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Dittham, Sutam, Mutam, Vinnatam

KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA

yassa n’ atthi idam me ti paresam va pi kificanam|
mamattam so asamvindam n’ atthi me ti na socatif|
Suttanipata 951

The Alagaddliipamal-Sutta of the Majjhima-Nikdya has the following
passage:

cha-y-imani, bhikkhave, ditthitthanani. katamani cha? idha, bhikkhave,
assutava puthujjano ariyanam adassavi ariyadhammassa akovido ariya-
dhamme avinito sappurisanam adassavi sappurisadhammassa akovido sap-
purisadhamme avinito riipam “etam mama, eso ‘ham asmi, eso me atta” ti
samanupassati; vedanam ‘‘etam mama, eso ‘ham asmi, eso me atta” ti
samanupassati; safifiam ‘‘etam mama, eso ‘ham asmi, eso me atta” ti samanu-
passati; samkhare “‘etam mama, eso *ham asmi, eso me atta’ ti samanupassati;
yamp’idam dittham sutam mutam vififiatam pattam pariyesitam anuvicaritam
manasa tam pi “‘etam mama, eso ‘ham asmi, eso me attd@” ti samanupassati;
yam p’ idam difthitthanam: so loko so atta so pecca bhavissami nicco dhuvo
sassato aviparinamadhammo, sassatisamam tath’ eva thassamiti, tam pi
““etam mama, eso ‘ham asmi, eso me atta” ti samanupassati.

sutava ca kho, bhikkhave, ariyasavako ariyanam dassavi ariyadhammassa
kovido ariyadhamme suvinito sappurisanam dassavi sappurisadhammassa

kovido sappurisadhamme suvinito riipam “n’ etam mama, n’ eso ‘ham asmi,

[

nam’ eso atta” ti samanupassati; vedanam “n’ etam mama, n’ eso ‘ham asmi,

e ]

na m’ eso atta” ti samanupassati; safifiam “n’etam mama, n’ eso ‘ham asmi,
nam’eso atta’ ti samanupassati; samkhare “n’ etam mama, n ’eso ‘ham asmi,
nam’eso attd’’ ti samanupassati; yam p’ idam dittham sutam mutam vififiatam
pattam pariyesitam anuvicaritam manasa tam pi “‘n’ etam mama, n’ eso ‘ham
asmi, nam’ eso atta’ ti samanupassati; yam p’ idam ditthitthanam: so loko so
atta so pecca bhavissami nicco dhuvo sassato aviparinamadhammo, sassati-
samam tath’ eva thassamiti, tam pi “‘n’ etam mama, n’ eso ‘ham asmi, na m’
eso atta’ ti samanupassati.!

The first five wrong theories about the Atman/Attan, mentioned in this
passage, concern an Atman belonging to this world, while the sixth theory
concerns an other-worldly Atman which ignorant people aspire to attain
after their death. All these theories are false because they make of the Atman
an ‘object’, while the Atman, the Absolute, the Being in itself, can never be
an object.2 The wise people, therefore, reject them.

The first four theories wrongly identify the Atman with the first four

‘aggregates’ (khandha). The fifth theory does not directly identify the Atman

ESSAY BY KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA [11]

on

with the vififianakkhandha — as we are generally told in the Pali Canon —
but rather with the ‘objects’ of different ‘consciousnesses.’”® Now the three
words, dittham, sutam, mutam, are repeatedly used in that old text, the
Suttanipata. The word vifiiatam (as in the text quoted above) is sometimes
added. The words ditthi-, suti-, muti- or fiana- also areused.*The four words,
dittham, sutam, mutam, vifiiatam, to which is sometimes added (as in the
Majjhima text quoted above) pattam pariyesitam anuvicaritam manasa, are
also found elsewhere.5 They are explained in Samyutta-Nikdya XXXV, 95,
which was, no doubt, the starting point of the traditional interpretation.é
Dittham, of course, is explained as that which is ‘seen’ by the eye (cakkhuna
dittham, or riipayatanam), sutam as that which is ‘heard’ by the ear (sotena
sutam, or saddayatanam), and vififiatam as that which is ‘known’ by the
mind (manasa vifiiatam) ; but, surprisingly, mutam is said to be that which
is ‘smelt’ by the nose, ‘tasted’ by the tongue, and ‘touched’ by the body
(ghanena ghayitam, jivhaya sayitam, kayena phuttham, or gandhdyatanam,
rasayatanam, photthabbayatanam) — an interpretation that will later be
worked out in detail by Buddhaghosa in his different commentaries as well
as in the Visuddhimagga.” The four words are thus understood to comprise
the experiences brought about by all the six ‘faculties.’® Theragatha1216(=
Samyutta-Nikaya 1, p. 186) adds between diftha-sute and mute patighe,
which has been differently interpreted by Buddhaghosa and by Dhamma-
pala. While for Buddhaghosa patigha- means that whichis smeltand tasted,
and muta- that which is touched, Dhammapala, who quotes the Sarattha-
ppakasini in this connection, says just the reverse: patighe ti ghattaniye
photthabbe. mute ti vuttavasese mute ; gandharasesii ‘ti vuttam hoti. Sarattha-
ppakasiniyam (cf. PTS edition, Vol. I, p. 270) “patigha-saddena gandharasa
gahita, muta-saddena photthabbam gahitan’' ti vuttam.®

