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AN ANALYSIS OF VIEWS ASCRIBED  
TO THE MASTERS TITLED ‘KECI’ APPEARING  
IN THE COMMENTARY TO  
THE DĪGHANIKĀYA 

Saliya Ashokapura Nanda1 

Abstract 

This research intends to discuss the ‘keci’-views included in the 
Sumaṃgalavilāsinī (hereafter DnA), the commentary to the Dīghanikāya. 
Precisely, the commentaries to the four Nikāyas include 62 ‘keci’-vādas 
(hereafter KV) or views of some masters. KV means a type of viewpoint of some 
teachers that have been criticized, refused, or silently reported by the Pali 
commentators of Mahāvihāra. Sometimes views upheld by ‘keci’ were accepted 
by the Mahāvihāra fraternity. Nevertheless, some viewpoints have been 
criticized with different suggestions. However, of course, certain views of keci’s 
were just reported only. Obviously, some of them have been accepted by the 
commentators without making a comment or criticism regarding them. Hence, 
it needs to be emphasised that every keci view has not belonged to the 
opponents of the Mahāvihāra. Various types of modes of hermeneutics were 
utilized as methods of interpretation. KV is one of them that are now seriously 
debatable. Hence, the widely accepted view that KV is a reference to the views 
of the non-Mahāvihāra tradition as rejected by the Mahāvihāra tradition has to 
be reviewed. This paper focuses on such a gap to be filled.   

Keywords  
Abhayagiri, Keci, Mahāvihāra, Pali exegesis, Sārasamāsācariyā, 

Sumaṅgalavilāsinī, Uttaravihāra. 
 

Current Scholarship   

Several studies have been conducted by scholars regarding Pali exegetical 
works covering a variety of areas of academic interest. Particularly, I.B. Horner 
has written an article under the title “keci ‘some’ in a Pali commentary”, 
published in ‘The Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies’ in 
1979. She has mainly focused on KVs appearing in the Madhuratthavilāsinī, 
commentary to the Buddhavaṃsa. According to what she observes, 
Madhuratthavilāsinī contains fourteen KVs. Further, she points out only a 
couple of KVs out of fourteen as definitely rejected by the commentator.1 It 
seems that the KVs included in the Madhuratthavilāsīnī show partiality to the 
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Mahāvihāra tradition.  Having selected seven keci’ occurrences from the text, 
she has analysed how commentators applied KVs, as well as categorized them 
considering the practice of the writer.2 Referring to the sub-commentary to the 
Dīghanikāya, further, she brings out the occurrences of KVs in DnA by ascribing 
all of them to the Abhayagiri and Uttaravihāra.3 Nevertheless, it is difficult to 
attribute all ‘keci’ views to Abhayagiri and Uttaravihāra since the sub-
commentary contains pieces of evidence which could lead to revision of her 
opinion.4 Though the term Uttaravihāra was a synonym for the Abhayagiri 
tradition, it is possible to say that it has been used in the commentarial context 
to introduce another tradition just only ideologically adverse to the Abhayagiri. 
Among the KVs in the sub-commentary to the Satipaṭṭhānasutta, it is possible to 
see some ‘keci’ views upheld by elders like ‘Tipiṭakacūḷābhaya’, 
‘Tipiṭakacūḷanāga’ and ‘Moravāpīmahādatta’ who indeed represented the 
Mahāvihāra School. It is, therefore, not proper to restrict keci’s views to the 
non-Mahāvihāravāsins only. 

Sodo Mori accomplished admirable research in his examination of 
‘Uttarvihāraṭṭhakathā and Sārasamāsa’ published in the PTS journal, in 1988. In 
this research, almost all the quotations of DnA, MnA, SnA, and Visuddhimagga 
connected to the anonymous groups titled ‘ye’, ‘ekacce’, ‘eke’, ‘keci’ and ‘apare’ 
have been reckoned along with the sub-commentarial explanations.5 However, 
he points out that the term ‘Sārasamāsācariyā’ refereed to a group who 
accepted the text ‘Sārasamāsa’, a commentary to the first four nikāyas, which is 
now completely lost .6 Also, he believes that the title ‘Uttaravihāra Aṭṭhakathā’ 
which can be seen in the Vaṃsatthappakāsinī could be the official title of the 
‘Sārasamāsa’. Further, he emphasizes that both these titles should be for the 
same group and they were the members of the Dakkhiṇagiri Vihāra. I suppose it 
to be unlikely since the sub-commentary to the DnA mentioned ‘Uttaravihāra’ 
and ‘Sārasamāsācariyā’ as different groups. If they were the same there is no 
need to indicate both names for the same argument in the DnṬ. It means there 
were some similarities in certain interpretations upheld by both teams. When a 
sub-commentator reports these similar interpretations in his work, he 
separately introduces both groups ‘Uttaravihāra’ and ‘Sārasamācariyā’. It is, 
therefore, obvious that this point of view presented by Mori has to be revised. 
Overall, this article reveals more important facts regarding the scope of the 
study.           

Toshiichi Endo, in his composition titled ‘Studies in Pali Commentarial 
Literature’ allocated a chapter for the views of ‘keci’ and ‘apare’ that appeared 
in Dhammapāla’s commentaries.7 He considers all the arguments connected 
with ‘keci’, ‘apare’, ‘aññe’, and so on, are related to the points of view of non-
Mahāvihārians.8 If we consider the views of ‘keci’ appearing in the 
commentaries to the four Nikāyas, it is notable that not only the elders of the 
Abhayagiri tradition but also those of the Mahāvihāra have been introduced 
under the title of ‘keci’. He pointed out all KVs of Dhammapāla’s commentaries 



Sri Lanka International Journal of Buddhist Studies (SIJBS)  
Volume VII- Issue I (2021) ISSN 2773-6814 

 

85 

 

under four headings:9 (A) completely rejected on the authority of Pali 
(canonical scripture(s)), aṭṭhakathā (singular number) or of himself, (B) 
Suggested as an alternative, (C) Accepted as a preferred interpretation to that 
of the Mahāvihāra, (D) No comment recorded.10 Moreover, all ‘keci’ views 
appearing in Dhammapala’s commentaries were categorized based on the 
positions reflected in the arguments.11 However, this standardization is a 
remarkable shade for future studies on Pali exegetical works.   

