm and stillness. The idea that this proliferation of
conceptuality, or acts of cognition, are potential hindrances, has been important
throughout Buddhist thought. In his study of papaiica Nanananda has highlighted
the role of ditthi as an aspect of ‘mental proliferation’. The notion of paparica is
described by Nanananda as ‘the inveterate tendency towards proliferation in the
realm of ideation’.'” The dhamma, as Buddhist doctrine, may be defined in the
opposite terms. It tends towards a cessation of craving and attachment.” In one
sense, Nanananda holds that the Buddhist path may be explained as ‘a path of
non-proliferation’ (nippaparicapatha, A 111 211).*' The aim of samma-ditthi, of
the dhamma, ‘is to purge the mind of all views inclusive of itself’.* This aspect of
wrong-view, as being symptomatic of mental proliferation in the cognitive process,
has also been suggested by Sue Hamilton. She argues that views in general are
expressed within the conceptual framework of existence and non-existence and
‘within the conceptual framework of manifoldness and permanence’.* In a sense,
any position is an erroneous position, precisely because it is a position.>* Any
position can give rise to craving. As I stated above, samma-ditthi must be an
expression of the path between the two extremes of uccheda and sassata-ditthi.
A number of related points have been made by Carol Anderson about the notion
of dirthi. As she states, on the evidence of the suttas, samma-ditthi is not simply to
be ‘positively regarded’ but ‘“fully developed, practised and learned’.” She believes
that, in the study of religion, experience has been divided into action and cognition
and that this has distorted our understanding. Following the observations made by
Mary Douglas, she holds that we should look for the underlying structure of the
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whole human experience, the religious life, to explain what may appear anomalous
to scholars who separate the cognitive and affective. The notion of samma-ditthi,
which may initially be understood as propositional, to which intellectual assent is
given, is closely associated with action and behaviour. In considering the
relationship between right-view, propositions and action, Anderson states that:

As samma-ditthi, propositions initially require intellectual agreement.
But beyond that, developing a familiarity with the teachings and knowing
them as liberation involves more than the mind. In turn, the Theravada
canon demonstrates that views are efficacious in and of themselves,
influencing one’s actions and success along the path.”’

Anderson arrives at these conclusions by considering the nature of samma-
ditthi in several ways. First, she argues that right-view is similar to doctrine in that
it contains propositions that express the central claims of a religious community.
Second, right-view and doctrine are similar in that the learning of the proposition
expressed by right-view involves the practice of ‘proper conduct’, which, in the
Buddhist context, involves the generation of kamma. Third, Anderson states that
‘intellectual assent’ to right-view is required in the Buddhist tradition. All three of
these aspects of right-view make it comparable to doctrine. However, she argues
that samma-ditthi and doctrine are not comparable in that ‘right view actuates
religious transformation when learned as a component of the path’.*

Anderson makes two important points. The first is that samma-ditthi is involved
in, and intrinsically related to, action. In the Nikayas this would imply a type of
view called ‘mundane right-view’ (lokiya-samma-ditthi), which is involved in the
accumulation of merit and the production of kamma.*® Anderson’s other suggestion,
that the adoption of right-view ‘actuates religious transformation’ is also important
because it would fit with the Nikaya description of ‘supramundane right-view’
(lokuttara-samma-ditthi), which is explained as pafiia.* This implies that, as a
component of the path, samma-ditthi is effective in the transformation of the
cognitive processes of the person who holds the view. This religious transformation
possibly implies the role of samma-ditthi in activating non-attachment from all
cognitive acts. Right-view, in this understanding, is not so much a right doctrine
that is opposed to wrong doctrine, but part of the correct attitude, or right practice,
commensurate with the Buddhist path. In fact, it is the correct attitude towards
knowledge, towards doctrine. A similar understanding of the nature of right-view
is proposed by John Ross Carter. In a discussion of the four truths, he makes the
suggestion that a better understanding of the term samma would be ‘proper’. He
proposes this to diverge from an understanding of samma and miccha as wrong
and right truth claims. In Carter’s understanding, samma-ditthi is ‘right’ or ‘proper’,
as being appropriate to the overcoming of craving and ignorance (tanha and
avijja).** It is the affective nature of a view which causes it to be classified as
wrong or right. In this understanding, a wrong-view is wrong because it is ‘unwhole-
some’ (akusala), whereas a right-view is right because it is ‘wholesome’ (kusala).
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This leads away from an understanding of micchda-ditthi as a wrong proposition
and samma-ditthi as a right proposition.

The notion of ditthi has less to do with truth and falsehood, than with craving
and its cessation. This idea is important to my argument against both the opposition
and no-views understandings. Both understandings are based upon a misinter-
pretation of ditthi. Rupert Gethin suggests that the propositional understanding of
views is similar to an understanding of samma-ditthi according to the categories
of ‘pro-attitude’ and ‘acquaintance with Buddhist doctrine’.** Views, as proposi-
tions, stand in opposition to other views. Right-view ‘corrects’ wrong-views. But
this is not, argues Gethin, how the early Abhidhamma understood the notion of
samma-ditthi:

When the Dhammasarngani states that right-view occurs as a mental-
concomitant of ordinary, sense sphere, skilful consciousness — a kind of
consciousness that the commentaries suggest might occur when we give
a gift, or turn away from harming a living creature or taking what is not
given, or perform some other meritorious and auspicious action — it is
not suggesting the occurrence of a dispositional attitude towards
propositions of Buddhist teachings, nor acquaintance with basic Buddhist
doctrine, nor even a theoretical understanding of Buddhist doctrine. Rather
we must take it at face value; the Dhammasangani is claiming that at the
time of the occurrence of that consciousness some kind of direct awareness
of the nature of suffering, its arising, its cessation, and the path leading
to its cessation occurs.*

I will argue that the aim of right-view is the eradication of all mental rigidity
and cognitive attachment. The content of right-view is the knowledge of the
cessation of craving and attachment.

These are some of the issues involved in understanding the opposition between
miccha-ditthi and samma-ditthi. As I have suggested, the usual understanding of
these notions, as a simple opposition between wrong and right doctrines, may be
misleading, but it is still the prevalent understanding. The no-views understanding,
only thought to be found in a few isolated passages, is suggestive of the proper
understanding of the notion of views. By this I mean that the transcendence of
views has some of the characteristics of the practising of no-views, but to realise
this different order of seeing, one must achieve right-view.

Three ideas shape my argument: the idea that views should be understood as
knowledge of doctrine, the relationship between ‘is” and ‘ought’, and the relation-
ship between propositions and ways of seeing.

Knowledge of doctrine

I argued above that right-view is not a correct proposition in opposition to an
incorrect proposition. I think that it is more helpful to understand right-view as
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correct knowledge of doctrine, i.e. as an attitude free from craving and attachment.
As mentioned above, in her study of the four truths, Carol Anderson equates the
notion of difthi with doctrine. I think this severely distorts her understanding of
the notion of ditthi. The notion of doctrine would be better understood as the
dhamma, while the notion of ditthi would better be understood as knowledge of
the dhamma. Right-view is right knowledge of the dhamma, wrong-view is wrong
knowledge of the dhamma. To put this another way, right-view is a true knowledge
of things as they are, as they should be understood for the cessation of dukkha;
wrong-view is a false knowledge of things as they are, which binds one to dukkha.

Two points support the idea that views should be understood as knowledge of
doctrine. First, right-view and wrong-view are concerned with a correct and
incorrect grasp of the teachings. It is clear that there can be attachment to the
dhamma, and this constitutes wrong-view. Wrong-view is a wrong grasp of the
teachings, right-view is a correct grasp of the teachings. It is an understanding
free from craving. However, I am not arguing for a pragmatic understanding of
Buddhism. The simile of the raft (M I 134-5) suggests that the teachings should
not be grasped, not that the teachings are only of pragmatic value: the dhamma is
both true and of value. As I shall set out below, I do not think that the Buddha’s
teachings should be understood only as value statements: they are true and of
value.

This is related to my second point, that wrong-view is a craving and greed for
doctrine, whether that doctrine is wrong or right. Right-view is the cessation of
craving for doctrine. It is a form of wisdom. This point is clear from the fact that
views in general are regarded as a form of greed in the Nikayas. The notions of
ignorance (avijja) and wrong-view (or any view) are distinguished in the Nikayas.
Wrong-view is primarily a form of greed, while ignorance is primarily a form of
delusion. Though their definitions do overlap, it is helpful to understand ditthi as
a wrong grasp of knowledge, not ignorance itself. It can be argued that wrong-
views are the grasping aspect of ignorance, whereas right-view is that aspect of
wisdom which does not crave, which is free from greed and attachment.

In terms of my overall argument, these points are important. The understanding
of views as correct and incorrect knowledge of doctrine has far-reaching
implications for the two understandings of views that I have outlined. First, the
opposition understanding is challenged because there is not an opposition between
wrong-view and right-view as incorrect and correct truth claims but an opposition
between craving and the cessation of craving. Second, the rejection of all views is
not being advised, but the abandoning of craving and attachment to views. It is not
the validity of ‘seeing things as they are’ which is being rejected, but the greed for
that way of apprehending things. The early texts do not reject knowledge, but
attachment to knowledge.
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Is/ought

In After Virtue, Alasdair MacIntyre has suggested that a dichotomy between ‘is’
and ‘ought’, between fact and value, is a modern phenomenon. Indeed, Maclntyre
argues that, until modern times, the distinction between ‘is’ and ‘ought’ was not
made.* Western thought may then make a distinction between thought and action,
between fact and value, that was not made in India. This point has been made by
Paul Williams:

In the Indian context it would have been axiomatic that liberation comes
from discerning how things actually are, the true nature of things. That
seeing things how they are has soteriological benefits would have been
expected, and is just another way of articulating the ‘is’ and ‘ought’
dimension of Indian Dharma. The ‘ought’ (pragmatic benefit) is never
cut adrift from the ‘is’ (cognitive factual truth). Otherwise it would follow
that the Buddha might be able to benefit beings (and thus bring them to
enlightenment) even without seeing things the way they really are at all.
And that is not Buddhism.*

The uncoupling of the categories of ‘is’ and ‘ought’ is usually traced to Hume.
Since Hume, it has been questioned whether we can derive statements of value
from statements of fact. Hume argued the following:

In every system of morality, which I have hitherto met with, I have always
remarked, that the author proceeds for some time in the ordinary way of
reasoning, and establishes the being of a God, or makes observations
concerning human affairs; when of a sudden I am surprised to find, that
instead of the usual copulations of propositions, is, and is not, I meet
with no proposition that is not connected with an ought, or an ought not.
This change is imperceptible; but is, however, of the last consequence.
For as this ought, or ought not, expresses some new relation or affirmation,
it is necessary that it should be observed and explained; and at the same
time that a reason should be given, for what seems altogether
inconceivable, how this new relation can be a deduction from others,
which are entirely different from it. But as authors do not commonly use
this precaution, I shall presume to recommend it to readers; and am
persuaded, that this small attention would subvert all the vulgar systems
of morality, and let us see, that the distinction of vice and virtue is not
founded merely on the relation of objects, nor is perceived by reason.

Hume is arguing that a statement of fact, how things are, ‘cannot provide a
logical basis for morality’.3® In other words, we cannot derive what is of value
from apprehending the true nature of things. However, as Paul Williams suggests,
such a dichotomy may never have existed in India. It does, moreover, greatly alter



INTRODUCTION

our understanding of certain statements if the distinction between ‘is’ and ‘ought’
is not made. One set of statements that do not make such a distinction is right-
view, which expresses both fact and value. As I have argued, right-view is both an
‘is’ and an ‘ought’ statement.

First, it is clear that without the distinction between ‘is’ and ‘ought’, statements
of fact are also statements of value. This means that seeing things as they are is
also soteriologically transformative. In the context of Buddhist soteriology, this is
usually stated in terms of craving and ignorance being overcome by calm and
insight. It is important to reflect upon what is being suggested by the interaction
of calm and insight. Early Buddhist soteriology is both descriptive and prescriptive.
These two methods are not mutually exclusive. What is of value is based upon
seeing things in a certain way: it is based upon insight into the way things are. In
the early Pali canon, what we crave is inseparable from what we know, and what
we know inseparable from what we crave. One of the conclusions we can draw
from such an understanding is that thought affects action and action affects thought.
This process is very clear if we look at the notion of ditthi. With the adoption of
wrong-view an unwholesome course of action follows; with the adoption of right-
view a wholesome course of action follows. Our understanding of how things are
affects how we act. One of the reasons to adopt right-view and reject wrong-views
is because right-view produces this wholesome course of action. It produces the
cessation of craving. The reason for this, the early texts suggest, is that it is based
upon a true description of reality. Through combining the notions of ‘is” and ‘ought’
ditthi encompasses a number of factors: the cognitive and affective; the descriptive
and prescriptive; fact and value. The affective nature of things is not separate from
what is cognitive. The conclusion that we may reach is that insight into the way
things are has a transformative effect and that categories that we may normally
separate are intrinsically bound and inseparable factors on the Buddhist path. By
not separating the ‘is’ from the ‘ought’, the early texts are making an important
point. This is that ignorance and craving are inseparable in producing unwholesome
action and in turning away from the way things really are. In a similar way, the
cessation of craving is caused by seeing things as they are.

Two theories may be proposed as to the nature of seeing things as they are.
These are the strong and the weak theories. ** The strong theory would hold that
statements of the way things are are not, in fact, statements of the way things are,
but are value statements. Much of Buddhist discourse should be understood as
evaluative and prescriptive. Their value is based upon their transformative effect.
When the texts speak of seeing things as they are, we should not understand this
literally. Such statements produce the cessation of craving, therefore they are true.
The weak theory holds that statements of the way things are are, quite literally,
statements of the way things are. Further, seeing things as they are produces a
radical change in one’s actions. Apprehending things in a particular way is
transformative. The strong theory emphasises the ‘ought’, the weak theory the ‘is’
and the ‘ought’. It is the weak theory that I am arguing for in this book. As I have
suggested, the ‘is’ cannot be divorced from the ‘ought’ without undermining the
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purpose of Buddhist doctrine. The seeing of things as they are is a statement of
fact and value.

The lack of a distinction between the categories of ‘is” and ‘ought’ is important
for understanding the notion of ditthi. Wrong-view sees things as they are not, and
seeing things in such a way has an effect which is detrimental, it produces what
ought not to be done: ‘is not’ produces an ‘ought not’. Seeing things in such a way
is not simply a cognitive mistake which can be corrected by its opposite. It is a
profound form of delusion. In the same way, right-view is an insight into the way
things really are and this insight is intimately bound up with what has value. Wrong-
view is wrong because it is a form of greed based upon not seeing things as they
are. Right-view is right because it is an apprehension of things as they are which
is transformative. It is the cessation of greed and craving. Wrong-view does not
see dukkha, its arising, cessation and the way to its cessation, whereas right-view
does apprehend this process: what is and ought to be done.

Wrong-view is neither a wrong proposition requiring correction — the adoption
of right-view; nor is it entirely a form of craving requiring rejection — the practising
of no-views. It combines both what is untrue and harmful. On the other hand, right-
view is not the adoption of a correct doctrine and the rejection of an incorrect doctrine;
nor is it the rejection of knowledge — the abandoning of all views. The realisation of
the way things are is itself the cessation of craving. It combines the notions of ‘is’
and ‘ought’ and in so doing reflects both ‘what is’ and what has ultimate value.

Propositions and ways of seeing

I would finally like to consider an important aspect of the nature of Buddhist
doctrines. In what sense are they to be considered propositions? The question is
important as it relates to whether wrong-views are to be corrected or transcended
by right-view. To hold that there is no rebirth can be corrected by the proposition
that there is rebirth. Similarly, the view that actions do not have consequences can
be corrected by the view that actions do have consequences. However, as I will
suggest, it is not by holding the view ‘actions have consequences’ that one achieves
right-view. For holding to the view ‘actions have consequences’ has a consequence:
the unwholesome consequence of being attached to a view, even a ‘right-view’
(cf., the Patali-sutta at S TV 340-58 discussed in Chapter 5). Right-view is not
realised when one holds the view ‘actions have consequences’ but when one acts
in a certain way, usually explained as practising the ‘ten wholesome courses of
action’ (dasa kusala-kammapatha, which I will discuss in Chapter 2). Acting in
such a way is an expression of right-view. As I have said, right-view is practised,
not adopted or believed in. There are also the views about the self. Are we justified
in saying that this is corrected by the view of not-self? I do not think we are for the
reasons that I will give in this book. In a similar way the annihilationist and
eternalist-views are not corrected by the view of dependent-origination or the four
truths. For, in a sense, it is difficult to describe the opposite proposition to the four
truths or to dependent-origination.*’ This difficulty may inform us of something
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specific about the notion of difthi. This is that at a certain stage of the Buddhist
path any position (sassata/uccheda-ditthi) is ‘corrected’ by no-position, for there
is a transcendence of all views.

Although he is arguing that early Buddhist thought itself misunderstood the
nature of some of its doctrines, Luis Gomez makes a valuable point in stating that:

Much of early Buddhist philosophy could be thought of as a vain attempt
at reinterpreting the doctrine of detachment in terms of metaphysical
formulas. To this purpose, the concept of non-self — no doubt very old,
but lacking in metaphysical denotation in its early history — was to fit
perfectly. The fundamental question should have been whether any
discursive structure could adequately express a doctrine of complete
detachment, which often underlined the importance of transcending all
forms of speech, of breaking the bonds of conceptualisation. But there
can be no doubt about the fact that most Buddhists understood the non-
self doctrine literally and considered detachment rather as the corollary
of non-self, not conversely.*

Goémez is suggesting that Buddhist doctrine proposes detachment from
theorising. The doctrine of ‘not-self’ (anatta) does not propose the view ‘there is
no self’, but the idea that we should not be attached to the notion of a self.
Attachment is the problem, not whether there is or is not a self. Gomez is
highlighting the problem of the possibility of there being any right-view which
can express the dhamma: a view which can have knowledge of doctrines, without
being attached to those doctrines. How can any proposition, even a ‘correct’
proposition, not become an object of attachment, and so become incorrect? All
views are potential manifestations of craving. It is not so much views that are the
problem but attachment to them. Gémez is suggesting that the problem is that of
overcoming attachment. This is of primary importance. Right-view should reflect
this. The right-view which has knowledge of anarta is a manifestation of non-
attachment.

In a discussion of the nature of nirvana, Paul J. Griffiths has considered the
problems involved in a proposition that is not intended to state a position, that is
not intended to become a view. It can propose (for example, a course of action),
but must not be susceptible to craving and attachment. He discusses the dilemma
faced by the Buddhist who states that ‘all views about nirvana are false’ having to
concede that this is false, because, ‘all views about nirvana are false’. Stated
differently, Griffiths is considering the dilemma that ‘all views are false’ is a false
view, because, ‘all views are false’. Griffiths claims that the Buddhists use a method
of the following kind:

The most common [method] in Buddhist texts is to say that this view —

all views about Nirvana (or in some schools about anything at all) are
false — is not itself a view but (something like) a metalinguistic and
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metaphilosophical pointer to the truth, which, naturally, transcends all
verbalization. If this move is to work — and ultimately I don’t think it can
— we need some fairly tight criteria for what ‘views’ are and why such
things as the proposition ‘all views are false’ isn’t one. Such criteria are
not usually given in Buddhist texts. If an attempt were made to generate
some criteria which would exclude ‘all views are false’, the probable result
would be to empty such statements of all philosophical power. Suppose
we suggest as a necessary (and possibly sufficient) condition for any
proposition P to be considered a ‘view’ that P and its contradictory cannot
both be true; if the proposition ‘all views are false’ isn’t a view given this
condition, then it’s hard to know what it is or why anyone would want to
assert it or even what it would mean to assert it. Can one assert a
proposition P which does not logically exclude not-P?*

Griffiths is suggesting simply that the Buddhist position is that ‘all views are
false’, and that this cannot be true — because ‘all views are false’. But for Buddhist
texts the statement ‘all views are false’ is not in fact a view — hence the negation of
views is not itself a view.*® In Theravada Buddhism it is implicit that ‘all views are
false’ if they are held with attachment. All views are false, even right-view, if they
become an object of greed and attachment. The Theravada Abhidhamma, in its
discussion of views, is primarily concerned with miccha-ditthi. As 1 have said,
right-view is equated with ‘wisdom’. In a very real sense miccha-ditthi and samma-
ditthi, though both ‘views’, are of an entirely different nature. Views, whether they
express correct or incorrect propositions, are all potential objects of attachment.
As Rupert Gethin has suggested, ‘even so-called “right-views” can be “views”
(ditrhi) in so far as they can become fixed and the objects of attachment’.** The
Buddhist view, samma-ditthi, is not meant to express a position because, as Gethin
suggests, ‘right-view should not be understood as a view itself, but as freedom
from all views’.* I will not argue that the dhamma, Buddhist doctrine, does not
make metaphysical claims, as I think that this would be a severe distortion of
Buddhism, but that the correct knowledge of those doctrines should not involve
attachment. A true statement, if it is an object of attachment, is miccha-ditthi,
even though it is still true.*

The three ideas I have introduced are related. First, I have suggested that dizthi
are not doctrines, but knowledge of doctrines. The notion of ditthi relates to how we
know doctrines. Second, I have suggested that Buddhist discourse does not distinguish
between ‘is” and ‘ought’ and that right-view should be understood as a statement of
fact and value. I have argued that when the Buddhist texts claim that the aim of the
path is to ‘see things as they are’ such statements should be taken quite literally:
things are seen as they are, and apprehending things in this way is transformative.
Seeing things in such a way combines the notions of ‘is’ and ‘ought’. Finally, I have
questioned whether views should be understood in a propositional sense. Right-
view is not the opposite of wrong-view. I have argued this in order to suggest that
right-view is not a correction of wrong-view but a different order of seeing.
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THE CONTENT OF
WRONG-VIEW

This chapter gives a comprehensive account of the various views that are explicitly
stated to be wrong-views (miccha-ditthi) in the four primary Nikayas. In the first
place this chapter aims to answer the question: what views are classified as wrong-
views? The term ditthi (Skt. drsti) indicates a way of seeing. The word ‘view’
translates the term well. Wrong-views are a fixed way of seeing, a specific view of
the way things are. I will consider miccha-ditthi under two broad categories: first,
there are views that deny kamma, that deny that actions have consequences; second,
there are views about the self.!

In the Nikayas we find attempts to classify and summarise wrong-views, most
notably in the Brahmajala-sutta (D 1 1-46) and the Ditthi-samyutta (S 111 201-24)
and, in undertaking this task, I am, to an extent, following in the footsteps of the
early Abhidhamma. For example, the Vibhanga gives a list of some 115 wrong-
views,? mostly drawn from the Nikayas. I will use the Vibhanga summary as an
entry point into the Nikayas, as it is a convenient summary of those views classified
as wrong-views.

A terminological issue must be considered first as the views classified in the
Vibhanga as wrong-views are not consistently, or in some cases not at all, referred
to as wrong-views in the Nikayas. Indeed, the term micchda-ditthi does not occur at
all in the Brahmajala-sutta. The sutta uses the term ‘basis for views’ (ditthitthana),
to refer to the 62 views which it considers. In the Nikayas the term vada (‘doctrine’,
‘theory’ or ‘school’) is often used to refer to wrong-views. However, using the
Vibhanga summary, [ have classified as wrong-views only those views specifically
called miccha-ditthi in one or more places, in addition to the views that appear in
the Brahmajala-sutta or the Ditthi-samyutta.

The Khuddhaka-vatthu of the Vibhanga gives the names and details of many
miccha-ditthi. There are:
The ‘becoming-view’ (bhava-ditthi), which holds that the self and the
world will arise again (bhavissati attd ca loko ca ti, Vibh 358).°

The ‘non-becoming view’ (vibhava-ditthi), which holds that the self and
the world will not be again (na bhavissati atta ca loko ca ti, ibid.).



THE CONTENT OF WRONG-VIEW

The ‘eternalist-view’ (sassata-ditthi), which holds that the self and the
world are eternal (sassato atta ca loko ca ti, ibid.).

The ‘annihilationist-view’ (uccheda-ditthi), which holds that the self and
the world will cease (ucchijjissati atta ca loko ca ti, ibid.).

The ‘finite-view’ (antava-ditthi), which holds that the self and the world
are finite (antava atta ca loko ca ti, ibid.).

The ‘infinite-view’ (anantava-ditthi), which holds the opposite (anantava
atta ca loko ca ti, Vibh 359).

The ‘ultimate-beginning-view’ (pubbantanuditthi), concerning the
ultimate beginning of beings, ibid.*

The ‘ultimate-end-view’ (aparantanuditthi), concerning the ultimate end
of beings (aparantam arabbha, ibid.).

The ‘identity-view’ (sakkaya-ditthi, Vibh 364).

The ‘self-view’ (attanuditthi, Vibh 368). The same view as sakkaya-ditthi.

The ‘gratification-view’ (assada-ditthi), which holds that there is no fault
in sense pleasures (natthi kamesu doso, ibid.).

The ‘four wrong-views’ (catasso ditthiyo): the first arises firmly as the
truth that ‘pleasure and pain are produced by themselves’; the second
that ‘pleasure and pain are produced by another cause’; the third that
‘pleasure and pain are produced by themselves and by another cause’;
the fourth that ‘pleasure and pain are not produced by themselves, or by
another cause, but arise without cause’.’

The ‘six wrong-views’ (cha ditthiyiyo): the view that arises firmly as the
truth that ‘I have a self’; or ‘I do not have a self’; or ‘by the self I perceive
what is self’; or ‘by the self I perceive what is not self’; or ‘by what is not
self I perceive what is not self’; or ‘it is this self of mine that speaks and
feels and experiences for a long time here and there the results of good
and destructive actions; this (self) is not born and never came to be; this
(self) is not born and never will come to be; this (self) is permanent,
everlasting, eternal, not subject to change’ (Vibh 382).6

The ‘seven wrong-views’ (satta ditthiyo, Vibh 38305). These are the same
views as the seven uccheda-ditthi from the Brahmajala-sutta.

The ‘wrong-view that has ten bases’ (dasavatthuka miccha-ditthi, Vibh
392). This is ‘the view of nihilism’ (natthika-ditthi) that I will consider
below.

The ‘wrong-view’ (miccha-ditthi, ibid.). The same view as the preceding
view.”

The ‘extremist view that has ten bases’ (dasavatthuka antaggahika ditthi,
ibid.). These are the ten unanswered questions (avyakata).®

The sixty-two wrong-views that were spoken of by the Buddha in the
Brahmajala exposition (dvasatthi ditthigatani brahmajale veyyakarane
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vuttani bhagavatd). These are the ‘four eternalistic theories’ (cattaro
sassata-vada); ‘four partial eternalistic theories’ (cattdaro
ekaccasassatika); ‘four finite and infinite theories’ (cattaro antanantika);
‘four eel-wriggling theories’ (cattaro amaravikkhepika); ‘two theories
(of occurrences) arising without a cause’ (dve adhiccasamuppannika);
‘sixteen theories of having apperception’ (solasa saint -vada);® ‘eight
theories of having non-apperception’ (attha asaniiii-vada); ‘eight theories
of neither apperception nor-non-apperception’ (attha nevasanii-nasanfi-
vada); ‘seven annihilationist theories’ (satta uccheda-vada); ‘five theories
on nibbana in the present existence’ (paiica dittha-dhamma-nibbana-
vada, Vibh 400).

PART ONE: VIEWS THAT DENY THAT
ACTIONS HAVE CONSEQUENCES

I will begin with the views of the ‘six teachers’ from the Samarifiaphala-sutta (D
147-86).' These views deny that actions have consequences, they deny the law of
kamma. The group of six views are well-known throughout Buddhism as a whole,
as the extant Pali, Tibetan and Chinese sources show."" In the Samarifiaphala-sutta
each are given as the view of a certain teacher:

View 1: The view of nihilism (natthika-ditthi): Ajita Kesakambalt
View 2: The view of non-doing (akiriya-ditthi): Purana Kassapa
View 3: The view of non-causality (ahetu-ditthi): Makkhali Gosala
View 4: The view of Pakudha Kaccayana

View 5: The view of Nigantha Nataputta

View 6: The view of Safijaya Belatthiputta

The view of nihilism (ratthika-ditthi)

The view of nihilism is the following:

Nothing is given, nothing offered, nothing sacrificed; there is no fruit or
result of good and bad actions; no this world, no other world; no mother,
no father; no beings who are reborn spontaneously; no good and virtuous
recluses and brahmins in the world who have themselves realised by direct
knowledge and declare this world and the other world.

The person is composed of the four great elements; when he dies,
earth returns and goes back to the element of earth, water returns and
goes back to the element of water, fire returns and goes back to the element
of fire, wind returns and goes back to the element of wind, while the
senses disappear into space. [Four] men with the bier as a fifth take up
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the corpse, the funeral orations last as far as the burning ground, his
bones are a dull white, his offerings end in ashes. They are fools who
teach alms-giving. The doctrine of affirmation (atthika-vada) is empty
and false banter. Fools and wise alike are destroyed and perish at the
breaking up of the body, they do not exist after death.'”

Three versions of this formula are found: the first is this one from the
Samaniiiaphala-sutta (D 1 47-86) at D 1 55 where the view is attributed to Ajita
Kesakambali.”® A shorter version is often used which consists of the first
paragraph." In the Vibhanga classification this is the ‘wrong-view that has ten
bases’ (dasavatthuka miccha-ditthi), also simply called ‘wrong-view’(miccha-
ditthi). A third version, which is very short, consists of the following: “There is no
other world, there are no spontaneously born beings, there is no fruit or result of
good and bad actions.’"®

The early Pali canon seems to have understood the view of nihilism quite literally
as the view that ‘there is not’. Actions do not have consequences. There is no point
in giving to others. There is no path to purity. There are no enlightened beings.
There is no cessation of dukkha. The Dhammasarigani uses the phrase ‘non-
accomplishment in view’ (ditthi-vipatti) to refer to the view of nihilism and
‘accomplishment in view’ (ditthi-sampada) to refer to the opposite view, the right-
view which affirms that ‘there is what is given’, etc. ' This right-view shall be referred
to as ‘the view of affirmation’ (atthika-ditthi). According to the Dhammasarigani,
all wrong-views are non-accomplishment in view, and all right-views are accom-
plishment in view."” Right-views are fortunate views, and wrong-views are unfortunate
views."® Holding that actions have consequences has an effect on the mind of the one
who holds this view. Buddhaghosa explains why it is better to have the view of
affirmation than the view of nihilism, which may be summarised: accomplishment
in view is opposed to attachment to view. For this reason it is accomplishment in
view."” He also explains that whereas we know we can give to others, some grasp the
idea that there is no fruit and result of these actions. * Our actions do produce
consequences, and this is what this view-holder primarily denies. Indeed the view
of nihilism is sometimes used to explain attachment. For example, the Vibhanga
considers four attachments (upadanas): ‘attachment to sensuality’, ‘attachment to
view’, ‘attachment to precepts and vows’ and ‘attachment to the theory of self’
(kamupadanam, ditthupadanam, stlabbatupadanam, attavadupadanam). The
attachment of wrong-view is explained, first, as the view of nihilism, then it is stated
that all wrong-views constitute attachment to view (sabbapi miccha-ditthi
ditthupadanam).? All wrong-views are a form of greed and attachment.

Wrong-views are then opposed to right-view in the sense that right-view, the
view of affirmation, is closer to non-attachment. One should practise right-view
because it promotes a certain course of action, and in practising right-view there
is the realisation of the nature of non-greed, non-hatred and non-delusion (alobha,
adosa, amoha). To deny that actions have consequences is then, in a certain way,
an expression of greed, hatred and delusion. Wrong-view prevents the very first

17



THE CONTENT OF WRONG-VIEW

stage of the path from being realised, the beginning of the transformation of action
which eventually will lead to insight.

There has been some scholarly debate on the nature of the view of nihilism.
Jayatilleke holds that the doctrine as a whole is based upon the epistemological
motive that ‘perception’ (pratyaksa) alone is the only valid means of knowledge.*
Since perception is the only valid means of knowledge, ‘higher perception’ (abhifiiida)
is denied.

The view of nihilism claims that the person is composed of the ‘four great
elements’, hence there is no self. Morality has no value.” The view that ‘actions
have consequences’ (the right-view of affirmation) is denied because this law
cannot be known by ‘perception’. It cannot be known by any ‘valid means of
knowledge’ (Skt. pramana), hence it does not exist. It is generally held that this
type of thinking reflects the views of the Lokayata/Carvaka schools, or so-called
‘Indian Materialism’,** and there are Lokayata doctrines which may be compared
to the view of nihilism. For example, the doctrine of yadrccha-vada denies cause
and effect and proposes that all relationships are an accident. The Lokayata doctrine
of svabhava-vada holds that things operate without a cause, and change according
to their ‘own nature’. Similarly, Tucci argues the following:

This svabhava-vada [posits] the negation of the karma theory [...] it
maintains that everything which happens on earth is only the effect of
various combinations of material elements; human effort is useless [...]
everything happens svabhavena, according to the various combinations
of the four elements which constitute the body of everything.

