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This dissertation provides a clear understanding of
the Buddhist conception of human omnisclenoe. The Buddhist
philosophers, Sgntaraksita and Kamalaéila hold that religion
and philosophy shiould be based on the teachings of an
omniscient person who in turn becomes a religious teacher.

The hlmamsakas raise many objections against the
concept of human omniscience and establish the omniscience
of the Vedas (revealed literature).

The Buddhists disprove the omniscience of the Vedas
end God and hold that only a human being can becoume omniscient,
They go further and dialectically establish on the basis of
his teachings that only the Buddha, not tThe other religious
teachers, is omniscient, because of his perfect enlightenment
(Bodhi). Therefore, only the teachings of the Buddha are
authority for religion.
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INTRODUCTICHN

The purpose of this thesis is to present the.
logical proofs given in support of the omniscience (Sarva-
jhatd) of the Buddha by the later Buddhist philosophers:
ééntarakgita, and Kamalaéila, who lived in the eighth cen-
tury A.D. and whose writings represent the last phase of

Indian Buddhism. Emphasis will be laid primarily on

ééntarak§ita's Tattvasangraha and on Kemaladila's comment-
ary entitled Pafijika on it.

In Indian philosophy, logical argument was a commonly
accepted method used to defend a religlo-philosophical con-
cept already accepted at the time. With this intention, the
above named exponents of Buddhism have set forth logical
evidence in order to establish the fact "that only the Buddha
was an omniscient (Sarvajfa) religious teacher."

The Sanskrit word Sarvajﬁé (Sarva meaning "all" and

jﬁé‘meaning knower) is used to translate the English "omni-
scient" or "all-knowing" person. The Sanskrit word

Sarvaifiatd, however, is translated into the English by

the word "omniscience® or %all embracing knowledge". The

word Sarvaifiatsd (Omniscience) means to have the knowledge

of each and everything in the universe. The Sahskrit words

~ e Pireg . ! .
Sarva ijna, Sarvakarajﬁé, Sarvavit and Visvavit are used as

1
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synonyms, meaning a person who knows everything. In Indian
philosophy these words have been used in a special sense to
mean a person possessing the knowledge of supersensuous -
truths such as Dharma (religion), Svarga (heaven) and
ﬂéggg (liveration), apart from the knowledge of sensuous
objects of the world.

It cannot be said With certainty how and when the
concept of omniscience appeared in Indian philoéophy, and
which particular system was the first to accept this cbh-
cept, for the development of it is not clear and is
difficult to trace. It is hard to say whether this concept
was originated in the course of man's realization of the
absolute reality in order fb achieve liberation or in the
aim of each different religious sect to assert its own
supremacy by attributing cmniscience to its "teacher".
Undoubtedly religious practices implying omniscience pre-
cede thelr actual conceptualization; but the concern here
is not with the realization of omniscience, but with its

rationalization.

What can be said with certainty is that in the period
following thé sixth century B.C., that is the time of the
Buddha and Vardhamana, the Jailna teacher, there was a great
deal of discussion among Indian philoSOphers on the con-

cept of omniscience. Because the Buddha and Vardhamana were

considered to be omniscient teachers by their respective

followers, the nature of this concept has centered on



3
attempts to prove whether or nct a person can be omniscient.
On account of this attempt mainly two streams of thought
have emerged concerning human omniscience. Accord;ng to one
position, that is, the Car-vika and Mimamsa, an omniscient
~ person is an\impoSsibility; to the other, that is the school
of the Nyéya-—‘fa_i‘s’éjgika, Sahkhya-Yoga, Buddhism and Jainism
the omniscience can.be achieved by.ﬁuman being.‘

Was the concept of human omniscience developed be~
cause of its attribution to God or the Vedas (revealed |
literature), or wals the concept attributed to God or the
Vedas because an ehlightened person was thought to be omni-
scient? Or was thﬁs concept attributed to God, the Vedas and
man simultaneously? These questions do not pertain parti-
cularly to the subject of this theéis: What can be said
with certainty is that‘the‘conéept-of cmniscience was used
to describe God, the Vedas and man and probably arose in
Indian philosophy through attempts to understand the con-
ception of the enlightened persons who in turn became a

religious teacher.

It seems that this concept of human omnlscience was
first introduced ihtq Indian philosophy because of the re-
ligious controversies among Heterodox (Néstika) Schools,
specially Jainism and Buddhism and Orthodox (Astika) Schools,
specially Nyéya-Vaiée§ika, Sanhkhya-Yoga, Purva Mimamsd and

Uttaramimamsd. The religious teachers of some of the
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Nastika schools claimed omniscience for themselves in ofder‘
to prove the validity of their teachings. The Astika
Schools had already accepted the omniscient authority of
some supersensuous and super-human realities like God or
the Vedas as proof of the validity of their religious teach-
ings. But those who were not the followers of this tradition
had to prove their own religious authority by attributing
omniscience to their teachers. Thus the concept of human
omniscience came into philosophy as a reaction against the
Astika School who believed in the omniscience of super-
sensuous truths 1like God and the Vedss.

Since the time of the Buddha and onward, the con-
cept of omniscience began te be used in Indian religious
and philosophical systems in order to establish the omni-
scient authority of the religious teachings. Whether or not
this religious authority was a person or the Vedas (revealed
literature) or God, it was essential that it be considered
omniscient. It was felt only in this way it is possible to
have a "true religious teaching!, because an omniscient
authority knows the true nature of everything. 0Only a "true
religiocus teaching, if folldwed properly, can fulfil the |
real purpose of a religion by leading the people to pros-
perity in this 1life and to the highest good or liberation
after life. Thus the concept of omniscience was accepted

as an essential part of the religio~philosophical discussions



in the history of Indian philcosophy, and every religious
teacher or authority was necessarily considered to be omni-
scient.

To establish the authority of its owﬁ, each school
has developed a different concept of omniscience, and has
- used this word with a slightlj different connotation. The
School of Car-vaka does not bélieve in omniscience. The
School of Mimafsd maintains the non-omniscience of ali
beings and the omniscience of the Vedas. The School of
Nyéyaﬁmaiée§ika ard Yoga‘accepted the omniscience of God.
The School of Sankhya holds the omniscience of gzggggi.
Because they do not accept the authority of the Egggg or
6f God, or Prak?tl the Buddnists and Jainas hold that only
2 human being can become omniscient.

The Car-vaka School does not believe in the exis-
tence of an omniscient being, nor do they believe in the
existence of super-natural objiects. They are purely
materialistic, and, as such do not accept the idea of a
creator of the universe, nor release from the world, that
is, liberation. Therefore, it is but naﬁural for them not
to accept the concept of omniscience at all, neither in re-
lation to God, the ygggg nor any individual soul.

The Schools of Vaiée§ika and Nyaya maintain the

theory that God ig omnipotent and omniscient as a creator

amem s,
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authority for Dharma. They deny that the Vedas are composed
by any human being. In this system other souls also can be
cmniscient but not in the same sense as Géd. The soul of a
person can become omniscient by the proper practice of

Yoga. But after the attainment of liberation, the omni-
seient soul loses its omniscience because its omniscience

is not permanent or identical with that of God. It is
inmpermanent because it is an effect, that is, produced by
the practice of Yoga.

According to the Seéqarq—séﬁkhya School God is omni-
scient because He is the knower of the true nature of the
universe since he directs Prak?ti for cosmic evolution.

The SEEx hye, ucnoci {akes the cosmic principle of Prakrbi

as omnisoient.l Here it should be noted that Prak;tg does
not possess the pure consciousness of the Puru§a because

it is unconscious up to the point when the creation starts.
This school holds‘Prak?ti as omniscient in the sense of
knowing everything of thé universe, because it is the creator
of the universe.

The School of Yoga accepts the omniscience of God

as it has been accepted by the Nyéya—Vaiéegika. But it

1
"lehila Jagatkartrttvaccasya EvasesaJnattvamastu

Prakrteh Sarvajhatvam Jagatkarttrtvam ceti Sankaplakarane,"
cited from Prameyzkamalamartandah in Reéals in the Jaina
Metaphysics by Hari Satya Bhattacharva (BOmbay, 1966),

p. 372.




does not accept the omniscience of the soul, because it
holds that the omniscience of God will shine in the
.intellect (Buddhi). Just like Jainism, the School of
Séﬁkhya‘and Yoga accepts that in order to achieve the
liveration, the Ypgl becomes omniscient because the omni-
science of God is reflected in his intellect., It should
be noted that the School of Sahkhya-Yoga attributes omni-
science to its teacher Kapila in this sense.

The Mimamsakas believe in the existence of super-
sensuous realities like soul, rebirth, Dharma, heaven and
liberation. Therefore, it is a logical necessity for them
to believe in omniscience in order to have supersensuous know-
‘ledge, But they do not accept onniscience in any béing apart
from the Vedas. Due to this belief, he has not accepted any
being can be the knower of Dharma. Therefore, only the
Vedas should be accepted as authority for Dharma because

they alone contain omniscience.

The Buddhists and the Jainas believe in the existence
of an omniscient person who should be accepted as a real
teacher on the basis of their true knowledge of Dharma.

They have rejected the view of the Mimamsakas that the Vedas
could not be the work of & human being. They assert that
the Vedas should be accepted as an authority only if they
are taught by an omniscient being. Furthermore, the

Buddhists go further and claim that the Buddha alone is
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truly omniscient and that only the teachings of the Buddha
should be taken as authority for Dharma. The Jainas make a
similar claim for the teachings of VardhamZrna.

Though the Buddhists and Jainas do not believe that
the universe is cireated by God, they accept the existence
of an omniscient person. This ouniscient person is con-
celved by them as God, because he is the highest being in
the universe, not in the sense of the creator of the uni-
verse but as the highest conscious being. They bdth agree
in maintaining that omniscience is rnolt only a possibiiity
but every individual has the potentiality of becoming an
all-knowing perfect being by a particular practice of Yoga.

Although both the Buddhists and Jainas commonly accept

the concept of human omniscience, yet there is a fundamental
difference in their conception of this power. The Jainas
believe that the omniscient person has complete knowledge
of everything at every moment. The Buddhists, however, re-
ject the possibility of this type of knowledge in an omni-
scient person. For instance, the omniscience of the Buddha
was not a continual knowledge of everything simultaneously.
He was omniscient in the sense that he was able to know any-
thing which he wanted to know.

Omniécience depends upon the full knowledge of 211
things sensuous and supersensuous. According to the Buddhists

it follows from the removal of the hindrance of affliction
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(Kleéévarané) and hindrance of coznisable things (Jneyavarana).

The Buddhists hold that that person alone is omniscient who
knows the whole world in its real form of "socullessness"

{Anatmavada). They further assert, only the Buddha, not the

other teachers, fulfills all the conditions of this defini-
tion. Therefore, he has been placed at the top of all the

philosophers and religious teachers.

By accepting human‘omniscience, the Buddnists aim to
prove the existence of a person Wﬁo knows Dharma (religion)
itself. They believe that Dharme should be based on the
teachings of an omniscient teacher who knows the correct way
leading to liberation. They do not admit the concept of a
péfmanent self (éiﬁég)»és the apprehender of bonscipﬁsﬁess.
However, they do admit the possibility of an omniscient per-
son (Sarvajﬁé) as the cogniser of all objects of the universe.
This omniscient person should be accepted as the real teacher
of Dharma (religion), because hé possesses true knowledge'
and can never have a false idea about any thing sensuous or
supersensuous,

The concept of human omniscience has been used to
prove by the Buddhists that Buddhism is the only "true
religion' (Saddhaima) because 1ts teacher, that is, the
Buddha, 1is himself an omniscient person. Furthermore,
Buddnists content that only the Buddha should be accepted

as the omniscient religious teacher because he is the only
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person to percelve the true nature of all things and to know
about all things, both empirical and supersensuous. His
knowledge cannot be contradicted by any valld means of
cognition,

The main concern of this thesis wlll be to show
that ééﬁtarak§ita:and Kamalaéila offer arguments that
successfully answer the objections lodged by the Mimansakes
against the Buddhist's conception of human omniscience.

In addition, we will also try to show that ééhtarak§ita and
Kamalaéila offer further arguments which establish the
complete validity of this fundamental Buddhist tenet. Here
they are not onlyfphilosophers or logicians‘but they are
theél%gians defending the Buddhist tenets. In fact the
concept of ocmniscience is nct only a pnilosophical and
religious problem but a theclogical problem. The aim of
these Buddhists is to prove the superiority of Buddhism
among all religlons, because it is based on the teachings
of omniscient Buddha. Any religious authority is a matter
of conventional recognition. By dialectlical establishment
of humaﬁ omniscience and omnisclence of the Buddha, these
authors prove the authority and infallibility of the Buddha

and his teachings of Dharma.



Chapter 1

THE CONCEPT OF OMNISCIENCE IN THE HISTORY
OF INDIAN BUDDHISM

In this chapter we will have a bird's eye view of
the concept of human omniscience as understoocd by the
Indian Buddhists through the ages. We will first outline
the Hinayadnist position and then make a comparison with the
Mahayanists. From this point, we will concentrate on the
difference between the two with regard to the human omni-
sclence and show why human omniscience is important to the
school of Mahéyéna Buddhisn., Then we will proceed by dis-
cussing the concept of human omniscience as well as the
omniscience of the Buddha according to the MahZyan Buddhism
in order to prove the authority of Buddhism as true religion.

In the Hinayana Buddhism, the concept of human
omniscience was not emphasized. Vardhamadna, the religious
teacher of the Jainas was contemporaneous to the Buddha.
Vardhamana was acdcepted by his followers as omniscient in
the sense of having knowledge of each and everything of the
universe, at each individual moment, while standing or walk-

ing, sleeping cor awake, In his life the Buddha himself was

11
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asked by his disciples whether he was an omniscient re-
ligious teacher like Vardhamana. 'He replied that this type
of omniscience which is attributed to Vardhaména was ridiculous
as well as impossible, and that those ﬁho claimed that they
had this kind of knowledge were in error. There is no doubt
that the Buddha admitted possessing some sort of supernatural
power of knowing, knowledge not vossible by normal human
cognition. He had the power to remember the past and future
births of anyone if he so desired. Moreover, he was able to
know everything in the present because of his removal of the
hindrances of knowledge (asavas).

Already the Jainas claimed omnisciences for
their leader. They are said to have held that
he was "omniscient, sll-seeing, and possessed
complete knowledge and insight; that whether
walking or standing, 2sleep or awske, knowledge
and insight were continuously present." This
claim is ridiculed by the Buddhists, and the
omniscient teacher is descrited as so lgnorant
that he goes for alms to a house not knowing
that it is empty, or as having to ask his way
to 2 village. 3Buddha 1is represented%as deny-~
ing that he claims such omniscience, What

he c¢laims is the three knowledges, (1) that

he remembers numberless past existences, as

far back as he wishes, (2) that with his divine
eye he can see beings passing away and being
reborn according to their karma, {3) that with
the destruction ot the asavas he has of himselfl
attained and realized release of mind and know-
ledge in this life and abides by it.

¥Footnote No. 1 in original source., lajihina-
nikaya, i, 482,

1
Bdward J. Thomas, The History of Buddhist Thought,

(London, 1933), p. 148,
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The ideal of Hinayana Buddhism is Arhathood, which
is attained by the removal of the hindrance of affliction

(Kleéévarané). An Arhaé is essentlially self-centred, caring

only for his own liberation, and having no concern for the
liberation of other people. A Buddha, on the other hand,
foregoes his own liberation for the sake of others. He takes
a vow that he will not enter liberation until the whole
world is liberated.” This distinction is clearly implied in

the Pali text (Majjhimanikéiya, III, 8) itself where the

Buddha is called the originator of the path, the perceiver
of the unknown path and preacher of the unpreached path.
In other words he has discovered a way by which one can be
liberated, has realized this unique path by his self-effort
in the Sam3dhi and has taught this means of liberation teo
others, as i1t has never been taﬂght before.

The questlion is raised in Majjhima, 1ii, 8,

whether there is a monk endowed in every way

with the gualities that the Lord possesses.

The only difference there mentioned is that

the Lord was the originator of the Path, the

knower of the unknown Path, and the preacher

of the Path that had not been preached.

A further development in the growth of the concept

of Buddhahood in Mahayana was that the Buddha was considered

2 .
Bodhicaryavatara, 8, 108.

3
E. J. Thomas, op. c¢it., p. 149.
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the possessor of "ten-powers" (daé%bala). Rather than
belng a new idea, this was development of ascription of
superhuman powers to an Arhat in PR11l literature:

The special qualities and marvellous powers

of Buddha are many, but we can see their
growth from simple beginnings. The superhuman
qualities ascribed to the arhat were enough

to give them a start, We find them already
developed in the ten powers (bala) of Buddha:

(1) Hew knows what is possible as possible,
end what is impossible as impossible.

(2) He Xnows the ripening of karmas, past,
present, and future.

(3) He knows whither 21l paths :{(of conduct)
lead.

(4) Ee knows the many and various elements or
factors of the world {(existence).

(5) Ee knows the various intentions of individuals.

(6) He knows the faculties of other beings, whether

. gquick or slow, etc.

(7) He knows the impurity, purity, and growth of
the trances, releases, concentrations, and
attainments. ‘ ’

(8) He knows numberless former existences.

(9) With his divine eye he sees beings passing
away and being reborn according to their
karma.

(10) With the destruction of the asavas he has
of himself attained and realized release ,
of mind and knowledge in this 1life and abldes
in it %

When asked if he were omniscient, the Buddha claimed
the last three of the ten powers, these being the three

knowledges of an Arhat. At the time when Majjhima-nikaya

was conpiled, the claim to Buddha's omniscience had not been

made, but later this gquality was attributed tc him. This

!

be, 7. Thomas, op. cit., ». 149, cf. Majjhima-nikaya,
i, 69; Dhs., 76; Mvyut., 7; commentary in Vibhanga, 335-34L4.
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claim is to be found in the latest parts of tﬁe Canon as an
apparent development of the doctrine of the ten powers. The
difference between omniscience and the knowledge involved
in the ten powers is discussed by Buddhaghoga in his comments
on the above passage. Other schools, Buddhaghosa says, hold
that the knowledge of the ten powers is not knowledge of
the particular objects while omniscience is. Buddhaghosa
does not regard this as the prineciple of division. Through
the ten powers the Buddha knows each one's particular duty
and omnisclience is everything beyond this. It is 1ﬁfinite1y
extended human knowledge, which however does not produce
freedom. The trance or nmagic vower can be known by it, the
knowledge of how to perform them is not included under it.
"One might know the path, but could not thereby get rid of
the depravities. That belongs to the three knowledge of
the Path. They are intuitive and direct, and have to be

5

realized. "

8 The Mahdydnists, especially the Vijhénavddins, hold
that the knowledge and power of a Buddha are much more superior
than an Arhat who is the ideal of the Hinayana Buddhism, A

Buddha, according to them, is omniscient on account of the

removal of both the hindrance of affliction (Kleéévarana)

and hindrance of cognition (JRheyavarana) while an Arhat is

5
Et Jo ThOmaS, OE. Cit. ] ppo 149"150.
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not, because he removes only Klesavarana. In fact in the

Hinaysna literature (Nikaéya) itzelf the Buddha is conceived

ags omniscient. Here the main difference between an Arhat

and 2 Buddha is drawn. The Buddha is a founder of Dharma

while the Arhat is not.

sclence

Of the extraordinary spiritual powers atltained

by & Buddha, the Hinayanists say very little.

We have in the Nikayas the remark that Buddhas
(including Paccekabuddhas) attaln perfect know=-

ledge by themselves, and by following the dharma

unheard before.* A Samyaksambuddha preaches the
dhamma and becomes the founder of a religion,
and the leader of men and the gods. He is
sabbannu (omniscient)** and his knowledge in
any matter whatscever does not require any
avajjend (reflection); he possesses ten balas,
and four vesarajjas.... In theilr literature the

Hinayanists tried to prove that a Buddha is a

rare being and superior to the men and the gods,

but thely mention also that there is hardly any
distinction between an Arhat and a Buddha

except that the latter is a founder and teacher

of 2 re1ig10n Ea

*Footnote No. &4 in original source, Ahguttara,
I1¥, p. 9; Pug., P., p. 14,

**Footnote No. 5 in original source. lNMajjhima,
I, p. 4B2 sabbanni sabbadassavi aparisesam
nanadaqsanam pati janati.

##%Footnote No., 8 in original source. For a
comparison of the éravakau, Pratyekabuddhas
and Buddhas see ch. II, pp. 80-4. Dial. of
Buddha, II, 1-3; III, 6.

Oldenberg also observes that the concept of the omni-
of the Buddha is found in the Hinayana literature.
One night, the old traditions narrate, the de-

cisive turning point came, the moment wherein
was vouchsafed to the seeker the certainty

6Nalinak$ha Dutt, Aspects of Mahayana and Its

Relation to Hinayana, p. 285,
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of discovery, Sitting under the tree, since
then named the Tree of Knowledge, he went
through successively purer and purer stages
of abstraction of consciousness, until the
sense of omniscient illumination came over
him: in all-piercing intuition he pressed on
to apprehend the wanderings of spirits in the
mazes of transmigration, and to attain the
knowledge of the sources whence flows the
suffering of the world, and of the path which
leads to the extinction of this suffering.?’

On the basis of Pasadika Suttantas A. B. Keith

observes the Buddha as omniscient. Though he has more

capacity to know the past things in comparison to the future

things.