Out of these major studies, adequate researches have been conducted on Pali 
exegetical works but not directly under the title of ‘keci’. Generally, almost all 
the scholars emphasized the views of ‘keci’ as an ideology that is opposite to the 
Mahāvihāra School. Hence, it is essential to revise their opinions by referring to 
the practices of commentators and comparing occasions where they have 
applied the arguments of ‘keci’. Also, questions such as who are these ‘keci’ 
referred to as persons who presented some views; how did they interpret the 
canonical terms and concepts; to what extent did the Mahāvihāra fraternity 
accept or reject the KVs that are to be noted among the nineteen KVs that 
appeared in the DnA need to be considered.  By this means I will be able to 
arrive at a reasonable conclusion regarding the views of ‘keci’ mentioned in the 
DnA.  

Discussion  

The term ‘keci’, generally can be translated as ‘some’; it is a pronoun that 
originated from the noun stem ‘kiṃ’ with some secondary additions. Three 
kinds of secondary case endings  ‘ci’, ‘cana’, and ‘canaṃ’ are recommended by 
the grammarians for the formation of the terms ‘keci’, ‘kecana’, and ‘kiñcanaṃ’ 
respectively.12 Also, the term ‘keci’ frequently appears in various contexts in the 
canonical texts to indicate an unknown person. To whom the term ‘keci’ refers 
in the commentaries is quite debatable as I have pointed out in the above 
discussion. However, the selected term in this study gives rise to a few 
controversial issues because it has been used in a variety of contexts in the 
commentarial literature. The term ‘keci’ is at times applied in the commentaries 
probably to indicate an anonymous person or to introduce an argument which 
is attributable to unknown masters. However, in certain occurrences, the term 
‘keci’ can be seen used as a reference to a Thera and Ācariya.13 Hence these 
different types of applications of the term ‘keci’ need to be studied analytically 
to recognize their relationship and allegiance to the Mahāvihāra fraternity. The 
following is a table that represents an analysis of all the 62 references in the 
four nikāyas. 
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Commentary Accepted Rejected   Recorded Total  

DnA 4 6 9 19 

MnA 3 11 9 23 

SnA 1 7 6 14 

AnA - 2 4 6 

Total keci views included in commentaries to the four 
nikāyas 

62 

 
The given table shows the number of occurrences of KVs appearing in the 
commentaries to the four nikāyas. Also, this categorization provides an overall 
picture of the practice of Buddhaghosa regarding the KVs. Out of sixty-two 
cases; eight have been accepted on the basis of their consistency with the 
exegetical works of the Mahāvihāra tradition. Twenty-six cases have been 
rejected because of the absence of this kind of exegesis in Mahāvihāra sources 
and non-conformity with the teachings. The highest number of KVs has just 
been reported by the commentators without leaving at least a comment. Hence, 
to verify the author’s position towards these twenty-eight cases, close reading 
is much needed. However a considerable number of KVs out of twenty-eight 
cases could be recognized as silently accepted occurrences by the 
commentators.        

DnA consists of nineteen KVs. Generally, the term ‘keci’, when it was used to 
indicate an argument attributed to some anonymous persons or groups, was 
used just as an unrecognized reference in Pali exegetical works. A consideration 
of the sub-commentator’s remarks on some KVs appearing in the DnA, seem to 
suggest that Buddhaghosa utilized the term ‘keci’ to indicate the unknown 
masters who represented the Mahāvihāra, Abhayagiri, Uttaravihāra, 
Sārasamāsācariya, and so on.14 This shows that KVs cannot be limited to the 
Abhayagiri School only. Approximately sixty-two KVs appear in the 
commentaries to the four nikāyas and with the reduction of the repetitions, the 
actual number might be less than fifty. Aforesaid references help us to assume 
how the commentator has dealt with KVs and on what basis acceptance, 
rejection, or neglect was made.  

In the context of KVs the most appropriate translation of ‘keci’ would be ‘some 
[Masters/Teachers/Elders]. Buddhaghosa’s references to ‘keci’ provide bases of 
evidence for reaching clear-cut identification of the structures of KVs included 
in the DnA. In this regard, three kinds of formulas were utilized by the 
commentator when he referred to the KVs as follows:   



Sri Lanka International Journal of Buddhist Studies (SIJBS)  
Volume VII- Issue I (2021) ISSN 2773-6814 

 

87 

 

Formula I:      

 
Commentator’s position 

 
+ 

Keci’s differing view 

    

  
‘uddalomi’ means a 

wool carpet that has 
two fringes (Uddalomīti 

ubhatodasaṃ 
uṇṇāmayattharaṇaṃ) 

 
 

+ 

 
‘uddalomi’ is a flower 

risen on  one side (keci 
ekato uggatapupphanti 

vadanti) 

                                                            