According to Warder, the doctrine of svabhava-vada could then have been used
to replace the theory of kamma.*

Tucci holds that the essential part of the view of nihilism is the phrase ‘no fruit
or result of good and bad actions’ (n’ atthi sukatadukkatanam kammanam phalam
vipako), and that this is in fact the central idea of Indian Materialism.”” He also
thinks that if the view of nihilism was derived from real existing doctrines, this
would help explain the parallel with Jain sources.?® The main point made by these
scholars is that the view of nihilism denies that actions have consequences.

The view of nihilism runs contrary to the experiential and empirical nature of
early Buddhist thought. Actions are held to shape the conduct of body, speech and
mind. As I suggested in the Introduction to this book, the notions of ‘is’ and ‘ought’
cannot be divorced from each other. To know how things are we must act in a
wholesome way; to act in a wholesome way we must have insight into how things
are. This process must begin with the transformation of action. The view of nihilism
denies the possibility of transformation. It is a view that produces an unwholesome
course of action and it is a wrong-view.
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The view of non-doing (akiriya-ditthi)

The wrong-view of nihilism primarily denies that actions have consequences. The
second wrong-view also denies that actions have consequences and is described
as ‘the view of non-doing’ (akiriya-ditthi):

When one acts or makes others act, when one mutilates or makes others
mutilate, when one tortures or makes others inflict torture, when one
inflicts sorrow or makes others inflict sorrow, when one oppresses or
makes others inflict oppression, when one intimidates or makes others
inflict intimidation, when one kills living beings, takes what is not given,
breaks into houses, plunders wealth, commits burglary, ambushes
highways, seduces another’s wife, utters falsehood — no wrong is done by
the doer. If, with a razor-rimmed wheel, one were to make the living
beings on this earth into one mass of flesh, into one heap of flesh, because
of this there would be no wrong and no outcome of wrong. If one were to
go along the south bank of the Ganges killing and slaughtering, mutilating
and making others mutilate, torturing and making others torture, because
of this there would be no wrong and no outcome of wrong. If one were to
go along the north bank of the Ganges giving gifts and making others
give gifts, making offerings and making others make offerings, because
of this there would be no merit and outcome of merit. From giving, from
taming oneself, from restraint, from speaking truth, there is no merit and
no outcome of merit.*

This view denies morality by denying that action has meaning. To call someone
an akiriya-vada appears to have been a term of disparagement, used by the different
traditions. For example, the Jains called Buddhists akiriya-vadins, because of the
Buddhist denial of self: “The akiriya-vadins who deny karma, do not admit that
the action (of the self is transmitted to) the future moments.”*® As Gémez has
suggested, a kiriya-vadin is one who believes in the law of kamma, that ‘some
kind of action or human effort [...] would lead to release from samsara’ whereas
an akiriya-vadin held that our actions have no consequences.’!

The view of non-causality (ahetu-ditthi)

The third wrong-view, which is occasionally found together with the view of
nihilism and the view of non-doing is the following:

There is no cause or condition for the defilement of beings; beings are
defiled without cause or condition. There is no cause or condition for the
purification of beings; beings are purified without cause or condition.
There is no self-power or other-power, there is no power in humans, no
strength or force, no vigour or exertion. All beings, all living things, all
creatures, all that lives is without control, without power or strength they
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experience the fixed course of pleasure and pain through the six kinds of
rebirth.

There are one million four hundred thousand principle sorts of birth,
and six thousand others and again six hundred. There are five hundred
kinds of kamma, or five kinds, and three kinds, and half kamma, sixty-
two paths, sixty-two intermediary aeons, six classes of humans, eight
stages of human progress, four thousand nine hundred occupations, four
thousand nine hundred wanderers, four thousand nine hundred abodes of
ndagas, two thousand sentient existences, three thousand hells, thirty-six
places covered with dust, seven classes of rebirth as sentient beings, seven
as insentient beings, and seven as beings ‘freed from bonds’, seven grades
of devas, men and demons (pisdca), seven lakes, seven great and seven
small protuberances, seven great and seven small abysses, seven great
and seven small dreams, eight million four hundred thousand aeons during
which fools and wise run on and circle round till they make an end of
suffering. There is no question of bringing unripe kamma to fruition, nor
of exhausting kamma already ripened, by virtuous conduct, by vows, by
penance, or by chastity. That cannot be done. Samsdra is measured as
with a bushel, with its joy and sorrow and its appointed end. It can neither
be lessened nor increased, nor is there any excess or deficiency of it. Just
as a ball of thread will, when thrown, unwind to its full length, so fool
and wise alike will take their course, and make an end of sorrow.*

I shall refer to this miccha-ditthi as ‘the view of non-causality’ (ahetu-ditthi).
In the Samarniiaphala-sutta this view is also described as ‘purification through
samsara’ (samsara-suddhim). This may have been a familiar term for Ajivika
ideas. It contains the well-known Ajivika notion of ‘destiny’ (niyati). Pande notes
that this could reflect a central tenet of Ajivika soteriology, ‘the unalterable working
out of a coiled up necessity’. ¥ This notion is reflected in the last phrase of the
view in which samsara is compared to a ball of thread which, when thrown, will
unwind naturally to its full length. In a similar fashion, fools and the wise are
heading towards an end to sorrow, towards purification (visuddhi).**

I have now considered three wrong-views, the view of nihilism, the view of
non-doing and the view of non-causality, which each deny that actions have
consequences in their different ways. In the suffas, which will be discussed in
Chapter 2, these three wrong-views are often found together, as I have said. These
views are wrong because by denying the importance of action, they lead away
from what is wholesome. Action can produce both what is unwholesome and
wholesome. In characterising suffering as being caused by both craving and
ignorance the suttas are suggesting that a course of unwholesome action increases
both craving and a lack of knowledge. These views, then, not only increase
unwholesome action but also craving and ignorance. In this way, they lead away
from the true state of things.
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The view of Pakudha Kaccayana

The fourth wrong-view is the following:

The seven elementary categories are neither made nor ordered, neither
caused nor constructed; they are barren, as firm as mountains, as stable
as pillars. They neither move nor develop; they do not injure one another,
and one has no effect on joy, or on the sorrow, or on the joy and sorrow of
another. What are the seven? The elementary category of the earth, of
water, of fire, and of air, and joy and sorrow, with life as the seventh. [...]
No man slays or causes to slay, hears or causes to hear, knows or causes
to know. Even if a man cleaves another’s head with a sharp sword, he
does not take life, for the sword-cut passes between the seven elements.*

This view is attributed in the Samaiifiaphala-sutta to Pakudha Kaccayana.*® In
the Samarifiaphala-sutta, unlike most of the other views, it is not given a name,
the text simply states that when Pakudha Kaccayana was asked the fruits of the
homeless life he ‘answered with something quite different’ (aifiena arifiam vyakasi,
D 156). A wrong-view appears in the Ditthi-samyutta at S II1 211 and is called the
‘great view’ (mahaditthena). This view consists of the first half of Pakudha’s
view, as found in the Samariiiaphala-sutta, with some differences.’’

Bhikkhu Bodhi refers to this view as ‘the doctrine of seven bodies’.*® Basham
describes Pakudha’s view as ‘fantastic atomism’, a ‘Parmenidean doctrine of
immobility’* and ‘Eleatic atomism’.*’ Jayatilleke prefers to call it ‘proto-Vaisesika
Realism’.*

I would like to consider the view of Pakudha with two other wrong-views, the
first from the Ditthi-samyutta and the second (group of four) from the Brahmajala-
sutta. The first is from the Ditthi-samyutta:

The winds do not blow, the rivers do not flow, pregnant women do not give
birth, the moon and sun do not rise and set, but stand as stable as a pillar.**

This view is simply given the name ‘wind’ (vatam). This formula is called a
ditthi, and is introduced as such. Bhikkhu Bodhi notes that the commentarial
definition of varam is ‘untrue representation’ (lesa): although the wind appears to
blow and the sun and moon appear to rise, they are an untrue representation of
wind (vata-lesa), sun and moon.*?

In the Brahmajala-sutta four ‘eternalist-views’ (sassata-ditthi) are found. As
they are similar to the view of Pakudha and the Ditthi-samyutta view, all four
views can be summarised here in the following way:

The self and the world are eternal, barren, steadfast as a mountain peak,
standing firm like a pillar. And though these beings roam and wander
(through the round of existence), pass away and re-arise, yet the self and
the world remain the same just like eternity itself.*
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I have given three views: that of Pakudha Kaccayana, the view from the Ditthi-
samyutta called vatam and the four eternalist-views from the Brahmajala-sutta
(understanding the four eternalist-views as one wrong-view). All these wrong-
views share at least part of the following: ‘barren, as firm as a mountain, as stable
as a pillar’ (vafijho kitattho esikatthayitthito). These miccha-ditthi deny motion
and change. They may contain speculations of a similar nature to the late Jain/
Ajivika avicalita-nityatvam, ‘unchanging permanence’.* Jayatilleke believes that
the simplest way of understanding these views is to regard them as expressions of
the most prevalent doctrine of this period: that the real is being.*® If the real is
being, then all movement and change is unreal. All three views deny, again, that
actions have consequences, but in a different way to the nature of the denial proposed
by the views of nihilism, non-doing and non-causality. Instead of simply denying
the law of kamma, they deny any effect of actions, even denying that action itself
exists. This appears to be an extreme version of the denial of action proposed in
the first three views.

The view of Nigantha Nataputta

The fifth miccha-ditthi found in the Samarniiaphala-sutta is usually understood as
being the view of the Jains:

A Nigantha is bound by a fourfold restraint. What four? He is curbed
by all curbs, enclosed by all curbs, cleared by all curbs, and claimed by
all curbs. And as far as a Nigantha is bound by this fourfold restraint,
thus the Nigantha is called self-protected, self-controlled, self-
established.”

This view, in the Samaniiaphala-sutta, is called the ‘fourfold restraint’ (catu-
yama-samvaram, D 1 58). This is a difficult passage. In fact, to classify it as a
type of miccha-ditthi is problematic. The view appears to be a parody of Jain
practice, not an expression of a view-point, a miccha-ditthi. Basham calls the
passage ‘obscure’.*® Rhys Davids attributes the difficulty of this passage to the
idea that it is intended to be an ironical imitation of the Jains’ way of talking.*
The phrase ‘curbed by all curbs, enclosed by all curbs, cleared by all curbs, and
claimed by all curbs’ (sabba-vari-varito, sabba-vari-yuto ca sabba-vari-dhuto
ca, sabba-vari-phuttho ca), may involve a pun on the word vari, which can mean
‘water’ or ‘restraint/curb’.*® Following Walshe, the passage is perhaps meant to
parody one free from bonds, and yet bound by the bonds of restraint, bound by
the very restraints that are meant to bring freedom.”" Its classification as a wrong-
view is perhaps due to the fact that it denies what is wholesome: the practice of
the Buddhist path.
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The view of Saiijaya Belatthiputta and the endless
equivocators

The sixth wrong-view is that of Safijaya Belatthiputta. On being asked the fruits
of the homeless life, he answered in the following way:

If you ask me: ‘Is there another world?” — if I thought there is another
world, I would declare that there is. I do not take it thus, I do not say it is
true, I do not say it is otherwise, I do not say it is not so, I do not say it is
not not so.

Similarly, when asked any of the following questions, he resorts to the
same evasive statements and to endless equivocation:

‘Is there no world beyond?” ‘Is it that there both is and is not a world
beyond?’ ‘Is it that there neither is nor is not a world beyond?” ‘Are there
beings spontaneously reborn?’ ‘Are there no beings spontaneously
reborn?’ ‘Is it that there both are and are not beings spontaneously reborn?’
‘Is it that there neither are nor are not beings spontaneously reborn?’ ‘Is
there fruit and result of good and bad actions?’ ‘Is there no fruit and
result of good and bad actions?’ ‘Is it that there both is and is not fruit
and result of good and bad actions?’ ‘Is it that there neither is nor is not
fruit and result of good and bad actions?’ ‘Does the Tathagata exist after
death?” ‘Does the Tathagata not exist after death?’ ‘Does the Tathagata
both exist and not exist after death?” ‘Does the Tathagata neither exist
nor not exist after death?’>

In the Samaniiaphala-sutta this formula is, as I have indicated, attributed to
Safijaya Belatthiputta. These views are not given a name. The sutfa states that
when Safijaya Belatthiputta was asked the fruits of the homeless life he ‘replied
by equivocating’ (vikkhepam vyakasi, D 1 57). In the Brahmajala-sutta are found
the wrong-views of the ‘four endless equivocators’ (cattaro amara-vikkhepika)
which are very similar to the wrong-view of Safijaya Belatthiputta. I have given
these in Appendix 1. These are the views of those who avoid answering questions.
In general the endless equivocators held that there was a ‘moral danger’ (antarayo)
in making truth claims. The moral danger perceived was worry or remorse (vighdato).
Jayatilleke has noted a ‘superficial similarity’ between these ideas and those of
the Buddha.>® Some have found in this an expression of a spiritual path.>* Though
the view of Safijaya Belatthiputta does not express this sense of despondency with
debate and the making of truth claims, it is in this context that I think the view
should be considered.

I have now described a number of wrong-views. I suggested at the outset that
these views are, to a greater or lesser extent, views that deny that actions have
consequences. They are views which deny the law of kamma. These views deny
what is of value, so they are wrong-views. However, I think there is something
more at stake than this. In the Samariiaphala-sutta King Ajatasattu asks each of
the six teachers to ‘point to such a reward visible here and now as a fruit of the
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homeless life’.”> In the same way that the Buddha refuses to answer certain
questions, the six teachers appear to be unwilling to answer questions about the
nature of action and the effects of actions; and in the same way that the Buddha
refuses to answer questions of an ontological nature, so the six teachers, in a sense,
will only answer questions of an ontological nature. In the Samarifiaphala-sutta
the Buddha’s answer to King Ajatasattu suggests that action influences the
realisation of knowledge (D 1 62—85). His answer suggests the interplay of conduct
and knowledge, the answers of the six teachers deny this, hence they are wrong-
views.

Wrong-view or right-view?

Before moving onto the next group of views, I would like to consider a rather
unusual view by way of introduction to the second half of this chapter. This view
appears occasionally in the Nikayas. I cannot equate this with any of the headings
from the Vibhanga. It is the following:

He has this view:

‘I might not be,

And it might not be for me;

I will not be,

[and] it will not be for me.’

That annihilationist-view is an activity (a volitional formation).*

In the Ditthi-samyutta at S 111 200 and the Ditthi-vagga at S 111 182 this view is
called ‘and it might not be for me’ (no ca me siya). Interestingly, for a wrong-view,
at A 'V 63 this miccha-ditthi is called the ‘highest of outside views’ (etadaggam
bahirakanam ditthigatanam). The verse, infrequent in the Nikayas, is then slightly
ambiguous. Of some interest is its comparison to an earlier verse in the Samyutta-
nikaya:

There the Blessed One uttered this inspired utterance:
‘It might not be, and it might not be for me;

It will not be,

[and] it will not be for me.’”’

It is said that by resolving (adhimuccamano) in this way a bhikkhu can cut the
lower fetters, a reference to eradication of the five lower fetters that signifies one
is an andgamin, a non-returner. The verse also occurs in the Aneﬁjasappdya-sutta
(M II261-6) at M 1T 264-5, with the phrase added, ‘what exists, what has come to
be, that I am abandoning’ (yad atthi yam bhiitam tam pajahami).® It is said that
there are two possible outcomes for the bhikkhu practising according to this view.
The first outcome is that the bhikkhu will attain equanimity. However, the bhikkhu
may become attached to and dependent upon that equanimity. The sutta states that
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in such a case the bhikkhu is clinging to the base of neither-apperception-nor-non-
apperception (M II 265). The sutta explains that this is the ‘best [object of]
attachment’ (upadanasettham, M 11 265). The second outcome of practising
according to this view is that, obtaining equanimity, the bhikkhu does not become
attached to that equanimity, and that ‘who is without attachment attains nibbana’
(anupadano [ ...] parinibbayati, M 11 265). It seems clear that the sutta is describing
how a view can have a negative or positive outcome, according to how the view is
held. This suggests that the nature of knowledge is such that the effect that the
view has on the holder of it is of some importance in its epistemological validity.

We find two changes of inflection between the annihilationist-view and the
Buddha’s ‘inspired utterance’ (udana).® This changes the first-person verbs to
third-person, making them contrary to the dhamma, or in accord with it. As Bhikkhu
Bodhi suggests: “The change of person shifts the stress from the view of self implicit
in the annihilationist-view (“I will be annihilated”) to an impersonal perspective
that harmonises with the anatta doctrine’.® The commentarial interpretation on
the negative uccheda-ditthi at S 111 99 is the following:

If I were not, it would not be for me means (i): If I were not (sace aham
na bhaveyyam), neither would there be my belongings (mama patikkharo).
Or else: If in my past there had not been kammic formation (kammabhi
samkharo), now there would not be for me these five aggregates.

I will not be (and) it will not be for me means (ti): I will now so strive
that there will not be any kammic formation of mine producing the
aggregates in the future. When that is absent, there will be for me no
future rebirth.®

The annihilationist-view identifies with, and is attached to, the five khandhas.
One who is attached does not see things as they are. Seeing according to the
‘inspired utterance’ is to see in a different way. One not attached to the khandhas
has a different order of seeing. As Bhikkhu Bodhi suggests: ‘the world presented
by them [the khandhas] will be terminated.”® The world presented by the khandhas
is the world presented by attachment, by miccha-ditthi. It is the world as seen
according to attachment, characterised in the Nikayas as the khandhas, which, in
many respects, is an explanation of wrong-view. There is nothing wrong with the
khandhas as such, but once there is identification with them, the perception of the
world ‘as it is’ is distorted. I will return to this point in Chapter 5 with a discussion
of the Nikkhepa-kandam of the Dhammasarigani.

This discussion leads to a consideration of the views classified as wrong that
are primarily views of self based upon attachment to the khandhas.

PART TWO: VIEWS OF SELF

In the second half of this chapter I will consider views about the nature of the self.
These wrong-views may be described as views that deny that attachments have
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consequences, in order to explain them as a cognitive and affective mistake. Though
it may at first be assumed that views that deny the law of kamma and views about
the self are different in nature, I would like to suggest that they share certain
important characteristics. The most important of these is that they lead away from
certain actions that are considered wholesome on the Buddhist path. They lead
away from calm and insight, and towards craving and ignorance. In this sense a
view that denies that our actions have consequences and a view that holds that
there is (or is not) a self are both forms of fanha and avijja: they deny what is and
what ought to be done. It should be stressed that a view is not right which states
‘there is no self’. This is as much a form of greed and attachment as one that states
‘there is a self’. It is part of my argument that wrong-views are a wrong knowledge
of doctrine, and by this I mean a wrong grasp of the teachings, of Buddhist doctrine,
the dhamma. The view of annihilationism (uccheda-ditthi) denies the existence of
a self. The view of eternalism (sassata-ditthi) posits the existence of a self. They
are both forms of greed and attachment. These ideas are expressed by the view
known as sakkaya-ditthi.

Identity-view (sakkdaya-ditthi)

I translate sakkaya-ditthi ‘identity-view’ and follow Bhikkhu Bodhi in this
translation.® Collins translates sakkaya-ditthi as ‘personality belief”,** Gethin as
‘the view that the individual exists’.% I think that the term implies an ‘identification’
with the khandhas. The identity-view does not see things as they are, and this
produces craving and attachment. The opposite to the identity-view is the non-
identity-view, the non-craving-view, namely, right-view. The role of sakkaya-ditthi
in giving rise to other views is stressed in the Nikayas. For example, in the Dutiya
isidatta-sutta (S TV 285-8) at S IV 287, it is stated that when there is sakkaya-
ditthi, the ten ‘unanswered questions’ (avydkata) and the 62 views of the
Brahmajala-sutta come to be.% According to the Petakopadesa, sakkaya-ditthi is
the footing for all wrong-views.” The implication is that sakkaya-ditthi is the first
view out of which all other views come.

All, or part, of the following formula is common throughout the Nikayas. The
following is from the Cilavedalla-sutta (M 1299-305):

How [...] does the identity-view come to be? Here [...] an untaught
ordinary person, who has no regard for the noble ones and is unskilled
and undisciplined in their dhamma, who has no regard for true men and
is unskilled and undisciplined in the dhamma, regards form as self, or
self as possessed of form, or form as in self, or self as in form. He regards
feeling as self, or self as possessed of feeling, or feeling as in self, or self
as in feeling. He regards apperception as self, or self as possessed of
apperception, or apperception as in self, or self as in apperception. He
regards volitional formations as self, or self as possessed of volitional
formations, or volitional formations as in self, or self as in volitional
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formations. He regards consciousness as self, or self as possessed of
consciousness, or consciousness as in self, or self as in consciousness.®

The Patisambhidamagga calls these views ‘adherence through views about self’
(attanuditthi-abhinivesa, Ps 1 143). They are a conviction, a grasping after the
self. Wrong-views are a matter of both craving and ignorance, a kind of adherence
or conviction (abhinivesa), which cling and misinterpret.” I will return to a
consideration of this in Chapter 3 on the function of wrong-view. At this point I
wish to suggest that wrong-view is often caused by attachment to one or all of the
khandhas.

The Patisambhidamagga classifies sakkaya-ditthi into two groups. To regard
any of the khandhas as self is an uccheda-ditthi. So there are five uccheda-ditthi.
To regard the self as possessed of any of the khandhas, or the khandhas as in self,
or self as in the khandhas, are sassata-ditthi. So there are fifteen sassata-ditthi.”

Five uccheda-ditthi

He regards form as self (ripam attato samanupassati)

He regards feeling as self (vedanam attato samanupassati)

He regards apperception as self (safifiam attato samanupassati)

He regards volitional formations as self (samkhare attato samanupassati)
He regards consciousness as self (vifiianam attato samanupassati)

SR LD =

Fifteen sassata-ditthi

1-3.  Self as possessed of form, or form as in self, or self as in form (riapavantam
va attanam, attani va rijpam, rupasmim va attanam)

4-6. Self as possessed of feeling, or feeling as in self, or self as in feeling
(vedanavantam va attanam, attani va vedanam, vedandya va attanam,)

7-9.  Self as possessed of apperception, or apperception as in self, or self as in
apperception (safifidvantam va attanam, attani va saifiam, saifidya va
attanam)

10-12. Self as possessed of volitional formations, or volitional formations as in
self, or self as in volitional formations (samkharavantam va attanam, attani
va samkhare, samkhdaresu va attanam)

13—15. Self as possessed of consciousness, or consciousness as in self, or self as
in consciousness (vifiianavantam va attanam, attani va viinanam,
vifiianasmim va attanam)

The Nettippakarana uses the uccheda and sassata-ditthi classifications to suggest
that uccheda-ditthi are based upon some form of delusion (moha), while sassata-
ditthi are based upon a form of craving (tanha). It does this by suggesting that one
of ‘view-temperament’ (difthi-carita) approaches the khandhas as self, while one
of ‘craving temperament’ (fanhd-carita) approaches the self as possessing the
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khandhas, the khandhas as in self, or self as in the khandhas.” This suggests an
interplay of craving and ignorance in hindering the attainment of knowledge.

One final point of significance is the simple numerical consideration that in
one of the most prominent group of wrong-views according to the most basic
classification, uccheda and sassata-ditthi, a considerable majority of miccha-ditthi
are based upon a wrong grasp, on craving, not on a wrong understanding, on
ignorance.

Miscellaneous destructive views

A certain group of wrong-views are given as the view of a named bhikkhu, brahmin
or some other individual. Though not all these views are based upon the self or
attachment to the khandhas 1 would like to consider them as a group at this point.
These views are always introduced by the phrase, ‘a destructive view arose’
(papakam ditthi-gatam uppannam hoti) to the named individual.”” The first view
is that of Arittha:

Now on that occasion a destructive view had arisen in bhikkhu Arittha:
‘As I understand the dhamma taught by the Fortunate One those things
called obstructions by the Fortunate One are not able to obstruct one who
practises them.”

This wrong-view denies that the way one acts will affect the practising of the
Buddhist path. In the Vinaya (Vin IV 134-5) the view that ‘there is no fault in
sense pleasures’ (n’ atthi kamesu doso) is called ‘a gratification-view’ (assada-
ditthi, Vibh 368).™ This is the type of view expressed by Arittha: one can engage
in sensual pleasure, and this will not be a hindrance on the spiritual path. This
view found its way into the Patimokkha as the sixty-eighth rule entailing expiation
(suddhapacittiya).” This view is one of 24 ‘stumbling blocks’ (antarayika) found
in the Vinaya (Vin I 93—4, II 271). Stumbling blocks are something causing an
obstacle or an impediment. The view itself occurs in the Vinaya where we find
Arittha given an ‘act of suspension’ (ukkhepaniya-kammam, Vin 11 27) for holding
the view.”® The idea appears to be that this act of suspension is carried out on
Arittha for ‘not seeing an offence’ (apattiya adassane). Arittha has ‘fallen away
from (right)-view’ (ditthi-vipattiya, Vin I1 22) and so needs to be suspended from
the order.”’

I would like to consider briefly how holding wrong-views was seen as an offence
(apatti), which could result in an act of suspension in the Vinaya. A passage appears
(Vin I 97-8) which describes how a bhikkhu can be suspended for not seeing an
offence,”™ not making amends for an offence,” or not giving up a wrong-view.® If
the bhikkhu sees the offence, makes amends for it, and gives up the wrong-view he
may become a full part of the order again. However, there is a chance of the
suspension being re-implemented if there is not a constant acknowledgement of
the offence.®!
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Other passages explain how a bhikkhu could be variously accused of holding
wrong-view. Holding wrong-view is an offence that should be seen (apatti
datthabba, presumably implying that it is acknowledged). It is an offence for which
amends should be made (apatti patikatabba), and the destructive view given up
(papika ditthi patinissajjeta, Vin 1 325). Other bhikkhus could ask the bhikkhu
holding the view to give up his wrong-view, but the accused bhikkhu could claim
that he does not hold a wrong-view. If, subsequently, the order suspends the bhikkhu
for not giving up the wrong-view, this would not be a legally valid act
(adhammakamma), as the bhikkhu had not held a wrong-view.*> Alternatively,
there could be a wrong-view that should be given up, and the offending bhikkhu
could acknowledge this. Then, if the order suspends him for not giving up the
wrong-view, this would not be a legally valid act (Vin I 323). Finally, there could
be a wrong-view that should be given up, but the bhikkhu refuses to give it up, so
the other bhikkhus suspend him for not giving up the wrong-view. This would be
a legally valid act (Vin I 324). This is precisely the fate of Arittha, who refuses to
give up his wrong-view: he is given a (formal) act of suspension (ukkhepaniya-
kammam), and is also not allowed to eat with the order for not giving up his wrong-
view.® The point of these passages appears to be that if a wrong-view is taken up,
it is an offence that should be seen, made amends for, and the view should be
given up (adassane va appatikamme va appatinissagge va, Vin I 325).

The view of bhikkhu Sati:

Now on that occasion a destructive view had arisen in bhikkhu Sati: ‘As
I understand the dhamma taught by the Fortunate One, it is the same
consciousness that runs and wanders through samsara, not another.”®

Sati posits an enduring entity, namely consciousness (vifiiana), which
transmigrates. K.R. Norman has suggested that Sati is recollecting a teaching similar
to that found in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad that consciousness (Skt. vijiiana)
transmigrates.® Richard Gombrich has noted that both Arittha’s view and Sati’s
view, the former ethical/moral, to do with practice, the latter philosophical/
intellectual, to do with doctrine, are treated in a similar fashion in the Nikayas, as
being objects of craving.®

The view of Brahma Baka:

Now on that occasion a destructive view had arisen in Brahma Baka:
“This is permanent, this lasts forever, this is constant, this is eternal, this
is total, this is not subject to cessation; for this is neither born nor ages,
nor dies, nor fades away, nor reappears, and beyond there is no cessation.”®

The view of Brahma Baka expresses, in a simple understanding, a Brahmanic
notion of ‘being’ and ‘permanence’, what in other contexts is likely to be called an
eternalist-view.

The view of bhikkhu Yamaka:
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Now on that occasion a destructive view had arisen in bhikkhu Yamaka:
‘Thus do I understand the dhamma taught by the Fortunate One: In so far
as a bhikkhu has destroyed the corruptions (asavas), he is broken up and
dies when the body is broken up, he becomes not after death.’

The view of Yamaka posits a notion of a ‘being’ which is destroyed upon reaching
nibbana. This should be understood as an annihilationist-view (uccheda-ditthi).
A destructive view:

A destructive view had arisen: ‘No recluse or brahmin can come here [to
this heavenly realm].’®

This wrong-view possibly expresses the idea that Brahma, as the highest of the
gods, is the controller of all things. Because of this certain cosmological realms
are not accessible to all. For Buddhism this is a wrong-view.

A wrong-view about class:

Once [....] when seven brahmin seers were dwelling in leaf huts in the
forest, the following destructive view arose in them: ‘Brahmins are the
highest class, those of any other class are inferior; brahmins are the fairest
class, those of any other class are dark; only brahmins are purified, not
non-brahmins; brahmins alone are the sons of Brahma, the offspring of
Brahma, born of his mouth, born of Brahma, created by Brahma, heirs of

Brahma’.*”*

The final wrong-view in this section is one that proposes that brahmins are the
highest class (Skt. varna) and others are inferior. This formula appears several
times in the Assalayana-sutta (M 11 147-57), but only on this occasion is it
introduced as being a type of wrong-view.

All these views are then characterised as destructive views. They destroy the
Buddhist path. In destroying discipline, how the holder of the view acts, they
hinder the cleansing of body, speech and mind. I regard this as essential to an
understanding of the notion of both wrong-view and right-view. Wrong-view
increases greed, hatred and delusion, right-view achieves the cessation of greed,
hatred and delusion.

The six bases for views (ditthi-tthana)

I will now consider six views from the Alagaddiipama-sutta. The text tells us
that these ditthi are ‘bases for views’ (ditthi-tthana). The commentary states
that ditthi-tthana are themselves miccha-ditthi which give rise to other miccha-
ditthi.”" The Brahmajala-sutta repeatedly states that all of its sixty-two views
are ditthi-tthana.®* K.R. Norman interprets all six views as ‘wrong-views’* and
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Richard Gombrich also translates difthi-tthana as ‘wrong-views’.** The formula
is the following:

Bhikkhus, there are these six bases for views. What are the six? Here,
bhikkhus, an untaught ordinary person, who has no regard for the noble
ones and is unskilled and undisciplined in their dhamma, who has no
regard for true men and is unskilled and undisciplined in their dhamma:
View 1: Regards form thus: ‘“This is mine, this I am, this is my self.’
View 2: Regards feeling thus: ‘“This is mine, this I am, this is my self.’
View 3: Regards apperception thus: ‘This is mine, this I am, this is my
self.

View 4: Regards volitional formations thus: “This is mine, this I am, this
is my self.’

View 5: Regards what is seen, heard, thought, cognized, encountered,
sought, mentally pondered thus: ‘This is mine, this I am, this is my self.’
View 6: And this basis for views, namely, ‘This is self, this the world;
after death I shall be permanent, everlasting, eternal, not subject to change;
I'shall endure and last as long as eternity’ — this too he regards thus: ‘“This
is mine, this I am, this is my self.”

Four of these views are different ways of ‘regarding’ (samanupassati) four of
the khandhas. It is interesting that in the fifth view the khandha of consciousness
does not appear but the view is based upon what is seen, heard, thought and
cognized, etc. I think this is perhaps suggesting something about the khandhas
and the nature of wrong-view in general.*® This is that the notion of the khandhas
and the ideas of what is seen, heard, thought and cognized, are, in a sense,
interchangeable. In other words, wrong-views are based upon anything that they
are attached to, upon anything that they identify with. This regarding, or forming
a view about the khandhas, is very important for an understanding of what wrong-
view is. The same idea was found in the formula for sakkaya-ditthi, the views
based upon identifying with the khandhas. It is clear that attachment to the khandhas
(to the idea of a self) is a prominent cause of wrong-view.

Two important articles have appeared in recent years which shed some light on
these views. K.R. Norman, in an article primarily on attd, has used these views,
and other parts of the Alagaddipama-sutta, to argue, contrary to some earlier
scholars, that the Nikayas were aware not only of the individual arman but of the
world-atman.®’ This can be found in the phrase of the sixth ditthi, so loko so atta
which, he argues, points to the oneness of the individual and world-atta, so familiar
and central to Upanisadic thought.”® According to him, there may even be ‘verbal
echoes’ of the Upanisads in the sixth wrong-view, for example Chandogya
Upanisad 111 3—4: esa me atma (taking atman to be the equivalent of brahman).
The phrase repeated throughout this formula eso *ham asmi is, Norman argues,
the famous ‘that is you’ (tat tvam asi) from the perspective of the first person, the
realisation instead of the famous Chandogya Upanisad instruction.”
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As to the fifth ditthi, it was Jayatilleke who first argued that this view has clear
similarities to a passage which appears twice in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (2,
4,5 and 4, 5, 6).'° In these passages it is taught that the atman should be seen
(drastavyah), learnt of (srotavyah), conceived of (mantavyah) and rationally
understood (nididhyasitavyah)."” As Jayatilleke points out, the Alagaddipama-
sutta knows of these ways of knowing, dittham sutam mutam vifiidatam (the
Alagaddiipama-sutta, adding pattam), and to identify with what is seen, heard,
thought of or cognized, is described as a hindrance. Gombrich summarises all
these arguments:

The fifth wrong-view is to identify with what has been dittham sutam
matam vififiatam. What exactly is that? The answer is at Brhadaranyaka
4,5, 6: atmani khalv are drste Srute mate vijidate idam sarvam viditam.
So here is the form of the microcosm-macrocosm equivalence to which
the Buddha is alluding; and we can further see that his fifth wrong-view
is Yajiavalkya’s realisation of that identity in life, and his sixth wrong-
view the making real that identity at death. But, says the Buddha, that is
something which does not exist (asat).'”