On the contrary, the Tathagata, while able to
remember all the past, has enlightenment as to
the future to the effect: "This is the last
birth; there is no more coming to be.”" Xor
does the Tathagata reveal all that is past;

what is not true, what is not fact, what does
not redound to the good of mandind, he leaves
alone; nor does he reveal what is true, what

is fact, but what does not redound to good;

but he reveals what redounds to the benefit of
man desirous of -salvation, both as regards the
past, the present, and the future. He knows
whatever throughout the world is discerned,
striven for, accomplished, or devised, by gods
or men; all that he spoke between his enlighten-
ment and his passing away was true; and he doces
according to his word, as his word is according
to his going, he is styled Tathdgata.9

7

Hermann Oldenberg, Buddha: His Life, His Doctrine,

His Order, p. 107.

8 . .
cf. Dighanikaya, III, 134ff.

9 ) .
A. B. Keith, Buddhist Philosophy in India and Ceylon,

(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1963), p. 44. Also cited by
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After reaching the state of omniscience and perfect

enlightenment the Buddha was enjoying the pleasure of

liberation (Nirvana) and wanted to enter the state of

liberation by giving up his body (Nirupadhiée§anirv5?a).
Meanwhile BrahmZsahampati appeaied before him and requested
the Buddha to teach the suffering people of the world.lo

In fact, the Buddha wanted to enjoy his own freedom and to
enter liberation but since the idea of the suffering of
others came to his mind due to compassion, he started his

teaching of Dharma. This is called action of the Buddha

(Buddha-Xarma) which does not bring the Buddha into bondage

by producing any result. That is why the Buddha is called
supernundane (Lokottara) and his duty is to teach the

Dharma.

The Buddha is the adept in the wisdom of
Buddhism (Bodhi jniana), whose first duty, so
long as he remains on earth, is to communicate
his wisdom to those who are willing to receive
it. These willing learners are the "Bodhi-
sattvas", so calied from their hearts being
inclined to the wisdom of Buddhism, and
“Sanhghas", from their companionship with one
another, and with their Buddha or teacher,

in the Vih3ras on coenobitical establishments.
The Bodhisattva or Sahgha continues to be such
until he has surmounted the very last grade of
that vast and laborious ascent by which he is

Keith in footnote 2 are: JRAS, 1898, pp. 103ff., 865ff.;
AJP, XXXII, 205; Franke, DN., p. 287; Elilot, Hinduishm
and Buddhism, p. 133, Np. 2.

10
Mahavagea (Vinaya-Pitaka, I, 1-24).
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instructed that he can "scale the heavenst,
and pluck immortal wisdom from its resplen-

dent source; which achlevement performed, he
becomes a Buddha, that is, an Omniscient

Being.1l

A Tirtharkara, the Jaina teacher, unlike the Buddha,
is not concerned with the world and has no consideration
for the suffering of the people of the world. Just like a
Pratyekabuddha the Tirthankara does not teach Dharma to the
people, In Hinduism God reveals the Dharma due to His
active grace. God performs the moral action and confers the
knowledge of Dharma,

Dr. T. R. V. Murtl quite consistently holds that a
mediator is necessary to reveal the Dharme leading to the
realization of the Absolute Truth. 1In fact the Absolute
Truth does not become affected by being taught or not
being taught. Because of his inherent limitation a person
cannot know beyond the sensuous world. Therefore, a mediator
is needed to provide the knowledge of Ultimate Reality. 1In
other words a mouthpilece is needed to declare the Absolute
Truth. Every religious system has accepted a mediator
between the people and the Ultimate Reality. The Jainas

accept a Tirthankara. The Buddhists accept a Buddha and

11
Cited by H. Kern in his intrcduction to the trans-~

lation of Saddharms-Pundarika, p. XXXV, by B. H, Hodgson,
Essays on the Language, Literature and Beligion of Nepal
and Tibet, p. 62.
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the Hindus accept God as the medlator. All or these have
a direct realization of the Ultimate Reality.

Can a person not have the knowledge of Dharma by
himself in order to achieve liberation? Every system of
Indian thought accepts the possibility of knowing the Dharma
by self-effort through the means of yoga. The Buddhists
accept that a Pratyekabuddha can become omniscient and
achieve liberation by his self-effort. But in this case
also a teacher (Guri) is needed to guide. Candrakirti
holds that the Pratyekabuddha is also taught by a teacher
in his previous births. The Buddhists hold that the

Buddha is counsellor-friend {Kalvanamitra) of mankind,

The Buddha plays the role of God revealing the Dharma as a

path to freedom.

The Tathzgata, it was pointed out before,

is the principle of mediation between the
Absolute that is transcendent to thought
(stnya) and phenomenal beings. The need
for a mediator is felt in all absolutism;
Vedanta has recourse to Isvara, apart

from Brahman, to account for the revelation
of truth; in the Madhyamika and Vi jhanavada
that ,function is performed by the Tathagata,
, Sunyatd does not need to be declared as
Stinyatd; the Real or the Truth is not
constituted by our knowing or not knowing
it as such.... Truth is impersonal, tyue
for 211 and for all time. Prajiid or Sinyata
is bhutakotl or dharmata, the intrinsic
nature of all things; 1t is Tathata--the
'"Thatness?!, invariable for all time "tatha-
bhave!vikaritvam*).... Only a being which
enjoys a sort of dual existence having one
foot in phenomena and the other in the
Absolute, can possibly know the Absolute
and reveal it te others. A difference is



21

i1s therefore made betwesn Tathata (the Rez21
or Absolute Truth) and Tathagata, who knows
the truth.®* ,,.From time to time the Buddhas,
out of great compassion, condescend from thelr
exalted position to reveal the truth to all
beings (gods and lowly creatures).
essThe Absolute is the impersonal reality
underlying all phenomena; Tathagats is an
BExalted Personality (bhagavan), a being freed
of limitations and endowed with excellences.
Though éunyata does not necessarily imply the
Tathagata, 1t does not, however, lose its
nature by freely manifesting itself as a
Person, as God. It is the nature of the Good
to loverflow!, 12
*Footnote No. in original source, p. 270.
Tathabhdvo'vikaritvan sadaiva sthayita,
sarvadanutpada eva hy agnyadinai paranira-
peksatvad akririmatvat svabhava ity ucyate.
MKV. pe. 265.

- ¥¥Pootnote No. 1 in original source, p. 277.
atita tathata yedvat pratyutpannapy anggata;
sarvadharmas tatha-drq%as tenoktah sa
Tathagatah, CSV. p. 32,
sarvakaravipariaamdna“me—daisikatVeﬂa parartha-
‘sampadd tathagatdh. AAA. p. 62,

In the Mahay2na Buddhism the Buddha is held to be
a free phenomenal Being. Just like the Tirthankaras of the
Jainas he is considered to be God. He possesses all powers,
knéwledge, acts and etcetera. He has removed all his passions,
actions and true obscurations of affliction and cognition.
He is omniscient because he has complete knowledge of the
Absolute Reality and empirical world. Apaxt from his omni-
science the Buddha possesses ten powers (Dasabala), Four

confidences (Catvari Vaiééradyéni), end thirty-two mercies

(Dvatrimdat Manaksrunah).

bd v

12
Te Roe Vo Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhism,

Pp. 276-277.




22

Buddha is Bhagavan, God, endowed as he is

with power and perfection. He possesses,

in entirety, 211 power,‘sp%endour, Tame,

wealth, knowledge and act. He has

completely eliminated all passion and

karma and the two obscurations (I Tesavarana

and Jneyavarana) *¥¥  He 1is omniscient

(sarvajfia and sarvBkirajfia), having a full

knowledge of the Absolute Truth (prajna-

péramité) and of the empirical world like-

wise. His wisdom is spoken of as consisting

of five varieties: (1) "The perfectly pure

intuition of the Absolute, there being no

bifurcation into the 'is!' and the 'is not!

(advaya-jtianam); (2) the knowledge resembl-

ing a mlrror wherein everything is reflected

(8darda-jrana); (3) the discriminative know-

ledge pr301selv cognising all the separate

objects and elements without confounding any

of them (pratyaveksanajfizna); (%) the cogni-

tion of the unity, the equality of one-self

and of others as possessed by the unique

Essence of Buddhahood (samatdjnina); eand

(5) the active wisdom pursulng the welfare

of 211 living beihgs (krtyanusthénajnana).ns#s

The first two forms of knowledge, especially

the first, belong to the Dharmakaya of the

Buddha; the third and the fourth (pratyavek-

sand and samatajfidna) to the Sambhoga Kaya

(body of Bliss) and the pursuit of the wel-

fare of beings to the Nirmanakaya (Apparition-

al Body). Besides cmniscient knowledge, Buddha

possesses several other perfections such as Ten

Powers-—(dasabdla),f Four confidences .

(catvari valéaradyani), ihirtX»two mercies

(dvatrimsat mahakarunadh) etc. .

*Footnote No. 1 in original source.

"alévaryasva samagrasya Iunasya yag asah srifan'
jnanasyatha prayatnasya sapnam bhaga iti srutlh."
so'syastitl sajagralsvaryadiman Bhagavan.

ileda~-karma tathd janma Klesaannyavrtl tatha;
yena vaipaksika bhagnas teneha Bhagavan smrtah."

AAA.p. 9.

**Footnote No. 2 in original source., Obermiller's
The Doctrine of Przjnaparamitad, p. 45. Acta
Orientalia, Vol. XI.

##%Footnote No. 2 in original source. Mahavyutpatti,
ppn 2'“"!’ (Bo BUdd. Ed_no)

13y, R, V. Murti, op. eit., p. 280.
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The Saddharma—?u?éafika establishes the concept of
hunan omnisclience as well as the omniscience of the Buddha
to prove the religious authority of his teachings of
Dharma. It holds the doctrine that every individuwal can
attain the state of an omniscient Buddhahood. ‘Here we find
e very clear distinction between the schools of the Hinayana
and Mahayana Buddhism. This disfinction is based on two
different kinds of the teachings of the Dharma taught by the
Buddha., It maintains that the Buddha advocated different
types of the teachings of the Dharma as an expedient resort

v/(Upéya—Kauéalya}. His main aim was to atitract the people

of lower intellect towards his teaching of the Dharma lead-
ing to liberation. v Ouly with this view in mind he taught
the doctrine of Hinayana. The doctrine of Hinayana does
not reveal thé whole truth. Here he has taught the "Four

Noble Truths" (Catvari Arya-Satyani), the ¥loble Eight

Fold Path™ (E;ya—Astéﬁgikénmérga), the doctrine of Dependent

Origination" Pratityasamutpada, the doctrine of soullessness

‘- -
(Pudgala-Sunyatd) and thirty-seven (Bodhipaksiya Dharmas) to

[
remove the hindrance of affliction (XKlesavarana). By follow-

ing these teachings of Dharma a person can reach only the

state of Arhathocd.

However, the teachings of the Mahaysna Buddnisn goes
further than the teachings of the Hinayana Buddhism by
prescribing a further spiritual discipline leading to the

state of omniscience and to the Buddhahood. (According to
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the Saddharma-?undarika, an Arhat has to practise the

splritual disciplines of the Boddhisattvas. in order to
become an omniscient Buddha. Furthermore; he has. to

4
realize the voidness of elements (Dharma-Stinyata) and the

identity of all the elements (Dharma-Samats) which would

remove the hindrance of cognition (Jﬁéyévarana). Then he

would become a perfect enlightened (Samyak-Sambuddha) . omni-

scient religious teacher.

The Saddharma—Pundarika holds that the different

paths {yana) are only an e*cpedient resort of the Buddha
leading toc omniscience and perfect Buddhahood. This distinc-

tion of érévakayéna, Pratyekabuddhayana and Béddhisattvqyéna

are only from practical point of view. Really there is

only one path named as the Buddhayana which leads to the
state of omnisbience and to the perfect Buddhahood. The
Buddha has taught the Dharma to all beings by means of only

, !
the Buddhayzna which finally leads to omniscience.’P

v The omniscient Buddhs teaches the Qharma without
inequality to all beings of the five staﬁes of eﬁistence.

who are followers of either the Mahaysna or the Pratyeka-

o / - .
Buddhayvana or the Sravakayana according to their particular

disposition. Really there are not three paths (yana). In

14 /- _
Te'pi Sarve Sariputra Buddhz Bhagavanta Ekameva
Yananavabhya Sattvananm Dharmam Desitavantah, Yadidam Buddha-
yanam SarvaJna-Tanaryavasanam. The Saddharma Dundarlka-

Sutra, p. 27.
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fact, .the different beings act in various ways. On

this ground the Buddha has declared that there are three
paths (zggg).ls Really, there is only one path. (yana),
viz., the 3uddhay5na; there is no second or third path
(yina) -

/ The Saddharma-Pundariks holds that ultimate goal

of 2ll the spiritual disciplines is to reach the state of
omniscience. The Buddha is tThe master, king and lord of
Dharma., The Dharma taught by the Buddha finally leads to
the state of omniscience. The Buddha knows the real mean-
ing of Dharma, because he reaches the highest perfection

of knowledge, that is, omniscience. Therefore, he is able
to know and decide the  Dharma, he can apprehend the know=-
ledge of omniscience, he can impart the knowledge of omni-
science and he can produce the knowledge of omniscience, be-

1
cause he is perfectly enlightened. 7\/

15

'...,athagatanamarqatam Samyaksamnbuddhanam Sarva-
jnaananacit+anrabha Sarvesu Pancaaatyupapannesu Sattvesu
Yathzdhimuktin Mahayanikanrstyekabuddhayanlkasravakayapikesu
Saddharmadesana Samam Pravartate....Nasanti KaSJaDa Trini
Yanani. Xevalamenyonyacaritah Sattvah, Tenz Tr1n1 Yanani
Prajnapyante." The Saddharma Pundarlka Sutra, p. 90.

16 :
"...Ekamevedan_ Yanam Yaduta Buddhayanam. Na
Dvitlyam MNa 'r+1ycm Va Yanam Semvidyate." The Saddharma
Pundarika Sutra, r. 91,

17

- Dharga-Svéml asyapa Tathagauah barvau“harmaﬂam
Raja Prabhurvasi. ...(TathObanlksibati) Yatha Te
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On account of his perfect wisdom the Buddha is
omniscient, knowing 211 and seeing all. He knows this
world as well as the other worlds in their real .form. He
1s the indicator of the path, preacher of the path, knower
of the path and acquainted with the path. 3y hearing
the Dharma taught by the Buddha a person can remove the
hindrances. The removal of the hindrances ultimately

leads to the state of omniscience.l8

The Buddha hag taught only one Dharma which is
always the same. The essence of Dharma is liberation,
it is free from passion and annhilation and it ends with

the knowledge of omniscience (Sarva jhajiénaparyavasanah).

4

This knowledge of omniscience is not revealed all of a
v/sudden.. The state of omniscience is reached by follow-
ing the Dharma taught by the Buddhanlg/’.
That person is called omniscient who knows the
five transcendental faculties. Those who are desirous to

achieve the state of omniscience should remove the ignorance.

Dharmah Sarvajnabhimim Eva Gacchanti.... Sarvadharmartha-
Va81taprantah Sarvadharmadhyaqayapﬁapbah Sarvadharmavinisca-
yakausalya JnanaparamaparamlLapraptah. Sarvajnagnanasam-
darsakah uarvaJnaJnanavatarakah SarvaJnagnancpaniksepakah
Xadyava Tathagato'rhan Samyak- -Sambuddhah." The Saddharma

Pundarika Sutra, p. Si.

¢ ¢

18
Ibid. 9 ppo 8)4’—85.

19
Ibidug po 850
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By removing the ignorance one would become omniscient
and acqguire the knowledge of Dharma and five transcendental
faculties. Without reaching the state of omniscience,

liberation is not possible.zo

. - — ’_
In his book tne Mahayana éraddhotpada-Sastra,

which 1s translated into English as the Awakening of Falth

in the Mahayvana, Aévagho§a has accepted the concept of

human omniscience. He maintains the difference between a
Bodhisattva and a Buddha. A Buddha is one who has become
omniscient on account of his perfect enlightenment (Bodhi).
A Bodhisattva is one who aspires to achieve the state of
omniscience and perfect enlightenment through the following
three prescribed practices of ‘spiritual disciplines (yofa)
First, through the perfection of faith. Second, through
undefétanding and action. Third, through intuitioﬁ. v

The practice of the perfection of faith produces
three characteristics into the‘intellect. First, the in-
tellect becomes centered in meditation upon Tathata (such-
ness). Second, it becomes profoundly mature by the introduc-
tion of 211 kinds of unlimited good qualities into the

intellect. Third, it becomes compassionate towards removing

20

The Saddharma Pundari ka-Sutra, V, 71-75, p. 95.

21 / . o .
' The Mahayana Sraddhotpada-Sastra, p. 80.
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22
the sufferings of all the beings.

According to Advaghosa the Absolute Reality
(Dharmati) is one without a second and it is pure
consciousness. This consciousness is concelved from two
aspects. TFrom the zbsolute point of view the same
consciousness is called Tathatﬁ. Prom the phenomenal
point of view the same consciousness is called the Sansara

(world) which is based on Tathégata—Garbha.z3 The real na-

ture o man is the Tathata itself. However, it is associated
with impurities and defilements. These impurities and de-

filements are removed through gocd actions as well as medi-

2L

tation upon Tathatz.

Througn the means of understanding and action a-
Bodhisattva has the correct realization of Tathatd and has
no attachment for his own action. He acguires the perfect
meditation upon Tathata which is calm and free from igno-

25

rance.

Through intuition a Bodhisattva realizes the

TathatZ. There is no realization of any object in the

2 2 s /
The Mahayana Sraddhotpada-3astra, p. 82.

23
Ibido, ppo 31"‘360

2L
Ibid., p. &2,

25 ,
Ibid., p. 86.
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intuitive realization of the Tathata. In fact, there is
only intuition into Tathatz which transcends both the sub=- !
ject-object dvality. This is also called the realization

of the Dharmakaya (the cosmical body) which is identical

with the Absolute Reality. The Bodhisattva becomes the
highest being due to the realization of Tathata. Then he

manifests himself into the heaven named Akénistha which is

the highest heaven in the world of form (rupavacara) accord-
ing to the Buddhists.’ The unity of his intellect with Tathata
suddenly vanishes his ignorance. By the removal of his
ignorance he becomes omniscient. Now he can perform supra-
rational acts spontaneously and he is able to appear every-
where in the universe and can help all the beings.

It is possible for the omniscient person to know the
vnlimited objects of the senses and mind of innumerable
beings of a1l the worlds? Again there would be no thought
in the mind of the omniscient person when his ignorance is
destroyed. HQW can he be called an omniscient person
in the sense of knowing each and everything of the universe?
Aé&agho§a answers these objections by holding the view that
the objécts of the world are mere appearance of the Tathata
which is beyond the categories of thought. | The non~omniscient
person, because of his ignorance, imposes limitatiocns in his

ovn intellect while apprehending the objects of the world.

26 _ / _ /_
The Mahayare Sraddhotpada~Sastra, pp. 87-89.

o s e R
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The categories of thought do not correspond to the Absolute
Reality (Dharmata). The mind of the non-omniscient
person is like a mirror coated with the dirt of defile-

ments. It cannot reflect the Dharmakava of the Buddha

until it is purified. The Dharmakaya of the Buddha is omni-

present. The omniscient Buddha is free from any limitation
of thought. In other words he is free from all perverse
views of thought. His intellect is pure and real., It is
the very essential nature of the things. He can perceive
into every corner of the universe and can illumine all the
things which appear due to ignorance, because he is endowed
with such great wisdom. He has the capacity of understand-
ing the thoughts of all the beings. He can reveal the true

Dharyma, because he is omniscient.27

The Dadabhimikasitra also accepts the concept of

human omniscience., A Bodhisattva enters the tenth Bhumi

(stage) named Dharmamegha or Parama-Vihara after crossing.

the ninth Bhumi, through his practice of yoga. In this
Bhumi he obtains the knowledge of the form of all things and

becomes omniscient:

A bodhisattva on completion of the duties
of the ninth bhumi passes to the tenth.¥* Now
he masters countless samzdhis, and as the
result, a lotus of infinite spledour and size

27 , ;
The Msghayana graddhotpéda-séstra, p. 90,
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appears and he is found to be seated on it

wlth an equally resplendent body and established
in the sanzdhi of ocmniszcience (sarvaanajnana-
visesabhlseka)nﬁ surrounded by countles
bodhisattvas who are yet in any one of the
nine bhumis and 211 looking at him. The rays
of light issue forth from his body and make
2ll beings happy.¥**% Yhile he is thus sezted
on the leotus, rays come forth from the Tatha-
gatas and consecrate him as a Samyaksambuddha
possessed of omniscience, and hence this bhumi
is called Abhlsekabhumi.

It is after the tenth bhimi that a bodhi-
sattva becomes a Tathagata, and so the '
Lankavatara calls this stage Tathzgatabhimi.#*
The Satasihasrika also remarks that a
bodhisattva in the tenth bhumi can be called
8 Tathagata.28
*Footnote No. 3 in original source. The ltu.,

I, p. 142, has nothing corresponding to the
account of the Dasa. It mentions something
connected with the Bodhisattva's descent from
the Tusita heaven and birth in the world of
mortal beings.
**Eootnote No., # in original source. Cf. B. Bh,
2
*m*Footnote Noe. 5 in original source. The wonders
of radmi are described here as well as in the
Prajnsparamitas and other Mahdyana works.
#%#%*Footnote Ne. 4 in original source, p, 284,
Sata.. p. 1458, Author's Note: Sata., stands
ﬂor SatasahasrlkamPraJnanaramlta. )

>€

- ey S / - .
Abhi sanayalankara or PraJnawparamitonadesaéastram

aims, as described in the beginning, that the wise man should

observe the path of omniscience and by remembering the mean-

ing of the SlUtra, should blissfully reach the ten-fold re-

ligious viriue. The perfect wisdom (Przijfisdvaramitd) is

attained through the means of omniscience, The knowledge

28 , ‘
Nodlinaksha Dutt, op. cit., pp. 283-23L,
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of the form of all objects (Sarvakarajnata) is attained

through the knowledge of the path (Margajriatd). The know-

ledge of the form of all the objects lead to omniscience.
The excellence of omniscience is the highest wisdom which

leads to the Buddhahood.

