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As its central purpose, the thesis outlines the Buddhist
conception of human omniscience as developed by the philosophers of
later Vijndnavdda Buddhism, i.e., Dharmakirti, Prajhakaragupta
éaﬁtaraksita and Kamalafila. It attempts to show how those philosophers

dialectically established the possibility of human omniscience and

the omniscience of the Buddha.

The concept of human omisclence was introduced into Indian
philosophy because of the religious controversies between Heterodox
(Nastika) schools, such as Jainism and Buddhism, qnd Orthodox (Estika)
schools, especially Nyaya-Vaidesika, Sankhya-Yoga, Mimamsa and Vedanta,
The Mimanmsakas began the argument with c¢lalms for the omniscience of
the Vedas; the Naiyayikas followed with the attribution of ommiscience
to God. When the Buddhists, in turn, maintained the omniscience of
the Buddha, the Mimamsakas raised objections to the concept of human
omnisclence, the omniscience of the Buddha, of God, and of any

human religious teacher.
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In order to refute these objections and to assert once again
the superiority of the Buddha and his teachings of Dharma, the later
Buddhist philosophers sought to dialectically established the concept
of human omniscience. The Buddhist argument was the product of constant
interaction and debate with other Indian religious and philosophical
schools, and it is clear that omniscience was and continues to he one
of the pivotal topiecs for all schools of Indian philosophy. The Buddhists
have used leoglcal arguments to support the concept of human omniscience.
They have established the omniscience of the Buddha using the logical
methods of presumption and inference. They have provided the answers
from the Buddhist point of view to the MEmE&sakas' objections against
the concepts of human omniscience and the omniscience of the Buddha.
The Buddhists maintain that an omniscient person perceives all objects
of the world simultaneously in a single cognitive moment. They have
also argued that only an omniscient person can teach Dharma. The aim
of the Buddhists was to.prove the superiority of Buddhisﬁ among all
religions, because it is based on the teachings of an ommiscient being.
In brief, this thesis outlines the development of the concept
of omniscience, which the Buddhists hold to be the necessary and

sufficient condition for perception of supersensuous truths such as Dharma.
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The substance of this dissertation comnsists of an examination
in greater depth and more extensive scope of a topic which was examined

in a preliminary way in the writer's M.A. thesis, The Buddha as an

Omnisclent Religious Teacher; that thesis was submitted to the Department

of Religien, McMaster University, and accepted in 1969.
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INTRODUCTION

In broad terms the purpose of this thesis iIs to present the
logical proofs given in support of the omniscience (Sarvajnata) of the
Buddha by the later Buddhist philosophers: Dharmakirti, Prajnakaragupta
Santaraksita and Kamalasila. These philosophers lived after the fifth
century A.D. and their writings represent the last phase of Indian
Vifhanavada Buddhism.

In Indian philosophy, logical argument was a commonly accepted
nethod used to defend a religio-philosophical concept already accepted
at the time. With this intention, the sbove named exponents of Buddhism
have get forth loglcal evidence in order to establish the fact "that
only the Buddha was an omniscient (Sarvajfia) religious teacher'". Un-
doubtedly religious practices implying omniscience precede their
actual conceptualization: but the concern here is not with the
realization of omniscienceé, but with its rationalization.

The main concern of this thesis will be to show that the
Vijﬁanavadi Buddhist philosophers offer arguments that successfully
answer the objections urged by the Mimansakas against the conception
of human omniscience. In addition, we will also try to show that these
Buddhist philosophers cffer further arguments which establish the
complete validity of this fundamental Buddhist tenet. Here they are
not only philosophers or logicians but they are theclogians defending
the Buddhist tenets. In fact, the concept of omniscience is not only
a philosophical and religious problem but alsc a theclogical problem.
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The aim of these Buddhist philosophers is to prove the superiority of
Buddhism among all religions, because it is based on the teachings of

an omnlscient teacher, that i1s, the Buddha, who is the only omniscilent
religious teacher according to them. By dialectical establishment of
human omniscience and omnlscience of the Buddha, these authors prove

the authority and infa-1ibility of the Buddha and his teachings or Dharma.

The Sanskrit word Sarvajlia (Sarva meaning "all" and jila meaning

"knower") is translated by the Fnglish as "omniscilent" or "all-knowing"
person. Here "Sarva" means all the existing things of the past, present
and future. Thus, one who knows all the things of the universe either

successively or simultaneously is called omniscient (Sarvajiia). The

Sanskrit words Sarvajna, Sarvasarvajha, Sarvakarajnia, Sarvakaragrahi,

Sarvavit, Sarvasarvavit, Sarvavedi, Visvavedas, Visvavidvan, Visvacak%u,
Visvadra§F5 are used as synonyms, meaning a perscn who knows everything.
According to Paniniya Sanskrit grammar, he who knows everything is
omigcient (Sarvajﬁa).l The Pali word Sabbannu and the frﬁk¥ta word
Kevalin are used for the omniscient person. In both Pali and Prakrta

grammar, the meaning of the words Sabbannu and Kevalin, respectively,

is similar to that of Paniniya Sanskrit grammar.

The Sanskrit word Sarvajfata, the Pali word Sabbannuta-nana and

the Prakrta word Kevala (Omnisclence) mean to have the knowledge of each
and every thing in the universe. However, the words Sarvajﬁata,

Sabbannuta-nana and Kevala are translated into English by the word

sarvai janat{ti sarvajnah, ato'nupasarge kah, astadhygzz 3,2,3,



"omniscience" or "all embracing knowledge'.

The concept of omniscience (ggzyajﬁata) can be conceived from
two points of view. From the objective point of view, "omiscience"
means knowing everythlng numerically and quantitatively. From the
qualitative point of view, the word "omniscience” means to have the
knowledge of the epitome of everything. This type of knowledge reveals

two kinds of meaning: first, knowledge of Reality (tattvajﬁata) and

second, knowledge of Dharma (dharmajﬁata)

In Indian philosophy the word Sarvajfia has been used in a
speclal sense to mean a person possessing the knowledge of supersensuous
truths such as Dharma, heaven (svarga) and liberation (moksa), apart
from the knowledge of the sensuous objects of the world., In other
words, the ommiscient person is the knower of reallity (tattvajia).

To establish its own authority, each school of Indian philosophy
has develéped a different concept of omniscience, and has used this
word with a slightly different connotation. The School of Carvaka does
not hold the possibility of omniscience. The School of Mimamsa maintains
that the Vedas are omniscient, but that no being can be omniscient. The
School of Nyzyavaiée§ika Seévara—SEmkhya and Yoga maintain the
omniscience of God. The School of Advaita Vedanta holds the omniscience
of God as well as the omniscience of man. Although they do not believe
the authority of the Vedas, or of God, or Prak¥ti, the Buddhists and
Jainas hold that only a human being can become omniscient.

The Buddhists hold that omniscience (sarvajﬁhta) depends upon
the full knowledge of all things, sensucus and supersensuous. According

to the Buddhists, this follows from the removal of the hindrance of



affliction (kleéavara?a) and hindrance of éognisable things (jﬁéyﬁvara?a).
The Buddhists hold that that person alone is omniscient who knows the
whole world in its real form of "soullessness™ (anﬁtmavéggj. They
further assert that only the Buddha, not the other teachers, fulfills

all the counditions of this definition. Therefore, he has been placed
above all other religious teachers by the Buddhists,

It seems that the concept of omniscience arose in Indian thought
because of the desire to describe supersensuous realities such as
Dharma, God, the self, heaven and liberation, etc. These supersensuous
realities are commonly accepted by Indian religious traditions. They
cannot be verified, however, by normal human perceptions. Consequently,
the question arises as to whether anybody can have a direct wvision of
Dharma and other supersensucus truths. The limit of human knowledge
arouses a desire to have an unlimited knowledge. Is this possible?

Thig recurring problem in Iandian metaphysical thinking has drawn the
attention of Indian thinkers to the concept of Omniscience. Every
understanding of religious authority is associated in some way with the
concept of Omniscience and this has become a major matter of discussion
in Indian philosophy.

It is the unique characteristic of Indian philosophy that it
lays so much emphasis on the nature and limitation of knowledge. When
all the limitations of knowledge are removed, the state of omniscience
is achieved. In other words, omniscience is the culmination of know-
ledge. Indian thought generally takes the position that the limitations
of knowledge can be removed and that one can acquire the knowledge of

supersensuous realities. When the vell covering the knowledge is removed,



the knowledge of each and every thing of the uﬁiverse can shine forth
in the person's intellect. The intellect can reflect these objects like
a mirror. This knowing in its most perfect form is called omniscience.
Although every system of Indian philosophy deals with the concept of
omniscience, Buddhism, Jainism and Mimamsa have dealt with it in greater
detail.

In Indian thought Dharma is derived from two sources: first,
the divine sources (like gods, God and the nggg); second, human
sources {1ike the Buddha and Mahavira). Divine sources are already
attributed the concept of Omniscience. That is to say, all-knowingness
is the very nature of divinity. Consequently, the Dharma can be revealed
through divine sources. But, here the question arises whgther the
Dharma can be revealed by a human being. This is possible 1f a human
being can become Omniscilent. Although at first glénce one might feel
that this was an untenable position, Indian philosophy does not take
that attitude since it refuses to accept that there is uitimately a
distinction between man's most basic nature and divinity itself. Indian
thought accepts the possibility of enlightenment by means of spiritual
discipline (yoga). This enlightenment is the self-realization of the
divine character of man. A person who becomes enlighiened alsc removes
the hindrance which lies in the way of the acquisition of knowledge.
Thus every enlightened person necessarily becomes omniscient. The
enlightened person is fully entitled to reveal Dharma because Omniscience
involves a revelation of REEEEQ‘

Now the question is whether a supersensuous reality, like

Dharma, can be directly perceived or not. The Carvaka and Mimamsa hold



that Dharma camnot be perceived by any being. They do not believe in
any omniscient beling or a knower of Dharma. All other systems of
Indian philosophy believe in the direct intuitive realization of Dharma.
They believe in the existence of omniscient heings, either divine or
human, as the perceivers-of Dharma. Invariably every religious teacher
has been declared the knower of highest truth or the secrets of

Dharma because of his omniscience.

It is hard to trace when this concept of omniscience appeared
as a conscious religio-philosophical problem in Indian thought. It is
alsc hard to say whether human omniscience came first, because every
enlightened person was considered to be omniscient, or whether divine

omiscience came first, because some gods of the Vedas were attributed

with omniscience, or whether God himself was conceived to be omniscient
by the school of Nyaya Vaiéegika, Sedvara- Sankhya, Yoga and Vedanta.
It is evident from the Vedas that Indian thought has accepted the
concept of human omniscience since the very beginning. Because the
concept of human omniscience is prominent or popular from the very
beginning of Indian thought, one might get the idea that human omni-
gcience was introduced to Indian thought first and later on this idea
gave rise to divine omniscience and gradually God, gods, and the Vedas
were all accepted as omnisclient. This view would seem to be supported
by the Vedas themselves because the concept of human ommiscience can
be found there in that the Rsis (or seers) of the Vedas are thought of
as ommiscient. Sankya-Yoga, NyEya—Vaigegika, Jainism and Buddhism each
claim that their system was founded by an omniscient person. However,

we do not agree with the view that human omniscience arose first in



Indian thought. We put the Vedas prior to any philosophical system

of India. In the Vedas, the gods are thought of as omniscient and they
in turn have the capacity to make people cmniscient Bgig, Therefore we
conclude that the concept of divine omniscience was developed first in
Indian thought and it grédually gave rise to the concept of human
omniscience.

Was the concept of human omniscience developed because of its
attribution to God or the Vedas, or was the concept attributed to God
or thé Vedas because an enlightened person was thought to be omniscient?
Or was this concept attributed to God, the Vedas and man simultaneously?
These questions do not pertain particularly to the subject of this
thesis.

It seems that this concept of human omniscience was first intro-
duced into Indian thought as a philosophical concept because of the
religious controversies among Heterodox (ﬁég;iké) Schools, specifically
Jainism and Buddhism, and Orthodox (Astika) Schools, specifically
Nyaya~Vaiée§ika, Sankhya-Yoga, Purva-Mimafisa and Uttaramimahsa. The
religious teachers of some of the Nastika schools were claimed omni-
scient for themselves in order to prove the wvalidity 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 wvalidity of their relipious teachings, But those who were
not the followers of this tradition had to prove their own religious
authority by attributing omniscience to their religious teachers. Thus
the concept of human omniscience came into phllosophy as a reaction

against the concept of divine omniscience attributed to the gods, God



or the Vedas.

In the period following the sixth century B.C. (that is, the
time of the Buddha and Mshavira) there was a greal deal of discussion
among Indian philosophers on the concept of human omniscience. Because
the Buddha and Mahavira were considered to be omniscient teachers by
their respective followers, a discussion arose as to whether or not a
person can be omniscient. As a result of this discussion, two main
streams of thought have emerged concerning human omniscience. According
to one position, that is, the Caravaka and MEmEﬁsE, an omniscient
person is an impossibility; to the other, that is, the school of the
NyEya—Vai§e§ika, Sankhya-Yoga, Advaita Vedanta, Buddhism and Jainism,
omniscience can be achieved by a human being.

From the time of the Buddha and onward, the concept of
omniscience began to be used in Indian religious and philosophical
systems in order to establish the ommniscient authority of the Pharma.
Whether or not this religious authority was a person or the Vedas or
God, it was essential that the authority be considered omniscient.
it was felt that only in this way was it possible to have the true Dharma,
because an omniscient authority knows the true nature of everything,
gsensuous and supersensuous. 0Only the true Dharma, if followed
properly, can fulfill the real purpose of life by leading the people
to prosperity in this life and to the highest good or liberation after
life, Thus the concept of omniscience was accepted as an essential
part of the rellgio-philosophical discussions in the history of Indian
thought, and every religious teacher or authority was necessarily

considered to be omniscient.



Although the concept of omniscience was propounded in the sixth
century B.C., it did not become prominent as a subject of philosophical
debate and controversy until the second century A.D. The catalysts for
this controversy were the numercus speculations on the true nature of
Dharma by every school of Indian philosophy. They all agreed that the
true nature of Dharma should be revealed by an omniscient authority.

5o the controversy over Dharma, its real nature, its revealer or
teacher, led to the co-relatiwve controversy over omniscience in the
second century at the time of Jaimini the Mimamsaka. He was prompted
to inquire into the true nature of Dharma, against Vadarayana the
Uttaramimahsaka who desired to know the true nature of Brahman. This
led naturally to the desire to define the true nature of omiscience.

The concept of ommiscience became a burning problem in Indian
thought in the seventh century mainly because of the controversy re-
garding the concept of Dharma among Mimaﬁsa, Jainism and Buddhist
schools. The school of Mimamsa did not accept the possibility of
omniscience in any human being and rejected this concept through various
modes of argument. To refute the arguments of Mimamsa and to establish
the concept of ommiscience in general, and omniscience in particular
(that is, human omniscience), the heterodox schoels of Jainism and
Buddhism dialectically established the concept of human omniscience.
This concept of omniscience became very popular in religlous and
philosophical discussions of Indian thought; when Kumarila tried to
refute this concept of omniscience in any being and established the
fact that Dharma can be known only through the omniscient Vedas, this

concept became a matter for dispute among the other systems of Indian
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thought. The Jains and the Buddhists became the main opponents of
Mimahsa on this issue and argued for the possibility of human omni-
science. In fact they refuted the possibility of divine omniscience
by rejecting the omniscience of gods, God, and the Vedas, but they did
establish the concept of human omniscience. They emphasized that only
a human being can be omniscient. They did this because they wanted to
prove the validity and supericrity of their own religion by proving
that their religion was founded by an omniscient religious teacher.
The omniscient knows the true nature of everything, sensuous or super-
sensuous. Therefore he cannot misguide people while teaching super-—
sensuous realities 1ike Dharma, heaven, hell, soul, rebirth, Iiberation,
etc.

Early Buddhism does not lay emphasis on the ommisclence of
Buddha, yet still it asserts him as the knower of Dharma. However,
the Mahayana Buddhist regards Buddha as the omniscient one and because
of his all-knowingness he has been declared as the authofity of Bharma.
In the earliest Pali Nikgyas the Buddha has not explicitly declared
himself as the omniscient religipus teacher nor has he been regarded
by his disciples as an all-knowing religious teacher. In fact, Buddha
did not like to involve himself in metaphysical discussions because
his aim was confined to revealing the Dharma. He kept himself aloof

from answering the fourteen unspeakable questions (avyakrta—praéna).

In the seventh century, A. D. Kumarila rejected the idea of a being
(human or divine) as the knower of Dharma and tried to establish the
authority of the Vedas for knowing Dharma., After that time it became

essential for the Buddhist philosophers to counter the arguments of
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Kumarila in order to establish the authority of the Buddha as a
religious teacher. Dharmakirti holds that Dharma cam be perceived
by a being directly, therefore a being can be the knower of the
Dharma. Thus, by various modes of argument, he has established the
authority of the Buddha as the only authoritative religious teacher

in order to put Buddhism on at least an equal footing with other

religious systems of India.

The omniscience of the Buddha is emphasized and elaborated mainly
by the Vifganavad Buddhist philosophers, beginning about the fifth
century A.D. The fifth century A.D. was the beginning of the golden
period of Indian philosophy. Here we find a tripartite struggle between
the Mimahsa, Nyaya and Buddhist schools. This tripartite struggle was
originally started by Dinnaga, the father of medieval logic in India.

He criticized the Nzéza—satra of Ak§ap5da Gautama and its commentary

by Vatsyayana called Nyazabhésza.

Dignaga by the celebrity he won in disputations
has been one of the most powerful propagators

of Buddhism. He is credited with having achieved
the "conquest of the world."* Just as a universal
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 the 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 of his works
and produced several celebrated logicians.2

Difinaga felt that the charges levelled by the school of

Mimamsa and Nyaya agalnst the Buddhist doctrines could not be disproved

2Th. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic, Vol. I, '"Introduction', p.

34, *Footnote No. 1 in original source. dig-vijaya.
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without accepting a new form of logic. This new logic would enable
Buddhism to be on an equal footing theologically, philosophically and
religiously with the other Indian traditions. This was most essential
since Buddhism until thils time was devoid of an adequate 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 criticized the views of others and set
forth a new logical proof of Buddhist doctrines:

The Buddhist philosopher Dirnaga (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 Dinnaga, Nyaya becomes a pure
science of logic....With Difnaga, 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 philo-
sophical controversies that were then raging
in the country. He tries his best to demolish
the position of Vatsyayana, the commentator
of the Nyaya-sutras. Udyotakara (c. 550 A.D.)

came forward to defend Vatsyayana against
Difmaga,

The task of defending Dinnaga against
Udyotakara was undertaken by Dharmakirti, (c.
600 A.D,) pupil's pupil of Dimmaga....
Dharmakirti also criticizes the views of _
Dhartrhari and Kumarila as well., Dharmakirti
in his turn is criticized by Vyomasiva,
Akalanka, Haribhadra and Hayanta.3

Eventually the Jaina, Safhkhya-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

3A 6. Altekar, Introduction to the Pramanavartlkabhashyam

(ed. by Rahula Sankrtyayana, Banaras, 1953), pp. 6-7.
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School, in his book Nyaya—Véktika, has tried to refute the arguments

of Diﬁﬁaga against the Nyaya doctrines. God, he holds, is the basis
of Dharma because He is the only omniscient supreme being. He has
proved the sole ommiscience of God on the basis of His function as
creator of the whole universe. Only a being who is the creator of
the universe can be omniscient. It is, therefore, impossible for
any human being like the Buddha or Vardhamana Mahavira to be the
omniscient religious teacher,

To answer the objections of Uddyotakara, the Naiyayika and the
Mimamsakas and to re-establish the Buddhist doctrines, Dharmakirti.

wrote the Pramana-Vartika. His criticism was answered by Vacaspati

+

Misra in his book Nyaya-Vartike-Tatparya-Tika. Dharmakirti also

criticized vigorously the doctrine of the Mimamsakas. His criticism

- / - :
was answered by Kumarila in his book Slokavartika. In order to re-

establish the doctrine of Mimamsa he severely attacked éhe Buddhist
doctrines and attempted to prove the authority of the Egégg: He holds
that only the Vedas can be omniscient and an omniscient being, whether
a human being or a god, is an impossibility. According to him, the
non-omniscient teachers like the Buddha or Vardhamana should not be
accepted as authority for Dharma.

Thus the schools of Mimamsa and Nyaya challenged the religious
authority of Buddhism by seeking to disprove the omniscilence of any
human being. On this basis the Buddha's teachings regarding Dharma
were not accepted as authoritative by them and were seen as misleading.
The attack of Kumarila, Uddyotakara and Vacaspati Misra on the doctrines

of Buddhism, and their refutation of the omnisclence of the Buddha,



14

shook the position of Buddhism as a religion and it became difficult
for people to have faith in the teachings of the Buddha,

...Buddhism in India was doomed. The most talented
propagandist could not change the run of history.
The time of Kumarila and Safkara-acarya, the great
champions of brahmanical revival and opponents of
Buddhism, was approaching....What might have been
the deeper causes of the decline of Buddhism in
India proper and its survival in the border lands,
we never perhaps will sufficiently know, but
historians are unanimous in telling us that
Buddhism at the time of Dharmakirti was mot on

the ascendency, it was not flourishing in the same
degree as at the time of the brothers Asafga and
Vasubaitidhu. The popular masses began to return
their face from that philosophic, critical and
pessimistic religion, and reverted to the worship
of the great brahmin gods....

Dharmakirti seems to have had a foreboding

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 con-

tinuation of his work could have been entrusted.

Just as Dignaga had no famous pupil, but his

continuator emerged a generation later, so was

it that Dharmakirti's real continuator emerged a

generation later.4

The Buddhist philosophers of the age felt the need to answer

this challenge by establishing the Buddha as the only omniscient
religious teacher in order to prove that Buddhism was as wvalid as the
Vedic tradition, if not superior. They have tried to prove that only
a human being could be omniscient, not the Vedas or Ged. They also
tried to demonstrate that among human beings who have been acclaimed as

omniscient religious teachers only the Buddha is omniscient because

his teachings have not been disproved by any valid means of cognition.

4Th. Stcherbatsky, op. eit., p. 35.
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They have used logical arguments to support the omniscience of the Buddha
so that they could prove that Buddhism was the only true Dharma, since
only Buddhism has been taught by an ommiscient religious teacher.

Diﬁnaga paved the way for development of the Buddhist proofs
for the omniscience of the Buddha by providing the logical structure.
The later Sautrantika Vijhanavadi Buddhists adopted this dialectical
method in discussing the omniscience of the Buddha,

We should, however, remember that the logicians
of the age had cultivated a purely rational out-
look to a great extent., Difnnaga was no doubt
held in high esteem by the Buddhists but this
did not prevent Dharmakirti, his vartikakara,
from dissenting from him and maintaining that
the example, or Udaharana, cannot form part of
syllogism. The wvery emergence of vartika as a
form of literature is a clear proof that
rationalism was fairly well developed in the
period; the vartikakaras were no doubt commenting
upon earlier works....-

Dharmakirti, however, has not rested his case on the omniscience
of the Buddha, because he felt that the omniscience of any person can-
not be examined by any empirical criterion. But he maintains that the

Buddha is a reliable guide to Dharma, because he possesses true know-

ledge (jggnavan).e

This i1s 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
salutation to Buddha who along with the usual
titles is here given the title of "Embodied
Logic" (pramana-bhuta).* The whole of
Mahayanistic Buddhology, all the proofs of

5A. S. Altekar, op. cit., p. 7.

6Pram§pa—VErtika (edited by Rahul Sankrityayana, Patna, 1938),
11, pp. 145-146. )
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the existence of an absolute, Omniscient Being
are discussed under that head.

We would naturally expect the work to begin
with this chapter upon the validity of knowledge
and the existence of an Ommiscient Being....A
further notable fact is that the chapter on
Buddhology, the religious part, is not only
dropped_in all the other treaties, but
Dharmakirti most emphatically and clearly ex-
presses 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 neither assert nor deny
his existence.’

The omiscience of the Buddha was most convincingly demonstrated
in the last phase of Indian Vijzanavada Buddhism. Th. Stcherbatsky
names it "The Third or Religious School of Commentators".8 The
philosophers of this school have followed the logical tradition of
Diﬁnaga and Dharmakirti inm proving the validity of knowledge. In this
connection they have logically established the concept of human
omniscience as well as the omniscience of the Buddha.

Prajﬁﬁkaragupta in Pramanavartika-Bhasyam (or Vartikalankarah),

-, , \ . . < ] , ey
Santaraksita in his Tattvasangraha and Kamalafila in his Panijika have

gone further than Dinnaga and Dharmakirti and have dialectically es—

tablished the concept of human ommiscience and the omniscience of the

7Th. Stcherbatsky, op. cit., pp. 38-39.

*Footnote No. 2 in original source. pramanabhutaya jagad-dhitaisine,
ete. op. Dut,

*%Tootnote No. 2 in original source, p. 39. Cp. the closing passage of
Santanantarasiddhi, and NB, III, 97.

81b14., p. 40.
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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
argument that only the Buddha and no other religious teacher is
omniscient, because his teachings of Dharma have not been disproved
by the accepted valid means of cognition (pramana).

By holding the concept of human omniscience and the 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 Buddha has the knowledge of supersensucus truths and his
teaching of Dharma is the means of atteining heaven and liberation.

The knowledge of the Buddha is not hampered by obstacles because he is
omniscient. The Buddhists dialectically establish the concept of
human omniscience in order to prove the existence of a person who knows
Dharma which is the means leading to heaven and freedom.g Their main
aim is to prove that the authority for Dharma is the teachings of an

omniscient teacher and only the Buddha is an omniscient religious

teacher.

Svargapavargagamprapti hetujno'sttti pamyate; Saksanna kevalam
kintu sarvajno’pl pratiyate, Tattvasangraha (ed. by Pt. K. Krishnamacharya,
Gal Baroda, 1926), Verse 3309.




CHAPTER I
THE CONCEPTION OF OMNISCIENCE IN THE VEDIC TRADITION

In this chapter we will attempt to trace the concept of omni-
science in all of its multiple permutations throughout the Vedic
tradition (viz. the Vedas, the Upanisads, the schools of Vedanta,
Sankhya, yoga, and Nyaya—Vaiéegika}. This is a necessary preliminary
to enable one to understand the contrasting theories of omniscience

in Buddhism and Jainism.

The Conception of Omniscience in the Vedas

The concept of omniscience can be traced in the Vedas them-
selves. Many Vedic gods are conceived as omniscient. Although there
is no mention of the word Sarvajna {omniscient), the other Sanskrit
synonyms for omniscience are mentioned. The Sanskrit words with

s . ./ R 2 L 3
similar meanings are: Visvavit,  Visva-Vedas, Visva-Vidvana,

Sarvavit,4 Viéva—Chakshu,S and Viswva Drast5.6 Such Vedic words have

I

the implicit sense of the word omniscience.

le. Veda, 19, 91, 31; Atharva Veda 1, 13, 4. Rigvedasamhita,
with comy. of Sayana by F. M, MiUller (London, 1892).

zRg. Veda, 1, 21, 1; Sama Veda, 1, 1, 3,
3Rg. Veda, 9, 4, 85, 10, 122, 2.

4Atharva Veda, 17, 1, 11.

SRg. Veda, 10, 31, 3, 6Atharva Veda, 6, 107, 4.

18
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Both divine omniscience and human ommiscience are found in the
Vedas. The Vedas also ascribe ommiscience to persons with supersensuous
knowledge and supernatural power. It is evident from the Vedas them-
selves that the comprehension of supersensuous realities is possible;
that is to say, a person can perceive or hear supersenuous truths like
Dharma because of his omniscilence.

A person with omiscience is called Egi) one who has the intuitive
realization of reality. The Vedic Gods are inspired sages (kavih).
They too are ascribed with omniscience, The Vedic gods are beings en-
dowed with supersensuous cognition. Themselves superconscient, they
have power to make others omniscient. In the Bg. Veda there is a
description of the long-haired deities who are said to promote the

vision of the Rsis.7 That is why the Vedic gods are sometimes referred

to as the makers of ??is (§§ik?t). The gods Soma8 and Agni9 are called
omniscient.

The difference between a god and 3_521 is eone of.degree and not
in the kind of power of omniscience.lo Like Vedic gods, the.§§i§ also
have the possibility of acquliring visionary knowledge of truth.

The Vedic Rsis have knowledge of supersensuous truths. The

7Rg Veda, 1, 164, 44.

0
.

8114, , 9, 96, 18.

Ibid., 1, 31, 16.

Cry44., 9, 76, 4.
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knowledge ascribed to the Rsis is not discursive, nor ratiocinative,
R i

but has the nature of full-blown intuition.

Agni

In the Rg. Veda the god Agni 1s considered to be omnipresent
in the universe, in the sky, earth and waters.ll He is also known as
onniscient (Vié‘vavedas).l2 He is also called thousand-eyed

- 13 . . . 14

(Sahasraksa) . Furthermore, Agnl is called the poet (Kavih). He
is also a mediator between man and gods,15 a BRsi inspired with vision.

Agni ig considered an omniscient god like Varuna. Varuna is

the ocmniscient god par excellence and Agni is both ommipresent and

omniscient., Agni has visionary insight or omniscience. Bis omi-
. . . . . 18 B
science is egpecially marked in the office of hotar. Agni has been

also considered a divine being who promotes inspired thought and pro-

, . 19
vides omiscience to man.

16

lle. Veda, X, 5, 1.

21p14., 1, 147, 3; 1V, 4, 13.

B1pia., 1, 179, 12.

14Ibid., I, 12, 6.

Libida., 2, 6, 75 cf. 5, 21, 33 10, 110, 1.

Y1h14., 6, 1, 1.

Yibid., 1, 147, 3.

8rp4d., 10, 11, 1.

Y1pi4., 10, 87, 12.
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Not only Agni but also the Sﬁrza is ascribed with the power of

. . ./ 20 ] . . 2
omniscience {visvacaksas), and "of wide wvision" (urucaksas).

1

Sun

is the eye of Mitra and Varuna.22 He i1s also the eye of Heaven.23

Varuna

The god Varuna is attributed with the power of omniscience.

. , 24 ,
Varuna, the Omniscient, sees all and makes revelations. Varuna is

the upholder of the moral law (rta dhrta). He sits high above Gods

and perceives all things. He governs the whole universe morally,

Soma

The god Soma is all-knower (vidvavid). He is the controller of

the mind (Manasa Patih)25 and is endowed with a thousand eyes.2

has immediate insight into the nature of all things and is king

of all worlds.27

He

201444,, 1, 50, 2.

2lyp44., 7, 35, 8.

221p4d., 6, 51, 1.

231p44., 1, 72, 10.

241pid., 7, 87, 4.

231pid., 9, 11, 8, 28, 1.

261p14., 1X, 60, 1-2; 66, 7.

Visvavit pavate amnisi somo visvasya bhuvanasya joa.
Veda, 9, 97, 56.

Rg.
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Vayu and Maruts

The wind god Vayu is omniscient like Agni and Varuna. His
omniscience depends upon sight. Like Indra, Varuna and Agni, VEyu also
has a thousand eyes.28 In so far as Vayu goes everywhere and sees all

things, he 1s omniscient as well,

Dyayus
In the Rg. Veda Dyayus (sky) is associated with Prithvi (earth),
and is addressed as Dyavaprthivi (sky-earth). He is credited with

29

. 4 . 7
coniscience (vidvavedas).