The verse to which Gombrich et al. are referring is the following:

You see [...] it is one’s self (atman) which one should see and hear, and
on which one should reflect and concentrate. For when one has seen and
heard one’s self, when one has reflected and concentrated on one’s self,
one knows this whole world.!%?

To identify with what is seen or heard, thought or cognized is perhaps another
way of stating that there is attachment to the khandhas and what is impermanent.
It is to be attached to dukkha. In replacing the fifth khandha with the statement
that the view arises based on what is seen, heard, thought or cognized, etc., the
view in the Alagaddiipama-sutta is suggesting that wrong-view is an expression
of dukkha itself. As I will suggest in my consideration of the Afthakavagga in
Chapter 6, it is constantly stated that one should not be attached to what is seen,
heard, thought and cognized. Wrong-views arise through attachment to the
khandhas, through what is formed and constructed. To overcome this attachment
there is needed both a course of action and insight into the process of the arising
and cessation of dukkha. The seeing of dukkha (what is), leads to a radical change
of one’s actions (what ought to be done). As I suggested in my consideration of
wrong-views that deny that actions have consequences, these views are wrong
because they deny that action leads to knowledge.
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Six wrong-views from the Sabbdasava-sutta

The next group of views about the self are found in the Sabbasava-sutta (M 1 6—
12). These views are introduced by the statement that they are all a product of
‘reflecting inappropriately’ (ayoniso manasikara).'® I understand this in the way
that I have described, as an expression of craving and ignorance. There is
inappropriate reflecting when such questions arise as: ‘Was I in the past? What
was [ in the past?’ There is inappropriate reflecting when such questions are asked
about the present and the future:

To one reflecting inappropriately in this way one of six views occurs.
The view:

View 1: ‘T have a self” arises firmly as the truth.

View 2: ‘I do not have a self’ arises firmly as the truth.

View 3: ‘By the self I perceive what is self” arises firmly as the truth.
View 4: ‘By the self I perceive what is not self” arises firmly as the truth.
View 5: ‘By what is not self I perceive what is not self” arises firmly as
the truth.

View 6: ‘It is this self of mine that speaks and feels and experiences here
and there the result of good and destructive actions; but this self of mine
is permanent, everlasting, eternal, not subject to change, and it will endure
and last forever.'®

First, as can be seen, each of these views is said to ‘arise as true and established’
(saccato thetato ditthi uppajjati). As I am suggesting, if things are not seen as they
are, if one reflects inappropriately, the course of action undertaken will be an
unwholesome course of action. It will be based upon attachment. Second, I do not
consider the content of the propositions classified as miccha-ditthi and samma-
ditthi to be the only factor which makes them wrong or right. The problem that
Buddhism wishes to address is dukkha. This being so, it is interested in dukkha, its
arising, cessation and the way to its cessation. Seeing this is what constitutes
‘knowledge’ (7iana). Knowledge and samma-ditthi are explained as ‘knowledge
concerning suffering’ (dukkhe fianam),""® and samma-ditthi is explained as having
four names beginning with ‘knowledge regarding suffering’.!” These views from
the Sabbasava-sutta do not concern dukkha, hence they are wrong. They are not
views about dukkha, its arising, cessation and the way to its cessation, the only
valid content of a right-view. As I will discuss below, the commentaries analyse
views in the following way: right-view always has two roots, ‘non-greed’ (alobha)
and ‘non-hate’ (adosa, Ps 1205), wrong-view has greed and delusion as roots (Ps
1203). This takes us back to my first point: views become ‘true and established’.
They are an attachment which leads to an unwholesome course of action and so to
ignorance. I mentioned above that certain sassata-ditthi are described as volitional
formations (samkhara). They are part of the process of mental proliferation or
manifoldness.'”® Whereas the Buddhist path, led by samma-ditthi, ‘makes cessation
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its object’.'” The point I wish to introduce at this stage is that miccha-ditthi is a
manifoldness (papaiica) and a volitional formation: it is mental proliferation. In a
very definite sense it can be argued that this is why certain views are classified as
miccha-ditthi: because they make for cognitive activity, they increase attachment
and craving. A view that does the opposite to this, which makes for cessation, for
a lessening and calming, is called samma-ditthi.

Acceptance of a view as a result of reflection
(ditthi-nijjhanakhanti)

In this chapter I am attempting to classify all the views described as wrong in the
Nikayas. However, it is important that we do not get lost in the details and attempt
to understand what particular philosophical position each miccha-ditthi is
expressing. The Pali canon is thorough in its classification. However, its
classification should not divert us from the reasons for it. The canon enumerates
many miccha-ditthi. Forming a view is miccha-ditthi. Any view is, I would argue,
miccha-ditthi. Wrong-views make judgements, about the self and the world, about
the khandhas. The wrong-views found in the Sabbasava-sutta that I have just
considered are an example of this tendency. They are an expression of attachment
and craving, of dukkha itself. Wrong-views should be understood as expressions
of greed and attachment, and this is why they are classified as wrong. This makes
them invalid means of knowledge and it is this aspect of wrong-views which I
would now like to consider.

I'would like to examine how the Nikayas understand the notion of views as part
of a list of ten (or sometimes five) means of knowledge. Usually these means of
knowledge are invalidated due to their being the product of greed and attachment,
but this is not always the case. Before considering these ten means of knowledge
I will classify another groups of views which occasionally provide the context in
which the means of knowledge are found. These are the following 16 views:

Views 1-8: The self and the world are eternal (only this is true, anything
else is wrong, repeated after each view); the self and the world are not
eternal; eternal and not eternal; neither eternal nor not eternal; finite;
infinite; both finite and infinite; neither finite nor infinite.

Views 9-16: The self and the world are appercipient of unity (only
this is true, anything else is wrong, repeated after each view); the self
and the world are appercipient of diversity; appercipient of the limited;
appercipient of the immeasurable; [experience] exclusively pleasure;
[experience] exclusively pain; [experience] both pleasure and pain;
[experience] neither pleasure nor pain."°

After the sixteen views in the Paficattaya-sutta it is stated that it is impossible

for one to realise the truth that these views proclaim. For the truth of the view to
be realised, the sutta explains, would depend upon:

34



THE CONTENT OF WRONG-VIEW

Faith (saddha);

Approval (ruci);

Oral tradition (anussava);

Reasoned cogitation (akaraparivitakka);

Acceptance of a view as a result of reflection (ditthi-nijjhanakkhanti).""!

Apart from these means of knowledge, the view holder will not have ‘clear and
personal knowledge’.""” Even any ‘fragmentary knowledge’ (fianabhagamattam
eva) that the view-holder has, the sutfta explains as ‘attachment’ (upadana).
Attachment is then explained as ‘conditioned and gross’ (samkhatam olarikam)
and there should be cessation of this.'” This is what the Buddha knows: attachment
and its cessation, presumably this is what constitutes ‘personal knowledge’
(paccattam fianam). Views (and the other four means of knowledge) are clearly
being evaluated, in part, due to the effect that the means of knowledge has. How
will a means of knowledge influence the conduct of the person who uses it? This
issue has been considered by Walpola Rahula. In What the Buddha Taught, Rahula
cites the Kalama-sutta (A 1188-93) as expressing an essential point of the Buddha’s
teaching. Stated simply this is the following: those seeking freedom from suffering
should know for themselves what is ‘wholesome’ (kusala) and ‘unwholesome’
(akusala) and not rely on other things to achieve the end of dukkha. This simple
piece of advice Rahula called ‘unique in the history of religions’.""*

In the sutta the Kalamas explain to the Buddha that the recluses and brahmins
who come to Kesaputta proclaim their own doctrine (vada) but abuse the doctrines
of others."> They go on to say that they have ‘doubt and wavering’ (karikha [...]
vicikiccha, A 1 189) as to which recluses and brahmins are speaking truth and
which are speaking falsehood (saccam @ha, ko musa, ibid.). " The Buddha replies
that they may well doubt, they may well waver, but it is on a doubtful point that
wavering arises.'”” The Buddha explains that they should not be misled by:

Report/oral tradition (anussavena);

Tradition (paramparaya);

Hearsay (itikiraya);

Not by proficiency in the collections (pitakasampadanena);

Logic (takkahetu);

Inference (nayahetu);

Reasoned cogitation (akaraparivitakkena),

Acceptance of a view as a result of reflection (ditthi-nijjhanakkhantiya);
Not because it fits becoming (bhabbaripataya);

Out of respect for a recluse (samano no garii)."®

The Buddha explains what they should understand:

When you know for yourselves: These things are unwholesome, these
things are blameworthy, these things are censured by the wise; these
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things, when performed and undertaken, conduce to loss and sorrow —
then reject them."”

The Buddha explains why he makes this statement: the ten incorrect means of
knowledge are rooted in greed, hatred and delusion (lobha, dosa, moha). The reason
for this is based on the Kalamas’ earlier statement that the recluses and brahmins
proclaim their own doctrines and abuse the doctrines of others.'?’ The aim of the
dhamma is to overcome what is unwholesome. As the conduct of the recluses and
brahmins does not suggest that their teachings are achieving this, the Buddha
takes them as wrong teachings. The Buddha explains this: with the arising of
greed, hatred and delusion there is ‘loss’ (ahitdaya) not ‘profit’ (hitaya, A 1 189).
Losing control of their minds, those overcome by greed, hatred and delusion kill
living beings, take what is not given, commit adultery, tell lies and get others to do
the same.'" All these things are ‘unwholesome’ (akusala) not ‘wholesome’ (kusala),
‘blameworthy’ (savajja) not ‘blameless’ (anavajja), ‘censured by the wise’ (virifiii-
garahita), and when undertaken conduce to ‘loss and sorrow’ (ahitaya dukkhaya,
AT190). Itis for this reason that a person should not be misled by the ten incorrect
means of knowledge, for they are unwholesome.'”> They should not be depended
upon. They are incorrect means of knowledge precisely because they are
unwholesome. The person should know what is wholesome, blameless, praised
by the wise, and what, when undertaken, conduces to profit and happiness.'*
Freedom from greed, hatred and delusion produces ‘states’ (dhamma) that are
wholesome, blameless, praised by the wise and, when performed, conduce to
happiness (A 1 190-1)."* As I have suggested, right-view leads to wholesome
action, wrong-view leads to unwholesome action.

Though the ten means of knowledge are rejected in the Kalama-sutta there are
occurrences in which some of them are valid or correct means of knowledge. In
the Paricattaya-sutta it was stated that the five do not lead to ‘clear and personal
knowledge’ and that even any fragmentary knowledge that they give will be a
form of attachment. In the Canki-sutta (M 11 164—77) the original five means of
knowledge are again found (faith, approval, oral tradition, reasoned cogitation and
acceptance of a view as a result of reflection). However, in the Canki-sutta the
five are said to have two possible outcomes.'” Something may be fully accepted
out of faith, approval, oral tradition, reasoned cogitation and acceptance of a view
as a result of reflection, yet be ‘empty, hollow and false’ (rittam, tuccham, musa).
However, something else may not be fully accepted out of faith, approval, oral
tradition, reasoned cogitation and acceptance of a view as a result of reflection,
yet it may be ‘factual, true and unmistaken’ (bhiitam, tuccham, anaiifiatha).'*

The sutta considers how one ‘preserves truth’ (saccanurakkhana, M 11 171). It
explains that the person does not come to the definite conclusion that, ‘only this is
true, anything else is wrong’ based on one of the five, but preserves truth when he
says ‘my faith is thus’, etc., ‘my acceptance of a view as a result of reflection is
thus’."” This is how the five means of knowledge may have two different outcomes.
The knowledge gained may be the same through one of the means of knowledge,
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but the attitude one has towards that knowledge is different. As I suggested above,
it is perhaps misleading to look at all of the miccha-ditthi found in the Nikayas
and attempt to understand the philosophical and metaphysical position which they
posit. In the Kalama-sutta it is because the views of the various teachers, based
upon the ten means of knowledge, do not lead to what is wholesome, which makes
them incorrect means of knowledge. In the Canki-sutta it is by becoming attached
to the object of knowledge, by holding that it is ‘true’, that the knowledge itself
loses its value. The sutta is positing a non-attached means of gaining knowledge.

If there is ‘acceptance of a view as a result of reflection’, this is likely to involve
holding onto a specific view with the thought, ‘only this is true, anything else is
wrong’. However, as I will explain in the next chapter, right-view entails a
knowledge of doctrine free from craving. It is an expression of non-greed, non-
hatred and non-delusion; whereas wrong-view is an expression of greed, hatred
and delusion. The notion of wrong-view describes a type of greed for knowledge.
It is a false means of attaining knowledge. Things cannot be known ‘as they are’
with a mind corrupted by greed. It is this, in part, which the notion of wrong-view
describes.

The Canki-sutta finally explains how there is ‘discovery of truth’ (saccanubodho,
M II 171). A bhikkhu should be found who has no states (dhammda) based on
greed, hatred and delusion; who has a mind which is not obsessed by these dhammas
(dhammehi pariyadinnacitto, M 11 172-3); who does not claim to know and see,
while not knowing and seeing,'”® and does not cause others to act in a harmful
way.'? This bhikkhu, who is not obsessed by greed, hatred and delusion, teaches a
dhamma that is ‘profound, hard to see and hard to understand, unattainable by
mere reasoning, subtle, to be experienced by the wise’."*® Such a dhamma as this
cannot be taught by someone affected by greed, hatred and delusion.”' In that
bhikkhu who is purified from states of delusion (visuddham mohaniyehi) confidence
can be placed. The dhamma can be heard from him and memorised (sutva
dhammam dhareti). The person examines the meaning of the teaching and, having
examined the meaning, ‘gains a reflective acceptance of the teaching’ (attham
upaparikkhato dhamma nijjhanam khamanti, M 11 173). This leads to ‘scrutiny’
(tuleti) of things."? With much effort, ‘with the body he realises the ultimate truth
and sees it by penetrating it with wisdom’."? In this way there is discovery of
truth.®* The sutta then states how it is in the ‘repetition, development and cultivation
of those same dhammas that there is final arrival at truth’.'*

These suttas are clearly explaining a method by which early Buddhist
epistemology is made valid. They are describing what a correct means of knowledge
is. In a sense, a correct means of knowledge is the reflective acceptance of the
dhamma from a trusted teacher. But in order to gain knowledge there needs to be
some transformation of the conduct and thought of the person who seeks this
knowledge. This is in order to realise ‘clear and personal knowledge’. As I will
argue in the next chapter, the gaining of knowledge requires the transformation of
acts of body, speech and mind. Action is intimately bound up with knowledge.
This is why the suttas reject views that deny kamma or posit a self. They both lead
to action based upon greed and attachment.
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Views of the unanswered (avyakata) type

Certain views are used in the Nikayas as characteristic of the notion of wrong-
view. One set of views that serves this purpose is the avyadkata. 1 would like to
continue with the idea at this point that views are not so much condemned as
wrong because of what they propose, but because of the influence that the view
has on its holder. As I have suggested, the means of gaining knowledge is intimately
bound up with the way one acts and, as I will go on to argue, the way one acts is
intimately bound up with the knowledge that one has. There is no major difference
between the view that denies that actions have consequences, and those that posit
a self (attachment to the khandhas, or to what is seen, heard, thought and cognized,
or to one of the ten means of knowledge). They all produce actions of an
unwholesome type. This explains the preoccupation with the notion of atta in
explaining wrong-view. Belief in the self leads away from wholesome action (action
not based upon craving and attachment), and by definition away from knowledge.
This also suggests why familiar groups of views such as the avyakata are classified
as wrong-views.

As I suggested in the Introduction, wrong-views, expressed by the ideas of
uccheda and sassata-ditthi, were considered in the early texts, to be particularly
destructive. These classifications have already been met in the discussion of
sakkaya-ditthi. One explanation of these two views is the following from the
Sammohavinodant:

To state that, ‘T have a self’ (arthi me atta va) is the view of eternalism
(sassata-ditthi) which assumes the existence of a self at all times. However,
to state ‘I have no self’” (n’ atthi me atta) is the view of annihilationism
(uccheda-dirthi) because it assumes the annihilation of an existing being.'*

This suggests that the view ‘there is no self’ is as much a wrong-view as the
view ‘there is a self’. To posit or deny a self are wrong-views. To say that right-
view is the understanding of anatta is quite different. It suggests that there should
not be attachment to the idea of a self; it does not posit or deny a self. Wrong-view,
as [ am arguing, is primarily a form of greed and attachment to the idea of a self.
I will consider the problem of how there can be a right-view that corrects the
wrong-view of self in Chapter 5. For the moment I wish to stress how wrong-
views are classified as attachment and craving. For example, there is a discussion
in the Vibharnga (Vibh 340) of the ‘inclination (of thought) of beings’ (sattanam
asayo). This is to depend on ‘views of becoming’ (bhava-ditthi-sannissita), and
‘views of non-becoming’ (vibhava-ditthi-sannissita), according to the ten
avyakata."" According to the Vibhanga, there is an inclination for the mind to take
a position. One of the simplest ways to understand samma-ditthi is to take it as
expressing the middle-way. It is to see the rise and fall of dhammas. By the idea of
miccha-ditthi the texts perhaps intend to suggest a rigidity of thought, in which
only rise, or only fall is seen. The suttas suggest that if only rise is seen then the
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mind will incline to sassata-ditthi, and if only fall is seen then the mind will
incline to uccheda-ditthi.'"® These ideas are expressed by the ten avyakata:

The ten avyakata

The world is eternal;

The world is not eternal;

The world is finite;

The world is infinite;

The soul and the body are the same;

The soul is one thing, the body is another;

The Tathagata exists after death;

The Tathagata does not exist after death;

The Tathagata both exists and does not exist after death;
The Tathagata neither exists nor does not exist after death.’’

In the Vibhanga (Vibh 366—7) there is a consideration of the unwholesome
action that arises from holding to any of these views. This comes in an explanation
of ‘seeking supreme practice’ (brahmacariyesana)'* described as holding to the
ten avyakata."™ 1t is said that unwholesome actions of body, speech and mind
occur with these views (akusalam kayakammam, vactkammam, manokammam).
Wrong-view gives rise to unwholesome actions of body, speech and mind. As |
argued above, this invalidates certain views as correct means of knowledge.'?

CONCLUSION

In this chapter I have attempted to classify all those views understood as wrong-
views in the four primary Nikayas. In undertaking this I have followed the
classifications of the Vibhanga, the Brahmajala-sutta and the Ditthi-samyutta.
Wrong-views can be understood according to two categories: the first of these
explains a view as wrong if it states that actions do not have consequences. These
views deny the law of kamma. The second explains a view as wrong if it posits (or
denies) a self. Views of this type are wrong-views because they express attachment
to the idea of a self, whether existing or not existing. It would be incorrect to
understand the view that denies a self to be a right-view. To deny or posit a self is
a wrong-view. Technically speaking, wrong-views of self posit attachment to the
khandhas, to what is seen, heard, thought and cognized, to atta@ and loka. They
deny that attachments have consequences. According to the Nikayas, all views can
be explained according to the category of sakkaya-ditthi and this can further be
understood as either uccheda or sassata-ditthi, the views of annihilationism and
eternalism. It seems clear that many of the views could be reduced to one of these
categories. This reflects a preoccupation with arta found in the classification of
wrong-views. I have suggested that this preoccupation is based upon the strong
link between knowledge and action found in the Nikayas. Indeed, this is the link
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between the views that deny that actions have consequences and views about the
self. They both strongly influence the way that the holder of the view acts. This
reflects the relationship between greed and ignorance found in the notion of wrong-
view. Certain terms appear repeatedly in the Nikayas with reference to miccha-
dirthi. We find the terms ‘engagement’ (upaya), ‘attachment’ (upadana),
‘adherence’ (abhinivesa), ‘mental-basis’ (cetaso adhitthanam)'* and ‘clinging’
(paramasa)."** All these terms point to an essential feature of the notion of miccha-
ditthi: that it is the grasping, attached, obstinate side of the cognitive process.'
Buddhaghosa states that ‘clinging’ is a term for wrong-view because it occurs in
the aspect of missing the individual essence of a given state (dhamma) and
apprehending (aGmasana) elsewhere (parato) an unreal individual essence.*¢ I think
all this suggests that the link between craving and ignorance is made precisely
because the early tradition emphasises that action and thought are intimately bound.
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THE CONTENT OF
RIGHT-VIEW

The notion of ‘right-view’ (samma-ditthi) is most familiar to us as the first stage
of the noble eightfold path. The Buddhist path, aiming for the eradication of dukkha,
begins with right-view. What doctrines does right-view have knowledge of? We
may expect that it is the central Buddhist notions of the ‘three marks’ (tilakkhana).
Right-view has knowledge of anicca, dukkha and anatta. When a view accords
with these notions, it is a right-view. Achieving this view, one enters upon the
path. Right-view entails perceiving the world according to the dhamma. In this
chapter I will classify all those views described as ‘right-view’ in the Nikayas. Is
right-view any view that agrees with the dhamma? What is the content of right-
view, what does it propose? Does right-view state what is fact or of value? It is
these questions that I will aim to answer.

Of particular interest to me is how far we are to understand right-view as the
opposite of the wrong-views that I considered in the previous chapter. For example,
I suggested in the Introduction that right-view is not another view opposed to
wrong-view, but that it implies a different order of seeing. For example, the view
that ‘actions do not have consequences’ is not corrected by adopting the view that
‘actions have consequences’, but by practising right-view. This practice reflects
the knowledge that ‘actions have consequences’, and leads to an insight into the
way things are. Right-view is a statement of ‘is” and ‘ought’ and cannot be properly
understood without appreciating that it expresses these notions, which we may all
too easily separate. When we understand that this is the nature of right-view, we
may realise that right-view cannot be a simple correction of wrong-view, but an
essential factor on the path to the overcoming of dukkha.

In the Buddhist texts it is often suggested that the aim of the Buddhist path is
‘seeing things as they are’ (yathabhiitadassana). In fact, the commentaries often
gloss samma-ditthi as yathava-ditthika ‘the view of things as they are’.! Rupert
Gethin has pointed out that samma-ditthi is essentially knowledge of suffering, its
arising, cessation and the way to its cessation.” This is the apprehending of a
process, the process of ‘rise and fall’ (udayabbaya). 1 shall return to this idea in
Chapter 4. Sue Hamilton has argued that seeing things as they are relates to the
adaptation of experience, the way our cognition perceives the world, and entails
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an insight into the very nature of cognition. It is the truth of knowing that we are
no longer bound to continuity;? it is knowing ‘how our experience operates’.* Seeing
things as they are is a soteriological truth, best explained as insight into the nature
of knowledge. Hamilton argues that this understanding of the cognitive process is
epistemological, and that the primary aim of the Buddhist path is not an ontological
understanding of self and world:?

The problem that needs solving, according to the Buddha, is an
epistemological one, and following the Buddha’s teaching leads to insight
into the arising and nature of knowledge, and into the status of what one
knows. But the process that leads to that insight, and the solving of the
epistemological problem, does not itself affect Reality.6

These ideas lead Hamilton to translate sammad-ditthi as ‘right understanding’.’
As a form of understanding, samma-ditthi may be better understood as wholesome
awareness. | suggest this for the following reason: the texts make a distinction
between different levels of right-view. While I will discuss this distinction fully
later in this chapter, for the moment it is important to understand that samma-
ditthi is classified into two types. First, it is understood to comprehend a group
of views primarily concerned with kamma and rebirth. Second, samma-ditthi is
explained as ‘wisdom’ (parfifid). The former view may have more of a
propositional content than the latter, but neither entails belief in a set of
propositions. When right-view is explained as wisdom it consists, to a large
extent, in no longer grasping at the idea of a self (whether existing or not existing).
I think the aim of both of these types of views are the same, namely, to induce
non-attachment from all cognitive acts. However, they function at different stages
of the path. Living according to the knowledge that our actions have consequences
leads to a cognitive process that no longer grasps, that is no longer attached. The
world is seen in a different way: without greed, hatred and delusion. In any
discussion of miccha-ditthi and samma-ditthi we are primarily concerned with
the affective nature of the cognitive process. We must be aware that there is a
strong emphasis in the Nikayas on the link between action and knowledge. It is
clear from the earliest tradition that ‘virtue’ (sila) and ‘wisdom’ (parfifia) are
related. A passage from the Digha-nikaya states that ‘wisdom is cleansed by
virtue and virtue is cleansed by wisdom — where there is virtue there is wisdom
and where there is wisdom there is virtue’.® Knowledge, or wisdom, is not
knowledge for its own sake, but transforms the attitudes and actions of those
who possess it.

PART ONE: VIEWS THAT AFFIRM THAT
ACTIONS HAVE CONSEQUENCES

In Chapter 1 I discussed a group of views that denied that actions have con-
sequences, that denied the law of kamma. I would now like to consider a group of
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views that are their opposite. They are the right-views that affirm that actions
have consequences, they affirm the law of kamma.

The view of affirmation (atthika-ditthi)

In the discussion of miccha-ditthi, we met the formula for a type of view said to
have been held by one of the ‘six teachers’, Ajita Kesakambali. This view is found
in the Samarifiaphala-sutta, as well as a number of other suttas. In those, Ajita is
not named as the holder of the view and the opposite to his view is often given. |
would like, first, to give this opposite view along with two related views, then to
discuss the contexts in which they are found:

There is what is given and what is offered and what is sacrificed; there is
fruit and result of good and bad actions; there is this world and the other
world; there is mother and father; there are beings who are reborn
spontaneously; there are good and virtuous recluses and brahmins in the
world who have themselves realised by direct knowledge and declare this
world and the other world.’

In the Apannaka-sutta (M 1400-13) at M 1 404 the view is described as both a
samma-ditthi and ‘the doctrine of affirmation’ (atthika-vada). In the Vinaya we
find the statement that there is ‘a right-view founded on ten (tenets)’ (dasa-vatthuka
samma-ditthi, Vin V 138), which should be understood as the view of affirmation.
This view is distinguished from ‘a wrong-view founded on ten (tenets)’ (dasa-
vatthuka miccha-ditthi), the view of nihilism.

The view that there is doing (kiriya-ditthi)

The second samma-ditthi is the following:

When one acts or makes others act, when one mutilates or makes others
mutilate, when one tortures or makes others inflict torture, when one
inflicts sorrow or makes others inflict sorrow, when one oppresses or
makes others inflict oppression, when one intimidates or makes others
inflict intimidation, when one kills living beings, takes what is not given,
breaks into houses, plunders wealth, commits burglary, ambushes
highways, seduces another’s wife, utters falsehood, wrong is done by the
doer. If, with a razor-rimmed wheel, one were to make the living beings
on this earth into one mass of flesh, into one heap of flesh, because of
this there would be wrong and the outcome of wrong. If one were to go
along the South bank of the Ganges killing and slaughtering, mutilating
and making others mutilate, torturing and making others torture, because
of this there would be wrong and the outcome of wrong. If one were to
go along the North bank of the Ganges giving gifts and making others
give gifts, making offerings and making others give offerings, because
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of this there would be merit and the outcome of merit. From giving, from
taming oneself, from restraint, from speaking truth, there is merit and
the outcome of merit.'"°

In the Apannaka-sutta at M 1406 this view is called both a samma-ditthi and
‘the doctrine that there is doing’ (kiriya-vada). It is the opposite to the view of
non-doing (akiriya-ditthi), to the view attributed in the Samanfiaphala-sutta to
Purana Kassapa.

The view of causality (hetu-ditthi)

The third samma-ditthi is the following:

There is a cause and condition for the defilement of beings; beings are
defiled owing to a cause and condition. There is a cause and condition
for the purification of beings; beings are purified owing to a cause and
condition. There is no self-power or other-power, there is no power in
humans, no strength or force, no vigour or exertion. All beings, all living
things, all creatures, all that lives is without control, without power or
strength they experience the fixed course of pleasure and pain through
the six kinds of rebirth. "

In the Apannaka-sutta at M 1 409 this view is called both a samma-ditthi and
‘the doctrine of causality’ (hetu-vada). This is the opposite to the view of non-
causality (ahetu-ditthi), to the view attributed in the Samanifiaphala-sutta to
Makkhali Gosala.

We have three right-views. What exactly are they proposing? Essentially they
are views which state that actions have consequences. I would like to consider,
first, the reasons that the Nikayas advise the adoption of such views. In the
Apannaka-sutta (M 1400-13) all three of these right-views are found. One of the
aims of the sutta is to explain that certain cognitive acts lead to either wholesome
or unwholesome courses of action. In one sense, a view is right if it leads to the
desired course of action. At this stage of the path, samma does not signify non-
attachment from the act of cognition, but the correctness of the course of action;
and this in turn leads to the cessation of craving and attachment. The Apannaka-
sutta emphasises this aspect of right-view.

The sutta states that the holders of the three wrong-views of nihilism, non-
doing and non-causality (natthika-ditthi, akiriya-ditthi and ahetu-ditthi), will avoid
three wholesome states;'> good bodily, verbal and mental conduct.” They will
also undertake and practise three unwholesome states; bodily, verbal and mental
misconduct." The text gives the reasons for this with the Buddha saying:

Because those good recluses and brahmins do not see in the unwholesome

states the danger, degradation, and defilement, nor do they see in the
wholesome states the blessing of renunciation, the aspect of cleansing."”
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The holders of the right-views of affirmation, doing and causality (atthika-
ditthi, kiriya-ditthi and hetu-ditthi) realise the opposite effects from holding their
views. They avoid the unwholesome states of bodily, verbal and mental misconduct
(M 1403, 406, 409) and they will undertake and practise three wholesome states,
those of good bodily, verbal and mental conduct (M 1403, 406, 409). The reason
for this is the opposite to that given for the wrong-views:

Because those good recluses and brahmins see in unwholesome states
the danger, degradation, and defilement, and they see in wholesome states
the blessing of renunciation, the aspect of cleansing (vodana).'s

It is explained that kusala states ‘cleanse’ (vodana) akusala states. The texts
often refer to the hindrances of tanha and avijja. The former is overcome by calm,
the latter by insight. These hindrances appear to suggest a certain dynamic found
within early Buddhism. There are not two hindrances, craving and ignorance, which
are overcome by calm or insight. Wisdom (pariiia) eradicates all defilements. The
texts seem fully aware of these distinctions, but do not see it as a dichotomy. In
dealing with the soteriological problem, the aim is to overcome dukkha. This is not
seen as either a wholly cognitive or affective problem and, therefore, neither calm
nor insight are sufficient alone. An explanation of this is found in a passage in the
Nettippakarana (Nett 160) which states that the suttas dealing with ‘defilement by
craving’ (tanha-samkilesa) can be demonstrated by ‘craving for sensual desire, craving
for being, and craving for non-being’ (kama-tanhaya bhava-tanhaya vibhava-
taphaya) and by the net of craving (see the Tanhajalini-sutta at A 11 211-13). Those
dealing with ‘defilement by views’ (ditthi-samkilesa) can be demonstrated by
‘annihilationism and eternalism’ (uccheda-sassatena), by whatever one ‘adheres to
by means of view, namely “only this is true, anything else is wrong’”’,"” and by ‘the
62 types of views, i.e. delusion’s net’." Cleansing (vodana) from craving can be
demonstrated by calm,” cleansing from views can be demonstrated by insight.?’ It is
the same term ‘cleansing’ (vodana) that we find in the Apannaka-sutta. The aim of
the Buddhist path, in some respects, is to cleanse the mind of defilements. The
Nettippakarana explains elsewhere that cleansing is of three kinds; the defilement
of craving is ‘purified’ (visujjhati) by calm, and this is the concentration khandha
(samadhi-kkhandha); the defilement of views is purified by insight, and this is the
wisdom khandha (pariia-kkhandha); the defilement of misconduct is purified by
good conduct, and this is the virtue khandha (sila-kkhandha).” Cleansing is extinction
free from the asavas.” Both calm and insight cleanse tanha and ditthi. The point
seems to be that ‘cleansing’ consists of ‘purification’ (visujjhati), by calm, insight
and good conduct. These three purifications constitute the three khandhas of sila,
samadhi and parina, virtue, calm and wisdom. Action and knowledge work together
and this is the achievement of right-view. It produces what is wholesome. This is the
first reason given for the views of natthika, akiriya and ahetu-ditthi being wrong-
views, and the views of atthika, kiriya and hetu-ditthi being right-views. The
evaluation is based upon whether the views bring about akusala or kusala states:
whether views defile or cleanse.
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There is another way in which these wrong and right-views are analysed in the
Apannaka-sutta. The text picks a central theme from each wrong and right-view
and subjects it to analysis:

Since there actually is another world, [doing, causality], one who holds

the view “there is no other world”, [“there is no doing”, “there is no
causality”], has wrong-view.?