Formula-I was used in the DnA to discuss the arguments upheld by the 
unidentified elders.  First of all, the commentator adduces his position, and 
then, he quotes the view of ‘keci’ received from the tradition.15 All the KVs 
formed under formula-I are quite controversial since the commentator 
presents the view he accepted and the view presented by some (keci). This kind 
of approach he took does not show clearly whether he accepts or rejects the 
views of ‘keci’.  In an analysis of the DnA it is clear that Buddhaghosa has mostly 
agreed and accepted the opinions of the ‘keci’.16 In addition to that 
Buddhaghosa responded silently to the views of ‘keci’ as the following eight 
cases point to.17 His recording without comment could be interpreted as 
indirectly accepting the KVs or views of some [elders/masters] because if such 
views were not compatible with those of the Mahāvihāra School he would not 
have left them without comment. Therefore, some alternative ways of 
understanding the KVs in the DnA could be suggested:   

Formula II:      

  
Commentato
r’s position 

 
+ 

 
Keci’s differing 

view 

 
 

+ 

 
Commentator’s 

verdict on 
Keci’s view 

 
      

 
 

‘Animmātā’ 
means not 
created by. 

(Animmātāti 
animmāpitā) 

 

 
 

+ 

 
The term 

‘animmāpetabba’ 
is suggested by 
some [teachers] 

(keci 
animmāpetabbāti 
padaṃ vadanti) 

 

 
 

+ 

 
But the term 

‘animmāpetabb
a’ appears 

neither in the 
suttas nor in 

the 
commentaries 
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The formula-II consists of three categories. In the first, it is possible to see how 
the commentator gives his interpretation of the selected term. In the second, he 
points out the interpretation of ‘keci’ viewers. Finally, the commentator 
presents the interpretation of ‘keci’ and compares and contrasts with the 
doctrine of canons and commentaries in order to point out why the views of 
‘keci’ should be rejected. The author of the DnA used these three steps to 
criticize the arguments upheld by anonymous groups or individuals referred to 
as ‘keci’. According to the given example in the above formula, Buddhaghosa, at 
the very first step, brings out the traditional interpretation of the term 
‘Animmātā’. Next, he brings the view of ‘keci’. In this context, the term 
‘animmāpetabba’ that was suggested by ‘keci’ instead of the term ‘animmātā’ 
was rejected by the commentator as it doesn’t appear elsewhere in the canon 
or commentary.18  

Though these two kinds of formulas were generally utilized by the author of the 
DnA to discuss the arguments of those referred to as ‘keci’ some shreds of 
evidence about another formula could also be found from the same source. 
However, the formula-III completely differs from the above since it consists of a 
single step and all the KVs discussed under this formula have been accepted 
without comment. On certain occasions when applying the third formula to 
define the KVs, Buddhaghosa points to just the opinion/s of ‘keci’ and provides 
a critical point to justify the arguments of them. By far, the common acceptance 
in the present academia is that the opinions of those referred to as ‘keci’ were 
criticized and rejected by the commentators. But the following example could 
be very significant for recognizing the actual position of the KVs and supportive 
of a revision of their exact position within the commentaries.  

Formula III: 

 - - keci’s view/s - - 

      

 

- - 

1. The term ‘Kammāsadhamma’ 
is interpreted by some [masters] 
with ‘da’ sound instead of ‘dha’. 

According to this, 
‘Kammāsadhamma’ is the location 
where the cannibal was trained by 

the Bodhisatta. (kammāso ettha 
damitoti) 

2. Another standpoint is that the term 
needs to be interpreted with ‘dha’ 

instead of ‘da’. The place where 
arose the speckled practice is 

called ‘Kammāsadhamma’. 

- - 
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The significance of the formula-III is that it only states the views of ‘keci’. 
Without any comments, Buddhaghosa presents two KVs on the term 
‘kammāsadhamma’.19 In this context, having presented two different 
interpretations of ‘keci’, he justifies both interpretations by adducing evidence 
from the canon and explaining their applicability. Here the commentator gives 
in to interpretations of the anonymous groups since we cannot limit the views 
of KVs only to schools of opponents. Particularly the mode of interpretation 
utilized in the third formula needs to be further considered in understanding 
the commentator’s practice.     

Summary of the Views of masters titled ‘Keci’ in DnA 

The following table summarises all the KVs included in the DnA. Particularly 
these opinions of ‘keci’ viewers have been categorized based on the above 
mentioned formulas. Hence, the same quotation is analyzed under two or three 
headings. The location, Buddhaghosa’s opinion, views of ‘keci’, and how 
Buddhaghosa has criticized and given suggestions towards KVs are being noted 
respectively in the following chart.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

Location  Buddhaghosa’s 
position 

Keci’s differing 
view 

Buddhaghosa’s 
verdict on Keci’s 
view 

DnA - I 
16 

The verse that 
begins with 
anekajātisaṃsā-
raṃ is the 
Buddha’s very 
first utterance. 

The verse that 
begins with yadā 
have 
pātubhavantidha-
mmā is the 
Buddha’s very first 
utterance. 

Since it is the verse 
that arose in the 
Buddha’s mind as an 
idea of udāna or 
Heartfelt utterance, 
[it cannot be 
considered as the 
Buddha’s very first 
utterance]. 

 
 
DnA - I 
80 
 

The term 
‘sāciyoga’ denotes 
crookedness 
(kuṭilayoga) and it 
is a name for 
deception, fraud 
and, so on.  

Some [elders] say 
having shown one 
thing changing it 
into another is 
called ‘sāciyoga’. 
 