Indra

The god Indra is perhaps the most important deity of the 55.
Veda. He is the all-perceiving god with manifold eyes (Sahasrakga).30

Thus in the Vedas the concept of omniscience is a faculty of
knowing which brings the intellect into intimate contact with every
thing sensuous and supersenuous, the supersensuous realities.
Omniscience is not an attribute of all Vedic gods in general, but is
speclally an attribute of the sky gods and the gods who are connected

with the heavenly realwms of light. The Vedic gods are ommiscient

because their nature is self-luminous.

The Conception of Omniscience in the Upanisads

The Vedic concept of omniscience is further developed in the

2836, Veda, 1, 23, 3.

291p4d., VI, 70, 6.

0Orp44., 1, 23, 3.



idea of self-realization of Brahman. The Upanisads, however, do not

give a comprehensive and elaborate account of the concept of omniscience.,
; . . 31

But they maintain that he who knows the self, knows everything.

The main stress is on the attainment of the knowledge of Atman

(self). Thus, in the Upanisads sarvajha means Atmajna (knower of the

self). The word sarvajna is not used in the Vedas but it is frequently

used in the Upanisads in the sense of Omniscience.

The Conception of Omniscience in the Advaita Vedanta

Advaita Vedanta accepts the concept of human omniscience. By
its nature, a iigg is not omniscient, but through spiritual discipline
it can reach the state of omniscience which is penultimate to liberation,
Accoxrding to Sankara, omniscience should not be attributgd to a
Jliberated soul or Brahman.32 However, he accepts that supernatural
qualities like omniscience can be achieved by a person in the course
of spiritual development by yoga. The supernatural qualities of Sagu?a
Brahman, like ommiscience, ete., can be achieved by a man (Saguna
vidyavipaka sthanantvetat). Suresvara, in the commentary on

Taittiriya Upanisad, says that a human being can share in omniscience

only through a relation with the divine, for omniscience is a divine

quality and only God is omniscient and omnipotent. God's knowledge,

like that of the yogi, is immediate.33

3

lYah Atmavid Sah Sarvavid, "Brhadaranvaka, Upanisads, 4.5.6.

zsérirakathgsya (ed. by N, L. Shastri, Nirnaya Sagar Press,
Bombay, 1927), 4,4.6: '"Sarvajnatvam Sarvesvaratvam ca....
na caitanyavat Svarupatva sambhavah'.

33Taittirzya Upanisad, 7,10,1.
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The school of Advaita Vedanta maintains that the Saguna
Brahman, who is the cause of the empirical world, is omniscient.34

The liberated soul is not considered omniscient in Advaita
Vedanta. Pure consciousness is the very nature of the soul. HNeithexr
bondage nor liberation of the soul is real; both are due to illusion.
Only from an empirical standpoint is it said that a soul becomes free
from bondage and becomes omniscient. However, in the state of
liberation the soul becomes absolute non-dual consciousness. In this
state the soul becomes pure consciousness and does not remain a
knower. There is no othernmess and there is nothing besides Brahman;
therefore, it cannot know anything else but Brahman. The consciousness
of outside objects is only due to ignorance, but in this state
ignorance is completely annihilated. There is no object outside of
it, so the liberated soul can know only itself. Consequently,

Advaita Vedanta maintains that ommiscience is not possible in the

state of liberation.

Different Theoriles of Omniscience in the Advaita Vedanta

The book Lights on Vedanta provides a detailed account of the

concept of omniscience in the Advaita Vedanta. My interpretation of

s . - . . 5
the concept of omniscience in Advaita Vedanta is based on this book.3

3485r{raka~Bh£sya, 2, 1, 14.

SVeermani prasad upadhyava, Lights on Vedanta (Varanasi,
1959), pp. l4l-144.
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Whereas the individual self ig credited only with a limited
knowledge, the éEEEE is credited with omniscience. Although Avidyg
is said to obscure the true nature ofvégggg and 1t projects the iigg,
this cobscuration does not alter the essential nature of the EEEEH
which is described as both omniscient and ommipotent, These obscura-

tions or limitations (kaicuk) are four in number (kala, avidya, raga,

niyati). But the Advaitins emphasize the two primary limitations of
the jiva, its limited knowledge, its limited power. The cognition of
the iigg_is restricted spatially, temporally, objectively, and can be
divided into two categories: direct and indirect cognition. The
immediate cognition of the jizg_is dependent upon its varlous faculties
or psychoses (vrtti); this is not the case with the ggggg_which is not
dependent upon any faculty or vrtti. Rather, its omniscience operates
without reference te any natural faculty (ggggi} of the iig_.

The Advaitins have two theories concerning ommiscience: one
attributes omniscience to Eﬁggg_itself which is pure consciousness
and the other emanation or reflection of consciocusness into the
intellect (buddhi) which is a modification of Eéié- Bharatitirtha
asserts that the EEEEE as consciousness, which is connected with its

adjunct (upadhi) maya, contains the traces of all buddhis as their

unchanging source and is capable of comprehending all their processes
and content. The author of Prakatartha also upholds this second theory
of omniscience and points to a parallelism between the cognition of

the jiva via its adjunct (upadhi) antahkarara or mind and the omni-

science of the Etmgg_via its adjunct maz“. In the former the cognition

is nevertheless dependent upon its psychoses or vriti and arises only
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with reference to external objects din the latter. The whole phenomenal
world is upheld and transformed by virtue of mﬁya, the adjunct of

Atman. The buddhi or the reflection of the Atman as Cit operates in

both cases, although it operates in an unlimited manner only in the

latter.

jﬁgnaghana Pgda, the author of Tattva-Suddhi establishes the

omiscience of the EEEEE.With respect to both future and past times
and compares it to the memory of tﬂe jizéf FEven before the emanation
of the universe Eézé} because of the ipvisible powers (adrsta) of
iiﬂﬂis ig changed into the prior apprehensions of all objects which
are only later manifested. Brahman is the witness (§ékgi) of this

transformation and indirectly acts as an agent for this transformation.

So Brahman as Atman, reflected in the most subtle transformation of

maya buddhi, has a prior knowledge of the whole phenomenal world.
Just as past objects are cognized by recollection, so the total
corpus of past phenomena can be cognized by the Atman by means of

this creative assoclation with maya and buddhi.

We must distinguish between two classes of Vrtti. The first
class or the Primordial ygggi_should be distinguished from the natural
ngg}_which is diverse, discrete and empirically conditioned. The
Primordial_E£E£1 is all-encompassing and unlimited and immune from the
limitations of empirical cognition. This Primordial yrtel is the

transformation of maya in situ and is associated with Atman as Cit

(Ciddnda) and, together with the Sadanda (Truth-aspect), initiates
the evelution of samsarg, whereas the empirical Vrttd is the trans-

formation of the mind, the necessary changes having been made, and it
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acts together with the perceptive consclousness, Pramata or the jiva.
This theory 1s critically secrutinized by Ramadvaya, the author of

Vedanta~Kaumudi, who condemned this model of ommiscience as unsatis-

factory. Ommiscience, being unconditioned and unlimited by nature,
should not be described as conditioned by this Primordial Vrtti (or
cognition through psychosis) and as reducible to a mere reflection of
_Egggg_in the buddhi. If it is so conditioned then instead of being
unchanging and indestructible it would have to be described as
destructible, as this Primordial EﬁEEi.iS subject to the same law of
extinction as the gross elements. Such conditioning would then be
transferred to omniscience itself, particularly to the omniscient
Brahman as pure Consciousness (Cit). In this hypothetical situation,
omniscience itself would perish which would paralyze the creative
power of Brahman both with respect to its first transformation as
Eélé: and also with respect to the gross elements preceded by Ik§a?a.
Rather, he maintains that omniscience is the very nature-of Brahman
as pure Cit and is inherently capable of cognizing all that is created
or manifested. It is capable of observing all that has been created or
will be created in a spontaneous and unrestricted manner. This is
possible because the impressions of all things are preserved in Eézé
like an unfinished picture. Thus to know mézé_completely through
omiscience would entail knowing these impressions.

Thus we can isolate three schools within Advaita. The Vivarana
School maintains that the omniscient EEEEE can perceive the present
object, through direct perception, the past object through memdff-and

the future object through inference. Vacaspati repudiates both this
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theory of omniscience associated with impressions or reflections, and

the theory of omniscience which is associated with the Vrtti of maya.

He maintains that omniscience is possible because of the self-

conscliousness of Brahman 'Svarupa Caitanya'. Consciousness cannot be

described as any empirical product as it is one of the essential

definitions of Brahman (Brahman as Cit}. But consciousness, when

linked to the perception of a particular object, is accomplished by
Brahman, Thus the Eggég_is omniscient by nature, as all its objects
of knowing are products of Brahman.

The third view is that of Suresvara who advocates a completely
new theory which focuses on the necessity for Idvara to explain the
possibility of ommigscience. This explanation is dependent upon his
Abh#sa theory. All appearances of Brahman are possible only through
the mediation of avidya; specifically through the appearance of Sat

or Cit in avidya. Idvara as the Appearance of Cit through avidya,

is the necessary causal 1link for all empirical entities and is
desctribed as naturally omniscient. Thus omniscience is explained by

Suresvara without any reference to any modification of avidya.

The Conception of Omniscience in the Othex Schools of Vedanta

The dualists of the Vedanta School maintain a fundamental dif-
ference between the Brahman and the world. The finite souls and the
material universe move according to the will of Brahman. Such a
Brahman is omiscient, like the God of Nyaya. In the view of
Visistédvaita, the Brahman is immanent in the world and is therefore

omniscient. The Dvaitadvaita school holds that the Brahman is perfect
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and all-embracing and that the finite Jivas are only impexrfect forms
of the Brahman. Undoubtedly, such a Brahman is ommiscient.

Dualistic Vedanta holds that omniscience can be attained after
liberation. A liberated JEEE becomes omniscient, This school main-

tains the difference between Brahman and jzva and emphasizes that

there cannot be any identity of the two. According to them, Brahman
is determined and endowed with attributes (Saguna), unlike Nirguna
Brahman. When the soul becomes liberated, it comes into inseparable

association with Saguna Brahman; consequently, it acquires the

omniscience and other qualities of Saguna Brahman.

It seems that the omniscience attributed by these schools to
the liberated soul is not of the same nature as the omniscience
attributed to God by the schools of Nyaya, Vaiéegika, Sebvara
Safikhya, Yoga and Advaita Vedanta. The omniscience of God in these
systems is eternal, unfettered and all-embracing. But the dualistic
Vedantins believe that a jizg has a limlted capacity for apprehension
and that the iizg retains individuality at liberation and is not
completely merged into God. Therefore, his limitations remain and
he cannot become omniscient like God.

With his limited capacity, the liberated iizg does not have
the ability to perceive constantly all cosmic things and the phenomena
of all times and places as if they were always in the present. This
type of omniscience is attributed to God, but it cannot be attributed
to a jiva, because a jiva does not acquire all the powers of God.

The maximum ability of a iigg is that he can know anything that he

wants to know. In this sense alone he may be deseribed as omniscient.
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The Conception of Omniscience in the School of Yoga

The school of Yoga emphatically stresses the purification of
body, mind, and soul in order to achieve tranquility of mind (Citta).

Patanjali mentions the vision of an enlightened person (siddhadaréanam)36

and states that as a result of meditatlon the yogil can discern every-

thing (pratibhdd va sarvam). According to the subcommentary of
VacaspatimisraB7 on this passage, the intuitive knowledge of the yogin
produces divine vision and leads to omniscience. This state is called
pratibhd, which is produced by the continued practice of concentration
on the self, Therefore pratibhd is the supreme faculty of "ommniscience'.
With the continued practice of concentration on the self, omniscience

is gradually evolved.

By the continued practice of meditation, the ngi is said to
become omiscient in the last stage before self-realization. How this
concentration leads to omniscience is explained by the author of the
commentary. According to the school of Yoga, the gunas are the
essence of all things which have both the determinations and the
objects of determinations as their essence, these gunas present them-
selves as being the essence of the object for sight in its totality

to their owner, that is, the sou1.38 In other words, all things of the

36Yoga—Su§£§ (Patanjala-Darsana) with Bhasya and Vyakhya (ed.
Jivananda Vidyasagara, Calcutta, 1895), 3, 33, ’

37_1_]?_3@' s 3’ 36.

38Yoga—BhEsga, 3, 49: 'Vsarvatmano guna vyavasayavyavaseyaltmakah
svaminam ksetrajnam pratyasesardrsyatmatvenopasthitah'.
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universe and their knowledge are simultaneously revealed to the cosmic
consciousness of the Yogi, because he reaches the state of self-
consciousness which is the state of omniscience. By gradually in-
creasing his concentration a Yogl acquires the ability to perceive
immediately (pratyaksa) the most remote or hidden or subtle or
supersensuous things,

The school of Yoga accepts the ommiscience of God39 in the
sense that all objects of the universe, gross and subtle, past, present
and future, are constantly in the knowledge of God in their perfect
form and nothing is outside of his knowledge. The omniscience of God
is permanent, but the omnisclience of a Yogi is temporary, because it
is gained by meditation and is lost when liberation is achieved and
individuality 1s lost. Omniscience is not part of the natural endow-
ment of the human soul and is only one of the achievements (siddhis)

attained just before self-realization or liberation.

‘The Conception of Omniscience in the School of Sankhya

In the original early literature of Sankhya, we cannot find

omniscience attributed to either Prakrtl or Purusa., However,

< &

according to the Jaina author Prabhﬁcandracarya, in his book

Prameyakamalamartanda, the cosmic principle Prakrti is held to be

omniscient by some Sadkhya philosophers.40 They hold that Prakrti

39Tatra Niratisaya sarvajnatya bIjam. Yoga—SGtra, Samﬁdhipadah,

25.

4O"Nikhila Jagatkartrttvaccasya Evasesajnattvamastu Prakrteh

Sarvajnatyam Jagatkarttrtvam cetl Sankaprakarane'. Prabha Chandra,

Prameyakamalamartamda (ed. by Mahendra Kumar Shastri, Bombay, 1941}, p.
297.
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as the creator of the world must necessarily be omniscient. The

question arises concerning how unconscious Prakrtl can be omniscient.

v

Prakrti is unconsciocus and inactive before creation starts. Prakrti

[ #
starts the world process when it comes into contact with conscious
Purusa. On this basis they hold that the conscilousness of Purusa

most also be reflected in Prakrtd, Although the consclousness of

g 7

Prakrti is not like the pure consciousness of Purusa, Prakgti as
world creator must be regarded as omniscient. Intelligence and self-
consclousness are due to the derivative consciousness of Prakfti.

The school of Sesvara Saﬁkhya does not believe that Prakrti
becomes conscious at the time of creation. Therefore, they intro-
duced God, who directs PrakFti toward the creation of the world in
accordance with the Adrstas. According to them, this God is necessarily
omniscient, In the original Sankhya school God is not mentioned.

The liberated soul cannot become omniscient according to
Saﬁkhya because Purusa becomes disassociated from Prakrti in the
state of liberation. However, they hold that a Yogi whe is aspiring
to liberation can achieve omniscience before liberation. They maintain
that a Yogi acquires some supernatural ability to perceive by which
he can apprechend the phenomena of all places and of all times. This
1s possible because they come into direct contaect with Prakrti.
Everything is evolved from'Prak;ti and evervthing is dissolved into
Prak¥ti; nothing is outside PrakFti. Therefore, by seeing Prakrti

he sees everything evolving out of it and dissolwving into it. Thus

a Yogi is able to perceive all things of the universe by coming into
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contact with the universal basis of all things, that is, PrakFti.al

He establishes this contact through the practice of yoga. This super—
natural power of a Yogi is called omniscience. Thus, the Safkhya
philosophers do not believe in divine omniscience nor in the omniscience

of a liberated soul, but they do believe in the ommiscience of a person

or Yogi who aspires to the achlevement of liberation.

The Conception of Omniscience in the School of Nyaya Vaigesika

The Nygya and the Vaisesika systems of rhilosophy maintain
the theory of an omniscient and all-powerful God. Although, like the

Samkhya philosophers, the Nyaya—Vaiéesika systems admit the existence

of an infinite number of eternal and uncreated souls, in the place of
one Prakrtl they posit as an infinite number of atoms. According to
4

the Naiyayikas, then, the world is constituted of an infinite number

of material atoms and an infinite number of souls, with Adrstas

peculiar to each one of them.

The question thus arises: How do the bodies originate which
are the means of the soul's varied worldly enjoyments and what is the
originative cause of the physical world? Since the souls are by nature
passive, they cannot create their bodies. The material atoms being
inactive cannot create bodies either. Therefore, to explain the
problem of world origination the Nailyayikas conceive of an all-powerful
God, who creates the iigg in the body in order to experience the good
and the bad fruilts of their actions, and creates the world in order
to function as the locus of such enjoyments. God's infinite intelli-

gence is manifest in the world-process. The world is an effect (Karza)
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of God's action. The effect is not automatic but caused. The cause

is not material, but an effect of the intelligent cause that is God.

In other words, an effect leads us to conclude that there is an in-

telligent agent behind it. God is thus the potter who is the efficient
42

cause of the pot (samsdra).

The Waiyayikas conceive of Cod as necessarily omniscient. He
makes a body and an environment for each soul exactly in accordance with
its Adrsta. God not only creates the world but knows the purpose of
creation. Creation is not a matter of blind chance but has purpose to
be what it is. The world is a world of infinite possibilities. The
poassibilities of fruition and enjoyment presuppose a God with infinite
intelligence and omniscience, for God must know-what i£ ié to be a God
of infinite creative function.

The NyEya—Vai§e§ika view of liberation (Apavarga) is an
unconscious state., Just as omniscience is impossgible in a being who
has entered the state of Nirvaha, similarly it {ig impossible in the
state of absolute liberation to have consciousness. The Nydya philosophy
thus maintains that when liberation (Apavarga) is attained, all those
attributes which are characteristics of the world (desire, pleasure,
aversion, and effort, etec.) fall apart. In the state of liberation
gﬁéﬁg or consclousness is absent like other attributes of the soul.

The Vaigegikas also maintain that the state of liberatiom is a state
of simultaneous annihilation of all its attributes, e.g., conscicusness,
etc, Like the expanse of sgky, a liberated soul is unconscious., In

- 4 . . .
the Nyaya-Vaisegika systems, a liberated soul thus cannot be omniscient.

According to the Naiyayikas, the liberated soul has no

b2
Isvarah kﬁragam purusakarmdphalyadarsanat, Nyaya-Sutra, 4, 2.
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consciousness. Consequently, the question of omniscience in an
emancipated being does not arise. According to the Nyaya theory of
knowledge it is impossible for the Instrument (Karaga) of knowledge
to be simultaneously connected with more than one precept. Therefore,
a simultaneous cognition of all things cannot be conceived. However,
the Naiyayikas hold that Lhe recollections of all things or the

cause of the cognition of all things may simultanecusly present them—
selves in a particular state of knowledge which relates to the whole
collection of objects. Such a knowledge is constitutive of a

totality of knowledge (samuhalambana) which is identical with

omniscience. Similar to the Nyiya doctrine of samihdlawmbana is the

L] ’ - r ry . -
Vaisesika conception of 'the knowledge of a seer’ (Arsa-Jndna), which

means omniscience.

The Concept of Omniscience in the School of Mimdmsa

The orthodox system of the Mimamsa is very firm supporter of
the Vedas., It holds that only the Vedas are the omniscient authority
for Dharma, because they are eternal and not written by any man. A
human being cannot become omniscient because he is subject to moral,
physical and intellectual limitations which cannot be transcended by
any practice of yoga.

Tzking omniscience as the necessary condition for perceiving
super—sensuous truths like Dharma, which cannot be known by the normal
perception, the Miméﬁsakas, however, have attempted to prove the
omniscience of the Vedas. The School of Mimamsd has raised many
objections against the concept of human omniscience and the omniscience

of the Buddha,.
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Here we shall see the objections lodged against-the concept of
omniscience by the Mimfmsakas. The non-believers in omniscience like
the Mimamsakas can raise three possible kinds of objections. The first
objection concerns the proof for the existence of the omniscient persen,
The second objection concerns the nature of omniscience. The third
objection concerns the relationship between omniscience and speech,
which are considered contradictory to each other.

Concerning the first type of objection, first, the existence
of an omniscient person cannot be proved by any valid means of cognition.
Second, in the whole world we do not at present see any omniscient
person on the basis of which we can believe in the existence of an
omniscient persgon in the past or in the future. Third, the achievement
of omniscience, it ig said, is possible by the means taught in the
scriptures and the authority-of the scriptures are accepted because they
are revealed by an omniscient person. These are both mutually dependent
agsertions and camnnot prove the existence of an omniscient person.

Fourth, we do not find any wvalid proof to affirm or to negate the existence
of an omniscient person. Therefore, the existence of an omniscient person
is doubtful,

Regarding the second type of objection, it might first be asked
whether the omniscient person perceives the objects of the world successively
or simultanecusly. If he perceives successively, there will never be a
time when he will know all the objects of the world, because the objects
will always continue to come into his cognition and his knowledge will
remain incomplete. If he perceives simultaneously, he can have both
omniscient and non-omniscient consciousness in a single cognitive moment
of knowledge. Second, assuming he does know all the past, present and

future things in a single moment, nothing remaing to be known in the

.
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second moment of consciousness. The second moment of cognition will be
only a repetition of the firsgt. Third, if the omniscient person can
apprehend two opposite things like love and hatred in a single cognitive
moment through his omniscient eye, then he himself should be associated
with love and hatred. Fourth, if the omniscient person can perceive
even the beginningless and endless objects, then the characteristic of
beginninglessness and endlessness of those objects will be gone.

In the third type of objection, omniscience and speech are
considered to be contradictory; the presence of one implies the absence
of the other. The speaker cannot be omniscient and the omniscient person
cannot teach anyone or express his omniscience.

These are the possible objections that have been lodged against
the concept of omniscience by the school of Mimimsa.

Thus we have seen how omniscience has been understood by the
different Brahmanical schools. In the following chapter we shall
examine the co-relative theories of omniscience in Jaigism and Buddhism.
This procedure will enable us to clarify the points of similarity and

difference among the various schools in relation to this concept.



CHAPTER 1II

THE CONCEPT OF OMNISCIENCE IN EARLY BUDDHISM

In this chapter we will attempt to trace the concept of
omniscience in early Buddhism, especially in the Pali §i§§12§, It has
become a point of controversy among scholars whether in the earliest
Pali Nikayas the Buddha was considered an omniscient religious teacher
or whetheyr he was just a religious teacher having the power of appre-
hending supersensuous realitles like dharma, heaven, rebirth, etc.

In the earliest Pali Nikayas, which is generally considered to be the
earliest Buddhist scripture, the Buddha cannot be said to be an
omniscient religious teacher like Vardhamana, the Mahavira who was
considered to be an omniscient religious teacher by the Jainas. However,
the Buddha is depicted as an omniscient religious teacher in other

works of early Buddhism and Mahayana Buddhism.

According to the D{gha—Nikaa, an Arhat possesses six kinds of

supernatural knowledge (abhinna). Although the Digha-Nikaya does not

positively attribute omniscience to the Buddha, it does ascribe
supernatural knowledge to him. The components of such a supernatural
knowledge (abhinna) are as follows: clairaudience (dibbasota), thought-

reading (paracittavijanana), recollecting one's previous births

(pubbenivasgnussati), knowing other people's rebirths (sattanamcutupapata),

certainty of emancipation already attained (Esavakkhayakarangna), and

clairvoyance with regard to the past and future of a living creature

38
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(dibbacakkhu).l By this special wisdom the Buddha was able to know
the doctrines of the previous Buddhas.

In the Digna-Nikaya, the following points can be gathered re-

garding the omniscience of the Buddha:r (2) The Buddha does not deny,
nor does he positively affirm his omniscience —- omniscience under-
stood in the sense of knowing everything. (b) The Buddha does
disavow omniscience in the sense of knowing all things simultaneously
(¢} 'The Buddha does not claim an unlimited pure-cognitive knowledge
of the future,

"It may happen, Cunda, that Wanderers who hold
other views than ours may declare: Concerning
the past Gotama the Recluse reveals an infinite
knowledge, and insight, but not so concerning
the future, as to the what and the why of it".Z2

{d} The Buddha owns Omnisclence about the past; that is, his memory
is wnlimited,

"Nor does he im the Nikayas deny omniscience in
the sense of knowing everything but not all at
once. Yet i1t is clear that according to the
earliest accounts in the Nikayas, the Buddha

did not claim (an unlimited) precognitive
knowledge. In the Pasadika Sutta, Digha Nikaya,
it is said, 'It is possible that other heretical
teachers may say "the Recluse Gotama has a
limitless knowledge and vislon with regard to
the past but not with regard to the future"...,.'
The Buddha goes on to explain that 'with regard
to the past the Tathagata's consciousness
follows in the wake of his memory' ﬁatigam
addhanam. ..arabbha Tathagatassa satanusari
vinnapam hoti, loc. cit.}. He recalls as

much as he likes (so yavatakam akankhati

lDIghaANikgya (ed. by T. W. Rhys Davids and J. E. Carpenter, 3
vol., PTS5. London, 1890-1911), III, p. 281,

21pid., p. 13.
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tEvatakam anussarati, loc. cit,}. 'With regard
to the future the Tathagata has the knowledge
resulting from enlightenment that "this is the
final birth...." This appears to be an admis-
sion that the Buddha did not claim to have (at
least an unlimited) precognitive knowledge of
the future".3

(e) With regard to the future the Buddha claims to know that this was
his last birth. Having once attained enlightenment he would not be
born again,

"With regard to the future, the Tathagata has

the knowledge resulting from enlightenment

that 'this is his final birth".4
(f) The Buddha's knowledge is supposedly superior to that of Brahma
in that the latter did mnot, or could not, know what the former knew.

"The Great Brahma, the Supreme One, the Mighty

One, the All-seeing One, the Ruler, the Lord

of all, the Controller, the Creator, the

Chief of all, the Ancient of days, the

Father of all that are to be' could not

answer., 5

In the Majjhima-Nikaya "sabbannu” (omniscient) and "sabba-dassavi" (all

seeing) were two controversial attributes at the time of the Buddha.
These two terms are mentioned in a list of epithets falsely attributed
to the Mahavzra, the Jaina teacher:

"Vaccha, those who speak thus: the recluse

Gotama is all knowing {(sabbannG) and all

seeing (sabbadass@vi); he claims all-
embracing knowledge—and-vision, saying:

3K. N. Jayatilleke, Early Buddhist Theory of Knowledge (G.

Allen and Unwin, London, 1963), p. 469,

4DIgha-—Nikéya, I1I, p. 134.

>Ihid., I, p. 220.
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'"Whether I am walking, standing still or asleep
or awake, knowledge—and-vision is permanently
and continuously before me' —-- these are not
speaking of me in accordance with what has been
said, but they are misrepresenting me with what
is untrue, not fact",b

However, the Buddha mentions that omniscience in the above sense is
impossible:

"King Pasenadi spoke thus to the Lord: "I
have heard this about vou, revered sir: 'The
recluse Gotama speaks thus: There is neither
a recluse nor a brahmen who, all-knowing,

all seeing, can claim all-embracing knowledge-
and-vision -- this situation does not exist",

Further, the Buddha says:

"Those, sire, who speak thus...do not speak
as I spoke™.

He continues:

"I, sire, claim to have spoken the words thus:
There is neither a a recluse nor a brahman
who at one and the same time can know all,
can see all —— this situation does not exist".

Vacchagotta asks the Buddha whether he was omniscient, like the
Mahavira, who was claimed to possess a constant of everything:

"As to this, Sandaka, some teacher, all-
knowing, all-seeing, claims all-embracing
knowledge-and-vision, saying: 'Whether I
am walking or standing still or asleep or
awake, knowledge-and-~vision is constantly
and perpetually before me".8

6Majjhima~Nik5ya (translated by I. B. Homer, 1967), p. 482.

7”Natthi so samano va brahmano va vo sakideva sabban nassati
sabbam dakkhiti n'etan thanap vijjati". Majjhima N., op. cit., II, p.
127.

SMajjhima—NikEya, op. cit., I, p. 482,




The Buddha refuses this type of omniscience. Further, he
says that what is claimed for the Jain leader is not true:

"He enters an empty place, and he does not
obtain almsfood, and a dog bites him, and
he encounters a fierce elephant, and he en-
counters a fierce horse, and he encounters
a fierce bullock, and he asks a woman and

a man their name and clan, and he asks the
name of a village or a market town and the
way".?

The Buddha has claimed only "threefold-knowledge (tisso vijja) for
himself. He knows about the past birth of anyone:

"For I, Vaccha, whenever I please, recollect
a variety of former habitations, that 1s to
say one birth, two births,...thus do I re-
collect diverse former habitations in all
thelr modes and details".

He knows everything asbout the present life of a person:

"For I, Vaccha, whenever I please, with
the purified deva-vision surpassing that
of men...see beings as they pass hence and
come to be} I comprehend that beings are
mean, excellent, comely, ugly, well-going,
ill-going, according to the consequences
of deeds".

He knows the future birth of anybody:

"And I, Vaccha, by the destruction of the
cankers, having realised here and now by my
own super-—knowledge the freedom of mind and
the freedom of wisdom that are cankerless,
entering thereon, abide therein'.l0

In the Majjhima—NikEya we find a list of a hundred attributes of the

Ibid., I, p. 519.

Yrpid., 1, p. 482.
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Buddha, but the epithet "sabbannu" and "sabbadassavi" are conspicuous
1
by their absence. !

In the Samyutta-Nikaya the Buddha has been worshipped as the

highest and holiest person.12 He is the wisest teacher of gods and
men, because he has conquered all the power of darkness.13 He himself
declares that knowledge has arisen in him:

"It has arisen in me! It has arisen in me!
0 brothers. I have been blessed with the
eye by which I can observe things which have
not been taught before. Knowledge has
arisen in me, insight has arisen in me,
wisdom has arisen in me, light has arisen

in me", 14

In the Samyutta-Nikaya there is a parable of Simasapa leaves.

This parable is very revealing, although very easily misunderstood,
with regard to the Buddha's omniscience. The Buddha takes a handful
of leaves and says that what he has taught is like the leaves in his
hand, and what he did not teach is like the leaves in the forest.

"Just so, monks, much more in number are those
things I have found out, but not revealed;
very few are the things I have revealed. And
why, monks, have I not revealed them?

"Because they are not concerned with profit,
they are not rudiments of the holy life, they
conduce not to reviusion, to dispassion, to
cegsation, to tranquility, to full comprehen-
sion, to the perfect wisdom, to Nibbana.

That is why I have not revealed them™.15

Uipiq., 1, p. 482.
leamyutta—Nikaya (translated by F. L. Woodward, 1925), I, p.
Bpi4., 1, pp. 50, 132. Yipia., 12, 1, 10.

D1pid., v, 437.

47.
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Certain significant implications could be drawn from this
parable of the Simasapa leaves. In the first place, it is obvious
that the Buddha claims to know much more than he actually taught.
But to clalm to know much more than one teaches is not the same as
claiming omniscience. Infinity of knowledge and ommiscience are
logically two things; the former is pogsible without the latter.
Also, the Buddha contends that his knowledge could not be doubted
or challenged by an ordinary man ruled by passions. This, again,
does not in fact dwmply that the Buddha was claiming omniscience,
or that Buddha was wrong in according indubitability to his knowledge
which was not omniscient. Knowledge of the dharma 1s possible
without omniscience.