The sutta adds that since there actually is another world, doing and causality,
the one who ‘thinks’ (sarikappeti ) ‘there is no other world’, ‘there is no doing’,
‘there is no causality’ has ‘wrong-intention’ (miccha-sarnkappa). Further, the one
who ‘makes the statement’ (vd@cam bhasati) that ‘there is no other world’, ‘there is
no doing’, ‘there is no causality’ has ‘wrong-speech’ (miccha-vaca). One who
says ‘there is no other world’, ‘there is no doing’, ‘there is no causality’ is opposed
to those Arahants who know the other world, who hold the doctrine that there is
doing, and the doctrine that there is causality (M 1402, 405, 408).>*

If one convinces another that ‘there is no other world’, ‘there is no doing’,
‘there is no causality’, one convinces that person to accept an untrue dhamma
(asaddhammasariiiatti). Because of this he praises himself and disparages others,
and any pure virtue that he formerly had is abandoned and is replaced by corrupt
conduct. There are then six things that come into being because of the original
wrong-view: wrong-view, wrong-intention, wrong-speech, opposition to noble
ones, convincing another to accept an untrue dhamma, and self-praise and
disparagement of others. All these bad states have wrong-view as their condition.”

This passage is compared by Jayatilleke to a correspondence theory of truth.?
He holds that the Apannaka-sutta contains a ‘conscious avowal’ of the corres-
pondence theory of truth.?”” He states, concerning the passage cited above, that:
‘Falsity is here defined as the denial of fact or as what does not accord with fact’.”
The Apannaka-sutta is an example of the Buddha stating this in terms of
yathabhiitam pajandati, ‘one knows what is in accordance with fact’.?® Jayatilleke
translates the Apannaka-sutta passage in the following way:

When in fact there is a next world, the belief occurs to me that there is no
next world, that would be a false belief. When in fact there is a next
world, if one thinks there is no next world, that would be a false conception.
When in fact there is a next world, one asserts the statement that there is
no next world, that would be a false statement.>°

The three terms translated as ‘belief’, ‘thinks’, and ‘asserts’ (which I have
emphasised in italic) are difthi, sarkappo and vaca, all of which become false
beliefs, false conceptions and false statements (miccha-ditthi, miccha-sarikappo,
miccha-vaca). These are corrected by true beliefs, true conceptions and true
statements. We have then the following:
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Jayatilleke

1. false belief (miccha-ditthi) — true belief (samma-ditthi)
2. false conception (miccha-sankappo) — true conception (sammda-sarkappo)
3. false statement (micchd-vaca) — true statement (samma-vaca) >

In the discussion of this passage above, however, we find:

Alternative translation

wrong-view (miccha-ditthi) — right-view (samma-ditthi)
wrong-intention (miccha-sarnkappo) — right-intention (samma-sarnkappo)
3. wrong-speech (miccha-vaca) — right-speech (samma-vaca)

o=

Throughout this book I translate miccha and samma as ‘wrong’ and ‘right’
respectively. I stress, however, that the conception of ‘right’ as primarily cognitive,
as referring to a right belief, a true belief correcting a wrong belief, may be
misleading. This is what, I think, Jayatilleke’s translation of this passage suggests.
He claims that ‘right’ (samma) is synonymous with ‘true’.’ He reaches this
conclusion by stating that if miccha means ‘false’ then samma must mean correct
or true.* In looking at this Apannaka passage, and the conclusions that Jayatilleke
draws from it, one should be careful not to be led astray by such translations.
Jayatilleke, using the translation ‘false belief” for miccha-ditthi, is clearly influenced
by a cognitive understanding of the notion of ditthi and perhaps of religion in
general. In commenting upon the Apannaka passage, he suggests that:

[Wlhile false propositions entertained as beliefs or conceptions or
expressed as statements are considered false, when they do not correspond
with or deny facts, true beliefs, conceptions or statements are said to be
those which reflect or correspond with fact.?*

This same tendency to give a cognitive understanding to the Apannaka-sutta is
displayed by Jayatilleke in his translation of other terms. For example, apannaka-
dhamma (from which the sutta takes its name) is translated as ‘infallible dhamma’.
According to Jayatilleke this infallibility is ‘purely logical and rational’, while
natthika-vada is translated as ‘disbeliever’ and atthika-vada as ‘believer’.®
Although the Apannaka-sutta may be read in such a way, Jayatilleke is displaying
a certain prejudice in his interpretation of these terms. I think that the passage
about ‘cleansing’ (vodana), interpreted as cleansing by calm and insight, suggests
a different understanding of this suffa to that given by Jayatilleke. This is that
thought and action work together to overcome the various defilements of the
Buddhist Path. It is important that neither calm nor insight is given prominence,
but that they both cleanse craving and ignorance.

The sutta continues in the following way: since there actually is another world,
doing and causality, one who holds the view ‘there is another world’, ‘there is
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doing’ and ‘there is causality’ has right-view.* Since there actually is another
world, doing and causality, one who thinks ‘there is another world’ has right-
intention.” Further, the one who makes the statement that ‘there is another world’,
‘there is doing’ and ‘there is causality’ has right-speech.’ One who says ‘there is
another world’, ‘there is doing’, ‘there is causality’, is not opposed to those Arahants
who know the other world, who hold the doctrine that there is doing and the
doctrine that there is causality (M 1403, 406, 409). If one convinces another that
‘there is another world’, ‘there is doing’, ‘there is causality’, one convinces that
person to accept a true dhamma (saddhammasarfiiatti). Any corrupt conduct is
replaced by pure virtue. Six things come into being because of this right-view:
right-view, right-intention, right-speech, non-opposition to noble ones, convincing
another to accept true dhamma and avoidance of self-praise and disparagement of
others. All these states have ‘right-view as their condition’ (samma-ditthi-
paccayd).” Later in this chapter I will consider the Mahdacattarisaka-sutta (M 111
71-8) in which it is also of some importance that ‘right-view comes first’. This
passage gives some context to such statements. Right-view is the ground, the
condition, from which kusala dhammas come into being. Right-view could be a
right belief, from which other wholesome dhammas are produced, but it is more
likely that right-view implies an act of wholesome cognition, in which the nature
of reality is glimpsed, and from which wholesome acts of body, speech and mind
are produced. To put this another way, seeing things as they are produces a
transformation of actions of body, speech and mind. As I have already stated,
right-view is both an ‘is’ and ‘ought’ statement. It combines the notions of fact
and value. Things are seen as they are and this is transformative.

The sutta goes on to give a third and final analysis of these views. It gives the
perspective of someone looking at the position taken by the holder of any of the
three wrong-views and the three right-views and how he might consider the view-
holder’s position. This person is the ‘wise man’ (vifiiiii puriso), employed to assess
the relative merits of the views being held, beginning with a consideration of the
three wrong-views:

About this, householders, a wise man considers thus: ‘If there is no other
world [if there is no doing, if there is no causality], then on the dissolution
of the body this good person will have made himself safe enough.”*!

The sutta suggests by this statement that if there is no other world, no result of
action, or no cause for defilement, then the person holding one of the wrong-
views need not worry about any future state.** The sutta continues, however, that
if there is another world, doing or causation, ‘then on the dissolution of the body,
after death, he (the holder of any of the three wrong-views) will reappear in a state
of deprivation, in an unhappy destination, in perdition, even in hell.”* In contrast,

the sutta also gives the way in which the vififiii puriso may consider the position of
the holder of any of the three right-views:
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About this a wise man considers thus: ‘If there is another world [if there
is doing, if there is causality], then on the dissolution of the body, after
death, this good person will reappear in a happy destination, even in a
heavenly world.*

This is the first consideration of the vififiii puriso. The text then grants the
possibility that there may not be another world, doing or causality, and how the
vififiid puriso would consider the holders of the wrong and right-views under such
circumstances. The vififii puriso considers that, whether or not the words of the
holder of the natthika, akiriya or ahetu-ditthi are true, let us assume that there is
no other world, no doing or causality: ‘Still’, he considers, ‘this good person is
here and now censured by the wise as an immoral person, one of wrong-view who
holds the doctrine of nihilism, non-doing, non-causality’.*> That person’s view
may be true or false but, the vififiii puriso considers, the person does not benefit in
this life from holding any of the three views. As for the holder of the right-view,
even assuming that there is no other world, doing or causality, ‘still this good
person is here and now praised by the wise as a virtuous person, one with right-
view, who holds the doctrine of affirmation, doing, or causality’.* The truth or
falsity of the statements ‘there is another world’, ‘there is doing’ and ‘there is
causality’ is bracketed out, so to speak, and the positive nature of the view proposed
is considered a good enough reason to hold the view.

The sutta continues with the vififiii puriso, having previously considered that
there may be no other world, and showing that the holder of the wrong-views does
not benefit in this life and the holder of the right-views does benefit in this life,
suggesting that if the wrong-views are wrong, namely, they do not apply to the
true state of things, and if the right-views are right, namely, they do apply to the
true state of things, those who hold them will lose or win in two ways. The holder
of the wrong-view, having been censured by the wise in this life and, through
holding a wrong-view, will be reborn in an unhappy destination, even in hell. He
loses in two ways. Whereas the holder of the right-view is praised in this life and,
through holding a right-view, will be reborn in a happy destination, even in heaven
(M 1404, 407, 410). The final consideration of the vifiiiii puriso is the following:

He (the holder of the wrong-view) has wrongly accepted and undertaken
this incontrovertible teaching in such a way that it extends only to one
side and excludes the wholesome alternative.*’

On the other hand, the holder of right-view has correctly undertaken the
incontrovertible teaching, in a way that extends to both sides and excludes the
unwholesome alternative.*

In these passages from the Apannaka-sutta two themes are prominent. First, a
view is classified as miccha if the course of action it produces is akusala. A view
is classified as samma if the course of action it produces is kusala. This theme is
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found in other parts of the canon. For example, a passage from the Nettippakarana
suggests that the role of samma-ditthi is to cultivate ‘wholesome dhammas’ (kusala
dhamma). Thus, in a person of right-view, wrong-view is abolished and with it the
many bad and unwholesome things that have wrong-view as condition, and the
wholesome things with right-view as condition are produced, and kept in being.*
The idea is that wholesome dhammas come into being and reach perfection through
samma-ditthi sustaining and cultivating them. Second, miccha and samma-ditthi
are important in affecting the future state of the holder of these views. These two
themes are found in another context in which miccha and samma-ditthi appear.

The ten wholesome and unwholesome courses of action

In this book, although I am primarily concerned with Buddhist epistemology, I
am explaining that epistemology in the following way: views are evaluated
according to the action they engender. The point I wish to stress in the present
discussion is that the Nikayas are keen to emphasize the strong relationship between
thought and action. The way we think affects our actions, and the way we act
affects the way we think.

This is suggested by two groups of practices, the ‘ten wholesome courses of
action’ (dasa kusala-kammapathad) and the ‘ten unwholesome courses of action’
(dasa akusala-kammapatha). These courses of action are often found under the
three headings of body, speech and mind. In the Cunda-sutta (A'V 263-8) at AV
268 ‘ten wholesome courses of action’ are outlined: ‘threefold cleansing by body’
(tividham kayena soceyyam), the ‘fourfold cleansing by speech’ (catubbidham
vacaya soceyyam) and the ‘threefold cleansing by mind’ (tividham manasa
soceyyam, A'V 266-8). They are given in distinction to ‘ten unwholesome courses
of action’ (A V 266). These are the ‘threefold defilement by body’ (tividham [...]
kayena asoceyyam), the ‘fourfold defilement by speech’ (catubbidham vacaya
asoceyyam) and the ‘threefold defilement by mind’ (tividham manasa asoceyyam,
AV 264-5).

In the ten wholesome courses of action, right-view is the last practice. Of course,
in the eightfold path, right-view is the first practice. Is this an inconsistency? Or is
this method deliberate, informing us of something specific about the nature of
Buddhist thought? I think the latter. The main reason for this conclusion is clear
from my previous discussion of the inseparability of thought and action. But there
is more to this issue. This formulation suggests a movement from the gross to the
subtle. The cleansing of actions of body and speech are relatively straightforward.
The cleansing of thought and the mind involves the cleansing of far more subtle
processes. To begin the process of calming the mind, actions of body and speech
must first be calmed. The ten wholesome courses of action, culminating in right-
view, are representative of this. More than this, I think that they are suggestive of
the circularity of the Buddhist path. If we act in a certain way there will be an
effect on the way we think. In fact, it will influence the way we see. It will influence
our desires and motivations. In turn, if we think in a certain way, if our mind
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reacts calmly, there will be an effect on the way we act. As this process unfolds,
there is a movement towards increasingly more subtle forms of thought and action.
This process is also indicated by the ‘step-by-step discourse’ (anupubbi-katha),
which is also indicative of the arising of right-view. I will discuss this later in this
chapter. For the moment, I wish to stress the relationship between certain actions
and the arising of right-view, and, in turn, the influence of right-view on certain
actions. It is a reciprocal process of action affecting thought, affecting action,
affecting thought, to ever more subtle actions and states of mind. This is not a
simple movement from ignorance to knowledge, but from attachment to non-
attachment. If our actions of body, speech and mind are unwholesome, wrong-
view arises (for example, that ‘actions do not have consequences’), which in turn
gives rise to other unwholesome courses of action, which gives rise to other wrong-
views (for example, that ‘there is a self”). If our actions of body, speech and mind
are wholesome, this gives rise to right-view (for example, that ‘actions have
consequences’), which in turn gives rise to other wholesome courses of action,
which give rise to other right-views (for example, ‘all that is subject to arising is
subject to cessation’).

The dasa kusala-kammapatha
Threefold cleansing by body (tividham kayena soceyyam)

Here, someone, abandoning the Killing of living beings, abstains from
killing living beings; with rod and weapon laid aside, gentle and kindly,
he abides compassionate to all living beings.*

Abandoning the taking of what is not given, he abstains from
taking what is not given; he does not take by way of theft the wealth
and property of others in village or forest.”!

Abandoning misconduct in sensual pleasures, he abstains from
misconduct in sensual pleasures; he does not have intercourse with
women protected by mother, father, mother and father, brother, sister or
relatives, who have a husband, who are protected by law, or who are
garlanded in token of betrothal >

Fourfold cleansing by speech (catubbidham vacaya soceyyam)

Here someone, abandoning false speech, abstains from false speech;
when summoned to a court, or to a meeting, or to his relatives’ presence,
or to his guild, or to the royal family’s presence, and questioned as a
witness thus: ‘So, good man, tell what you know,” not knowing he says,
‘I do not know,” or knowing he says, ‘I know’; not seeing, he says, ‘I do
not see,” or seeing, he says, ‘I see’; he does not in full awareness speak
falsehood for his own ends, or for another’s ends, or for the sake of some
trifling gain.»
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Abandoning malicious speech, he abstains from malicious speech;
he does not repeat elsewhere what he has heard here in order to divide
[those people] from these, nor does he repeat to these people what he has
heard elsewhere in order to divide [these people] from those; thus he is
one who reunites those who are divided, a promoter of friendships, who
enjoys concord, rejoices in concord, delights in concord, a speaker of
words that promote concord.*

Abandoning harsh speech, he abstains from harsh speech; he
speaks such words as are gentle, pleasing to the ear, and loveable, as go
to the heart, are courteous, desired by many, and agreeable to many.>

Abandoning gossip, he abstains from gossip; he speaks at the right
time, speaks what is fact, speaks what is beneficial, speaks on the dhamma
and the discipline; at the right time he speaks such words as are worth
recording, reasonable, moderate and advantageous.*

Threefold cleansing by mind (tividham manasa soceyyam)

Here someone is not covetous; he does not covet the wealth and property
of others thus: ‘Oh may what belongs to another be mine!”’

His mind is without ill will and he has intentions free from hate
thus: ‘May these beings be free from enmity, affliction and anxiety! May
they live happily!”>®

He has right-view, undistorted vision, thus: ‘There is what is given
and what is offered and what is sacrificed; there is fruit and result of
good and bad actions; there is this world and the other world; there is
mother and father; there are beings who are reborn spontaneously; there
are good and virtuous recluses and brahmins in the world who have
themselves realised by direct knowledge and declare this world and the
other world.”*

The opposite to these are the ten unwholesome courses of action (dasa akusala-
kammapatha).®® There are a large number of occurrences in the Nikayas of the ten
wholesome and ten unwholesome courses of action, and to cite them all would
require considerable repetition. [ have summarised them in Appendix 3. As [ have
said, I think that these courses of action are, in part, suggestive of a movement
from the gross to the subtle. This is signified by a commentarial analysis of the
ten, which analyses them (in this case, the wholesome courses of action) according
to five categories. These categories are: ‘mental state’ (dhamma); ‘category’
(kotthasa); ‘object’ (arammana); ‘feeling’ (vedana) and ‘root’ (miila, Ps 1 204).
Under mental state, the ten are further analysed in the following way: the first
seven of the dasa kusala-kammapatha are ‘abstinences’ (virati) and ‘volitions’
(cetana), and the final three are volitions only. According to ‘category’ the first
seven are ‘courses of action’ (kamma-patha), the final three are both courses of
action and ‘roots’ (miila). Thus non-covetousness is the wholesome root of non-
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greed, non-ill will, of non-hate, and right-view is the wholesome root of non-
delusion (samma-ditthi amoho kusala-miila, Ps 1 205). Analysed according to
‘object’, each of the ten courses of action is said to have either ‘volitional formations’
(samkhara) or ‘beings’ (satta) as object. In the case of right-view, it is said that it
has ‘volitional formations’ as object, according to the states of the three planes (of
existence).” As to ‘feeling’, all ten have either pleasant or neutral feelings. The
analysis as to ‘root’ is done according to an Abhidhamma analysis. According to
the commentary, right-view always has two roots, ‘non-greed’ (alobha) and ‘non-
hate’ (adosa, Ps1205), and wrong-view has ‘greed’ (lobha) and ‘delusion’ (moha)
as roots (Ps T 203).5% All this suggests that actions of body and speech belong to
the same sphere of activity, while the actions of the mind are treated separately.
This is a quite natural distinction. Perhaps slightly more interesting is the prominent
role which is given to actions of the mind as roots and volitions of other actions.
The fact that view has such an influence on action is perhaps the reason that it has
such a forceful role in the process of rebirth, and it is this role that I would now
like to consider.

Action and thought as the cause of good and bad rebirths

The commentarial term ‘wrong-views with fixed consequences’ (niyatamiccha-
ditthi)® implies that certain views produce a fixed destiny for the holder; in this
case the term applies only to wrong-views. Certain passages in the Nikayas also
suggest that the type of view held strongly influences one’s future state. The dasa
kusala-kammapatha and the dasa akusala-kammapatha are often used to show
how a person achieves a good or bad rebirth. A passage at A I 31 states that there
is not one thing so likely to cause the ‘arising of unwholesome states [...] as
wrong-view’,* or if arisen, they will increase due to miccha-ditthi. The opposite
is then stated for samma-ditthi: there is not one thing more likely to cause the
‘arising of wholesome states [...] as right-view’, and if arisen they will increase
due to samma-ditthi (A 1 31). The text continues that there is not one thing so
likely to cause an unhappy rebirth as wrong-view.® Through being ‘possessed of
wrong-view’ (miccha-ditthiya [...] samannagata) one is reborn in hell. The text
then gives the opposite for right-view. There is not one thing so likely to cause a
rebirth in a happy destination as right-view.” Through being ‘possessed of right-
view’ (samma-ditthiya [...] samanndgata) one is reborn in heaven. We may be
slightly surprised that the text proposes such a powerful role for wrong and right-
views. What are the reasons for the important role of one’s view in shaping one’s
future state? This sufta, in its concluding remarks, suggests, by way of a simile,
that wrong-view is ‘a seed of destructive nature’ (bijam [...] papakam, A 1 32)
that produces suffering. Whereas right-view is a ‘seed of happy nature’ (bjjam
[...]1 bhaddakam, A 1 32) which produces happiness. Hence, in one of wrong-
view, all ‘actions of body’ (ka@ya-kamma), ‘actions of speech’ (vaci-kamma), and
all ‘actions of mind’ (mano-kamma), all ‘intentions’ (cetana), ‘aspirations’
(patthana), ‘resolves’ (panidhi), and all ‘volitional formations’ (samkhara),
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performed according to that view (yatha-ditthi), lead to what is ‘unpleasant,
distasteful, repulsive, unprofitable and to suffering’.%® This is due to the ‘destructive
view’ (ditthi [...] papika, A 132). In one of right-view, all actions of body, speech
and mind, all intentions, aspirations, resolves and all activities, performed according
to that view, lead to what is ‘pleasant, dear, delightful, profitable and to happiness’.®
This is due to that ‘happy (constructive) view’ (ditthi [...] bhaddika, A 1 32).7°
The text appears to be suggesting that if one has wrong-view then all actions done
according to that view will be ‘unwholesome’ (akusala); if one has right-view
then all actions done according to that view will be ‘wholesome’ (kusala). This is
what is expressed in other sutfas focusing upon the dasa kusala-kammapatha and
the dasa akusala-kammapatha.

Chapter 21 of the Anguttara-nikaya is called ‘The Body Born of Deeds’
(Karajakaya-vagga, AV 283). The Samsappaniya-pariyaya-sutta (A 'V 288-91)
of this vagga states a familiar Buddhist theme:

Monks, beings are responsible for their actions, heirs to their actions,
they have actions as their womb, actions as their kinsmen, actions as
their refuge. Whatever action they do, be it lovely or ugly, of that thing
they are the heirs.”

In order to illustrate unwholesome courses of action, the sutta, first, gives the
dasa akusala-kammapatha, beginning with the taking of life (A V 289). There is
a short passage after the first and last items adding that ‘he is contorted in body,
speech and mind’.”” Further, his ‘actions of body, speech and mind are distorted’,”
and his rebirth is also ‘distorted’.™ The view of nihilism (natthika-ditthi) is given
in full as an explanation of wrong-view.

Practising the dasa kusala-kammapatha, he is not contorted in body, speech and
mind.” Further, his actions of body, speech and mind are straight,” and his rebirth is
straight (uju gati ujiipapatti). This results in rebirth either in the ‘blissful heavens’
(sukha sagga, A 'V 290), or with khattiyas or brahmins. The view of affirmation
(atthika-dirthi) is given in full as an explanation of right-view (A V 290).”

Carol Anderson has discussed some of these passages containing the dasa
akusala-kammapatha and dasa kusala-kammapatha.™ She gives the following
summary of what she thinks these two groups tell us about the nature of samma-
ditthi:

These passages that define right-view in terms of conduct and behaviour
reveal the efficacy of right-view [...] [T]his material indicates that views
lead to actions that determine one’s rebirth. At points, the canon seems
to define the holding of any view as a type of behaviour or action in
itself. Views are thus cast as central factors in the maintenance and
destruction of one’s continued existence in samsara [...] The act of holding
either right or wrong-views is a type of action that can release one from
or further link one to the unending cycle of existence.”
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Anderson argues that samma-ditthi, understood as liberating insight, ‘is related
to the broader conception of the efficacy of any view at all’.® View has to do with
action. At certain stages of the path samma-ditthi shapes physical action and at
other stages it is concerned with acts of cognition.

I have argued that certain right-views are primarily concerned with the notion
that actions have consequences, that action and causality are important in the ethical
sphere. What we do matters, and what we think matters. Three views express this
idea: the view of affirmation (atthika-ditthi), the view that there is doing (kiriya-
ditthi), and the view of causality (hetu-ditthi). I have attempted to show that, in the
Apannaka-sutta, right-view is not a form of belief requiring intellectual assent. In
an understanding of that type (which is proposed by Jayatilleke), samma is
synonymous with ‘true’. This conclusion is reached, possibly, by conflating the
notions of right-view and doctrine. Right-view is not correct doctrine, it is correct
knowledge of doctrine. The simile of the raft shows the correct attitude to have
towards the teaching and, to a large extent, samma-ditthi does the same. It is right-
view because it goes beyond doubt and confusion. It is, in a certain way, a
confidence in the way one acts, both physically and mentally. Right-view is what
comes first by initiating a course of wholesome action and being the product of a
course of wholesome action. There is a dual role between the hindrances of craving
and ignorance. A similar point has been made by Sue Hamilton:

The reason ignorance is of primary concern is that it is the conditioning
factor of all consequential actions. In particular, it is because of ignorance
as to the nature of Reality that one persists in having desires and cravings,
not realising that they are the fuel of continuity in the cycle of rebirth.®

How do the ten wholesome and unwholesome courses of action fit into my
overall argument? Right-view should be understood as an ‘is’ and ‘ought’ statement.
It is not only a statement of fact, nor is its value based upon its utility. As I have
said, right-view sees things as they are and this is transformative. However, we
cannot learn Buddhist doctrines and then assume that we have achieved right-
view. In order to achieve right-view we must practise it. To merely hold to the
proposition ‘actions have consequences’ is not to have achieved right-view. In
relation to the ten wholesome courses of action, right-view understands that ‘actions
have consequences’, and this knowledge transforms the conduct of the person who
has achieved right-view. Indeed, in order to achieve this right-view, one’s behaviour
must be adapted in accordance with this insight, which the dasa kusala-
kammapatha in turn embody and lead to.

The distinction between different levels of right-view

At this point I wish to comment upon an important distinction occasionally made
in the Nikayas between different levels of right-view. There are three occurrences
of this distinction. The first is found in the Mahdacattarisaka-sutta (M 111 71-8).
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At M III 72 it is said that right-view is twofold (samma-ditthi dvayam). First, there
is the right-view affected by corruptions (samma-ditthi sasava),** partaking of
merit (puiiiabhdgiyd), and ripening in attachment (upadhivepakka). Second, there
is the right-view which is noble (samma-ditthi ariya), corruptionless (anasava),
supramundane (lokuttara), and a factor of the path (maggariga). The former right-
view is the view of affirmation (atthika-ditthi). The latter view is described in
terms of ‘wisdom’ (paiifia), and this will be discussed below. The second occurrence
of this distinction is found in the Bhaddali-sutta (M 1 437-47). At M 1 446 it is
said that, possessed of ten qualities, a bhikkhu is an ‘unsurpassed field of merit for
the world’ (anuttaram puiiiiakkhettam lokassa). The ten are the usual eightfold
path plus right-knowledge and right-release. The first of these qualities is to possess
‘the right-view of one beyond training’ (asekha samma-ditthi). In a similar fashion
the Samanamantika-sutta (M 11 22-9) at M 1I 29, has the same ten, beginning
with the asekha samma-ditthi.

The Paparicasidant, commenting on the Sammdaditthi-sutta, makes a similar
distinction to that made in the Mahdcattarisaka-sutta between the different levels
of right-view, though the commentary is more detailed. It first explains two
characteristics of the right-view that it is about to consider: this right-view is both
‘beautiful” (sobhana) and ‘praiseworthy’ (passattha). This beautiful and
praiseworthy view, according to the text, can be either ‘mundane’ (lokiya) or ‘supra-
mundane’ (lokuttara). Mundane right-view can mean either the ‘knowledge that
kamma is one’s own’ (kammassakata-iiana), this knowledge being in conformity
with the (four) truths (saccanulomika-fiana), or it is “wisdom accompanied by the
corruptions’ (sasava pariiiia).%* The term ‘accompanied by corruptions’ (sasava) I
take to imply anything with the potential to become an attachment. All kusala,
akusala and avyakata dhammas are sasava in the Abhidhamma. Something can
be wholesome, a kusala dhamma, but still be an object of attachment. It is an
important notion that I will consider in more detail in Chapter 5. The second type
of right-view, that which is lokuttara, is explained as ‘wisdom’ (pariiid), connected
with the noble paths and their fruits (ariya-magga-phala-sampayutta).®* The
commentary, immediately after its description of lokiya and lokuttara samma-
ditthi, emphasises the point that different right-views are held by people at different
stages of the path. Consequently, the puthujjana can be one within and outside the
‘dispensation’ (sasana). One outside the dispensation holds to the ‘view of self’
(atta-ditthi); thus, that person’s view does not accord with the truths. However, if
the person holds to the doctrine of kamma (kamma-vada) because he holds the
view that kamma is one’s own (kammassakata-ditthi), then he is of right-view in
this respect. The puthujjana within the dispensation holds views in accordance
with both principles (he does not hold a view of self, and holds the view that
kamma is one’s own).* The sekha, the one in higher training, the person on one of
the four paths, holds ‘fixed right-view’ (niyata samma-ditthi); fixed because it
leads to the goal of nibbana. For the one beyond training (asekha), the text does
not explain clearly what view has been achieved, simply stating that this person
has asekho asekhaya ‘the (view) beyond training’ (all references to Ps 1 196).%
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After making these distinctions the commentary explains that the Sammaditthi-
sutta is concerned with a ‘supramundane wholesome right-view, which is fixed in
destiny and emancipating’.?” This is the view of one who has confidence in the
‘ninefold supramundane dhamma’.® The view functions, with nibbana as its object
(nirodharammana, Ps 1 197), by understanding, in the case of the first right-view
in the Sammaditthi-sutta, i.e. the right-view that understands what is wholesome
and unwholesome (see below), that the ten unwholesome courses of action (dasa
akusala-kammapatha) are suffering, and that their roots (greed, hatred and delusion)
are the cause of suffering (Ps I 197). In summary, right-view is a contemplation of
suffering and its cessation. At the same time, if this does not amount to the same
thing, it is a practice aimed at the cessation of the unwholesome and the cultivation
of the wholesome.

One final discussion is found in the Vibhanga in which there is an explanation
of knowledge that kamma is one’s own (kammassakata-iiana). This is to know
that there is what is given, what is offered and what is sacrificed, etc. through the
right-view of affirmation, the knowledge that ‘actions have consequences’. This is
then described as wisdom, giving the standard Abhidhamma explanation of wisdom
(abbreviated in the text as pafiiia pajanana—pe—amoho dhammavicayo samma-
ditthi). The text states that, except knowledge in conformity with the truths, all
knowledge that is with the @savas, all wisdom that is wholesome, is knowledge
that action is one’s own.* The text also explains ‘knowledge in conformity with
the truths’ (saccanulomika-fiana). This is the knowledge that each of the khandhas
is impermanent (ripam aniccanti va vedanda—pe—saiiid—pe—samkhara
—pe—viiiiianam aniccanti va).” In the Visuddhimagga, saccanulomika-fiana is the
last of nine knowledges described in Chapter 21 (Vism XXI 128-33). It is the
knowledge that precedes ‘change of lineage knowledge’ (which has nibbana as its
object, Vism XXII 1).

I would suggest that in these two types of knowledge, knowledge that action is
one’s own (kammassakata-iiana) and knowledge in conformity with the truths
(saccanulomika-ianam), we have a type of transitional knowledge, from action to
thought, from the gross to the subtle. Indeed, this is very much the transitional
knowledge between earlier and later stages of the path. Previous to the path of
stream-attainment, the Nikayas have already made the distinction between action
and states of mind which, although wholesome, still have a tendency to attachment.
Even a wholesome right-view is involved in the accumulation of good states, with
rebirth and merit. At a certain stage of the path the view that ‘actions have
consequences’ gives way to the right-view of the path, which the Theravadins
explain as a type of wisdom.

Right-view as paiiiia

The Mahdacattarisaka-sutta, after making the distinction between right-view
with corruptions and right-view without corruptions, explains the latter right-
view in terms of pariiia. This right-view is the following:
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And what, bhikkhus, is right-view that is noble, corruptionless, supra-
mundane, a factor of the path? The wisdom, the faculty of wisdom, the
power of wisdom, the investigation-of-states enlightenment factor, the
path factor of right-view in one whose mind is noble, whose mind is
corruptionless, who possesses the noble path and is developing the noble
path: this is right-view which is noble, corruptionless, supramundane, a
factor of the path.”

In the Abhidhamma, samma-ditthi is also explained as pairia:

The wisdom which there is on that occasion is understanding, search,
research, searching the truth, discernment, discrimination, differentiation,
erudition, proficiency, subtlety, criticism, reflection, analysis, breadth,
sagacity, leading, insight, intelligence, incitement; the faculty of wisdom,
the power of wisdom, the sword of wisdom, the stronghold of wisdom,
the light of wisdom, the splendour of wisdom, the torch of wisdom, the
jewel of wisdom; the absence of delusion, searching the truth, right-view
— this is right-view.”

The idea of ‘purification of view’ (ditthi-visuddhi), a term which I will discuss
in Chapter 4, is also explained in the same terms: ‘The phrase “now purification
of view” means that wisdom, understanding [...] right-view.”* Similarly, in the
expression that the dhamma is ‘well penetrated by view’,* view is interpreted as
being equivalent to wisdom.” The Nettippakarana gives a number of terms which
it holds to be synonyms (vevacanam) of wisdom (paiiiia). This list of terms includes
right-view.”® A separate list for synonyms of vijja again includes right-view."”’