 

But it is included 
under the deception 
(vañcana) [section]. 
[Therefore ‘sāciyoga’ 
does not mean just 
cheating someone] 

 
 
DnA - I 
87 

‘uddalomi’ means 
a wool carpet that 
has two fringes. 
(Uddalomīti 
ubhatodasaṃ 
uṇṇāmayatthar-
aṇaṃ) 

‘uddalomi’ is a 
flower risen on one 
side (keci ekato 
uggatapupphanti 
vadanti) 

 
 

--- 
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DnA - I  
87 
 
 

‘Ekantalomi’ is a 
wool carpet which 
has one fringe. 
(Ekantalomīti 
ekatodasaṃ 
uṇṇāmayattharaṇ
aṃ) 

Some [masters] say 
that ‘ekantalomi’ 
means a flower 
risen on both sides  

 
 

--- 

 
 
DnA - I 
105 

‘Esikaṭṭhayiṭṭhita’ 
means one who 
stayed like a pillar. 
Just as a well-
placed and strong 
post before a city.  

‘īsikaṭṭhāyiṭṭhita’ is 
another different 
reading suggested 
by some [masters], 
which means one 
who stayed just like 
a reed in a sheath.  

 
 

--- 

 
 
DnA - I 
114 
 
 

These devas are 
not considered as 
deities in 
commentaries. 
Here one who 
depends on 
material food is 
deemed as deities. 
(satiyā sammosā 
devā) 

It is said that these 
deities dwell in 
Nimmānarati and 
Paranimmita deva 
world.    

 
 

--- 

 
 
 
DnA - I 
162 
 
 

‘Pañca ca 
kammuno satāni’ 
should be taken as 
‘pañcakammasatā
ni’. This theory 
should be applied 
with the terms 
‘pañca ca 
kammāni’ and ‘tīṇi 
ca kammāni’. 

But, in accordance 
with the keci views, 
‘pañca ca kammāni’ 
means five faculties 
and ‘tīṇi kammāni’ 
means three kinds 
of kamma: bodily 
action, verbal action  
so on  

 
 
 
                   --- 

 
 
DnA - I 
167 
 

‘Animmātā’ means 
not created.  
(Animmātāti 
animmāpitā) 
 

The term 
‘animmāpetabba’ is 
suggested by some 
teachers 
(keci 
animmāpetabbāti 
padaṃ vadanti) 

But the term 
‘animmāpetabba’ 
does not appear in 
both suttas and 
commentaries  

 
DnA - I 
184 

The term ‘atthato’ 
does indicate the 
growth of spiritual 

Some [elders] state 
that ‘atthato’ refers 
[not only to the 

 
 
                   ---  
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aspects through 
seeing or 
associating cetiya, 
bodhi, thera, 
asubha, and, so on.  

growth from the 
spiritual aspects 
but] also the growth 
from [the aspect of] 
food, because [a 
monk] entered the 
life of celibacy 
relying on [food]. 

 
 
DnA - II 
483 
 
 

Both terms 
‘kammāsadamma’ 
and 
‘kammāsadhamma
’ were accepted by 
Budhhaghosa 
under 
etymological and 
historical 
evidence.   
 

1. The term 
‘Kammāsadhamm
a’ is interpreted 
by some masters 
with ‘da’ sound 
instead of ‘dha’. 
According to this, 
‘Kammāsadamma’ 
is the location 
where the 
cannibal was 
tamed by the 
Bodhisatta. 
(kammāso ettha 
damitoti) 

2. Another 
standpoint is that 
the term needs to 
be interpreted 
with ‘dha’ instead 
of ‘da’. The place 
where arose the 
speckled practice 
is called 
‘Kammāsadhamm-
a’. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                  --- 

 
 
DnA - II 
514 
 
 

‘Ubhatobhāgavimu
tta’ means 
emancipated or 
smooth on both 
sides. (dvīhi 
bhāgehi vimutto)  

‘Ubhatobhāgavimutt
a’ means one who 
has come out of the 
fourth 
rūpāvacarajhāna, 
and realized the 
state of being 
Arahat.   

Keci’s viewpoint was 
rejected by 

Tipiṭakacūḷasumana 
having shown the 

non-applicability of 
the rūpāvacara 

jhānas  
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DnA - II 
568  
 

 ‘sūkaramaddava’ 
is the flesh of the 
hog which is not 
too young nor too 
old. (nātitaruṇassa 
nātijiṇṇassa 
pavattamaṃsaṃ) 

But some [teachers] 
have interpreted 
the term 
‘sūkaramaddava’ as 
a method of brings 
taste 
(rasāyanavidhi) 
included in the 
cookery.   

 
 

--- 

 
DnA - II 
592 

 Proposal to 
change the 
khuddānukhuddak
a or small and less 
important Vinaya 
rules was put 
aside by 
Mahākassapa 
having presented 
a kammavācā or 
official statement.  

But ‘keci’ says that 
Nāgasena had 
known what the 
vinaya rules 
belonged to the title 
Khuddānukhuddaka 
were. Hence he 
resolved dukkaṭa as 
a small rule and 
dubbāsita as a less 
important one.   

Nevertheless, that 
should not be 
considered thus. 
Nāgasena resolved 
the question on 
khuddānukhuddaka 
to prevent the 
permission of the 
opponent. But 
Mahākassapa 
presented the official 
statement with the 
purpose of not 
removing 
khuddānukhuddaka. 

 
DnA - II 
642 

 ‘Iddhi’ is used in 
the sense of 
accomplishment. 
‘Pāda’ means 
establishment. 
Four bases of 
supernatural 
power: intention 
(chanda), effort 
(viriya), mind 
(citta), and 
investigation 
(vīmaṃsā). 

Some [elders] say 
‘iddhi’ exists but not 
‘iddhipāda’.  
(Nipphannā iddhi, 
anipphanno 
iddhipādo) 

For the 
extermination of 
keci’s view, 
Buddhaghosa 
presented an 
explanation from 
Abhidhamma 
showing the usages 
of Chanda, viriya, and 
so on, on a primitive 
basis.  