The Buddha reprimandingly warns a monk who was doubting his
teaching of dharma:

"It is possible that some senseless fellow,
sunk in ignorance and led astray by craving,
may think to go beyond the Master's

teaching...."16

In the Afguttara-Nikaya the Buddha has been considered

superior to all the other beings because he has acquired knowledge
of the ultimate truth. However, he is neither a god, nor a semi-
17

divine being nor a man,

There is a parable in the Aﬁguttara—NikEya where the monk

Uttara compares the Buddha's teachings with a granary.

lﬁSamyuttara—Nikaya, op. ecit., III, 103,

l7Aﬁguttara~NikEya (translated by E. M. Hare, London, 1961}, II,

38.
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"If there is a granary in the vicinity of a

village or hamlet and people were to carry

grain in pingoes, baskets, in their robes

and hands...then 1f one were to ask the

question 'from where are you carrying this

grain', the proper reply would be to say

that it was from this large granary".
Further, he concludes that whatever words are spoken by him are only
an echo of the words of the Buddha:

"Even so, whatever is well-spoken is the
word of the Exalted One'.18

This parable involves a profound intent, aithough in a simple form,
for here also the infinity of the Buddha's knowledge may be easily
confused with his omniscience. In this parable, Uttara accepts the
superiority of the Buddha's knowledge and compares the Buddha with a
large granary where one could collect grains according to the capacity
and the space of his basket. Also, the fact that the Buddha's
teachings are acknowledged as well-spoken does not imply that it is
all that could be spoken, or that it is all that the Buddha would
speak, or that the Buddha is omniscient.

Although the Anguttara-Nikaya is significantly silent on the

matter of the omniscience of the Buddha, it explicitly ascribes six
intellectual powers and three-~fold knowledge to him. The Buddha knows:
{(a) What is possible as possible. (b) What is impossible as impossible.
(c) The effects according to their conditions and causes. (d)
Performance of karma in the past, present and future, (e) Corruption

and perfection. (f) Concentration and attalnment of nirvana.

181h1d., TV, 164.
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"While the Aggi-Vacchagotta Sutta mentioned
that the Tathagata had a three~fold knowledge,
we find it mentioned in one place in the
Anguttara that 'there are six intellectual
powers of the TathZgata' (cha yimani...
Tathagatassa Tathagatabaldni, A, III. 417).
The six constitute, in addition te the
three-fold knowledge, the following: (i)
'the Tathagata knows, as it really is, what
is possible as possible_and what is 1mp0581ble
as impossible' (,..Tathagato thanan ca
thanato atthanan ca atthdnato yathabhutanp
pajanati, loc. cit.), (ii) 'the Tathagata
knows as it really is, the effects according
to their conditions and causes, of the
performance of karma in the past, present
and future' (...Tathagato atitanagatapac-
cupanninam kammasamadananam thanaso hetuso
vipakam yathibhGtam hajanati, loc. cit.),

and (iii) 'the Tathagata knows, as it really
is, the corruption, perfection and arising
from contemplative states of release, con-
centration and attaipment' (...Tathagato
3hanav1mokkhasamadhlsamapattlnam samkilesam
vodinam vutthanam yathabhutam pajanatl loc.
cit. Y.

Sutta—Nipgta does not attribute the concept of omiscience to
the Buddha, However, it accepts him as the perceiver of everything,
because he is an all-enlightened sage.20 He is an all-seeing one who
removes all darkness,21 and he has proclaimed the‘doctrine of the truth
on earth.22

In the Vinaya Pitaka, it 1s said that the Buddha has become

the embodiment of vision, not only this, but also he has become

ng, N. Jayatilleke, Early Buddhist Theory of Knowledge, op. cit.,

pp. 469-470.

20
1948), 541

Sutta-Nipata (ed. D. Anderson and X. Smith, P.T.S., London,

2lin14., 956. 221154, 993.
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knowledge, dhamma and even Brahma, etc. It is also said that there
are some disciples who have become the embodiment of reason.

The Kathavatthu of Abhidhamma-Pitaka, which goes one step

further than the Diggha-Nikaya and Majjhima-Nikaya, attributes

omniscience to the Buddha: 'Conqueror, Master, Buddha Supreme,

All-knowing (Sabbanna), All-seeing (Sabbadassavi), Lord of the Norm,
23

Fountain-head of the Norm".

The Patisambhida-Magga clarifies the nature of ommiscience

attributed to the Buddha: 'What is meant by the omnisecience of the
Tathagata" (katamam Tathagatassa sabbannutapam 131). Omniscience
consists in "knowing everything conditioned and unconditioned
without remainder' (sabbam sankhatam assankhatam anavasosam janati
ti, 131) and in "knowing everything in the past, present and future"
(atgtam...anagatam...paccuppannam sabbam janati ti, p. 131). The
passage continues giving the components of the Buddha's omniscience,
the last of which is 'he knows everything that has been seen, heard,
sensed, thought, attained, sought and searched by the minds of those
who inhabit the entire world of gods and men" (Yavata sadevakassa
lokassa...dittham sutam mutam vinnatam patjam pariyesitam anuvicaritam
manasa sabbam janati, 131).24

The Niddesa, the eleventh book of the Khuddaka—NikEya, goes

positively further than the earlier claims of the Pali Nikazas. The

23Kath§ Vatthu, ITI, 1, translated by S. Z. Aung and Mrs. R,
Davids, 1969.

24K. N. Jayatilleke, op. cit., p. 380.



earlier Pali Nikayas maintain that it is impossible to know all
things all at once. It is still conceded that the Buddha's omni-
science is not like that of the Mahavira. It is said that the
knowledge of each and every thing is constantly present in the
mind of the Hahﬁvira. Although the omniscience of the Buddha is
not like that of the Mahavira, it is accepted that the Buddha can
encompass the whole within hls consciousness. The all-seeing eyes
of the Buddha are called omniscience. Nothing remains unseen by
the Buddha, because he possesses the all-seeing eyes.2

In the HQEEE the Buddha's omniscience has been given three
meanings. They are as follows: (a) That the Buddha knows more than
the ordinary people do. (b) That the Buddha's knowledge surpasses
the knowledge of other recluses, Brahmans and wanderers. (c) That
the Buddha's knowledge is not partial, but is total and the whole
vision of reality:

"Thereupon, monks, that rajah went up to the
blind men and said to each, 'Well, blind man,
have you seen the elephant?' 'Yes, sire.'
'"Then tell me, blind men, what sort of thing
is an elephant.' Thereupon those who had
been presented with the head answered, 'Sire,
an elephant is like a pot.' And those who
had observed an ear only replied. 'An
elephant is like a winnowing-basket.’'....
Then they began to gquarrel, shouting, "Yes,
it isl, "No, it is mot!' 'An elephant is

not that!' 'Yes, it's like that!' and so on,
till they came to fisticuffs over the matter
«+..Just so are these Wanderers holding other
views, blind, unseeing, knowing not the
profitable, knowing not the unprofitable.
They know not dhamma. They know not what

48
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is not dhamma. In their ignorance of these

things they are by nature quarrelsome,

wrangling and disputatious, each maintaining

it is thus and thus",26

The parable quoted above represents a fact, both logical and

historical. 1Its real intent is to bring home the consequences when
false claims to omniscience are made. The claims for omniscience
were made by almost all the religious teachers of India, and yet the
claims were mutually incompatible, even contradictory. In true
omniscience the awareness that dhamma is such and such, and only
such and such, is not possible. And this is exactly what all the’
wanderers did. The impliéation of the parable is that the wanderers

claimed universality for a knowledge which actually was partial.

'Dhamma is such and such, dhamma is not such and such'.27

The Jatakas

The concept of omniscience can also be traced in the Jatakas.
There is a description of an ascetic having diviné wisdom who there-
fore was able to know the doings of his friend.28 Here the word
omniscience has been used in the sense of having an extraordinary
ability of sight. Again it is said in praise of omniscience that
the eye of an omiscient one is more valued than an ordinary eye

with its capacity increased a hundred times (sabbannﬁtananakkhim).zg

26Ud5na (Khuddaka Nikaya), 68-69, translated by F. W. Woodward,
1948, :

27Ibid., 67.

28

“Ibid., 1v, 407.

The Jataka (ed. V. Fausboll, 6 vols., London, 1895-1907), II, 412.



It is interesting to note that in the Jatakas, words spoken
or recited in verses by a person qualified by omniscience are re-
garded as highly as the words of the ommiscient Buddha.30 Further,
metaphors and similes are used freely to express the power of
omniscience. Consequently, in the Jatakas there are found very
lively, positive characterizations of the omniscient Buddha.31 The
Omiscient knows how best to deal with all creatures, he is capable
of performing highly uncommon deeds and is capable of reading other
minds from a long distance.32 He is filled with compassion and
mercy, truth and patience, tranquillity and wisdom, discernment and
knowledge, etc. The omniscient person is the highest among the
world of men and Gods; he knows things which exist, have existed

and will exist.33

Milindapanha

According to the Milindapanha, the Buddhas have eighteen
characteristics (dhammas). They possess the highest knowledge,
because they become free from the mental obsessions (khingsava).

In this text a question is raised with regard to (a) whether the

50

014, , v, 484.

ibid., 1, 321.

21pid., VI, 314.

331piq., 1, 335.
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Buddha was omniscient and (b) to what extent. The Buddha's omni-
science is affirmed, but neot in the sense that his insight of all
things was present all at once. That is, the Buddha's omniscience
did not consist in his knowledge of 2ll things being consciously
and constantly present before him. The Buddha's omniscience is said
to be dependent on the inclination (avajjani) of the Buddha himself,

that is, the Buddha could know anything anytime provided he wanted

to know. The question may arise concerning whether the very claim

for omniscience is lost 1f the Buddha had to seek omniscience. The
objectlon is over-ruled oﬁ the grounds {a) that the Buddhas have ten
powers, (b) that they are endowed with the eighteen characteristics

of the Buddha, (c) that their thinking power is brought into operation
quickly and with ease, (d) and that the all-embracing knowledge of

the Buddha is faster than the opening or shutting of the eyes.31

Was the Buddha Considered Ommiscient in the Pali Nikayas?

In the earliest Pali Nikayas, for example the Sutta-Pitaka,

we scatrcely get a clear and positive establishment of the omniscience
of the Buddha as it has been maintained by the later Buddhist

literature, We have already seen that in the Majjhima-NikEya the

Buddha has condemned the Jaina's concept of omniscience attributed
to his contemporary Jaina teacher the Mahavira. Because of the
ambiguity regarding the concept of omniscience in the early Pali

Nikayas, modern thinkers are divided into two groups concerning the

34Milindapaﬁha, pp. 102 f. [Translated by T. W. Rhys Davids

under the title The Question of King Milinda (Oxford University Press,
1925).1
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the nature of this attribute of the Buddha. According to one group
the omniscience of Buddha is accepted in the early Pali Nikayas.

In the view of the other group of thinkers, the early Pali Nikazas
do not establish the ommiscience of Buddha. Here, we intend to
examine the arguments of these two groups of modern thinkers on this
issue,

Some modern scholars have asserted emphatically that the
Buddha has been accepted as an omiscient religious teacher in the
Pali Nikayas. The arguments in support of the omniscience of the
Buddha have been presented by Kern, Oldgnberg, Keith and Poussin.
They have argued in favour of the idea of the omniscience of the
Buddha in the early Pali Nikayas in order to prove that early
Buddhism is an authoritarian religion preached by an omniscient
religious teacher, that is, the Buddha.

Now it is important to re-examine the above-mentioned passages
to find out whether omniscience is attributed to the Buddha or
whether He has declared himself to be omniscient. In order to
establish the concept of omniscience in the early Pali Nikgzas, we
should not follow modern interpreters blindly, but we should go to
the original sources for our evidence. The omniscience of the Buddha
cannot be established in the early Pali Nikazas on the basis of
textual evidence.

Now, we should start with the view of H. Kern. He holds that:

"The Buddha is the adept in the wisdom of
Buddhism (Bodhijnana), 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
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learners are the "Bodhisattvas", so called
from their hearts being inclined to the
wisdom of Buddhism, and "Sanghas', from
their companionship with one another, and
with their Buddha or teacher, in the Viharas
on coenobitical establishments. The
Bodhisattva or Sangha continues to be such
until he has surmounted the very last grade
of that vast and laborious ascent by which
he is instructed that he can "scale the
heavens™, and pluck immortal wisdom from
its resplendent source: which achieve-
ment performed, he becomes a Buddha, that
is, an Omniscient being'.35

Oldenberg also observes that the concept of the omniscience
of the Buddha is found in the early Pali Nikayas:

One night, the old traditions narrate,
the decisive turning point came, the
moment wherein was wvouchsafed to the
seeker the certainty 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 illumina-
tion 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 know-
ledge of the sources whence flows the
suffering of the world, and of the path
which leads to the extinction of this
suffering.36

Poussin argued for the ommisclence of the Buddha in the Pali
Nikayas when addressing the third international congress of religions:
"He is anxious to show in this paper that 'Buddhism is contradiction

itself' and that 'it has been no happier in making out a comprehensive

35Cited from H. Kern in his introducticon to the translation of

Saddharma-Puidarika, p. xxxv, by. B. H. Hodgson, Essays on the
Language, Literature and Religion of Nepal and Tibet, p. 62.

37Hermann Oldenberg, Buddha: Hig Life, His Doctrine, His Order,

p. 107.
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theory of the relations between faith, reason and intuition' (loc.
cit.). He says that 'Buddhism was at the same time a faith in re-
vealed truths and a philosophical intuition' (op. cit., p. 33) and
makes the following observations: 'documents and theories point to
conflicting statements: the old Buddhism pretends and rightly te be

a creed. But it admits the principle of 'libre examen'; still more

it considers critical Inquiry as the one key to the comprehension
of truth....' (loc. cit.). 'Buddhism is a faith and a creed, a
respectful and close adhesion to the world of the one Omniscient'
(op. cit., p. 34). He adds, 'innumerable are the documents which
establish this point' (loc. cit.), but not a single reference is
given to the Pali Canon where it is said or implied that the Buddha
was omniscient. He does not make it clear whether on his view the
Buddha claimed to be omniscient and/or was acclaimed omniscient by
his disciples, though he holds that at least the latter is true:
'according to his disciples the Buddha alone knows everyﬁhing....'
(Loc. cie.)".

But it is notable that Poussin did not establish the omniscience
of Buddha on the basis of textpal evidence from the Pali Nikayas. He
proves the omniscience of the Buddha on the basis of Milindapaﬁha,39

where 'omniscient' is said to be an epithet of the Tathagata.

However, Poussin has given other, more satisfactory, quotations in

3. N. Jayatilleke, op. cit., p. 378.

F1bid., p. 377.



support of his thesis regarding the omniscience of the Buddha., Yet
he has failed to trace out the chronological order and overlooks the

fact that the Milindapanha was written in the first century B.C. and

the Pali Nikayas were written in the fifth or sixth century B.C.,
soon after the death of Buddha., Thus we cannot establish the
omniscience of the Buddha in early Pali Nikgyas on the basis of
statements made in the Milindapanho, even though the original

Milindapanho was written in the Pali language. Only on the basis

of linguistic similarities between the Milindapanho and the Pali

Nikayas, we cannot argue for the omniscience of the Buddha in the
Pali Nikazas because there is probably a gap of four or five
hundred years between these two works.

Keith establishes the-omnisclence of the Buddha in-the light -
of the textual evidences of the Pali Nikayas. In these texts the
omniscience of Buddha is established in two ways. Edither the Buddha
claims the omniscience for Himself or He was attributed ﬁith omni~-
science by his digciples, The main sources quoted by Kelth are
Pasadika Suttanta, Kevaddha Sutta and Anguttara Nikaya.

On the basis of Pasadika Suttanta,40 A. B, Keith holds the

Buddha to be omniscient, although 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." Nor does the Tathdgata reveal all

“ODigha Nikaya, op. cit., LII, 134 ff.
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that is past; what is not true, what is not
fact, what does not redound to the good of
mankind, he leaves alone; nor does he reveal
what 1s 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
does according to his word, as his word is
according to his going, he is styled
Tathdgata, 4l

There is a reference in Anguttara-Nikaya where the Buddha is

compared to a granary, from which wmen gather good teachings as they

collect grains from a granary. In the Kevaddha~Sutta, Buddha

claimed superiority in wisdom even to Brahma because he claims to
know the answer of a question which is not known even to Brahma.
Again; we have a parable of the elephant and the blind men. In the
parable of the elephant it is said that there is always something
lacking in human wisdom; therefore one must refer to an 6mniscient
being in order to achieve libefation. On the bagis of these two
examples, Kelth remarks that Buddhism is "a faith and creed',

The text Kevaddha-Sutta shows that the Buddha is able to

answer the question which was unanswerable for Brahma, but we
cannot draw the conclusion that the Buddha is omniscient because,

unlike Brahma, he was able to answer the question. The Buddha does

41A. B. Keith, Buddhist Philosophy in India and Ceylon (Oxford:

The Clarendon Press, 1963), p. 44. Also cited by Keith in footmote 2
are: JRAS, 1898, pp. 103 ff., 865 ff.; AJP XXXII, p. 205; Franke, DN,
p. 287; Eliot, Hinduism and Buddhism, p. 133, Np. 2.
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not claim to be omniscient while answering the question. We have
élready seen that in the early Pali Nikayas the Buddha is claimed to
have some supernatural power to know some supersensuous things, but
is not acclaimed omniscient. The inferiority of Brahma can be
traced from the beginning of the Pali Nikayas, especially in the

Kevaddha-Sutta. After obtaining enlightenment, he wanted to enter

Nirvana. At that time Brahma appeared before him and requested him
* to preach the dharma to mankind. Here Brahma is also ignorant re-
garding the concept of Nirvana. This text establishes that Brahma

is inferior to Buddha regarding the knowledge of the supersensuous

realities like dharma. However, the Kevaddha-Sutta maintains that

Buddha has three-fold knowledge, but it does not establish his
omnilscience.
Now we come to the parable of the blind man and the elephant

in the Kevaddha-Sutta. This parable, too, fails to establish the

omiscience of Buddha., The conclusion that we may derive is that
the other teachers have a partial vislon of reality, By implication
it seems that only the Buddha had perfect wvision of reality but it
does not establish his omniscience as Keith holds. If only on the
ground of his assertions that he had the clear vision of reality

the Buddha is regarded as the omniscient religious teacher, then
every religious teacher who claims to have the thorough vision of
reality also should be regarded as an omniscient person. But this
is not the'case. Thus we see that Keith has taken the statements

out of context, for they do not claim that the Buddha is omniscient.42

42K. N. Jayatilleke, op. cit., pp. 379 f.
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It is not proper to establish the omniscience of the Buddha

on the basis of such uncertain evidence when we have already a

positive statement made by the Buddha himself in the Majjhima—NikEya43

rejecting his ommiscience. He flatly condemns the attributes of
omniscience attributed to the Mahav{ra, and accepts 'a three-fold
knowledge', which can be acquired by others also. It is evident
that until the composition of the Vibhanga the Buddha was not
- considered omiscient. Here we find a detalled account of his
supernatural knowledge but there is no mention of omniscience. The
Nikayas also gives a long list of the Buddha's qualities but there
is no mention of omniscience or similar attributes.44 Thus on the
basis of the above arguments we cannot accept the omniscience of the
Buddha on the basis of the evidence available in the Palil Nikayas.
Nalinaksha Dutt also holds the position that the concept of

the Buddha's omniscience is not openly asserted in the earliest Pali
Nikayas.

"Of the extraordinary spiritual powers attained

by a Buddha, the Hinayanists say very little.

We have in the Nikayvas the remark that Buddhas

(including Paccekabuddhas) attain perfect

knowledge 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 1n any matter whatsoever does not

require any dvajjanid (reflection); he
possesses ten balas, and four vesarajjas....

43Majjhima~Nikglg, op. cit., I, 482,

44K. N, Jayatilleke, op. cit., p. 380.
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In their literature the Hinayanists tried to
prove that a Buddha is a rare being and su-
perior to the men and the gods, but they
mention also that there is hardly any dis-
tinction between an Arhat and a Buddha ex-
cept that the latter 1s a founder and
teacher of a religion.*®#*45

* Footnote No. 4 in original source.
Anguttara, LTI, p. 93 Pug. P., p. 14,

%%  Footnote No. 5 in original source. _
Majjhima, I, p. 482: sabbannu sabbadassavi
aparisesam nanadassanam patijanati.

#%% Tootnote No. 8 in original source.

For a comparison of the Sravakas,
Pratyekabuddhas and Buddhas see ch, II,

pp. 80-4, Dial, of Buddha, IX, 1-3;

III, 6.

E. J. Thomas maintains that the Buddha was not considered as
an omniscient religious teacher in the Pali Nikazas. This attribute
of omniscience was gradually attributed to the Buddha in the later
works of Buddhism. 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—NikEya was

compiled, the claim of the Buddha's omiscience had not been made,
but later this quality was attributed to him. This claim is to be
found in the latest parts of the Pali Nikgyas as an apparent
development of the doctrine of the ten powers. The difference
between omnisclence and the knowledge involved in the ten powers

is discussed by BuddhaghO?a in his comments onm the above passage.
Other schools, Buddhaghoga says, nhold that the knowledge of the ten

powers is not knowledge of the particular objects while omniscience

L 45Nalinaksha Dutt, Aspects of Mahayana and Its Relation to
Hinayana, p. 285.
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is. Buddhagho§a does not regard this as the prineiple of division.
Through the ten powers the Buddha knows each one's particular duty
and omniscience is everything beyond this., It is infinitely extended
human knowledge, which, however, does not produce freedom. The
trance or magic power 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 knowledges of the Path. They are intuitive and direct,

and have to be realized”.46

Jayatilleke also concludes that the Buddha neither claims
omiscience nor has omniscience attributed to him. TFurther, his
omiiscience cannot be traced out even in the early Pali ﬁikézgg
until most of the books of Abhidhamma were completed:

"But the Buddha appears to have been acclaimed
omniscient in the Theravada school sometime
before the Pali Canon was finally completed
for we find such a claim made in the
Patisambaida@magga and the Kathavatthu. The
Patisambaidamagga in its section called ‘the
discourse on knowledge' (nanakatha) specifies
'what is meant by the omniscience of the
Tathagata' (katamap Tathagatassa
gabbannutanam, 131). It begins by saying
that his ommiscience consists in 'kunowing
everything conditioned and unconditioned
without remainder' (sabbam sankhatam
asankhatam anavasesam janati ti, loc. cit.)
and in "knowing everything in the past,
present and future' (atitam,.,an@gatam...
paccuppannam sabbam janati ti loc. cit.).

It then goes on to list a number of components
of his omniscience, the last of which is that
'he knows everything that has been seen,
heard, sensed, thought, attained, sought and

46E. J. Thomas, op. cit., pp. 149-150.



We have already examined the quotable references regarding

searched by the minds of those who inhabit
the entire world of gods and men.' This is
followed by the Inquiry as to the sense in
which the Buddha is 'all-seeing' (kenatthena
samantacakkhu, op. cit., p. 133). This
word (samantacakkhu) is used with a slightly
different conmotation from that of sabbannu
and curiously enough the 'omniscience of
the Buddha' comes to be classified as one
of the fourteen kinds of knowledge, which
constitute the knowledge of the Buddha (cp.
cuddasa Buddhananani..,sabbannutannanam
Buddhananam, loc. cit.), Whatever this may
mean, it is clear from this section that
omniscience is claimed for the Buddha by
disciples far removed in time from the
Buddha himself. Similarly, the Kathavatthu
urges as a mwatter of common belief that the
Buddha is omniscient (sabbannu) and all~
seeing (sabbadassivl). These two epithets
occur in a list of eight epithets
(Tathagato, Jino, Satthi, Samma-sambuddho
Sabbannli, Sabbadassavi Dhammassami
Dhammapatisarano, Kvu. 228) five of which
{see footnotes) are found in the Sutta
Pitaka as regular epithets of the Buddha.

It may be concluded from the above that
neither did the Buddha claim omniscience
nor wag omniscience acclaimed of the
Buddha until the very latest stratum in
the Pali Canon and that it was even after
most of the books of the Abhidhamma had
been complete.
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the omniscience of the Buddha from the Majjhima-Nikaya of Sutta-Pitaka.

Buddha has not claimed the supreme authority for his teachings by
virtue of his omniscience.

he did not receive his knowledge of dharma from any other omniscient

religious teacher or divine being,

Again, it has been also established that

47

K. N. Jayatilleke, op. cit., pp. 380-381.



The Mahavira, the religious teacher of the Jainas, was roughly
a contemporary of the Buddha. The Mahavira was accepted by his
followers as ommiscient in the sense of having knowledge of each and
every thing of the universe, at each individual moment, while standing
or wdlking, sleeping oxr awake. 1In his life the Buddha himself was
asked by his disciples whether he was an omniscient religious teacher
like the Mahavira. He replied that the type of omniscience which
- was attributed to the Mahavira was ridiculous as well as impossible,
ard that those who claimed that they had this kind of knowledge were
in error. There is no doubt that the Buddha admitted possessing
supernatural power of knowing supersensucus realities which are not
known by normal human cognition. He had the power to remember the
past and future births of anyoue if he so desired. Moreover, he was
able to know everything in the present because of his removal from
t he hindrances of knowledge (Esavas).48

The ideal of Hinayana Buddhism is Arhathood, which is attained
by the removal of the hindrance of affliction (KleSavarana). An
Arhat is essentially 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 1iberated.49 This distinction is clearly implied in

48Majjhima—Nik5ya, op. cit., I, 482,

49
8, 108.

Bodhicaryavatara of Santideva (ed. Poussin, Bib., Ind., 1902),
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the Majjhima-Nikaya, where the Buddha is called the orviginator of

the path, the percelver of the unknown path and preacher of the un-
preached path.50 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 samadhi and has taught this means of liberation to

others; as it had never been taught before.

The question is raised imn Majjhima, idi, 8,
whether there is a monk endowed in every
way with the qualities that the Lord
possesses, The only difference there
mentioned is that the Lord was the origina-
tor of the Path, and the preacher of the
Path that had not been preached.Sl

A further development in the growth of the concept of
Buddhahood in Mahayana was that the Buddha was considered the
ﬁossessor of "ten-powers" (daéabala); Rather than being a new idea,
this was development of ascription of superhuman powers to an Arhat
in Pali Nikayas.

(1) He knows what is possible as possible,

and what is impossible as impossible.

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

(3) He knows whither all paths (of con-
duct) lead.

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

{5) He knows the various intentions of
individuals.

(6) He knows the faculties of other beings,
whether quick or slow, ete.

5OMajjhima Nikgya, op. cit., III, 8.

51E. J. Thomas, op. cit., p. 149,
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(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 Esaygg_he has
of himself attained and realized release
of mind and knowledge in this life and
abides in it,>52

These supernatural powers of a Buddha are only the developments
~

of the qualities of an Arhat.

We have seen above in the Pali Nikayas that the Buddha was
not originally conceived of as an omniscient religious teacher, as he
was in the later works of early Buddhism or in Mahgygna Buddhism. It

is true that in the later period of the Pali Nikayas (Vinaya—Pitaka

and Abhidhamma-Pitaka) the Buddha was given the attribute omniscient,

but in the earliest Pali Nikayas (Sutta-Pitaka) the Buddha was not

depicted as an omniscient religious teacher. Undoubtedly, he was
thought to have some power to apprehend supernatural things, like the
actions in the previous life of an individual, everything in his
present life and the results that those actions would have on his

future life. 1In the Sutta-Pitaka the attribute of omniscience was

not claimed by the Buddha nor was it claimed for him by his disciples,
even though the contemporaneous Jaina teacher, the Mahavira, had

claimed omniscience for himself and had been called omniscient by his

SZE. J. Thomas, op. cit., p. 149. Cf£. Majihima-Nikaya, i, 69;
Dhs., 763 Mvyut., 7; commentary in Vibhanga, 335-344.
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disciples.

It seems that it was the result of the religious controversies
between Jainism and Buddhism and also because of the influence of the
Vedic tradition that the concept of omniscience arose in the later part
of Pali Nikayas and Mahayana Buddhism, and the Buddha was gradually
accepted as an omniscient religious teacher. Thig might have been
done to make Buddhism a more convincing religion and to make the
teachings of the Buddha the only true dharma. Because the Buddha
himself was omniscient he was therefore able to know the true nature
of dharma.

The conbept of omniscience seems to have been developed
because of religious controversiles rather than philosophical disputes.
Buddhism was a missionary religion and at the time of Asoka, that is,
the third century B.C., it had crossed the border of India and spread
to central Asia. In order to make the peaceful spread of Buddhism
easier, it was essential that the founder of Buddhism be considered
omniscient since he was not a divine incarnation. In the case of
divine incarnation the people have blind faith, but in order to

develop faith in a human being as a religious teacher, that human being

must be considered omniscient.



CHAPTER III
THE CONCEPT OF OMNISCIENCE IN MAHAYANA BUDDHISM

In the previous chapter, we have seen that the Buddha was not
regarded as an omﬁiscient religious teacher in the early texts of
Hinayana Buddhism. However, in the later works of Hinayana and Mahaygna
Buddhism he is considered as an ommiscient religious teacher. Mahayana
Buddhism conceives ommiscience as an essential attribute of the Buddha.
The Buddha is omniscient because of his enlightenment (Qgghi). In this
chapter, we will attempt to describe the concept of human omniscience
as understood in the Indian Mahayﬁna Buddhist literature.

The Mahayanists hold that the knowledge and power of a Buddha
are far superior to those of an Arhat who is the ideal of Hinayana
Buddhism. A Buddha, according to them, is omniscient on account of the
removal of both the hindrances of affliction (Elgéégg{ggg) and cognition
(jﬁeyavara?a), while an Arhat is not, because he removes only Kleéavggggg.

In Mahayapa Buddhism the Buddha 1s held to be a free phenomenal

Being, Just like the Tirthafkaras of the Jainas, he is considered to

be God. He possesses all powers, knowledges, acts, 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. Apart from his omniscience
the Buddha possesses ten powers (daéabala), four confidences (catvari

A o s . T - -
vaisaradyani), and thirty-two compassions (dvatrimsat mahakarunah).
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Buddha is Bhagavan., God, endowed as he is with
power and perfection. He possesses, in entirety,
all power, eplendour, fame, wealth, knowledge and
act.®* He has completely eliminated all passion
and karma and the two obscurations (kled@varana
and jﬁeyﬁvara@a).** He is omniscient (sarvaifa
and sarvikdrajna), having a full knowledge of the
Absolute Truth (prajfii-paramitd) and of the em-—
pirical world likewise. His wisdom is spoken of
as consisting of five varieties: (1) "The per-
fectly pure intuition of the Absolute, there
being no bifurcation into the "is' and the 'is
not' (advaya~inanam); (2) the knowledge resembling
a mirror wherein everything is reflected (3darsa-
jnana); (3) the discriminative knowledge precisely
cognising all the separate objects and elements
without confounding any of them (pratyaveksana;ndna),
(4) the cognition of the unity, the equality of one-
self and of others as posses3ed by the unique
Essence of Buddhahood (samatﬁjnana), and (5) the
active wisdom pursuing the welfare of all living
beings (k;tyanusghﬁnajﬁéna)".** The first two
forms of knowledge, especially the first, belong
to the Bharmakiys of the Buddhaj; the third and

the fourth (pratyaveksana and samatajiidna) to the
Sambhoga Kiya (body of Bliss) and the pursuit of
the welfare of beings to the Nirmanakiya (Apparition-
al Body). Besides omniscient knowledge, Buddha
possesses several other perfections such as Ten
Powers — (dafabala),*** TFour confidences (catvari
vaigaradyani), Thirty-two mercies (dvatrihsat
mah3karunah), etec.l

*Footnote No. 1 in original source.
alsvaryasya samagrasya vupasya yasasah srlyah*
jnﬁnasyatha prayatnaﬁya sann&n bbaga iti 31uf1h .