Two points should be made. First, the early tradition understood right-view to
be a type of wisdom. It was understood to be a type of parifia that did not merely
cease to be of use after the path of stream-attainment had been achieved. It appears
that the Theravada tradition certainly understood samma-ditthi as operating at
advanced stages of the path.”® Second, as I have argued, a course of action leads to
the refinement of thought, which in turn affects action. The craving for pleasures
of the senses has been calmed, but the craving for ideas has not. Right-view, having
held that actions have consequences, now focuses on the attachments of the mind.

PART TWO: VIEWS OF NOT-SELF

In the second part of Chapter 1 I considered a group of views which were views of
the self. These views denied the destructiveness of attachment. I would now like to
consider views that are the opposite to these. As I suggested in the Introduction, I
consider certain aspects of the notion of right-view problematic, because it is
necessary to avoid any view that can be held with attachment. Both the views of
uccheda and sassata-ditthi preclude the possibility of there being the ‘right-view of
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not-self’. However, there is right-view. In understanding what is classified as right-
view, the dilemma I explained in the Introduction will be seen in a new way. This
dilemma stated that there are two ways in which the notion of views can be understood,
the opposition understanding and the no-views understanding. In the second half of
this chapter I will state exactly what the content of the right-view that denies the self
is. It should be made clear however that any view about the nature of the self, as
either existing or not existing, is a wrong-view. Therefore, right-view is a view that
transcends attachment and craving to the very idea of a self.

The Sammaditthi-sutta

Some have argued that early Buddhist thought posits two causes of dukkha, craving
and ignorance, which need respectively the cultivation of calm and insight to be
overcome.” The Sammaditthi-sutta suggests not so much that craving and ignorance
are different hindrances, different corruptions on the Buddhist path requiring
different methods (different paths) to overcome them, but that action and thought,
craving and ignorance are inseparable aspects of dukkha. To overcome dukkha,
calm and insight (action and thought) are needed, and the notion of right-view
accomplishes this. To have knowledge of the four truths and dependent-origination
produces a transformation of actions, just as the knowledge that ‘actions have
consequences’ did: one’s attitude to the world is no longer based on craving, but
on the cessation of craving. Seeing the true nature of things has a transformative
effect. Wrong-views are primarily based upon greed. Things are not seen as they
are and this produces an unwholesome effect. On the other hand, right-view entails
a knowledge of dukkha and its cessation and it is this that the Sammaditthi-sutta
describes.

The Sammaditthi-sutta gives 16 right-views. All of them, except the first view
on kusala and akusala, follow the same format. In fact, they could all be interpreted
as following the first view, and this could be understood as a concise summary of
Buddhism: what is unwholesome and what is its cause? What is wholesome and
what is its cause? Right-view constitutes the answer to this question in the form of
the four truths and dependent-origination.

The 16 right-views from the Sammaditthi-sutta

(1)When, friends, a noble disciple understands the unwholesome and the
root of the unwholesome, the wholesome and the root of the wholesome,
in that way he is one of right-view.'®

When, friends, a noble disciple understands:

(2) nutriment, the origin of nutriment, the cessation of nutriment, and the
way to the cessation of nutriment, in that way he is one of right-view,
(3) suffering, the origin of suffering, the cessation of suffering, and the
way to the cessation of suffering, in that way he is one of right-view,
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(4) ageing and death, the origin of ageing and death, the cessation of
ageing and death, and the way to the cessation of ageing and death, in
that way he is one of right-view,
(5) birth, the origin of birth, the cessation of birth, and the way to the
cessation of birth, in that way he is one of right-view,
(6) being, the origin of being, the cessation of being, and the way to the
cessation of being, in that way he is one of right-view,
(7) attachment, the origin of attachment, the cessation of attachment,
and the way to the cessation of attachment, in that way he is one of right-
view,
(8) craving, the origin of craving, the cessation of craving, and the way to
the cessation of craving, in that way he is one of right-view,
(9) feeling, the origin of feeling, the cessation of feeling, and the way to
the cessation of feeling, in that way he is one of right-view,
(10) contact, the origin of contact, the cessation of contact, and the way
to the cessation of contact, in that way he is one of right-view,
(11) the sixfold base, the origin of the sixfold base, the cessation of the
sixfold base, and the way to the cessation of the sixfold base, in that way
he is one of right-view,
(12) name and form, the origin of name and form, the cessation of name
and form, and the way to the cessation of name and form, in that way he
is one of right-view,
(13) consciousness, the origin of consciousness, the cessation of
consciousness, and the way to the cessation of consciousness, in that way
he is one of right-view,
(14) volitional formations, the origin of volitional formations, the cessation
of volitional formations, and the way to the cessation of volitional
formations, in that way he is one of right-view,
(15) ignorance, the origin of ignorance, the cessation of ignorance, and
the way to the cessation of ignorance, in that way he is one of right-view,
(16) the corruptions, the origin of the corruptions, the cessation of the
corruptions, and the way to the cessation of the corruptions.

In that way he is one of right-view, whose view is straight, who has
perfect confidence in the dhamma and who has arrived at this true
dhamma."™

First, to have right-view, one understands the ‘unwholesome’ (akusala) and its

‘root’ (miila), and the ‘wholesome’ (kusala) and its root. The first view entails

understanding that the unwholesome is the ten unwholesome courses of action.

It entails understanding that the roots of these courses of action are greed, hatred
and delusion.!® Further, right-view entails an understanding of what is wholesome,
which is the ten wholesome courses of action.'™ It entails understanding that the
three roots of the wholesome are non-greed, non-hatred and non-delusion.'” With
an understanding of the unwholesome and its roots, and the wholesome and its
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roots, the bhikkhu is said to have abandoned three anusayas, those of ‘lust’,
‘aversion’ and the ‘view and conceit “T am’”.!% The destruction of the three anusayas
is the outcome of the attainment of all the samma-ditthi in the sutta.

All the other views entail an understanding of things according to the four truths
and dependent-origination. Each view understands the dependent nature of all things
and the path to the eradication of dukkha. As may be expected, the understanding of
samma-ditthi as the four truths is found elsewhere.'”” The four truths are being treated
in the Sammaditthi-sutta together with the notion of dependent-origination in order
to show how they are part of the process of cultivating what is wholesome. At an
earlier stage of the path, what is wholesome is the view that ‘actions have
consequences’ and this constitutes samma-ditthi. At a later stage of the path the
focus is on the more subtle cravings and attachments of the mind, and the four
truths, as samma-ditthi, are the wholesome outlook of the bhikkhu. The four truths
appear to be part of a group of practices that aim for the purification of actions
(kamma) of body, speech and mind. I have already considered the ten wholesome
and unwholesome courses of action. I would like to consider a group of practices
which appear to express a similar understanding of purifying body, speech and mind,
but might perhaps aim at the eradication of more subtle hindrances.

The Sapiigiya-sutta (A 11 194-6) outlines ‘four factors of exertion for utter
purification’'® which are said to lead to nibbana. These are the ‘factor for the
purification of virtue’,'” the ‘factor for the purification of mind’," the ‘factor for
the purification of view’,""" and the ‘factor for the purification of release’.!

To achieve the purification of virtue the bhikkhu is virtuous (silava) and practises
the precepts (patimokkha-samvara-samvuto, A 11 195) and this is called
‘purification of virtue’ (sila-parisuddhi). The resolve and exertion to bring about
this purification is called ‘a factor of exertion for the utter purification of virtue’."?
The ‘purification of mind’ (citta-parisuddhi) is the practice of the four jhanas.
The resolve and exertion to bring these about is called ‘a factor of exertion for the
utter purification of thought’.!* The formula for the ‘factor of exertion for the
purification of views’' will be given in full:

And what [...] is the factor of exertion for the utter purification of view?
In this case [...] a bhikkhu comes to understand as it really is: ‘This is
suffering. This is the arising of suffering. This is the cessation of suffering.
This is the way leading to the cessation of suffering.” This is called ‘utter

purification of view’.""

This is the first part of the formula showing the purification of views itself.
The second half, which I have abbreviated for the first two items, is given in full
now and is repeated for each of the four items, with the appropriate changing of
terms. This shows the ‘factor of exertion’:

(the resolve): I will bring to perfection such a purification of view [and
of virtue, mind, release] if it be incomplete, and if complete I will
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supplement it here by wisdom. The desire to do, the effort, exertion,
endeavour, persistence, mindfulness and attention applied thereto is called
‘a factor of exertion for the utter purification of view [and of virtue,

mind, release]’.""”

The ‘purification of release’ (vimutti-parisuddhi) is to be possessed by the very
factor of exertion for the purification of virtue, mind and views.'® The resolve and
exertion to bring this about is ‘a factor of exertion for the utter purification of
release’.!” It seems clear from the context of the ‘purification of view’ that the
four truths, as samma-ditthi, are the cultivation of insight into the nature of things,
combined with the purification of action. Such lists of items, be they the ten
wholesome courses of action, or these factors of purification, suggest how right-
view is realised and then functions with other factors of the path. The clearest
understanding of this is found in the Mahdcattarisaka-sutta (M 111 71-8), which I
will discuss below. For the moment I wish to consider the way in which right-view
is practised and, if understood as a proposition, should be understood as proposing
a course of action.

I do not think that the four truths, as samma-ditthi, are intended to assert a
proposition in purely cognitive terms. In an interesting discussion, Carol Anderson
has considered a related issue. She states that, in studies of Buddhism, thought has
been separated from action, and this has tended to distort our ideas of Buddhism.
She argues that:

The challenge [...] is to begin to put these categories of human experience
back together; first, in order to highlight thinking and feeling with respect
to the four noble truths, we should retain the categories of proposition
and symbol in order to avoid conflating these two kinds of experience,
and second, place both into a context of acting. This is [...] what the
category of sammaditthi requires.'*

Anderson claims that to understand the notion of samma-ditthi, the ideas of
symbol and thought (in her terms, the evocative and the rational), must not be
separated.' It is when the four noble truths are explained as samma-ditthi that,
according to her, the Theravada canon is suggesting this very specific aspect of
the four truths. They are neither doctrinal proposition nor symbol but a trans-
formative liberating insight."* In this understanding, the tendency to explain
samma-ditthi as ‘belief in” or ‘holding to’ a correct proposition is less pronounced.
The tendency to explain samma-ditthi in such a way has led to some misunder-
standing of what samma-ditthi is. A correct understanding of right-view is reflected
by Buddhaghosa and his comments on how right-view functions:

When a meditator is progressing towards the penetration of the four truths,
his eye of understanding with nibbana as its object eliminates the inherent
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tendency of avijja, and that is samma-ditthi. It has right seeing as its
characteristic. Its function is to reveal elements. It is manifested as the
abolition of the darkness of avijja.'*

Itis in this way that the right-views in the Sammaditthi-sutta are to be understood.
They are neither correct views in opposition to other views, nor the eradication of
all views, but a form of insight which transcends all views.

Dependent-origination and the Sammaditthi-sutta

This is the first part of the process described in the sutta: right-view is knowledge
of the four truths. The second explanation of right-view is that it is knowledge of
dependent-origination. Of the sixteen views, twelve right-views entail seeing each
factor of dependent-origination: its rise and fall. Other occurrences of this are
found in the Nikayas. We have already met a miccha-ditthi from the
Mahatanhasankhaya-sutta (M 1256-71), attributed to Sati, which stated that: ‘As
T'understand the dhamma taught by the Blessed One, it is this same consciousness
that runs and wanders through the round of rebirths, not another’.'** The sutta, as
we might expect, shows the Buddha arguing that consciousness is dependently-
arisen: without a condition there is no origination of consciousness.'” The right-
view that expresses this is the following:

Bhikkhus, has it been well seen by you as it actually is with proper wisdom
thus: ‘This has come to be?’ [...] Bhikkhus, has it been well seen by you
as it actually is with proper wisdom thus: ‘Its origination occurs with
this as nutriment?” [...] Bhikkhus, has it been well seen by you as it actually
is with proper wisdom thus: ‘With the cessation of that nutriment, what
has come to be is subject to cessation?’'?

The sutta then describes this ditthi as ‘purified and bright’.'”” It is advised that
this view should not be cherished or treated as a possession for, the text explains,
the dhamma is similar to a raft, for the purpose of crossing over, it is not for the
purpose of grasping.'?® In a similar way, in the Aggivacchagotta-sutta (M 1 483—
90), Vacchagotta asks the Buddha if he holds any ‘speculative view’.'* The Buddha
replies that he has put away that type of view.'* He, the Tathagata, has seen (dittha)
each of the khandhas, their origin and their cessation.”' The correct way of seeing,
samma-ditthi, is to see the conditioned nature of phenomena. That the Buddha is
said to have seen (dittha) is a play on words, implying that samma-ditthi is not a
ditthi, but a way of seeing.

In the Kimditthika-sutta (A V 185-90) is found a right-view expressed by
Anathapindika in opposition to the ten avyakata (A V 186). Each of the avyakata
are given individually as views held by a group of paribbdjakas. The samma-
ditthi given in opposition to them is the following:
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Whatever has become, is put together, is thought out, is dependent on
something else, that is impermanent. What is impermanent, that is dukkha,
what is dukkha: “This is not mine, this I am not, this is not my self’."3?

In the sutta, the view is given in the same fashion as the evaluation of each of
the avyakata (A 'V 187). Just as each of those views ‘has become, is put together
[...] is dukkha’, right-view is the knowledge that ‘whatever has become, is put
together [...] is dukkha’ and that is not-self. This insight is right-view. 3 Right-
view entails seeing the unwholesome process and, in so doing, stopping that process.
It entails seeing dependent-origination and realising that attachment to what is
conditioned leads to dukkha. By achieving right-view the process is broken for
one is no longer attached to what is conditioned. Right-view has the opposite
effect to wrong-view, it leads to the cessation of dukkha. Since dependent-
origination has been seen, as it really is, with insight, i.e. right-view, one’s actions
are no longer founded on not seeing. Actions no longer lead to dukkha but to the
cessation of dukkha.

I would now like to look at an important explanation of right-view as dependent-
origination, keeping in mind the underlying focus which the Sammaditthi-sutta
has suggested: right-view is expressive of action leading to the cessation of dukkha.
The Kaccayanagotta-sutta (S 11 16—17), in the Samyutta-nikaya, has received much
attention from scholars. This is due, in no small part, for having been, arguably,
one of the Nikaya suttas cited by Nagarjuna."* The sutta begins with Kaccayana
asking the Buddha, ‘Venerable, we hear the phrase “right-view, right-view”. Now
how far is there right-view?”."> The Buddha replies by describing what samma-
ditthi is not. It is not a view ‘based on’ (nissita) ‘existence’ or ‘non-existence’
(atthita or natthita). These two terms, which the commentary glosses as sassata
and uccheda (Spk II 32), signify that right-view avoids these two extremes.'*® The
phrase was noted above from the Paparicasiidant that the straight view does not
deviate to either extreme. In this sutta it is explained that it is by ‘seeing’ (passati)
with ‘right wisdom’ (sammapaiiiidaya) the uprising and passing away of the world
‘as it really is’ (yathabhiita) that the question of existence or non-existence is
dispelled. Then there is a description of the way in which views are usually formed
and an explanation of right-view:

This world, Kaccayana, is for the most part shackled by engagement,
attachment and adherence (upayupdadanabhinivesavinibandho). But this
one [with right-view] does not become engaged and attached through
that engagement and attachment, mental basis, adherence, underlying
tendency; he does not take his stand about ‘my self’. He has no perplexity
or doubt that what arises is only suffering arising, that what ceases is
only suffering ceasing. His knowledge about this is independent of others.
It is in this way, Kaccayana, that there is right-view."?’

There is a personal knowledge of suffering and its cessation, of the arising and
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cessation of dhammas. The holder of this view is said to be without ‘perplexity’
(vicikicchati) or ‘doubt’ (kankhati). The view itself is free from the ‘extremes’
(anto), of holding that ‘everything exists’ (sabbam attht ti) or ‘nothing exists’
(sabbam n’ atthr ti). The Tathagata approaches neither, and teaches the doctrine
by the middle, or in the middle."® The Buddha’s middle-way, the dhamma, or
right-view, is to understand paticca-samuppdada in its anuloma and patiloma cycles,
in forward and reverse. The former is akusala, the latter kusala. The significance
of the akusala and kusala cycles of paticca-samuppada and the role of samma-
ditthi in the practice of the Buddhist path has been noted by Gethin,'* who suggests
that paticca-samuppada appears to have been the understanding of the middle-
way by the Buddhist tradition, and this includes Nagarjuna who, as I suggested
above, is likely to have been familiar with the nidana-samyutta.'** The middle-
way, understood as knowledge of dependent-origination, describes the development
of the Buddhist path. In its negative cycle paticca-samuppdada is understood as
beginning with avijj@ — ‘dependent upon ignorance arise volitional formations’,
etc. This is the anuloma sequence. The positive cycle begins with the cessation of
avijja — ‘from the utter fading away of ignorance, there is the ceasing of volitional
formations’ etc., ‘with the ceasing of birth there is the ceasing of old age and
grief, lamentation, suffering and despair’. This is the patiloma sequence. According
to Gethin, there is a resemblance between the anuloma sequence of paticca-
samuppada and the path beginning with miccha-ditthi, and the patiloma sequence
of paticca-samuppada and the path beginning with samma-ditthi.**' The point is
that apprehending this process leads to wholesome action. The significance of
right-view is that it sees things without craving and attachment. This in itself is
transformative.

Jayatilleke, in commenting upon the nature of the middle-way, cites a passage
found at M I 15. According to this passage, the middle-way (majjhima patipada)
is ‘true’ in the sense that it makes for knowledge (iana-karani).*** There appears
to be something about seeing reality which is soteriological in nature. In the
Sammaditthi-sutta each factor of paticca-samuppada is seen, its nature known, its
cessation understood, and the way to its cessation, the noble eightfold path,
beginning with right-view itself, realised. This, to a large extent, is how the Nikayas
describe the notion of samma-ditthi.

The right-view of stream-attainment

I would now like to consider a concise explanation of right-view which reflects, I
think, the same method as the Sammaditthi-sutta. If we read the texts that contain
the stories of the Buddha’s awakening, we find that, during the three watches of
the night he perceived paticca-samuppdada in forward and reverse order.' It is the
realisation of this same process which establishes one as a ‘stream-attainer’
(sotapanna). The stream-attainer is the first of four ‘noble-persons’ (ariya-puggala)
of the Pali canon, along with the once-returners, never-returners and Arahants.
The stream-attainer is one who is assured of awakening within a maximum of
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seven rebirths.'** The texts give the following realisation as the samma-ditthi that
establishes one on the path of stream-attainment:

All that is subject to arising is subject to cessation.'*’

This realisation, in this case that of Upali, is said by the text to be the arising of
the ‘vision of the dhamma’ (dhamma-cakkhu), which may be understood as the
achievement of the path of stream-attainment. This samma-ditthi appears as part
of a standard formula and is found a number of times in the Nikayas. This is the
formulation of the ‘step-by-step discourse’ (anupubbi-katha). 1 will give the passage
in full, as it gives some context to what actually occurs when one attains samma-
ditthi:

Then the Blessed One gave the householder Upali instruction step-by-
step, that is, talk on giving, talk on virtue, talk on the heavens; he
explained the danger, degradation, and defilement in sensual pleasures
and the blessing of renunciation. When he knew that the householder
Upali’s mind was ready, receptive, free from hindrances, elated, and
confident, he expounded to him the teaching special to the Buddhas:
suffering, its arising, its cessation, and the path. Just as a clean cloth
with all marks removed would take dye evenly, so too, while the house-
holder Upali sat there, the spotless immaculate vision of the dhamma
arose in him: ‘All that is subject to arising is subject to cessation.” Then
the householder Upali saw the dhamma, attained the dhamma,
understood the dhamma, fathomed the dhamma; he crossed beyond
doubt, did away with perplexity, gained intrepidity, and became
independent in the teacher’s dispensation.'*

I have already suggested that the Buddhist path develops from the cultivation
of actions of body, speech and mind. This was reflected in the ten wholesome
courses of action. In these actions there was a cultivation of physical and mental
acts, culminating in the realisation of samma-ditthi. In a similar way, the step-
by-step discourse progresses from instruction on giving and virtue to its
culmination in the realisation of dependent-origination. In this instruction there
is a very strong resemblance to the different types of right-view which, I am
suggesting, are part of the Buddhist path. Right-view is at first the view that
‘actions have consequences’. This affects the actions of the person who holds
the view, and the actions in turn affect the mind of the person performing these
actions. This, in turn, leads to the realisation of dependent-origination. With the
achievement of this view, one no longer grasps or craves any view whatsoever.
This is the right-view of the path which goes beyond attachment. It is the view
which transcends all views.
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The achievement of right-view

I would like to consider some related issues concerning the arising of right-view.
How does one achieve or come to hold right-view? I have already partly answered
this question in my discussion of the ten wholesome courses of action. The right-
view that ‘actions have consequences’ occurs after a course of action and this is
related to another understanding of the arising of right-view. As was the case with
the ten wholesome courses of action, right-view occurs at a particular moment
and after a specified practice: the Buddha gives a step-by-step discourse to a certain
individual, then, knowing that the mind of his listener is receptive, he gives the
teaching special to the Buddha: suffering, its arising, its cessation and the path.
One may note two things from this. First, the mind of the listener is receptive. In
a way, the Buddha’s initial instruction eases the listener’s mind and makes it calm.
One is reminded of the state that is achieved in the fourth jhana, a state described
as having neither pain-nor-pleasure but ‘purity of mindfulness due to equanimity’
(upekkha-sati-parisuddhi, M 1 347, passim).*¥ 1t is from this state, of course, that
the Buddha is said to have achieved nirvana.'*® It may be worth considering, then,
that the attainment of right-view is also achieved in a state of calm and mindful
investigation, as suggested by the passages cited above. Jayatilleke has explained
that the gaining of knowledge in early Buddhism is realised in states of mind
characteristic of the fourth jhana. He states that since the mind is ‘clear and
cleansed’ (parisuddhe pariyodate, D 1 76) in these states ‘it was possible to have
a clearer insight into the nature of things by means of this knowledge than by
normal perception’.'”® He has also suggested that one of the basic features of the
treatment of knowledge found in the Nikayas is that knowledge is not a static
proposition but must be experienced. He suggests that something like a proposition
can only be accepted as true when there is ‘personal knowledge’ of it (attana va
Jjaneyyatha, A 11 191).'* This knowledge is based upon a direct vision or ‘seeing’.'*!
Knowledge, he argues, can be equated with an informative kind of knowledge,
valued in the middle to late Upanisads.'> This experiential conception of knowledge
points to ‘knowing and seeing’ (jandti passati), being valued together in the
Nikayas. The Buddha is one who knows and sees (tam aham janami passamf ti, M
1329).'3 This leads Jayatilleke to conclude that, for the early Buddhist tradition, it
was important that its doctrines be ‘seen’.’* This seeing, he argues, implies not
only the cultivation of knowledge, but its cultivation in tandem with ‘mental
cultivation’ (bhavana)." For Jayatilleke, there is an emphasis upon the experiential
setting of knowledge, primarily the experiencing of the jhanas, in order to cultivate
knowledge and vision. Knowledge is the product of ‘right mental concentration’
(samma-samadhi)."® This is the context of the gaining of samma-ditthi. It does
much to dispel the idea that the achievement of right-view is the adoption of a
correct doctrine in opposition to an incorrect doctrine. To achieve right-view one
must behave in a way that reflects the truth of suffering and its cessation.

In the Nikayas we find a short statement which suggests that right-view is
gained in two ways. This first passage is from the Mahavedalla-sutta (M 1292-8):
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Friend, how many conditions are there for the arising of right-view?
Friend, there are two conditions for the arising of right-view: the voice of
another and appropriate bringing to mind."’

If we examine the passage stating how right-view is achieved in the listeners’
receptive minds mentioned above, we could conclude that a person needs another’s
help, and to be in an attentive frame of mind. This is similar to this formula, which
has caused some debate in recent years (to which I shall return in a moment). The
other occurrence of this passage is at A I 87, the only difference being that the
same two conditions are said to also cause wrong-view.'’® In the
Patisambhidamagga ‘inappropriate bringing to mind’ and ‘the voice of another’
are explained as two of eight ‘bases for view’ (ditthitthanam).'

The only other information in the Nikayas as to the meaning of these statements
is appended to the statement in the Mahavedalla-sutta. Immediately following the
statement about how many conditions there are for the arising of right-view it is
said that right-view is assisted by five factors when right-view has deliverance of
mind for its fruit and benefit, and deliverance by wisdom for its fruit and benefit.!®°
These five are the assistance of virtue (silanuggahita), learning (sutanuggahita),
discussion (sakacchanuggahita), serenity (samathanuggahita), and insight
(vipassananuggahita, M 1294). The relevance of these factors in the achievement
of the right-view of the path is uncertain. I say this partly because of the commen-
tarial explanation of the Mahavedalla passage. In this commentary we find the
following descriptions of right-view. In the case of the statement that there are
two causes for the arising of right-view, it states that this is ‘the right-view of
insight’ (vipassana-samma-ditthi) and the ‘right-view of the path’ (magga-samma-
ditthi) and for the right-view assisted by five factors states that this is the ‘right-
view of the path of Arahantship’ (arahatta-magga-samma-ditthi, Ps 11 346). This
suggests that, according to the tradition, the passage is referring to different levels
of right-view. What seems clear, however, is that as aspects of the path, the five
factors (especially learning, discussion and serenity), would appear to support the
former statement that right-view is gained by the voice of another and appropriate
bringing to mind (parato ghosa and yoniso manasikara). All these passages suggest
that right-view is achieved in a specific state of mind: one assisted by virtue, calm
and serenity.

There is also some analysis as to what is implied by parato ghosa and yoniso
manasikara in the Petakopadesa and Nettippakarana. The Petakopadesa, in fact,
begins with a discussion of this issue.'®' It explains parato ghosa as any teaching,
advice, instruction or talk about or in conformity with the four truths.'®2 For yoniso
manasikara'® the Petakopadesa states that it is any ‘reflection’, or ‘appropriate
bringing to mind’ of the dhamma, which of course can be the four truths, or
presumably any one of the right-views.'®* It is clear that parato ghosa and yoniso
manasikara interact to bring about right-view.'®® This seems rather what we would
expect since one would reflect on what has been taught.

The debate about these two factors that cause the arising of samma-ditthi has
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focused upon the term parato ghosa. In Woodward’s translation of the Anguttara-
nikaya,'® at A 1 87, parato ghosa is given as ‘a voice from another (world)’.
Woodward states that he takes it as meaning ‘clairaudience from another (world)’.
The reasons he gives are that if ordinary speech were meant, the phrase vaca or
vact would have been used, instead of the unusual form ghosa. In a similar way, if
another person were implied, why is the term parato used, when in the context of
a person it would be more normal to use a term such as afifiassa or afifiatarassa?'®’
These are unusual forms, but it is an unusual formula. More recently, Peter
Masefield has considered this issue. In a discussion of these passages, he has
focused upon parato ghosa arguing that the texts maintain that the gaining of
‘noble right-view’ is through the mediation of the Buddha and his immediate
disciples, the suggestion being that right-view is religious truth which is ‘revealed’
in sound.'® The ‘voice of another’ (parato ghosa), according to Masefield, is a
‘sound from the Beyond’.'” The tradition itself does not appear to understand
parato ghosa in this way. Indeed, as Rupert Gethin has pointed out, Masefield’s
conclusions are based on one commentarial passage which he translates wrongly.'
The commentaries explain parato ghosa as sappayadhammasavana ‘hearing of
beneficial dhamma’, which does not preclude that it is, in a sense, ‘from another
world’, but one would imagine that the commentary would state this if it understood
the expression in such a way. Gethin suggests that the sound of the dhamma is, in
a sense, ‘the sound from beyond’'"! because the dhamma is wholly other; its sound,
to borrow a familiar Buddhist phrase, is in the world but not of the world, in many
respects, the voice of the other.

A consideration of this issue supports my main point, that right-view is realised
after a long course of action and the cultivation of the mind. One of the conditions
for the arising of right-view is ‘appropriate bringing to mind’. The arising of right-
view may not only require hearing ‘the voice of another’ but considering it
appropriately after a period of contemplation. This discussion has highlighted
that the early tradition held that the arising of insight into the conditioned nature
of dhammas (the achievement of right-view) is an occurrence of profound
importance which happens after the transformation of action. The nature of this
insight will be considered in more detail in Chapter 4. At this point I wish to stress
two things. First, that the cultivation of right-view begins with the purification of
body, speech and mind and leads to the realisation of insight, an insight that cannot
be separated from the transformation of action. Second, right-view is realised in a
state of calm and contemplation. Whether we are considering the realisation of
the view that ‘actions have consequences’, or the view that ‘all that is subject to
arising is subject to cessation’, these views are based upon a specific course of
action and are the product of a particular state of mind.

The Mahacattarisaka-sutta: right-view comes first

We know from the eightfold path that right-view comes first (samma-ditthi
pubbangama) and I would now like to consider the unfolding of the Buddhist path
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beginning with right-view. In the Mahdacattarisaka-sutta (M 111 71-8), we find an
exposition of noble right-concentration (ariya samma-samadhi), together with its
supports and equipment (sa-upanisa sa-parikkhara). The text explains that by
‘supports and equipment’ it means the seven path factors of right-view, intention,
speech, action, livelihood, effort and mindfulness. The ‘unification of mind’
(cittassa ekaggata) equipped with these seven factors ‘is called noble right-
concentration with its supports and equipment’ (ariyo samma-samadhi sa-upaniso
iti pi, sa-parikkharo iti pi, M 111 71). The sutta contains a description of right-
view which is of a different nature from those that have been discussed so far, for,
to a greater or lesser extent, those views have been concerned with some aspect of
Buddhist doctrine. However, what we find in the Mahacattarisaka-sutta is right-
view functioning as a precursor and evaluator of the other path factors. Right-
view understands five factors of the path in the following way:

Therein, right-view comes first. And how does right-view come first?

— One understands wrong-view as wrong-view and right-view as right-
view: this is one’s right-view

— One understands wrong-intention as wrong-intention and one
understands right-intention as right-intention (M III 72)

— One understands wrong-speech as wrong-speech and one under-
stands right-speech as right-speech (M 111 73)

— One understands wrong-action as wrong-action and one understands
right-action as right-action (M III 74)

— One understands wrong-livelihood as wrong-livelihood and one
understands right-livelihood as right-livelihood : this is one’s right-view
(M 111 75).'

Following the sections detailing the various types of views, intentions, speech,
action and livelihood'” the sutta gives an analysis of how two other factors, right-
effort and right-mindfulness, work together with right-view. With right-view having
understood each factor as wrong or right, there is then an effort to abandon wrong-
view (M III 72), wrong-intention (M III 73), wrong-speech (M III 74), wrong-action
(M III 75) and wrong-livelihood (M III 75), and to enter upon right-view, right-
intention, right-speech, right-action and right-livelihood; this is right-effort.
Mindfully, wrong-view, intention, speech, action and livelihood are abandoned
and right-view, intention, speech, action and livelihood are entered upon and abided
in; this is right-mindfulness. ‘Thus these three states run and circle around right-
view [intention, speech, action and livelihood] that is right-view, right-effort and
right-mindfulness.” '™

Right-view is clearly important in these passages. There is the statement that
right-view comes first. According to the Paparicasiidant, the right-view that comes
first is of two kinds. There is the right-view of insight (vipassana-samma-ditthi)
and the right-view of the path (magga-samma-ditthi, Ps 111 131)."” The commentary
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explains the function of these right-views: vipassana-samma-ditthi investigates
the volitional formations as impermanent, unsatisfactory, and not-self,'"”® whereas
magga-samma-ditthi effects or completes the examination of the volitional
formations and uproots the defilements."”” The commentary gives further
information on these views. The right-view that comes first, as the sutfa stated,
understands wrong-view as wrong-view. By this the commentary holds that right-
view, presumably vipassana-samma-ditthi, understands the three characteristics
of wrong-view, that it is impermanent, unsatisfactory and not-self.'” Right-view
‘clears away confusion’ (asammoha)."” It comes first and discriminates between
what is and is not the path. The commentary suggests that vipassana-samma-
ditthi is the precursor of the lokuttara-samma-ditthi, which, together with right-
effort and right-mindfulness ‘run and circle around right-view’ (Ps III 132), the
latter right-view being the right-view without dsavas, namely wisdom.'® Similar
ideas are found elsewhere. For example, the phrase ‘the right-view running out in
front’ (samma-ditthi-purejavam S 1 33), which is interpreted as the right-view of
insight contemplating the volitional formations. '®!

Rupert Gethin has noted that the Mahdcattarisaka-sutta falls into three sections,
each opening by saying that right-view comes first, then explaining how this is the
case.' T have already considered the first case. Right-view comes first by
understanding wrong-view, intention, speech, action and livelihood as wrong, and
their opposites as right. The second explanation of how right-view comes first is
that in one of right-view, right-intention, right-speech, right-action, right-livelihood,
right-effort, right-mindfulness, right-concentration, right-knowledge and right-
release come into being (M III 75-6). The sutta is referring to a right-view that is
not merely lokiya but the lokuttara-samma-ditthi. The holder or practitioner of
right-view is the one in ‘higher training’ (sekho, M 111 77), who, to follow Gethin’s
reading, begins to bring about all ten factors of the path."™ The final reason that
right-view comes first is that, in one of right-view, wrong-view is abandoned and
along with wrong-view are also abandoned the akusala dhammas that have wrong-
view as their condition. Also, the kusala dhammas that have right-view as their
condition are developed.'® The rest of the path unfolds and is cultivated in a similar
fashion. Hence, the ten negative factors are abandoned and along with them the
unwholesome dhammas that they caused, while the ten positive factors beginning
with right-view are adopted and the wholesome dhammas are cultivated.