Be that as it may, I have the impression that muta- originally meant
‘thoughtof’, ‘known’ (cf. the parallelism between muta- or muti- and Aana-:
Suttanipata 839-40 and 846, 1078 and 1082). But this is not the point that
I wanted to make here. Before I come to my point I should like to draw
attention to the fact that the empirical means of knowledge indicated by
the four terms under consideration — let us say, ‘seeing’, ‘hearing’ ‘think-
ing’, ‘understanding’ — are regarded as useful in that they help us in attain-
ing the Truth by paving the way for it; but, in the ultimate analysis, they are
false and hence to be abandoned:

na ditthiya na sutiya na fianena
Magandiya ’ti Bhagava
silabbatenapi na suddhim aha/
aditthiyd assutiya afiiana
asilata abbata no pi tenaf
ete ca nissajja anuggahdya
santo anissaya bhavam na jappe|| (Suttanipata 839). — sambhara ime
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dhamma honti ajjhattasantim papunitum adhigantum phusitum sacchikatum,
Mahaniddesa, p. 189.

Dr K. N. Jayatilleke, who discusses some of the passages quoted above
in his remarkable work, Early Buddhist Theory of Knowledge (London,
1963), observes (p. 60, § 72) that they ‘criticise’ ‘Upanisadic doctrines of the
atman’. In the preceding paragraph Dr Jayatilleke cites quite a number of
Upanisadic passages in which the doctrines in question occur. Speaking of
the famous passage of the Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad (11, 4, 5; 1V, 5, 6): atma
va are drastavyah Srotavyo mantavyo nididhydsitavyah, he writes: ‘It is said
that ‘the atman should be perceived (drastavyah), learnt of (§rotavyah),
conceived of (mantavyah) and rationally understood (nididhyasitavyah)’
(Brh. 2.4.5, 4.5.6). This is put in the mouth of Yajfiavalkya, who is soon
going to prove by rational arguments that the atman cannot be apprehended
by any of these standard ways of knowing (Brh. 2.4.14, 4.5.15), but if we
consider this passage in the light of other passages bearing on it in this
stratum of thought, we see that there were thinkers at this time who believed
that the atman could be known by all these usual ways of knowing. The
atman could be seen or empirically perceived if it was a matter of seeing
your figure in a pan of water (Ch. 8.8.1) or of perceiving the warmth of the
body (Ch. 3.13.8). It could be heard or heard of, if it was a case of hearing
the sound as of a fire blazing on closing one’s ears (Ch. 3.13.8) or of hearing
about it from a teacher when ‘what was not heard of’ (a§rutam) presumably
in the sacred scriptures becomes heard (Srutam bhavati)(Ch. 6.1.3). It could
likewise be metaphysically conceived of and rationally understood by think-
ing (e.g. vijajiiau, Ch. 6.16.3). It is significant that even Sankara’s comment
on ‘mantavyo nididhyasitavyah’ (Brh. 4.5.6) is that it can be known through
‘argument and reasoning’ (tarkenopapattya). This was the atman of the
Early Upanisads, that could be known by the then accepted ways of know-
ing, that is by perceiving empirical instances, by instruction, or by meta-
physical reasoning or rationally demonstrated to be unknowable in these
ways’.10