80 bY&Stltl samagralﬂvaryadlman Bhagayan.
“klega~karma tathd Janma klesa3neyavr11 tatha;
vena vaipaksika bhagnas teneha bhagavan smrtah’.
AdA, p. 9.

**Footnote No. 2 in original source. Obermiller’s
The Doctrine of Prajndpdramitd, p. 45. Acta
Orientalia, vol. XI.

*%*Footnote No. 3 in original source.
Mahavyutpatti, pp. 2-4 (B, Budd. Edn.).

1T. R. V. ¥Murti, The Central Philoscphy of Buddhism (Londeon:

George Allen and Unwin, 1560}, p. 230,
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Saddharma-Pundarika

The Saddharma—Puggar{ka establishes the concept of human omni-
science as well as the omniscience of the Buddha te prove the religious
authority of his teachings of Dharma. It holds the doctrine that every
individual can attain the state of omniscient Buddhahood. Here we

find a very clear distinction between the schools of Hinayana and
Mahayana Buddhism. This distinction is based on two different manners
of teaching Dharma set forth by the Buddha. It maintains that the

Buddha advocated different types of teaching of the Dharma as an

expedient resort (upaya-kausalya). His main aim was to attract the

people of lower intellect towards his teaching of the Dharma leading
to liberation, Only with this view in mind he taught the doctrine of
Hinayana. The doctrine of Hinayana does not reveal the whole truth.

Here he has taught the "Four Noble Truths" (catvari arya-satyani),

the "Noble Eight Fold Path" (arya-astatgika-marga), the doctrine of

"Dependent Origination' (pratityasamutpada), the doctrine of soulleas-—

ness (pudgala~éanyat5) and thirty-seven bodhipaksiya dharmas to remove

the hindrance of affliction (kleéavara?a). By foilowing these

teachings of Dharma, a person can reach only the state of Arhathood.
However, the teachings of Mahayana Buddhism go further than

the teachings of Hznayana Buddhism by prescribing a further spiritual

discipline leading to the state of omniscience and to the Buddhahood.

According to the Saddharma-Pundarika, an Arhat has to practice the

spiritual discipline of the Bodhisattvas in order to become an onni-
sclent Buddha., Furthermore, he has to realize the voldness of elements

(dharma—éﬁnyata) and the identity of all the elements (dharma-samata)
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which would remove the hindrance of cognition (jieyavarana). Then he

would become a perfect enlightened (gamyak-sadbuddha) omniscient

religious teacher.

The Saddharma-Purdarika holds that the different paths (zégg)

are only an expedient resort of the Buddha leading to omniscience and

s - -
perfect Buddhahood., This distinction of Sravakayana, Pratyekabuddhayana

and Boddhisattvayana is only from a practical point of view. Really

there is only one path named as the Buddhazana which leads to the state
of omniscience and to the perfect Buddhahoed. The Buddha has taught the

Dharma to all beings by means of only the Buddhay3na which finally leads

to omniscience,’
The omniscient Buddha teaches the Dharma  to
all beings of the five states of existence, who are followers of either

R — £ —_
Mahayana, Pratyeka-Buddhayana or Stavakayana according to their particu-

lar disposition. Really there are not three paths (z§na). In fact,
the different beings act in various ways. On this ground the Buddha has
declared that there are three paths (zgna).S Really theve is only one

path (zgna), viz., the Buddhayana; there is no second or third path

te'pi sarve sarlputra buddha bhagavanta ekam eva yanam arabhya
sattvanam dharmam de51tavantah vadidam buddhayanam sarvajfiataparyavsanam.
The Saddharma-Purdarika-Sdtra, p. 27.

3'...tathagatanam arhatam samyaksambuddhanam sarvajnajnanacittaprabha

sarvesu bancagatyupapannesu sattvesu yathadhimuktim mahayanikapratyeka-
buddhayan1kasravakayan1ke5u saddharmadesani samam pravartate,...na santi
kasyapa trlnl yanani, kevalam anyonyacarit@h sattvah; tena trini yanani
prajnapyante The Saddharma- Pundarlka -Sutra, p. 90,
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(yana).

The Saddharma—Pu?gar{ka hoids that the ultimate goal of all the
spiritual disciplines is to reach the state of omniscience. The Buddha
is the master, king and lord of Dharma. The Dharma taught by the Buddha
finally leads to the state of omniscience. The Buddha knows the real
meaning 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 knowledge of omniscience, he can impart
the knowledge of omniscience and he can produce the knowledge of omni-
science because he is perfectly enlightened.

On account of his perfect wisdom, the Buddha is omniscient,
knowing all and seeing all. He knows this world as well as the other
worlds in their real form. He is the indicator of the path, preacher
of the path, knower of the path and acquainted with the path. By
hearing the Dharma taught by the Buddha a person can remove the hindrances.
The removal of the hindrances ultimately leads to the state of omni-
science,

The Buddha has taught only one Dharma which is always the same.

4"...ekamevedam yanam vaduta buddhayanam. na dvitiyam na
trtivam va yinam samvidyate'. The Saddharma-Pundarika S@tra, p. 91.

dharma-svami kgé&apa tath;gatah sarva—dharmgngm raja prabhur
vasi....(tathopan1k51pat1) yatha te dharmah sarvagnabhumlm eva gacchanti
....sarvadharmaLthd—vaaltapraptah sarvadharmaéhyasayapraptah sarva-
dhafmav1nlstayakausalva Jnanaparanaparamltdprdptah. sarvajnajnanaaam~
darsakah sarvaJnajnanavatarakah saIVdJnajnanopan;ksepakgg k&syapa
tathagato rhan samyak- sambuddhah The Saddharma-Pundarika Sttra, p. 84.

6Ibid., pp. 84-5,
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The essence of Dharma is liberation, it is free from passion and anni-

hilation and it ends with the knowledge of omniscience (sarvajhajhanapar-

zavasana?). This knowledge of omniscience is not revealed all of a
sudden. The state of omniscience is reached by following the Dharma
taught by the Buddha.7

That person is called omniscient who knows the five transcen-
dental faculties. Those who are desirous to achieve the state of
omniscience should remove ignorance. By removing ignorance ome
would become omniscient and acquire the knowledge of Dharma and the
five transcendental faculties. Without reaching the state of omni-

; s o . . 8
science, liberation is not possible.

/ - . -
Dasabhumikasutra

The Dadabhumikasutra also accepts the concept of human omni-

science. A Bodhisattva enters the tenth Bhumi (stage) named Dha;mameghé

or Parama~Vihara after crossing the ninth Bhﬁmi, through his practice

of yoga. In this Bhuml 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 samadhis, and as the result, a
lotus of Infinite splendour and size appears and
he is found to be seated on it with an equally
resplendent body and established in the samadhi
of omniscience (sarvajnajhanavisesabhigeka).##
While he is thus seated on the lotus, rays come
forth from the Tathagatas and consecrate him as

"Ibid., p. 85.

8tb1d., v, 71-75, p. 95.
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a Samyaksambuddha possessed of omniscience, and
hence this bhumi is called Abhisekabhiini.

It is after the tenth bhimi that a bodhisat~-
tva becomes a Tathagata, and so the Lankavatara
calls this stage Tathagatabhumi,*#*%#* The
Satasahasrika also remarks that a bodhisattva in
the tenth bhumi can be called a Tathégata.9

*Footnote No., 3 in original source. The Mtu.,
I, p. 142, has nothing corresponding to the account
of the Dada. Tt mentions something connected with
the Bodhisattva's descent from the Tusita heaven
and birth in the world of mortal beings.
#%Footnote No. 4 in original source. Cf. B. Bh.
24, '

A%%Footnote No. 5 in original source. The wonders
of rasmi are described here as well as in the
Prajigparamitds and other Mahaydna works.
*ER*Footnote No. 4 in original source, p. 284,
Sata., p. 4158. Author's Note: Sata., stands for
Satasdhasrikd-Prainaparamita.

/

Asvaghosa

N - A
In his book the Mahayana é%addhotpada~8&stra, which is trans-

lated into English as the Awakening of Faith in the Mahayana, Aé@aghosa

has accepted the concept of human omniscience. He maintains & dif-
ference between a Bodhisattva and a Buddha. A Buddha is one who has
become omniscient on account of his perfect enlightenment (EEQEE)' A
Bodhisattva is one who aspires to achieve the state of omniscience and
perfect enlightenment through the following of three prescribed practices
of spiritual disciplines (yoga). TFirst, through the perfection of faith.

, . . . 10
Second, through understanding and action. Third, through intuition.

L gNalinaksha Dutt, Aspects of Mahgygna and Its Relation to
Hinayana, pp. 283-84,

10

- = — =
The Mahayana §raddhotpada~8astra, English translation with
commentary by Yoshito S. Hakeda with the title "The Awakening of TFaith"
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1967), p. 80.
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The practice of the perfection of faith produces three charac—
teristics in the intellect. First, the intellect becomes centered in
meditation vpon Tathata (suchness). Second, it becomes profoundly
mature by the introduction of all kinds of unlimited good qualities into
the intellect. Third, it becomes compassionate towards removing the
sufferings of all beings.11

According to Aé%aghosa, the Absolute Reality (dharmata) is one
without a second and it is pure consciousness, This consciousness is
conceived from two aspects. From the absolute point of view, the same
consciousness is called Tathata. From the rhenomenal point of view
the s=zme consciousness is called the §§ﬁsgra (world} which is based onm

TathEgata-Garbha.l2 The real nature of man is the Tathata itself.

However, it is assvciated with impurities and defilements. These jm-
purities and defilements are removed through good actions as well as
. R - 13
meditation upon Tathata.
Through the means of understanding and action a Bodhisattva has
the correct realization of Tathata and has no attachment for his own

action. He acquires the perfect med:itation upon Tathatg.which is calm

and free from ignorance.

M1pid., p. 82.

121bid., pp. 31-36.

13Ibid., p. 82.

Y41hi4., p. 86,
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Through intuition a Bodhisatgfa realizes the Tathata. There is
no realization of any object in the intuitive realization of the Tathata.
In fact, there is only intuition into Tathata which transcends the
subject-object duality. This is also called the realization of the
Dharmakgza (the cosmical body) which is identical with the Absolute
Reality. The Bodhisattva becomes the highest being due to the realiza-
tion of Tathata. Then he manifests himself into the heaven named
AkaniﬁFha which is the highest heaven in the world of form (rﬁpgvacara)
according to the Buddhists, The unity of his intellect with Tathat;
suddenly removes his ignorance. By the removal of his ignorance he
becomes omnisciént. Now he can perform supra-rational aets spontaneously
and he is able to appear everywhere in the universe and can help all
beings.l

Is it posgsible for the omniscient person to know the unlimited
objects of the senses and minds of the innumerable beings of all the
worlds? Again, there would be no thought in the mind of the omniscient
person when his ignorance is destroyed. How can he be called an omni-
scient person in the sense of knowing each and every thing of the
universe? Asvaghoga answers these objections by holding the view that
the objects of the world are mere appearance of the Tathata which is be-
yond the categories of thought. The non-omniscient person, because of
his ignorance, imposes limitations ©I his own intellect while apprehending
the objects of the world. The categories of thought do not correspond

to the Absolute Reality (gparmata). The mind of the non-omniscient

15Ibid., pp. 87-89.
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person 1s like a mirror coated with the dirt of defilements. It cannot
reflect the Dharmakgza of the Buddha until it is purified. The
Dharmakaya of the Buddha is omnipresent. The omniscient Buddha is free
from any limitation of thougﬁt. 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 cormer
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 understanding the thoughts of all the beings. He can re-—
veal the true Dharma because he is omniscient.16

Abhisamayalankara or Prajfia paramitopadegaéaétram intends, as des-

cribed in the beginning, that the wise man should observe the path of
omniscience and by remembering the meaning of the Sutra, should bliss-
fully reach the ten-fold religious virtue, The perfect wisdom

(prajﬁgparamitg) is attained through the means of omniscience. The

knowledge of the form of all objects (sarvakarajnata) is attained through

the knowiedge of the path (margajiata). The knowledge of the form of
all the objects leads to omniscience. The excellence of omniscience is
the highest wisdom which leads to Buddhahood.

— S -
According to Abhisamayalankara, a Sravaka removes only the veil

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

a Pratyekabuddha. The perfect omniscience and Buddhahood is attained by

L61pid, | p. 90.



the removal of the veil 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 Bodhicarygvatgra includes the Sravaka and the

Pratyekabuddha in HInayEna Buddhism. The aim of Mahayana Buddhism is
to reach the state of omniscience and the perfect enlightenment
(buddhatva). The realization of the voidness of elements (dharma-

nairatmya) removes the hindrance of cognition, which leads to omniscience

and Buddhahood.17

Nagarjuna

Nagarijuna has not given an elaborate description of the omni-
science of the Buddha, nor has he established his omniscience dialecti-
cally, although he describes the Buddha as a great religious

L - - -
teacher (gasta). TIn his Mulamadhyamaka~Karika, he reverentially adores

the perfectly enlightened Buddha as the propounder of "dependent origina-

tion" (pratityasamutpada) and as the teacher of true Dharma out of com—

. 18 \ s .
passion, although he does not ascribe omniscience to him, However,
this does not mean that he has rejected the omniscience of the Buddha,
He starts his book Ratnavali with all religious fervour by saluting

the omniscient Buddha who js free from all faults (defects), adorned

_ 17kleéﬁjﬁéy£vrtitamah pratipakso ni éﬁnyata; gfghxa sarvajﬁétgkgng
na bhavayati tam katham. The Bodhicaryivatara, 9~55.

8

yah pratltyasamutpadam prapancopasamam 51vam'

desayanasa sahbuddhas tam vande vadatam varam.

Mulamdhysmaka Kirikd, 1, 2.

' sarva drsti plahanaya vah saddharmam adesayat'
anukampam upAdiya tam namasyami gautamam.

Ibid,, xxyii, 30. ’ '
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with all the good qualities, and the only relative of all the beings.l9

Vasubandhu and Sthiramati

The concept of human omniscience can also be traced in the

Vif{lapti-Matrata-Siddhih-Timsika. In his comnentary,

Trifsikavijfaptibhasyam, Sthiramati says that Vasubandhu talks about two

kinds of hindrances. The first is the hindrance of affliction
(kleééva:a?a). The second is the hindrance of cognisable things
(jﬁéyavara?a). Frist, the hindrance of affliction dis due to the false
notion of the reality of the self and it is the cause of all sorts of
suffering. Second, the hindrance of cognisable things is due to the false
notion of the reality of the external elements and it hides the real

nature of all the alements. The denial of substance (pudgala~nair5tmya)

and the denial of elements (dharma~nair5tmya) remove the hindrances of

affliction and cognisable things. The removal of the hindrances of afflic-
tion and cognisable things leads to liberation and omiscience, respectively.
The affliction brings hindrance in obtaining liberation. Ceonsequently, the
destruction of the affliction leads to freedom, The hindrance of cognisahle
things is ignorance (ajnana) which brings hindrance in the knowledge of all
the objects. The destruction of tﬁis hindrance causes immediate intui-

tive and clear knowledge of all things. This is called omniscience.20

sarva-dosa-vinirmuktam gupaih sarvair alankrtam;

pranamya sarvajnam.aham sarva sattvalkabandhavam
Ratndvali, Verse 1.

Opudgaladharmanalratmyapratlpadanam punalb klesajneyavaranaprahap—
artham. .. .klegsajneyavaranaprahinam api moksasarvajnatvadhlgamartham.
klesd hi moksaprapterdvaranam iti, atas tesu prahinesu mokso'dhigamyate.
jnyavaranam api sarvasmin jneye jndnapravrttipratibandhabhiitam aklistam
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A éfavaka destroys only the hindrance of affliction. Therefore
he can only obtain liberation.21 That is to say, the destruction of
the hindrance of affliction can only provide liberation, but it cannot
provide omniscience, which is possible only by the removal of cognisable
things. However, a Bodhisattva obtains both liberation and ommiscience

because he removes both the hindrances of affliction and cognisable

things.22

Dharmakirti

The Mimamsakas hold that no being can become omniscient and can
teach Dharma. Only the Vedas, no other being, not even God, can provide
knowledge of supersensuous realities-like Dharma, heaven, hell, self,
rebirth and liberation, etc. Consequently, they accept the Vedas as
the only authority for Dharma. Against this view of the Mimamsakas,
Dharmakirti holds that a person can acquire the knowledge of super-—
sensuous truthg like Dharma. He further affirms that the Buddha is the

only authority for Dharma (religious truths). In his book Pramanavartika,

he has saluted the PBuddha as being pure consciousness transcending all
categories of thought, from whom the rays of consciousnegs radiate in

all directions; being pure existence, the embodiment of compassion;

ajﬁgnam. tasmin prahfqe sarvakare jheye'saktam apratihatam ca jﬁ%ﬁam
pravartata ity atah sarvajnatvam adhigamyate. Trimgikavijnaptibhasyam,
p. 27, ’

kleégvaraqaprahggat érgvakaggm vimuktikdyah. Ibid., p. 101.

2s:révakabodhisattvayoh. adyasya kleéaszam,hitarasya
dvayavarapabija@. tadudghatat sarvainatavaptirbhavatici. Tbid., p.
101.
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being full of bliss in every respect.23 However, he does not dialectdi-
cally establish, as have his followers, the omniscience of the Buddha,
because according to him it is impossible to examine and prove the
omniscience of anyone.z4 There 1s no valid means of cognition by which
we can establish whether or not a particular person is with or without
vices.25 This does not mean that Dharmakirti has rejected the possi-
bility of omniscience, Undoubtedly he accepts the possibility of an
omniscient person, but he rejects the possibility of verifying this

omniscience by any empirical method. In the beginning of his commentary

named Svopajﬁhvrti on his own book Pramanavartika-svarthanumana, he has

accepted the omniscience of the Buddha and has saluted him with all

religious fervour, addressing him as omniscient (om namah sarvajﬁzggj.
He further admits that a yogi who has mystical knowledge apprehends
everything very clearly, because his knowledge is produced by the force

of contemplation and is free from all categories of thoughtgz6 Also

3vidhﬁtakalpan5jgla gambhirodaramurtaye.
namah samantabhadraya samantasphuranatvise.
Ibid., 1, 1.

24puruqatisayapeksam yatbarthamapare viduh
isto'yamarthah Fakyeta 1natum sotidaya yadl.
Ibld., Svarthnwumana Verse 219.

25Ib:ld. y Verse 220.

prag uktam yoginam jlanap tesam tad bhavanamayam;
vidhuta kalpanajalam spastam ev avabhagate.
Pramanavirtika-Pratyaksa Pariccheda, Verse 281,
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in his Nggzabindu, Dharmakirti holds that a yogi can attain a direct
apprehension of all things.2

Although Dhatmakirti does not bother to prove the omniscience
of the Buddha dialectically, he accepts him as the knower of ultimate
reality (fﬁgnavgn). On this basis he asserts that the Buddha should
be accepted as the authority for Dharma like a wvalid knowledge.
Dharmakirti holds that valid knowledge has two characteristics:
first, it should lead to fruitful activity28 and second, it should re-
veal something which was not known before.29 The Buddha has both these
characteristics of valid knowledge. First, he has taught true Dharma
which leads to the final emancipation, if it is properly followed.
Second, since it was not knowm to anybody else before, he was the
first person to perceive Dharma and reveal it to menkind. Again, he
has taught momentariness so as to remove the concept of permanent
entity such as self or God. He has taught what exists to remove what
does not exist, WMot only this, but he has taught the means of obtain-
ing the realization of ultimate reality. For this reason, the Buddha
should be accepted as the authority for Dhamma since his teachings

lead to fruitful activity and reveal the unknown.BO

bhuLarthabhavanaprakarsa—paryantajam yogljnanam ceti.
ayablnduh Prathamaparicchedah, p. 14.

pramanam avisamvadi jnanam...
Pramanavartika, 1, 3.

ajnatartha prakaéb va...
Tbid., 1, 7.

tadvat pramggam bhagavan abhuta vinivrttaye;
bhitoktih sadhan apeksa tato yuktd pramaﬁata.
Thid., 1, 9. )
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Dharmakirti has given seven arguments to prove that the Buddha
is reliable as a religious teacher in order to prove the infallibility
of his revealed Dharma.

First, the Buddha should be accepted as the authority for Dharma
because he is the knower of truthJSl Only that person should be ac-
cepted as the authority for Dharma who knows the transcendental reality.
Only one who has become enlightened can know the ultimate reality of
the universe. Consequently, he is the knower of Dharma as a means of
liberation. Liberation is the highest aim of life, but one camnot
attain it unless one folleows its method, that is the Dharma taught by
a person who has directly realized it. 1In other words, the perfect
method leading to liberation should be taught by a person who, because
of his enlightemment, is the knower of the ultimate truth. That is to
say, only an enlightened person should reveal the Dharma because he is
the knower of the ultimate truth. An unenlightened persen, being under
the influence of ignorance, caunot reveal Dharma as a means of libera-
tion. There is always a fear that he.may misguide, due to his
ignorance.

Second, Dharmakirti establishes in his book the Pramanavartika

that the Buddha should be accepted as the authority for Dharma because

31jﬁ§nattv5t bhagavan pramaga@. Pramanavatika, p. 50.

32 - - - = -
pramanyaqn ca paroksartha-jnanam tat sadhanasya caj

abhavan nasty anugsth¥nam iti kecit pracaksate.

jnSnavan mrgyate kadeit tadukta-pratipattaye;

ajﬁBpadeéékarage vipralambhana-éankabhih.
Ibid., 1, 30-31.



2]
3]

he knows what should be accepted as good and what should be rejected
as bad.33 He affirms that a #erson can acquire the knowledge of super-
sensuous realities through his self-effort and spiritual discipline.
-Such a person can become the knower of Dharma, which is essential for
mankind. The Importance of his knowledge Is that he should know per-
fectly all those things which are useful for the spiritual attaimments
(Eurusart?g) of mankind. In other words, the religious teacher should
know all those things which are necessary for liberaticn, We should
enquire for only that knowledge which can be practised for the highest
good. It is not very important and useful that a religious teacher
should know all the minute details of the universe or that he should
know all the number of insects of the world through his wide range of
knowledge.34 Dharmakirti accepts the Buddha as the authority for
Dharma, not because he is omniscient and knows each and every thing of
the universe, but because he knows what should be sought and what should
be rejected. It is not essential for our lives that we should know each
and every thing of the world, but it is absolutely esseantial to know

what is good for us and what is bad for us.35 This type of knowledge

3hey0p5deya vedakatvat bhagavan pramgga@.' Pramanavartika,
p. 51, )

tasmad anustheyagatan jnanan asya v1caryatam,
kltasnzknya pajLJnanam tasya nah kvopayujyate.
Ibid., Verse 1, 3Z.

35 heyopadeyA tattvasya hznyupayasya vedakab;
yan Pramanan asdvigto na tu sarvasya vedakah.
ibid., Verse 1, 33.
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is essential for our worldly as well as spiritual attaimment and
highest good. Among the four noble truths, the first two, that is,
"there is suffering" and "there is a cause of suffering", refer to
truths that are not desirable, Consequently, the suffering and its
cause should be rejected. The last two truths, that is, "there is
cessation of suffering" and "there is a way leading to the cessation
of suffering', are good and should be accepted and sought after. The
world is full of suffering. TIn order to understand the suffering, we
should know the cause of suffering. Without knowing the cause of
suffering, suffering cannot be removed. When there is no cause, the
effect cannot remain. Therefore the knowledge of the first two noble
truths is essential. In the same way, the knowledge of the cessatlon
of suffering and the way leading to the cessatlon of suffering is
egzsentisl. Unless Wé know the way of cessation of suffering we cannot
achieve the cessation of suffering. Consequently, a person who knows
the things worth accepting or worth rejecting should be accepted as an
authority for Dharﬁa.

It is not essential thal a perscn should be accepted as authority
for Dharma who knows all things of the world. It is also not essential
that he should perceilve the things which are remote. If perceiving of
things which are remote is the criterion for knowing Dharma, in that
case we should accept an eagle as authority for Dharma because its

vigual perception is greater than that of human being5.36 The most

duran padyatu va ma va tattvam istam tu pasyatu;
pramznam diradaré cedeta grdhran upismahe.
Ibid., Verse 1, 34.
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desired authority for Dharma is one who knows all those things which

are desired. If he knows only those things which are desired in this
life, our aim is fulfilled. Thus, Dharmakirti holds that that person
should be accepted as authority for Dhaima who has a clear—cut knowledge
of acceptable and non-acceptable things. He is not concerned with
establishing the existence of a person who Imows everything of the
world.

Third, the Buddha is the authority for Dhayma due to his great
compassion.3 Here compassion means the desire to remove the suffering
and the cause of suffering of the whole world. The Buddha practised
this kind of compassion in the stages of Bodhisattva.38 When Buddha
saw the suffering of the people, compassion arose in him. He wondered
how to remove the suffering of the worid. He practised this compassion
constantly through his different lives. Consequently, this compassion
became embodied in him. He desired to teach the way leading to the
cegsation of sufferdng. In order to do so, he Intuitively realized
the four noble trufhs. After this realization he taught these truths
for the people of the world. Thus, due to compassion the Buddha realized

the four noble truths and taught them for the welfare of 111emk.ind.:’9

7k§rugikatvad bhagavan pramgga@. Ibid., p. 52.

Sqadhanam karun—abhyasat sa buddhe*—dehasans*ayat'
a31ddhobhyasa iti cenn-—-asraya prathedhatah.
Ibid., Verse 1, 35,

39 -, = - - -
tatha hi mulam-abhyasah purvah purvah parasya tu;
krpa-vairZgya-bodhides cittadharmasya patave.
krpatmakatvam—abhyacid g hrofvairagyaragavat;
nispanna-karunotkarsah para"duhkhak amerital,
davavin duhkhawhandrtham~uwayesv~abb1vu1yate,

parckg~opeya taddhetos tadHPhyanaﬂ hil duskaram.
Ibid., Verses 1, J131-33.
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Therefore, he should be accepted as the authority for Dharma because
he has no self-interest in teaching it.

Fourth, the Buddha is the authority for Dharma because he is a
Fd

jgégé;. 0 He has taught the four noble truths. The meaning of the word
ééggé_is one who rules or controls. Buddha is called ééggé_not because
he is ruling people like a king but because he is ruling the hearts of
people by his teachings. A compassionate person tries to remove the
suffering of others and he tries to find the means of removing this
suffering, If a compassionate person does not know the method of re-—
moving suffering, he cannot teach it. The scripture and reason com-
bined are sufficient to examine the teachings of a person. The teaching
of the means of removing suffering is called'éggggﬁf Buddha has taught
these truths, so he is called é§§E§, Consequentiy, he is accepted as
the authority on Dharma.41
Fifth, Dharmakirti accepted the Buddha as the authority for
Dharma because he is Sugata.42 Here Sugata means one who has removed
the cause of suffefing. The Buddha has completely removed the cause of
suffering. Therefore, he 1s called Sugata. The literal translation of
the word Sugata is one who has gone away in a perfect manner. Here the
prefix BSu has three meanings: well or very well, once for all, and

completely. The Buddha is very well gone because no suffering is re-

siding in him and he does not believe in the existence of a permanent

Oéﬁstytvgd bhagavan pramaga@. Ibid., p. 108,

4
Alypsa,

sugatatvat bhagavgn yramanam. Ibid., p. 1ls.



soul. A person who believes-in the existence of a permanent soul falls
in love with the soul. Consequently, he rotates In the circle of birth
and death because ge wants to get rid of suffering and obtain pleasure.
A parson who does not believe in the concept of a permanent soul does
not fall into the circle of birth and death. Buddha is also well gone
because he proceeds toward the way which he has realized and he also
uses his reason for that. He does not believe in the concept of a
permanent soul, which is the cause of birth and death. Therefore, he
will not come again in the circle of birth and death., Once he has re-
moved the suffering, he cannot fall in the grip of suffering again.

He 1is SBugata because he has become perfect iIn the teaching of the four
noble truths due to his removal of all suffering. By practice of yoga
he has removed the hindrances to speech and inteliect. Due to these
three qualities of Sugata, the Buddha is accepted as the authority for

I
Dhar@gf‘S

The gixth argument given by Dharmakirti in support of the
Buddha's authority for Dharma is his Tazitva.44 nga'means to teach

the way which has been perceived or realized by coneself. Due to this

43nispa‘i_teh prathamam bhavat hetur-uktam-— 1dam dvayam,

hetoh prahanam trigunam sugatatvam anih Srayad.
duh,khasya dastam nairftmya drutes tddyukt1to pi vE;
punaravrttlr 1tyuktau Janmadosa—samuobhavau.
atma—dacaananbljasya hindd-a cpunardgamah,
tadbhiita bhlnnatmatayatééham akl;sanlrjdram.
Payaﬁvagwbuddhlnvalguayam margekty-apatutdpi va
abesahanam"&bhydsad ukty&der- ~dosa— gankiavah,

Ibid., Verses'1, 140-43,

& - - - -
+tayi vad bhagavan pramanam. Ibid., p. 118.



type of teaching, the Buddha takes the people of the world beyond the
ocean of suffering. Thus he is called 25233 We cannot doubt his
teachings of'thzgé“because he cannot tell a lie. Lies are told only
by those who are interested in their own pleasure or who are ignorant.
The Buddha has realized the ultimate reality and has destroyed the
concept of a permanent soul, Consequently, neither is he ignorant nor
has he a desire for self—pleasure and happiness, Moreover, the Buddha
was compassionate, That is why whatever spirditual discipline he
practised in order to realize the four noble truths was only for the
sake of others and not for himself. Due to these things, there is not
even the least suspicion that he has spoken any lie in his teachings.
He is Eéxi_because he has taught the way realized by him and his -
teachings are free from any error or lie, that is, they are truthful.

The Buddhists give another meaning of the word Eézgﬁ that is,
the revelation of the four noble truths. The Buddha has revealed these
four noble truths to mankind. He is the first person in the world to
realize these tyuths and to teach them to people. Thus Buddha is Iézi
in both the aforementioned ways. Due to this, he is the authority for
Dhama, *?