 
DnA - III 
744 
 
 
 

‘Ekāyana’ means 
the only way and a 
second path does 
not exist. 
‘ekāyana’ is 
commented as the 
path which should 

With reference to 
the verse ‘na pāraṃ 
digunaṃ yanti’, 
some [masters] say 
if  [someone] 
realized  Nibbāna in 
one turn [there is 

The keci’s view is not 
appropriate. 
The sing meaning 
(byañjana) of the 
term ‘sakiṃ ayana’ 
which means the 
path, that followed 
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Now it is clear how far Buddhaghosa agreed or disagreed with the opinions of 
‘keci’ viewers. If the interpretation was taken in consonance with the exegesis 
of the Mahāvihāra fraternity, the commentator agreed directly with it. If not, he 
never allowed for any sort of erroneous interpretations even though they were 
upheld by the elders of the Mahāvihāra School. The above examples reveal how 
the author dealt with the interpretations of some [masters] and the basic 
principles that he utilized to verify the suitability of such kind of exegesis. In 
addition the following table comprises the total number of KVs appearing in 
DnA with a categorization based on Buddhaghosa’s position.  
 

be followed alone. 
(ekena āyitabboti 
ekāyano) 

not a second turn], 
hence it is called 
‘ekāyana’ 

alone, should be 
taken. 

 
DnA - III 
804 
 
 
 

‘Pādakajjhāna’ is 
prescribed by 
Buddhaghosa as 
the basis for the 
gradual path to 
purification.  
(Evaṃ 
pādakajjhānameva 
niyameti)  

1. ‘Puggalajjhāsaya’ 
or Intention of 
the person is 
prescribed by 
some [elders] 
(keci 
puggalajjhāsayo 
niyametīti 
vadanti) 

2. ‘vuṭṭhānagāminīvi
passanā’ or 
insight of 
discernment 
leading to rising 
up is another 
viewpoint that is 
prescribed by 
keci.  

 In this context, 
Buddhaghosa 
recommended the 
Visuddhimagga for 
more details.  

 
DnA - III 
882 
 
 
 

‘Tatheva taṃ 
vipākaṃ’ means 
the result of that 
word is still the 
same or that 
result is still the 
same. (tassa 
vacanassa 
vipākaṃ 
tatheva/tatheva so 
vipākoti attho) 

 ‘Vikappa’ means 
arisen/originated 
(nibbattanti) is 
suggested by some 
[masters] instead of 
‘vipāka’. 

 
 

---  
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Accepted Cases 

Refused Cases Recorded Cases 

1. Esikaṭṭhāyiṭṭhi
toti esikaṭṭhāyī 
viya hutvā ṭhito 
ti 
esikaṭṭhāyiṭṭhit
o… Keci pana 
īsīkaṭṭhāyiṭṭhito
ti Pāḷiṃ vatvā 
muñje īsīkā viya 
ṭhito ti vadanti. 
DnA-I.105 

2. kammāsadha
mmanti ettha 
keci dha-
kārassa da-
kārena atthaṃ 
vaṇṇayanti. 
Kammāso ettha 
damitoti 
kammāsadam
mo. DnA -II 483 

3. Keci pana dha-
kāreneva 
atthaṃ 
vaṇṇayanti. 
Kurūraṭṭhavāsī
naṃ kira 
kuruvattadham
mo, tasmiṃ 
kammāso jāto, 
tasmā taṃ 
ṭhānaṃ: 
kammāso ettha 
dhammo jātoti 
kammāsadham
manti vuccati 
DnA -II. 483 

4. Tatheva taṃ 
vipākanti tassa 
vacanassa 

1. Keci ‘‘yadā have 
pātubhavanti 
dhammā’’ti 
Khandhake 
udānagāthaṃ vadanti. 
Esā pana 
pāṭipadadivase 
sabbaññubhāvappatta-
ssa 
somanassamayañāṇen
a paccayākāraṃ 
paccavekkhantassa 
uppannā udānagāthāti 
veditabbā. DnA -I.16 

2. Sāciyogoti kuṭilayogo, 
etesaṃyeva 
ukkoṭanādīnam  etaṃ 
nāmaṃ….. Keci aññaṃ 
dassetvā aññassa 
parivattanaṃ 
sāciyogoti vadanti. 
DnA -I.80 

3. Animmātāti 
animmāpitā, keci 
animmāpetabbāti 
padaṃ vadanti, taṃ 
neva pāḷiyaṃ, na 
aṭṭhakathāyaṃ dissati. 
DnA -I.167 

4. Keci panāhu – ‘‘bhante, 
nāgasena, katamaṃ 
khuddakaṃ, katamaṃ 
anukhuddaka’’nti 
milindena raññā 
pucchito. ‘‘Dukkaṭaṃ, 
mahārāja, khuddakaṃ, 
dubbhāsitaṃ 
anukhuddaka’’nti 
vuttattā 
nāgasenatthero 

1. Uddalomīti 
ubhayatodasaṃ 
uṇṇāmayattharaṇaṃ, 
keci 
‘‘ekatouggatapuppha’’
nti vadanti. DnA -I.87 

2. Ekantalomīti 
ekatodasaṃ 
uṇṇāmayattharaṇaṃ. 
Keci 
‘‘ubhatouggatapupph
a’’nti vadanti. DnA -
I.87 

3. Keci panāhu – 
‘‘nimmānarati 
paranimmitavasavatt
ino te devā’’ti.. DnA -
I.114 

4. Keci panāhu ‘‘pañca 
kammānīti 
pañcindriyavasena 
bhaṇati. Tīṇīti 
kāyakammādivasenā’’
ti. DnA -I.162 

5. Keci pana āmisatopi 
vaḍḍhi atthoyeva, taṃ 
nissāya 
brahmacariyānuggah
-āya paṭipannattāti 
vadanti. DnA -I.184 

6. Keci pana – ‘‘yasmā 
rūpāvacaracatutthajj
hānampi duvaṅgikaṃ 
upekkhāsahagataṃ, 
arūpāvacarajjhānam
pi tādisameva. Tasmā 
rūpāvacaracatutthajj
hānato uṭṭhāya 
arahattaṃ pattopi 
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vipākaṃ 
tatheva, …Keci 
pana 
‘‘vipakka’’ntipi 
paṭhanti, 
nibbattanti 
attho. DnA -
III.822 