Let us examine, first, the Brhadaranyaka passage. It is difficult. But the
most sensible interpretation seems to be that given by the Indian tradition
itself.11 Thus Safikara, commenting on the sentence, atmavaare drastavy a
$rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah, writes (Commentary on II, 4, 5):
Srotavyah pirvam dcaryata dgamata$ ca. pascan mantavyas tarkatah. tato
nididhyasitavyo ni$cayena dhyatavyah. evam hy asau drsto bhavati Sravana-
manananididhyasanasadhanair nirvartitaih. yadaikatvam etany upagatani
tada samyagdarsanam brahmaikatvavisayam prasidati, nanyatha Sravana-
matrena. In his comment on IV, 5, 6 (which is essentially identical with II,
4, 5), Sankara interprets the next sentence, atmani drste Srute mate vijiiata
idam sarvam viditam, as follows: katham drsta atmaniti? ucyate: piirvam
acaryagamabhyam Srute punas tarkenopapattyd mate vicarite, — Sravanam
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tv dgamamdtrena, — mata upapattya pascad vijiidta evam etan nanyatheti
nirdharite.1! kim bhavatiti? ucyate: idam viditam bhavati. idam sarvam iti
yad atmano ‘nyat. atmavyatirekenabhavat.

As will be seen, in the last passage, Safikara’s gloss tarkenopapattya refers
only to mate. nididhyasitavyah is glossed in hiscomment onI1, 4, 5: niScayena
dhyatavyah.

According to this interpretation, this passage of the Brhadaranyaka
refers to the four stages of spiritual knowledge: §ravana-, i.e. ‘hearing’ from
the teacher or from the scriptures, manana-, i.e. ‘reflection’ by reasoning,
nididhyasana-, i.e. continuous meditation,!? and darfana- ‘vision’. As
Sankara says in his comment on Brhadaranyakall, 4, 5, it is only when the
first three steps have been accomplished as one (yadaikatvam etany upaga-
tani) that the ‘right vision having for its object the unity of the brahman-
(= atman-) shines forth’ (tada samyagdarSanam brahmaikatvavisayam

prasidati) ; this ‘vision’ cannot be attained by ‘hearing’ alone (nanyatha
Sravanamatrena).

This interpretation, therefore, suggests that the term drastavyah, in the
series drastavyah Srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah, represents not the
beginning but rather the end of the process. The ‘vision’ is the goal to which
lead the three preliminary stages of ‘hearing’, etc., conceived as one.

Now, as Dr Jayatilleke himself shows (pp. 431-2, § 742), ‘If we take the
words for ‘seeing’ we find that they are used in the Nikayas to denote normal
as well as extrasensory perception.” And stages of spiritual knowledge,
similar to those just spoken of, are also mentioned in the Nikayas. Thus in
the Carnki-Sutta we read:

. . . dhammam sunati, sutva dhammam dhareti, dharitanam dhammanam
attham upaparikkhati, attham upaparikkhato dhamma nijjhanam khamanti,
dhammanijjhanakkhantiya sati chando jayati, chandajato ussahati, ussahitva
tuleti, tulayitva padahati, pahitatto samano kdyena ¢’ eva paramasaccam
sacchikaroti pafifiaya ca tam ativijjha passati.'3

The ‘Vision’ of which Yajfiavalkya speaks in the Brhadaranyaka is not
an ordinary vision, but the Vision of the Truth, which is beyond the subject-
object split, which, therefore, cannot even be properly called a ‘vision’.14
There is thus no contradiction between this statement and the one that
follows, namely that the Atman cannot be objectively ‘known’.!5 Our
ordinary ‘seeing’, ‘hearing’, ‘reasoning’, ‘understanding’, and so on, operate
only in the empirical world of subjects and objects; but when this apparent
duality (dvaitam iva) is transcended, these no longer exist:

yatra hi dvaitam iva bhavati . . . tad itara itaram pasyati, tad itara itaram
Srnoti . . . tad itara itaram manute, tad itara itaram vijanati. yatra va asya
sarvam atmaivabhiit . . . tat kena kam pasyet, tat kena kam Srnuyat . . . tat
kena kam manvita, tat kena kam vijaniyat 21 6
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The three preliminary stages of spiritual knowledge, also, are transcended
in the ultimate Vision, where there is neither a seeing subject nor an object
to be seen.

From all this, therefore, we can conclude: The Pali Canon admits an
ultimate “Vision’ of Truth and denies an ultimate value to our empirical
‘seeing’, ‘hearing’, ‘reasoning’, ‘understanding’, just as Yajfiavalkya does.
In other words, there is not the slightest opposition between the Pali Canon
and the great Upanisadic thinker so far as this point is concerned.