Seventﬁ, Dharmék{rti accepts the Buddha as authority for Dharma

because whatever he has taught is found to be correct upon due examina-

Shetusvabhgva jﬁEHEHa taj—jﬁgnam api sadhyate;
tdyah svadrsta marg goktir vaiphalyad vakti nanrtam.
dayzlutvar’ paratham ca sarv~arambh—abh1yogdtah
tatah pramapam t3ayo va catul sattya prakaaanam.
Ibid., Verses 1, 146-47.
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tion.46 Difinaga, in his book Pramanasamuccaya, has eulogized the Buddha

and accepted the Buddha as authority because his teachings are self-
consistent and can be proved by valid means of cognition. The knowledge
which leads to fruitful activity and is not contradicted at any time
is considered to be authority. Whatever Buddha has taught is true
forever. There is no contradiction in his teaching. Neither has he
taught anything which is incorrect. The ultimate reality is the same
as has been taught by the Buddha. There is consistency between his
teachings and the nature of reality.47 That is why his teachings of
Pharma are consistent and he is thus the authority for Dhamma. Thus
Dharmak{rti, setting aside the gquestion of omniscience, demonstrates
that the Buddha is the only knower of Dharma,

In his book Pramanavartikalankarah, Prajngkaragupta goes a step

further than Dharmakirti and accepts the Buddha both as the knower of
Dharma and also an omniscient person. He also accepts that any yogi

can obtain ommiscience like the Buddha: through removal of attachments
and hindrances, it is possible for the yogi in his consciousness to

know everything. A person becomes Vitargga by the removal of attach—
ment. Following the same line of spiritual discipline (yoga) a Vitaraga,

. s 48
by a little more effort, will sooner or later become omniscient. As

46samv§dakatv5t bhagavan pramina@. Tbid., p. 165,

tatah parartha tantratvam 81ddharthaqy—aV1ramatah
dayaya reya acaste JnanadbhuLam sasadhanam.
tace-abhivogavan vak.um yatas—tasmat pramanata'
upadesa tathabhava stutis tddupddesatah

Ibid., Verses 1, 283-84.

tato sya vitaragatve sarvaxtha Jnanasambhavah
samahitasya sakalam cakast it vinideitan,
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we shall see in the following chapters, Santaraksita and Kamalasila

LY

follow the same line as Prajnakaragupta to establish the omniscience

of the Buddha.

sarvesam v1taraganmu etat kasman na vidyate;

ragad1 ksayamatre hi tal*yafnaqya pravartanat.

punal kalantare tesam sarVdinngﬂaraglnam~

alpayatnena sarvajnaeya giddhir avarica,’
PvamananrtlkalanKara r. 329,




CHAPTER IV

OBJECTIONS AGAINST THE CONCLPT OF HUMAN OMNISCIENCE

The school of Mimamsa maintains that only the Vedas are omni-
scient authority for Dharma. No human being can.be omniscient because
of the mind's inherent limitation. Only the Vedas are omniscient, be-
cause they are a work in a spacio-temporal dimension -— they are not
written by man, for they are eternal. Thé Vedas are the only basis
upon which man can know the supersensuous truths, because they are
omniscient (sarvajna), Therefore the Vedas are the only authority

upon which Dharma (religious truths) can correctly be based

(codanglak§a?oartho'dhannah). The knowledge of the supersensuous
reality like Dharma is possible only through the Védas. Only the
Vedas can give us the knowledge of past, present and the future, and
subtle, hidden and transcendental substance.l

It should be noted that this school is the most orthodox and
firm supporter of the Vedas. It dénies, through various arguments, the
existence of a creator of the universe as well as the possibility of

human omniscience, According to this school, an omniscient person is

lcodang hi bhﬁtam bhavaftam bhavisyantam sﬁkgnmg'vyavahitaq
iprakrgtamityevam jatiyakam artham avagamayitum ala@.' Sabara Bhisvya,

30



non—-existent, like a sky-lotus, because he is not apprehended by any of
the valid means of cognition. All objects cannot be known by anyone.
Here the term "all' (sarva) does not mean objects other than Dharma and
Adharma (anti-religion), such as oil, water, butter, and so on.2
Mimahsakas are prepared to accept a person as omniscient if he
knows everything, but they are not prepared to accept him as Dharmajdia
(knower of Pharma)., A person can know everything, but he cannot be
called Dharmajiia (knower of religious truths)., Only the Vedas can re-
veal the Dharma, because they are the knower of the past, present and

— P —_
future (trikaladarsi). They have rejected the existence of an omni-

scient being. Their main attempt is not to reject the concept of
omniscience but to deny the existence of a knower of Dharma. They be-—
lieve that the knowledge of Dharma and Adhavma ifs possible only through

the Vedas (dharmachoddnaiva pramanam). They have no hesitation in ac-—

cepting a person who knows everything of the universe, but they are not

ready to accept any being who knows Dharma and Adharma.3-

In order to maintain the omniscience of the Vedas which are the
only authority for Dharma, the Mimamsakas have raised many objections

against the existence of an omniscient person. First, they deny the

2 - . -
athapi prakrtan kiﬁhittailodakagh;tadlvat;
tena sarvena sarvajﬁés tathipyastu na varyate,
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3131,

dharmajnatva nisedEaéﬁet kevalo'tropayujyate;
sarvam anyad vijananah purugah kena varyate.
Ibid., Verse 3128.
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possibility of human omniscience by logical arguments. Second, they
argue that the existence of an omniscient person 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, heaven (svarga), liberation
(moksa) and other supersensuous truths. Kumarila asserts that it is
always doubtful whether the words uttered by a person are walid or not.
Therefore, only the Vedas can be omniscient, because they are impersonal.
It is nmatural that this school would deny the existence of an omni-
scient 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 Vardhamana, the Jaina teacher,
should not be regarded as an omniscient teacher, because his teachings
of Syadvada and other doctrines are false. On the other hand, the
Jainas say that the Buddha sheould not be regarded as an omniscient
teacher, because his teachings regarding the doctrine of momentariness
Qggggékavgda), etc., are incorrect. Both the Jainas and the Buddhists
have put forth reasons and counter-reasons, but no definite criterion
has been established to verify the omiisclence of a person. On this basis,
the Mimamsakas conclude that the existence of such a person who knows

everything of the universe cannot be proved by any valid meang of cog-—

nition.

dosah‘santl na santitl pumvacyesu hi samkyate'

drutau kartur abhavan _na dosasankaiva nasti nah,
Tbid., Verse 2087; cf. Sloka Varttika, p. 74 (Chou. ed. ) cited in The
Cenitral Philosophy of Buddhism, op. cit., p. 281.
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There are two possible interpretations of human omniscience,

First, a persom may superficially know 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 possibility. The
objects of the world are either existent (bhava-rupa) or non-existent
(gbhégg—raga). A man could not be called omniscient by knowing only an
epitome of the world.5 Again, a person may not be called omniscient
on the basis of this knowledge that all objects of the world are
knowable (jfeya) and cognisable (prameya).6 Some philosophers héve
reached the conclusion that the world Is divided into certain limited
categories. The Buddhists have postulated the "Five Groups" (pancas—
kandha), the Vaiée§ika have postulated ""Six Categories™ (satEadgrthah).
The Naiyayikas have accepted "Sixteen Categories', and the Sankhya have
accepted "Twenty~five Principles" (tattvas). But it is absurd to con-
ceive of them as omniscient, because those who read their philosophical
doctrines would also become omniscient.7 It is also impbssible to re-

gard a person as omniscient if he cognises six kinds of objects through

5
bhavabhavasvarupam va jagatsar vam yvadocyate;
tatsanksepena sarvajnah purusah ken nesyate.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3132,

6e\cam jneyaprameyatvasamksepenapl sarvatam'
asritya yadi sarvajnah.kastam varayitum ksamah.
Ibid., Verse 3133.

7
padartha yalsca yavantah sarvatvenavadharltah

tajjnatvenapl sarvajbah sarve tadgranthavedlnah.
‘Ibid., Verse 3134,
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the six valid means of cognition QEramgna). Consequently, that a
person is omniscient camnot be proven on the basis that he knows a
little about the universe as a whole.8
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 onme to know all the 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 knowledge is

as futile as examining the teeth of a crow, because it has no bearing

upon Dharma and Adharma and it will not fulfill amy purpose of mankind.

Human omniscience cannot be established by perception and other

valid means of cognition, so Dharma and Adharma can be known only

through the Egdas.lo It is impossible to know them through the
teachings of the Buddha and other religious teachers, because these
teachings are not contained11 either in the Vedas or in the Upveda (sub~

revealed litevature like Avurveda, Dhanurveda and the 1ike)}, nor in the

8tatha sadbhih prmnanalryah satpramLyavlvekavan'

so'pi samP51ptasarvajnah kasya nama na sammatah.
Thid,, Verse 3135,

g ’

ekasyalva sarirasya yavantah paramanavah,

kesaromanl yavanti kastani jnatuma*hatl

samasravayavavya&t1v1sgara jnanaoadhanam,

k“kadanta~par1ksavat krlyamanam anarthakamn,
Ibid., Verses 3137-3138.

sarvapramgtgsaﬁbaddhapratyakggdinivéraggt;
kevalagamagamyatvan lapsyate punyapapayol.
Ibid., Verse 3142,

naca veqopavedangapratyangadyarthabodhanam,
buddhader drs Svate vikyam sa sarvajnah katham mudh3.
Ibid., Verse 3146,
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éég§§_(subsidiary sciences) of the Vedas or in the Pratyangas (auxi-
Vliaries) of the Vedas. Again, these teachers have not composed any
gscripture which provides the knowledge of all the objects. It is wrong
to say that those objects which are not mentioned in their teachings
might have been known to them. Tn that case, all the poets sghould be
regarded as omniscient due to the composition of their poems.12
There are many teachers, such as the Buddha, Kapila, Ka?ada,
Gautama, Vardhamana and others, who are regarded as omniscient by their
respective followers. But it is not proper to regard them all as omni-
scient, because they have taught mutually contradictory doctrines re-
garding supersensuous objects. If the Buddha is omniscient, then what
is the proof that Kapila is not also? If both are omniscient then there
should not be any difference of opinion between them.13
Again, the Buddhists are not right in saying that that perscn
alone can ba regarded as omniscient whose teachings canmot be contras-
dicted by any valid means of cognition., The Puddhists assert that the
Buddha should be regarded as omniscient in the sense that he directly
knows the true nature of all things. His omniscience is derived from

his unique teachings, teachings which are in accord with reality. In

2 . - - . e
svagranthesvanibaddho "pi svajhato'rtho yadisyate;
sarvajnih kavayah sarve syuh svakavyanibandhanat.

J".jsaI'\rajtt'i"egu ca bhuyassu vituddharthopdeéigu;
tulyahetusu sarvesu ko namaiko'vadharyat@i.
sugato yadi sarvajﬁa@ kapilo neti ka prama;
athobhavapi sarvajifiau matabhedastayoh katham.
Ibid., Verses 3148-3149. '



other words, the Buddha is omniscient according to the Buddhists be-~
cause his teachings are not heard or inferred from any extermal source
and because they describe the true nature of things. The same reasoning
is used by the Digambara Jainas to prove the omniscience of Vardhamgna.lé
Here again, the matter is doubtful because both the Buddhists and Jainas
have criticised each other on the conception of omniscience., On this
ground, the Mimasakas have refuted their doctrines very successfully.l5

The Mimasakas assert that no being can perceive supersensuous
truths, they can be observed only through the y§§§§}16 It is not cor-
rect to say that the Buddhists know supersensuous truths through the
words uttered by other Buddhas such as Kanaka, KEé&apa and Dipadkara
and not through the Vedas, because the reliability of their teachings
also can be ascertained no more than that of the Buddha.l7

The Buddhists are also not correct in saying that the line of
the Buddhas is beginningless. Therefore, the teachings propounded by

the Buddha should be regarded as defectless and without beginning just

1ike the Vedic tradition. The Mimamsakas declare that the teachings

149_33_1111&, 3153, p. 823,

evaﬁlgagvajﬁé—kalpesu nihatesu parasparam;
alpasesikrtan sarvan vedavadi hanigyati.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3154,

1 - - - - - - - -
*stasmadatindriyarthanai saksaddrasta na vidvate;
. " 3. . "
vacanena tu nityena yah pasyati sa padyate.
Ibid., Verse 3175,

17g§ié,, Verses 3176-3177.



of the Buddha are mot reliable because he has no direct knowledge of
_]_)harma.18 The mere fact that the teachings of the Buddha are beginning-—
less, as the Buddhists ﬁold, also does not prove that they are reliable.
Neither reliability nor unreliability is necessarily connected with the
beginninglessness. For instance, real gold has been in use since the
beginning of time, just like unreal god, but both are not equally real.19
Tt is also wrong to say that both the Buddha and the Vedas arve
equal sources of right knowledge, because both arve omniscient, The
Mimasakas do not believe in the existence of an omniscient person, be-
cause such a person cannot be proven by any valid means of cognition
except non-apprehension (abhava). Therefore the cmniscient pecrson who
falle within the scope.of non-apprehension cannot be placed at the same
level as the Egégg:zo
Also, the existence of an omniscient person cannot be proved on
the basis of the proclamation of the Buddha himself, such as YI am omni-
scient, perceiving all things, there is nothing that Is unknown to the

T 23 s . . . L 22
Tathagata",”™ because there is interdependence in this assertion.

8na sauddhodanrvakyanam para;an;ryatpramanata,
apaqyatah svayam dharmam tatha gauddhodaner api.
Ibid., Verse 3179.

lglbid., Versez 3183-3184,

f] s
2Opax1ika, 3185, p. 830.

oarvajno 'ham sarvadar51 nasti tathagatasya
kificidajfiftam ityadi.
Ibid., 3187, p. 83l.

ZzTattavasaﬁgraha, Verse 3188.
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This statement cannot be accepted as reliable unless it is proved that
it was spoken by an omniscient person. How can he be accepted as omni-
. ) . 023

scient on the basis of his own declaration?

Again, the Buddha cannot be accepted as omniscient on the basis

, /_ ‘e
of the assertion of the Sravakas such as Sariputra and others, who
. i . R 24
declare the PBuddha, the worthy scion of the Sakya family, as omniscient.
This type of statement made by a non-omniscient person cannot establish
the omniscience of the Buddha. 1I1f a person accepts this statement as
. . f. o253

authority, why does he not hold his own words as authority?

The Buddhists hold that there has been a series of innumerable
Buddhas in the past and this series is going to continue in the future
also. The knowledze of the omniscience of the Buddha is derived from
the words of these Buddhas.26 In other words, the omniscience of the
Buddha is affirmed by the assertion of another ommiscient person, that
is, another Buddha. On this basis, the Buddhists establish the omni-
science of the Buddha. The Mimarsakas, however, do not accept this view
as very convincing., If a single one of the Buddhas happens to be non-
omniscient, then the omniscience of the Buddha cannot be established

through the words of the Buddha.zy

3sarvajﬁbktatay5 vakyam satyam tena Eaéastigz;
kathan tadubhyam siddhyat siddhan mulantarad vte,
Ibid., Verse 3189. )

N 24"Sarvajﬂb'yam sakyakulanandana iti".
Pafijika, 3190, p. 832.

STattvasaﬁgraha, Verse 3190.

2 -
“GPaﬁjikg, 3191, p. 832Z.
2

7 . . .
"Tattvassngraha, Verse 3191,
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The Mimamsakas further argue that the people of the present time
are not able to know an omniscient person because no such person is
present before them, Even a man contemporaneous with the omniscient
person cannot know him as omnlscient unless he himself becomes omniscient;
for such a man who is not omniscient, the teachings of the so-called
omniscient person would be non-reliable and doubtful. In fact, the
reliability of his words would not be more than the words of any other
person.

It is also not proper to call a person omniscient who can know
all things that are known to his disciple, because it is not possible
for him to know all the knowable objects of other different worlds. It
is Impossible to believe that all men appreoach the Buddha simultaneously
and he answers alil their questions, because all men of the past, present
and future from all over the world cannot be brought togeth.e.r‘29

The cmniscient person must know the things of the past and the
future also., Otherwise, he would be only a partial knower. However, it
is dmpossible 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 valid meanz of cogni-

tion also cannot prove the apprehension of future things, because there

28 . . G
Tdttvasangraha, Verse 3192,

9

sar Vaalayalr apil ]natan arthan samvaaayqnnapl'
na savvajno bhaved anyalokajnafarthavar1 anAL.,
na ca «arvanarajnaLajneyasamvadasambuavah

kalatravatrllokaEthalr warair na ca samawamah
Ibid., Verses 3194£-3195,
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are no inferential marks (l;ﬁgabhgvgd),3o and other necessary factors.
Just like future things, there will be no apprehension of past things
also because sense perception or any other valid means of cognition can-
not be applied here, as that also is a non—entity.Bl

In addition, the description of the omniscience of Bralma and

other Hindu deities is found in the Itihasa and the Purgha of Bralmanic

(Hindu) literature. The Mimalisakas take these descriptions as commendatboTy

. , -, .32 . :
declaration {arthavada) Or it can be said that thelr knowledge is certain

regarding the objects spoken eof in the Ttihdss and Purana. Their know-
ledge is certain because they know Dharma in thelr own selves through
. . 33 s . . + .
meditation. According to this literature, knowledge is one of the
4
ten imperishable gualities of Lord Sankara, but he is not called omni-
scient. His knowledge consists only in the direct perception of his

pure Self‘34

dnagaLena drstam ca platyaksasya managapl,
samar thyamh ndnumanadljanma 1ifigddibhir vina.
Thid., Verse 3174.

31Pa’ﬁjik§,— 3174, p. 828,

21t1hasapuranesu brahmadir yo pl sarvavit;
J8anam apratlgham yasya valragyam ceti kirtitasm.
gaunatvenaiva vaktavyah so'pi mantrarthavadavat;
yadvdl prakrtadharmadi jnéana (prati)ghatocyate,
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3199-3200.

33Ibid., Verses 3201-3205.

34
jnanam valragyam ajsvarvam iti vo'pi dasavyaynh

vankarah r'ruy&te so'pi Jnanavaﬁ atmavittayd,
Ioid., Verse 3206.
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Apart from this, Bralma, Visnu and Mahedvara are the embodi-
ments of the Vedas and 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 himself.35 Furthermore, they are deities, superior
to all human beings, so they can acquire the pure knowledge through
meditation. They are menticned in the Vedas, because they are equipped
with eternal qualities and eternal function.36 It is better to accept
the fact that Dharma is taught by the Vedas than to hold that the omni-
scient person is mentioned in the Egg§§337

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 cmniscient person provides in-
direct and Indistinct knowledge of Qh§£g§}38 because he has retired into
Eiﬁﬁggi (liberation} and therefore cannot be clearly perceived. If it
is accepted that he has not entered Eiggégg_and is clearly perceptible,

even then he would not iImpart anmy teaching; because after reaching that

5ath§pi vedadehatvad brahmavisnumaheé%argh;

sarvajﬁgn&naygd veddt sarvajia mfnugasya kim.

kvaca buddhddayo martyah kvaca devottamatrayam;

yena tatsparddhaya te'pi sarvajna iti mohadrk.
Ibid., Verses 3203-3209,

381bi4. , Verses 3210-3211.

anityasya tu buddhader na nityggamagamyata;
nityatve c3gamasyeste vriha sarvajfakalpan3.
Ibid., Verse 3212,

38Ibié:, Verses 3213--3214.



state he has no desire for anything. Even if he imparts some teaching
at this stage, it could not be heard by all men of the past, present

and future.39

Thus the Mimamgakas conclude that a person like the Buddha or
Vardhamana should not be regarded as the knower of Dharma on the basis
of the Iknowledge of a few supersensuous realities unless he is proved
to be omniscient. FEven if the omniscience of the Buddha is accepted,
says Kumarila, his teachings cannot be accepted as authority for Dharma.
Omniscience and speaking cannot co-exist, because they are contrary
to each other. The presence of omniscience implies the absence of
speaking and vice versa. The Buddha cannot speak while he is rapt
in meditation in the tenth stage (EEE@E), At this stage, his mind
would be completely concentrated. Consequently, he would not be able

to propound any teaching of Dharma.ao

Valid Means of Cognition (Pramana)

The Mimamsakas hold that the existence of an omniscient person
canmot be supported by any valid means of cognition. Perception

(pratysksa), inference (anumana), analogy (upamana), presumption on

9tlrohltastu vedabodhltasarvajnajnato dharmas tasya
nlrvanamgatasyaprakataLvaL. Anlrvanavasthayam apy anlcchaya
tadupadesabhavat upadede'pi sarvatra sarvada sarvesam 31avanabhavat
Panllka, 3214, p. 838,

40«

guddha sphatlka tulyena sarvam Jnanena buddhyate.

dhyanapannagca sarvartha v1sayam dharanam dadhat

tathd vyaptasca sarvarthaih gaktau nalvopadesane.
Tattvasaingraha, Verses 3238-3239.
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necessary implication (arthapatti), words (sabda} and non-apprehension
(abhégg), all these valid means of cegnition cannot prove the existence

of an all-knowing person.

1. Perception (pratyaksa)

A man is called omniscient because he knows all things. This

knowledge of all things could be attained either through sense perception

(indriyajnana) or through mental perception Qggnojﬁﬁ@g).él Sense
perception is limited in scope. Consequently, the apprehension of all
things through perception is impossible, Otherwise, all the different
things, such as taste, odour and so on, would be apprehended through a
single cognition at one and the same time, which is not possible; there
would be no apprehension of many things such as the mental thinking of
other men and those things which are far away or very small or hidden.42
All characteristics, otherwise, could be attributed t¢ all things. The
apprehension of all things through mental nerception ig also not possible.

Mental perception has no independent operation of its own. It is sup-

perted by the fact that the deaf or blind persons also are found in the

sarvapadavthajnanat sarvajna 1sydte tacca sakaéavastuparijﬁgnaﬁ
kadacid indriyajfianena va bhavet, manojnanena va. Panjika, 2157, p. 824.

4zma bhud ekena jRanena vugdpadase arthasya grahanan, anekena

bhav19yat1c1. yato yugapad anckav1]nanasambhavat sambhavg 'pi. na
sarvapadarthagrahanam asti, parac1ttasyendrlyajnanaViqava*vat, agocara-
praptasya ca duraeuksmavyavahltader arthasya tena grhitum aéakyatva
Pafijika, 3158, p. 824,
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the world. Therefore, it follows from this that mental perception en-—
visages only those things which are apprehended by sense perception.43

It is inconsistent to say that a person can become omniscient
by improving his power of intelligence (Prajﬁa) through the practice of
yoga and meditation. The power of intellect cannot reach the highest
stage of perfection through any kind of yogic practice. Sense perception
cannot transcend its dinherent limitation, and the mental cognition can-
not surpass the range of knowledge by repeated experiences. The in-
tellect may become superior, but it cannot reach perfection. By prac-
tice, a man can jump to fifteen feet high in the sky but he cannot jump
to the height of eight miles.44 All cannot know all. The knowledge of
all objects cannot rest In cne man. No one can become Umniscient.éS

Again, the omniscient person cannot be the objgct of mental
perception. Tn mental perception a man can only apprehend those ideas
which occur in his own mind. He cannot comprehend the thought pro-
cesses which are going on in the minds of other people. -Also, the
omniscient person cannot be proved te exist by mystic cognition (iégiT
"igggéjd because It Is doubtful whether he fs apprehended in such per-

ception or not. Therefore, it cannot be gaid with certainty that an

43Paﬁjik£, 3159, p. 825.

4 - . - :
dagahastantarat vyomno yo namotplutya gacchati;
na yojandnm asau gantum, sakto'bhyZsasatair api.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3168.

sarvah sarvam na janati sarvajto nopapadyate;
naikatra parinisthi 'sti jn&nasya purugse kvactt.
Ibid., Verse 3173.



" omnigscient person is seen by a mystic (zogz).

2. Inference (anumana)

The omniscient person cannot be proved to exist by inference.
The Buddhists regard inference as based upon three kinds of mark (linga):

(1) non-apprehension (anupalabdhih); (2) causal relation (karvakaranabhavah)

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

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 casual relation 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.

There could be three kinds of fallacy in the reasoning for
proving the existence of the omniscient person: (1) inadmiseible
(asiddka); (2) contradictory (viruddha); and (3) inconcluslve
(gggikgntika). Any reason may be adduced as a property belonging to a

positive entity (bhgvadbarma), or to & negative entity (abhavadharma),

or to both. These three are the only possible alternatives. The reason
adduced as a property belonging to a posltive entity is Inadmissible,
because that positive entity, that is, the omniscient person is still

to be proved. The reason adduced as a property belonging to a negative

40p.11ka, 3186, p. 830.

“71bid., 3186, pp. 830-3L.
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entity is contradictory. Such a reason would prove the non-existence
of the entity, that is, the omniscient person. The reason cannot be—
long to both, because such a reason would be inconclusive. Thus, none
of the three kinde of mark can prove the inference of the existence of

C s . .48
the omniscient person. Nor is be seen by us at the present time,

3. Analogy (uEamEha)

The omniscient person cannot be proved to exist by analogy which
is based on similarity (sgd?éya) and its adjuncts (upadhi}. No person
is seen at the present time who may be called similar to the omniscient
person. Hence the exigtence of the omniscient person cannot be proved

o the basis of analogy. On the contrary, it is deduced from the analogy

that there is no existence of an omniscient person.

4, Presumption (arthggatti)

The omniscient person cannot be proved teo exist through presump-

tion. The teachings of the Buddha regarding Dhdarma and Adharma can be

accepted ag authority only when his omniscience is establighed, As a
matter of fact, no relationship has been perceived between the omni-

scient person and the teachings of Dharma and Adharma. It can only be

sarvaino drsvate taydnﬂedanlm asnaaadLbhlh
drsto na caikadesc 'sti lifgam va yo numapayet.
Tattvasaﬁgraba Verse 3186.

g
sarvainasadrsah kasc1d adi drsyeLaqamprdil'

tada gamyeta sarv dJnaﬂadbhav upamabalat.
Ibid., Verse 3215.
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"an instance of inference from a universal premise. According to the
Minamsakas, the teaching of Dharma may be due to dream, delusion, wrong
teaching or the EE§§§_themselves.50 The Buddha is dgnorant of the
Vedas, which has been accepted by the Buddhists themselves. Therefore,
it is deduced that the teachings of the Buddha and other wicked teachers
might have proceeded from sheer delusion for deceiving people.51 Be~
cause a man who is ignorant of the Vedas cannot base his teachings upon
the Vedas. 1In fact, the Buddha has imparted his teachings only to the
ignorant persons and to the éhdras. If his teachings regarding Dharma
had been based upon the Vedas, then he would have imparted his teachings

to the Vedic scholars and the learned Brabmanas as Manu and the other

] 0
¥

2
Brahm§33£§rwho were learuned in the Vedas have done.5 Manu and other
teachers were learned in the Vedas and they were dependent cn the Vedas
so far as the teaching of Dharma was concerned. They were well known

among the §£§hnanqg_and the Vedic scholars who accepted thelr teachings

because their works have been based on their understanding of the Vedas.

Soupadebo hi buddhader anyatha'py _upapadyate;
svapnadidrstan vyamohat veddd va tathd srutat.
Ibid., Verse 3223. ""°

upadego hi vyamohadapi bhavati, asati vyamohe vedadapi bhavatiti.
Sabara Bhasya, cited in Panllka 3223, p. 839.

Slye hi tgvadavedajﬁgs reséﬁ vedgdaqaﬁbhavah

LpadEmaerO, vas tair vyamoholdﬂeva kevalat.

819yavyamohanartham va vydmohad va tadasryat'

loke dustopadestrnf@m upadesah pravarttate.
faLtvasangraha Verses 3224-3225.

o
”ZIbid., Verses 3226-3227; of., _anjlka, 3226-3227
S3ye tu manvadavah sjddhaﬁ pradhanyena trayividam:
LraylvadaSL1Lagranthas te vedaprabhavoktayah.
Tattvasanzraha, Verse 3228,
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5. Words (éﬁbda)

The knowledge which proceeds from words (éﬁbda) is called verbal

. ¢ =
cognition (sabda pramdna). This Sabda ramana is based on two sources;

first, that which s based on eternal words (nityadabdajanitam), and

the second, that which is based on the utterance of men (Eguruseza—

dhvanihetukﬂm).s The hman omniscience cannot be established by the

4 —_
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
R 55 s . _ .
proved by an artificial truth. The Upanisadic declarations, such as
"He who is truthful in words, truthful in volition, truthful in desires

. 56
should be sought and should@ be desired to be knowm"“, are only commendatory

declaration according to the Mimamsakas. There can be reliability in the

human assertion such as it has been quoted in the Buddhist scriptures:

“The blessed Lord the Tathagata, the Arhat, is truly Enlightened”.s’

’ -
Thus human omniscience canmnot be supported by Sabda Pramana.

sabdad asannlkrsLe rthe yajjayate joanam tacchabadam, tacca
dvividham nltyanbua]anltam pcuruseyadhvanlhetukam ca. ?anjlka 3187,
Pa 8)1

5 - v . .

na cagamavidhih kaé%innltyasarvajﬁébodhakah;
kytrimena ca satyena sa kathah pratipadyate.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3187.

_ 764 “yah satyavak satyasankaipah satyakanah so'nvestavyah sa
vijijdasitavyah". From Upanisad, citéd in Panjlka, 3187, p. 831.

m"sarvajﬁb "ham sarvadarsi, nasti tathagatasya kifeid ajna
, s , gatasya kincid ajnatam
ityddi", Cited in Panjika, 3187, p. 831.
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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 affirmed only by non-apprehension
Qﬂﬂé&g@,ss the sixth valid means of cognition. This pramana, however,
can only prove the non-existence of such an omniscient person as the
Buddha.

Thus Kumarila, the expounder of the Mimamsa school, establishes
the fact that human omniscience cannot be proved by reason or any valid

means of cognition.

Arguments of Samata and Yajhata

Samata snd Yajfiata hold that the concept of human omniscience
is purely baseless. 1t 1Is a wonder how people believe in an vmniscient
person.

Does the omnigcfent person know all things simultaneously or in
succession? Doeé he know them as possessing one nature or only very
important aspects? Or, is he caliled omniscient because he has the power

to know all things?6o Just as fire is called the "all~devourer" (sarva

58evam padcabhlrapl pramanalr na sarvajnah 51ddhyat1ti

par1sesvad abhavenaiva gamyata iti siddho 'bhavapramana—évlsay krtavi-
grahatvad ity ayam hetuh. Pafijika, 3229, pp. 340-41,

59 .
evam sarvajfiata punsam uvatantryena niraspada;

idam ca cintyate bhuyah sarvadaréi natham matah.
Tattvasaigraha, Verse 3247.

0 - - . . -

yugapat pavipatya va sarvam caikasvabhavatal;

janan yathapradhanam va saktvd vegyeta sarvavit.
Ibid., Verse 32485, -



110

bhugiti), although it is not devouring all things, either simultaneously
or successively.

VIf it is accepted.that the omniscient person apprehends all
things 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 deces he apprehend
all things at once through several cognitions? The first alternative
cannot be accepted because two contradictory situations cannot be cog-—
nized by a single cognition. The second alternative is not convincing
either, because many divergent cognitions cannot appear at one and the
same time.62 in fact, there has never been an experience of several
cognitions in one single consciousness.

Just what does it mean to speak of cognizing all things by
several cognitions in one moment? It iIs not possible to know, even In
hundreds of years, all the innumerable things of the past, present and
future.64

If it is.accepted that the omniscient person apprehends only the
"universal forms" (samanyarupa) of all things and he does not perceive

lpaiiiiia, 3248, p. 845.

62 r - = =, . . T
yugapaccnuLyasucyad1svabhavanam V1rodh1nmm'
jninah naikadhiyd drstam bhinnd va gataya h kvacit.