. /
According to Abhisamayalankara a Sravaka removes

only the veil of affliction. A Pratyekabuddhé remnoves both
the veil of affliction and cognition which is imagined by
the subject only. Thus, it should be noted that only a
partial vell of affliction and cognition is removed by

a Pratyekabuddha. The perfect omniscience and Buddhahood
1s attained by the removal of the vell of affliction and
cognition. Omniscience, which means the true knowledge

of all things, is of two kinds: the knowledge of the
objects that are near, and those that are remote.

The Bodhicaryavatara also includes the Sravaka

and the Pratyekabuddha in the Hineyana Buddhism. The aim
of the Mah@yana Buddhism is to reach the state of omnlsciznce
and the perfect enlightenment (Buddhatva). The realization

of the voidness of elements (Dharma-Nairatmya) removes the

hindrance of cognition, which leads to cmnisclence and the

Buddhahood.29

29 ‘ /_
KlesaJneyavrtltamah Pratlpakso Hi Sunyata, Sighra
Sarvajnatakami Na Bhdvayati Tah Katham. The Bodhicaryavatira,

9-55.
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The Madhyamika School of Mahayana Buddhism des-
/
cribes the Buddha as a great religious teacher (Sasta).

However, it has not given an elaborate description of his

omniscience. Nagarjuna in his Mulamadhyamaka-Karikid

reverentially bows to the Buddha as the propounder of

"dependent origination™ (Praﬁityasamutpéda),jo but he does
not ascribe omniscience to him, The omniscience of the
Buddha is emphasized and elaborated mainly by the Vijna-
navada Buddhism begimming about the fifth century A.D.

The fifth century A.D. is the start of the
golden period 6f Indian philosophy. Here we find a tri-
partite struggle between the Himamsa,; Nyaya and Buddhist
schools. This tripartite struggle was originally started
by Difindga, the father of medieval logic in India, He

criticized the Nyaya-Sutra of Aksapdda Gautama and its

comuentary by Vatsyayana called Byayabhasya.

Dign&gza by the celebrity he won in dispu-
tations has been one of the most powerful
propagators of Buddhism. He is credited with
having achieve the ‘'conquest of the world."*
Just as an universzl monarch brings under

his sway all India, so is the successful
winner of disputations the propagator of

his creed over the whole of the continent

of India. Cashmere seems to have been tThe
only part of India where he has not been,

but he was visited by representatives of

that country who later on founded schools
there., These schools carried on the study

30

Milamadhyamaka-Kariks, Verse 1.
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of his works and produced several celebrated

logiclians.
¥Footnote No. 1 in original source. dig-vijaya.

Dininaga felt that the charges lodged by the school
of Mimadss and Nyaya against the Buddhist doctrines could
not be disproved without accepting a new form of logic.
This new logic would enable Buddhism to be on an equal
Tooting theologically, philosophically and religiously
with the other Indian traditions. This was most essen-
tial since Buddhism until this time was devoid of an adeguate
framework in which to interpret the tradition of the Buddha.
Dinnaga, however, gave a new definition of logic on the

basis of Buddhist philosophy and from this standpoint he

“‘ériticized the views*of others end set forth a new logical

proof of Buddhist doctrines:

The Buddhist philosopher DinnZga
(c. 425 A.D.) may be regarded as the
founder of the school of pure logic in
Buddhism....

It is interesting to note that in
the hands of Ditindga, Nydya becomes a
pure science of logic.... With Dinnaga,
as with other logicians of the Medieval
School, the utility of Nyaya primarily
lay in its being a means of defence and
attack in the philosophical controversies
that were then raging in the country.
He tries his best to demolish the posi-
tion of Vatsyayana, the commentator of
the Nyaya-sutras., Udyotakara (c. 550 A.D.)

31
Th, Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic, Vol. I,
"Introduction," p. 34.
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came forward to defend Vé?ﬁyayana against
Dinnaga.

The task of defending Dinnaga against

Udyotakara was undertaken by Dharmakirti,
(c. 600 A.D.) pupil's pupil of Dinndga....
Dharmakirti also criticises the views of ‘
Bhartrihari and Xumarila as well. Dharma-
kirti in his turn is criticised b%nyomaéiva,
Akalanka, Haribhadra and Jayanta.-%

Eventually the Jaina, Sankhya-Yoga, Mimamsa and
Nyaya Schools also adopted their own logical methods to
support their doctrines and criticize those of others.
Uddyotakara, a propagator of the Nyaya Schoocl, in his

book Nyaya-Vartika, has refuted the arguments of Dinnaga

against Nyaya-doctrine. God, he holds, is the basis of
Dharma because He is the cnly cmniscient supreme being.
He has proved the sole omniscience of God on the Ppasgis
of His function as creator of the whole universe. Only a
being who is the creator of the unlverse can be omniscient.
It is, therefore, impossible for any human being like the
Buddha or Vardkamenz to be the cmniscient religious
teacher.

To answer the objections of Uddyotakara the
Naiyayika and the Mimamsakas and re-establish the

Buddhi st doctrines, Dharmakirti wrote the Pramana-Vartika.

His criticism was answered by Vacaspati Misra in his book

Nyéya—VéftikawTétparya—Tika. Dharmakirti also criticized

32
_ A. 8. Altekar, Intrcduction of the Pramanavartika-
bhashyam, Ed. by Rahula Sankrt yana, pp. 6-7. ’
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vigorously the doctrine of the Mimamsakas. His ceriticism

— ) —-
was answered by Kumarila in his bock Slokavartika. In
order to re-establish the doctrine of Mimamsa he severely
attacked the Buddhist doctrines and attempted to prove the
authority of the Vedas. He holds that only the Vedas can
be omniscilent and an omniscient being is an impossibility.
According to him, the non-omniscient teachers like the
Buddha or Vardhamana should not be accepted as authority
for Dharma,
V// Thus the schools of Mimdmsz and Nyaya challenged the

religious authority of Buddhism by seeking to disprove
the omniscience of any human being. On this basis the
Buddha's teachings regarding Tharma were not accepted
avthoritative by them and were seen as misleading. The
attack of Kumarila, Uddyotakara and Vacaspati Midra on
the doctrines of Buddhism and their refutation of the
omniscience of the Buddha, shook the position of the
Buddhism as religion and it became difficult for people
to have faith in the teachings of the Buddha.

cesBuddhism in India was doomed. The most

talented propagandist could not change the

run of history. The time of Kumarila and

Sankara-acarya, the great champions of

brahmanical revival and opponents of

Buddhism, was apprcaching.... What might

have been the deeper causes of the decline

of Buddhism in India proper and its sur-

vival in the border lands, we never per-

haps will sufficiently know, but historians

are-unanimous In telling us that Buddhism
at the time of Dharmakirti was not on the
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ascendency, it was not flourishing in the
same degree as at the time of the brothers
Asanga and Vasubandhu., The popular masses
began to deturn their face from that

philosophic, critical and pessimistic re-
ligion, and revertsd to the worship of the

great brahmin godSe....
Dharmakirti seems to have had a forebod-

ing of the 111 fate of his religion in India,

He was also grieved by the absence of pupils

who could fully understand his system and to

whom the continuation of his work could have

been entrusted. Just as Dignaga had no famous

pupll, but his continuvator emerged a genera-

tion later, so was it that Dharmakirti's real

continuator emerged a generation later,.?

The Buddhis theologians of this age felt the need
to answer this challenge by establishing the Buddha as the
only omniscient religious teacher in order to prove that
Buddhism is as valid as Hinduism, if not superior. They
have tried to prove that only a human being could be omni-
scient not the Vedas or Ged. They also tried to demonstrate
that among human beings who have been acclalimed as omni-
sclent religious teachers only the Buddha is omniscient
because his teachings have not been disproved by any valid
means of cognition. They have used logical arguments to
support the omniscience of the Buddha so that they could
prove that Buddhism is the only true Dharma, since only
Buddhism has been taught by an omniscieni religious teacher.

Dinndgs paved the way for development of the Buddhist

proofs for the omnisciences of the Buddha by providing the

3 )
Th. Stcherbatsky, op. cit., p. 35.
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logical structure. The later Sautrantika Vi jnanavadin
Buddhists adopted this dialectical method in discussing

the omniscience of the Buddha.

We should, however, remember that the
logicians of the age had cultivated 2
purely rational outlook to a great ex-
tent. Dinnaga was no doubt held in high
esteem by the Buddhists but this did not
prevent Dharmskirti, his vartikskara, from
dissenting from him and maintdinirg that the
example, or Udaharsna, cannot form part of
syllogism. The very emergence of vértig%
as a form of literature is a clear proof
that rationalism was fairly well developed
in the period; the vartikakaras were n
doubt commenting upon earlier WOorkSees.

Dharmakirti, however, has not resfed his case on
the omniscience of the Buddha, because he felt that the
omniscience of any person cannot be examined by_any
enpirical criterion. 3ut he maintains that the Buddha

is a reliable guide to Dharma, because he possesses true

knowledge (jﬁénavén).35

This is much more so because the whole
chapter on the validity of knowledge is
supposed to contain only a comment upon

the initial stanza of Dignaga's work.

This stanza contains a salubtation to

Buddha who along with the usual titles is
here given the title of "Embodied Logich
(prambna-bhiita).*  The whole of Mzhayanistic
Buddhology, all the proofs of the existence
of an absolute, Omniscient Being are dis-

cussed under that head.

34

A. S. Altekar, op, cit., D. 7.

35
Pramana-Vartika, ii, pp. 145-146,
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We would naturally expect the work to begin
with this chapter upon the validity of know-~
ledge and the existence of an Omniscient Beingese.
A further notable fact is that the chapter on
Buddhology, the religious part, is not only
dropped in all the other treaties, but Dharma-
kirti most emphatically and clearly expresses
his opinion to the effect that the absolute
omniscient Buddha is a metaphysical entity,
something beyond time, space and experience,
and that therefore, our logical knowledge being
limited to experience, we can neither think nor
speak out anything definite about him,*¥ we can
nel ther assert nor deny his existence,36
*Footnote No. 2 in original source, pramina-

bhutaya jagad-dhitaisine, ete. cp, Dut.,
Nyaya-praveda, Intrcd.
**Footnote No. 2 in original sovrce., p. 39, Cp-
the closing passage of Santa@nantarasiddhi, and
NB, 111, 97.

The omniscience of the Buddha was most convincingly
demonstrated in the last phase of Indian Buddhism. Th.
Stcherbatsky names 1t as "The Third or Religious School
37

of Commentators.™ This religious school has followed the
logical tradition of Difinags in proving the validity of
knowledge. 1In this connection they have logically established
the concept of human omniscience as well as the omniséience

of the Buddha.

Prajhiakaragupta in Pramanavartika-Bhadysm (or ;

‘_, .
Vartikalankarah), Santaraksita in Tattvasangraha and

Kamalasila in his Pafijikd went further than Dharmakirti and

dialectically established the concept of human omniscience

36 .
Th. Stcherbatsky, oo. cit., pp. 38-39.

37Ibid., p. b40.
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and omniscience of the Buddha while answering the objections
of Vacaspatimisra and Kumarila.

These Buddhist philosophers have accepted. the
possibility of human omniscience and have maintained through
various modes of logical arguments that only the Buddha and
no other religious teacher is omniscient, because his teach-
ings of Dharma have not been disproved by the accepted
valid means of cognition (ggggégg)}

By holding the concept of human omniscience and
omniscience of the'Buddha,.the Buddhists do not mean that
the omniscient person should know all the objects of the
world., Their primary aim is to prove that the 3uddha has
the knowledge of supersenéuous truths and his teaching of
Dharma is the means of attaining heaven and liberation.

The knowledge of the Buddha is not hampered by obstacles
because he is omniscient, The Buddhists .indirectly
establish the concept of human omniscience in order to

prove the existence of a person who knows the means lead-
ing to heave and freedom..38 Their main aim is to prove that
thé authority for Dharma is the teaching of an omniscient

person and only the Buddha is an omniscient religious teacher.

38

Svarzipavargasanprapti Hetujho'sttti Gamyate;
. S@ksBnna Kevalam Kintu Sarvajio'pi Pratiyate.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 33009.




Chapter 2
OBJECTIONS AGAINST THE CONCEPT OF HUMAN OMNISCIENCE

One of the orthodox phllosophical schools, the
Mimamsakas, believes that only the Vedas are omniscient.

No human being can be omniscient because of the mind's in-
herent limitation. Kumarila, the expounder of the Mimamsaka's
view, vigorously argues that only the Vedas are omniscient,
because it is the work in a spascio-temporal dimension--they
are not written by man, for they are eternal. The Vedas are
the only basis upon which man can know the supersensucus
truths, because théy are omniscient (§grvajna). Therefore,
the Vedas are the only suthority upon which Dherme (religion)
can correctly be based.

It should be noted that this school is the most
orthodox and firm supporter of the Vedas. It denles through
various arguments the existence of a creator of the universe
2s well as the possibillty of human omniscience. According
to this school an omnisclent person is non-existent, like
a sky-lotus, because he 1s not apprehended by any of the
valld means of cognition. All objects cannot be known by

anyone, Here the term "all" (sarva) does not mean objects

b3
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other than Dharma and Adhaima (anti-religion) such as oil,
water and butter, and so on.

In order to maintain the omniscience of the Vedas
the Mimamsakas have raised many objections against the
existence of an omniscient person. Flirst, they deny the
possibility of human omniscience by logical arguments.
Second, they argue that the existence of an omniscient per-
son cannot be proven by any of the valid means of cognition.

This school has established that the Vedas should

be taken as the supreme authority regarding Dharma, Svarga,

ESE;& and other super-sensuous truths. Kumarila asserts
that it is always doubtful whether the words uttered by a
person are valid or not. Therefore, only the-¥edas can be
omniscient, because they are impersona1.2 It is natural
that this school would deny the existence of an omniscient
person. Even those schools which believe in the existence
of an omniscient person have criticized each other on the

concept of human omniscience. The Buddhists say that

1
 Athapi Prakruam Kincittailodakaghrtadivat

Tena Srvena Sarvajnastathapyastu Na Varyate.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3131.

2 ]

Dosah Santl Na Santiti Pumvacyesu Hi Samkyate;
~ Srutau Kartur Abhavan Nu Dosasamkaiva Nasti Nah.
Ibid., Verse 2087. cf. Sloka Varttika,p. 7% (Chou. Edn.)
citied in The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, p. 281. ‘
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Vardhamana, the Jaina teacher, should not be regarded as
omniscient, because his teachings of Sggdvéda and other
doctrines are false. On the other hand, the Jainas say
that the Buddha should not be regarded as omniscient . be-
cause his teachings regarding the doctrine of momentariness

CKsanikavéda) etc. are incorrect. Both the Jainas and the

Buddhists have put forth reaéaning and counter-reasoning
but no definite criterion has been established to verify
omniscience of a person. On this basis the Mimamsakas con-
clude that the existence of such a person who knows every-
thing of the universe cannot be proved by any valid means
of cognition.

‘TheTre are”two possible interpretations of human
ocmniscience. First, a person may know a little of the
universe as a whole. Second, he may know the whole of the
universe in full detail.

However, it is futile to accept the first possibe-
11lity. The objects of the world are either existent

(bhava-ripa) or non-existent (abhiva-ripa). A man could

not be called omniscient by knowing this epitome of the
World.3 Again, a person may not be called omniscient on

the basis of this knowledge that all objects of the world

Bhavabhavasvari-Pan VajagatsarvamvadOCJate,
Tatsamksepena Sarvajnah Purusah Kena Nesyate.

Tautvasangraha Verse 3132.
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are knowable ( jneya) and cognisable (Prameya). Some
philosophers have reached the conclusion that the world is
divided into certain limited categories. The Buddhists

have postulated the "Five-Thought-Phases" (Pancaskandha),

the Vai§e§ika have postulated "Six-Categories"® (sgﬁ-
padarthah) and the Sankhya have accepted "Iwenty-five-
principles" (Tattvas). But it is absurd to conceive of
them as omniscient, because those who read their philo-
sophical doctrines, would also become omniscient.5 It is
also impossible tQ regard a person as omniscient if he
cognises six kinds of objects through the six valid means
of cognition (Praméga). Consequently, that a person is
omniscient cannot e proven on thHe basis that he knows a2
little about the universe as a whole.

As far as the second alternative is concerned, a
person cannot know in full detail all the atoms contained

even in a single body. How then is one to know a2ll the

L

fvam Jneyaprameyatvasamxsenenanl Sarvatam;
Aéritya Yadi Sarvajnah Kastam Varayitum Ksamah.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3133,

Padartha Yaidea Yavantah Sarvatvenavadharitah
Tajjhatvenapl Sarvajﬁah Sarve Tadgranthavedlnah
Ibid., Verse 3134.

6

Tatha Sadbhih Pramanairyah Satprameyavivekavan;

So'pi Sam£51ptasarvajnah Kasva Nama Na Sammatah.
Ibid., Verse 3135.
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little details that constitute the whole universe. It is
impossible to have the knowledge of the entire universe
even in a hundred years. At the same time this k¥nowledge
1s as futile as examining the teeth of a2 crow because it
has no bearing upon Dharma and Adharma and 1t will not
fulfil any purpose of mankind,7

Human omniscience cannot be established by perception
and other valid means of cognition, so Dﬁarﬁa and Adharma
can be known only through the Igggg.a It is 1mpossibie to
know them through the teachings of the Buddha and other
religious teachers, because these teachings are not contained9

‘either in the Vedas or in the Upveda (sub-revealed litera-

ture like Ayurveda, Dhanurveda and the like), nor in the

Aﬁgas (subsidiary sciences) of the Vedas or in the Pratyangas

(auxiliaries) of the Vedas. Again these teachers have not
composed any scripture which provides the knowledge of all

the objects. It is wrong to say that those objects which

7

Ekasyaiva Sarirasya Yavantah Paramanavah
Kesaromani Yavanti Kastani Jnatumarhaul.
Samastavayavavyaktivistara Jnanasadhanath;
Kakadanta Pariksavatkriyamanamanarthakai.

Tattvaéaﬁgraha, Verses 3137-3138.

88arvapramatrsambaddhapratyaksadinivaranat
Kevalagamagamyatvam Lapsyate Punyapapayoh.
Ibid., Verse 3142,

9Naca Vedopavedangapratyangadyarthabodhanam~
Buddhaderdrsyate Vakyam Sa Sarvaanah Katham Mudha.

Ibid., Verse 31456,
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are not mentioned in their teachings might have been knowm
them., In that case all the poets should be regarded as
omniscient due to the compesition of their poems.lo

There are many teachers such as the Buddha, Kapila,

Kapada, Gautama, Vardhamana and others who are regarded as
omniscient by thelr respective followers. But it is not
proper to regard them all as omniscient, because they have
taught mutaully contradictory doctrines regarding super-
sensuous objects. If the Buddha 1is omnisclent, then what
is the proof that Kaplila is not so. If both are omniscient
then there should not be any difference of opinion between
them{ll

 Agein the'Buddhists are not right in saying that
that person alone can be regarded as omniscient whose teach-
ings cannot be contradicted by any valid mesns of cognition.
The Buddhists assert that the Buddha should be regarded as
omniscient in the sense that he directly khows the true nature

of all things. His omnisclence is derived from his unique

teachings, teachings which are in accord with reality. In

10
Svagranthesvanibaddho pi Svajnato'rtho Yadisyate;
Sarvajnah Kavayah Sarve Syuh Svakavyanibendhanat,

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3147,

11
Sarvajnesu Ca Bhuyassu Viruddharthopdesisu,
Tulyahetusu Sarvesu Ko Namaiko! vadharyatam.
Sugato Yadi SaTVajnah Kapilo Neti Ka Prama;
Athobhdvapi Sarvajfiau Matabhe-Dastayoh Kathan.

Ibid., Verses 3148-3149,
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other words, the Buddha is omnisclient according to the
Buddhists because his teachings are not heard or inferred
from any external source,.and because they describe the
true nature of things. The same reasoning'is used by the
Digambarara Jainas to prove the omniscience of Vadhaména.lz
Here again the matter is doubtful because both the
and Jainas have criticised each other on the conception of
omniscience. On this ground the Mimamsakas have refuted their
doctrines very suocessfully.l3

The Mimamsakas assert that no being can perceive
super-sensuous truths; they can Be observed only through
the ygg§§,1” It is not correct to say that the‘Buddhists
know super-sensuocus truths through the words uttered by
other Buddhas such as Kanaka, Kééyapa and Dipankara and
not through the Vedas, because the reliabllity of their

teachings also can be ascertained rno more than that of the

Buddha.15 The Buddhists are also not correct in saying that

12
Penjikéd, 3153, p. 823.

13

Evamn Sarvajna Kalpesu Nihatesu Parasparam;
Alpasesakrtansarvan Vedavadal Hanisyati.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3154,

1k
Tasmddatindriyarthanam Saksadrasta Na Vidyate;

Vacanena Tu Nityena Yah Padyati Sa Pasyati.
1bid., Verse, 3175.