 

khuddānukhuddakaṃ 
jānāti. Mahākassapo 
thero pana taṃ 
ajānanto……. Na taṃ 
evaṃ gahetabbaṃ. 
DnA -II.592 

5. Keci pana ‘‘nipphannā 
iddhi. Anipphanno 
iddhipādo’’ti vadanti, 
tesaṃ 
vādamaddanatthāya 
abhidhamme 
uttaracūḷikavāro 
nāma āgato – ‘‘cattāro 
iddhipādā 
chandiddhipādo, 
vīriyiddhipādo, 
cittiddhipādo, 
vīmaṃsiddhipādo. DnA 
-II.642 

6. Keci pana ‘‘na pāraṃ 
diguṇaṃ yantī’’ti 
gāthānayena yasmā 
ekavāraṃ nibbānaṃ 
gacchati, tasmā 
‘‘ekāyano’’ti vadanti, 
taṃ na yujjati. DnA -
III.744 

ubhatobhāgavimutto’’
ti. DnA -II.514 

7. Keci bhaṇanti – 
‘‘sūkaramaddavaṃ 
nāma rasāyanavidhi, 
taṃ pana 
rasāyanasatthe 
āgacchati,. DnA -
II.568 

8. Keci ‘‘puggalajjhāsayo 
niyametī’’ti vadanti. 
DnA -III.804 

9. Keci 
‘‘vuṭṭhānagāminivipa
ssanā niyametī’’ti 
vadanti. DnA -III.804 

 

Thus, nineteen cases have been discussed and precisely it is possible to see that 
KVs were not only upheld by the opponents but also the elders of the 
Mahāvihāra School. Unfortunately, there are not strong pieces of evidences in 
DnA to identify who ‘keci’ really were and what schools they represented. 
Therefore we can only have conjectural views about ‘keci’ considering the 
commentarial explanations relating to them. Nevertheless, sub-commentarial 
literature sheds some light to resolve this problem. The author of the DnṬ has 
discussed certain KVs occurring in the DnA and he has made efforts to define 
the term ‘keci’ and to recognize who that unknown group/s or individuals were.   

KVs in the DnṬ                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

The sub-commentary to the Dīghanikāya brings out some pieces of evidence to 
recognize who the elders titled ‘keci’ in Pali exegesis were. As previously 
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mentioned, the commentaries do not reveal any clue for the identification of 
these anonymous groups. However, the sub-commentator to the DnṬ mentions 
ten occurrences of ‘keci’, and suggests who those unknown masters under the 
title of ‘keci’ could have been.  
 

 

Explanations 
on ‘keci’ in 
DnṬ 

Abhayagiri - 03 

Uttaravihāra - 01 

Sārasamāsācariyā+Uttaravihāra - 03 

Tipiṭakacūḷābhaya  

Tipiṭakacūḷanāga                            - 03 

Moravāpī mahādatta  

 
The table above shows the schools and individuals revealed in the DnṬ. They 
are mentioned as anonymous groups in DnA under the title of ‘keci’. As 
mentioned by the sub-commentator, out of ten interpretations, four were 
upheld by the Abhayagiri School,20 one by the Uttaravihāra21 and two by both 
groups of Sārasamāsācariyā and Uttaravihāra.22 The noted three schools or 
groups must be different from one another because of one or more reasons. 
Nevertheless, Malalasekara emphasizes that the term Uttaravihāra is a 
synonym for the Abhayagiri.23 However, considering the records in DnṬ, it is 
difficult to take these two schools as one since they were separately quoted by 
the sub-commentator. If these two schools were the same, the author would 
have never employed different titles. Yet, I couldn’t find any definition for 
Sārasamāsācariyā anywhere in the Pāli exegetical works. Since the schools of 
Abhayagiri, Sārasamāsācariyā, and Uttaravihāra have been identified as three 
different traditions endowed with exegetical disparities in the DnṬ, before the 
Buddhaghosa’s commentaries, sometimes, there might have been four groups 
of interpretations, also with the Mahāvihāra School. If not, both traditions of 
Sārasamāsācariyā and Uttaravihāra should be minor groups of followers of the 
Abhayagiri fraternity. Probably the above schools might have differed from 
each other because of some distinct interpretations but not due to their 
common doctrinal acceptances.  
The next point is more significant since DnṬ refers to a few names of elders 
who represented the Mahāvihāra fraternity. In the sub-commentary, three KVs 
out of nineteen cases of the DnA have been attributed to the monks entitled 
Moravāpīmahādatta, Tipiṭakacūḷābhaya, and Tipiṭakacūḷanāga.24 It, therefore, 
needs to be determined who these three were, and which were the schools that 
they represented. The following quotations from DnA and DnṬ could be highly 
relevant to analytically define the combination between the sources and the 
arguments that they had. 
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“Some [masters] say that the faculties subjected to insight 
meditation are controlled. Some [elders] say the intention of an 
individual is to control. Insights of some say that the discernment 
leading to the uprising is control”25  