In these three explanations of the ways in which right-view comes first it is
clear that right-view has a major influence on the other factors of the path. This
further supports the emphasis which the Nikayas give to the influence of thought
on action and of action on thought. The achievement of right-view is not to be
realised by adopting a particular view or opinion, but by acting in a certain way. It
is the behaviour of a person that demonstrates the achievement of right-view. It is
for this reason that right-view comes first.

One further distinction I would like to add to this discussion is the understanding
of right-view as an ‘equipment’ (parikkhdra), in the sense of the instrument for
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the arising of the other factors of the path. As I understand the passage from the
Petakopadesa which considers right-view in this way, samma-ditthi is the
instrument for the arising of any wisdom, with right-view as the cause of right-
intention.”™ This right-view, as an equipment on the path, understands
conditionality.'®

I can now begin to make some suggestions about certain aspects of the nature
of right-view. To begin with, in his discussion of the Mahacattarisaka-sutta, Rupert
Gethin has made the following comments:

The Mahdcattarisaka-sutta is an exposition of the processes involved in
the passing from wrong-view, etc. to right-view, etc. that is ordinary and
skilful, and from here to right-view, etc. that is ariya and without @savas;
and from here to the full development of right-view, etc. Throughout it is
emphasised that right-view leads the way. Thus right-view comes first
not just as the preliminary stage in spiritual practice, not just as the
preparation or basis for higher stages, rather it comes first at all stages of
spiritual practice. The treatment of the factors as consecutive steps takes
on the character not so much of a map showing the stages of spiritual
practice, as of a working model illustrating the operation of spiritual
practice at whatever stage.'’

These comments suggest that the conception of the path as given in the
Mahdcattarisaka-sutta has important implications for our understanding of the
notion of samma and miccha-ditthi at other stages of the path, not just for the
sekho, asekho and Arahant. Steven Collins has observed that a type of view (or
wisdom) that admits of ‘differences of degree’ cannot be a simple knowledge that
something is a certain way."® This is clearly true when samma-ditthi refers to a
type of paiifia at later stages of the path, but could also be true of samma-ditthi at
earlier stages of the path. If the aim of right-view is to cultivate what is kusala,
then this is the aim of right-view, whether at the beginning of the path or in its
more advanced stages. As Gethin suggests, the factors of the path are ‘working
models’ that interact at all stages of the path. As mentioned earlier, the negative
sequence beginning with wrong-view, and the positive sequence beginning with
right-view, resemble the negative and positive cycles of paticca-samuppada, the
anuloma and patiloma cycles. Gethin also cites the first sutta of the magga-
samyutta, the Avijja-sutta (S V 1-2),"® which stresses a similar cycle to both paticca-
samuppada and to the sequence found in the Mahacattarisaka-sutta where ten
negative factors of the path give rise to ten akusala dhammas and ten positive
factors of the path give rise to ten kusala dhammas. As the sutta explains, ignorance
comes first and causes the acquisition of unskilful dhammas. Shamefulness
(ahirika) and fearlessness of wrongdoing (anottappa) follow from this. From
ignorance, wrong-view and the other seven wrong factors are cultivated. In the
wholesome cycle the text explains that knowledge comes first (vijja [...]
pubbarigama), and it is knowledge that causes the acquisition of skilful dhammas.
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A sense of shame (hiri) and fear of wrongdoing (ottappa) follow from this. From
knowledge, right-view and the other seven factors are cultivated. This is the
wholesome course of action that we have met so often in this study. One further
example of the unfolding of the path in this way is found in the Dasuttara-sutta (D
IIT 272-92) at D III 291, where it is stated that ten things should be thoroughly
learnt. These ten are the ‘ten causes of wearing away’ (dasa nijjara-vatthini). It is
stated simply that by right-view, wrong-view is worn away. This causes the many
bad and unwholesome states that have wrong-view as their condition to be worn
away, and the many good and wholesome states that have right-view as condition
to be developed.™ This passage, in my understanding, is suggesting that the one
who has achieved right-view practises what is wholesome, and abandons what is
unwholesome. Right-view is not a matter of belief or adherence to a set of doctrines.
It is not something that can be learned, but must be experienced. We do not acquire
right-view, but achieve it through our actions.

In a study of the notion of avidya, B.K. Matilal has suggested that wrong-views
give rise to wrong ways of acting, and right-views to right ways of acting. There
is, Matilal notes, a connection between avidya and ‘volitional formations’
(samkhara, Skt. samskara). Hence, avidya is a motivating force in affecting actions
and this is of primary importance in making a view wrong. Matilal, in considering
the Avijja-sutta (S V 1-2, the same sutta considered by Gethin), notes that wrong-
view leads to the unwholesome unfolding of the path, in terms of wrong-actions,
and right-view leads to the wholesome unfolding of the path, in terms of right-
actions:

For false beliefs and wrong convictions give rise to the propensities or
forces to act wrongly, and to act under misconception is to get involved in
the cycle of rebirth, into the chain of conditions, into duhkha and bondage.
In this context, avidya can hardly mean mere lack of knowledge, ignorance.
For, wrong-actions, to be sure, proceed from wrong beliefs, wrong
convictions, wrong understanding of the nature of reality, not from simple
lack of knowledge.""

Although displaying the same tendency as Jayatilleke to understand miccha-
ditthi as ‘wrong beliefs’, Matilal’s suggestion that avidya is not a simple lack of
knowledge suggests that wisdom is not a simple gaining of knowledge. If avidya is
not propositional, then neither is pafiiia. Matilal suggests that in the Indian context
avidya is something which binds us to duhkha.'? By definition pafifia is not simply
knowledge, but a way of apprehending things that has soteriological significance.
His point is that avidya is not a negation of vidyd, but a type of defilement which
affects actions.'”® The difference between ignorance and knowledge is not one of
false and correct cognition.'™ The knowledge that rids the mind of avidya, argues
Matilal, is one that gives us freedom to act in a soteriologically wholesome way.'*>
Donald K. Swearer has called this type of knowledge immediate or non-
propositional.'*®
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Seeing phenomena as impermanent

Another explanation of right-view describes it as a view which agrees with certain
central tenets of Buddhist doctrine and explains this insight in a specific way.
These right-views express the ideas of impermanence, suffering and not-self.
The first example is taken from the Khandavagga of the Samyutta-nikaya. The
Pathamanandikkhaya-sutta (S 111 51) subjects each of the five khandhas to right-
view:

Bhikkhus, a bhikkhu sees form as impermanent, which is actually
impermanent: that is his right-view. Seeing rightly, he experiences
indifference."” With the destruction of delight comes the destruction of
lust; with the destruction of lust comes the destruction of delight. With
the destruction of delight and lust the mind is liberated and is said to be
well-liberated.'*®

The other four khandhas are treated in the same way. Seeing any of the five
as impermanent is right-view. It should be noted that seeing in a certain way,
apprehending the khandhas as impermanent, causes a specific form of behaviour:
the experience of indifference (nibbida). This, in turn, causes the liberation of
the mind. The role of right-view is twofold: it sees things as they are and this is
transformative. A similar theme is found in the Salayatanavagga of the Samyutta-
nikaya. This time, seeing the six senses as impermanent is right-view."”® Similarly,
in the following sutfa, seeing the six external sense bases, the objects of the
senses (ripa, sadda, gandha, rasa, photthabba and dhamma) as impermanent is
right-view. 2 In three further suttas from the Salayatanavagga of the Samyutta-
nikaya the same teachings are found. These are the Micchaditthippahana-sutta
(S IV 147), the Sakkayaditthippahana-sutta (S IV 147-8) and the
Attanuditthippahana-sutta (S IV 148). In the first sutta, it is asked how one
should know and see for miccha-ditthi to be abandoned, in the second for sakkaya-
ditthi to be abandoned and in the third for attanuditthi to be abandoned.?”' The
answer given for miccha-ditthi is that one should see each of the senses, their
objects, contact with the objects, and the type of consciousness that they produce
and any feelings (whether painful, pleasurable or neither) as impermanent. This
is how wrong-view is abandoned. For sakkaya-ditthi to be abandoned one should
view the same things as unsatisfactory, and for attanuditthi to be abandoned one
should see them as not-self. The three sutfas do not use the term samma-ditthi,
but the way in which the views are abandoned is reminiscent of the operation of
right-view upon them, particularly the vipasanna-samma-ditthi of the
commentaries.
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Right-view as seeing: ‘This is not mine, this I am not, this
is not my self’

In the discussion of wrong-view, we found six wrong-views from the
Alagaddiipama-sutta (M 1 136). These were called in the text six ‘bases for views’
(ditthi-tthana). By ‘bases’ (tthana) the text may be implying that they are the
object which views take as their standpoint, their position. The ariya-savaka should
regard the khandhas as: “This is not mine, this I am not, this is not my self” instead
of: “This is mine, this I am, this is my self’, which are wrong-views.** The ariya-
savaka is to regard what is seen, heard, sensed, cognized, encountered, sought,
mentally pondered, as: ‘“This is not mine, this I am not, this is not my self’. Finally,
the basis for views, ‘This is self, this the world; after death I shall be permanent,
everlasting, eternal, not subject to change; I shall endure and last as long as eternity’,
this too he should regard as: ‘This is not mine, this [ am not, this is not my self’.
The suggestion is that of a detached and therefore wholesome way of seeing the
world. Right-view proposes the notions of ‘not mine’, ‘not I’, and ‘not-self’. It
proposes the cessation of craving and attachment.

Four non-perversions of view (na ditthi-vipallasa)

In the idea of the four perversions and non-perversions of view, similar notions
are found. In a sense, the doctrinal content of views cannot be separated from the
effect of views: again the ideas of ‘is’ and ‘ought’. In the Vipallasa-sutta (A 11 52)
we are told that there are four perversions of apperception (cattaro safiiia-vipallasa),
four perversions of mind (cattaro citta-vipallasa) and four perversions of view
(cattaro ditthi-vipallasa). The vipallasa is an inversion and distortion of reality.
The Vipallasa-sutta states that to hold that in the impermanent there is the
permanent, is a perversion of apperception, mind and view,”® to hold that in
suffering there is happiness, is a perversion of apperception, mind and view,** to
hold that in the not-self there is a self, is a perversion of apperception, mind and
view,?™ and to hold that in the ugly there is the beautiful is a perversion of
apperception, mind and view.?* In the verses that follows the prose, this is described
as ‘going to wrong-view’ (miccha-ditthi-gata).

To see the opposite, that which is impermanent as impermanent, that which is
suffering as suffering, that which is not-self as not-self, and that which is ugly as
ugly, are the non-perversions of apperception, mind and view.?” It is these four
ways of seeing which, in verse, are described as ‘undertaking right-view’ (samma-
ditthi-samdadana), and by this undertaking of view all suffering is overcome
(samma-ditthi-samadana sabbam dukkham upaccagun ti, A 11 52).

In the Visuddhimagga, the vipallasas are explained in the following terms:

There are three perversions, namely, the perversion of apperception, of
consciousness and view, which occur apprehending objects that are
impermanent, suffering, not-self and ugly, as permanent, pleasant, self,
and beautiful .*®
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The Nettippakarana (Nett 83—4) states that to contemplate the body as the body
abandons the perversion that there is beauty in the ugly (asubhe subhan ti
vipallasam pajahati), and this abandons the attachment to sensual desire. To
contemplate feeling as feeling abandons the perversion that there is pleasure in
the painful (dukkhe sukhan ti vipallasam pajahati), and this abandons the
attachment to existence (bhavupddana, this term is unusual in this context). To
contemplate the mind as mind (cifta) abandons the perversion that there is
permanence in the impermanent (anicce niccan ti vipallasam pajahati), and this
abandons the attachment to views. To contemplate dhammas as dhammas, one
abandons the perversion that there is self in the not-self (anattaniye atta ti
vipallasam pajahati), and this abandons the attachment to the doctrine of self.
There is possibly a connection between the abandoning of these perversions and
the cultivation of the four foundations of mindfulness (satipatthana).*® 1 will return
to this in Chapter 3 and my discussion of the abandoning of the @savas, and in
Chapter 5 and the discussion of the three gateways to liberation.

The ten imperfections of insight (vipassana-upakkilesa)

The central idea in these passages is one of misapprehending and grasping.
Although these views may be used to explain right-view as those views that agree
with Buddhist doctrine, it is the cessation of craving and attachment that they
induce which is of equal importance. I have already cited the comments of
Buddhaghosa at the end of Chapter 1 explaining that ‘clinging’ (paramdsa) is a
term for miccha-ditthi, because it misses the individual essence of dhammas, by
apprehending (amasana) elsewhere an unreal individual essence.?! Or, that those
who do not have the correct attitude to the dhamma, who understand what is
impermanent as permanent, have adherence to views (As 49). Buddhaghosa also
states that ‘there comes to be the removal of difthi in one who sees volitional
formations as not-self’.!"" It is in this way that miccha-ditthi is abandoned. It is, in
fact, not only miccha-ditthi but all ditthi that are abandoned in this way. Attachment
is not a predicate of samma-ditthi. This is expressed by the idea of the ‘ten
imperfections of insight’ (vipassana upakkilesa) found in the Visuddhimagga. These
imperfections are illumination, knowledge, rapturous happiness, tranquillity, bliss,
resolution, exertion, assurance, equanimity and attachment.?? It is due to these
that the bhikkhu does not see impermanence, unsatisfactoriness and not-self.
Attachment is explained in the following terms:

Attachment is attachment due to insight. For when his insight is adorned
with illumination, etc., attachment arises in him, which is subtle and
peaceful in aspect, and it relies on (clings to) that insight; and he is not
able to discern that that attachment is a defilement.?”

Attachment is then an imperfection of insight. Knowledge of what is of most
importance, the eradication of dukkha, must not give way to craving for that
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knowledge. As right-view is explained as a type of wisdom (insight), so attachment
and grasping are not part of its nature. If Buddhist doctrine becomes an object of
attachment it is, in an important sense, incorrect doctrine. The content of Buddhist
doctrine induces a cessation of craving and attachment.

CONCLUSION

I'have argued that right-view can be understood in two ways. First, there are right-
views that affirm the law of kamma. These are epitomised by the ten wholesome
courses of action (dasa kusala-kammapatha). The opposition between right-view
and wrong-view is in the form of a wholesome course of actions being adopted
and an unwholesome course of actions being abandoned. Right-view in this sense
stands in opposition to the wrong-views that deny that actions have consequences,
that deny the law of kamma. In these courses of action, thought and action influence
each other in the cleansing of body, speech and mind. However, a view may affirm
the law of kamma, but it will be classified as wrong if it becomes an object of
attachment. This leads to my second description of right-views. In distinction to
the wrong-views that adhered and clung to various dhammas, most notably the
khandhas, which I described in the second half of Chapter 1, these views are right
precisely because they are not attached to dhammas. The Sammaditthi-sutta
describes 16 right-views of this type. Its description of right-view suggests that to
achieve right-view one has, first, knowledge of what is wholesome and
unwholesome; second, knowledge of the four truths; and third, knowledge of
dependent-origination. This is the content of right-view, this is what right-view
proposes. We know from other parts of the Nikayas that knowledge of the four
truths or knowledge of dependent-origination is the right-view achieved at stream-
attainment. It is the knowledge that, ‘all that is subject to arising is subject to
cessation’.?* In the same way that one should act in a manner reflecting the
knowledge of ‘what is unwholesome and what is wholesome’ or the right-view
that ‘actions have consequences’ to achieve the right-view of stream-attainment,
one should not adopt a right-view, the content of which is the four truths or
dependent-origination, but act in a way that reflects a knowledge of dukkha, its
arising, cessation and the way to its cessation, namely, with an attitude free from
craving. This is right-view. It signifies the cessation of craving.
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THE WAY WRONG-VIEW
FUNCTIONS

I have considered the content of both wrong-view and right-view. I would now
like to discuss how wrong-view functions. In Chapter 1 I used two headings to
describe the content of wrong-view. First, there are wrong-views that deny that
actions have consequences. These views deny the law of kamma. Second, there
are those views about the self. I suggested that the latter views could be understood
as denying that attachments have consequences. This class of view denies that
craving is the cause of dukkha. It is wrong-view in this sense that I would like to
focus upon in this chapter. Certain discussions of the notion of difthi suggest that
it is the fact that miccha-ditthi is associated with greed and attachment that makes
it wrong. There is some justification in arguing that the primary interest of the
Nikayas is not in metaphysics but in how one should act in order to overcome
dukkha. There is a preoccupation with the negative consequences of attachment to
objects of the senses and of the mind and it is evidence for this that I would like to
consider in this chapter.

The distinction between views and ignorance

My starting point are the corruptions (dsavas). In the list of corruptions four are
occasionally listed instead of the more usual three, both views and ignorance being
given as separate corruptions.! Why are views and ignorance separate corruptions?
Aren’t they both a lack of knowledge? If we examine how the corruptions are
explained we may find an answer to this question. Buddhaghosa describes the
corruptions in the following terms: the corruption of sensual desire (kamasavo) is
the lust for the five pleasures of the senses; the corruption of becoming (bhavasavo)
is the passionate desire for life in a heaven of form, and formless existence, longing
for jhana, and lust co-existent with an eternalistic view;? the corruption of views
(ditthasavo) is explained as the 62 views;® and the corruption of ignorance
(avijjasavo) is the lack of knowledge regarding eight points,* understood as the
four truths, knowledge of the past, future or both, and of dependent-origination.’
This explanation implies that views and ignorance refer to different things. In the
following discussion I would like to explore why there are two separate corruptions:
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views and ignorance, and to delineate the differences between them. My argument
is that the corruption of views is the attachment to knowledge, and that the
corruption of ignorance is false knowledge itself. It will be recalled that in the
Introduction, I explained views as knowledge of doctrine, not doctrine itself. This
leads me to understand the corruption of views as the attachment to doctrine, not
doctrine itself.

The thicket, wilderness, contortion, vacillation and fetter
of views

In the Atthasalini (As 248), Buddhaghosa explains miccha-ditthi as ‘not seeing
things as they are’ (ayathava-dassanam). The phrase points to the way in which
certain views are held. It is not so much the content of the doctrines that posits a
wrong conception of the way things are, but the fact that, by becoming an object
of attachment, wrong-view distorts the true nature of things.® A view can be
doctrinally correct but if, through giving rise to attachment, it distorts the holder’s
response to the world, it is a wrong-view. The early Abhidhamma emphasizes that
a view is incorrect if it becomes an object of attachment, not because it is untrue.
From the Abhidhamma perspective, ditthi is exclusively connected with a mind
(citta) rooted in greed (lobha-miila). Views occur in four types of consciousness
rooted in greed.” Views are primarily (if not exclusively) associated with greed,
not delusion, in the Abhidhamma. In the Visuddhimagga, Buddhaghosa explains
right-view as a type of knowledge,® and wrong-view as a type of greed (Vism XIV
90a1). As Rupert Gethin has observed ‘difthi can only be present in the mind
when greed and attachment occur’.’ This tells us that the early Theravada understood
the nature of views in relation to greed and attachment: wrong-views occur with
greed and attachment, and right-views occur without greed and attachment. This
connection between view and craving will now be considered.

I would like to look at an Abhidhamma passage explaining wrong-views, and
Buddhaghosa’s comments upon this passage. In the Dhammasarngani, miccha-
ditthi is explained in the following terms :

Gone over to view (ditthi-gata), the thicket of view (ditthi-gahana), a
wilderness of view (ditthi-kantara), the contrariness of view (ditthi-
visitkayika), the turmoil of view (ditthi-vipphandita), the fetter of views
(ditthi-samyojana), holding (gaha), fixity (patitthaha), adherence
(abhinivesa), clinging (paramdasa), a bad path (kumagga), a false way
(miccha-patha), falsity (micchatta), the realm of (other) systems of
crossing over (titthayatana), the hold of the perverted views (vipariyesa-
gaha).®

This formula is also added in many contexts in which wrong-views are being

discussed. One example of this is found in the Vibharga. A discussion of dependent-
origination explains the phrase ‘with craving as condition there is attachment’
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(tanha-paccaya upadanam) as ‘gone over to view, the thicket of view, a wilderness
of view’, etc." Craving, and the attachment that it gives rise to, are being explained
as miccha-ditthi. Wrong-view is the embodiment of craving and attachment. '

In the Atthasalint, Buddhaghosa comments on each of the Dhammasarngani
terms. I will summarise these comments:

Wrong-views are ‘gone over to view’ (ditthi-gata) because they are a
way of seeing that, due to its being included in the sixty-two wrong-
views (dvasatthi ditthi-antogatattd), has gone over to views in the sense
of ‘not seeing things as they are’ (ayathava-dassana). Views are a thicket
(ditthi-gahana) because they are difficult to get beyond, like a grass thicket,
a forest thicket or a mountainous region. The term ‘wilderness of view’
(ditthi-kantara) implies that view is dangerous and fearsome, like a
wilderness infested by thieves and snakes, without food and water. In the
sense of overthrowing and conflicting with right-view, it is the
‘contrariness of view’ (ditthi-visitkayika). This is because when the ‘wrong
way of seeing’ (miccha-dassana) occurs, it overthrows and conflicts with
the ‘right way of seeing’ (samma-dassana). The ‘turmoil of view’ (ditthi-
vipphandita) is the turning to the other form for one who at one time
holds the eternalist-view and at one time the annihilationist-view, for one
lost in views is unable to stick with one position. The ‘fetter of view’
(ditthi-samyojana) is itself considered as a fetter in the sense of ‘binding’
(bandhana), because it takes hold of its object firmly as crocodiles, and
so on, take hold of a man, it is ‘holding’ (gaha). As a result of becoming
fixed, it is ‘fixity’ (patitthaha). Indeed, by reason of its forceful
occurrence, having become fixed it takes hold; and, because it is convinced
about permanence and so on, this is an ‘adherence’ (abhinivesa). Because
it misses the nature of dhammas and insists on holding on by way of the
idea of their permanence and so on, it is ‘clinging’ (paramdasa). A ‘bad
path’ (kumagga) is a path that is vile due to its taking one to what is
unbeneficial or it is a path to the vile descents. As a way that is not in
accordance with the truth it is a ‘false way’ (miccha-patha). For even
though one who is confused about the way takes a road thinking ‘this is
certainly the way to such and such a village’ it does not bring him to that
village, just so, even though one who is lost in view holds a view, thinking,
‘this is the way to a happy destiny’ it does not bring him to a happy
destiny; so a ‘false way’ is a way not in accordance with the truth. As
something that is by nature false it is ‘falsity’ (micchatta). A ‘system of
crossing over’ (fittha) is where, just because of their roaming about there,
it appears the foolish cross over; and because this is the realm of things
unbeneficial, it is the ‘realm of other systems of crossing over’
(titthayatana). Alternatively, the ‘realm of other systems of crossing over’
is a ‘realm’ (@yatana) in the sense of the dwelling place and country of
birth of those belonging to other systems of crossing over. The ‘hold of
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the perverted views’ (vipariyesa-gaha) is a holding on which constitutes
a perverted view; alternatively it is holding on because of perverted view;
‘perverted view’ (vipallatthagaho) is the meaning."”

The content of the view, what it proposes, is not ignored in this passage. A
wrong-view does propose a false proposition. However, it is the tendency of views
to become an object of greed and attachment that is of primary importance.** This
suggests that the Abhidhamma is interested in how views are held, not, essentially,
what they propose. Rupert Gethin has suggested that it is the fact that a view is an
object of greed and attachment that the Theravada Abhidhamma wishes to stress.
He compares the definitions given of ‘delusion’ (moha) to that given for ditthi in
the Dhammasargani.” The list of terms describing difthi in the Dhammasarigani
were given above with the formula beginning ‘gone over to view, the thicket of
view, a wilderness of view’. In contrast, the list of terms in the Dhammasargani
explaining moha is dominated by the notions of not knowing and not seeing.'®
Ignorance and delusion obscure the true nature of things. The content of the
proposition is emphasised. This is clearly different to the list of terms that
characterise miccha-ditthi, which I have just discussed. These terms emphasize
grasping, fixity and holding.

Gethin secondly considers Buddhaghosa’s definitions of miccha-ditthi and
moha. Hence, ditthi has the characteristic of inappropriate adherence (ayoniso
abhinivesa); its function is clinging (paramdsa); its manifestation is wrong-
adherence (micchabhinivesa); its basis is the absence of desire to meet Noble Ones
and the like (ariyanam adassana-kamatadi), and it should be seen as the ultimate
fault (paramam vajjam). In contrast, delusion has the characteristic of mental
blindness (cittassa andhabhava), or not knowing (asifiana); its function is not
penetrating (asampativedha), or concealing the true nature of the object
(arammana-sabhava-cchdadana); its manifestation is the absence of right practice
(asamma-patipatti), or blindness (andhakara); its basis is inappropriate bringing
to mind (ayoniso manasikara); it should be seen as the root of all that is unskilful
(sabbakusalanam).”

To these examples may be added others. In the Petakopadesa (Pet 94), ditthi
and avijja are described in the following way: ‘views are characterised by adherence
and clinging’'® while ‘ignorance is characterised by non-penetration (of the four
truths), and unawareness of ideas’.” The passage further explains that the d@sava of
views is ‘abandoned by contemplating mind as mind’ (so citte cittanupassissa
pahiyati), while the asava of ignorance is ‘abandoned by contemplating dhammas
as dhammas’ (so dhammesu dhammanupassissa pahiyati). The ‘asava of views is
thus abandoned in the mind’ (ditthasavo citte pahatabbo), while the ‘asava of
ignorance is abandoned in dhammas’ (avijjasavo dhammesu pahdtabbo).” This is
possibly a reference to the third and fourth foundations of mindfulness
(satipatthana). The four, which I have already cited, are to contemplate body as
body, feelings as feelings, mind as mind, and dhammas as dhammas.* This passage
could be understood using the model I considered earlier of the cleansing of body,
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speech and mind. In my discussion of the ‘ten wholesome courses of action’ (dasa
kusala-kammapatha), 1 suggested that the sequence of these actions suggested a
gradual transformation of conduct. In this understanding, contemplating the mind
as mind implies an understanding of the working of the mind, of the cravings of
the mind, in order to understand things as they are.

Earlier in the Petakopadesa it is explained that ‘[the view that there is] self in
the mind [is the @sava] of views, and that there is permanence in the concomitants
of consciousness (cetasikas)® [is the asava of ignorance]’.>® The Petakopadesa is
analysing these ideas on different grounds and is clearly separating the corruptions
of ditthi and avijja. Another example of the difference between the corruptions of
ditthi and avijja is the following classification. The ‘perversion that there is self in
what is not-self, attachment to view, the bond of views, the bodily tie of clinging,
the corruption of views, the flood of views, the barb of views’ are terms found
together to explain the tendency towards views.?* In contrast, the ‘perversion that
there is permanence in the impermanent, attachment to the theory of self, the
bond of ignorance, the bodily tie of insistence that this is truth, the corruption of
ignorance, the flood of ignorance, the barb of delusion’ are a set of terms found
together to explain the tendency towards ignorance.*

One final example of the notion of ditthi characterised in terms of grasping and
attachment is found in the Mahaniddesa. This canonical text is the only commentary
found in the Nikayas, being (in part) a commentary upon the Afthakavagga. The
Mahaniddesa asks a number of questions about different views. The answer to
each question is identical. Hence the question is asked: ‘What is the selfishness of
view?’% The answer is that it is sakkaya-ditthi with twenty bases, the wrong-view
with ten bases (i.e. natthika-ditthi), the extreme view with ten bases (dasavatthuka
antaggahika ditthi, i.e. the ten avyakata). These are then characterised as gone
over to view (ditthi-gata), the thicket of view (difthi-gahana), a wilderness of
view (ditthi-kantara) etc., using the same formula as the one from the
Dhammasarigani considered above.?”” The Mahaniddesa then uses the same format
to explain other terms. These terms become increasingly difficult to translate with
different English words as they are all terms relating to attachment, clinging and
grasping. Hence, the question is asked, ‘what is attachment to view?’ (katamo
ditthi-nivesana). The same answer is given, that is sakkaya-ditthi with twenty
bases, the wrong-view with ten bases, the extreme view with ten bases, and that
this is gone over to view, the thicket of view, etc.?® The same answer is given as an
explanation of ‘fashioning by view’,” ‘devotion to view’,* ‘holding onto view’,”!
‘dependence on view’,*> ‘the stain of view’,*® ‘the taking-up of view’** ‘fixing
attention on view’® and the ‘dart of view’.’

All these examples illustrate that wrong-views emphasize one aspect of not
knowing, and ignorance another. Though their definitions overlap, there is a definite
emphasis on either attachment or not knowing. Why exactly is this distinction
being made? I would like to suggest that different doctrines are being used in
different ways. Or, to put this another way, different doctrines perform different
roles. One doctrine may make a claim about how we perceive the world, another
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about the nature of the world. For one doctrine, it may be the value which that
doctrine has for the treading of the Buddhist path, and for another the emphasis
may be on what the doctrine explains about the nature of existence. In fact, as |
have said, views are not doctrines, but knowledge of doctrines. Wrong-views insist,
take hold of, and are attached to their objects (doctrines). This type of ‘wrongness’
may not essentially be ignorance of the true state of things, it may be a correct
description of things, but the view is wrong because it is a ‘perversion’ (vipalldsa)
and because the ‘perverted view adheres’ (viparita-ditthi abhinivisati, Pet 106). It
is ‘unwholesome’ (akusala). It is wrong knowledge of doctrines and not, essentially,
a wrong doctrine (though it is likely to be this as well). Wisdom knows how things
are, right-view knows how to know how things are. To paraphrase the
Sammohavinodant: one who is attached needs to abandon views, while one who is
ignorant needs to abandon delusion.?’

Views are then a type of craving, but how are they distinguished from craving
itself? Why not simply subsume the notion of views under the notion of craving?
The Petakopadesa (Pet 26-8) discusses a passage from the Udana (Ud 32-3), and
how this passage relates to ‘defilement by craving’ (tanha-samkileso) and
‘defilement by view’ (ditthi-samkileso). This passage further explains the nature
of the type of attachment expressed by the corruption of views. The following is
said to be an example of defilement by craving:

This world is born to anguish and subject to painful contact,
It is sickness that it calls self;

For however it conceives [it],

It is ever otherwise than that.

Maintaining its being other than that,

The world clings to being, expectantly relishing only being,
[But] what it relishes brings fear,

And what it fears is pain.*®

The following is an example of defilement by view:

Whoever have declared escape from being [to come about] through [love
of] non-being, none of them, I say, escape from being. Whoever have
declared liberation from being [to come about] through [love of some
kind of] being, none of them, I say, are liberated from being.*

While the discussion of the Petakopadesa passage also deals with other issues,
I would like to concentrate on what I consider it is implying by these two
distinctions, between defilement by craving and defilement by view. The first
distinction is relatively straightforward: what we crave changes and is different
from what we want it to be. The second distinction, however, deserves more
consideration. We could assume that, as defilement by craving points to sensual
attachments, so defilement by views points to cognitive attachment. The early
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Theravada tradition is, to an extent, preoccupied with craving and how this affects
the conduct of the person so obsessed. It seems reasonable to assume that, in the
example of defilement by view, the text has in mind sassata and uccheda-ditthi.
Though the text has made the distinction between defilement by craving and
defilement by views, it seems likely that, by using the term ditthi instead of terms
such as delusion (moha) or ignorance (avijja), the text is implying, as in other
places where the term dirthi is used, a certain type of cognitive clinging
(paramasa).* Being and non-being, self and not-self, are all potential objects of
attachment. I would go as far as to suggest that, at a certain level, Buddhist thought
is not concerned with whether there is a self or not. The issue of a ‘self” is abandoned
and, to an extent, not-self is samma-ditthi precisely because it rejects the strongest
object of attachment. My overall point is that ignorance and views apply to two
different forms of corruption, and that views apply to a form of craving, but a
specific type of craving. So, when the right-view of anatta abandons the view of
self, it is not knowledge abandoning ignorance, it is knowledge of craving
abandoning attachment. This is what is meant when it is said that miccha-ditthi is
abandoned and samma-ditthi taken up. Attachment is abandoned and one sees
without attachment.

The Ditthi-vagga

I would now like to consider some important discussions of the notion of ditthi
found in the Nikayas. There are two discussions of the notion of difthi found in the
Samyutta-nikaya, the Ditthi-vagga (S 111 180-9) and the Ditthi-samyutta (S 111
201-24).