Now about the other Upanisadic passages quoted by Dr Jayatilleke. No
importance should evidently be attached to the Chandogya passage, VIII,
8, 1; for the ‘seeing’ of the Atman, mentioned in that passage, is rejected
later as false, in the course of Prajapati’s higher and higher instruction to
Indra. Nor should we, it seems to me, attach any importance to that figur-
ative passage, Chandogya I11, 13, 8. Chandogya V1, 1,3: yenasrutam Srutam
bhavaty amatam matam avijiiatam vijiatam, does not say anything about
the ‘hearing’, ‘reasoning’ and ‘understanding’ in relation to the Atman: it
only means to say that when the Atman — the One — is realised, even those
things which lie beyond the realm of these ordinary ‘ways of knowing’ be-
comeinaway ‘heard’, ‘thought of”, ‘understood” — because there is nothiug
apart from the Atman, the One: atrmavyatirekenabhavat.'’

Finally, the sentence (Chandogya VI, 16, 3) that brings to a close the
famous discourse on tat tvam asi: . . . aitadatmyam idam sarvam, tat satyam,
sa atma, tat tvam asi, Svetaketo iti tad dhasya vijajiiav iti vijajiav iti, only
means that Svetaketu ‘understood’ the teaching of his father.

I shall be the last person to say that the Pali Canon only restates the teach-
ings of the Upanisads; but it seems to me that the difference between the
two has too often been exaggerated.!8

NOTES

1 Majjhima-Nikaya (PTS edition) I, pp. 135-6.

2 Cf. K. Bhattacharya, L’Atman-Brahman dans le Bouddhisme ancien, Paris 1973
( Publications de I'Ecole frangaise d Extréme-Orient, vol. XC). - The theory, so loko
soatta. . ., criticized here (cf. also Samyutta-Nikaya 111, pp. 98, 182), has been discussed
by the Venerable Rahula in his wonderful book, What the Buddha Taught (second
edition, Bedford 1967), p. 59 & n. 1. Cf. also L’Atman-Brahman. .., p.9, n. 4; p.14,
n. 7; p. 15, n. 1; p. 67, n. 3. “La doctrine critiquée . . . nous fait plutdt penser a la
fameuse doctrine de Sandilya, ou I'on a reconnu I'influence des anciennes représent-
ations ritualistes-théistes™.

.3 Cf. Paparicasidani 11, p. 110: desanavilasena h’ ettha ditthadiarammanavasena vififa-
nam dassitam.

4 See Suttanipata (ed. by D. Andersen and H. Smith, PTS), vv. 250, 778, 790, 793, 797,
798, 802, 812, 813, 839-40, 846, 887, 897, 901, 914, 1078ff., 1086, 1122.

5 Here are some references, which may not be exhaustive: Digha-Nikaya I1I, p. 232
(=Ariguttarall, p. 246; cf. 1V, p. 307); Majihima 1, p. 3; 111, pp. 29-30, 261 ; Samyutta
111, pp. 203ff.; Ariguttara 11, pp. 23-4 (= Itivuttaka, p. 121), 25; Udana, p. 8.

6 Cf. Cullaniddesa 298 (on Suttanipdta 1086); Suttavibhariga, Pacittiya, 1,2, 1 (Vinaya,
ed. Oldenberg, Vol. 1V, p. 2); Dhammasargani 961; Vibharga, p. 429.

7 XIV, 76; cf. 46 (ed. Warren-Kosambi, Harvard Oriental Series 41).
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8 Cf. the discussion on this point in Abhidharmakosa IV, pp. 160ff. (La Vallée Poussin’s
translation). The Sanskrit original of the Abhidharmakosabhasya, published in Patna,
is not available to me, but the relevant portion is reproduced by P. S. Jaini in his edition
of the Abhidharmadipa with Vibhasaprabhavrtti (= Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series,
Vol. IV), Patna 1959, p. 161, n. 3. See also Abhidharmadipa with Vibhasaprabhavrtti,
pp. 161-2, where the Vaibhasika point of view is set forth. — In the A4stasahasrika
Prajiiaparamita the dharmanam dharmata is said to be na drstasrutamatavijfiata, where
Haribhadra explains: ghrapajihvakayavijianair anubhiitatvan mata (Astasahasrika
Prajiiaparamita with Abhisamayalamkardaloka, edited by P. L. Vaidya, Darbhanga
1960, pp. 95 & 407).

9 Dhammapila, Paramatthadipani: Theragathd-Afthakathd, Vol. 111, p. 190.

10 It is also found outside Vedanta, Cf. Gangesa, Tattvacintamani, Muktivada, in
Gadadhari (Varanasi, Chowkhamba, 1970), p. 2055.