Tattvasangraba, Verse 3249,

S3paiiiis, 3249, p. 845.

bhutah bhavad bhavisyacca vastvanantam kramend icah;
pratyekai saknuvad boddhun vatsaranam qatalrapl.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3250.
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. ces o qa s - ~ . 65
their "specific individualities" (svalaksanani), then what is the use
of such a person who knows only the "universal form" and not the '"specific
individuality'?

Again, the apprehension of the "universal form" by the said
cuniscient person may be either true or false. If it is true, then it
means that all things are one, that is, free from duality. This oneness

. . . 66
of all things iIs contrary to our normal experience. In that case

there would be ne difference between the disciple, the omniscient per-

son, Dharma, Adhsrma and the teachings of the omniscient person, because

the "distinctive characteristic"” (svabhava) of these things cannot be
cognized.

The omniscient person would become a deluded person if his cog-
nition of the oneness of all things is false. In that case, there would
be no faith in his words which are as good as the words of an intoxicated
person.

The Buddhists hold that the omniscient person perceives all
actions (karmas).and their causes through extraordinary cognition pro-

duced by communion (samadhi).sg However, the validity of this stalement

6SIbid., Verse 3251,

66Ibid., Verse 3253.

7tatasca 515yasarvagnadharmadharmataduktayah

na syur vo bhinnariipatve svabhavadavadharanat
Ibid., Versze 3254,

68Ibid., Verse 3255,

69

sahetu saphalam kayma wmmmhmhkwayﬁ1
samadhiieca ja&ngci za carvajno'padisyate.
Ibid., Verse 3256.
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cannot be proved. There is no valid means of cognition to establish the
fact that an omniscient person perceilves through extraordinary cognition.
Neither perception nor inference nor scripture (abda) proves that the

A 70 . .
cmmiscient person does so or not. When the apprehension of the omni-
scient person through extraordinary cognition itself is not evident,
there is no uge in inferring whether he perceives all things simultaneously
or succéssively.

Either "the power of perceiving all things' itself does not ex—
; P , . , 71
ist, or, if it exists, it should be present in all persons. Conse-
quently, all persons should know all things. DBut it is a fact that all
R 72 - -,

people do not know all things. Thus the Mimamsakas conclude that
human omniscience cannot be established by any accepted valid means of

- 73 . . s
cognition. When the existence of an omniscient person Is not proved,
the Dharma cannot be known by human assertion.74 Consequently, the
teachings of the Buddha or any other so-called omniscient person camnot

be taken as authority for Dharma.

0 - = e . - .
pratyaksam anumanam va sabdam va tadatgtkﬁyam;
prama3nam asya sadbhive nastiti nasti tadrséah.

Ibid., Verse 3257. )

7lIbid., Verse 3258,

721bid., Verse 3259,

73Ibid., Verse 3260.

4ittharh yada na sarvajﬁé@ kaécidapyupaﬂadyate;
na dharm#dhigame hetub paurugeyam tada vacah.
Thid., Verse 3261,
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These are the possible objections that can be lodged against the
concept of omniscience. The Mimamsakas have raised these objections and
have refuted the possibility of omniscilence in any being,as well as the
omniscience of the Buddha,through logical reaseoning. Now we shall look
at the Buddhist point of view. First we will see that omniscience is
important to the school of Mahayana Buddhism. Then we will proceed by
discussing the concept of human omniscience as well as the omniscience
of the Buddha according to Mahayana Buddhism in order to prove the

authority of Buddhism as true Dharma.



CHAPTER V
BUDDHISTS' ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF HUMAN OMNISCIENCE

In the previous chapter we outlined the arguments which the
Mimafisakas made against the possible existence of an omniscient
person. They argue from what is logically possible and imposgsible and
from what for them is the only accepted authority for truth regarding

bharma and Adharma, that is, the Vedas. Now we must show how the

Buddhists attempt to meet these objections to their thesis that human
omniscience is possible and the Buddha is the only omniscient
religious teacher of Dharma. In this chapter we will try to show
logical arguments offered by the Buddhists, for example, ézﬁtaraksita
and Kamalaézla, to support the concept of human omniscience,

In order to establish the possibility of human omniscience,
ézﬁtarakgita and Kamala$ila have set forth various modes of argument.
First, they give the definition and criterion of an omniscient person.
Second, they establish that the possibility of human omniscience cannot
be denied by any of the walid means of cognition.

Who is an ommiscient person? Holding the Buddhist view,
éaﬁtarak?ita claims that that particular person should be called omni-
scient who has the true knowledge of all the objects and whose knowledge

has been found quite reasonable and satisfactory after careful examina-

tion. These criteria of an omniscient person, he assertg, cannot be

114



contradicted. 1

In fact, omniscience means the true and perfect knowledge of
each and every object without exception., The true knower cannot mis—
conceive anything.2 Only an omniscient person can be a true knower of
everything. That 1s why égﬁtaraksita holds that that person is omni-
scient who knows the real nature of the universe as soulless, momentary
and full of suffering.3

Kamalaéfla further adds that that person alone should be regarded
as omniscient whose teachings cannot be contradicted by any valid means
of cognition.

What is the criterion to determine whether or not a particular
person is omniscient? The Buddhists hold, says éaﬁtaraksita, that the
criterion of an omniscient person is that he imparts teaching regarding
heaven (svarga) and liberation (apavarga) very clearly and distinctly
because he knows their real significance. Otherwise, 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

samyak sarvapadarthangﬁ tattvajﬁanacca sarvavits;
hetavato na sambodhya sandigdhavyatirekita.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3330.

ZPaﬁjikE, 3330, p. 867.

anirdig;aviééso ‘pi sarvajnah ko ‘pi sambhavet;
yo vath@vat jagatsarvam vettyanatmadiripatah.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3337,

4Pa§jik£, 3151, p. 823.
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the ocean.5 It 1s their conviction that the knowledge of an omniscient
person regarding prosperity, heaven, liberation, Dharma, self and other
supersensuous truths is untrammelled by normal experience.6 An omni-
scient person 1is one who apprehends the true nature of all 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 cognition of an omniscient person is unlimited.7 He
is called omniscient hecause he knows all actions with their causes and
effects through a single extraordinary cognition produced by meditation
and communion (samadhi).

égntaraks1ta and Kama1a51la, the expounders of Buddhism, hold
that only an omniscient person can perceive Dharma, because he knows
each and every thing about the universe including superssnsuouns truths
like Dharma, heaven, and liberation. In fact, by proving the existence

of an omniscient person through logical arguments they do not mean to

seek a man who knows everything other than Dharma, Their main aim is

svarga“avargamatrasya v1apastamupadesataH

pradhanarthapar13nanatSarvajna iti gamyate.

samudrasikatdsafikhyaviifianan kvopayujyate;

tasyasmakamato 'nyarthajhanasafvedanena Kim.
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3528-3529.

6yasmadabhyudaye mokse sahaitaih sadhitanh purah;
jhEnamapratigham tebamavalnlramatﬂbphutam
Tbid., Verse 33533,

7ekajg§ﬁak andvyaptanlhsesajneyamandalah,
prasadhite hi sarvajndh kramo nabrlyate tatah.
Ibid., Vetse 3657; of, Panq1ka, 3627, p. 929.

sahetu oaphalammarme 1nanenalauk1kenq vah;
samadhijena janfti sa sarvaino' nadisyate.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3638,
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torsearch for a person who knows Dharma. This is possible only through
an omniscient person. The mind of an omniscient pexrson becomes free
from the hindrances of affliction (Eleégvara?a) and the cognisable

- things (jgezgvarana). On account of the latter, Dharma and other super-
sensuous realities are revealed to his consciousness.

Is it possible to apprehend supersensuous realities? Certainiy
it i1s not possible through normal vision. However, it is posgible for
an omniscient person, because he removes the hindrances of cognisable
things by the practice of yoga. The Buddhists hold that the manifes-
tation of supersensuous truths is possible because of the 1lluminative
chargecteristic of knowledge. In other words, the nature of knoﬁledge
is that of light. It is clear (EEEEElé) because it is 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 ob-
jects.10

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

How can a person be the perceiver of Dharma when he also per-
ceives the unclean things like Faste and others simultanecusly? In
fact, an omnisclent person perceives only through the mind without the
help of sense~contact with the objects. He may not be detracted from

his situation as the perceiver of Dharma, even if he has the sense contact

Palyika, 3267, p. 847.

Wrpid., 3269, p. 847.



with the objects, because the objects of the world are only illusory.
The objects of the world are only manifestations of consclousness
-(vijﬁgna). Therefore, his five—fold actions are not influenced by the
afflictions, and his mind also cannot be disordered by perceiving im-
pure things, because he perceives the objects of the world in their
real illusory form.ll This objection is possible only on the theory of
realism where matter is conceived as eternal and real. But it is not
applicable in idealism in which the Buddhists believe that the world
arises only from consciousness. The omniscient person removes all the
impurities and realizes the absolute reality, so he does not perceilve

the objects in the same form as they appear in the apprehension of

ordinary men as real.l2

§§ﬁtaraksita does not agree with the view of the Mimamsakas that
the omniscient person is not perceived by any of the valid means of
cognition (pramana) except non-apprehension, so only the omniscient
eternal Vedas should be accepted as the authority for Dharma. His first
argument is that according to the view of the Mimamsakas the author of
the Vedas would have to be a person who has the power of perceiving

gupersensuous truths. In other words, he should be omniscient, because

he is supposed to know the true nature of all things.13

bhutarthabhavanodbhutamanasenaiva cetasa'

apraptd eva vedyante nindita api samvrtau.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3319,

12135;,';_@, 3319, pp. 864-65.

- Al 4
ittham yada na sarvajnah kascidapyupapadyate;
na dharmadhigame hetuh pauruseyam tada vacall.,
iti mImahsakah prahuh svatantra sruLllalasa,
vistarena ca vedanam sadhita pauruseyata.
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3261-3262.




119

The Buddhists have already proved that the author of the Vedas
can be only a person who has acquired the knowledge of supersensuous

truths like Dharma. Thus it follows that the existence of an omniscient

person must be accepted who is the direct perceiver (saksat—drasta) of
supersensuous truths. Tt is not possible to perceive anything through

the Vedas.l4

His second argument is that it is not possible to know Dharma
and other supersensuous truths through the Vedas. In fact, the Vedas
which are considered to be omniscient and eternal words by the Mimamsakas
are impossible, Even if it is accepted that there is a possibility of
having the eternal Vedas , even then it is not proper to accept that they

are the means of knowing the supersensuous truths, like Dharma, Svarga

and Eggggf They cannot vreveal their meanings In succession, because
when the cause is present, there, the effect should appear all at once.
Again, in that case they will reveal the first effect over and again
even at the succeeding moments. Furthermore, the capacity of revealing
their meanings is not inherent in the Vedas. Otherwise they should re-
veal their meanings simultaneously. Also, the capacity of revealing
their meanings cannot be due to any cother instrumental cause, because
that capacity is not considered different from the very nature of the
Vedas. Even if the instrumental cause is accepted, there could be no

relationship between it and the Vedas.

tasmadatindriyarthanan saksaddrastaiva vidyate;
natu nityena vacasa kascit pasyatyasambhavat.
Thid., Verse 3263,

5N1tydsya vacasah gaktir na svato vapl nanyatah'
svarthajnane samutpadye kramakramavirodhatah.
Ibid., Verse 3264, and P anjlka, 3264, p. 846.
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It follows from the above statement that the Vedas can be ac—
cepted as authority for Dharma only when they are written by an omni-~
scient 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 know the significance of Prak?ti and Purusa. Or he
should be knower of all Dharmas. Otherwise the reliability of the Vedas

16

cannot be accepted.

Thus the Mimamsakas are wrong in hol&iﬁg the view that the con—
cept of human omniscience is an impossibility. His existence cannot
be denied in a&ll three times —— past, present and future -~ by any valid
means of cognition., Tt is wrong to say that a particular object does
not exist, because it is not seen.17 According to the Buddhists, there
is the highest stage of wisdom which constitutes omniscience. Therefore,
the objection lodged by the Mimamsakas against the concept of human

e R . 18
omniscience is not applicable here,

The Valid Means of Cognition (Pramana)

The concept of human omniscience cannot be disproved by amny of

the valid means of cognition, viz., perception (pratyaksa), inference

svarbavagadayaﬂ tasmat svato jnatva praka51tah
vedakarastavapyastl tddYSO tlndrlyarthadrk
pradhanapurusaLthaJnd Salvadharmaj1a eva vas
tasyanupagame na syad veda pramanyam anyatha.
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3265-326€.

l7ten§rth§pattilabdhena dharmajgopagamena tu;

bEdhyvate tannisedho'ysm vistarena krtastvayi,
Ibid., Verse 3503.
3 e
P*ajﬂadlﬂdm ca dharpitvam krtva 113gamuui;itam-
nan¥. (tannama?) drsyate llngdm ng ta sattd prasi (sa?) dhyate.
Thid., Verse 3509,
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(anumgna}, presumption (arthEEatti s analogy (ugamgha , scripture or

words (éébda) or non-apprehension (abhava).

1. Perception (pratyaksa)

The concept of luman omniscience cannot be disproved by percep-
tion. There can be no annulment in a case where perception is not
applicable at all. The cognitions appearing in the minds of other
people are not perceived by a person who is not omniscient., The con-
clusion which is deduced from the inapplicability of perception is
quite different from the conclusion which is brought about by the ap-
plication of perception. In fact, applicability and non-applicability
are contrary to each other and cannot co-exist in one and the same
thing. Agalr the inapplicability of perception 1s not invariably con-
comitant with the non-existence of the thing concerned, because the
perception is inapplicablé, if the thing is hidden or remote. The
statement that "perception having ceased proves the non-—existence",19
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 at all., There would not be any perception of what is non-existent.
Secondly, the mesaning of the statement may be accepted in the sense that
though existing at the present moment it does not appear in connection
with a certain thing. Even so, it cannot prove the non-existence of
the thing in question. The visual perception doeg not appear in con-
nection with odour or taste. But this does not prove that these latter

do not exist at all. Thus perception cannot prove the non-existence of

19Panj£1§, 3268, p. B4S.



anything, égﬁtaraksita says that the Buddhists declare the non-
existence of a jar or anything else on the basis of perception itself,
in the foxm of non—apprehension. When two things are capable of
figuring in the same cognition, the appearance of one Implies the non-
existence of the other. Put the omniscience appearing in the same
cognition with something else is never cognized. Thus éaﬁtaraksita
concludes that the non-existence of human omniscience cannot be deduced

by the presence of any other thing.20

2. Inference (anumana)

Inference also cannot disprove human cmuniscience, for it always
envisages affirmation. Negation is envisaged by non-apprehension oniy.
Tt can be said that inference is not absolute negation but only the
relative negation. In other words, it is the negation of omniscience
in relation te all men. Even so, inference is not possible., No

Wnark"'(liﬁ a) is known to be present in all men, which is invariably
Liuga P

. . . . 21
concomitant with omaniscience.

3. Presumpticn (arthggattgj

Presumption, too, cannot negate human omniscience. First, the
Buddhists do not admit of any means of cognition apart frem perception
and inference, Second, presumption is based upon the idea that a

certain seen or heard fact is explicable only on the basis of the unseen

20;1:_@_., 3268, pp. 848-49,

2lipid., 3268, p. 849
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factors. But there is no factor among men which can cause us to pre-

22

sume the non-existence of human omniscience,

4., Analogy (uEamEna)

Nor can analogy reject the concept of human omniscience. A
man apprahends by analogical cognition either the remembered thing
having for jts adjunct the similarity of the thing which is present
before the eyes, or mere similarity of the thing before the eyes with
the remembered thing. Thus what is remembered and perceived as gimilar
is the object of analogical c:ognition.?'3 Nobody can know the cogni-
tions occurring in the mindsof alil men. $So nobody can remember them.
Nor can anybody know any such property in common with non-omniscience,
on the basis of which the non-omniscient character of men could be
cognized through analogy. All men may be alike on the ground of being
existent, but similarity of existence does not prove their non-

a
omniscience,”

The concept of human omniscience cannot 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 himself would be

221054, , 3268, p. 849

3tdsmad yvatsmaryate tatsyatsadrqyene v1se51tam'
prameyam upamanasya saarsyam va tadanv1tam
Slokavartlka (Upamana, 37), quoted in Pafjika, ibid.

24
Fanjika, 3268, pp. 849~50.
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omniscient.

5. Scripture or Words (gabda)

Woras, as a means of cognition, cannot set aside the concept
of human omniscience, The Mimamsakas themselves recognize that words
emanating from human beings are not reliable in supersensuous truths.
The Buddhists have already proved that words which are not emanated
from human beings are not reliable. Apart from this, there is no
Vedic assertion that all men are non-omniscient. The fact that human
omniscience is not mentioned in the Vedas cannot establish the non-

26

omniscience of all men.

6. Hon-Apprehension (abhggg)

It is inconclusive as well ag inadmiggibie to Lake non-
apprehension as a proof against the concept of human omniscience. If
it is used in the sense of absolute negation, then it canmnot form
either the cognition or the means of cogntion of the cmniscient person
because it is a nonentity. If it is taken to be a relative negation,
even then it would not be reliable, because it would be the negation of
the means of cognition. It cannot be taken as a particular form of

cognition that an omniscient person does not exist, because he is nok

upamanena sarvajnasattasiddhir na cesyate°

tasyapramdnatdprokteh sattasiddhis tito na ca.

praSdehayam hi sattdyzm sadysyam gamyate tatah;

sadhanan prakrtam cedsm sattdyah sarvavedinah.
Tattvasahgraha, Verses 3558-3561.

26Pqn1jka} 3268, p. 850,
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perceived by any one of the five means of cognition. If it is used in
this sense, then it would not be a valid means of cognition.z7 Thus
non—apprehension,&hich is taken to be a kind of inference by the
Buddhists, cannot disprove the councept of human omniscience,

Now what is the meaning of non-apprehension? Does it mean the
absence of one's own apprehension or the absence of the avprehension
of all men? Again,is non—apprehension without any qualification or is
it qualified in some way? The absence of one's own apprehension of the
omniscient person cannot disprove the concept of human omniscience.
Without a qualification, it is inconclusive. With a qualification, it
has no substratum. The three basic formslof ncn-apprebension alse can-—
not prove his non-existence. The pervader and the pervaded, the cause
and the effeetl and contrariness are possible only when the thing con-
cerned is perceptible.28 ‘Again there can be no certainity in his non-
apprehension by all men. The omniscient person perceives himself by

R . 5 . 2
himself, bacause he is self-luminous. ?

271hid., 3269, p. 850.

karyakaranata vyapyavyapakatva vnrudhltah

drayatve sati siddhyanti yaDCdtma SdVlsesandh

sarvajio naca drsyas;e tena naita adrstayah

tannivakarane gaktd nisedhangam na cAparanm.
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3280-3281,

uvayamevatmdna tmanqmatmajyotlh ga pasya tis

1tyapyas%kyate tasca sarvd drstir an15c1 13,
Ibid., Verse 3290. T
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Inference as a Proof of Human Omniscience

ggﬁtaraksita attempts to establish the concept of human omni-
science by inference, Some people apprehend the omniscient person by
inference. Hence there is a probability of his existence though the
proof 1s not obviocus at present.30 Even if there is no inference, that
does not mean the absence of human omniscience, because the means of
cognition cannot be the cause for the existence of a thing. Tt cannot
be said that there can be no doubt regarding the existence of only that
thing which has been seen scmewhere previously., TIn that case, one's
mother's marriage becomes disproved.3l There is always doubt, according
to the Buddhists, when there is no valid means of cognition regarding
the existence or non-existence of things. A man cannot 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 conception
of other men, the omniscient person cannot be seen directly by dull-
witted persons. His activity canunt be cognized just like the feeling
of love arising in other men. Just like the fire in the iron ball, he
is not constantly active. Again there shall be no cognition of conneec-
tion of an omniscient persén with action. It is for this reason that
it is said that his existence cannot be proved by Inference. Somethnes

the concerned thing is found to exist even when the infarence is

tadevam 5dnmaya nasyﬁ jn nabhavo p: nlstltah

yato' sattVdm prapasyante u1rv1sanka hi Jatayah
Ibid., Verse 3295,

31
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3299,
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Inoperative, as in the case of the red-hot iron ball.32

The omniscience of the Buddha is argued for by égﬁtaraksita
and Kamalafila using the logical methods of ézthggatti (presumption)
“and éﬂggégﬂ_(inference). The Buddha is a teacher of the doctrine of
the égétmavgda (soullessness), which is the nature of all objects.
Therefore, his teaching contains the essential 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™ (catvarl arya satyani) leading to

ggggg: Consequently, from the gbove statement, it is inferved that he
had true kuowledze of all things, even those things which are taught in
the Vedas. No one can teach these things who does not know the real
nature of all things.33

The Dharma and other supersensuous truths might have been
directly perceived by the Buddha, because He has taught them without
learning them from the Vedas. Consequently, those things must have been
known to him. Otherwise, it is not possible for any one to go on
talking about supersensuous truths which cannot be proved by any wvaldid

means of cognition. He cannot derive his knowledge through inference,

. . . 34 .
because he never perceived such things previously. He has not derived

2. el L s - . . /-
sarvarthajno yato'drsyah sadaiva jadadhidrsam;
ndto 'numdnatas tasya sattd siddhinm prayidsyati.
ahetvavy@pakam coktam pramfmam vastuno'sya caj

— . E - 5 4
nivrttavasya bhavo'pi drstas tendpi sansayah.
Ikid., Verses 3305-3306. e '

R S P
Panjika, 3340, pp. 876-77.
/| 5
Qo = e = . L R

srutanumana Dbhinnena saksaj jnanena nirmalam;
nunitarkgysdi vijnanam na cet tadgaditatam katham.
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his knowledge from the teachings of other teachers, becaise his
teachings are not similar to other teachers. Agaln it is wrong to say
that conformity with reality in his teachings is purely accidental.35
Further, his teachings are in sequence and they fulfill the purpose of
men, so it cannot be said that these teachings were asserted by a de—
mented person., Therefore,Ait is dinferred that the Buddha was omniscient
and he did possess the knowledge of Dharma. That is why he has taught
the truths which were not heard before him.36
Tt must be understood, as the Buddhists hold, that the ommni-
gcience of the Buddha does not depend on his knowledge of all objects,
such as the number of insects in the world, though knowledge of such
cbjects is also possible fof him. His omniscience depends upon his
everlasting knowledge of the fundamental nature of all objects. ‘There-
fore his knowledge of "soullessness" will remain constant and unchanged.37
éaﬁtaraksita and Kamala$ila hold that the omniscient person

knows all actions with thedir causes and results by a single extra-

ordinary cognition produced by Samadhi. The Buddhists have proved the

na canumanato jnanam tasya purvam adrstatah;

tena lingasya sambandhadargan anupapattltah
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3453-3454,

sTutva na canyatah proktam tulyaparyanuyogatah;
na ydrccha visamvEdivupam idyk ca bhavitam.
Tbid., Verse 3455,

36Lasmad atlsaya Jﬁgnalrupaya balavarttibhih;

sarva evadhika Jnatum uaﬂyate yo pyatjndrlyah.
Tbid., Verse 3462,

3pafiika, 3337, p. 869,



concept of human omniscience through inference. They hold that human
omniscience can be proved at least by one valid means of cognition,
that is, inference. This establishes the fact that the omniscient per-
son really exists.38

The Buddhists have proved the concept of human omniscience on
the basis of inference and not on the basis of the seriptural declara-
tions.39 Again égﬁtaraksita cites a scriptural declaration also, which
is not found at present, read by Bralmanas affirming the concept of
human omniscience. Thus he establishes the omniscience of the Buddha
on the basis of scripture also. Lord Buddha has been clearly mentionad
as omniscient in the Vedic recensional texted calied Himitta. He has
been depicted there as one who, after showing himself in a dream as a
six-tusked white elephant, is born as Bodhisattva who is the ocean of
good qualities: omniscient, full of compassion, pure, the father of the
40

whole universe and reaching the state of dmmortality.

Why have the Buddhists given logical arguments to establish

Ssahefu saphalam karma jﬁgnenalauklkena yaH
gamadhijana janat1 sa sarvajno' padlsyate.
purastad gnumanena ktasya satta prabadhlta'
pramanam asya sadbhave tadastltyastl tadlvah.

Tattvasangraha, Verses 3638-3639.

agamena tu sarvajfio nasmad bhih pratipadyate;
lainge sati hi plrvokte ko namagamato vadet.
Ibid,, Verse 3510.

40
n‘mlttanamnl sarvajno bhagavan munisattamah;

sarhanLare hi vispastam dathyate brZtmanair udhaih.
yo'sau saddantam : tmﬁnam avaditadvipatmakarh;
svapne prada raya snnjato bodhisattvo gunocdadhih.
v1ghu9tasabidh sarvajnah kroatna sa bhavuqyatL,
préptamytapadah suddhah "ﬁrvaiodeJLa pi ca.

Ibid., Verses 3512-3514.
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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? 1In fact, Santaraksita and Kamalasila wanted to prove that

the knowledge of supersensucus truths like Dharma, Svarga (heaven),

Atman (soul), Punarjamma (rebirth) and Moksa (liberation) could be ac-
cepted as authoritative if they were taught by an omniscient religious
teacher. The gquestion about the ocmniscience of a particular religious
teacher does not arise for those who have faith in him and blindly
follow his teachings regarding Dharma. However, it is essential to
prove the omniscience of that particular religicus 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 other supersensuous truths, it was necessary for
these Buddhists to verify the existence of the omntsclent person and
the omnigcience e¢f the Buddha who taught these religious truths which
are not perceived through normal human perception.

Now is there any possibility of humsn omniscience? It is
possible according to the Buddhists because they accept the ascending
grades of wisdom, It is remarkable that not only the Buddhists but
almost all the systems of Indian philosophy, except the Mimamsa and
Carvzka schools, believe that a man can reach the highest wisdom through
the proper practice of a particular yoga. Therefore, the Buddhists
are quite consistent in believing that any person can reach the state
of omniscience through the practice of yoga. 1In cther words, every

individual has the potentiality to acquire this state. This state of
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omniscience is rooted in every individual just like the state of Buddha-
hood. 1In fact, omniscience is necessarily connected with the Buddhahood.

The Buddhists hold that when a person becomes enlightened (the Buddha},

he becomes cmniscient by the removal of Klefavarana and Jﬁéygvarana,

On the bagie of this, they quite consistently maintain that omniscience

is a positive entity which is featureless.41 Every individual can

achieve the state of omniscience by a particular practice of yoga.
Furthermore, we must consider the very crucial question of whether

or not the Buddha has reached the state of omniscience. The Buddhists

have very convincingly believed that the intellect has the capacity to

reach perfection. The intellect reaches its perfection in Samadhi and

becomes one with the state of omniscience. Professor T. R, V. Murti

gquite consistently observes:

There is, however, no valld objection
against the existence of an omniscient per-—
son. A fact cannot be denied because it is
not cognised by all and sundry. There is
positive evidence of the omniscience of the
Buddha; for, following the path taught by
him one is freed of §§m55ra. Most of the
objections against the acceptance of omni-
science are based on the assumption that it
is the dcquisition of a new faeculty, or that
it is a laborious process of accretion of
information, Tt is on the other hand a case
of divesting the mind of its accidental de-
fects which have crept into it. TIn itself
the intellect is transparent and has natural
affinity with the real.® By the contempla--
ticn of the unreality of things (nairatmya-
bhavana) it is possible to void the intellect
of all defects, klesas. Owing to the removal

. - . P .z
naih svabhavyo‘svav1ttau ca nahi tajjatu jayate;
r i - 3
prak pravrteh prasiddbeyam evam sarvajnatd bhavet.
Ibid., Verse 3357,
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of the obscuring factors omniscience 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 original source.)
prabhasvaram idam cittam tattvadarsana-
satmakamj prakrtyaiva sthitam yasman malas
tv agantavo matdh. TS p. 895. (Author's
note: TS p. 8Y5 refers to Tattvasangraha,
Verse 3435.

éaﬁatarak?ita and Kamalasila guite 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 practices of 'yoga, a man can reach the highest degree of perfec-
tion in his physical as well as in his mental capacity. He acquires
the capacity called ”mind-force"'Qggggjggé) by using a particular method
of yoga. Due to Manocjava, the Buddha became as swift as the mind im
its movement.43 In the same way, by a particular practice of yogs,
the Buddha transcended the limitations of perceiving objects after

reaching this highest stage of perfection, that is, omniscience. By

that capacity, he could perceive all objects clearly by a single ccgnition,IH

Thus it is evident that the Buddha reached the state cf omniscience and

42T. R. V. Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhiism (London:

George Allen and Unwin, 1960), pp. 281-32.

43

_ . | Ar— -— r -
siddhir manojavasanjna tathaca sruyate prama;
yathd cintitamatrepa yati duramapi prabhub.

Tattvasangraha, Verse 34263 cf. Panjika, 3426, p. 893.

& V= - o LA
gkainanaksanavyaptanihse—sajneyamandalah;
—— FL e _ £ s &
surdsurasiroratnabhfitah siddho'tra sarvavit,
Tattvasahgraha, Verse 3449,

§



his teachings should be accepted as authority fox Dharma.

Thus égﬁtaraksita and Kamalasila offer logical atguments which
successfully answer the oblection lodged by the Mimamsakas against the
Buddhist conception of human omniscience, In addition, they have
dialectically established the complete validity of human omniscience.
Their aim is to prove that the Buddha is the only omniscient religious
teacher. Before proving the omniscience of the Buddha they have estab-
lished the possibility of human omniscience., They hold that z 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.



CHAPTER VI

THE BUDDBA AS THE ONLY OMNISCTIENT RELIGIOUS TEACHER

In the previous chapter, we have already seen that the
Mimamsakas have refuted the omniscience of the Buddha as well as the
possibility of human omniscience through logical reasoning, so now we
shall loock at the Buddhist point of view,

To answer the objections of the Mzmgﬁsakas, the Buddhist
philosophers, ggﬁtarak§ita and Kamalaéfla, have demonstrated the omni-
scfence of the Buddha by their logical arguments. Their primary aim
is to prove that the Buddha is the only omniscient teacher who has
taught the "true religion" (saddharma). In this chapter we will indicate
that they have offered further arguments to show that the Buddba was
the only omniscient teacher, because his teachings are without defect.
The other religious teachers cannot be called omniscientAbecause their
teachings have been proven self-contradictory by the Buddhists.

The Buddha knew the means of attainimg Svarga (heaven) and
EQEEE_(liberation) because of his omniscience. His knowledge is not
hampered by any obstacles. He fs omniscient because he has removed the
hindrances of affliction and of cognisable things. There would be no
defect in the teachings of a person who has realized Anatmavada (soul~

lessness), as there would be no darkness when the lamp is there.l

lpratyak§§k;ta nairatmye na dogso labhate sthitim;
tadviruddhataya dipe pradipe timiram yatha,
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3338; cf. also, Panjikd, 3338, pp. 869-70.
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Both égﬁtarakgita and Kﬂnala;{la maintain that any person can
reach the state of omniscience by a particular practice of yoga which
is capable of destroying the hindrance of cognisable things. They are
not holding a unique view because this possibility of human omniscience
is accepted by almost all schoeols of Indian philosophy except the
Caravaka and Mimamsa. In accepbting the possibility of human omniscience,
they hold that the intellect (buddhi) has the capacity to transcend its
own limitation and to become identified with the Absolute Reality. This
intuitive realization of the Absolute Reality is the state of omni-
science. On the basis of this, they are quite consistent in establishing
the Buddha,who claims to realize the ultimate reality, as an omniscient
religious teacher.