The Ditthi-vagga begins by explaining that based on the khandhas, and
depending on them (updadaya), pleasure and pain arise internally (S III 180—-1). As
the khandhas are impermanent, suffering and subject to change (anicca, dukkha,
viparinama), without attachment to them pleasure and pain will not arise internally
(S III 181). It is next explained that it is by the existence of the khandhas, and
depending on and adhering to them (upadaya, abhinivissa), that one regards things:
‘This is mine, this I am, this is my self” (S III 181). It is also by depending on and
adhering to the khandhas that the view: ‘That which is the self is the world; having
passed away, I shall be permanent, stable, eternal, not subject to change’,* and one
of the annihilationist-views (‘and it might not be for me’ no ca me siya, S 111 183),
‘wrong-view’ (the text simply states miccha-ditthi, S 111 184), sakkaya-ditthi (S
IIT 185), and ‘the view of self’ (attanu-ditthi, S 111 185), arise. All these arise
through depending on and adhering to the khandhas.

Without dependence and adherence these views would not arise.* It is by seeing
in this way, without attachment, that the ariya-savaka feels revulsion for the
khandhas. Feeling revulsion, there is indifference. Through indifference his mind
is liberated, and the bhikkhu knows it is liberated.® This revulsion, indifference
and liberation is explained throughout the Khandha-vagga as the result of seeing
the khandhas in the stated way.** As I explained at the end of Chapter 2, I take
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such statements as pointing to the ‘is’, ‘ought’ relationship in Buddhist thought.
This passage is similar to the attitude that I described in my discussion of the
Pathamanandikkhaya-sutta (S 1II 51). In that sutta, seeing the khandhas as
impermanent causes indifference and the destruction of delight and lust. It also
seems likely that in such passages we find the same way of thinking described by
the anuloma and patiloma cycles of dependent-origination. If things are seen as
they are, with right-view, there is a wholesome effect; if things are not seen as
they are, with wrong-view, there is an unwholesome effect.

The Ditthi-samyutta

A similar treatment is given to difthi in the Difthi-samyutta. Again, it is explained
that with the existence of the khandhas (and depending on and adhering to them),
each of the wrong-views arises.* The khandhas are impermanent, suffering and
subject to change. Without depending on them wrong-views do not arise.* In the
first part of the Ditthi-samyutta this is also explained of whatever is seen, heard,
sensed, cognized, attained, sought after and ranged over by the mind.*” All these
things are impermanent, suffering and subject to change. By not depending on
these things, none of the views could arise.*®

It is through abandoning doubt about the khandhas and what is seen and heard,
sensed, cognized, attained, sought after and ranged over by the mind that wrong-
view is abandoned. The Ditthi-samyutta then states the following:

When the noble disciple has abandoned doubt in these six cases,* and
when, further, he has abandoned doubt about suffering, the origin of
suffering, the cessation of suffering, and the way leading to the cessation
of suffering, he is then called a noble disciple who is a stream-attainer,
no longer bound to the nether world, fixed in destiny, with enlightenment
as his destination.

Wrong-view is abandoned with the abandoning of doubt. The khandhas and
dukkha are seen as they are. Later sections of the Ditthi-samyutta state that all
views arise in three ways. First, they arise when there is dukkha, by attachment to
dukkha, and by adhering to dukkha.”' Second, views arise by depending on what is
impermanent and suffering.’ Third, views arise when the khandhas are grasped.
It is explained that the khandhas should be seen with proper wisdom: ‘This is not
mine, this I am not, this is not my self’, and this stops views from arising. In this
way there is revulsion towards the khandhas, this causes indifference and liberation
of the mind (S III 223).

The Ditthi-vagga and Ditthi-samyutta have suggested that wrong-views are based
on the khandhas. It is by not depending upon the khandhas that the person is free
from views. Once again this is suggestive of an understanding of views as a type
of craving and attachment.
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Views in the Ditthi-katha

I would now like to move on to another discussion of miccha-ditthi. In the Ditthi-
katha of the Patisambhidamagga there is an extended treatment of ditthi. This
Patisambhidamagga discussion is, in many respects, a summary of views found in
earlier parts of the Nikayas. The Patisambhidamagga itself is a late canonical text
and can be regarded as a form of early Abhidhamma in style and content.

The Ditthi-katha asks six questions. I will analyse the first five. The sixth
question, relating to the escape from views, will be considered in the next chapter
on the function of right-view. The Ditthi-kathd begins by asking: ‘What is view?’
(ka ditthi ti, Patis I 135). The answer given is that ‘clinging by adherence is view’
(abhinivesa paramaso ditthi, Patis 1 135).

These two terms, abhinivesa and paramasa are found in other parts of the
Nikayas. In the Atthakavagga it is explained that ‘adherence to views is not easily
overcome. (One) has been grasped from among (many) doctrines, after
consideration. Therefore a man lays down or takes up a doctrine from among
these adherences (to views)’.>® There is a related group of terms, often used with
reference to the khandhas, describing what the Buddha has overcome. The Tathagata
is said to have abandoned ‘desire, lust, delight, craving, attachment, the mental
bases, adherences and underlying tendencies’ regarding each of the khandhas.>*
The Ditthi-vagga contains two ‘abhinivesa suttas’, the Pathama abhinivesa-sutta
and the Dutiya abhinivesa-sutta (S III 186—7). The term abhinivesa is also known
in the wider Indian context. For example, in the Yoga-siitra of Patafijali abhinivesa
is the fifth ‘defilement’ (klesa).>

The Patisambhidamagga explains exactly how there is clinging by adherence.
This entails clinging by adherence to 198 dhammas. These are dhammas taken
from a list of 201 dhammas in the opening section of the Patisambhidamagga
(Patis 5-8). These are the five khandhas, the six senses, the six kinds of sense
object, the six classes of consciousness, the six elements (dhatu), the 32 parts of
the body, the 12 spheres (ayatanas), the 18 elements (dhatus), the 19 faculties
(indriyas), the three realms, the nine kinds of existence, the four jhanas, the four
kinds of ceto-vimutti (metta, etc.) and the four formless attainments (i.e. the arijpa
Jjhanas).’® The three dhammas not included in the Difthi-katha are the three
knowledge indriyas: ‘I shall come to know the unknown faculty’
(anannataniiiassamitindriyam), the ‘final-knowledge faculty’ (afifiindriyam) and
the ‘final-knower faculty’ (afifiatavindriyam). This list is being used, as is often
the case with the five khandhas, to illustrate how the world is an object of
attachment.”” As I will suggest in a discussion of the Patthana in Chapter 5, even
Buddhist practice is a possible object of attachment. The jhanas and aripa jhanas
can be a cause of defilement. However, the paths and the fruits of the paths do not
cause craving. This is suggested in this passage by the omission from the list of
the three knowledge indriyas. The paths and the fruits of the path do not produce
craving and attachment, they do not cause wrong-views. The passage explains
how the 198 dhammas produce and give rise to wrong-views. The text states that
‘clinging by adherence to form thus: “This is mine, this I am, this is my self” is
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view’.”® It then goes through the other dhammas beginning with the remaining
four khandhas and finishing with the 12 links of dependent-origination.*® I take it
that the text is suggesting that the minds of those not on the Buddhist path become
attached to everything. Even those on the path may become attached to practice,
to calm and insight. The mind is prone to clinging, adhering and misinterpreting.

The second question that the text aims to answer is: ‘How many kinds of bases
for views are there?’ (kati ditthitthanani ti). It explains that there are ‘eight kinds
of bases for views’. These are the khandhas, ignorance, contact, apperception,
applied thought, inappropriate bringing to mind, a bad friend and the voice of
another.®” The text states how each of the eight bases is a basis for views. Each is
a cause (hetu) and condition (paccayo), for they are the origination for the arising
of views.

It is worth considering certain details of this list of bases for views. The text is
describing what exactly it is that views are based upon. It has already been suggested
that an explanation of the origination of views is that they are caused by clinging
and adherence to the khandhas. This is the first ‘basis for view’. Of the remaining
seven bases, ignorance, applied thought and inappropriate bringing to mind are
bases that most easily reflect the cognitive origination of miccha-ditthi. The
remaining bases: contact, apperception, a bad friend and the voice of another suggest
that as bases they are an object of attachment. It must also be remembered that in
the consideration of samma-ditthi we already met the Nikaya statement that there
are two causes® for the arising of wrong-view, the voice of another and inappropriate
bringing to mind.®* The Patisambhidamagga explains these as bases for views.

The third question that the text asks is: ‘How many kinds of obsession by views
are there?’ (kati ditthi-pariyutthananr ti). This is answered by stating that there
are 18:

Gone over to view (ditthi-gatam), the thicket of view (ditthi-gahanam),
and the wilderness of views (ditthi-kantaram), the contrariness of view
(ditthi-visukam), the tarmoil of view (ditthi-vipphandita), fetter of views
(ditthi-samyojanam), dart of views (ditthi-sallam), constraint of views
(ditthi-sambadho), impediment of views (ditthi-palibodho), binding of
views (ditthi-bandhanam), pitfall of views (ditthi-papato), underlying
tendency to views (ditthanusayo), burning (torment) of views (ditthi-
santapo), fever (anguish) of views (ditthi-parildho), knot of views (ditthi-
gantho), attachment to views (ditthupadanam), adherence to views
(ditthabhiniveso), clinging to views (ditthi-paramaso), all these are an
obsession with views.*

The first six of these terms (up to ‘fetter of views’, ditthi-samyojanam) have
already been met in the Dhammasangani. The Dhammasargani also effectively
cites the adherence to views (ditthabhinivesa) and clinging to views (ditthi-
paramasa). The remaining terms are added, though they only serve to enhance the
meaning of ditthi as a form of attachment.
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The fourth question that the text aims to answer is: ‘How many kinds of views
are there?’ (kati ditthi yo ti). The answer is that there are 16 kinds of view (solasa
ditthiyo), perhaps mirroring the 16 right-views from the Sammaditthi-sutta:

The gratification-view (assada-ditthi); views about self (attanuditthi);
wrong-view (miccha-ditthi); identity-view (sakkaya-ditthi); views of
eternity based on identity (sakkaya-vatthuka sassata-ditthi); views about
annihilation based on identity (sakkaya-vatthuka uccheda-ditthi); views
assuming finiteness (antaggahika ditthi); views about past finiteness
(pubbantanuditthi); views about future finiteness (aparantanuditthi);
views that fetter (samyojanika ditthi); views that shackle with the conceit
‘I’ (ahan ti manavinibandha ditthi); views that shackle with the conceit
‘mine’ (maman ti manavinibandha ditthi); views associated with self-
theories (attavada-patisamyutta ditthi); views associated with world-
theories (loka-vada-patisamyutta ditthi); views of being (bhava-ditthi);
views of non-being (vibhava-ditthi).**

The fifth question is: ‘How many kinds of adherence to views are there?” (kati-
ditthabhinivesati). The text goes through the 16 views, answering this question for
each view (Patis I 139-40). For the ‘gratification-view’ there is adherence in 35
aspects (akara); for the ‘views about self” in 20 aspects; ‘wrong-view’ in ten aspects;
‘identity-view’ in 20 aspects; ‘views of eternity based on identity’ in 15 aspects;
‘views about annihilation based on identity’ in five aspects; ‘views assuming
finiteness’ in 50 aspects; ‘views about past finiteness’ in 18 aspects; ‘views about
future finiteness’ in 44 aspects; ‘views that fetter’ in 18 aspects; ‘views that shackle
with the conceit “I”” in 18 aspects; ‘views that shackle with the conceit “mine™’ in
18 aspects; ‘views associated with self-theories’ in 20 aspects; ‘views associated
with world-theories’ in eight aspects; ‘views of being’ in one aspect; ‘views of
non-being’ in one aspect (Patis I 139—40).

The main part of the Ditthi-katha then explains the analysis of these categories
using the fifth as the starting point (how many kinds of adherence to each view there
are). There are differences in the wording of certain aspects of how the adherence
takes place. However, there is a pattern to how most of the views are evaluated. By
way of example, I will summarise this analysis for the first three views.

The first analysis is of how there is adherence through the gratification-view
(assada-dirthi) in 35 aspects.® Quoting a Samyutta-nikaya passage (S I1I 28), the
text states that any pleasure and joy that arise dependent on form are the gratification
in the case of form.% It is the clinging and adherence to this gratification that is
the wrong-view. The text then explains that ‘the view is one thing, the gratification
another and together they are called the gratification-view’.%” All 35 assada-ditthi
are formed in this way. The remaining 34 assada-ditthi are then explained. They
consist in adhering to the remaining four khandhas, the six types of internal sense-
base, the six external sense-bases, the six types of consciousness, the six kinds of
contact, and the six kinds of feeling (Patis I 141-3).
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Second, adherence through views about self (attanu-ditthi) in 20 aspects are
the 20 adherences (abhinivesa) to the khandhas that form sakkaya-ditthi. For each
view there is the ‘ground’ (vatthu), which is each of the khandhas. 1t is stated that
the view is one thing and the ground another and together they are the view about
self.®® Of course, the khandhas have been given as both the first five of the 201
dhammas which through clinging and adherence are taken as: “This is mine, this I
am, this is my self’, and as the first of the eight ‘bases for view’. It is explained
repeatedly that clinging by adherence is the view.® This, it will be remembered, is
the explanation of view. Thus clinging (paramasa) to each of the khandhas as
self, is adhering (abhinivesa) to them.

The third type of view, called simply miccha-ditthi, is the view of nihilism that
I discussed in Chapter 1 (natthika-ditthi, the view beginning: ‘Nothing is given,
nothing offered, nothing sacrificed’). This time the ten grounds are the ten clauses
of the view. Hence, ‘nothing given’ is the ground (natthi dinna anti vatthu) and
‘clinging by adhering which asserts’ is the view (evamvado micchabhinivesa-
paramaso ditthi). The view is one thing, the ground another, the view and the
ground together are the first wrong-view with a wrong ground.”

This is the general principle followed for each view. For each of the 16 views a
passage occurs which states that the wrong-view is called a ‘non-accomplishment
of view’ (ditthi-vipatti) which is ‘destructive’ (papika). The text next explains that
the view is one thing and greed another, together they are called ‘greed for views’.
The person who has this greed and holds the view is ‘inflamed by view’ and any
gift given to that person does not produce any effect because he has a ‘view that is
destructive’. The text then states the familiar Nikaya evaluation of miccha-ditthi,
that the person who holds wrong-view will be reborn in an unhappy state, and that
all his actions of ‘body, speech and mind’ (kaya-kamma, vaci-kamma, mano-
kamma, Patis I 140), done according to that view, will lead to suffering. The text is
clearly using a version of a passage found at A I 32, repeating the analogy from
the Anguttara passage of the bad or destructive seed and the bad or destructive
view.”

The Ditthi-katha is in many respects a summary of what we have found about
views in the Nikayas as a whole. I have pointed out that views are distinguished
from ignorance and that this is done to describe them as a form of craving and
attachment. The Ditthi-katha states this by explaining views as ‘clinging by
adherence’. Views are produced by adhering to 198 dhammas, which can be taken
as explaining the world. This illustrates what clinging by adherence is: attachment
to the world. The Ditthi-katha then states that there are eight bases for views. In a
sense, the 198 dhammas (the world) become an object of craving according to
these eight categories. These, in turn, give rise to obsessions by sixteen types of
view analysed according to various adherences. The point appears to be that the
mind becomes attached to the details of the world, makes assumptions and craves
various parts of it. Much of this analysis is not concerned with what the various
views assert, but with the influence that the view has on the actions of the person
who holds the view. The interest is not in metaphysics but in the consequences of
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views: ‘how will this way of thinking affect the way I act?’ This is similar to the
themes that I considered in relation to the ten wholesome courses of action in
Chapter 2: thought and action are reciprocal.

Views and craving in the Nettippakarana

I have so far argued that views and ignorance refer to different corruptions, and
that views are a form of craving. I would like to conclude this chapter by discussing
how this craving is described in the Nettippakarana.

The Nettippakarana quotes the Udana 81: ‘The supported is liable to
dislodgement; the unsupported is not liable to dislodgement’.” It uses this statement
to suggest how one should respond to the world. It first explains that there are two
kinds of support: there is ‘support by craving, and support by view’.” Any choice
(cetana) of one who is lusting (rattassa), is support by craving (tanha-nissayo),
and any choice by one who is ‘confused’ (miilhassa), is ‘support by views’ (ditthi-
nissayo). The text then states that the act of choice or volition (cetana) leads to
involvement, and this is a ‘formation’ (cetana pana samkhara). This is then used
to suggest that one who lusts or holds on to view is involved in the process of
dependent-origination. The text gives a version of dependent-origination based
upon volitional formations, i.e. with volitional formations as condition there is
consciousness, etc., sorrow, lamentation, despair and suffering.™ This negative
outcome of holding to views is familiar to us. The Nettippakarana explains that
both those who hold views and those who lust and crave are involved in the same
process, that of dependently-originated dhammas. Involvement with these dhammas
leads to dukkha.

The Nettippakarana next describes how there is escape from this cycle. When
there is no liability to dislodgement, there is tranquillity; when there is tranquillity,
there is no inclination (nati),” when there is no inclination, there is no coming and
going; when there is no coming and going, there is no decease and reappearance;
when there is no decease and reappearance, there is no here, beyond or in between,
and this is the end of suffering.” This is the escape from dukkha. The text explains
that the unsupported is not liable to dislodgement because it is ‘unsupported by
craving by virtue of calm’,”” and ‘unsupported by views by virtue of insight’.” It
states that: ‘insight is knowledge and with its arising there is the cessation of
ignorance’,” and so on through the cessation of the chain of dependent-origination.®

The unwholesome process begins with choice or volition (cetana), for both lust
and views: objects of the senses and cognition. This gives rise to volitional
formations (samkhara), and to dukkha. The wholesome process begins with a
turning away from objects of sense and cognition, through calm (samatha) and
insight (vipassana) which abandons ignorance and the chain of dependent-
origination leading to dukkha. The Nettippakarana is explaining in clear terms
that the holding of views is part of the very process of dukkha.

In Chapter 2 I considered a similar process in the form of the right-view of
Anathapindika. This view was the following:
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Whatever has become is put together, is thought out, is dependent on
something else, that is impermanent. What is impermanent, that is dukkha,
what is dukkha: ‘This is not mine, this I am not, this is not my self”.®!

It is the cessation of craving, essential for apprehending this process, which the
texts describe as samma-ditthi. The Nettippakarana makes this clear by suggesting
that the very holding of a view is a cetana and this is a samkhara. View is, as it
were, implicated in the whole process of dependent-origination. I would argue
that it is not just miccha-ditthi that is implicated, but samma-ditthi is also likely to
be a cetana and a samkhdra, and part of the process of dukkha. In the
Nettippakarana passage the text is, in one sense, making a distinction about the
nature of the view that ‘corrects’ miccha-ditthi which, in fact, corrects ditthi. It
corrects all views, in the sense that any view is an object of attachment. In the
language of the Nettippakarana, a view cannot be ‘liable to dislodgement’ (calitam
natthi). It is the view that is ‘not supported by views’ (ditthiya anissito) in virtue
of insight (vipassand-vasena). Right-view transcends all views.

In many respects this passage sheds some light on the opposition and no-views
understandings of views. It explains how it understands the attachments and
cravings of the mind and the calming and escape from them. The aim is to be
uninvolved and to find tranquillity. By calming the mind there is an escape from
views. Where there are no views there is ‘no here, beyond or in between’. This is
the wholesome course of action. Wrong-view is the opposite to this. It is involved,
it gives rise to volitional formations, consciousness, name and form, feelings,
craving, attachment and suffering. Wrong-view is always associated with greed. It
is implicated in the process of giving rise to unwholesome actions. As such, it
leads away from insight, from right-view.

I began this chapter by pointing out that there is both a corruption of views and
a corruption of ignorance. This clearly suggests that wrong-view and ignorance
are different. Views are a type of greed whereas ignorance is a form of delusion.
Views are wrong because they crave the world, ignorance is wrong because it sees
the world incorrectly. In discussing the Ditthi-vagga, Ditthi-samyutta and the Ditthi-
katha 1 have offered evidence for this understanding of the function of wrong-
view. The understanding of wrong-views as a form of craving is important for my
overall argument. It suggests that wrong-views see the world wrongly in the sense
of grasping it and that this conceals the true nature of the world. It is in this sense
that wrong-views do not ‘see things as they are’.
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4

THE WAY RIGHT-VIEW
FUNCTIONS

PART ONE: DIFFERENT LEVELS OF
RIGHT-VIEW

In Chapter 2 I considered the content of samma-ditthi, what the view proposed. In
this chapter I would like to explore in more detail the ways in which samma-ditthi
functions. The first half of this chapter will consider the notion of right-view
under three headings. First, the gaining of right-view can be understood as the
‘accomplishment in view’ (difthi-sampada). 1 considered this category briefly in
Chapter 1, when I contrasted it with ‘non-accomplishment in view’ (ditthi-vipatti).
I noted that accomplishment in view is often used to refer to the view of affirmation,
while non-accomplishment in view is often used to refer to the view of nihilism
(i.e. Dhs 233 §§ 1362, 1364). The second heading under which I will consider
right-view is ‘accomplished in view’ (ditthi-sampanna). This term is often used
to refer to the right-view achieved at stream-attainment, and the content of this
view is usually the seeing of dependent-origination. The term sampanna is the
past participle of sampada and denotes the process whereby, after gaining
accomplishment in view, the holder of the view becomes accomplished in view.
The third heading is ‘purification of view’ (difthi-visuddhi). The content of this
view is the knowing of ‘rise and fall’ (udayabbayam). The second half of this
chapter will use these categories to consider how a right-view, which holds that
actions have consequences, is developed into a knowledge of dependent-origination
and, in turn, into an insight into the rise and fall of all dhammas. How are we to
understand this process? What is the nature of samma-ditthi on the higher paths
(the paths of once-returner, never returner and Arahant) and how are we to
understand the deepening of insight on the higher paths after stream-attainment?

Accomplishment in view (ditthi-sampada)

The term accomplishment in view (ditthi-sampada) suggests the view that one
should strive to attain. The one who has accomplishment in view has the view that
our actions have consequences.
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In the Sangiti-sutta (D 11T 207-71), at D III 213, the statement is made that
there is ‘accomplishment in virtue and accomplishment in view’ (stla-sampada
ca ditthi-sampada ca, see also A 195). This is followed by the statement that there
is also ‘purification of virtue and purification of view’ (sila-visuddhi ca ditthi-
visuddhi). This implies that accomplishment in view is part of the process towards
achieving purification of view.

The term sampada also appears in set lists of accomplishments. In the Sargiti-
sutta again (also found at A IIT 147), five kinds of sampada are described; those of
relatives, wealth, health, virtue and view.! It is stated that beings do not arise in a
heavenly state because of the accomplishment in relatives, wealth or health, but
such states are achieved with the accomplishment in virtue and view (D III 235).
These five are contrasted to five kinds of ‘loss’ (vyasanani), of ‘relatives, wealth,
health, virtue and view’.? One does not arise in hell due to loss of relatives, wealth
or health, but due to loss in virtue and view (D III 235, A III 147).% A sutta at A T
269-70 gives three sampada, adding mind (citta) to virtue and view. The first
seven kusala-kammapatha are the explanation of accomplishment in virtue, the
eighth and ninth for accomplishment in mind, and the view of affirmation is the
explanation of accomplishment in view. It is stated that it is due to these three
accomplishments that beings are reborn in heaven.* These are contrasted to three
non-accomplishments (vipatti): ‘non-accomplishment in virtue’ (sila-vipatti), ‘non-
accomplishment in mind’ (citta-vipatti) and ‘non-accomplishment in view’ (ditthi-
vipatti). The first seven akusala-kammapatha are the explanation of non-
accomplishment in virtue, the eighth and ninth for non-accomplishment in mind,
and the view of nihilism is the explanation of non-accomplishment in view. It is
owing to these three non-accomplishments that beings are reborn in hell.’ In a
sutta at A T 270-1, accomplishments in action, livelihood and view,® and non-
accomplishments in action, livelihood and view are found.’

Accomplished in view (ditthi-sampanna)

The term accomplished in view (ditthi-sampanna) is used to describe the samma-
ditthi realised at stream-attainment. In the Ariguttara-nikaya it is explained that
whoever has come to the goal is accomplished in view.® Six things are abandoned
when one is accomplished in view. These are identity-view (sakkaya-ditthi), doubt
(vicikiccha), clinging to precepts and vows (silabbata-paramdasa), greed (raga),
hatred (dosa) and delusion (moha), A 111 438. In one passage already cited, the
term ditthi-sampanna is used for the one who sees the four truths which, as I have
shown, is one possible knowledge gained at the stage of stream-attainment
(sotapatti).” Elsewhere it is stated that there is great demerit (apuiiiia) for those
who insult the person who is accomplished in view (ditthi-sampannam puggalam,
A TIT 372). The one who is accomplished in view is further said to be free from the
‘bases of view’ (ditthi-tthanappahayinam, A 111 373), he is free from the causes of
view. All this indicates that the person who is accomplished in view has reached
the stage of stream-attainment.
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A passage that occurs a number of times in the Nikayas gives an insight into
the vision of the one who is accomplished in view. This passage gives nine things
that the one who is accomplished in view cannot do. It is impossible that one
accomplished in view should regard any volitional formation as permanent or
pleasurable or any dhamma as self,'” though it is possible that the ‘ordinary person’
(puthujjana) would." Tt is not possible that the person accomplished in view could
deprive his mother, father or an Arahant of life. It is not possible that he could,
with a mind of hate, shed the blood of a Tathagata, cause a schism in the order or
acknowledge another teacher."” Though again, it is possible that the ordinary person
would. At A TIT 438-9 a number of other things are added that the one accomplished
in view cannot do. The one accomplished in view cannot live without respect for
the Buddha, dhamma, sarigha or training. The one accomplished in view cannot
fall back on the 62 wrong-views."* The one accomplished in view cannot be one
who will produce the ‘eighth state of becoming’ (atthamam bhavam nibbattetum,
A TII 438). This is again informing us that the one accomplished in view is a
stream-attainer. The reference is to the one who has a maximum of seven more
rebirths and so cannot have an ‘eighth state of becoming’.

The Samyutta-nikaya (S 11 133-40) uses 11 analogies to illustrate the amount
of dukkha eliminated by the one accomplished in view. For example, the Buddha
is shown with a small piece of soil in his fingernail, comparing this to the Earth.
Then the analogy is made between this and the amount of dukkha destroyed by the
one accomplished in view, and the amount of dukkha remaining:

So too, bhikkhus, a noble disciple, a person accomplished in view who
has made the breakthrough, the dukkha that has been destroyed and
eliminated is more, while that which remains is trifling."

From these passages it is clear that to be accomplished in view is to see the
world in a way that is both radically different from the ordinary way of seeing and
that has great soteriological significance. What then does the one accomplished in
view see? What is the content and function of this view? In Chapter 2, I showed
that samma-ditthi consists primarily of two things: it is either seeing the four
truths or dependent-origination. It is the latter of these that appears to constitute
what the one accomplished in view sees.

The centrality of seeing the process of dependent-origination is clear from such
well-known statements as: “‘Whoever sees dependent-origination sees the dhamma;
whoever sees the dhamma sees dependent-origination’." It is the seeing of this,
the knowledge of this, that constitutes what is seen by one accomplished in view.
It is stated that one who has realised the fruit of stream-attainment (sotapatti-
phala-sacchi-kiriyaya) sees the cause and causal origination of dhammas.'® This
is seen by the stream-attainer who is accomplished in view.”” The Manorathapiirant
explains that the one accomplished in view is a stream-attainer.'”® The
Sammohavinodani describes one who is accomplished in view as an ariya-savaka,
a stream-attainer who has attained the view of the path."”
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At this point I would like to examine five passages that consider the vision of
the one who is accomplished in view. These passages explain the function of right-
view. In the Paccaya-sutta (S 11 42-3) at S 11 42, the Bhikkhu-sutta (S 11 43-5) at
S 11 45, the Nanavatthu-sutta (S 11 56-9) at S 11 58, the Pathama ariyasavaka-
sutta (S 11 77-9) at S 11 79 and the Dutiya ariyasavaka-sutta (S 11 79-80) at S 11
80, there is a recurring theme. These passages explain certain aspects of dependent-
origination, then state that the one who sees dependent-origination in this way is
accomplished in view.

In the Paccaya-sutta the usual sequence of dependent-origination is given, and
each item is explained. It is explained that, with the arising of avijja there is the
arising of the volitional formations, with the cessation of avijja there is the cessation
of the volitional formations etc. and that the way to their cessation is the ariyo-
atthangiko-maggo. It is then stated that:

When the noble disciple understands the condition, its origin, cessation
and the way to its cessation, he is then called a noble disciple who is
accomplished in view, accomplished in vision, who has arrived at this
true dhamma, who sees this true dhamma, who possesses a trainee’s
knowledge, a trainee’s true knowledge, who has entered on the stream of
the dhamma, a noble one with penetrative wisdom, one who stands
squarely before the door to the deathless.?

The Saratthappakasini explains that the phrase ‘understands the condition’
means that it is understood by way of the truth of suffering, ‘its origin’ by way of
the truth of origination.” To be accomplished in view is to be accomplished in the
view of the path.? This is clearly similar to the Sammaditthi-sutta’s description of
right-view which I considered in Chapter 2.

In the Bhikkhu-sutta a similar analysis of knowing each of the factors of
dependent-origination, their origin, cessation and the way to their cessation is
found. This analysis excludes avijja. This is probably because if the bhikkhu saw
the origin and cessation of avijja he would have reached the goal.* When the
bhikkhu understands each item in this way ‘he is then called a noble disciple who
is accomplished in view, accomplished in vision, etc.”** In the Nanavatthu-sutta it
is stated that there are 44 cases of knowledge. These consist in knowing each of
the items of dependent-origination (again excluding avijja), their arising, cessation
and the way to their cessation. This is called ‘knowledge of the dhamma’ (dhamma-
fiana, S 11 58). The Saratthappakasini interprets dhamma-fiana as ‘knowledge of
the four truths’ (catu-sacca-dhamma) or ‘path knowledge’ (magga-riana-
dhamma).” The term ‘knowledge of the dhamma’ explains samma-ditthi as
knowledge of the arising, cessation and the way to cessation of the factors of
dependent-origination.

With the cleansing and purifying of two types of knowledge, ‘knowledge of the
dhamma’ and ‘knowledge of succession’(anvaye fiana), one is described as
‘accomplished in view’.”® This is described in the following way: the knowledge
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of the dhamma when applied to the past and the future, by means of knowing that
those ascetics and brahmins who knew ageing and death, its origin, cessation and
the way to its cessation, knew ageing and death in the same way, is called ‘knowledge
of succession’ (anvaye fiana).”’

The Pathama-ariyasavaka-sutta states that the ariya-savaka knows that ‘when
this exists, that comes to be’, when there is ignorance, the other factors of dependent-
origination come to be, and this is the arising of the world (S II 78).?® The ariya
savaka also knows that with the cessation of ignorance there is the cessation of
the other factors of dependent-origination and this is the cessation of the world (S
1178). The bhikkhu who understands, as it really is, the origin and passing away of
the world is described as ‘accomplished in view’.?

It is clear from these five sutfas that the person who is accomplished in view
understands in some detail dependent-origination. This is the view of those who
enter the Buddhist path. This view is the realisation that ‘all that is subject to
arising is subject to cessation’,* and it is the vision of this process that is described
as the purification of view.

Purification of view (ditthi-visuddhi)

The term ‘purification’ (visuddhi) is important in Buddhist thought in explaining
certain factors of the path that should be cultivated. As noted, in the Nikayas we
find the statement that there is ‘purification of virtue and purification of view’.”!
There is also ‘purification of view and effort to attain it’.*> A set of seven factors is
found in the Rathavinita-sutta (M 1 145-51). These are ‘purification of virtue’
(stla-visuddhi); ‘purification of mind’ (citta-visuddhi); ‘purification of view’
(ditthi-visuddhi); ‘purification by overcoming doubt’ (kankha-vitarana-visuddhi);
‘purification by knowledge and vision of what is the path and what is not the path’
(maggamagga-riana-dassana-visuddhi); ‘purification by knowledge and vision of
the way’ (patipada-iiana-dassana-visuddhi) and ‘purification by knowledge and
vision’ (fiana-dassana-visuddhi, M 1 147). These seven factors are used to explain
the means towards the goal of nibbana. They are not the goal, but the goal cannot
be attained without them (M I 148). These factors form the framework for the
Visuddhimagga.

At D III 288 a set of nine factors are found. It is stated that ‘nine factors are to
be developed’.** These are the ‘nine factors of the effort for perfect purification’.
The ‘factor of effort for purification of wisdom’ (parifid-visuddhi), and the ‘factor
of effort for purification of release’ (vimutti-visuddhi) are added to the seven factors
found in the Rathavinita-sutta.® 1 think that these factors can be used as a summary
of the unfolding of the path as it is described by the Nikayas. By purifying the way
one acts (sila-visuddhi), one calms the mind (citta-visuddhi). With the mind calmed,
a glimpse of the true nature of reality is realised (ditthi-visuddhi), which causes
the overcoming of doubt (karnkha-vitarana-visuddhi). One now knows what is and
is not the path (maggamagga-riana-dassana-visuddhi), has knowledge and vision
of the way (patipada-iiana-dassana-visuddhi), and knowledge and vision are
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purified (iana-dassana-visuddhi). In the ninefold structure, wisdom is purified
(panifia-visuddhi) and the context of that wisdom, the effort to achieve release, is
purified (vimutti-visuddhi). What I find of interest in these factors is the way in
which, as a whole, the seeing of the way things are, the cognitive side of the path,
is taken together with the pragmatic character of the path, culminating in, on the
one hand, purification of pa7ifia and on the other, purification of vimutti. For this
path structure to make sense, craving and ignorance require calm and insight to
reach the goal of release from dukkha. Purification of view is realised in a state of
calm and part of its function is to overcome doubt.