15

Ibid., Verses 3176-3177.
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the line ot the Buddhas is beggingless. Therefore, the
teachings prepounded by the Buddha should be regarded defect-
less and Without‘beginning.just like the Vedic tradition.
The Mimamsakas declare that the teachings of the Buddha
are not reliable because he has no direct knowledée of
Dharma.16 The mere fact that the teachings of the Buddha
are beginningless as the Buddhists hold also does not prove
that they are reliable. Neither reliability nor unreliabi-
lity is necessarily connected with the beginninglessness.
For instance, real gold has been in use since the beginning
of time, jusﬁ like‘unreal gold, but both are not equally |

1
Teal. 7

It is also wrong to say that both the Buddha and
the Vedas are equal source of right knowledge, because both
are omniscient., The Mimamsakas do not believe in the exis-
tence of an omniscient person, because such a persdn cannot
be proven by any valid means of cognition except non-apprehen-
sion (abhava). Therefore the omniscient person who falls

within the scope of non-apprehension cannot be placed at the

1
same level as the Veda.

16
Na éauddhodanivékyaﬂéﬁ Paratantryatpramanata;
Apadyatah Svayam Dharmah Tathd Sauddhodanerapi.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3179.

17
Ibid., Verses 3183-3184.
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Also the existence of an omniscient person cannot
‘be proved on the basis of the proclamation of the Buddha
himself, such as "I am omniscient, percelving all things,

there is nothing that is unknown to the Tathagata,"19 be-

20 pis

cause there is interdependence in this assertion.

statement cannot be accepted as reliable unless it is proved

that it was spoken by an omniscient person. How can he be

accepted as omniscient on the basis of his owﬁ declaration.Zl
Again the Buddha cannot be accepted as omniscient

on the basis of the assertion of the érgvakas such as ééri-

putra and others who declare the Buddha, the worthy scion

of the éékya family, as omniscient.22 This type of state-

ments made by the non-omniscient person cannot establish the

ommiscience of the Buddha. If a person accepts this state-

18
panjika, 3185, p. 830.
19 »
Sarvajfothaf Sarvadardi Nasti Tathagatasya
Kificida jfiatamityddi.
Ibid., 3187, p. 831.

20
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3188.

21
Sarva jioktataya Vakyam Satyah Tena Tadastiti;
Katham Tadubnayam Siddhyetsidhan- Wulantaradrte.

Ibid., Verse 3189, p. 832,

22
"Sarvagno yam Sakyakulanandana Iti.

Pan;ika, 3190, p. 832,
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ment as authority, why does he not hold his own words as

authority.23

The Buddhists hold that there has been a series of
innumerable Buddhas in the past and this serles is going to
continue in the future also. The knowledge of the omniscience
of the Buddha is derived from the words of these Buddhas.zI
In other words the omniscience of the Buddha is affirmed
by the assertion of another omniscient person, that is,
enother Buddha. On this basis the Buddhists establish the
omniscience of the Buddha. The Himdidsakas, however, do not
accept this view also very convincing. If a single one of
these Buddhas happen to be non-omniscient, then the omni-
science of the Buddha cannot be established through the
words of the Buddha.25

The Mimamsakas further argue that the people of the
present time are not able to know an omniscient person be-
cause no such person is present before them. Even a man

contemporaneous with the omniscient person cannct know him

as onmniscient unless he himself becomes omniscient, for such

23

Tattvasangraha, Verse, 3190,
2L

Panjika, 3191, p. 832.
25

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3191.
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e man who is not omniscient, the teachings of the so-calied
omniscient person would be non-reliable and doubtful. In
fact the reliability of his Wogds would not be more than
2

the words of any other person.

It is also not proper to call z person as omniscient
"who can know all things that are known to his disciple, be-
cause 1t is not possible for him to know all the knowable
-objects of other different worlds. It is impossible to
believe that all men approach the Buddha simultaneocusly
and he answers all their questions, because ali_men of the
past, present end future from a2ll over the world cannot be
brought together.27 |

The omniscient person must know the things of the
"past and the future also. COtherwlse he would be only a
partial knower. However, it is impossible to know the
things of the future. Nobody can know future things by
sense-perception, because what is still in the future, that
is, non-existent, cannot be an object for knowledge, because

a future thing is not a real object. Inference and other

26 . .
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3192,

27
Sarvasisyairabi Jnatanarthan—Samvaaa*a“napi

Na Sarvajfio Bhavedanyalo ra jhatdrthavarjanat.

Na Ca Sarvanarajnata jieyasanviadasambhavah;

Kaldtrayatrilokasthairnarairna Ca wamagamah
Ibid., Verses 3194-3195.
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valid means of cognition also cannot prove the apprehension
of future things, because there shall be no inferential

’ > - — 2 8
mark (lingabhava=d), and other necessary factors. Just

like future things, there will be no apprehension of past
things also because sense perception on any other valid
means of cognition cannot’be applied there, as that also is

2
a non-entity. 9

In addition, the description of the omniscience
of Brahma and other Hindu deitles is found in the Itihasa
and the Purana of Brahmanic (Hindu) literature. The |
Mimamsakas take these descriptions as commendatory
(Arthavéda).Bo Or it can be said that their knowledge is
certain regarding the objects'spoken of in the ;§;§§§§
and Puré?a. Thelr knowledge 1s certain because they know

Dharma in thelr own selves through meditation.31 Accord-

28
Anagatena Drstam Ca Pratyaksasya Managapi;

Samarthyan Nanumanadiaanma Lingadibhirv1na.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3174.

29
Panijikd, 3174, p. 828.

30
Itih&sapuranesu Brahmadiryo’pi Sarvavit;
Jhdnemapratighan Yasya Vairdgyan Ceti Kirtitam.
Gaunatvenaiva Vaktavyah So'pi Mantrarthavadavat;
Yadva Prakrtadharmadi Jpans!pratﬂvhstocvate.

Tattvasangrahsa, Verses 3199-3200.

31
Ibid., Verses 3201-3205.
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ing to this literature knowledge is one of the ten imperish-
able qualities of Lord éaﬁkara, but he is not called omni-
sclent. His knowledge consists only in the direct percep-~

32

tion of his pure self.
Apart from this Brahmd, Visnu and Mahesvara are the

embodiments of the Vedas. The Vedas consist of the knowledge

of all things. These Gods are omniscient in this sense.

But the knowledge of the Buddha is dependent upon himselfu33

Furthermore, they are deities, superior to all human beings,

so they can acqulire the pure knowledge through meditation.

They are mentioned in the ygggg, because they are equipped

with eternal qualities and eternsl function.Bu It is better

to accept the fact that Dharms is taught by the Vedas than

35

to hold that the omniscient person 1s mentioned in the Vedas.

32
Jnanam Valragyamaisvaryamiti Yo'pi Dasavyayah°
Qankarah Sriyate so 'pi JRAnavanatmavittays.

Tattvasshgraha, Verse 3206.

33
Athapi Vedadehatvadbrahmavionumahes rarah;

Sarvs jhsnamayad vedatsarva jng Hanusasya Kif.

Kvaca Buddhadayoh Martyah Kvaca Devottamatrayam,

Yena Tatspard-Dhayd Te'pl Sarvajfs Iti Mohadrk.
ibid., Verses 3208-3209.

34
Ibid., Verses 3210-3211.

35
Anityasya Tu Buddhaderna Nityugaua gamyata;

Nityatve Cagamasyeste Vrtha Sarva jnakalpanz,
Ibid., Verse 3212,
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According to the Mimamsakas the clear and direct
knowledge of Dharma is obtained from the Vedas, because it
provides a clear knowledge of everything. On the other hand,
the omniscient person provides indirect and indistinct know-
ledge of Dharma,36 because he has retired into Nirvé?a
(liberation) and therefore carmot be clearly perceived. If
it 1s accepted that he has not entered Nirvéga and is clearly
perceptible even then he would not impart any teaching,
because after reaching that state he has no desire for any-
thing. Even if he imﬁarts somé teaching at this stage, 1t
could not be heard by éll men of the past, present and
future.37

Thué the Mimdmsakas conclude that a prerson like the
Buddha or Vardharmana should not be regarded as the knower

of Dharma on the basis of the knowledge of a few supersensuous

realities unless he is proved to be omniscient.

The Valid Means of Cognition (Pramana)

The Mimahsakas hold that the existence of an omniscient

person csnnot be supported by any valid means of cognition.

36
Tattvasashzraha, Verses 3213-3214

37

Tirohitastu Vedabodhitasarvajtiajhdto Dharma-
Stasya Nirvanamgatasyaprakatatvit. Anirvanadvasthiyama-

pyenicchaya Tadupades&bhavat. Upadese'pi Sarvatra Sarvada
Sarvesam érava;ébhévét. Penjika, 3214, p. 838.
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Perception (Pratyasksa) inference (Anumana), analogy

(unamégg). Presumption on necessary implication

- / -
(Arthapatti), words (Sabda) and non-apprehension (Abhava)

21l these wvalid means of cognition cannot prove the exlistence

of an all-knowing person.

1. Perception (Pratyaksa)
A man is called cmniscient because he knows all
things. This knowledge of all things could be attained

either through sense-perception (Indrivaifana) or through

mental perception (Manofnana). 38 Sense~perception is limited
In scope. Consequently, the apprehension of all things
through perception is impossible. Otherwise, 2ll the diff-
erent things such as taste,»odour and so on would be appre-
hended through a single cognition at one and the same time
which is not possible, there would be no apprehensicn of
many things such as the mental thinking of other men and

those things which are far away, or very small or hidden.

Otherwise, all characteristics could be attributed to all

38
Sarvaoadaruhagnanatsarvajna Isyate, Tacca Sakal—
avastupari jnénan Kadacidjndriyajnanana Va Bhavet Manognanena

Va. Paiiiikxa, 3157, p. 824,

39
Mabhiide-Kena Jnsnensa Yugapadaéesérthasya Grahanam,
Anekene Bhavisyatiti. Yato Yugapadanekavi jian2sanbhavat.
Sambnave 'pl na Sarvapadarthagrashanamasti, Paraclittasyendri-
yajfianavis sayatvat, Agobarapraotqsya Ca. Durasuksmavyavahlta-
derarthas;a Tena Grahltumasakyatvat, Pavijika, 3158, p, 824,
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things. The apprehension of all things through mental-
perception is also not possible. Mental perception has no
independent operation of its owm. It is supported by the
fact that the deaf or blind persons also are found in the
world. Therefore, it follows from this that mental perception
envisages only those things which are apprehended by sense-

perception.uo

It 1s inconsistent to say that o person can 5ecome
omniscient by improving his power of intelligence (Prajﬁg)
through the practice of Yoga and meditation., vThe power of
intellect cannot reach the highest stage of perfection
through any kind of Yogic pracfice. Sense-perception can-
not franscend its inhsrent 1imit£tion and the mental cogni-
Tion cannot overleap the range of knowledge of repeated ex-
perience, The intellect may become superior but it cannot
reach its perfection. By practice a man can Jjump to the
height of eight miles.“1 A1l cannot know all. The know-
ledge of 211 objects cannot reét in one man. No one can

become omniscient.,

Lo
Panijika, 3159, p. 825.

b1
Dadshastantaran Vyomno Yo Namotplutya Gacchati;
Na Yojana-masau Gantuh, Sakto!Bhyasagatairapi.
Tattvasangrsha, Verse 3168,

uzsarvah Sarvam Na Janati Sarvajhic Nopapadyate;
: Naikatrs Parinisth& 'sti Jhanasya Puruse Kvacit.
Ibid., Verse 3173.
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Again the omniscient person cannot be the object of
mental-pefception. In mental-perception a man can only
apprehend those 1ldeas which occﬁr in his own mind. He can-
not comprehend the thought-processes which are going on
into the nind of other people. Also the omniscient pexrson
cannot be proved to exist by mystic cognition (gggijﬁéna),
because it is doubtful whether he is apprehended in such
perception or not. Therefore, it cannot be said with cer-~

43

tainty that an omniscient person is seen by a mystic (Yogi).

2. Inference (Anumana)
The omniscient person cannot be proved to exist by
inference. The Buddhists regard inference as based upon
 three kinds of mailk (Lﬁﬁga): (1) non-spurehension

(Anupalabdhih); (2) causal relation (Karyakaranabhivah);:

and (3) the nature of things (Svabhdvah).

He cannot be proved by non-apprehension because
positive not negative reasoning is required to prove his
existence. He cannot be proved by causal relation , because
the causal realtion is always based upon perception. The
reason based upon the nature of things also cannot prove the
existence of the omniscient person. His nature cannot be

known, because he is not seen.

43
Pafljiks, 3186, p. 830.

lyly -
Ibid., 3186, pp. 830-831.
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There could be three kinds of fallaey in the reason-
ing for proving the existence of the omnisclent person:
(1) inadmissible (Asiddha), (é) contradictory (Viruddhaj.

and (3) inconclusive (Anaikintika). Any reason may be

adduced as a property belonging to a positive entity

(Bhavadharma), or to a negative entity (Abhavadharma), or

to both. These three are the only possible alternatives.
The reason adduced as a2 property belonging to a positive
entity is inadmissible, because that positive entity, that
is, the omniscient person is still to be proved. The
réason adduced as a property belonging to a negative en-
tity is contrédictory. Such a reason wouid prove the non-
existence of the entity, that is, the omnisclent péerson.
The reason cannot belong to both, because such = reasocn
would be inconclusive. Thus, none of the three kinds cf
mark can prove the inference of the existence of the omni-
- sclent person. Nor is he seen by us at the present time.qS
3. Analogy (Upanana)

The omniscient person cannot be proved to exist by

enalogy which is based on similarity (Séd?éga) and its adjuncts

(Upadhi). No person is seen at present time who may be called

b5
Sarvajfio DréyateiTévannedénimasmadédibhih;
, Drste Na Caikadeso 'sti Linigam v& Yo 'Numapayet.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3186.
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similar to the omniscient person. Hence the existence of
the omniscient person cannot bg proved on the basis of
Analogy. On the contrary, 1t is deduced from the Analogy

that there is no existence of an omniscient person.

L, Presumption (Arthapatti)

The omniscient person cannot be proved to exist

_through presunption. The teachings of the 3uddha regard-

ing Dharma and Adharma can be accépted as authority only

when his omniscience 1s established. As a matter of fact,
no relationship has been percelved between thé omnisclent
person and the teachings of Dharma and Adharma. It can

only be an instance of inference from a universal premise.
According to the Mimdmsakas the teaching of Dharma may be
due to dream, delusion, wrong teaéhing or the Vedas them-
selves.47 The Buddha is ignorant of the Vedas, which has

been accepted by the Buddhists themselves. Therefore, 1t

46
Sarvagnasadrsah ascidyaai Drsyetaqamprati
Tada Camyeta Sarvs jRasadbhava Upamabalat.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3215.

L7
Upadeso Hi Buddhadersnyathza 'nyupspadyate;
~ Svapn&didrst (Stamq) Vyamohd (T) Vedadvadi
(Ceavit) Tatha (Tham ) Srutat.
Ibid., Verse 3223.

Upadeso Hi Vyamohadapl Bhavati, Asati Vyamone Vedadapi
Bhavati 'ti SBbara Bhasya 01ued in Panjika 3223, p, 839.
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is deduced that the teachings of the Buddha and other
wlcked teachers might have proceeded from sheer delusion
for deceiving people.48 Because a man who is ignorant of
the Vedas cannot base his teachings upon the Vedas. In fact,
the Buddha has imparted his teachings only to the ignorant
persons and to the éudras. If his teachings regarding
Dharma had been based upon the Vedas, then he would have
Imparted his teachings to the Vediec scholars and the learned
Bréhma?as as Manu and the other Brahmanic teacher who were
learned in the Vedas have clone.u9 Manu and other teachers
were learned in the Vedas and they were dependent on the
Vedas so far as the teaching of Dharmsa is concerned. They
were well known among the Brah~3m__ and the Vedic scholars
who accepted thelr teachings, because their works have been

50

based on their understanding of the Vedas.

48
Ye Hi rrtavadavedadnaste§am Vedadasahbhavah;
Upadesakrto, Yastalrvyamo-Hadeva Kevalat.
Sisyavyamohanartham va Vydmohad Vat'Tadasryat;
Loke bustopadestrnamunadecah Pravarttate.

Tattvasangraha, Verses )22& 3225.

49 '
Ibid., Verses 3226-3227; ef, Pafijikd, 3226-

3227,

50
Ye Tu Manvadayah Siddhah Pra-dhényena Trayividam;

Trayividddritagranthaste Vedaprabhavcktayal.
Tattvasaharaha, Verse 3228,
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5. Words (éabda)
The knowledge which proceeds from words (éabda) is

called verbal cognition (éabda Pramana). This Sebda Pramina

is based on two sources, first, that which is based on eternal

words (Mityasabdajanitam), and the second, that which is

based on the utterance of men (Péuruseyadhvanihetukam)ﬁl

The human omniscience cannot be established by the means

)
of Sabda Pramana. There is no declaration in the Vedas
regarding the existence of an omniscient person. At the
same time he cannot be proved by an artificial truth,52

The Upanisadic dec¢larations such as "He who is truthful

in words, truthful in volition, truthful in desires,
should be sought and should be desired to be known,"s3
are only commendatory according to the Mimamsakas. There
can be no reliability in the human assertion such asg it

has been quoted in the Buddhist scriptures: "The blessed

51,
Sabdadssanniﬂrsbe rthe Yajgayate JAsnan
Tacchabadan, Tacca Dvividhah Mityasabda janitah Pauruseya-

Dhvanihetukar Ca. Panjika, 3187, p. 831,
52

Nacagamavidhih I asoianityasarvajnabodhakah,
Krtrimena Ca Satyena Sa i Katham Pratipadyate.

Tattvasangraha Verse 3187.

53

Yah Satyavak Satyasankalpah Satyakamah So
hvestavyah sa’ VijLJnasﬁtavyah " From Upanisad cited in

Parijika, 3187, p. 831.
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Lord the Tathémata, the Arhat, is Truly Enlightened,"54
’
Thus human omnisclence cannot be supported by Sabda

Pramana.

6. Non-apprehension (Abhava)

The existence of an omniscient person cannot be
proved by any of the above mentioned five valid means of
cognition. Therefore, it is concluded that his existence
can be affifmed only by non-apprehension (Abhéva)?s the
sixth valid means of cognition.

Thus Kumarils, the expounder of Mimanmsa schoél,
establishes the fact that humen omniscience cannot be

proved by reason or any valld means of cognition.

Argﬁments of Samata and Yajhata

Samata and Yajhata hold that the concept of human

omniscience is purely baseless. It is wonder how people

.
believe in omnisecient pe:c'som.“b

5L
"Sarvajno 'nam Sarvadarsi Nasti Tathagatasya
Kificidajnatamityddi.% Cited in Panjika, 3187, p. 831.

55
Evan Pancabhiranl Pramanairna Sarvaanan
Siddhyatiti Parisesvadabhavenaiva “Gamyat Iti Siddho
'Bhavapramana—~Cisav1krtavigrahatvad1tvayam Hetuh.

Patijika 3229, p. 331,
56

Evam Sarvajatdi Punsanm Svatantryena Niraspada;
Idam Ca Cintyate Bhuyah Sarvadaréi Kathah Matah.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3247,
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Does the omniscient person know all things sinul-

taneously or in succession? Does he know them as possess-

ing one nature or only very'important aspects? Or, is he

called omniscient because he has the power to know all

things?57 Just as fire is called the "all-devourer" (Sarva-

Bhugiti), although it is not devouring all things, either

simultaneously or successively.

If it is accepted that the omniscient person appre-~

hends all thingé simultaneously, that is, at one and the
same time, then there are two possible, alternative views
regarding his apprehension., First, does he apprehend all
things by a single cognition? Or, does he apprehend all
things at once’ through several’cognitiohs? The fi%st'
altermative cannot be accepted because two contradictory
situations cannot be cognized by a single cognition. The

second alternative 1s not convincing either, because many

divergent cognitions cannot appear at one and the same time..

In fact there has never been an experlence of several

59

57

Yugapatparipatyd V4 Sarvam Caikasvabhavatah;
Jananyathapradh@nan V& SaktJa Vesyeta Sarvewit.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3248.

58
Panjika, 3248, p. 845,

59

Yugapacchucyasucyadisvabhavanan girodhinam

Jhanaim Naikadhiya Drs»am Bhinna V& Gatayab Kvacit.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3249,




6L
cognitions in one single ccorisclousness.
Just what does it mean to speak of cognizing all things
by several cognitions in one moment? It 1s not possible to
know, even in hundreds of years, all the innvmerable things

of the past, present and future.

If it is accepted that the omniscient person apprehends

only the "universal forms" (Samanyaruva) of all things and

he does not perceive their "specific individualities" (Svalak-
§ap5ni),62 then what is the use of such a person who knows
only the Yuniversal formY and not the Y“specific individuvaiity.®
Agalin the apprehension of the "unlversal form" by the
sald omniscient person:may be either true or false, If it
$ﬂ1§”%rué:”tﬁeﬁ:1t”ﬁééhéﬁtﬂét”éii"ﬁﬁiﬁés,a%eweﬁg, that is, free
from plurality. This oneness of all things is contrary to our
normal experience.63 In that case there would be no dif-
ference between the disciple, omniscient person, Dharma,

Adharma and the teachings of the omnisclent person, becsuse

69
Pamnjiks, 3249, p. 845,

61
Bhutam Bhavadbhavigyacca Vastvanantem Kramena Kak
Pratyekan Saknuyadboddhum Vatsaranam Satairapi.

Tattvasanegraha, Verse 3250.