The claim by the respective followers of Vardhamana, the Jaina
teacher, Kapila, the Sankhya teacher, and Kﬂygnda, the Vaiéﬁ§ika teacher,
that they are omniscient persons,makes it doubtful as to who is the
real omniscient religious teacher., It is very difficult to determine
among all these teachers who is omniscient only on the basis of their
teachings of Dharma, because their teachings radically differ from each
other. If all these teachers are omniscient, then it logically follows
that there should not be any difference of opinion in their teachings
of Dharma and the nature of the universe.2 However, there is disagree-
ment between their teachings regarding supersensuocus truths. Therefore,

it is very difficult to know who is really an omniscient teacher.

zPaﬁ’jika, 3148, p. 822,
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The Buddha and the Other Religious Teachers

The Buddhists do not say that the Buddha alone iIs capable of
achieving the state of omniscience. Any person may become omniscient
who perceives the truth of "soullessness" which leads to liberation.
However, the poets and the teachers of false doctrines cannot be called

omniscient because they have not realized the Parama Tattva (absolute

reality).3 Vardhamana, Kapila and other teachers have not taught the
doctrine of "soullessness". Instead, they hold the doctrine of the
soul which is the root of all evils., Not only this, but they have as-
serted that things are permanent, which is disproved by wvalid means of
cognition, So these religious teachers cannot be calied cmnigcient,
because they have expounded wroug doctrines regarding the frue nature
of things.5

The aim of the Buddhists is not to prove that other religious
teachers are not omniscient. They only show the defects in their
teachings. In fact, it is their assertion that any particular person
- should be accepted as omniscient who knows the true nature of everything

on account of his realization of the absolute truth. In other words,

3{drkca paramam tattvam jananti kavayo vyadij
pradhdna purusirtha jBAn sarvajnin ko na manvate.
Tattvasahgraha, Verse 3324,

idam ca varddhamanader najrarmyajnanam 1ursam°

na samastyatmadrsfau hi v1nastaa sarva tlm*h1kah

svadvadaksaulkasya (tva?) di’ pratyaksadl prabo (ba?) dhitam;

bahvevayukt amukt am yaih syuh sarvajndh katham nu te. ’
Ibid., Verses 3325--3326.

AanVﬂJnatvamevam tu a (pLaQ) gpasta mavagamyat
1“byajnaﬂauusang1 tvad viparita prahlSJDnt.
Ibid., Verse 33218,



they do not intend to say that only the Buddha should be accepted as
omniscient. In principle, they accept the possibility of human omni-
science.

All other religious teacﬁers have expounded the true nature of
the universe in their teachings. The Buddhists have proved their doc-
trines as defective and full of contradiction. Therefore, other teachers
should not be accepted as comniscient persons. Only the teachings of the
Buddha are not disproved by reasoning because of his direct lknowledge of
the true nature of the things of the universe. So only the Buddha
should be accepted as an omniscient religious teacher.

The Buddhtfsts hold that any person who knows the whole wmiverse
as "soulless" may be called omniscient without any distinction.g Ac-
cording to Kamalagfla, only the Buddha fulfills this condition of be-
coming omniscient. VIn fact, only the Buddha and none elsge, fulfille
all the conditions of an omniscient person, because only he has expounded
through various means the truth about what should be sought for and what
should be rejected. UHe has taught the "Four Noble Truths’ as a perfect

means for that.9 Therefore, only the Buddha should be accepted as an

anatmaksanikatvadi yadyevan sarvadarclnah
saksatsamastavastunan tattvarupasya daréanat.
Ibid., Verse 3332, and Pankaa, 3332-3333, p. 868.

7
prarlpaditarunaqya sarvavastugatasya ca;
saLsattaLtvaaya vijfanat sugatah sarvadarsinah.
Tattvasahgraha, Verse 3334.

83n1¥distav1seso pi saruajnah ko'pi sambhavet;
Yo yathaadt jdgaLsarvam vettyandtmadirupatah.
Ibid., Verse 3337.

9.}.’33’_—':1&5_, 3337, p. 869.
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omniscient rveligious teacher.
A man cannot teach about the true and perfect nature of a thing
unless he knows its true nature. 8o far as supersensuous truths are

concerned, it is extremely difficult to know them.10

Only the Buddha
has expounded the true nature of worldly things and supersensuous
realities like Dharma, heaven and liberation. That is why he has been
accepted as the only omniscient religious teacher.

The Buddha cannot be compared with other religious teachers who
have expounded false doctrines which are disproved by valid means of
cognition., He has expounded the true doctrine which is supported by
valid means of cognition, because his teachings are based on his
realization of the truth,

He has propounded the perfect method of meditation upon 'soul-
lessness", which is the means to achieve prosperity 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 slightest degree when examined.12
The words of the Buddha are like jewels which destroy the dark—

ness of wrong ldeas. That is why he has been called ommniscient by wise

persons, He is the real knower of the Prakrti and the Purusa, and has

Or: parokqdpeyaLaddheLostadakhyanam hi duskaram . Cited in
Daqilkd 3337, p. 869.

11
tena pramanasamvadjtaftvadarSdeyoglna,

na tulyaheantd nyesam VlraddharthopaueSLngm.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3341.

Zsambaddbanugu1opayam puLusa9Lhabhndnayakam,
drste'pyvarthe Dlamanabhyamj&adapvaprabadhltam
Ibid., Versé' 3J4j
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been called the great physician., Due to his superiority of knowledge,
the Buddha, who is a suppressor of'Mégg_(desire) is distinect from g?abha,
Kapila, Vardharmana and other religious teachers because they have not
taught the above mentioned doctrine.

On the basis of his teachings,which are claimed by them to be
the only perfect teachings, because they are not refuted by any valid
means of cognition, égﬁtarak?ita and Kamalaéila have tried to prove by
logical argumeﬁts that the Buddha was the only omniscient 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 Vardharmana was the only omniscient teacher on the basis of his
teachings which they claim, just like the Buddhists, to be the only
perfect teachings. This type of clalm by various schools of Indian
thought creates doudbt as to who is the real omniscient religious

teacher.

The PBuddha and the Vedic Rsis

/_u 'y
Sahtaraksita and Kamaladila do not accept the concept of any

gimilarity between the Buddha and the Rsis of the Vedas.14 The signifi-

cance of the Buddha is that he perceived the Dharma by himself and

sugatas tena kapilo neti tu prama; _
anantarodita vyaktd'pyesd mudhair na laksita.
Thid., Verse 3347,

Yhp tiika, 3484, p. 903.
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expounded his doctrine in public due to compassion.ls_ Now it may be
asked, what is the proof that the Buddha himself and not others, ex-
pounded the Dharma? To answer this question from the Buddhist point of
view, égﬁtarak§ita and Khmalaéfla have accepted the same definition of

the Dharma which is mentioned in the Vaiéésika'sﬁtra and which 1s com-

monly accepted by all systems of Indian thought, i.e., that Dharma is
that means by which prosperity and the highest good are achieved.16
And they have shown that the said definition is only applicable to the
teachings of the Buddha.

The teachings of the Buddha are the only means of knowing the
Dharma, which gives prosperity in this life. The incantations (mantra),
prescribed by him, give wisdom, health and power, when they are properly
practiced.l7 His teachings also lead to the highest good after this
1ife. The highest good or liberation is the absolute cessation of the
series of births and rebirths. The teachings of the Buddha are the only
means to attain Iiberation, because only he has taught the doctrine of

Yno-soul" which destroys the "afflictiOns”lB which are the causes of the

5 - , .
vadva'styeva vidego'yam manau tadvacanesu caj;
sa drstavan svayam dharmamuktavansca krpaEmayah.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3485, '

yato'bhyudayanigpattir yato nihéfeyasasya cas
sa dharma ucyate tadrksarvaireva vicaksanaib.
Ibid., Verse 34886,

lytadukta mantra yogadi niyamad vidhivat krtat;

prajii~rogya vibhutvadi drsta dharmo'pi jZyate.
Ibid., Verse 3487.

8 L - ;- —-, -
samasta dharqa nairatmya darsanat tat prakaéltat;
satkarya darsanodbhuta klesaughasya nivarttanam.

" Ibid., Verse 3488.
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circie of birth and rebirth. All other religious teachers hold the doc-
trine of a permanent soul which has been proven false by the Buddhists,
Therefore, the teachings of the Buddha are the only indicator of Dharma
which leads to prosperity and highest good or liberation.19 Thus they
prove that the highest good or liberation is possible only in the
teachings of the Buddha,

Liberation cannot be achieved by‘the teachings of the Vedic $§is,
because it follows from the cessation of the éﬁ@@_(Iwnoticn). They be-
lieve in the existence of the soul which is the root cause of "I-notion'.
There is very little possibility for attaining prosperity through their

teachings on account of the destruction of the ten sins (daéakuéalahgnitah).

But there is not even the least possibility for attaining the highest

good, because they believe In the existence of the soul which cannot des~—

troy the afflictions.20 The description of the "ten good actions"

(dagaéhbha—karma) of the Buddhists is wvery powerful because they have

been taught by the Buddha after realizing the truth.21 The afflictions

can be destroyed only by following the teachings of the Buddha and not

19tanm£lakleéﬁr5éﬁéca hetvabhavat prat{ (hi?) vate;
tasminnasati taddhetur na punr jayate bhavah;
tadatyanta vinirmukter apavargasca klrttyate.
Ibid., Verses 3492-3493.

Otasmadanyesu tlrthesu dasakusala hanltah
lesato'bhyudaya praptlr vadya-pyasti lagh1y351
apavargasya tu praptlr na managapl vidyate;
sattvad drsti v1slstatvat klesa mildna poddhrteh

Ibid., Verses 3496- 3497,

21daéé karma yatha pgoktah subha ye tayina dunah,

samyagdrstyupagudhaste balavanto bhavantyalam.
Ibid., Verse 3498,
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by following the teachings of the Vedic Rgis. Therefore, the teachings
of the Buddha ére the only means to lead to the highest good or libera-
tion.

égﬁtarakﬁita and Kamalaéila, unlike the Buddha, do not accept
the Eggig_§§§§"as omniscient, They have drawn this distinction between
them on the basis of their teachings. They hold that only the Buddha
and no£ the Egéigé&gig_should be accepted as authority for Dharma be-
cause he is omniscient. They maintain that the omniscient Buddha has
expounded his teachings regarding Dharma after realizing the Ultimate
Reality, Therefore, his words regarding supersensuocus truths are
authorities.

In fact, these Buddhist authors have failed to realize that the

teachings of the Vedic Rsis are also based on intuitive vealizationm.

A

call it the Vedas or Srutis.

The Vedir Rsis also claim that prosperity and highest good are
achieved through their teachings of Dharma., They also accept that

freadom @mkti) is the final aim of human life. The freedom is achieved

by the knowledge of Ultimate Truth (brahman or atman). When the soul
(atman) is associated with ignorance (avidya) then it is called ego

(jiva), because it is associated with the "I-notion" (ahatikara). When

~

the ignorance of the gigg_is destroyed through knowledge ({fiana), his

"I-notion' vanishes and he realized his true nature, that is, ths Eﬁmanf

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 E;gég_

is admitted. Otherwlisz, who will be liberated?
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Thus it is not comnsistent to hold, as the Buddhists do, that
liberation or Highest good is possible only in the teachings of the
Buddha and not in the teachings of the Vedic $§is. The yggig_ggig are
also claimed, like the Buddha, to be omniscient because of the realiza-
tion of the Abseolute Truth. The omniscience of a person can be judged
only by one who has becqme enlightened. At the same time, the teachings
of the Buddha regarding Dharma cannot be disproved by common people,

because he has been claimed to be omniscient on account of his en-—

lightemnment by the Buddhists.

The Buddha and the Hindu Gods

fem, ,— .
Santaraksita and Kamalasila, as the expounders of the Buddhist
view, severely attack the Mimamsakas' belijef that omniscience can be

- /!
attributed to Bralma, Vignu and Siva because they are immortal gods and

embodiments of the Vedas which consists in the true knowledge of all
things. On the other hand, the Mimafisakas assert that omnisclence
cannot be ascribed to mortal beings such as the Buddha, whose knowledge
is not based on the authority of the Y§Q§§322 He claime 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

athapi. vedddehatvad brahmavisnu mahesvﬂrah
sarva inanamayad vedat sarvajna manusasya kim.
lkva ca buddhadayo martyah kva ca devottama trav"m3

yena tatsparddhayd telpi sarvaina iti mohadrk
Ibid., Verses 3208-3209.
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upon each other.23 Thus it is absurd to say that these gods are the
embodiment of the Vedas, because there is no relation between the gods
and the Vedas. There can be no relation of identity, because they are
different., There can also be no causal relation because both are con-
sidered eternal. At the same time, the Vedas also cannot be called
omitiscient for the meaning cannot be ascertained.24

These Buddhists argue that there is no comparison between the
Buddha on the one hand and Brahma Vls?u and Srva on the other, because
these gods are considered omniscient on the basis of the Vedas which are
not considered omniscient by the Buddhists. The omniscience of the
Buddha is based on his real enlightemment achieved by his own effort

Agaln they assert that it is wrong to say thal the Duddha isg
mortal, He is bevond the "five—fold cycle of the world” (E-afir:hagai;_y_g_l_:_m

'masaﬁsgra-bahigj. Therefore, he cannot be considered mortal, It is

only the gjrmgnakgzé_(assumed body) which appears in human form, such

as that of Siddhartha, that can be called mortal.26 When the Sambhoga-

3 ~.r = . T o iy
bralmadinam cavedena sambandho nasti kascana;
bhedan nityatayé'peksﬁviyogﬁcca tadanyavat.

“tatadea vedadehatvam bralmidinin asangatan;
sarva jianamayatvam ca vedasyarthiviniscayat.
Ibid., Verse 3548.

svatanrryena ca sambuddhah sarvajna upapaditah,
na punar vedadehatvad bralmidiriva kalpyate.
ibid., Verse 3549,

6 - . - g -
paficagatyatmasansarabahirbhavanna martyata;
buddh@namigyate®smAbhir nirm@nan tattathmmatam.

Ibid., Verse 3550,
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Eéli (body of the bliss) of £he Buddha rejects its pious habitation in

the heaven, éEéEi?EE§’27 then it appears in the form of the Nirmghakgza
of the Buddha which is subject to birth and death and thus mortal.28
The Dharma-KEzg_(cosmical body which is the absolute reality) and the

SanbhqgamKEya of the Buddha are neot mortal. Thus the mortality of the

Buddha cannot be proved. Furthermore, his dmmortality is proved by the
Buddhist scriptures.z

They further add that the statement of the Mimamsakas that the
human omniscience is 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 it has no capacity of preduction either suc-
cegsively or simultaneously.BO_ Even if these gods exist, they cannot
be compared with the Buddha. Their knowledge is wrong, because they

believe in the existence of the soul, Tt has been already proved that

the knowledge of the Buddha is true, because he does not belileve im the

2'7Accord:’mg to the Buddhist mythology, Akgnisthq_is the name of
a particular heaven where only pure beings dwell. On'the top of this
heaven lies the Mahesgvara-Bhavana which is the palace of the Supreme
God (the Buddha). Panjika, 3551, p. 916.

gakanlsuhe pure vamye Suddhavasav1varj1te°
budlhyante tatra sambuddha nirmitastviha budhyate.
Tativasangraha, Verse 35351,

ngvatantlyeﬁa tu marttyatvam Lvaya nlSClyaLG katham

paraklyagamadvardnna taaya¢vanavaqth1ten
Ibid., Verse 3552.

30
sa“vasa“;1v1yogena nllupatvam hi sauh1tam,
nitysmam tena no santi parestas trvambakadavan,
fhid., Verse 3534,
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. 1
existence of the soul.3

The Buddha and Hindu Religious Teachers

The Buddhists say that the teachings of the Buddha and the
teachings of the Hindu teachers alsoc cannot be compared.

Manu and other Hindu teachers, éaﬁtarakﬁita and Ramalasila
hold, influenced by greed, fear, hatred and jealousy, lacked compassion.
They were partial iIn their teachings,32 imparting their knowledge to
thevﬁgéhggggg_alone. Their teachings to the §£§§@§E§§_alone indicated
that they had imparted their teachings under a delusion, for they were

o]

not sure who were the real BrghmaEQE,SJ They realized that the Vedas
were not reasonable and comprehensible. They realized also that the

Egéhgggig_who had become dull-witted by the readings of the Vedas were
not able to discriminate things for themselves. This was why they had

imparted their tszachings to the Brghmanas:_alone.‘g4 Realizing the fact

rar
that the Vedas and Dharmasastra are not based on reason, they declared,

o - . . - -, + -
kinca_tesam viparyastam Jnanamatmadldgrsanat;
buddhanam tvaviparyastam vistarenopapaditam.

Ibid., Verse 3535.

32y¢ hi lobha bhaya dvesa matsaTyadl an1krtah

pradESlkl Dhavettesam desana njhkrpatmandm.
Ibid., Verse 3570,

3ato maﬂvadayo pyesan av13ndta dv11dta]ah, _
nopadesam prayaccheyur dvijebhvas tadanisca ayat.
Ibid., Verse 3581.

2
JénlrvuktlkaLvam vedartbe jnapdnasaktata tmand;

vedadhitijada vipra na parlhsaksama ici.

kutascinniscitam sanke nunam maﬂVddlthSLafdh,

viprebhya eva vedadeh Lrtdm tairupadesanal.
Ibid., Verses 3582--3583.
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—_— Fd
in their own words, that the Purana, the Dharmasastra, the Vedas with

their subsidiaries and the medical science were self-sufficient command-
ments; these four could not be condemned by reasoning.

On the other hand, the Buddha imparted his teachings to all
pecple without any distinction on account of his compassion. He had no
fear of contradiction In his teachings, because he had realized the
truth. A person becomes real Brghma?a by following the teachings of
the Buddha. 1In fact, the Buddha had imparted his teachings to the
real Brahmqggg_and not to Manu and other religfous teachers of Hindus.
A ﬁgghma?a is one who has removed all his sins. Such Brghmagas are
possible only under the teachings of the Buddha, for he taught the des-
truction of all sins by constant practice upon "soullessness''. He has

/ —
described four kinds of Sramsnas: Srotapanna, Sakrda vami, Anagami and

Arhat. Turthermore, these four kinds of éig@gggglare veally the four
kinds of Brghmana§, Tt is useless to say that they both are different.3
Thus the Buddhists (égﬂtaraksita and Kamalaéila) establish that
the Buddha alone is omniscient because his teachings are the only true
Dharma, the only perfect teachings that lack nothing. Only he has realized

“

the unreality of the universe and has taught the "four noble truths".

Eprdnam manavo dharmah safigo vedasc:k1t°1tam,

ajnasiddhani catvari na hantavyani hetuhhlh
Ihid., Verse 3584,

jﬁyx ca vahltapapatvad brahnanah pdrmnarthllah

abbyasLamalanalratmya te munereva sasane.

lﬂled qramanagtena catur ddha parikirttyate;

gunyah parapravadn hi aramanalrbranmanals tatha,
‘Ibid., Verses 3589-3590.
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The universe, according to him, is only the embodiment of Panca-Skandha

("five groups") and is full of suffering. Desire is the cause of all
guffering which leads to the cyele of birth and rebirth. But suffering
can be removed by realizing "soullessness'. On account of these things,
. , R 37
he has been considered the leading philosopher.
The teachings of the Buddha are pure and in hils teachings he has

taught the doctrine of "soullessness" which has not baen contradicted
by any of the vaiid means of cognition. This type of teaching is not
known to any man of the world, even to Lord Krsna. That is why the

- . . . 38 . . . .
Buddha is worshipped by wise men, Because his teachings are victorious
over evil forces and are the cause of all kinds of prosperity and the
attaimment of liberation, a person who has taught them cannct be any

ordinary wman. There is no place for any doubt that he is omniscient
y P ¥

and he is the only omniscient religious teacher.39

The Buddha as the Only Omniscient Religious Teacher

The Buddhists refute rhe view of the Mimamsakas that claims that

etacca sugatasyestmadau nalratmyak1rttanat
sarvatirthakrtam tasmat sthito murdhni taLhagarah
Ibid., Verse 3340,

385Vab1yaqtadharmanalratnya yasyeymm desana mala,

sathLa sarvas astresu sarvamanair abadhita,

bansaryanuc1tajnana kesavaderagOﬂarah

Sirobhirarcyate saktya yacativa manigibhih.
Ibid., Verses 3641-3642. )

34 5 - - -
samasta duritarativarga bhan05v1dhay1nt'

Llirﬂbhvuaava nlspatrl nirvapa prapt1kavdnam.
iahdhssadharanopavo ESa pungam VLSE sa {(1aks?) nahs

sa ekab sarvavinnatha ityetat sapramaﬁdkmp.
Xbid., Verses 3643-3644.
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only the impersonal Vedas sﬁould be accepted as authority for Dharma,
because they are omniscient. They hold that the omniscience of the
Buddha and eternit& of the Vedas also cannot be put on the same level,
because they are not identical, TIf the Vedas were eternal, then alone
the omnisecience of the Buddha could be compared with them. However, no
wise man has placed them both on the same footing. The permanence of
the Vedas has been disproved by the Buddhists. They argue that a
permanent thing would produce the cognition and its effect simultaneously.
But the Vedas produce their cognition in succession. Therefore, the
Vedas are not eternal and cannot be compared with the omniscience of
the Buddha.

égﬁtarak?ita and Kamalasila have argued that the Buddha is the
only omniscient relfgious teacher because he has expounded the true
doctrines which are not disproved by any valid means of cogniticn.
Other religlous teachers and Vedic Rsis should not be considered as
omniscient because their teachings have been found defective when ithey
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 omuiscient 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

. 40 , R .
be accepted as an autherity for Dharma. They have done this by proving

2 T ot iy . S Yo S St e
ittham vada ca sarvejiah kascidevopapadyate;

dbharmadyadhigame hetuh pauruseyam tada vacah.
Ibid., Verse 3645, ’ '



the Buddha as an omniscient religious teacher and, furthermore, that he
"is the only omniscient religious teacher. Therefore, only the teachings
of the Buddha and not those of other religious teachers should be ac-
cepted as the true Dharma,

On the basis of Buddha's teachings of "“soullessness'" which he
has expounded after having realized the true nature of the universe
through hig enlightenment, égﬁtarakgita and Kamala&ila aim to prove
that only the Buddha is an omniscient teacher. He is not prepared to
accept even the immortal Hindu gods, Brahma, Visnu and é&va, as omni-
scient,

The Hindus hold these gods to be ocmniscient on the basis of
their being the embodiment of the Vedas. ézﬁtarak§ita and Kamala&ila
have tried to prove that there is no connection between the Vedas and
these gods, because they both are eternal. They give reasoning that
two etermal things cannot be related to each other, because there is na

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 are both begimmingless, beyénd the realm
of time and beyond history. In other words, they are real; that is, they
are existent before the world process. However, there is no reason why
theyboth cannot be related to each other. Eternity does not necessgarily
imply negation of relations. There is no third principle to check the
relation between the eternal gods and the eternal Vedas. On the basis

of being the embodiment of the Vedas, the gods may be called omniscient,

In Mahayana Buddhism also, the Buddha'(gharmakgza of the Buddha)



is conceived as beyond the time process and the essence of the uni-
verse, . and at the same time he is considered to be omniscient. .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, yet these gods may be considered as omniscient.
The Vedss mean intuitive knowledge and these gods may possess the
intuitive knowledge in Samadhi. If the mortal being like the Buddha
claims to have intuitive knowledge, why cannot those immortal gods also
have intuitive lmowledpge when they have more capacity than human beings?
égﬁtarak§ita also has indirectly accepted this fact, because he wants
to prove the immortality of the Buddha. On account of his enlighten-
ment, the Buddha reaches the state of dmmortality. Thus the mortal

Buddha becomes omniscient and etermal according to the Buddhists. If it

is accepted, as the Buddhists do, that the Dharmakaya (cosmical body) or

Safibhogakaya (the body of bliss) are immortal, then there is fundamentally
no difference between the gods and these Eézgﬁ‘(bodies) of the Buddha
on the question of omniscience, because they are immortal.

Now the important question is whether the Nirmg?akaza (assumed
body) which is mortal, is also omniscient or not. In fact, the
Buddhists claim it to be omniscient, because they have accepted the
possibility of human omniscience and on that basis have claimed the

e
Buddha ("Cautama' the Buddha) to be omniscient. Santaraksita has

4l'I‘. R. V. Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhism (London:

George Allen and Unwin, 1960), p. 284,




i52

established the omniscience of the Buddha by holding that he is the only
religious teacher 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 existence of
a permanent soul. He cannot disprove the omniscience of the gods for
the simple reason that they believe in the existence of a permanent
soul. There is full possibility for them to become omniscient, because
the consciousness is the very 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 Zmmortality of
the Buddha. Now the question may arise whether the mortal Buddha
(Gautama the Buddha) is omniscient or the immortal Buddha. If only
the Immortal Buddha is omniscient, then fhere fs no room for human
omniscience. This would go against the PBuddhist view. Again, in that
case, the Immortal Buddha fallg in the same category of gods. However,
the present Buddhist doctrine of Dharma is based on the teachings of
the mortal Buddha. Now, is it possible to establish his omniscience
merely en the basis of his teachings?

In fact, no one can be proved to be omniscient on the basis of
his teachings alone, because all the teachings can and have been
eriticized by reason, WNo religious or phileosophical doctrine has been
uﬁiversally accepted as perfect. The validity of a particular religious
teaﬁhing cannot be established by reason, Therefore, a person cannot

be proved to be omniscient on the basis of his teachings, In fact,
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reason itself is not perfect beﬁause itg function is limited in scope.42

Thus it is natural that the arguments based on reason 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 infuitive realization. Sirce 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 oné cannot speak
so long as this state prevails, With the very effort of articulation,
the state of omniscience vanishes. Therefore, the mere teaching of
a religious teacher is neither the sele nor the ultimate criterion by
which to jJudge his omniscience. His omniscience should te judged on
the basis of dntuitive experience.

Thus the omniscience of the Buddha cannot be proved or disproved
merely on the basis of his teachings. Tn order to prove his omniscience,
one must become omniscienf by himself. Also, the omniscience of the
Buddha cannot be denied by reasoning., If the possibility of lwman
omniscience is accepted, there is no reason why the Buddha cannot reach
the state of omniscience by using the method of yoga. In other words,

one cannot deny the omniscience of the Buddha by means of empirical

proof.

_— na pratisthitatvan tarkanafl sakyamasrayitum puru§amativﬁirupygt.
Sariraka Bhasva, I1I, ii, 11. _
nigrito™niyatotvyapi samvrtah khedavanapi;
_ bglgé%ayo matastarkastasyg‘té visayo na tat.
Mahayanasutralafkara, 1, 172.




CHAPTER VIIL

SUPERNATURAL POWERS OF AN OMNISCIENT PERSON

A. The Apprehension of the Omniscient Person

The main concern of this chapter is to answer, from the
Buddhist point of view, the Mimamsakas' objections regarding the ap-
prehension of the objects by the omniscient person. The Buddhists main-
tain that such a perscn perceives all objects of the world simultanecusly
in a single cognicive moment.

‘Against this view, the MImahsakas assert that it is not possible
for any person to know all the minute details of his own body. There-
fore, how could one talk of knowing all the objects of the world in a
single moment, since it is not possible to know them even in hundreds
of years?

Even 1f it 1s accepted that the omaniscient person knows all the
ohjects of the world, the gquestion still arises whether he apprehends
them simultaneously or successively. In other words, how can the in-
numerable things having different forms be apprehended by a single cog-
nition in their real forma? All these questions have been answered by
égﬁtarak§ita and Kmnalaézla From the Viinanavadi Buddhist point of view.

The Buddhists hold that the omniscient person perceives the ob-
jecté of the world in a single moment. Now the Mimamsakas raise the
question of whether he apprehends taste; odour, sound and other sense

data through one sense organ or more than cne sense organ,
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é:ﬁtarak§ita deals with this question in detail, [He points out
that the omniscient person does not apprehend the objects through sense
perception. He perceives all things in a moment by mental cognitién
which is as good as perception. He acquires this mental cognition by
meditation upon the truth regarding the real nature of all things.l

Further, he shows that the Mimaakas also accept the possibility
of mental cognition without sense perception which takes place in the
recollection of colour and other objects by memory. Furthermore, the
Mimafsakas also accept that there is mental cognition of objects while
dreaming, although there is no interaction between sense organ and ob-
ject.2

Again, according to Vijfanavada Buddhism, cognition is restricted

by different forms of disability (dauskulyavasana). When all notions

and jmpressions of disability carried forward from previous births are
removed, every cognition apprehends all the objects and thus it becomes
all-pervasive. By this argument, Vijﬁgnavsda Buddhism establishes its
view that the omniscient pexrson apprehends all the objects by perception
through the eye and other sense organs.

The Vijhanavadins consistently maintain that since the omni-

scient person's mental cognition is perfect and since every trace of

1samastavasLusambaddhatdttvabhyasahalodgat_am,
qarvajnam manasan jnanam manam ekam prakalpyate.
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3381,

2
varnyate hi smrtis tena ru“a:abdadlgocara,

svapne ca manasam jhanan sarvarthanubhavatmakam.
Tbid., Verse 3384.



disability has been removed, he is no longer subject to the restrictions
of sense percepticn. He has complete mastery over sensory perception,
In this sense, it can be said that the omniscient person perceives ob~
jects perfectly through the senses also.

Both the mind and the cognition of the cmniscient person beccme
superior by the practice of a particular z95533 He attains the highest
stage of wisdom by the constant practice of that yoga. Not only wisdom
but other kinds of superior powers are also acquired by him due to the
practice of yoga. Thus he attains that supreme wisdom which consists
in the knowledge of all things. This wisdom would be imperfect while
even a single thing is unknown.4 Thus he becomes omniscient by ac~
quiring 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 objects
by a single cognition.

How can an omniscient person have direct perception of past and
future things? égﬁtaraksita holds that a yogi or the omniscient person
apprehends all the objects by direct perception and thereby also deter-

mines past and future things; because past and future things are related

“patijika, 3389, p. 887.

4 - — = . = .
dharmavabodharupa hi_prajna laksanatah sthita;
ekasyapyaparijnane sa'samaptaiva vartatate

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3413.

A —_ . I3 A "
ekainanaksanavyaptanihsegajnevamandalah;
- Py = i o) Y .
surdsurasiroratnabhutah siddho'tra sarvavit.
Ibid., Verse 3449,
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as cause and effect respectively in the momentary flux of the things.6

The Sautrantika, a school of Buddhism, does not agree with this
view. TIts followers hold that the omniscient person has direct percep-
tion of all things. An omniscient person or yogi can perceive past and
future things clearly through the power of meditation (dhzﬁna), and com-
munion (samadhi). For example, in the case of a "true dream", conformity
with the actual state of things is found In waking experience, though in
the dream state there is no sense-contact with actual things. They
say that this kind of dream perception is also a valid means of cogni-
tion, 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,
although there is no specific individuality in past and future things,
the 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, égﬁtarak§ita says
that the omniscient person has knowledge of supersensuous truths by the

force of meditation {dhygna) which directly envisages all things through

yadi va yogasamarthyadbhutajatanlbham sphutan;

llngagamanl*asansam manasam yoginam bhavet.
Ibid., Verse 3474,

gvatmavabhdsa samvittes tat svalaksana gocaram;

upastavabhasa samvedattacca pratyandm 1byate.
Ibid., Verse 3475.
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inference, without the help ﬁf the scriptures.