“‘keci pana’ is stated concerning Mahādatta Thera, [dweller at the] 
Mahāvāpi. Also ‘keci’ [is used concerning] Tipiṭakacūḷābhaya 
Thera. Thirdly, ‘keci’ is used concerning Tipiṭaka-Cūḷanāga”26 

As the sub-commentator mentioned above, KVs were upheld by the aforesaid 
elders. Thus, it is now clear that the views ascribed to masters or KVs belonged 
not only to the traditions like Abhayagiri or Uttaravihāra but also to the 
individual elders such as Moravāpīmahādatta and Tipiṭakacūḷābhaya. 
According to the commentarial records, these monks could be the members of 
the Mahāvihāra though they had their own interpretations. For further 
verification, we need to read more about the above elders. Especially, the 
master Tipiṭakacūḷābhaya, one of the elders often referred to concerning the 
contradictory doctrinal arguments in commentaries, can usually be identified 
as one who represented the Mahāvihāra fraternity.27 Moreover, pieces of 
evidence could be found to prove the combination of the other two elders also 
from the commentaries. However who the masters titled ‘keci’ could have been 
may be determined to a considerable extent from the shreds of evidence found 
in the DnṬ. Also, it is worth questioning how we could rely on the information 
from a text approximately belonging to the 10th century AD. Sometimes this 
knowledge might have been transmitted from one lineage to another through 
texts or oral tradition.  

Conclusion 

‘Keci’ or ‘keci’-vāda means the viewpoints that were attributed not only to the 
Abhayagiri School but also to the Mahāvihāra and some other individuals. 
Therefore, KVs cannot be ascribed merely to one or two groups. Generally, 
three kinds of formulas or modes of interpretation were employed in the DnA 
when referring to ‘keci. I assume that all the KVs could be standardized on the 
basis of these formulas. The commentator sometimes accepts the arguments 
and interpretations given by the elders titled ‘keci’. The principle for the 
acceptance of KV is that the interpretation is in complicity with the 
hermeneutics of the Mahāvihāra fraternity. Any kind of erroneous 
interpretation did not win acceptance within the exegesis of the Mahāvihāra. 
There is no considerable shred of evidence in the DnA to recognize who the 
masters titled ‘keci’ were. However, DnṬ reveals some facts to identify these 
anonymous elders. We cannot ignore this information since there is no other 
source to verify who these unknown groups and individuals were. When all 
these points are taken into consideration, it can be assumed that all the KVs 
were not identified with the opponents of the Mahāvihāra fraternity.   
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Abbreviations 

KV Kecivāda 

DnṬ Dīghanikāyaṭīkā 

DnA  Dīghanikāya Aṭṭhakathā 

Ibid. Ibiden  

MnA  Majjhimanikāya Aṭṭhakathā 

SnA Saṃyuttanikāya Aṭṭhakathā 

PṭA  Paṭisambhidhāmagga Aṭṭhakathā  

p. Page 

pp. Pages 

 

Endnotes  

                                                           
1  Horner, I.B., 1979: p.53 
2  Ibid.: pp.  54-56 
3  Ibid.: p. 53 
4 “keci panāti moravāpimahādattattheraṃ sandhāyāha. puna kecīti tipiṭakacūlābhayattheraṃ. 

tatiyavāre kecīti “pādakajjhānameva niyametī’ti evaṃ vādīnaṃ tipiṭakacūḷanāgattherañceva 
ananaraṃ vutte dve ca there ṭhapetvā itare there sandhāya vadati”. DnṬ II: p. 440. In this 
context, the term keci is used to shows the viewpoints ascribed to the Mahādatta Thera: 
dweller of the Moravāpi,  Cūḷābhaya as well as Cūḷanāga who were experts in the Tipiṭaka. It is 
emphasized that these monks represented the Mahāvihāra. Hence it is not possible to attribute 
all KVs in the DnA. only to the Abhayagiri or Uttaravihāra.  

5 Mori, Sodo., 1988: pp.  5-34 
6 Ibid. : p. 44 
7 Endo, Toshiichi, 2013 
8  Ibid.: p. 84 
9  Ibid, 88 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid. :pp. 94-105 
12 “yā pana tā heṭṭha… kiṃ saddassa…. etāsu pulliṅgaṭṭhāne “kebhi, kissa, kasmā, kamhā, kamhī” ti 

imāni ca padāni pahāya itthiliṅgaṭṭhāne “kāyo, kābhi, kāsānaṃ, kāyaṃ, kassa” nti imāni ca 

padāni pahāya tato tato sesaspadato yathāsambhavaṃ visaddaṃ canasaddaṃ, canaṃ saddañca 

nipātetvā evarūpāni rūpāni gahetabbāni. seyyathidaṃ? koci, keci, kecana…” Saddanīti, Ed. 

Helmer Smith, 1928: pp. 281-283. The Saddanīti says that the term ‘keci’ originates from the 

stem kiṃ. The stem is subjected to few changes in some cases both masculine and feminine 

genders. It originates the following terms ‘koci, keci and kecana’. 
13 ‘keci pana therā “vipassanāya ārmmaṇabhūtā khandhā niyametī’’ti vadanti’, SnA-III, 126./ ‘keci 

pana therā “āvajjanapariyāyo nāma laddhuṃ vaṭṭati, dutiyatatiyacittavāreyeva jānissatī”ti 

vadanti’, MnA-IV, 173./ ‘keci pana ācariyā ‘‘samādhikusalatāti yena manasikārena cittaṃ na 

vikkhipati, tattha kusalatā. Samāpattikusalatāti yena manasikārena samāpajjantassa 

jhānaṅgāni pātubhavanti, tattha kusalatā……. evametesaṃ padānaṃ atthaṃ vaṇṇayanti.”, PṭA I: 
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P. 232. Probably these terms were employed to introduce other groups of anonymous elders or 

masters who upheld different kinds of interpretations. Sometimes they might be the elders of 