62
Ibld., Verse 3251.

€3
Ibid., Verse 3253.
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the "distinctive characteristic® (Svabhéva) of these things
cannot be cognized.

The omniscient person would become a deluded person
if his cognition of the oneness of all things is . false. In
that case there would be no falth in his words which are as
good as the words of an intoxicated person.65

The Buddhists hold that the omniscient person percelves
2ll actions (Karmas) and thelr causes through extraordinary - -
cognition produced by communion (Saraédhi).66 However, the
validity of this statement cannot be proved. There is no
valld means of cognition to establish the fact that an omni-
sclent person percelives through extraordinary cognition.
Nelther perception nor inference noxr. Sabda proves that the
omniscient person doss so or not.67i When the epprehension
of the omniscient person through extrasordinary cognition it-

self 1s not evident, there is no use in inferring whether

he perceives a2ll things simultaneously or successively

64 ,
Tatadca Sisyasarvajﬂédharmédharmataduktayah'

Na Syurvo Bhinnarupatve Svabhavanavadharanat.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3254.

65
Ibid., Verse 3255.

6

Sghetu Sakalam Karma Jnanenzlaukikensa yah;

Sem&dhi jena Jariti Sa Sarvajiio Yadisyate.
Ibid., Verse 3256,

chm—C———

67Pratyaksamanumanam Va Sabdam Va Tadstatkytan;
Pramanamasya Sadbhave Nastiti Nasti Tadvsah
Ibid., Verse 3257.
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Either "the power of perceiving all things"™ itsel?f
does not exist or if it exists, it should be present in all
persons.68 Consequently all persons should know all things.
But it is a fact that all people do not know all things.69
Thus these Buddhists conclude that human omniscience cannot
be established by any accepted valid means of cognition.7o
When the existence of an omniscient personvis not proved, the
Dharma cannot be known by human assertion.?l Consequently,
the teachings of the Buddha or any other so~called omniscient
person cannot be taken as aunthority for Dharma.

Here in this chapter we have outlined the arguments
which the Mimémsakas make against the possible existence of
an omniscient person. They argue from what is loglically
possible and impossible and from what for them is the only
accepted authority for truth regarding Dharma and Adharma,
that is, the Vedas. Now we must show how the Buddhists
ettempt to meet these objectioné to their thesis that the
human omniscience is possible and the 3uddha is the only

omniscient religious teacher of Dharma.

68
Tattvasahgraha, Verse 3258,

69
Ibid., Verse 3259.

70 ,
Ibid., Verse 3260.

71
Itthah Yadd Na Sarvajniah Kascidapyupapadyate:
Na Dharmadhigame Hetuh Pauruseyam Tadz Vacah,
Ibid., Verse 32601.



Chapter 3

BUDDHISTS' ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF HUMAN
OMNISCIENCE

The main concern of thls chapter is to show the
logical arguments offered by the Buddhists, for example,
ééﬁtarakgita snd Kamalagila to support the concept of human
omniscience. In the previous chapter we have already seen
that the Mim@nsekas have refuted the omnlscience of the
Buddha as well as the possibility of human omnscience through
logical reasoning, s¢ now we shall look at the Buddhist
point of view.

In order to establish the possibility of human omni-
science, ééﬁtarakgita and Kamaladila have set forth various
modes of arguments. First, they glve the definition and
criterion of an omniscient person. Second, they establish
that the possibility of human omniscience cannot be denied
by any of the wvalid means of cognition.

Who is an omiscient person? Holding the Buddhist
view ééﬁtaraksita claims that that particular person should
be called omniscient who has the true knowledge of all the
objects. and whose knowledge has been found quite reasonable

67
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end satisfactory after careful examination. These criteria
of an omnlscient person he asserts, cannot be contradicted.l

In fact, omnisclence means the true and perfect
knowledge of each and every object without exception. The
true knower cannot misconceive anything.z Only 2n omni-
scient person can be a ﬁrue~knower of everything. That is
" why Saataraksita holds that that person is omnisclent who
Inows the real nature of the universe as soulless, momentary
and full of suffenring.3

Kemalabila further azdds that that person alone should
be regarded as omnisclent whose teachings cannot be contre-
dicted‘by any valid means of cognition.q

What i1s the.criterion to determine whether or not
a particulsy person is omniscient? The Buddhists hold, says
ééﬁtarakgita, that the criterion of an omniscient person is
that he imparts teaching regarding heaven (Svarga) and

liberation (AgaVarga) very clearly and distinctly because

1
Samyak Sarvapadarthznam Tattvajhisnacea Sarvavit;
Hetavato Na Sambodhya Sandigdbavya+irekita.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3330,

2
Pofiiika, 3330, p. 867.

Anirdistavisnso pl Sarvajnah Ko 'pl Sambhavet;
Yo Yathivat Jagatsarvahn VettyanatmidiRupatah.
Tattvasahgrahs, Verse 3337.

Iy
Paniiikz, 3151 p. 823.
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he knows their real significances. QOtherwlse, there is no
use in finding out a person who possesses the knowledge of
other things than the above, for instance, the knowledge of
the number of sands of the ocean.5 It is thelir conviection
that the knowledge of an omniscient person regarding pros-
perity, heaven, liberation, Dharma, self and other super-
sensuous truths is untrammelled by normal experience.

An omniscient person is ocne who apprehends the true nature
of 211 things of the past, present and future. He perceives
existing things as existent, and non-existing things of the
past and future as non-existent. In other words, the cogni-
tion of an omniscient person 1is unlimited.7 He is celled
omniscient because he knows all actions with thelr causes
and effects through a single extraordinary cognition pro-

- 8
duced by meditation and comnunion (Samadhi).

5

Svargapavargamatrasva Vispastamupadeéatah
Pradhanarthaparijﬁanatsarvajna Iti Gamyate.
Samudvasikatasanknyavijnanam Kvopayujyate;
Tasy&smékamatonyartna jianasamvedanena Xim.
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3528-«3529.

6
Yasmadabhyudaye Mokse Sahaitalh Sadhitam Purah;

Jhdnamapratighan Tesamavainikamatisphutam.
Ibid., Verse 3533

Ekajnanaksanavyaptanihsesajﬁnyamandalah
Prasiadhito Hi Sarvajnah Kramo Néériyate Tatah.

Ibid., Verse 3657; cf. Panjika, 3627, p. 929,
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ééﬁtarak§ita and Kamalaéila, the expounders of Buddhism,

hold that only an omniscient person can perceive Dharma, be;
cause he knows each and everything about the univérse in-
c¢luding supersensuous truths like Dharma, heaven, and
liberation. In fact, by proving the existence of an omni-
sdlent person through logical arguments they do not nean to
seek 2 man who knows everything other than Dharma. Their
main aim is to search for a person who knows Dharma. This
1s possible only through an omniscient person. The nind of
an omniscient person becomes free from the hindrances of

affliction (Kledivarsna) and the cognisable things (Jﬁézﬁ-.

varaga). On account of the latter, Dharme and other super-
‘gensuous realities are revealed to hls consclousness.
Is it possible to apprehend supersensuous realities?
Certainly it is not possible through normal vision. However,
i1t is possible for an omniscient person, because he removes }
the hindrances of cognisable things by the practice of yoga.
The Buddhists hold that the manifestation of .supersensuocus
+truths- 1s possible because of the 1lluminative charac-

teristic of knowledge. In other words, the nature of know-

8

Sahetu Saphalaikerma Jhanendlaukikena Yah;

Samadhl jena Jénati Sa Sarvaffiofpadisyate.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3638, )

9
pPaniiks, 3267, p. 847,
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ledge 1s that of light. It is clear (Nirmal) because it
1s free from the hindrances of affliction and the cognisable
things. It is not shaken by the force of passion. Just

like a lamp, it throws light on the objects.lo

Therefore, it is quite possible for an omniscient
person to have the direct knowledge of supersensuocus truths
like Dharma and others, because he acquires periect wisdonm
by the means of yoga.

How cen a person be the percelver of Dharma when he
also percelves the unclean things llke taste and others
simulteneously? In fact an omniscient person perceives -
only through the mind without the help of sensemcontact with
"the objects. . Hé»mé&.ﬂégaﬁé‘ég%réagéaﬁfrcm'%is situation as
the perceiver of Dharma, even if he has the sense«contact
with the objects, because the objiects of the world are only
11lusory. The objects of the world are only manifestatlions
of the consclousness (Vij92na). Therefore, his five-fold
actions are not influenced by the afflictions and his mind
also cannot be disordered by percelving impure things, be-
cause he perceives the objects of the world in thelr real

11
1llusory form. This objection 1s possible only in the

10 |
Pafijika, 3269, p. 847.

11
Bhutarthabhavanodbhiitamdnasenaiva Cetasa;

_ Apraptd Eva Vedyante Nindita Api Samvriau.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3319.
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realism whare matter 1s concelved as eternal and real. But
it is not applicable in ldealism in which the Buddhists be-
lieve that the world arises only from consciousness. The
omnisclent person removes all the impurities and realizes
the absolute reality, so he does not perceive the objects
in the same form as they appear in the apprehension of
ordinary men as real.lz

ééﬁtarak§ita does not agree with the view of the
Miméﬁsakas that the omniscient person is not perceilved by
any of the valid means of cognition (Pramépa) except non-
apprehension, so only the omniscient eternal Vedas should
be sccepted as the authority for Dharma. His first argument
1s that according to the view of the MimBhsakas ths &uthor
of the Vedas would have to be a person who has the power of
perceiving supersensuous truths. In othex words, he
should be omniscient, beecause he is supposed to know the
true nature of all things,

The Buddhlists have already proved that the author
of the Vedas can be only & person who has scqulred the know-

ledge of supersensuous FCruths like Dharma. Thus it follows

that the existence of an omniscient person must be accepted

12
Penjika, 3319, pp. 864-65.

13
Tattvesangreha, Verses 3261-3262.
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who is the direct perceiver (Saksat-drasta) of supérsensuoué

truths., It is not possible to percelve anything through the
Vedas.

His second argument is that it is not possible to
know Dharma and other supersensuous truths through the
Vedas. In fact, the Vedss whlch are considered to be omnl-
scient.and eternal words by the Mimamsakas, are impossible.
Even if it is accepted that there 1s a possibility of having
the eternal Vedas even then, it is not proper to accept
that they are the means of knowing the supersensuocus truths,

like Dharma, Svarga and Moksa. They cannot reveal their

meanings in succession, because when the cause ls present,
‘there, the effect should apfser a1l at one snd the sahe
time. Again, in that case they will reveal the first effect
over and again even at the succeeding méments. Furthermore,
the capacity of revealing their meanings is not inherent in
the Vedas. Otherwise they should reveal thelr meanings
simultaneously. Alsoc, the capacity of revealing thelr mean-
ings cannot be due to any other instrumental cause, because
that capacity 1s not consldered different frcocm the very

nature of the Vedas. Even if the Instrumental cause 1s accepted

14
Tasmddatindriyarthanan Saksadrastaivavidyate;
_ Natu Nityena Vacasa Kascitpasyatyasaimbhavit.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3263,
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there could be no relationship bvetween 1t and the Xgéég.lS

It follows from the above statement that the Vedas
can be accepted as authority for Dharma only when they are
written by an omniscient person. The author of the Vedas
who reveals heaven, sacrifice and other supersensuous
truths must be a person who has realized them first;
or he should knoiwr the significanpe of Prak?ti and Puruga.
Or he should be knower of all Dharmas. Otherwlse the re-
lia bility of the Vedas cannot be accepted.16

Thug the Mimamsakas are wrong in holding the view
that the concept of human omniscience is an impossibility.
His existence cannot be denied in g1l three times--past,
present and future by any valid means of cognition. It is
wrong to say that a particular object does not exlist, because
i1t is not seen.l’ According to the Buddnists there is the
highest stage of wlsdom which constitutes omniscience. There-
fore, the objections lcdged by the Mimadsakas agasinst the

concept of human omniscience is not applicable here.l8

15 _
Nityasya Vacasah Saktirna Svato Vapi Nanyateh;
Svarthe jidne Samutpadye Kramdkramavirodhatah,

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3264; and Panijika, 3264, p. 846,

16
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3265-3266.

17
Ibid., Verse 3503.
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The Valid Means of Cognition (Pramansa)

The concept of human omnisclence cannot be disproved
by any of the valid means of cognition, viz., perception

(Pratyaksa), inference (Anumana), presumption (Arthapatti),

analogy (Upamans), scripture or words (éabda) or non-

apprehension (Abhiva).

1. Perception (Pratyaksa)

The concept of human omniscience cannot be dlsproved .
by perception. There can be no annullment in a case where
pereception is not applicable at 2ll. The cognitions appear-
ing in the minds of other people are not perceived by a pere-
son who is not omniscient. The conclusion which is deduced
from the inspplicability of perception is qulite different
frbm the conclusion which is brought about by the applicab=-
11ity of perception. In fsct applicability and non-appli-
cabllity are contrary to each other and cannot co=exist in
one and the same thing. Again the inapplicability of per-
ception 1s not invarlably concomitant with the non-exis-
tence of the thing concerned, because the perception is
inapplicable, if the thing 1s hidden or remote. The state-

ment that "perception having ceased proves the nénmexistence,“19

18
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3509.

9pafij1ka, 3268, p. 848,
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does not mean that perception has disappeared from the
present state. The Buddhists have already proved that the
past and future things do not exist qt all. There would
not be any perception of what is hon-existent. Secondly,
the meaning of the statement may be accepted in the sense
that though existing at the.present mcement 1t does not
appéar in connection with a certain thing. Even so, 1t can-
not prove the non-existence of the thing in question. The
visual perception does not appear in connection with odour
or taste. But this does not prove that these latter do not
exist at a2all, Thus perception camnot prove the non-~exlstence
of enything. ééﬁtarak§ita says that the Buddhists declare
the ‘non-existence of a jar or enything else on the basis of
perception itself, in the form of non-zapprehension. When
two things are capable of figuring in the same cognition,
the appearance of one implies the non-existence of the
other. But the omnisclence appearing in the same cognition
with something else is never cognized. Thus égﬁtarak§ita
concludes that the non-existence of human cmniscience cannot

20
be deduced by the presence of any other thing.

2. Inference (Anumana)

Inference also cannot disprove human omniscience for

20
Penjiks, 3268, pp. 848-849.
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it always envisages affirmation. Negation is envisaged by
non~-apprehension only. It can be said that inference is
not absolute negation but oniy the relative negation. In
other words, 1t 1s the negation of omnisclence in relation
to all men. BEven so, inference 1s not possible, No ‘hark"
(Linga) is known to be present in 2ll men, which is in-

2
variably concomitant with omnisclience.

3, Presumption (Arthapatti)

Presumption too cannot negate human omnisclence.
First, the Buddhlists do not admit of any means of cognition
apart from perceptlon and inference. Second, presumption
is based upon the idéa that a certain seen or heard foot is
explicable only on the basis of the unsesen factors. But
there is no factor among men which can cause.us to presume

22
the non-existence of human omnisclence.,

b, Analogy (Upamana)

Nor can analogy reject the concept of human omni-
science. A man apprehends by analoglical cognition either
the remembered thing having for l1ts adjunct the similarity
of the thing which is present before the eyes, or mere

similarity of the thing before the eyes with the remembered

21Paﬁhiké, 3268, p. 849,

221p14., 3268, p. 849.
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thing. Thus what is remembered and perceived as similar,
1s the object of analogical cognition.23 Nobody can know
the cognitions cccurring in the mind of 2ll men. So nobody
can remember them. Nor can any body know any such property
in common with non-omniscience, on the basis of which thé
non-omniscient character of‘men could be cognized through
enalogy. All men may be aliké on the ground of being exls-
tent; but similarity of existence does not prove theilr non-
omniscience.2

The cdnmept of humen omnlsclence cannct be disproved
by analogy. One can deny the concept of human omniscience
only after seeing all men of all times, far and near. In

that case he himseslf wotld be omniscient.

5, Scripture or Words (égggg)

Words, as & means of cognlition cannot set aside the
concept of human omniscisnce. The Mimddsakas themselves
recognize that words emansating from human beings are not
rellable in supersensuous truths. The Buddhists have al-

ready proved that words which are not emanated from human

23

Tasmadyatsmaryate Tatsyatsadrqyena Visesitam-
; ; Prameyamupanansasya SPdrsyam V4 Tadanvitam.
Slokevartika (Upaména, 37), quoted in Paniika, 3268, p. 849,

2L
pPariiika, 3268, pp. 849=850.

2 , '
5Tattvasangraha. Verses 3558-3561.




79
beings are not reliable, Apart from this, there is no
Vedic assertion that all men are non-omniscient. The fact
that human omnisclences is not mentioned in the Vedas

26

cannot establish the non-omniscience of all men.

6. Non—Appreheﬁsion.(Abhéva)

It is inconciusive as well as inadmissible ﬁo take
non-apprehension as a proof against the concept of human
omnisclence. If 1t is used in the sense of absolute nega-
tion, then it cannot form either the cognition or the means
of cognition of the omniscient person because it 1s a non-
entity. If it is taken to be a relative negation, even
then 1% Would mot be réiiéble, because 1t would be the nega-
tion of the means of cognition. It cannot be tsken as a
particular form of cognition that an omnisclent person does
not exiét, because he is not percelved by any one of the five
neans of cognition. If it is used in this sense, then it
would not be a vallid means of cognition.27 Thus non-
apprehension which 1s taken to be 2 kind of inference by
the Buddhists, cannot disprove the concept of human omniscience,

Now what 1s the meaning of non-spprehension? Does it

26
Paniika, 3268, p. 850.

27
ITbid., 3269, p. 850,
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mean the absence of one's own apprehension or the absence
of the apprehension of all men? Again is non-apprehension
without any qualification or is it gqualified in some way?28
The absence of onel's own apprehension‘of the omniscient
person cannot disprove the econcept of human omnisclence.
Without a qualification, it is inconclusive., With a quali-
fication it has no substratum. The three basic forms of
non-apprehension also cannot prove his non-existence. The
pervader and the pervaded, the cause and the effect and
contrariness are possible only when the thing concerned 1is

perceptible. Again there can be no certainty in his non-

apprehension by all men, The omnisclent person perceives

29

himself by himself, because he is self-luminocus.

Inference as a Proof of Human Omnisclence

/- »

Sentaraksita attempts to establish the concept of
human omniscience by inference. Some peoprle aponrehend the
omnlscient person by inference. Hence there is a probablility

of his existence though the proof is not obvious at present.

2 .
8Tattvasangraha. Verses 3277=3281.

29

Svayamevétmané'Tménamétmajyotih Sa»?aéygti;
Ityapyasdikyate'Tasca Sarvadrstiraniscita.

Ibid., Verse 3290.

30
Ibid., Verse 32065.
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Even if there is no inference, that does ncot mean the absence
of human omniscience, because the means of cognition cannot
be the cause for the existence of a thing; It cannot be
sald that there can be no doubt regarding the existence of
only that thing which has been seen somewhere previously.
In that case, one's mothert's marriage becomes disproved.Bl
There is always doubt, accofding to the Buddhlsts, when there
is no valid means of cognition regarding the exlstence or
non-existence of things. A man caennot cognize a thing when
his eyes are not perfect. The same is true in a situation
when the eyes are perfect but the object is not there. Just
like the concepbtion of other men, the omniscient person
cannot be seen directly by dull witted persons. His sctivity
cannot be cognlzed just like the feeling of love arising in
other men. Just like the fire in the iron ball, he is not
constantly active. Agaln there shzll be no cognition of econ-
nection of an omnisclent person with aétion. It is for
this reason that 1t is said that his existence cannot bve
proved by inference.  Sometimes the concerned thing 1s
found to exist even when the inference is inoperative, as

ya
in the case of red-hot iron ball.3

31

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3299.

32 '
Ibid., Verses 3303-3306,
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Santaraksita and Kamalasila hold that the omni -
sicent person knows all actions with their causes and re-
sults by a single extrabrdinary cognition precduced by
Semsdhi. The Buddhists have proved the concept of human
omnisciénce through inference. They hold thét human omni-
Science can be proved at least by one valid means of cogni-
tilon that is, inference. Thls establishes the fact that
33

the omniscient person really exists.

The Buddhists have proved the concept of human
omniscience on the basis of inference and not on the basis
of the scriptural declarations.Bu Again ééﬁtarak§ita cites
a scriptural declaration also which is not found at present,
read by Bréhmaﬁééﬁaffifming‘the”édﬁbept of hilmen omnisclence.
Thus he establishes the omnlsclence of the Buddha on the basis
of scripture also. Lord Buddha has been clearly mentioned
as omniscient in the Vedic recensional text called Nimitta.
He has been depicted there as one who, after showing himself

in a dream as a2 six-tused white elephant, 1s born as Bodhi-

Sahetu Saphalam Karma Jhsnenalaukikena Yah;
Sam8dhijma Jiniti Sa Sarvajho'padidyate.
Purastidanumanena Tasya Satta P*asadhita,
Premanamasya Sadbhave Tadastityasti Tadrsah

Tattvasangraha, Verses 3638-3639.

34
Agemena Tu SarvajTio Nasmadbhih Pratipadyate;
Lainge Sati Hi Parvokte Ko Namagamato Vadet.

Ibid., Verse 3510.
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sattva who is the ocean of good qualities: omniscient, full

of compassion, pure, the father of the whole universe and

reaching the state of 1mmorta11ty.35

‘ Thus ééﬁtarak§ita and Kamalaéila of fer logical argu-
ments which successfully answer the objection lodged by the
Mimzmsakas agalnst the Buddhist conception of human omni-
science, In addition, they have dialectically established
the complete validity of human omniscience. Their main
alm is to prove that the Buddha is the only omnisclent
religious teacher. Before proving the ocmnisclence of the
Buddha they have established the possibility of human omni-
écience. They hold that a person can reach the state of
omniscience by reaching the highest grade of intellect
through the means of yoga. On this ground they establish

the concept of human omniscience through logical arguments.