11 In his commentary on the Bhagavadgita (111, 41, etc.), Sankara interprets jiidna- as
general theoretical knowledge, obtained from the scriptures and from the teacher
($astrata agamatas catmadinam avabodhah), and vijiiana- as ‘particular experience’
(visesatas tadanubhavah). But here, as well as in hiscomment on Chandogya-Upanisad
V1, 1, 3 (discussed below), where Sankara glosses avijidtam vijfidgtam by aniscitam
niscitam bhavati, it does not seem to me that he understands vijiata- in the sense of
‘une intuition simple et indifférenciée’ (O. Lacombe, ‘Jiianam savijiianam’, in Mélanges
d’indianisme @ la mémoire de Louis Renou, Paris 1968, pp. 439-43). Vijfiana- in these
Upanisadic passages means for Safikara — so far as I can see — ‘rational understand-
ing’ and nothing else (differently L’Atman-Brahman.. ., p. 32 &n. 2, p. 33). Of course,
this ‘rational understanding’ has to be transcended in the ultimate Vision (darfana-).
1 do not think that in the Brhadaranyaka passages 11, 4, 5 and 1V, 5, 6, vijfidna-|vijiiata-
‘correspond 2 nididhydsitavya etvise, sinon I'intuition supréme, du moins ce qui s’en
rapproche le plus, par-dela tout discours analytique’ (Lacombe, loc cit., p. 442). It is
true that Swami Madhavananda also, in his translation of the Brhadaranyakopanisad-
bhasya (fourth edition, Calcutta 1965), renders vijidna- in I1, 4, 5 by ‘meditation’, and
vijidta-in 1V, 5, 6 by ‘meditated upon’. This may repose on some tradition of which I
am not aware (Anandajfiana, in his 7ikd, says nothing on this point, and no other
commentary is available to me at this moment).

12 ‘Anhaltende Meditation’, O. Bohtlingk’s translation of Sadananda, Vedantasara
§ 207 (Sanskrit-Chrestomathie3 reprint: 1967, p. 320). — Nididhydsana- (from the
Desiderative ni-didhydsate) does not seem to be the same as Pali nijjhana- in ditthi-
or dhamma-nijjhanakkhanti- (Jayatilleke, p. 275, i 440).

13 Majjhima-Nikaya 11, p. 173 (cf. 1, p. 480). Cf. L’Atman-Brahman . .. ,p. 120, n. 2.1
have suggested that kdyena paramasaccam sacchikaroti, in this series, corresponds to
nididhydsana-, which has been defined, e.g., as mananopabrmhitavakydrthavisaye
sthiribhavah (Padmapada, Paficapadika, p. 353 [Madras Government Oriental Series
No. CLV, Madras 1958]).

14 Cf. Plotinus, Ennead, V, 5, 6.

15 Cf. on this passage L’Atman-Brahman. . ., p. 52.

16 Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad 11, 4, 14 (cf. 1V, 5, 15). Cf. Chandogya V1I, 24, 1.

17 $ankara, quoted p. 13 above. Cf. also Mundaka-Upanisad 1, 1, 3.—

na tuyham adiftham asutam-mutam va
atho avififiatam kificanam atthi loke | Suttanipata 1122.

18 Professor Jaini also, in his edition of the Abhidharmadipa (cf. p. 15,n. 8 above), p. 162,
n. 2, cites in connection with drstam, srutam, matam, vijiiatam, the Brhadaranyaka
passage, dtmad vd are drastavyah . . ., apparently to indicate an opposition between the
Upanisad and Buddhism. He refers to P. V. Bapat: Arthapada-sitra, Introduction,
pp. 4-6 — a book which, unfortunately, is not available to me.

There are other works which I have not been able to consult. In the Abhidharmasam-
uccaya of Asanga (translated by the Venerable Rahula) I find only a brief mention
of drsta-sruta-mata-vijiata-(samjiia nanadharmapratibimbodgrahanasvabhava, yaya
drstasrutamatavijiatan arthan vyavaharati, p. 2 in Pradhan’s edition).

Note June 1979: In the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya (p. 2), published in Patna in
1976, matam and vijiiatamare thus interpreted — against the tradition recorded above-:
matam yat svayam abhyithitam evam caivam ca bhavitavyam iti, vijiatam yat pratyat-
mam anubhitam iti.