Mahāvihāra or any other school of the contemporary period. It is better to revise the actual 

status of those ‘keci, keci therā and keci āchariyā in Pali commentarial literature. 
14 DnṬ II: p. 440 
15 Here the given examples show the way in which the commentator deals with the semantic 

field. The term ‘uddalomi’ provides two meanings. Having given the priority to the accepted 

interpretation, the commentator further reports the other types of interpretation upheld by 

the masters titled ‘keci’ towards ‘uddalomi’-  DnA I. p. 87 
16   DnA I: p.97/ DnA II: p. 482/ DnA  III: p.822 
17   DnA I, p. 86/113/161/ DnA II: P. 514/568/DnA III: p. 804 
18   DnA I: p. 167 
19 “Kammāsadhammaṃ nāma kurūnaṃ nigamoti kammāsadhammanti ettha keci dha-kārassa da-

kārena atthaṃ vaṇṇayanti. Kammāso ettha damitoti kammāsadammo. kammāsoti 

kammāsapādo porisādo vuccati……So ca tasmiṃ okāse damito porisādabhāvato paṭisedhito. 

kena? Mahāsattena. Katarasmiṃ jātaketi? Mahāsutasomajātaketi eke. Ime pana therā 

jayaddisajātaketi vadanti…..Keci pana dha-kāreneva atthaṃ vaṇṇayanti. kurūraṭṭhavāsīnaṃ 

kira kuruvattadhammo, tasmiṃ kammāso jāto, tasmā taṃ ṭhānaṃ kammāso ettha dhammo 

jātoti kammāsadhammanti vuccati”. DnA, II, 483. According to some [masters], the term 

‘kammāsadhamma’ is fit to be interpreted with ‘da’ sound instead of ‘dha’. There was a 

cannibal who has an ulcerated leg named ‘kammāsapāda’. He was trained by the Bodhisatta in 

the previous birth of Mahāsutasoma. This term is proper to be understood with ‘da’ sound 

because cannibal ‘kammāsa’ was trained here [in this city] ‘kammāso ettha damito’. But 

another anonymous group says that the term ‘kammāsadhamma’ should be interpreted with 

‘dha’ sound instead of ‘da’. The reason is that for their argument this city was famous for 

‘kuruvattadhamma’, a kind of moral practice (sub-commentary to Dīghanikāya suggests this 

practice as Five Precepts-DnṬ-II, 104). Later that moral practice was speckled or spotted. 

Therefore the second anonymous group suggests ‘dha’ instead of ‘da’. I suppose Buddhaghosa 

reported these two opinions since there was no unanimity among the contemporary teachers.    
20   “kecī’ti abhayagirivāsino” DnṬ I: P. 207/316. DnṬ II: p. 268 
21  “kecī’ti uttaravihāravāsino” DnṬ I: p. 289 
22  “kecī’ti uttaravihāravāsino sārasamāsācariyā ca” DnṬ I: p. 160/164. DnṬ II: p. 155 
23  Malalasekara, G.P., 2007: p. 360.  He infers the name Uttaravihāra as a synonym for the 

Abhayagiri-Vihāra. “Uttaravihāravāsīnaṃ pana Mahāvaṃse: Sihassararañño 

puttapaputtakā…” “etesaṃ navannaṃ uppattikkamañ ca Uttaravihāraṭṭhakathāyaṃ vuttaṃ” 

Vaṃsatthappakāsinī -134/177.Also, the vaṃsatthappakāsinī, sub-commentary to Māhāvaṃsa, 

mentions titles of two books that seem to have belonged to Uttaravihāra. Hence, Uttaravihāra 

might be a strong tradition endowed with its chronicles and commentaries.  
24  “keci panāti moravāpimahādattattheraṃ sandhāyāha. Puna kecīti tipiṭakacūlābhayattheraṃ. 

tatiyavāre kecīti “pādakajjhānameva niyametī’ti evaṃ vādīnaṃ tipiṭakacūḷanāgattherañceva 

anantaraṃ vutte dve ca there ṭhapetvā itare there sandhāya vadati”. DnṬ-II, 440-441. This is a 

very important fact that could be gathered from the DnṬ since there is no other place where 

we can see the sub-commentator attributing the KVs to the elders who represented the 

Mahāvihāra.    
25  DnA III: p. 804. “Keci pana therā ‘‘vipassanāya ārammaṇabhūtā khandhā niyamentī’’ti vadanti. 

Keci ‘‘puggalajjhāsayo niyametī’’ti vadanti. Keci ‘‘vuṭṭhānagāminivipassanā niyametī’’ti vadanti. 
Tesaṃ vādavinicchayo visuddhimagge vuṭṭhānagāminivipassanādhikāre vuttanayeneva 
veditabbo”  
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26  DnṬ II: pp. 440-441. “keci panāti moravāpīmahādattattheraṃ sandhāyāha. Puna kecīti 

tipiṭakacūḷābhayattheraṃ. Tatiyavāre kecīti ‘‘pādakajjhānameva niyametī’’ti evaṃ vādinaṃ 
tipiṭakacūḷanāgattherañceva…” 

27  SnA III: p. 264/277. MnA IV, 93/147. DnA II: p. 530. All occurrences in commentaries urge us 

to think that tipiṭakacūlābhaya was a well qualified person in the Mahāvihāra tradition of 

interpretations. Also, he hac rooted out the erroneous definitions of the outsiders from the 

Mahāvihāra. 
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