35

Nimittanamni Sarvajnio Bhagavannunlsattamah;
Sakhantare Hi Vispastam Pathyate Brahmanairvudhaih.
YotSau Saddantamatmanamavadatadvipatmakam,

Svapne PradarSJa %anjato Bodhisattvo Gupodadhih.
Vizhustasabdah Sarvajnah Krpatms Sa Bhavisyati.
Praptamrtapadah Suddhah Sarvalokapita'Pi Ca.

Tattvasangraha, Verses 3512-3514.




Chaster 4
THE BUDDHA AS AN OMNISCIENT RELIGION TEACHER

To answer the objections of the Mimamnsakas, the
Buddhist philosophers, ééﬁtarak§ita and Kemalagila have
vigorously proved the omnisclence of the Buddha by their
loglcal arguments. éﬁhtarak§ita‘s primery alm is to prove
that the Buddha is the only real teacher who has taught the
Saddharma (true religion). They have offered further argu-
ments to find that the Buddha was the only cmniscient teacher,
because hls teachings are defectless. The other xeliglious [
teachers cannot be called omniscient because thelr teachings
have been proved self-contradictory by the Buddhists. The
Buddha knew the means of attaining svarga (heaven) and
ﬂgggg (1iberation) because of his omnisecience. His knowledge
is not hampered by obstacles. Hé 1s‘omniscient because he
has removed the hindrances of afflict;on and of cognisable
things. There would be no defect in the teachings of & per-

son who has reallzed Anzatmavida (soullessness), as there would

be no darkness when the lamp is there.l

' The omniscience of the Buddha is argued for by
I‘- - .
Santarak§ita and Kamsladila using the logical methods of

8L
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Arthapatti (presumption) and Anumana (inference). The

Buddha is a teacher of the doctrine of the Anatmavada

(soulessness), which is the nature of all objects. There-
fore, his teachling contains the essentisl knowledge of the
true nature of all things. He has criticized the Vedic
animal-sacrifice and condemned the belief in existence of
the soul. Not only this, he has preached the “Four-Noble=

Truths! (Catvari Arya Satyani) leading to Moksa. Consequently,

from the above statement, it is inferred that he had true
knowledge of all things, even those things which are taught
in the Vedas. No one can teach these things who does not
know the reél nature of all things.z

The Dharma and other supersensuous truths might have
- been known to the Buddha, because he has taught them with-
out learning them from the Vedas. Consequently, these things
must have been known to him. Otherwlse, it is not possible
for any one to go on talking about supersensuous ¢€ruths
which cannot be proved by any valid means of cognition.
He cannot derive his knowledge through inference, because

he never perceived such things previously. He has not derived

his knowledge friom the teachings of other teachers because

1 A
Tattvasaneraha, Verse 3338 and Panjika, 3338, pp. 869-

870.

2
paniika, 3340, pp. 876-877.
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his teachings are not similar to other teachers. Again it
is wrong to say that conformity with reality in his teachings
are purely accldental. Further, his teachings are in sequence
and they fulfil the purpose of men, so it cannot be said
" that these teachings were asserted by a demented person.
Therefore, it is inferred that the Buddha was cmnisclent and he
did possess the knowledge of Dharmé. That is why he has taught
the truths which were not heard before him.3

It must be understood, as the Buddhists hold, that
the omniscience of the Buddha does not depend on his knowledge
of all objects such as the number of insects of the world,
though knowledge of such objects is also possible for him.
His omniédféﬁcéldeﬁeﬁds*uﬁoh*his everlasting knowledge of B
the fundamental nature of all objects, Therefore his know-
ledge of Vsoulessness" will remain constant and unchangéd.

There is no doubt regarding the omniscience of the

Buddha, because by following his teachings a person becomes

11berated.5
3 )
Tattvasaneraha, Verses 3454-3L62,
L .
Pavijika, 3337, p. 869.
5

T. R. V, Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhisnm,

p. 281,
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The Buddha and the Other Religious Teachers

The Buddhists do not say that the Buddha alone is
capable of achieving the state of omnisclence. Any person
mey become omnisclent who perceilves the truth of "soul-
lessness® which leads to liberation. However, the poets
and the teachers of false doctrines cannot be called omni-

scient because they have not realized the Parama Tatva

(ébsolute realit‘y).6 Vafdhaména,Kapilé andother teachers
have not taught the doctrine of "soulessness". Instead,
they hold the doctrine of the soul which is the root of
all evils. Not only this, but theylave asserted that things
are permanent, which is disproved by valid means of cognition.
So these religious teéchers cannot be called Omniscieﬁt, Le-
cause they have expounded wrong doctrines régarding the tfue
nature of things.

The aim of the'Buddhists is not to prove that other
religious teachers are not omnlscient. They only show the
defects in thelr teachings. In fact, it is their assertion
that any particular peréon should be eccepted as.omnisclent
who ¥nows the tirue nature of everything on account of his

realization of the absolute truth. In other words, they do

6
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3324,

v . .
Ibid., Verses 3325-3328.
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not intend to say that only the Buddha should be accepted
as cmniscient. In principle, they accept the possibility
of human omniscience.

All other religious teachers have expounded the true
nature of the universe in their teachings. The Buddhist;
have proved thelr doctrines as defective and full of con-
tradiction., Therefore, other teachers should not be
accepted as omniscient persons. Omnly the teachings of the
Buddha are not disproved by reasoning because of his direct
knowledge of the true nature of the things of the universe.
So only the Buddha should be accepted as an omniscient re-
ligious teacher.

The Buddhists hold that any person who kncws the
whole universe as "soulless" may be called omniscient
without any distinction.lo According to Kamaladila only the |
Buddha fulfills this condition of becoming omniscient. In
fact, only the Buddha and none else, fulfills all the con-

ditions of an cmniscient person, because only he has expounded

8Anatmaksanikatvadi Yadyevanm Qarvadarsinah‘
Saksatsamastavastunam Tattvarupasya Daréanzt.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3332 and P Panjika, 3332-3333, p. 868.

9Dratipaditarupasya Sarvavastugatasya Ca; |
Saksattattvasya V*jnanatsugatan Sarvadarsinah,

Tattvasangrand, Verse 3334.

1
0An*rdistaviseso'?i Sarvajnah Ko'Pi Sambhavet;
Yo Yathivat Jagatsarvan VetﬁyanatmadirupataQ.

Ibid., Verse 3337.
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through various means the truth about what should be sought
for and what should be rejected. He has taught the "Four
Noble Truths" as a perfect means for that.ll Therefore,
only the Buddha should be accepted as an omniscient re-
liglous teacher.

A man. cannot teach about the true and perfect nature
of 2 thing unless he knows its true nature. So far as super-
gensuous truths are concerned, 1t is extremely difficultto
know them.l2 Only the Buddha has expounded the true nature
of worldly thlngs and supersensuous realities like Dharma,
heaven and liberation, That is why he has been acceptead
a8 the only omniscient religlous teacher.

:Thé“Bud&ﬁa“génnOt‘Eéfcbmyafed%with other religious
teachers who have expounded false doctrines which are dils-
proved by wvalld méans of cognition. He has expounded the
true doctrine which 1s supported by valid means of cognition,

because his teachings are based on his realization of the

truth. 13

11
Pafijika, 3337, p. 869.

12
Cited in Panjika, 3337, p. 869.

13
Tena Pramépasaﬁvéditattvadaréanayogina;
Na Tulyahetuta'Nyesam Viruddharthopadesinadm.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3341,
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He has propcunded the perfect method of meditation

upon "soullessness," which is the means to achleve pros- -
perity and the highest good or liberation. The real nature
of things is exactly as it has been taught by him. His
teachings are not different from the real nature of things
to the siightest degree when examined.ln

The words of the Buddha are like jewels which destroy
the darkness of wrong ideas. That is why he has been called
omniscient by wise persons. He is the real'knower of the
Prak?iti and the‘Puru§a, and has been called the great
physician. Due to hissuperiority_of knowledge, the Buddha,
who is a suppressor of Mara (desire) is distinct from REsabha,
Kapila, Vardharmana and other religious teachers because they

15

have not taught the above mentioned doctrine.

The Buddha and the Vedic Rsis

ééﬁtarak§ita and Kemalasila do not sccept the con-
cept of any similarity between the Buddha and the RBsis of

16
the Vedas. The significance of the Buddha is that he

14
Sambaddhanugunopayam Purusarthabhi-Dhayakem;

Drste'!Pyarthe Pramanabhyamisadapyaprabadh1tam.
Tattvasanerahs, Verse 3343.

15
ibid., Verse 3347,

16
Penjika, 3484, p. 903.
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perceived the Dharma by himself and expounded his doctrine
in public due to compassion.l7 Now 1t may be ssked, what
1s the proof that the Budd2a himself and not others, eX-
pounded the Dharma? To answer this question from the
Buddhist point of view, ééﬁtarakgita and Kamala$ilas have
accepted the same definition of the Dharma which is men-

tioned in the Yg}éegika Sutra and which is commonly accepted

by all systems of Indian.thought, i.e., that Dharma is that |
means by which prosperity and the highest good are achieved.18
And they have shown that the sald definition is only apblicable
to the teachings of the Buddha.

”he.teadhings of the Buddha are the only means to
know the Dharma, which glves prosperity in this 1life. The
incantations (Mantra), prescribed by him, give wisdom,
health and power, when they are properly prQCtisea.19 His
teachings also lead to the highest good after this life.
The highest good or liberation is the absolute cessation of

the series of births and reblrths. The teachings of the

17

Yadva'Styeva Viseso'vam Manau Tadvacanesu cas
Sa Drstavansvayai "Dharmamuktavandca Krpamayah.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3485,

18
Yatot!Bhyudayanispattiryato Nihéreyasasva Cas
Sa Dharma Ucyate Tadrksarvaireva Vicaksanaih,
Ibid., Verse 3486,

19
Ibid., V rse 3487,
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Buddha are the only means to attain thg liberation, because
only he has taught the doctrine of *"no-soul" which destroys
the "afflictions” which are the causes of the circls of
birth and reblrth. All other religious teachers hold the
doctrine of a permanent soul. Therefore, his teachings are
the only indicator bf Dharma which leads to prosperity and
highest good or liberation.?C Thus they prove that the
highest good or liberation isg possible oniy in the teach-
ings of the Buddha.

Liberation cannot be achleved by the teachings of

the Vedid Bsis, Dbecause it follows from the cessation of

the éggg (I-=notion). They believe in the existence of the
soul which is the root cause of "I-notion". There is very
little possiblility for attalning prosperity through their
teachings on account of the destruction of the ten sins

(Dagdkusalahanitah)., But there is not even the least

possibility for attalning the highest good, because they
believe in the existence of the soul which cannot destroy
the afflictions.21 The description of the “ten good

actions" (Dadadubha-Karma), of the Buddhists are very power-

ful because they have been taught by the Buddha afterrealiz-

20
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3488-3493,

21
Ibid., Verses 3496-3497,
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ing the truth. The afflictions can be destroyed only
by following the teachings of the Buddha and not by
following the teachings of the Vedic Bsis. Therefore, the

teachings of the Buddha are the only means to lead to the

highest good or liberation.

The Buddha and the Hindu Gods
/- -
Santarakgita and Kemaladila as the expounders of the

Buddhists® view severely attack the Mimzmsakas'! belief that

omniscience can be attributed to Brahma, Visnu and élIé“ be~
cause they are immortzl gods and embodiments of the Vedas
which consists in the true knowledge of &1l things. On

the other hand, the Mimamsakas assert that omniscience

canmmot be ascribed to mortal reings such as the Buddha,

whose knowledge is not based on the authority of the y§§g§.23
He claims that it cannot be proved that these Gods are the
embodiments of the Vedas. They are different from each

other and are considered eternal and are not dependent upon

24
each other. Thus 1t is absurd to say that these gods are

22
Dada Karmayathd Proktdh Subhi Ye TAyind Punah,
Samyagdrstyupagudhéste Balavanto Bhavantyalad.

Tattvasaheraha, Verse 3498.

23 :
Ibid., Verses 3208-3209.

2L
Ibid., Verse 3547.
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the embodiment of the Vedas, because there is no relation
between the gods and the Vedas. There can be no felation,of
identity, Eecause they are different. There can also be no
causual relation because both are considered eternal. At
the same tilme the Vedas also cannot be called omniscient for
i1ts meaning camnot be ascertained.25

‘ These Buddhists argue that there is no comparison
between the Buddha on the one hand the the Brahma Visnu and
éiva on the other, because these gods are considered omniscient
on the basis of the Vedas which is not considered omniscient
by the Buddhists. The omniscience of the Buddha is based
on his real enlightenment achieved by his owh éffort.26- |

Again they assert that it is wrong to say that the
Buddha is mortal, He is beyond the "five-fold cycle of the

world" (Panchagatyatmasansara Bahir). Therefore, he cannot
zaty

be considered mortal. It is only the Nirmanaskaya (assumed

body) which appears in human form, such as that of Siddhar-

tha, that can be called mortal.27 When the Sambhoga-Kaya

25

Tattvagangraha, Verse 3548,

26
Svatantryena Ca Sambuddhah Sarvajiia Upapaditah;
Na Punarvedadehatvadbrahmadiriva Xalpyate.

Ibid., Verse 3549.

27

Palicagatyatmasansarabahirbhavanna Martyata;
Buddhanamisyate'Smabhirnirnanam Tattathamatan.

Ibid., Verse 3550.
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(body of the bliss) of the Buddha rejects its pilous habi-
tation in the heaven, Ak5n1§?hah28 then 1t appears in the
form of the Nirmﬁyakéya of the Buddha which is subject to

birth and death and thus morta1.29 The Dharma-~Kaya (cos-

micael body which is the absolute reality) and the Sambhoga-
Kaya of the Buddha are not mortal. Thus the mortality of
the Buddha cannot be proved. Furthermore, his immortality
is proved by the Buddhist scriptures.jo

They further add that the statement of the Mimamsakas
that the human omniscience ls impossible cannot be supported
by proof. They hold that the existence of these gods cannot
be proved because they are considered eternal. An eternal
entity is conceived by the Buddhists to be non-existent,
because 1t has no capacity of production elther successively
or simultaneously.31 Even if these gods exist, tvhey cannot
be compared with the Buddha. Their knowledge is wrong, because

they believe in the existence of the soul. It has been al-

ready proved that the knowledge of the Buddhs is true, because

28
According to the Buddhist mythology, Akanisths is

the name of a particular heaven where only pure beings dwell.
On the top of this heaven lies the Mahedévara-Bhavana which
1s thg palace of the Supreme God (the Buddha)., Panjika, 3551.

2
9Akanismhe Pure Bamye Suddhavasavivarjite,
Buddhyaﬁte Tatra Sambudda Nirmitastviha Budhyate.

Tattvasaheraha, Verse 3551.
30

Ibid., Verse 3553.

31Ib1da, Verse 3554,
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he does not believe in the existence of the soul.32

The Buddha and Hindu Religious Teachers

The Buddhlsts say that the teachings of the
Buddha and the teachings of the Hindu teachers also cannot
be compared.

Manu and other Hindu teachers, ééﬁtarak§ita and
Kamalaéila hold, influenced by greed, fear, hatred and
jealousy, lacked compassion They were partlal in their
teachings,33 imparting thelr knowledge to the Bréhma?as
alone. Thelr teachings to the Brahmenas alone indicated
that they had imparted their teachings under a delusion for
they were not sure who were the real Bréhmazxas.34 They
realized that the Vedas were not reasonable and comprehen-
sible., They realized also that the Bréhmagas who had be-
come dull-witted by the readings of the Vedas were not able
to discriminate things for themselves. This was why they

had imparted their teachings to the Brahmanas alone.35

32
Kifica Tesan Viparyastam Jhanamétmddidarsanst;
Duddhanar Tvaviparyastam Vistarenopapaditai.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3555. -

33
Ibid., Verse 3570.

34
Ibid., Verse 3581.
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Realizing the fact that the Vedas and Dharmasastra are not

based on reason, they declared, in thelr own words, that the

Purana, the Dharmasastra, the Vedas with thelr subsidiaries
and the medical science were self-sufficient commandments;
these four could not be condemned by reasoning.36

On the other hand, the Buddha imparted his teachings
to all people without any distinction on account of his
compassion. He had no fear of contradiction in his teach-
ings, because he had realized the truth. A person becomes

real Brahmena by following the teaching of the Buddha. 1In

fact the Buddha had imparted hils teachings to the real i

Bréhama?as and not to Manu and other religlous teachers
'oP"Fipdus.‘ A B*thﬁna is one who has removed all his sins.
Such Brahmanas are ﬁossible only under the teachings of the
Buddha for he taught the destruction of 211 sins by constant

practice upon "soullessness". He has described four kinds

of éramanas: Srotapanna, Sakrdagami, Anagimi and Arhat,

Furthermore, these four kinds of éramanas are really the

35
Niryuktikatvam Vedarthe Jnapanasaktata'Tmani'

Vedadhitijadé Vipra Na Pariksaksama Iti.
Kutadeinnideitah Safike Ninam Wanvadibhist¢tah-
Viprebhya Eva Vedadeh Krtam Tairupadesanam.

Tattvasangraha, Verses 3582-3583

36
Puranam Manavo Dharmah Saiigo Vedascikits*tam
Ejfissiddhani catvari Na Hantavyanl Hetubhih.

Ibid., Verse 3584,
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four kinds of Brahmanas. It is useless to say that they

both are different.37

b/éhus the Buddhists (Santaraksita and Kemalaéila)

- establish that the Buddha alone 1s omniscient because his
teachings are the only true Dharma, the only perfect teach-
ings that lack nothing. Only he has realized the unréality
of the universe and has taught the "four noble truths".

The uwniverse, atcording to him, is only the embodiment of

Panhca-Skandha ("five thought phases") and i1s full of suffer-

ing. Deéire is the cause of 211 suffering which leads to

the cycle of birth and rebirth, but suffering can be removed ’

by realizing "soullessness'. On account of these things he

has been considered the leading philosopher.38 V// -
The teachings of the Buddha are pure and in his

teachings he has taught the doctrine of ¥soullessness" which

has not been contradicted by any of the vallid means of cogni-

tion. This type of teachlings are not known to any man of

the world, even to Lord Krsna. That is why the Buddha is

worshipped by wise men.'jy Because his teachings are vic-

37
. Ye Ca Vanitapapatvadbrahmanah Paramarthlkah-

Abhyastamalanairatmyaste Munereva Sdsane.
Thaliva Sramanastena Caturddha Parikirttyrate:
Sunyah Paranravada Hi Sramanairbrahmanaistatba.

Tattvasaneraha, Verses 35389-3590.

38 - -
Etacca Sugatasyestmadau Nairatmyakirttanat;

Sarvatirthakrtam Tasmatsthito Mirdhni Tathagatah.
Ibid.. Verse 3340,
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torious over evil forces and is the cause of all kinds of
prosperity and the attainment of liberation, a person who
has taught this cannot be any ordinary man. There is no
plaoe for any doubt that he is omniscient and he is the

only omniscient religious teacher.uo v

?The Bﬁddhé asvthe Only Omniscient Religious Teachef

The Buddhists refute the view of the Mimamsakas
that claims that only the impersonal Vedas should be
accepted as authority for Dharma, because they are omni~
scient. They hold that the omniscience of the Buddha and
eternalness of thewVedas also camnot be put on the same
level, because they are not identical. If the Vedas were
eternal, then alone the omniscience of the Buddha could be-
compared with them. However, no wise man has placed thenm
both on the same footing. The permanence of the Vedas has

been disproved by the Buddhists. They argue that a per-

39
Svabhyastadharmanairatmya Yasyeyam Desana'ﬂala,
Sadhita uarvasastresu Qarvamanalravathta.
Sansaryanuoitagnana Kesavaderagocarah‘
Sirobhirarcyate Saktya Yacativa Manis1bhih.

Tattvasaheraha, Verses 3641-36L42,

4o
Ibido, VeI‘SGS 36”’3"3644.




100

manent thing would produce the cognition and its effect
simultaneously. But the zgggg produce thelr cognition in-
succession. Therefore, the Vedas are not eternal and
cannot be compared with the omniscience of the Buddha.ul
ééﬁtarakgita and Kamalasile have argued that the
Buddha is the only omniscient religlous teacher because he

has expounded the true doctrines which are not disproved by

any valid means of cognition. Other religious teachers and

Vedic ?§is should not be considered as omniscient because
their teachings have been found defective when they are
examined properly according to the accepted rules of logic.
Since they hold this view they quite consistently maintain
that even the Gods are not omniscilent because they believe
in the existence of a permanent soul which is against the
teachings of the Buddha.

