The Canonicity of the Netti and Other Works

In her book The Pali Literature of Burma' Mabel Bode has the follow-
ing statement:
Burmese tradition adds to the fifteen ancient texts of the Khuddakanikaya

four other works — the Milindapanha [sic], the Suttasangaha, the
Petakopadesa, and the Netti or Nettipakarana.

Duroiselle,? reviewing this book, criticizes her statement:

No educated Burman, lay or monk, ever included these four works among
the Pitaka books of the Khuddakanikaya. ...

This is a very sweeping generalization, and therefore it would be
very difficult to prove, but quite easy to disprove, which latter is my
object here.

In the introduction to the Sumangalavilasini, in the account of
the First Council, Buddhaghosa has a section on the minor books,
including the following words:3

Jatakam Mahaniddeso Cilaniddeso Patisambhidamaggo Suttanipato
Dhammapadam Udanam Itivuttakam Vimana-Petavatthu Thera-Theri-
gatha ti imam tantim samgayitva Khuddakagantho nama ayan ti ca vatva

. Dighabhanaka vadanti, Majjhimabhanaka pana Cariyapitaka-
Apadana-Buddhavamsesu saddhim sabbam pi tam Khuddakagantham ...
ti vadanti.

“‘Jataka, Mahaniddesa, Ciilaniddesa, Patisambhidamagga, Suttanipata,
Dhammapada, Udana, Itivuttaka, Vimana-Petavatthu, Thera-Therigatha’
— having chanted together this text, having said, ‘This is named
Khuddakagantha’ ...” — thus say the Digha reciters, but the Majjhima
reciters say, “Together with Cariyapitaka, Apadana, and Buddhavamsa,
all that is also Khuddakagantha ...”
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Thus there appears to be a difference of opinion between the reciters on
whether the Cariyapitaka, etc., are canonical.*

On this point, Nanabhivamsa, who was Mahasangharaja of Burma’
at an early age, in his Silakkhandhavagga-abhinavatika (on D I, com-
pleted, according to the closing verses, in 2345 B.E.), has this
comment:®

Cariyapitaka-Buddhavamsanaii ¢’ ettha aggahanam Jatakagatikatta,
Netti-Petakopadesadinarii ca Niddesa-Patisambhidamaggagatikatta.

And here Cariyapitaka and Buddhavamsa are not taken because they go
under Jataka; and Netti, Petakopadesa, and so on, because they go under
Niddesa and/or Patisambhidamagga.

In the first half of the sentence, which is carried over from the old
tika,” Nanabhivamsa is claiming that there was no substantive differ-
ence on the contents of the Canon between the reciters: that the Digha
reciters really did recognize e.g. the Cariyapitaka as canonical, but
counted it as part of the Jataka rather than a separate book. Similarly, in
the second half he is claiming that Buddhaghosa and all the other classi-
cal authorities considered the Netti to be canonical, but counted it as
part of the Niddesa or Patisambhidamagga when they listed the books
of the Khuddakanikaya.

I think it is clear from this that Nanabhivamsa considers the Netti
and Petakopadesa to be just as canonical as the Cariyapitaka and
Buddhavamsa.

Peter Jackson

“4This has been mentioned by various writers before, of course.

My thanks to Lance Cousins for drawing my attention to this last fact.

SIntroduction, Section 17, Chattha Sarigayana CD-ROM, Version 3.0 (Igatpuri:
Vipassana Research Institute, 1999).

7Sv-pt I 29. There are textual variations, but they do not affect my argument.