To clarity exactly what ditthi-visuddhi sees, what the content of the view is, it
is helpful to look at sources other than the Sutta-pitaka. The Patisambhidamagga
explains purification of view as seeing: ‘through its meaning of seeing, purification
of view is to be directly known’.*® As I have already explained in Chapter 2, the
Dhammasarigani holds that purification of view is the equivalent of paiiiia.”’ It also
explains ditthi-visuddhi as ‘knowledge that kamma is one’s own’ (kammassakata-
fiana),”® ‘knowledge in conformity with the truths’ (saccanulomika-iiana), ‘the
knowledge of one who holds the path’ (maggasamarngissa-iiana) and ‘the
knowledge of one who holds the fruit of the path’ (phalasamargissa-iiana, Dhs
233 § 1366).

Buddhaghosa explains that ‘seeing’ (dassana) that is capable of reaching
nibbana is termed purification of view (ditthi-visuddhi, As 54). Elsewhere he
explains ditthi-visuddhi as ‘the correct seeing of name and form’.* It is stated that
not positing a being or person onto the khandhas, as the assumption of ‘I” or ‘I
am’, is correct vision (yathabhiita-dassana, Vism XVIII 28). This is ‘purification
of view’ (ditthi-visuddhi). The role of ditthi-visuddhi in the Visuddhimagga is to
explain what name and form are, and then to become ‘established on the plane of
non-confusion by overcoming the apperception of being’.* It is then similar to
two views, which we have met already, vipassana-samma-ditthi and magga-samma-
ditthi. The first investigates and examines, the second establishes that knowledge
on the path. Buddhaghosa states that it is by ‘seeing passing away and reappearance’
(cutiapapata-dassana) that ‘purification of view is caused”.* By seeing in such a
way, ditthi-visuddhi serves to avoid the annihilationist-view (uccheda-ditthi) and
‘the view that a new being appears’.*> The knowledge of the passing away and
reappearance of beings (sattanam cutipapataiiandya) is the second knowledge
gained by the Buddha. Buddhaghosa is, in fact, commenting on one such passage
from the Samaiifiaphala-sutta.* In the second watch of the night on his attainment
of nibbana the Buddha is said to have gained knowledge of how beings pass away
and reappear according to their actions (e.g. M I 22-3, 248). This entails seeing
how beings fare according to their actions of body, speech and mind.

In a sense the picture that we get from examining the cultivation of views is
one in which there is a gradual refinement of the processes seen by the view.
The content of the view moves from a proposition to an insight. Purification of
view is clearly a form of parifia, not a correction of wrong-view. As I have been
suggesting, right-view is not the opposite of wrong-view, but a completely

97



THE WAY RIGHT-VIEW FUNCTIONS

different order of seeing and it is passages suggestive of this that I would now
like to consider.

Abandoning by substitution of opposites (tadarigappahana)

I would like at this point to explain the function of right-view as part of the path
by discussing briefly the process by which samma-ditthi dispels ignorance. There
is a discussion in the Visuddhimagga of this process. It is termed ‘abandoning by
substitution of opposites’ (tadarigappahana),* and is described in the following
terms:

(1) The abandoning of the identity-view [is achieved] through the means
of delimitation of name and form; (2) The abandoning of both akiriya-
ditthi and ahetu-ditthi and of the stain of doubt through the means of
discerning conditions; (3) The abandoning of apprehension of conglom-
eration as ‘I’ and ‘mine’ through the means of comprehension by groups;
(4) The abandoning of perception of the path in what is not the path
through the means of definition of what is the path and what is not the
path; (5) The abandoning of uccheda-ditthi through the means of seeing
rise and fall; (6) The abandoning of the perception of non-terror in what
is terror through the means of appearance as terror; (7) The abandoning
of the perception of enjoyment through the means of seeing danger; (8)
The abandoning of the perception of delight through the means of
contemplation of dispassion; (9) The abandoning of lack of desire for
deliverance through the means of desire for deliverance; (10) The
abandoning of non-reflection through the means of reflection; (11) The
abandoning of not looking on equably through the means of equanimity;
(12) The abandoning of apprehension contrary to truth through the means
of conformity.*

Certain views are clearly abandoned (pahana) in this process, not replaced or
corrected. The passage describes how certain views are abandoned: the view of
self is abandoned by seeing name and form. This, as was noted, is the usual
explanation of purification of view (ditthi-visuddhi). The wrong-views of akiriya
and ahetu-ditthi are abandoned by ‘discerning conditions’. The annihilationist-
view (uccheda-ditthi) is abandoned ‘through the means of seeing rise and fall’.

The abandoning by substitution of opposites is also given with reference to the
eighteen principal insights (attharasa mahavipassana):

(1) The abandoning of the perception of permanence [is achieved]
through the means of the contemplation of impermanence; (2) of the
perception of pleasure through the means of the contemplation of pain;
(3) of the perception of self through the contemplation of not-self; (4)
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of delight through the contemplation of dispassion; (5) of greed through
the means of contemplation of fading away; (6) of originating through
the means of the contemplation of cessation; (7) of grasping through
the means of the contemplation of relinquishment; (8) of perception of
compactness through the means of contemplation of destruction; (9) of
accumulation through the contemplation of fall; (10) of the perception
of lastingness through the means of contemplation of change; (11) of
sign through the contemplation of the signless; (12) of desire through
the means of contemplation of the desireless; (13) of adhering through
the means of the contemplation of emptiness; (14) of adhering due to
grasping at a core through the means of insight into states that is higher
understanding; (15) of adhering due to confusion through the means of
correct knowledge and vision; (16) of adhering due to reliance [on
volitional formations] through the means of the contemplation of danger;
(17) of non-reflection through the means of the contemplation of
reflection; (18) of adhering due to bondage through the means of
contemplation of turning away.*

Here again certain right or wholesome insights (the content of the purification
of view) that abandon wrong or unwholesome insights are found. The first of the
18 insights states straightforwardly that permanence is abandoned by seeing
impermanence. We find the statement that ‘the perception of self [is abandoned]
through the contemplation of not-self’. I think that the proper understanding of
this statement is gained if we take it along with the statement at (13) that ‘adhering
[is abandoned] through the means of the contemplation of emptiness’. This is
clearly a reference to one of the ‘three gateways to liberation’ (t7hi
vimokkhamukheht;, see Nett 123), namely the emptiness gateway to liberation
(sufifiata vimokkhamukham).*’ The view of self in whatever form is a form of
grasping and adherence. So, the ‘contemplation of not-self” is to have an insight
into the cessation of craving. It is the realisation and understanding of craving.
The achievement of right-view is to behave in a way that reflects this knowledge.
Just as ‘adhering’ is abandoned through the ‘contemplation of emptiness’, so the
‘perception of self’ is abandoned through the ‘contemplation of not-self’. This is
not a case of one view being abandoned and another adopted, but is an example of
the transcendence of all views. In Chapter 3 I discussed such explanations of wrong-
view from the Ditthi-katha of the Patisambhidamagga that described views as
‘clinging by adherence’ (abhinivesa-paramasa, Patis 1 135). The term ditthi-
visuddhi means the opposite of clinging and adherence. Purification of view is
non-clinging and non-adherence. As the final insight states, ‘adhering due to
bondage [is abandoned] through the means of the contemplation of turning away’.
Buddhaghosa explains that as a drop of water falls from a lotus leaf, so the mind
retreats from volitional formations (Vism XXII 121). With the achievement of
right-view, the mind retreats from all views.
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Right-view as knowledge of knowing rise and fall
(udayabbaya)

The passage to which I now turn brings together and summarises many of the
ideas I have examined in the first half of this book. The Nettippakarana (Nett 85)
discusses a passage found in the Udana (Ud 38). The passage describes how ‘one
travels on in Mara’s power when one has an unguarded mind that is encumbered
by miccha-ditthi, and oppressed by lethargy and drowsiness’.* The Nettippakarana
comments that one is called encumbered by miccha-ditthi when one sees
permanence in the impermanent and this is called a perversion.* This view causes
perversion in the ‘four grounds of self-hood’ (catusu-attabhava-vatthiisu), by seeing
according to the 20 views of sakkaya-ditthi.

The parallel verse at Udana 38 explains simply that ‘samma-ditthi comes first
through knowing rise and fall’ (udayabbaya).”® Elsewhere, it is said that giving
right-view first place is the footing for insight,”' and knowing rise and fall is the
footing for the plane of seeing,’ presumably the path of stream-attainment.>® This
right-view is also said to be insight, and knowing rise and fall to be the diagnosis
of suffering.”* This knowledge is explained as ‘the weapon of wisdom, the sword
of wisdom, the jewel of wisdom, the illumination of wisdom, the goad of wisdom,
and the palace of wisdom’.* This is then described as:

knowledge about suffering, its arising, cessation, and the way leading to
its cessation, knowledge about the way, knowledge about the path,
knowledge about a cause, knowledge about causally-arisen dhammas,
knowledge about a condition, knowledge about conditionally arisen
dhammas.*®

Knowing rise and fall is then explained in the following terms: ‘knowing rise is
to know that with ignorance as condition, there are volitional formations, etc. by
knowing fall one knows that with the cessation of ignorance there is the cessation
of volitional formations.””” Essentially, purification of view is the seeing of the
rise and fall of all dhammas. To know the rise and fall of dhammas constitutes
progress upon the Buddhist path.

PART TWO: THE FUNCTION OF RIGHT-VIEW
ON THE HIGHER PATHS

In the second half of this chapter I would like to consider the nature and function
of this view that knows, essentially, the rise and fall of dhammas. I have suggested
that one accomplished in view (ditthi-sampanna) is a stream-attainer who has
view of the path (magga-ditthi) and sees dependent-origination. This insight is
developed into purification of view (ditthi-visuddhi), by affecting action and being
affected by action. The Kosambri-sutta (S 11 115-18)%® addresses issues arising
from this understanding which I will explore in greater detail along with
Buddhaghosa’s understanding of it. This is the function and role of right-view on
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the higher paths. If right-view has abandoned wrong-view, what function does
right-view have after stream-attainment? If the holder of right-view has knowledge
of the four truths and dependent-origination, is not the notion of right-view
somewhat redundant after knowledge of these processes has been realised? The
answers to these questions are important to this book. The function of right-view
on the higher paths suggests important characteristics about the notion of ditthi in
general. It is not simply a knowledge gained, but an insight into the nature of the
world which continues to have an effect on actions of body, speech and mind after
the realisation of stream-attainment.

In this sutta we find Savittha asking Musila if ‘apart from faith, approval, oral
tradition, reasoned cogitation, or acceptance of a view as a result of reflection, he
has personal knowledge that with birth as condition, ageing and death come to
be’.® Musila replies that ‘he knows and sees this, with birth as condition, ageing
and death come to be’.* In a similar fashion Savittha asks Musila if, apart from
the five factors, he has personal knowledge that ‘with existence as condition, birth
comes to be’, ‘with attachment as condition, there is existence’, ‘with craving as
condition, there is attachment’, ‘with feeling as condition, there is craving’, ‘with
contact as condition, there is feeling’, ‘with the six senses as condition, there is
contact’, ‘with name and form as condition, there are the six senses’, ‘with
consciousness as condition, there is name and form’, ‘with volitional formations
as condition, there is consciousness’, and ‘with ignorance as condition, there are
the volitional formations’.

To all these questions Musila answers that he knows and sees these things.
Savittha then asks Musila if he knows that ‘with the cessation of birth comes the
cessation of ageing and death’, ‘with the cessation of existence there is the cessation
of birth” and so on through the cessation of the remaining factors.®" Again Musila
replies that he knows and sees the cessation of all these factors. Savittha then asks
Musila one final question. Apart from the five factors, the five means of knowledge,
does Musila have personal knowledge that nibbdna is the cessation of existence?%*
Musila replies that ‘he knows and sees this, nibbana is the cessation of existence’.®
The Saratthappakasint interprets this statement as meaning that the cessation of
the five khandhas is nibbana.* Savittha then declares that ‘Musila is an Arahant
whose asavas are destroyed’.® Musila does not answer and remains silent. The
Saratthappakasint interprets Musila’s silence as signifying that he is a khindasava,
an Arahant.®

At this point Narada, who is also present, asks Savittha to question him in the
same way. The same questions are asked and the same replies given. This concludes
with Savittha declaring, as he had done to Musila, that ‘Narada is an Arahant
whose dsavas are destroyed’.”” Narada however does not remain silent. He declares
that ‘though he has seen as it really is with correct wisdom that nibbana is the
cessation of existence, he is not an Arahant whose dasavas are destroyed’.®

In the Kosambi-sutta we have an example of the difference between samma-
ditthi and its cultivation into liberating pasiia. This reflects, in part, the difference
between being ‘accomplished in view’ and having ‘purification of view’. Both
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Musila and Narada have knowledge of the same process, of the arising and cessation
of dukkha, in the form of an understanding of dependent-origination. At some
point the ‘knowledge of the dhamma’ (dhamma-fiana) is transformed into
liberation. Musila is an Arahant, Narada is not, though they have knowledge of the
same thing. They both have an understanding of dependent-origination. How can
the knowledge that ‘nibbana is the cessation of existence’, which encapsulates the
teaching of dependent-origination, be transformed into liberating paiiria? In the
sutta Narada explains his statement that he has seen with correct wisdom that
‘nibbana is the cessation of existence’ though ‘he is not an Arahant whose asavas
are destroyed’ by way of an analogy. Suppose, along a desert road, there is a well,
but there is neither a rope nor bucket. A person, thirsty and tired, could look into
the well, see the water, and have knowledge that ‘there is water’, but not be able to
touch it physically.® In the same way Narada has seen, as it really is, that ‘nibbana
is the cessation of existence’, but he is not an Arahant with a@savas destroyed.

This is reminiscent of the Khemaka-sutta of the Khandha-samyutta (SIIT 126—
32). In that sutta Khemaka has the knowledge that ‘in the apadanakkhandhas, 1
do not regard anything as self or belonging to self’.”” However, Khemaka is not an
Arahant because the conceit ‘I am’ has not vanished in relation to the khandhas
subject to attachment,” even though he does not regard the khandhas subject to
attachment as, ‘this, I am’.”> Khemaka still has ‘the residual conceit “I am”, a
desire “T am”, an underlying tendency “IT am’”.” In order to rid the mind of these
conceits, the bhikkhu ‘dwells contemplating the rise and fall of the five khandhas
subject to attachment’.™ Contemplating in this way, contemplating the rise and
fall of the khandhas, the conceit, desire and the underlying tendency ‘I am’ are
abandoned.” Khemaka sees things with right-view, he sees the rise and fall of
things. It may be instructive to note that, in developed Abhidhamma, conceit and
view cannot occur in the same type of consciousness. This suggests that they are
either completely incompatible, or that the two terms refer to the same processes.
If the latter option is true, as I think it is, then we may imagine that right-view, as
the contemplation of rise and fall, continues the process of cleansing body, speech
and (primarily) mind, in the higher stages of the path. Wrong-view, on the higher
stages of the path, is a subtle conceit of selfhood. Right-view is a contemplation
which rids the mind of this conceit. I will produce some evidence from
Buddhaghosa on this subject later in this chapter that suggests how the developed
Theravada tradition understood the gaining of knowledge in such a way. Both the
Kosambri-sutta and the Khemaka-sutta suggest a similar role for samma-ditthi on
the higher paths.

The Kosambi-sutta clearly explains that the content of samma-ditthi is
dependent-origination, that there can be an initial knowledge of this process, and
that it is possible to cultivate and enhance this knowledge. This is the operation of
right-view, which first understands dependent-origination (rise and fall), and is a
vision of the path, the way to the cessation of all dukkha.
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The view that is noble and emancipating (ditthi ariya
niyyanika)

How does this attitude free from craving and attachment differ from that of holding
no-views? How does the person who has achieved right-view act? As I said in the
Introduction, the no-views understanding is thought to be most prominent in the
Atthakavagga. But I would suggest that the Afthakavagga does not teach the giving
up of all views, but the giving up of all attachment to views, and that this is the
same as the description of views found in the four primary Nikayas. The Nikayas,
I am arguing, teach that the follower of the Buddha should neither adopt right-
view in opposition to wrong-view, nor abandon all views, but that the very
realisation of right-view signifies the transcendence of all views. In other words,
I would suggest that the attitude free from craving and attachment is right-view. |
would like to consider one specific context from the Nikayas in which such an
understanding is suggested, which describes how the person who has achieved
right-view acts, before returning to how these pure views are cultivated and what
role they have on the higher stages of the Buddhist path.

There is a type of samma-ditthi found a number of times in the Nikayas. This
view is termed ‘the view that is noble and emancipating’ (ditthi ariya niyyanika).
The Papaiicasiidant explains this view as ‘a right-view connected with the way’
(magga-sampayutta samma-ditthi) or ‘right-view of the stage of sotapatti magga’
(sotapatti-magga-ditthi, Ps 1 401).

The suttas describe other things as ‘noble and emancipating’. In the
Mahasthanada-sutta (M 168-83) at M 1 81 a type of wisdom is described as noble
and emancipating that leads one who practises it to the complete destruction of
suffering.” In the Mahasunniata-sutta (M 111 109-18) at M III 114 thoughts of
renunciation, non-ill will and non-cruelty” are described as ‘noble and eman-
cipating and lead one who practises in accordance with them to the complete
destruction of suffering’.” At S V 82 the ‘seven limbs of wisdom’, if cultivated,
are described in similar terms.” At S V 166, the ‘four foundations of mindfulness’,
and at S V 255 the ‘four bases of psychic power’ are described in a similar fashion.*
In the Dvayatanupassana-sutta (Sn 724—65) of the Sutta-nipata, the dhamma is
described as wholesome, noble, emancipating and leading to full enlightenment.®!

I would like to concentrate on the Kosambiya-sutta (M 1 320-5),%2 which is
important in describing the nature of the right-view of the path. I have already
considered in some detail the content of various views. In outlining the views
found in the Sammaditthi-sutta I explained that these views are classified elsewhere
in the Nikayas as the right-view which is noble (samma-ditthi ariya), corruptionless
(andsava), supramundane (lokuttara), and a factor of the path (maggarga). It is
the function of such a view which I would now like to explore.

The sutta finds the Buddha informing a group of bhikkhus that there are ‘six
memorable qualities that create love and respect and conduce to helpfulness, to
non-dispute, to concord and to unity’.®® The first three are to maintain bodily,
verbal and mental acts of loving-kindness towards one’s fellow companions in the
holy life.?* The fourth is to share any gain (labha) of a kind that accords with the
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dhamma, for example, the contents of one’s alms bowl. The fifth is to dwell in
those virtues (sild) in common with one’s companions in the holy life (sila-
samarnfiagato) that, among other things, are conducive to concentration (samdadhi,
M I 322). For the sixth quality it is said that:

A bhikkhu dwells both in public and in private possessing in common
with his companions in the holy life that view that is noble and
emancipating, and leads one who practises in accordance with it to the
complete destruction of suffering.®

The highest of the six, the sufta continues, is the view that is noble and
emancipating (ditthi ariya niyyanika, M 1 322-3). The remainder of the sutta
explains exactly how this view leads to the complete destruction of suffering. The
explanation takes the form of detailing seven knowledges (7iana) that are noble
and supramundane (ariya, lokuttara, M 1 323), and which the holder of the view
attains.

The first of the six is the knowledge of there being no obsession (pariyuttha, M
1323) that will so obsess the mind (pariyutthita-citto), that it will ‘stop the view-
holder from knowing or seeing things as they are’.®® Eight things are then given
that may obsess the mind and stop the bhikkhu from knowing and seeing things as
they are: to be obsessed by sensual lust, ill-will, sloth and torpor, restlessness and
remorse, doubt, speculation about this world or the other world, or quarrels and
disputes. With his mind obsessed he will not know and see things as they are.
With the mind calm it can be awakened to the truths.”’

The second knowledge is the understanding that the development and cultivation
of the noble-view conduces to stillness and serenity.®® Right-view is the embodiment
of serenity. The third knowledge is to understand that this view is unique to the
Buddha’s followers and that no other recluses or brahmins possess such a view.%
The fourth knowledge entails confessing to a teacher or fellow bhikkhus any offence
that may have been committed. When he realises that he would do so, and confesses
any offence, he understands that he has the character of one who is ‘accomplished
in view’.” The fifth knowledge is of a similar nature, this time, however, the
explanation of the one who possesses the ditthi ariya niyyanika is that, though
engaged in matters of the monastic community, the holder of the view is also
engaged in training in ‘higher virtue, higher mind, higher wisdom’,”" and he
understands that he has the character of one accomplished in view. The sixth
knowledge is possessing the strength of a holder of right-view. This is to engage
and to listen attentively to the dhamma when the Tathdgata is teaching it. When
he understands in this way he knows he has the strength of a person who is
accomplished in view.”? The seventh knowledge is to gain inspiration and gladness
when the dhamma is being taught. When he understands in this way he again
knows that he has the strength of one who is accomplished in view.” The sutta
concludes by saying that, ‘with the possession of these seven factors, the view-

holder possesses the fruit of stream-attainment’.**
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All this reveals something definite about right-view: that there is nothing
incongruous about the achievement of this view and the, so-called, practising of
no-views found in the Afthakavagga. As 1 have explained, the achievement of
right-view entails an insight into the rise and fall of things, and in order to achieve
this insight, action and thought are reciprocal. Right-view cannot be achieved
without acting in accordance with it. Put another way, right-view is a statement of
fact and value: apprehending things in a certain way is transformative. When we
are aware of the nature of right-view, then a text such as the Afthakavagga may be
understood as describing the same thing as other passages in the Nikayas: do not
be attached to any view. The Kosambiya-sutta explains the gaining of knowledge
in the setting of calm and serenity, away from disputes, and seems to suggest that
this is somehow essential for seeing things as they are.

The function of right-view on the higher paths in the
Atthasalint

I would now like to move on to how the developed Buddhist tradition understood
the function of right-view. I have already suggested that in the Nikayas there was
some debate as to the cultivation of knowledge between the stage of stream-
attainment and the realisation of the Arahant. At stream-attainment dependent-
origination is seen. This does not constitute Arahantship. To be accomplished in
view is, in a sense, to be free from views. The ariya-savaka has seen arising and
cessation, but this ‘noble view’ can be cultivated into a salvific contemplation of
the rise and fall of all dhammas.

Buddhaghosa has addressed the role and function of right-view on the three
higher paths. Buddhaghosa explains that at stream-attainment, one sees the four
truths and these are also seen on the three higher paths. So the three higher paths
do not see anything different than has been seen by the first path.”> For the
Theravadins, in the three higher paths, one puts away the ‘defilements’ (kilesa)
not yet put away, but the truths seen remain the same.*® If, at stream-attainment,
right-view, by seeing the four truths, abandons wrong-view, and if nothing new is
seen on the three higher paths, is then right-view redundant after stream-attainment?

Buddhaghosa argues that samma-ditthi does have a function in the three higher
paths. (As 240). He first argues that right-view is not merely a name without a
function after stream-attainment. He explains that there is a certain ‘conceit’ (mana)
to be abandoned by the three higher paths,” that this conceit is ‘based in view’*®
and ‘right-view abandons that conceit’.” This recalls the Khemaka-sutta (S 111
126-32) which I cited above, and which Buddhaghosa may have in mind.
Buddhaghosa argues that, just as, at the point of stream-attainment, right-view
abandons wrong-view so, in the three higher paths, right-view abandons conceit.
He appears to understand miccha-ditthi itself as a type of conceit, a form of
attachment. As I have said, conceit is perhaps the equivalent of view on the higher
paths. Buddhaghosa’s arguments are clear if we understand miccha-ditthi as wrong
primarily because it is a form of attachment. Right-view, being a different order of
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seeing, can still have a function if it is understood as a detached way of seeing. In
this way samma-ditthi has a clear function on the three higher paths by abandoning
other types of conceit.

It must also be remembered that supramundane right-view (lokuttara-samma-
ditthi) is considered to be a type of wisdom. The Sammohavinodani states that
each path factor has three functions. For samma-ditthi these are described as:
first, the abandoning of miccha-ditthi and any other defilements associated with
wrong-view;'? second, right-view makes cessation its object; third, it sees
associated states as ‘non-delusion by destroying the delusion that conceals them’
(Vibh-a 114). The Sammohavinodant goes on to explain that right-view ‘as to
function [...] has four names beginning with “knowledge regarding suffering
(dukkhe fiana)”’ and this is the taking of the four truths as a meditation subject
(Vibh-a 116). Finally, it is explained that ‘in the supramundane path, it is the eye
of understanding in the noble one who proceeds by penetration of the four truths,
that has nibbana as its object and destroys the inherent tendency to avijja, which
is samma-ditthi.” (Vibh-a 121). This is how samma-ditthi is understood in the
developed tradition.

The question of the role of samma-ditthi in the three higher paths has been
raised in modern scholarship by Padmanabh S. Jaini. He argues that the Vaibhasika
system breaks down cognition into inaccurate, accurate and free of judgement, i.e.
beyond all views. The Theravadins, however, only understand cognition as
inaccurate and accurate.' In other words, the highest paifia for the Vaibhasika is
free from all views, but for the Theravadins it is not. Jaini argues that the degree of
understanding gained does not differ between stream-attainment and Arahantship
for the Theravadins, but the distinction between the two stages of the path is one
of ‘defilements overcome’.'”” Clearly, if Jaini’s characterisation of the Theravada
is correct, then important aspects of my book would need re-assessing. However,
I do not think that he does justice to the Theravada.

Jaini suggests that ‘[T]he Theravadins offered a rather unconvincing explanation
[...] thereby giving samyakdrsti “something to do” on the path from stream-
attainment to arahat.”'® Though he is clearly aware that, for the Theravadins, all
(wrong-)views are destroyed by the path of stream-attainment,'™ and that samma-
ditthi is equated with paiifia,'” he does not draw the conclusion that samma-ditthi
is a type of wisdom devoid of all attachment (anupdadana). If this conclusion is
made then we no longer need to place the term ‘wrong’ in brackets, i.e. when
stating that all (wrong-)views are destroyed by the path of stream-attainment. By
definition, all views are destroyed by stream-attainment. Buddhaghosa has explained
that there is still a certain conceit to be abandoned by right-view in the three
higher paths. In the developed Abhidhamma, as I have already indicated, ditthi
and mana are mutually exclusive. This suggests that right-view has ‘something to
do’ and that conceit, being the equivalent of view in the higher paths, is the natural
target of right-view in the higher paths. Second, samma-ditthi is perhaps the
equivalent to the Vaibhasika notion of a type of prajiia devoid of all judgement
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(santirikaprajiia).'"® To say that one is not attached to an act of cognition is to say,
I think, that one makes no judgements concerning that act of cognition. Right-
view for the Theravadins is knowledge of rise and fall (samma-ditthi-purekkharo
Aatvana udayabbayam, Nett 47). This is not a ditthi at all. ‘Supramundane right-
view’ (lokuttara-samma-ditthi) cannot be a view, whether wrong or right. I am, of
course, explaining terms here in a certain way. I am attempting to describe these
terms in order to clarify what I think the Theravada tradition suggests about the
gaining of knowledge on the higher paths. I am doing this in order to counter
Jaini’s tendency to explain the Theravada tradition in terms of Vaibhasika
categories. For example, he notes that the Theravada Abhidhamma was primarily
concerned with wrong-view.'”” Having noted this, he then states that for the
Theravada tradition ‘samyakdrsti [...] seems to be understood as the absence of
inaccurate views but not all views’.'® This, as I have suggested, is somewhat
misleading. The ‘view that is noble and emancipating’ is one which ‘conduces to
stillness and serenity’ (M 1323). That the Theravada Abhidhamma was primarily
concerned with wrong-views suggests that they were interested in explaining all
cognitive attachments. They were interested in cultivating an awareness free from
all attachment (to views). To state, as Jaini does, that the Vaibasikas ‘have gone
beyond the simple Theravadin breakdown of cognition into “inaccurate” and
“accurate modes™,'” whereas the Vaibasikas classified ‘all views based on
decision-making, regardless of their accuracy, as drsti or kuprajiia’ [wrong
insight],"%is, again, somewhat misleading. Jaini is suggesting that any view based
on decision-making is a ‘false view’. Or, to be exact, he claims that the Vaibhasika
position is that there are two types of view based on ‘discriminating’, these being
wrong and right-view. He then uses these categories to understand the Theravada
Abhidhamma. But the Theravada Abhidhamma does not understand views in this
way. Jaini thinks that it proposes something similar to an opposition understanding
of views, while the Vaibasika’s propose a no-views understanding. As [ have made
clear, I do not agree with either understanding. I am suggesting that a view based
on decision-making (Vaibasika) and one based on attachment (Theravada) amounts
to the same thing. To choose between acts of cognition, to have doubt about the
nature of the khandhas, amounts to different ways of stating the same thing. To
suggest that samma-ditthi somehow ‘corrects’ miccha-ditthi is disingenuous. As I
hope to have shown, in Theravada Buddhism sammada-ditthi is not a proposition. It
is that aspect of paiiiia that realises non-attachment from all cognitive acts.

Difficulties arise if the attainment of samma-ditthi and the abandoning of
miccha-ditthi is understood as the replacement of an incorrect doctrine with a
correct doctrine, as Jaini claims the Theravada system does. If this is how the
early Buddhist tradition understood the unfolding of the path, then samma-ditthi
would be redundant after stream-attainment. It has seen the four truths and
dependent-origination, and this is all there is to see. But if the aim of samma-
ditthi is to overcome a type of conceit, then it can go on functioning at other stages
of the path.
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The abandoning of views

Another way of understanding the function of right-view is to consider how it
abandons various unwholesome mental states. Buddhaghosa explains that the path
of stream-attainment abandons five unwholesome types of consciousness (akusala-
cittas): four connected with view (ditthi-sampayutta), and one connected with
doubt (vicikiccha-sampayutta)."" This leaves seven unwholesome types of
consciousness to be abandoned. All seven of these are rooted in delusion."? The
abandonment of miccha-ditthi is the abandonment of attachment to all views. This
is stated in the Dhammasarigani in the following terms:

The four arisings of consciousness associated with views, the arising of
consciousness accompanied by doubt, these are the dhammas abandoned
by seeing.'s

The analysis of the abandoning of various defilements stated in these terms
goes back to the Nikayas. The Nikayas hold that the path of stream-attainment
abandons the first three fetters (samyojana), those of ‘identity-view’ (sakkaya-
ditthi), ‘doubt’ (vicikiccha) and ‘clinging to precepts and vows’ (silabbata-
paramasa).""* The once-returner abandons the first three and further weakens greed,
hatred and delusion. The non-returner abandons the first, or lower, five. The Arahant
abandons all ten.'” In the Sabbasava-sutta it is stated that by ‘appropriate bringing
to mind’ (yoniso manasikara) of the four truths, three fetters are abandoned in
him, ‘sakkaya-ditthi, doubt, and clinging to precepts and vows’ (M 19).

The later tradition, working with this model, analysed the abandonment of the
defilements in different ways. In the Dhammasarigani, the path of stream-attainment
is said to be for the sake of abandoning views (difthigatanam pahanaya); the path
of once-return for the sake of weakening sensual desire and aversion (kamardaga-
vyapadanam pataniibhavaya); the path of non-return for the sake of abandoning
without remainder any sensual desire and aversion (kamaraga-vyapadanam
anavasesa-ppahandya); and the path of Arahantship for the sake of abandoning
without remainder any desire for the form and formless spheres, conceit, restlessness
and ignorance (riparaga-riparaga-mana-uddhacca-avijjaya anavasesa-
ppahandaya).M®

One final consideration of the abandonment of defilements and the cultivation
of right-view is found in the Dhammasarigani. In this passage the question is
asked: ‘what are the dhammas that are to be put away by seeing?’ The answer
given is that it is ‘the three fetters of sakkaya-ditthi, doubt and clinging to precepts
and vows”."" It is also stated that the causes of these three fetters are to be put away
by seeing."® Certain other dhammas are to be put away by mental culture, by
meditation (bhavana). This is whatever ‘greed, hatred and delusion remain, any
defilements, and the four khandhas"® associated with them, and actions of body,
speech and mind that come from them’.'”® The causes of these are also to be put
away by meditation (Dhs 183 § 1011). Certain hindrances are then eradicated by
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dassana and bhavana. However, the analysis of the early Abhidhamma was aimed
towards an analysis of the eradication of all akusala dhammas. To this end a final
question is asked: ‘which are the dhammas that are to be put away by neither
dassana or bhavana?’'*' The answer is:

It is those kusala and indeterminate dhammas, relating to the worlds of
sense, form and the formless, or to the unincluded (apariyapanna), the
four khandhas, all form