These Buddhists establish the possibility of human
omniscience in order to prove that only the teachings of
an omniscient person can be accepted as an authority for
Dharma.uz They have done this by proving the 3Buddha as
ormiscient religious teacher.and furthermore that he is the
enly omniscient religious teacher. Therefore, only the

teachings of the Buddha and not the other religious teachers

should be accepted as the true Dharma (religion).

b2 " ;
Ittham Yadid Ca Sarvajnah Kascidevopapadyate;
Dharmadyadhigame Hetuh Pauruseyam Tada Vaoa@.
Tattvasahgraha, Verse 3645,

MCcMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY



Chapter 5

SUPERNATURAL POWERS OF AN OMNISCIENT PERSON

A. The Apprehension of the Omniscilent Person

The main concern of this chapter is to answer from
the Buddhist point of view the MimAmsakas'! objections regard-
ing the apprehension of the objects by the omni-
scient person. The Buddhists maintain that such a person
percelves all objects of the world simultanedusly in 2 éingle
cognitive moment,

Against this view the Mimamsakas assert that it is
not possible for any person to know all the minute detalls
of his own body. Therefore, how could cne talk of know-
ing all the objects of the world in a2 singie moment, since
it is not possible to know them even in hundreds of.years.

BEven 1f 1t is accepted that the omniscient person
knows all the objects of the world the question still
arises whether he apprehends them simultaneously or success-
ively. In other words, how can the innumerabie things
having different forms be apprehended by a single cognition
in their real forms? All these questions have been answered

/_, /- o~ -
by_Santarak§ita and Kamalasila from the Vijnanavadi Buddhist

point of view.
101
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The Buddhists hold that the omnisclent person per-
ceives the objects of the world in a single moment. Now the
Mimamsakas ralse the question whether he appreheﬁds taste,
odour, sound and other sensemdata through one sense organ
or more than one sense organ.

ééhtaraksita deals with this question in detail.
He points out that the omniscient person does not epprehend
the objects through sense-perception. He perceives all
things in a moment by mental cognition which is as good as
pexrception. He acquires this mental cognition by meditation
upon the truth regarding the real nature of all things.1

Further he shows that the Mimamsakas also accept
fheaﬁbés{bfiit§“6f)méﬁ%ai cognltion without sense perception
which takes place in the recollection of colour and other
objects by memory. Furthermore,the Mimamsakas also accept
that there 1s mental cognition of objects while dreaming,
though there is no interaction between sense organ and

2
cocbject.
Again, according to Vijﬁgnavéda Buddhlism cognition

1
Samastavastusambaddhatattvabhyasabalodgatam,
SarvajHiam Manasamn Jnanam Manamekam Prakalpyate.

Te.ttvasangraha, Verse 3381.

2
Varnyate Hi Smrt¢st°na Rupaoabdadigocara,
Svapne Ca Manasafm JAsnam Sarvarthanubhavitmakam,

Ibid., Verse 3384.
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is restricted by different forms of disability (Dauskulya-

vasand). When all notions and impressions of disability
carried forward from previous births are removed, everj
cognition apprehends all the objects and thus 1t becomes all-.
pervasive. By this argument Vijﬁénavéda‘Buddhism establishes
its view that the omnlscient peréon apprehends all the
objects by perception through the eye and other sense
organs.,

The Vijnanavadins consistently maintsin that since
the omniscient person's mental cognition is perfect and
slnce every trace of disability has been removed, he is no ;
longer subject to the restrictions of sense perception. He ;
has complete mastery over sensory-perception. In this sense |
it can be said that the omniscient person perceives objects
perfectly through the senses za2lso.

Both the mind and the cogniticn of omniscient person
become superior by the practice of a particular zggg,B He
attains the highest stage of wisdom by the constant practice
of that yoga. Not only wisdom but other kinds of superior
powers too are acquired by him due to the practice of yoga.
Thus he attains that supreme wisdom which consists in the
knowledge of all things. This wlsdom would be imperfect

while even a single thing is unknown.a Thus he becones

3
panjika, 3389, p. 887.
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omniscient by acquiring this supreme wisdom. All the
objects are clearly manifested in a single cognition at

this highest stage of conception. That is why the Buddha

or the omniscient person apprehends all the. knowable objJects
by a single cognition.

How can an omnlscient person have direct perception
of past and future things? éaﬁtarak§ita holds that a yogi
or the omniscient person apprehénds all the objects by
direct perception and thereby also determines past and future
things; because past and future'things are related as
cause and effect respectively in the momentary flux of
the things.

The Sautrantika, 2 School of Buddhism, does not
agree with this view. Its followers hold that the omniscient
rerson has direct perception of all things. An omniscient
person or yogi can percelve past and future things clearly

through the power of meditation (dhyana), and communion

n
Dharmavabodharipsd Hl Prajha ILeksanatah Sthita;

Ekasyapyapari jliane Sa'Samaptaiva Varttate.
Tattvasaheraha, Verse 34173,

5

Ekajnanaksanavyantanihsesajneyamanda1ah-
Surasuragiroratnabhiitan Siddho'Tra Sarvavit.

Ibid.; Verse 3449,

6
Yadl Va Yogasamarthyaabhuta3atan1Dhaﬂ Sphu+am,
Lifigagamanirasansan Manasam Yoginam Bhavet.

Ibid., Verse 3474,
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(samzdhi). For example, in the case of a "true dream,"
conformity with the actual state of things is found in wak-
ing experience though in the dream state there is no sense-
contact with acitual things. They say that this kind of
- dream perception is also a valld means of cognition, because
it fulfills all the conditions of perception. It is clear,
distinct and free from conceptual content. At the same time,
it is in conformity with the actual state of things. In
the same way, though there is no specific individuality in
past and future things, fhe supersensuous cognition of
the yogi, by its own power envisages each past and future
thing as manifesting a specific individuality.7

Not accepting this view of the Sautrantikas,
ééﬁtarakgita says that the omniscient person has mowledge
of supersensuous truths by the force of meditation (Dhyzna)
which directly envisages all things through inference, with-
out the help of the scriptures.B

There is ﬁo suceesslon in the cognition of an omni-
sclent person. The Buddhists do not admit succession in the
cognition of an ocmniscient person, because he apprehends

‘ 9
2ll the knowable objects within a2 single cognitive moment.

7 :
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3475,

8At{ndriyarthavij§5nam Purvoktadanumanatah;
_ Muneh Sumeatayah Pr2hurnanyatastvagamatkrtat.
Ibid., Verse 3477.
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The cognlition of an omniscient person 1s free from limitations.
He perceives exis&ing and non-existing things equally. There
is no difference between things and their functions in the
cognition of an omniscient person. He envisages all things

in his cognition and not only a particular thing such as

blue orx yellow.lo

If the omniscient person embraces all the objects
wlithin the orbit of a single cognition, then how can the
things of the world remain unlimited? In other words, being
epprehended by 2 single cognition of the omnisclient person
would the things of the world not bvecome 1ﬁmited? Kamala- E
sila says that this objection is not applicable either in f
Ni;aka aV¢Jﬁa K&E (Lu viev thatﬁcognigiggs ‘nre formless)

or in Sakaravi jRanavada {the view that cogniticns have

forms).

Objections Answered in the NirzZkaravi jnidnavida
According to Nirakaravijridnavdda the things of the
world would not be limited if the omniscient person per-
ceives 2ll the things of the world by a single cognition.

The cognition of the omniscient person simply proves that

9

Ekajnanaksanavyaptanihsesaaneyamandalah
Prasadhito Hi Sarvajnah Kramo Nasrlyate Tatah.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3627.

10
Pafijika, 3267, pp. 929-930.
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the things are existent. That certain things are cognized
by a single cognition does not mean that the things have
given up their own characteristics. In other words, the
things of the world would not give up their characteristics
of endlessness if they are cognized by a single cognition

of the omniscient person. In our normal experience we
appréhend various things, like blue gnd yellow and so forth
while appearing in a single picture by a single cognition.
But they do not give up their characteristio of being many ,
nor do they become mixed together. The Vedanta also main-
tains that the function of knowledge is to apprehend the
objects as such., It cannot bring any change in the nature
of things.ll The things are cognized in thelr real form Just
as they are cognized in their real form in the normal cogni-

tion of a picture. The omniscient person apprehends the

existing objects of the world exactly as they exist. In fact,

there 1s no end of the things of the world. Therefore, they
appear in the cognition of an omniscient person as limit-
less and not as limited.lz

When the omniscient person apprehends all the things

of the world, must he not apprehend their limits also? In

11,
Sariraka Bhasya 3/1/21.

1z
Paniika, 3627, p. 930.
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ensweyr to this question Kamalaéfla argues that the things
of the world do not have real existence. The omniscient
person apprehends thelr momentary characteristic. Every-
thing of the world 1s in universal flux, and the omniscient
person perceives this characteristic in his consciousness.
It is in this sense that it has been saild that the omni-
scient person apprehends all the things in their entirety
by his single cognition.

Now, the mere fact that all ﬁhe things of the world
are apprehended by a single cognition of the omniscient
person implies that these zre limited. To avold this ‘
difficulty Kamalaéila says.that according to the Nirakara- ;
vijhdnavada this objection is not applicable. In this view
there could be no actual inelusion of things in the cogni-
tion. The things are indicated by the cognition of the
omniscient person merely as existing. They are limitless
because they are not apprehended by the cognition. They
must have limits if they are apprehended by his cognition.

How can a person be called omniscient if he does not
perceive all things in his cognition according to the Nira-
¥aravi jNanavada? Kemeladila says that he is omniscient by’
the very fact that he does not perceive things as limited.
If he perceives the limitless things as limited, then he

cannot be omniscient. Only that person should be called

omniscient who pefceives existing things as existent, and
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non-existing things as not existent.lB_

How can there be apprehension of things in Nirakara-
vi jnanavada when such cognition would not be distinguished.
Again 1s there no differentiation of a particular thing and
its functions?

Kamaladila does not admit the differentiation of
things and their functions, because the omniscient person
envisages all things simultaneously and not particular
things such as blue or yellow only. The common person en-
visages only parbticular things, otherwise the common person
also would be omniscient., Thus the omniscient person has :
formless cognition which is brought about by the power of
“W%ngahlu The objects that should be acquired and that
should be rejected appear inlhis consciousness without los-
ing their character or without any incongruity. He also
has the cognition of the distinctness of the objects in
his consciousness.

Thus there is no room for any objection regarding ;
the cognition of the omniscient person in the view of

Nirakdravi jnadnavada Buddhlsm.

13 :
Pafjiks, 3627, pp. 930-931.

14
Ibid., 3627, p. 931.
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Objections Answered in the Sakaravi jnanavadas

Similerly no objection can be raised from the
Sékéraﬁijﬁénavéda (Cognition with form) point of view.
According to this view, when unlimited things appear in
exlstence they manifest themselves in endless forms. Now,
how can an omniscient person apprehend all these forms
simultaneously? In answer to this questlion Kamalaéila says
that the consciousness of the omniscient person also takes
unlimited forms while percelving the forms of the unlimited
things. This possibility is proved by our normal cognitions.
A singl normal cognition can envisage the forms of several

things.15

“WK@%ihM%ﬁéfBuddﬁiéts}hold;éh&tfsincé the forms of the
things are only manifestations of consciousness they are
unreal. According to this view, it would be wrong to say
that one thing actually has many forms, because the forums
are unreal. Either every thing may possess one real form
or one things may possess different forms. In both these
cases 1t is difficult for an omnliscient person to apprehend
all these forms simultaneously. Actually many forms do not
belong to one thing as they are unreal. If one thing has
several real forms, then the question of incompatibllity

between one form and the other forms may arise. The omnl-

1 .
5Paﬁjik§, 3627, r. 931.
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scient person perceives the true nature of all things, that
1s, both the forms and things are unrea1.16

The omniscient person cannot be mistaken in his
apprehension of external objects, because he perceives by
the most valid means of cognition. In fact, according to
the Sakaravijnianavada, there is no means by which the
apprehension of the things is possible. In our normal
cognition only the form of a thing is apprehended. . The omni-
scient person, however, perceives the forms of uniimited
things in a single extraordinary mental cognition, because
he has acquired boundless capacity of apprehension and his
consciounsess becomes the substratuonf the cognition of =gl11
things.

The diverse forms of things do not appear into the
consciousness.of an omnisclent person. But all the existing
things as such apbear into his consclousness. The capacity
of the omniscient person is so great that his consciousness
cannot be trammelled by envisaging all things. Also there
is no incongruity in holding that the consciousness of an
omniscient person:apprehends the forms of unlimited things.
In fact, the limitless things cannot be apprehended by nor-
mal cognition. The gquestion regarding the number of things

does not arise in the apprehension of an omniscient person.

16
Penjika, 3627, p. 931.
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Thus the queétion of a 1imit or number of things can arise
only wilth normal cognition.17

According to another view there is no objective
basis in the conscilousness of the omnlscient person. It
is valid like a}tmue dream, because it is in conformity with
the real state of things. According to this view it cannot
be said that the things become limited when they are appre-
hended by the omniscient person.18

Further, éSﬁtarak§ita contends that 21l things can
be apprehended, elther simultaneously or successively
depending on the will of the omniscient person. On account
of the removal of all evil he acquires this capacity so that
he knows without flaw whatever he desires to know. He can
know' the objects elther simultaneously or in succession,
according to his ﬁesire because he is the Lord.19
There is nho incongruity even if the ocmniscient

person percelves the things in successlon. He is called

omniscient because he successively apprehends a2l1ll the know-

17 _
Pefijika, 3627, p. 932.
18
Ibid., 3627, p. 932.
19

Yadyadicchati Boddhum Va Tattadvetti Niyogatah;
Saktirevanvidha Tasya Prahinacarano Hyasau.
Vugapatparlpatya Va Svecchaya P“atlpadyate,
Labdha jnanam Ca Sittvo Hi Saksanalrhyadibhih Prabhuh.
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3628-3629. i '
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able things which possess the nature of "four truths®

(Catuhsatya) through his sixteen consciousnesses (Cittaih).

When this successive consciousness of tue omniscient person

tekes place he has not to wailt fof a single moment for per-

celving all the things what to say of hundred of years.zo
Here one question is very important whether the

omniscient person apprehends the "specific individuality”

(Svalaksana) of the object or only "universals" (Samdnya-

laksana). Kamalgsila quotes certain Buddhist scriptures where
5

it is said that the cognition of a yogl (omnisclent person)
which is free from all impurities (Anééravam)_grasps the
M"universal®™ only and not to "gpecific individuality."Zl Now
’hﬁw”it”gan"%e cﬂiﬂ t%at the cmnisc*enu person apnrenbnds
each and every form of all the objects unless he is a per-
celver of theilr "specific individuality" also.

To answer this objection égﬁtarak§ita and Kemalasila
hold that itis wrong to say that the omniscient person can-

not perceive the Mspecific individuallity" of all the objects.

The omnliscient person cognizes the very forms of all the

20
Yadva SodasabhiscittaisCatuhoatyasvabhavakam,
Kramena Veitti Vijneyah Sarvam Sarvavidityatah.
Tatra T&drsi VijfAdne Kramena Bhavati Prabhoh;
Lavamatro'pi Napeksyah Kimangabdasatavadhih

Tattvasahgraha, Verses 3630-3631.

21
Panjika, 3632, p. 933.



114

22 They

objects apart from thelr own undiversified form.
further add that it is not inconsistent to say that the
omniscient person apprehends the "universal" and the
specific individuality" in one and the same cognition.

The very "specific individuality® of a thing is
called "universal' because it appears to be of similar form

23

in comparison to the form of things of other kinds. A

great zggi (omniscient person) apprehends only the "specific
individvality®, because his cognition is preoduced by the
force of concentration and meditation (Bhavani).

It is clear that the omniscient person perceives |
the "specific individuality". Therefore, it cannot be said
that 211 the objects must become one, because the "universal"
and Yspecific 1ndin1duaL1ty“ are pe rceived as one by a2 single
cognition of the omniscient person. Really the omniscient
person perceives the "specific individuality! and not the
"universal". In fact, the "universal" is considersd by the

Buddhists as illusory, because it cannot be described as

22
Svabhavenavibhaktena Yah Sarvamavabudhyate;

Svarupanyeva Bhavanamn Sarvesgm So'Vabudhyate.
Tattvasahgraha, Verse 3632.

23
Panijika, 3633, p. 933.

2L
Tadvrahakam ca Vijndnam Bhavan@balabhavi Yat
Yogiqaﬁamabhivyakban Tatsvalaksanagocaran,

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3634,
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"that" or "not that®", It is wrong to consider them as real.
Actually tﬁe omniscient person does not apprehend the
Buniversal" because it is unreal. Even if he perceilves
those "universal® he would apprehend it as illusory be-
cause his consciousness itself is a valid perception and
1s free from conceptual content. If he apprehends the
"universal" as real, his consciousness would be associated

25

with conceptual content and error.

The “universal”is of the nature of conceptual content.
The consciousness of the omnisclent person which envisage
the”universal™would also be of the nature of conceptual
content. In that case, his consclousness would be associated
with error because the conceptual content is already false.
The”universalf which is sald to be the essence of conceptual
content, and beyond description and is always in contiguity,
is actually held by the Buddhists as formless.27

Thus ééﬁﬂarak§ita finds every reason in holding

that the omniscient person perceives =211 things and theilr

.25

Tattvanyatvadyanirdesyam Yatparaisca Prakalpitamu

Samanyam Tasya Naitena Grahanam Yoglcetasa.

Avikalpamavibhrantam Tadyogisvaramanasam

Vikalpavibhramakrantam Tadgrahe Ca Prasajyate.
Tattvasahgraha, Verses3635-3636.,

26
Parijika, 3637, p. 934.

27Tattvasaﬁgraha, Verse 3637.
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‘ 28
causes, by his single extraordinary cognition, He has
the capacity to perceive either simultaneously or
successively when he imparts his teaching, because of his

, 2
illuminative consciocusness. ?

Bie Omnisoienﬁe and Speech

Though the possibility of the existence of an omni-
sclence person may be accept Iin theory, still how can the
teachings of any particular teacher regarding supersensuous

truth like Dharma, Svarga and Moksa carry conviction until

it is proved that he is omniscient, by prcper examination.
In other words, as long as the Buddha is not proved to be
ughnis¢ieﬁt;whiéw%éébﬁiﬁgs gg£hot°ngdébeﬁtédfas vaiid.30
Again, words carnot be uttered by an ocmniscient
person while he is absorbed in the last stage of meditation,
that is, the tenth stage (Bhimi). There are three possible

ways of obtaining the teachings about supersensuous truths

from an omniscient person: (1) Elther he should speak while

28
Sahetu Saphealam Karma Jnan@nalaukikena Yah;
Samadhi jena Janati Sa Sarvajfio!Padisyate.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3638, cf. Ibid.,, Verse 3256.

29
Yugapatna?ioatya Va Jnanam Karyatprakamitat
Samarthyamapi Tasyasti Desanam Kurute Yada.

Ibid., Verse 3640.
- 30

Ibid., Verse 3232.
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he is in the state of omniscience which is reached in the

tenth stage (Bhiumi) called Dharmamegha, or (2) he should

speak after waking from the tenth Bhiumi. Or (3) -he should
not himself impart teachings but the teachings should come
forth from his surroundings while he 1s absorbed in
meditation,

How can an omni scient person utter a word while he

is standing upon the Dharmamechd Bhumi? In this stage his

mind is completely concentrated and he becomes one with the
1

Absolute reality.j Consequently, he is not able to pro-

pound any teaching or Dharma because he always stays in

rapt meditation;32

It is also not correct to say that he could impart
his teachings after waking from Samadhi, In this stage his
teachings cannot proceed without some sort of cognition.

As a matter of fact, in this conceptual state there will
not be any difference between an ordinary men and an omni-
scient person, ItAis glso incorrect to maintain, as the
Buddhist scriptures do, that the omniscient person does not

teach anything because he is always absorbed in non-concep-

31
Dasabhumigatascasau Sarva”agadlsanksaye,
Suddhasphatikatulyena Sarvam JHanena Budhyate.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3238, of. Dasabhnhﬁka—Sufra pp. 25-26.

32
Dhyanabannasca Sarvarthav1sayam Dharanam Dadhat
Tathza Vyaptasca Savvarthaih Sakto Naivopadesane.

Tettvasangraha, Verse 3239,
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tual Samadhi and that under his supervision the teachings
of Dharma are revezled in the vafious forms.33 This
statement of the Buddhists’scripture needs clarification.
How, then can we be certain whether the teachings of Dharma
are propounded by an omniscient person or proceed from some
other and untrustworthy sources.

<+ Can a person impart hls teachings after reaching the
state of omniscience? In other words, can the Buddha impart
his teachings while standing in’this state? Speech is
impossible during the state of,o@niscience,Jbecause there
is no conceptual content in this state and speech is not
possible without conceptual content. If the Buddha is omni-
scient,'then he cannot‘speakoiwlf‘he.speaks, then he cannot
be omniscient, Omniscience and speech cannot exist together,
because they are contrary to each other. Conceptual content
1s the indirect cause of speech. It is impossible to speak
without previous cognition and thinking. Cohceptual CONe
tent associated with verbal expression cannot perceive the
form of objects, because it 1is assoclated with verbsl ex-
pression. Thus omnisclence is not possible during the
conceptual state, because at this state the forms of objects

are not percelved. As cmniscience and speech are contrary

33
Yada QOpadiéedekaﬁ Kincitsamanyavaktrvat;

: Ekadess jfagl tan Tanna Syatsarva jnabhisitan.
Tattvasaheraha, Verse 3240. eof. Pafijika, 3240, p. 843;
cf. Lankdvatara-3utra, pp. 142-1473,
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to each other, the presence of one implies the absence of

34

the other.

The Buddhists (ééﬁtarak§ita and Kamalaéila) have
sought to prove the omniscience of the Buddha on the basis
of his teachings. They claim that the Buddha is the only
omniscient teacher because he has taught the true nature of
2ll things. But the question arises how can the Buddha or
an omniscient person impart his teachings in the state of
omniscience when he cannot speak?

dafitaraksita and Kamaladila have answered this ques-
tion by describing two different views regarding the speech
of the Buddha. According to the first view, the speech |
the Buddha is the expression of conceptual content. Accord-
ing to the second view the Buddha speaks even without con-
ceptualization on account of his previous 1mpetus.35

The first view admits that there can be no omni-
science during the conceptual state. But those who uphold
this view maintain that cmnisclence cannot be disproved in the

non-~-conceptual state because in that state the conceptual

content, which ikg the cause of speech, 1s absent. Though

34
pshiiks, 3358, p. 881.

35
Tattvesangraha, Verse 3359, also Pgnjika, 3359,

p. 882.
Paiijika, 3362, p. 882.
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in the conceptual state the Buddha is not omniscient, yet his
words should be regarded as spoken by an omniscient person.
His non-omniscience is removed through the attainment of
the state of ommisciences. Once he has reached the state of
omniscience, his words are accepted as reliable, He cannot
be mistaken because he has a clear knowledge of real and
super-imposed objects. He apprehends the objects of con-

ceptual content as merely super-imposed (parikalpita). His

speech 1s the outcome of his direct apprehension of the
37

real state of objects.

The second school of Vijidnavida Buddhists holds the
view that the words proceed from the Buddha even without
conceptual content. His teachings proceed under the force
of the initial momentum originally imparted by his previous
piety.38 In ofher words, the knowledge and piety that were
already in him before his omniscience continue to impel him
to speak, though now there is no further conceptualization
going on in his‘mind.

Apart from these two Buddhist views, é ntaraksita

himself has provided a further view arguing that it is

improper to say that the Buddha would not be able to impart

37 |
Tattvesangraha, Verses 3363-3365.
38

Cakrabhramanayogena Wirvikalpe'Pi Tayini;
Sambharavegﬂsamartnyaddesana Sampravarttate,

Ibid.; Verse 3368
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any teaching when he 1s absorbed in meditation after passing
through the ten states (Bhumis). The Buddhists do not hold that
the Buddha stands upon the tenth stage (Bhumi). In fact the
ten levels mark the development towards the attainment of the
Bodhisattva-stage and the state of perfect enlightenment
(Buddhatva) lies beyond that,39 After reaching this state

the teaching of a person proceeds freely even from the wa}ls

without any appurtenance Just as light radiates from Chin-

40
tamani gems. Thus the Buddha 1s regarded as the author

of the scripture which is composed of his teachings. EHe
is not an actual speaker but a "supervisor". Thefefore,
he should be taken as the final authority for Dharma.
Hence his speech shouvld be regarded as free from any con-
ceptual content.

The second view doss not seem convincing because
speech is not possible without conceptual content. The view
of ééﬁtarakgita himself also does not seem to be reasonable
either for it is impossible for common people to receive
this mystic language through walls and understand its real

meaning in their own languages.

39 ...
Paniiké, 3592.

Lo
Tasmindhyanasamapanne Cintaratnavadastblte,
Nibcaranti Yathakaman Kutyadibhyo'Pi Desanah
Tabhirjlanas*tanartnansarvam Jananti Manavéh
Hitani Ca Yathabhavyam Ksipramésddayanti -Te,
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3241-=3242, °
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The first view, however, sounds quite convincing,
that is, the teaching of the Buddha should be accepted as
authoritative because he has previously reached the state
of omniscience. The authority of the Vedas also is accepted
by the orthodox Hindu philosophers only on the basis that

the Vedic Bsis have realized it in their Samddhi. The

. 9

Buddhists also bhelieve in Jivanamukti or Apratisthita-Nirvana.

So it is possibie for a person to continue his present 1life
after the realization of the Absolute RBeality. The teach-
ing of a person who has been liberated in his 1life tTime
should be taken as authority for Dharma. Therefore, the
teachings of the Buddha should be accepted as authoritative
if he has become omniscient and has realized the ultimate

truth in Sam#dhi.



Chapter 6
CONCLUSION

Why have the Buddhists given logical arguments to
establish human omniscience? Or what is the purpose of
using reasoning in support of human omniscience in
general, or the omniscience of' the Buddha in particular?

In fact, Santaraksita and Kamalasila wanted to prove that

the knowledge of supersensuocus truths like Dharma, Svarga

(heaven), Atman {(soul), Punarianma {rebirth) and Moksa

(liberation) could be accepted as authoritative if they
were taught by an omniscient religious teacher. The gquestion
about the omniscience of a particular religious teacher does
not arise for those who have faith in him and vlindly follow
his teachings redarding Dharma. However it is essential
to prove the omniscience of that particular religious teacher
through logical arguments for those who do not have faith
in him and question his religious authority.

In establishing the authority of the teachings of the
Buddha regarding Dharma and otherbsupersensuous truths, it
was necessary for these Buddhists to verify the existence
of the omniscient person and the omniscience of the Buddha

who taught these religious truths which are not perceived

123
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through normal humen perceptlon.

Now is there any possibility of human omniscience?
It is possible according to the Buddhists because they
accept the ascending grades of wisdom., It 1s remarkable
that not only the Buddhists but aimost all the systems of
Indian philosophy, except the Mimamsa and Carvaka schools,
believe that a man can reacn the highest wisdom through
the proper practice of a particular yoga. Therefore, the
Buddhists are gulite consistent in believing that any person
can reach the state of omniscience through the practice of
Yoza. In other words, every Individual has the potentiality
to acquire this state. Thilis state of omniscience is rooted
in every individwal just like the state of Buddhahood. In
fact, omniscience is necessarily connected with the Buddha-
hood. The Buddhists hold that when a person becomes en-
lightened (the Buddha), he becomes omniscient by the removal

of Kleéévarana and Jﬁéyévarana. On the basis of this they

quite consistently maintain that omniscience is a positive
entity which is featureless.l BEvery individual can achieve
the state of omniscience by a particular practice of yoga.
Furthermore, we must -consider the very crucial
guestion of whether or not the Buddha has reached the state

of omnisclence. 'The Buddhists have very convincingly be-

1
Tattvasangrahe, Verse 3357.
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lieved that the intellect has the capaclty to reach perfec-
tion. The intellect reaches its perfection in Samadhi and_
becomes one with the state.of omnis#ience. Professor T. R.
V. Murti quite copsistently observes:

There 1s, however, no valid objection
against the existence of an omnisclent per-

son. A fact cannot be denied because it 1s

not cognised by all and sundry. There is

positive evidence of the omnlsclence of the

Buddha; for, following the path taught by

him one is freed of samsira. Most of the
objections against the acceptance of ocmni-

science are based on the assumption that it

1s the acquisition of a new faulty, or that

it is a laborious process of accretion of

information. It is on the other hand a case

of divesting the mind of its accidental defects

which have crept into it. In itself the

Intellect is transparent and has natural

affinity with the real.* By the contempla-

tion of the unreality of things (nairs tmya-

bhavansa) it is possible to void the intellect

of all dexects, klesas. Owing to the removal

of the obscuring factors omnisclence shines

out, as there is nothing to obstruct its

vision. Those that deny omniscience really

deny the possibility of the intellect to be

free from:defects. They must logically deny

freedom (mukti) too.

%(Footnote No. 7 in origincal souroe)
prabhisvaram idam cittah tattvadarsana-sitmekem;
prakrtyalva sthitam yasman malds tv &gantavo matah,
7S p. 895. (Auvthor's note: TS p. 895 refers to
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3435,

Both ééﬁtarak§ita and Kamaladila maintain that any
person can reach the state of omniscience by a particular
practice of yoga which is capable of destroying the hindrance

of cognizable things. They are not holding a unique view

2
T+ Bse V. Murtli, The Central Philosoohy of Buddhism,

(George Allen and Unwin, 1960), pp. 281-282
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because this poSsibility.of hunan omniscilence is accepted
by almost all schools of Indian philosophy except the
Caravika and Miméfhs&. In accepting the poséibility of
humen omniscience they hold that the intellect (Buddhi)
has the capacity to transcend its own limitation and to
become identifled with the Absolute 3eality. This
intuitive realization of the Absolute Reality is the state
of omniscience. On the basis of thls they are qulte con-
sistent in establishing the Buddha who claims tc realize
the ultimate realiity, as an omniscient religicus teacher.
The claim by the respective foliowers of Vardhamana,
the Jaina teacher, Kapila, the Sahkhya teacher, and Kanadi,
the NyéyaJVaiéégika teacher, that they are omniscient per-
sons makes 1t doubtful as to who is the real omniscient
religious teacher. It is very difficult to determine among
all these teachers who 1s omnisclent only on the basis
of their teachings of Dharma, because thelr teachings ra-
dically differ from each other. If all these teachers are
omniscient, then it logically follows that there should not
be any difference of opinion ln their teachings of Dharma
and the nature of the universe. However, there is dis-
agreement between thelr teachings regarding supersensuous

truths. Therefore, it is very difficult to believe who is

3
Panjika, 3148, p. 822.
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really an omnise¢lent teacher.

On the basis of his teachings which are claimed
by them to be the only pexfect teachings, because they
are not refuted by any valid means of cognition,
ééﬁtarakgita and Kamalaéila have tried to prove by logical
argunents that the Buddha was the only omnlscient religious
teacher. Other schools of Indian thought, however, also
have given equally convincing arguments in support of the
omniscience of their respective teachers. For instance the
Jainas have argued to prove that Vardharmsna was the only
omniscient teacher on the basis of his teachings which
they claim, just like the Buddhists, to bz the only per=-
fect teachings.  This type of“élgim by variois schools of
Indian thought creates doubt as who is the real omniscient

religious teacher.

ééﬁtarak@ita and Ksmaladila, unlike the Buddha, do

not accept the Vedic Hslis as omniscient. They have drawn'
thls distinction between them on the basls of their teach-
ings. They hold that only the Buddha and not the Vedic RBsis

should be accepted as authority for Dharmas because he is
omniscient. They maintain that the omniscient Buddha has
expounded his teachings regarding Dharma after realizing

the Ultimate Reality. Therefore, his words regarding super-
sensuous truths are authorities.

In fact these Buddhist zuthors have falled to realize

that the teachings of the Vedic Rsis are also based on



128

intultive realization. The Vedicec Rsis have also realized
the Absolute Truth in Samadhi and e¢all it the Vedas or

i

Srutis.

The Vedic Rsis also claim that prosperity and

highest good are achieved through their teachings of

Dharma, They also accept that freedom (Muktl) is the final
aim of human life. The freedom is achieved by the knowledge
of Ultimate Truth (Brahman or Atman). When the soul (Atman)

1s associated with ignorance (Avidya) then it is called
ego {Jiva), because it is asscciated with the "I-notion®
(Ahahkara). When the ignorance of the Jiva is destroyed
through knowledge (gﬁégg), his "I-notion" vanishes and he
realizes his true nature, that is, the Atman. This is the
state of liberation. It can be said from the side of

the Vedic Rsis that liberation is possible only when the

existence of Atmen is edmitted. Otherwise, who will be
liberated?

Thus it is not consistent to hold as the Buddhists
do, that liberation or highest good 1s possible only in the
teachings of the Buddha and not in the teachings of the |
Vedlic Rsis. The Vedic Bsis are also claimed like the Buddha

s 0

to be omniscient because of the realization of the Absolute

Truth. The omniscience of a person can be judged only
by one who has become enlightened. At the same time, the

teachings of the Buddha regarding Dharms cannot be dlsproved
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by common people, because he has been claimed to be omniscient
on account of hils enlightenment by the Buddhists.

On the basis of Bﬁddha's teachings of "soullessness"
which he has expounded after having realized the true nature
of the universe %hrough his enlightenment, ééﬁtarak§ita |
and Kamalasila aim to prove thét only the Buddha is omni-
sclent teacher. He is not prepared to accept even the
immortal Hindu gbds, Brahna, Visnu and éiva, as omniscient.

The Hindus hold these gods to be ocmniscient on the
basis of theilr being embodiment of the Vedas. ééﬁtarakgita
and Kamalaéila have tried to prove that there 1ls no connection
between the y§g§§ and these gods, because they both are
eternal. They give reasoning that two eternal things can-
not be related to each other, because there is no activity
in them. Perhaps, they have misunderstood the meaning of
the word "eternal" (Nitya). In fact, "eternity" when ascribed
to the gods and the Vedas, means that they both are beginning-
less, beyond the realm of time, beyond history. In other
words, they are real, that is, they are existent before the
world process. However, there 1s no reason why they both
cannot be relatéd to each other. Eternity does not
necessarily imply negation of relations. There is no third
principle to check the relaﬁionlbetween the eternal gods
and the eternal Vedas. On the basis of being the embedi-

ment of the Vedas, the gods may be called omniscient.
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In Mahayana Buddhism also, the Buddha (Dharmakaya

of the Buddha) 1s conceived as beyoﬁd the time process and
the essence of the universe,a and at the same time he is
considered to be oﬁniscient. In the case of the Buddha
also, both his existence and his omniscience are eternal
and are related to each other. The same is true in the
case of the gods and the Vedas also. Though both the gods
and the Vedas are accepted as eternal, yét these gods may
be considered as omniscient. The Vedas means intuitive
knowledge and thése gods may possess the intultive know-
ledge in Samadhi. If the mortal being like the Buddha
claims to have intuitive knowledge, why cannot those
immortal gods also have intuitive knowledge when they

have more capacity then human beings. ééﬁtarakgita also
has indirectly accepted this fact, because he wants to
prove the immortality of the Buddha. On account of his
enlightennent the Buddha reaches the state of immortality.
Thus the mortal Buddha becomes omniscient and eternal
according to the Buddhists. If it is accepted, as the

Buddhists do, that the Dharmakaya (cosmical body) or

Sambhozakays (the body of bliss) are immortal, then there

is fundamentally no difference between the gods and these

Kayas (bodies) of the Buddha on the question of omniscience,

n
'T. R. V. Murti, op. cit., p. 284.



131
because they zre immortal.
Now the important question is whether the

Nirmenekays (assumed body) which is mortal, is also

omniscient or not. In fact the Buddhists claim it to be
omniscilent, because they have accepted the possibility

of human omniscience and on that basis have claimed the
Buddha ("Gautams the Buddha) to be omniselent. Santara-
ksita has established the omniscience‘of the Buddha by
holding that he 'is the only religious teacﬁer to believe
In the non-existence of a permanent soul. The mere fact
that he has taught the doctrine of "soullessness" cannot
prove that he is superior to these gods who believe in the
“ekistence of é;ﬂ§§ﬁgﬁéntwgoul. He camnot di%prove the
omniscience of the gods for the simple reason that they
belleve in the existence of a permanent soul. There 1s
full possibility for them to become omniscient, because
the consciousness 1s the wvery nature of the soul. At the
same time one cannot deny the omniscience of the Buddha
if the concept of human omniscience is accepted.

The Buddhists have accepted the omniscience and
immortality of the Buddha. MNow the geustion may arise
whether the mortal Buddha (Gautama the Buddha) is omni-
scient or the immortal Buddha. If only the immortal Buddha
1s omniscient, then there is no room for human omniscience.

This would go against the Buddhiét view., Again in that
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case the immortal Buddha falls in the same category of
gods., However, the present Buddhist doctrine of Dharms is
based on the teachings of the mortal Buddha. Now, is it
possible to establish his omniscience merely on the basis
of his teachings?

In fact no one can be proved to be omniscient on
the baslis of his teachings alone, because all the teach-
ings can and hawve been criticized by reason. No religious
or philoscpnical doctrine has been unlversally acecepted
as perfect. The valldity of a particular religious
teaching cannot be established by reason., Therefore, a
person cannot be proved to be omniscient on the basis of
his‘téQChings. In fact reason ftself is not perfect be-

5

cause its function is limited in scope.

Thus i1t is natural that the arguments based on
T'eason are also not perfect. In order to reach perfection,
reason must transcend its own inherent limitation through
the realization of the absolute reality embodied in an
intuitive realization. Since the state of omniscience is
only an intuitive state, its true nature cannot be realized

in ordinary experience. It is a non-conceptual state and

5

Na Pratisthltatvam Tarkanam Sakyamasrayitum

Puru§amat1vairupyat Sariraka Bhisya, 2, I, 11.
Nisrito'Niyato’Vyépl Samvrtah Khedavanapi;

Bala;rayo MatastarkasuaSJa'to Visayonatat.
Mahayanasutrialankiara, 1, 12.
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one cannot speak so long as thls state prevails. With the |
very effort to articulation, the-state of cmnisclence
vanishes. Therefore, the mere teaching of a religious
teacher is neither the sole nor the ultimate criterion by
which to judge his omniscience. His omniscience should be
judged on the basis of intultive experience.

Thus the' omnisclence of the Buddha cannot be proved
or disproved merbly on the basls of hls teachings. In order
to prove his omniscience, one must become omniscient by
himself. Also, the omniscience of the Buddha cannot be
denled by reasoning. If the possibility of human omnisclence
is accepted, there is no reason why the Buddha cannot reach
the state of omnisclence by using the method of yoga. In
other words, one' cannot deny the omniscience of the Buddha
by means of empifical prcof.

ééﬁatarak§ita and Kamalaééla quite consistently
hold that the inherent limitations of man's power can be
transcended by'the practice of yoga. Furthermore, through - !
the concentration of the mind and the proper practice of
Yoga, a man can reach the highest degree of perfection in
his physical as well as in his mental capacity. He acquires
the capacity called "mind-force" (Manojava) by using a
particular method of yoga. Due to Manojeva, the Buddha
became as swift as the mind in its movement.6 In the sanme

way by a particular practice of yoga, the Buddha transcended
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the limitations of perceilving objects after reaching this
highest stage of perfection, that is, omnisclience. By that
capacity, he could perceive all objects clearly by a singie
cognition.’! Thus, 1t is evident that the Buddha reached
the state of omniscience.

Difficulties may be felt in realizing the trué
nature of the universe and becoming omniscient in a realistic
system of thought, such as that of Mimamsa school. It should
be noted that this school believes that the whole universe
18 created from innumerable permanent atoms, Therefore,
it is very difficult in this éystem for any human being to
know all the minute detalls of the unlverse. It is no
wonder that this system of thought holds that no human
being can reach the state of cmniscience.

As far as the Absolutistic schools of thoughf are
concerned, that is, the Vedanta and Mahiayana Buddhism, it
is quite possible to realize the true nature of the universe
and become ocmniscient by realizing the absolute reality
through the means of yoga. Here the substratumn of the whole
world is considered to be the absolute reality and the

world i1s created due to ignorance (AvidyZ). Therefore,

681ddhirmanojav§saﬁjﬁg'?athaga éruyate Barama ;
Yatha Cintitamatrena Yati Duramapi Prabhuh.
Taettvasahgraha, Verse 3426, cof. Pafijika, 3426, p. 893.

Ekajﬁgnaksapavyéptanihée~8ajﬁéyamaﬁdalah;
Sur@surairoratnabhutah Siddho'Tra Sarvavit,
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3449,
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the Buddhists consistently maintain that it is possible to

know the "true nature", of the Worid, i.e., unreality by
realizing the truth, the absolute in Samadhi.

The omnﬂscience of the Buddha cannot be disproved
by the objections of the Mim3isakas that no one can know
in detail all the atoms contained in his own beody, let
alone the knowledge of all the 1little details that make up
the entire univdrse.8 The Mimahmsakas have taken an example
from the realm of the physical and used it as an analogy
regarding the spiritual realm. -A man can know thattwo |
items plus two items will always equal four items without
having experienc@d every occasion when two plus two eguals
four. |

The main aim of these Indian religlous and philo-
sophical systems was not to prove the existence of a
being who could know the minute details of the universe.
Thiszs kind of knowledge has no value for humanity and serves
no religious purpose. The purpose of religion and philo-
sophy is to proﬁide that knowledge whilch can release men
from sufferings hnd lead to the ultimate goal or the highest
good of life, that is, liberation. The omniscience of a
person or beingfis proved from this perspective. It 1s not

important that he should know all the objects. Rather, the

8
Tattvassngraha, Verse 3137.
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importance of his omniscience is, that he can perceive the
supersensuous realities -like dharma, heaven and liberation
and can reveal them to humanity. Taking omniscience as the
necessary condition for perceiving supersensuous truths
which cannot be known by the normal perception, the Mimam-
sakas prove the omniscience of the Vedas, the Nalyayikas
prove the omniscience of God, and the Buddhists prove the
omniscience of the Buddha.

Because of his clzaim to the realization of the
truth of the wniverse and his accuracy in evaluating man's
situation, the Buddhists rightly believe that the teachings
. of the Buddha are valid for the path to man's liberation
(ﬁifyé?a). An iﬁdication‘of‘this is theigehéral acceptance
‘-§;w£h; concept of omniscience in Indian thought. Omnisclence
was attributed to every religious teacher or authority in
order to‘ﬁaintain that his religious teachings would not
mislead, but rather would lead ﬁo prosperity in this present
life and to the highest good in the life hereafter.

If one accepts the tradition that the Buddha broke
ordinary human physical and mental limitations by the prac-
. tice of yoga and became omniscient (other systems of Indian
though also acknowledge such & possibility), then the
Mimadsakas argument is refuted. And if the criteria for
his knowing the Dharma are his unique teachings which meet

the needs of men, and the fact that no one knew them before
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the Buddha, the Buddhlst argument, represented by ééﬁtara-
ksita and Kamalééila, holds. It is true that these latter
claims are not bbvious truths to all men,'however, theyv
are to those Who have become omniscient due to thelr en-
lightenment. In other words, the Buddhists' propositions
are based on thelr experience of thé reality or the

realization of the absolute truth.
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