There is no succession in the cognition of an omniscient person.
The Buddhists do nét admit succession in the cognition of an omniscient
person, because he apprehends all the knowable objects within a single
cognitive moment.9 The cognition of an omniscient person is free from
limitations. He perceives existing and non-existing things equally.
There is no difference between things and their functions in the cogni-
tion of an omniscient person. He envisages all things in his cognition
and not only a particular thing such as blue or yellow.lo

If the omniscient person embraces all the objects within the
orbit of a single cognition, then how can the things of the world remain
unlimited? TIn other words, bzing apprehended by a single cognition of
the omniscient person would the things.of the world not become 1limited?
K&nalagzla says that this objection is not applicable either din
Nirgkgravijﬁahavgda (the view that cognitions are formless) or in

Sgkgravijﬁanavgda (the view that cognitions have forms).

Objections Answered in the Nirgkgravijﬁahavada

- According to Nirakaravijhanavada, the things of the world would

not be limited if the omniscient person perceives all the things cf the

8at1ndr1yarthav1jnanam purvoktad dnumanatah,
meneh’ sumatayah prahur nauyatastvagamatkrtat.
Ibid., Verse 3477. :

gekajnaqaksanavyaptdn hSPS&]ﬂPy ﬁQalah’
prasadhito hi sarvajiah kramo nasri
Ibid., Verse 3627.

YpaRsika, 3267, pp. 929-30.



world by a single cognition. The cognition of the omniscient person
simply proves that the thingé are existent. That certain things are
cognizZzed 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 giwve up their characteristics of endlessness if they are
cognized by a single cognition of the omniscient person. In our normal
experience we apprehend various things, like blue and yellow and so
forth while appearing in a single picture by a single cognition. But
they do not give up their characteristic of being many, nor do they be-
come mixed together. The Vedanta also maintains that the function of
knowledge iz to apprehend the objects as such. It cannot bring any
change in the nature of th:i_ngs.-Ll The things are cognized in thedir
real form just as they are cognized in their real form in the noxmal
cognition of a picture. The omniscient person apprehends the existing
objects of the world exactly as they exist. In fact, there is no end
of the things of the world. Therefore, they appear in the cognition of
an omniscient person as limitless and not as limited.l2

When the omniscient person apprehends all the things of the
world, must he not apprehend their limits also? In answer to this
guestion, Kamaladila argues that the things of the world do not have
real existence, The omniscient person apprehends their momentary

characteristic. Everything of the world is in universal flux, and the

Vo -
L e riraka Bhasya 3/1/21,

YopaRiika, 3627, p. 930.



cmniscient person perceives thig characteristic in his consciousness,
It is in this sense that it has been said that the omniscient person
apprehends all the things in their entirety by his single cognition.
Now, the mere fact that-all the things of the world are appre-
hended by a single cognition of the omniscient perscon implies that these things
are limited. To avoid this difficulty, Kamalaéila saye that according
to the Nirakaravihanavada this objection is not applicable. 1In this
view, there could be no actual inclusion of things in the cognition.
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 apprebended by his
cognition.
How can a person be called cmniscient if bhe does not perceive
all things in his cognition according to the Nirakaravijnanavada?
Kamalaéila says that he is omniscient by the very fact that he does not
percelve things as limited. If he perceives the limitless things as
limited, then he cannot be omniscient. Only that person should be
called omniscient who perceives existing things as existent, and non-
existing things as not existent.]'3
How can there be apprehension of things in Nirakaravijdanavada
when such cognition would not bhe distinguished? Again, is there no
differentiation of a particular thing and its functions?

Kamalasila does not admit the differentiation of things and

1?11:3'.;1., 3627, pp. 930-31.
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their functions, because the omniscient person envisages all things
simultaneously and not particular things such as blue or yellow only.
The common person envisages only particular things, otherwise the common
.person also would be omniscient. Thus the omniscient person has form-—
less cognition which is brought about by the power of ng§314 The
objects that should be acquired and that should be rejected appear in
his consciousness without losing their character or without any incon-—
gruity. 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 Nirgkgravijﬁgnavgda Buddhism,

Objections Answered in the Sgkaravijﬁgnavada

Similarly, no objection can be raised frem the Sakaravijcanavada
(cognition with form) point of view. According to this view, when un-
limited things appear in existence they manifest themselves in endless
forms. Now, how can au omniscient person apprehend all these forms
simultansously? In answer to this question, Kamaladila says that the
consciousness of the omniscient person alsc takes unlimited forms while
perceiving the forms of the unlimited things. This possibility is
proved by our normal cognitions. A single normal cognition can envisage

the forms of several things,ls

Tbid., 3627, p. 931.
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Again, the Buddhists hold that since 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 forms are unreal, Either every thing may possess
one real form or one thing may possess different forms. In both of
these cases, it is difficult for an omniscient person to apprehend all
these forms simultaneously. Actually, many forms do not belong tc one
thing as they are unreal. If one thing has several real forms, then
the question of incompatibility between one form and the other forms
may arise. The omniscient person perceives the true nature of all
things, that is, both the forms and things are unreal.16

The omniscient person cannot be mistaken in his apprehension of
external objects, because he perceives by the most valid means of cog-
nition. In fact, according to the Sgkgravifﬁgnavaﬁa, there is no meaus
by which the apprehension of the things is possible. In our normal
cognition only the form of a thing is apprehended. The omniscient
person, however, percelves the forms of unlimited things in a single
extraordinary mental cognition, because he has acquired houndless capa-
city of apprehension and his consciocusness becemes the substratum of
the cognition of all things.

The diverse forms of things do not appear in  the conscilousness
of an omniscient person, But all the existing things as such appear in
his consciousness. The capacity of the omniscient person is so great

that his consciousness cannot be trammelled by envisaging all things.

L61p1d., 3627, p. 931.



Also, there is no incongruity in holding that the conscicusness of an
omniscient person apprehends the forms of unlimited things. In fact,
the limitless things cannot be apprehended by normal cognition. The
question regarding the number of things does not arise in the apprehen-
sion of an omniscient person. Thus the question of a limit or number
of things can arise only with normal cognition.l7

According to another view, there is no objective basis in the
consciousness of the omniscient person. Tt is valid like a true 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 apprehended by the omniscient person.

Further, éaﬁtaraksita contends that all things can be apprehended,
either simultaneously or succesgsively depending con the will of the omni-
scient persen., 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 either simultaneously or in succession, according
to his desire, because he is the Lord.lg

There is no Incongruity even if the omniscient person perceives

the things in succession. He is called omniscient because he successively

Yipia., 3627, p. 932.

B1v1d., 3627, p. 932.

lgyadyadlcchatl boddhum va tat tad vetti niyogatah;
gaktir evamv1dha tasya praﬁinacaLano kyasau.
yugaparparlpatya va svecchava pratipadyate;
labdhaifianam ca sittvo hi aksapalr hyaéLbhlh prabhuh.
Tattvagsangraha, Verses 3628-3629.
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apprehends all the knowable things which possess the nature of "four
truths" (catuhsatya) through his sixteen consciousnesses {(cittdih).
When this successive consciousness of the omniscient person takes place
he has not to wait for a single moment for perceiving all the things
20

what to say of hundred of years.

Here one question is very Important: whether the omniscient
person apprehends the "specific individuality" (svalaksana) of the ob-

ject or only "universals" (sgﬁgnyglaksana). Kamalasila quotes certain

Buddhist scriptures where it is said that the cognition of a yogi
{mmniscient person) which is free from all impurities (angé}aVam)
grasps the "universal" only and not the "specific individuality”,zl
Now, how can it be said that the omniscient person apprehends each and
every form of all the objects unless he is a perceiver of their
"specific individuality" also?

To answer this objection, ééﬂtarakgita and Kamalasila hold
that it is wrong to say that the omniscient person cannot perceive the
"specific individuality" of all the obiects. The omniscient parson
cognizes the very forms of all the objects apart from their own undi-

vergified form.22 They further add that it is not incomnsistent to say

Oyadvg sodaéﬁbhiscittaiécatuhsatyasvgbhavakam;
krameni vettdi V1Jﬁeyaﬁ sarvam garvavid ityatah.
tatra tadrel V1Jnane kremena bhavati prabhol;
lavamatro 'pi napeksvah klmangandacatavadhlh

Ibid., Verses 3630-3631.

2log¥3ikE, 3632, p. 933.

'zsvabhavenaV1bhakLenu yvah %a?vamavabudhyate'
svarupanyeva bhavanam sarvesam so'vabudhyate.
Tattvasahgraha, Verse 3632,




that the omniscient person apprehends the '"universal" and the "specific
individuality™ in one and the same cognition.

The very ”épecific individuality" of a thing is called "universal"
because it appears to be of similar form in comparison to the form of
things of other kinds.23 A great yogi (omniscient person) apprehends
only the "specific individuality", because his cognition is produced
by the force of concentration and meditation (bhavang).z4

It is clear that the omniscient person perceives the "specific
individuality". Therefore, it cannot be said that all the objects
must become one, because the '"universal" and "specific individuality"
are perceived as one by a single cognition of the omniscient person.
Really the omniscient persou perceives the "specifie individuality™
and not the "universal™. Tn fact, the "universal" is considered by the
Buddhists as illusory, because it cannot be described as "that" or "nmot
that". It is wrong to considér them as real. Actually, the omniscient
person does not apprehend the "universal', because it is unreal. Even
if he perceives those "universals", he would apprehend them as illusery
because his consciousness itself is a valid perception and is free from
conceptusl content. If he apprehends the "universal' as real, his

,

consciousness would be associated with conceptual content and error.

23pafyika, 3633, p. 933.
Panjika > P

4tadgrahakam ca vijBanam bhavanabalabhavi yats;
yoglsunam abhivyaktam tdtavalaksanagocaram
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3634.

tatfvguyathdyanirdeéyam yatpargié ca prakalpitaﬁ;

samanyam tasya naitena Erdhandm yogicetasa,

avikalpam avibhrantan Ladyuglsvaramdpasam

vikalpavibhramakrantam tadgrahe ca prasajyate.
Ibid., Verses 3635-3636.
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The "universal' is of the nature of conceptual content. The
consciousness of the omniscient person which envisages the "universal
would also be of the nature of conceptual content. In that case, his
consciousness would be associated with error because the conceptual
content is already false.26 The "universal", which is said to be the
essence of conceptual content, and beyond description and always in
contiguity, is actually held by the Buddhists as formless.27

Thus égﬁtaraksita finds every reason in holding that the omni-
scient person perceives all things and their causes by his single
extraordinary cognition.28 He has the capacity to perceive either
simultaneously or successively when he imparts his teaching, because

29

of his flluminative consciousness.

B. Omnisclence and Speech

Although the possibility of the existence of an omniscient
person may be accepted in theory, how can the teachings.of any

particular teacher regarding supersensuous truths like Dhdrma, Svarga

26pa¥iika, 3637, p. 934.

7vikalp5tm§ ca sgmgnyamavgcyam yat prakIrttita@;
nltyanugatlrupam tannirupam pratipaditam.
Tattvasahgraha, Verse 3637.

8sahetu saphalam_karma jnanenalauklkena yah;
samadhijena Janatl sa sarvajfio" padlsyate.
Ibid., Verse 3638, cf. Verse 3256.

gyugapatparlpatya va Jnanam karyatpraka51tat,
samarthyam apl tasyasti dedanam kurute vada.
Ibid., Verse 3640.
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and Egggg_carry conviction until it is proved that he is omniscient, by
proper examination. In other words, as long as the Buddha is not proved
to be omniscient, his teachings cannot be accepted as valid.30

Again, words cannot be uttered by an omniscient person while he
is absorbed in the last stage of meditation, that is, the tenth stage
Qﬂﬁé&i}. The?e are three possible ways of obtaining the teachings about
supersensuous truths from an omniscient person: (1) Either he should
speak while he is in the state of omniscience which is reached in the
tenth stage (Ebggi) called Dharmamegha, or (2) he should speak after
waking from the tenth Eﬁggij or (3) he should not himself impart
teachings but the teachings should come forth from his surroundings
witile he is abscrbed in meditation.

How can an omniscient person utter a word winile he is in the

Dharmameghg Bhumi? Tn this stage his mind is completely concentrated,

and he becomes one with the absolute reality.3l Consequently, he is
not able to propound 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

yadlyagamasatyatva siddhyai sarvajnatocyate,
no sa sarvajia samanya 51ddh1matrena labhyate.
Ibid., Verse 3232.

31, ¢ = . ;- e P
dasabhumigarascasau sarvaragadicanksaye;

éuddhaspha?ikatulyega sarvat jfianena budhyate.
Ibid., Verse 3238, cf. Dasabhumika-Sutra, pp. 25-26.

dhyanapannasca sarvaltuaV1 dyam dhalanam dadnar'
tatha vvaptaSLa sarvarthaih Sakto naivopadesane,
Tattvasangraha, Verse 3239. )
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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 man and an
omniscient person. It is alsoc incorrect to maintain, as the Buddhist
scriptures do, that the omniscient person does not teach anything be-
cause he is always absorbed in nonwconceptual‘Samaahi and that under
his supervision the teachings of Dharma are revealed in the variocus
forms.33 This statement of the Buddhist scriptureé needs clarification.
How then can we be certain whether the teachings of Dharma are pro-
pounded by an omniscient person or proceed from scme other and untrust-
worthy sources?

Can a person Impart his teachings after reaching the state of
omnigcience? TIn other words, can the Buddha impart his teachings while
standing in this state? 8Speech is impossible during the state of
ceniscience, because there is no conceptual content in this state and
speech is not possible without conceptual content. If the Buddéha is
gmniscient, then he cannot speak, If he spezks, then he cannot be
omniscient, Omniscience and speech cannot exist tegether, bacause they
are contrary to each other. Conceptual content is the indirect cause
of speech. It‘is impossible to speak without previous cognition and
thinking. Conceptual content associated with verbal expression cannot

perceive the form of objects, because it is associated with verbal

yada opadised ekan klnoltqamanyavaktrvat
ekadesajnagltam _tanna syat sa?vajnabhaolram
Ibid., Verse 3240; cf. Panjlka 3240, p. 843: Lankavatara-Sutra, pp.

14243,




169

expression. Thus omniscfence is not possible during the conceptual
state, because in this state the forms of objects are not perceived.
As omniscience and speech are contrary to each other, the presence of
one implies the absence of the other.34

The Buddhists (égﬁtaraksita and Kamalaéila) have sought to
prove the cmniscience 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 all 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?

égﬁtarak§ita and Kamalaéila have answered this question by
describing two different views regarding the speech of the Buddha.
According to the first view, the speech of the Buddha is the expression
of conceptual content., According to the second view, the Buddha speaks
even without conceptualization on account of his previous impetus.35

The first view admits that there can be no omniscience during
the conceptual state. But those who uphold this view maintain that
omniscience cannot be disproved in the non-conceptual state because in
that state the conceptual content, which is the cause of speech, is

absent.BﬁAlthough in the conceptual state the Buddha is not omniscient,

3paiyitE, 3358, p. 88Ll.

Staddhradl padak51pte vaktrive yo'bhimanyate,
nlscnyam vyatirekasya paraeparav1rodhatah
vikalpe sati vaklirtvam sarvajnaSFaV1&alpatah
na hvaﬁlsta bhilsbhena vastu dnsnena gamyate.

Tattrvasarigraha, Verse 3359, also Pﬂnlea 2359, p. 882.

36,

Paniika, 3362, p. 68
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yet his words should be regarded as spoken by an omniscient person.
His non-omniscience is removed through the attainment of the state of
omniscience. Once he has reached the state of omniscience, his words are
accepted as reliable. He cannot be mistaken because he has a clear know—
ledge of real and super—imposed objJects. He apprehends the objects of
conceptual content as merely super—imposed (parikalpita). His speech
is the outcome of his direct apprehension of the real state of objects.37
The second school of Vijhanavada 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 other words, the knowledge and
plety that were already in Lim 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, égﬁtarak§ita himself has
provided a further view arguing that it is Improper to say that the
Buddha would not be able to impart any teaching when he is absorbed in

meditation after passing through the ten states (bhumis). The Buddhists

37
asarvajna pranltatvam na caivam tasya yujyate;

sarvajnata sam"ksepadatah samvadanam bhavet.
anubhya yathi kascid ausnyam pascat prabhasate,
tasmad vastvav1samvadah tadarthinubhavodbhavat.
tena sarvajnata kzle hetor asyaprasiddhats;

vyahara vrttikdale tu bhavet siddhaprasidhanam.
Tattvasangraha, Verses 3363-3365.

Scakrabhramanayogena Hl!Vlk&lEe pi tayinij;

sambharavegasimarthyad desaﬁa sempravarttate,
Tbid., Versa 33488.
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do not hold that the Buddha stands upon the tenth stage (Ehﬁéi). 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 walls without any appurtenance just as
light radiates from Cintamani gems{ao Thus the Buddha is regarded as
the author of the scripture which is composed of his teachings. He is
not an actual speaker but a 'supervisor'. Therefore, he should be

taken as the final suthority for Dharma. Hence his speech should be
regarded as free from any conceptual content.

The second view does not seem convincing because speech is not
possible without conceptual content. The view of Saﬂtarak31ta himself
also does not seem to be reasonable either, for it is impossible for
common people to receive this mystic language through walls and under-—
stand its real meaning in their own languages,

The first view, however, sounds quite convinecing; 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 Rsis have realized it in their Samadhi. The

3gpa’ﬁj 1ka, 3592.

Ota§m1ndhyanasamapanne cintaratnavad aqthlte'
niscaranti yathakamam kutyadibhyo'pi deqanah.“
tabhir jijndsitdn arthan sarvin jananti manavah;
hitani ca yathibhavyam ksipram Zs@dayanti te,

Tattvagangraha, Verses 3241-3242.
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Buddhists also believe in Jivanamukti or Apratisthita-Nirvana. So it

is possible for a person to contlnue his present life after the reali-
zation of the Absolute Reality. The teaching of a person who has been
liberated in his life-time should be taken as authority for Dharma.
Therefore, the teachings of the Buddha should be accepted as authori-
tative if he has become omniscient and has realized the ultimate truth
in Samadhi.

S0 far we have considered how the Buddhists have logically
refuted the Mimahsakas' arguments against the concept of human
cmiscience in general and the Buddha's omniscience in particular.

In the following chapter we propose to discuss the concept of human

omnigcience as understood by the Jainas.



CHAPTER VIII
THE JAINA CONCEPTION OF OMNISCIENCE

We have already seen in the preceding chapter that the Jainist
and Buddhist concepts of omniscience differ, The purpose of this
chapter i1s to outline the nature of omniscience as understood by the
Jainist. Both Buddhists and Jainists believe that omniscience is
the knowledge of everything, both sensucus and supersensuous. However,
there is a fundamental difference between them. The Buddhists
believe that the omniscient person can know everything or anything
by directing his mind towards it. But omniscience as an achieved
state does mnot preclude a feturn to the state of non-omniscience.

In Jainism the ommiscient person knows everything simultaneously at
all times, waking or sleeping. Once he has reached the state of
omiscience he is always in a state of cmmiscience.

Like the Buddhists, the Jainas do not agree with the view
of the Mimamsakas that the existence of an omniscient person cannot
be proved by any valid means of cognition. They have raefuted the
arguments of the Mimamsakas and have dialectically established the
concept of human omniscience. For the first time the Jaina thinker,
Samantabhadra, brought feorth this concept of omniscience in his hook

entitled Rptam{mamsa. Later on, this concept was elaborately discussed

in Astasahasri, Nygyékumudachandra and Prameyakamalamgrtanda.
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The Jaina Theory of Knowledgel

The Jainas hold that knowledge is the essence of the soul,

They further divide knowledge into two parts: first, apprehension
or indeterminate cognition, in which the details of the object are
not known (daréana), and second, comprehension or determinate
cognition, in which details of objects are known (igégg).

- According to the Jainas, apprehension is the first stage of
knowledge. That is to say, before we identify what an object is
there is a prior moment in which we know there is something there,

but we do not know what it is., The Jainas have divided apprehension

into four kinds: first, visual apprehension (caksurdardana) which

is concerned only with the visual senses: second, non~visual

apprehension (acaksurdaréana) which is confined to the other four

. . . s . 4
senses and the mind; third, apprehensive clairvoyance (avadhi-darsana)

which is supersensuous apprehension of only material objects without
the help of the senses and mind, and fourth, apprehensive ommiscience

(kevala—dargana) which is the perfect apprehension of supersensuous

realities. The Jainas also call it natural apprehension (svabhava-

'
darsana).

Comprehension

The second stage of knowledge, according teo the Jainas, is
comprehension which gives a detailed knowledge of an object. They

have divided it into five kinds: first, sensory comprehension

1Mohan Lal Mehta, Jaina Philosophy, pp. 133 ££f.
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(mati—jgana) which is the knowledge produced by the senses and mind;
second, scriptural comprehension (sruta—jﬁﬁna) which is produced by

the reading or hearing of scripture; third, clairvoyance (avadhi-jhana)

which is the Iimited direct apprehension of material objects in
varying degrees without the help of the senses and mind; fourth,

telepathy (manahparygya—fﬁana) which 1s the direct apprehension of

the mental activities of another and, fifth, ommiscience (kevala—jﬂgna)

which is direct intuitive apprehensicn of everything, both sensuous
and supersensuous. This is also called natural comprehension

(svabhavavfﬂana).

Normal and Supernormal Cognition

The five kinds of comprehension fall into two groups: (1)
normal cognltion, and (2} supernormal cognitiomn. Normal cognition
includes sensory comprehenslon and scriptural comprehension which
are produced through the senses and mind. Supernormal cognition
includes clairvoyance, telepathy, and omniscience. All three are
characterized by super-sensory perception, derived directly from
the self. The Jainists hold that it is the very nature of the self
to know all things simultaneously regardless of time and space.

The obvious question is: '"Why then is not everyone omniscient and
why are there different grades of knowledge?' The Jainists' answer
is that it 1s the veil produced by karma that obstructs the true
nature and capacity of the self. Omniscience shines forth when

the obstructions of karma are removed., The different grades of
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knowledge are caused by the different degrees of karma covering the
self. The Jainists have given the classification of five kinds of

knowledge outlined ahove as a description of the different degrees

of karma covering the gelf.

Clairvoyance

Clairvoyance is supernormal cognition but is confined only
HH\to those objects which have form. Only those things that have shape,
colour or other forms can be apprehended by clairvovance,
Clairvoyance has different grades caused by the difference in the
force of karma. Because of the variety of karmic strength in
different persons, there is a difference in the scope and durability
of clairvoyance. The highest type of clairveyance is the cognition

of all things possessing form. Formless things like souls are out-

side the category of clairvoyance.

Telepathy

The mind consists of material atoms. A state of thought is
simply a partlicular mode of the material mind. Telepathy is a
peychosomatic phenomenon which involves a correspondence between
mental states and thelr co-relative material atoms, Thus a change
in gur mental states would entail a co-relative change in their

material counterparts, Telepathy is the direct perception cof both

21pid., pp. 144-145.



177

these changing states. Thus a telepathic person can directly per-
ceive our thought patterns,

However, this siddhi is restricted to the level of human
beings. It 1s possessed by someone with the necessary spiritual
pre-requisites, such as an ascetic style of life and good conduct,

R , \ 3
These pre-~requisites are not described as necessary for clairvoyance.

_Omniscience

The Jainists maintain that omniscience is not acquired or
super-imposed upon the iiﬁﬂj but is its very nature. The standard
analogy used by the Jainists for this is that pure water only be-
comes cloudy and defiled when mingled with mud. Similariy, the iigg,
although naturally pure, becomes defiled by its agsociation with
karma. This 1s not to dmply that there was any original state of
purlty and ommiscience. Rather, the assoclation of iiyg_with karma
is beginningless, although this is not the natural state. The
essence of the iigg_as omniscience is naturally realized with the
removal of karma. Thus the knowledge of the liberated soul is all-
comprehensive and all-embracing and includes all variations of both
sensuous and supersensuous knowledge, Thus all substances (dravyas)
in all of their multiple traits, modes and qualities are disclosed

to the liberated jiva. This necessarily includes a perfect knowledge

3bid., pp: 146-147.

4Ibid., pp. 148-149,
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of all things at all three times. Thus omniscience for the Jainists
is infinite, all-comprehensive and boundless.

Omniscience is the fulfilment and culmination of knowledge
itself. It is the nature of the ;izghitself when all of its defile-
ments and obscurations have been removed to be omniscient. This is
its original and pure nature and its perfect manifestation. It
occurs naturally with the cessation of these karmic defilements and

yﬂ\obsaurations. An omniscient person is capable of directly cognizing
all substances and. their respective modes. Nothing can escape the
cognition of such an omniscilent person, whose knowledge is immediate
undefiled and perfect.

Just as 1t 1is the nature of the seed to grow, so it is the
nature of cognition to move towards ommiscience, with the progressive
removal of all obscuring wveils such as Kleéas, etc. The natural
causal effect of this progressive shedding will be omniscience. So
the Jainists state: "The proof of omniscience follows from the
proof of the necessity of the final conswmation of the progressive

development of cognition".5

Attainment of Omniscience

According to the Jainas, the atman is conseclous, pure and
perfect. It is associated with various kinds of karmas. The karmas

obstruct the various capacitles of atman and keep it tied to the

_ Sgited by Mohan Lal Mehta, Jaina Philosophy, p. 149, From
Pramana-mimamsa, [, 1, 16.
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wheel of worldly existence. The é;ggg loses its self-luminosity due
to its contact with karmic matter and possesses passions (gggééggg
due to the influence of avidya. Passions attract the flow of karmic
matter into the atman. Due to the influence of passion, the EEEEE
gives up its luminosity and falls into bondage and is called the

The atman is intrinsically formless, but due to its connection

with kasaya and karma it appears with form (murta). Thus the atman

accepts only martankarma—Pudgalas, and those wvery karma-Pudgalas

appear as karmas later on, There is an inseparable relationship

between jiva and Pudgalas. They exist together. There also exist

karma and kasaya in the jzva. The jiva takes in such Pudgalas as

are capable of producing karma. These Pudgalas stick to the pradesas
of the atman and these very Pudgalas later on turn into karma.

Like Buddhism, Jainism also maintains the concept of human
omniscience and holds that the aim of life is to achieve the state
of omniscience and liberation. However, so long as the iizg_is under
the unfluence of karma the omniscience and liberation is impossible.
In order to achieve the state of omniscience it is essential to stop
the flux of karma and its causes into the jiva. The cessation of

the influx of karma is called samvara. Samvara is divided into two

kinds: (1) bhava-safwara, and (2) dravyasamvara. In bhava-samvara

there is the cessation of the modifications in the form of attach-

ment, hatred and delusion of the jzva. In dravya-safmvara there is

the checking of the actual flux of the karmic Pudgalas into the
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jfva through the means of yoga.
The next step towards the attainment of omniscience and
liberation is to destroy the Pudgalas which are associated with the

jiva. This is possible through the destruction of karma (airjara).

Kundakunda says: "He who is equipped with 'Samvara' and meditates
upon the real nature of the EEEEE after having cut off all his
thoughts from the outside world, casts off all the dust of karman
acquired by him before". He further adds: YAt this stage in the
progress of the ﬂiﬁi towards the attainment, in him then flares up
a fire of meditation which burns the auspicious and inauspicious
karmas. While in meditation the ascetic should have his firm
activities of consciousness diverted towards the pure nature of the
Atman'. Again he continues that due to the destruction of karma
(nirjaré) "the ascetic gets himself free from karmas; he becomes
omniscient and omniseer, and experiences unobstructed super-gensuous
external happiness. This state is called Bhava—moksa”.6 Bhava-moksa
is the modification of the ﬂiﬁi' It is the cause‘of the destruction
of all its karma5.7

Omniscience aqd liberation are possible through the removal

2 . P - }
of three bondages, viz., perverse view (mithya-darsana), perverse

knowledge (mithya-ibana) and perverse conduct (mithy5=carita).8

Opancastikaya, pp. 144-151.

7Dravyasaﬁgraha, Gatha, p. 37.

8 oy = . . .
Samyog—dargaqa~3napa—carltranl moksamarga ity adyasutra-
samarthyat mithya—-darsana-jnana-caritrani samsdramarga iti siddheh.
{ e — N —_ . —
Tattvartha sloka-vartika of Vidyanandisvamin, p. 72 (Tattvartha-sitra, I. 1.)
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"One devoid of right atfitude'(gégéggg) cannot have right
knowledge (Jndna) and there cannot be rectitude of will (carapa-gunpa)
without right knowledge (jhéna). One devoid of the rectitude of will
cannot have emancipatioﬁ from evil will, and one devoid of emancipation
from evil will (induced by karma) cannot attain final emancipation.”9

Umasvati describes the relation of right attitude, right
knowledge and right conduct: "Of these, the succeeding one is not
necegsarily acquired on the acquisition of the preceding one. The
acquisition of the preceding one, however, is of necessity there on

10
the acquisition of the succeeding one.”

The Stages of Spiritual Development of an Ommiscient Person

The Jainas conceive fourteen stages of spiritual development
through which the soul moves from complete dependence upon karma to
complete freedom from it, that is, the state of emniscience and
liberation. They hold the possibility of omniscience and enlightenment
through the means of yoga. So long as the Jiva is bound by karma, it
can never attain complete deliverance; but they hold that there are

fourteen ladders of spiritual development which lead a Jiva to

9

na'damsanam nanam nanena vine na hunti carana-guna agunissa
natthi mokkho natthi amokkhassa nivvanam. Uttaradhyaya-Sutra, XXVII,
p. 30. Quoted by N. M., Tatia, Studies in Jaina Philosophy, p. 149,

10

egam ca purvasya labhe bhajaniyam uttaram uttaralabha tu
niyatah purvalibhah -~ Tattvarthasttra, Bhisya, I. 1.
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omniscience and liberation. These are the stages of the spiritual

development of the aspirant. These stages are known as the states
11
of virtue (Gupnasth&nas).

(1) Mithyadrsti: In the first stage the Jiva possesses wrong

belief because it is under the influence of karma. A Jiva

on this step may be misguided., Just as taking an intoxicating
drug prevents omne distinguishing white from yellow, so the Jiva on
this stage is misguided and commits mistakes.

(1i) Sasvadana-Samyagdrgti: In the second stage the Jiva has a

slight taste of right belief. In this stage, the Jiva begins
to distinguish a little between what 1is false and what is true;
from time to time he forgets and sinks into the first stage due to

ipnorance.

- (111) samyak-mithyadrsti (Miéra—drsti): In the third stage the

L] ¢ 8 &

Jiva has a mixed belief. In this stage he is under indefinite

conditions, one moment knowing the truth and the next doubting
it. ©No one can remain for a long time in this mixed condition, but
will either slip back to the second step or proceed onward to the
fourth., In this stage one has a mixed belief,

{iv) Avirata-samyak-drsti: 1In this stage the Jiva obtains true

T v %

faith either through the influence of his past good karma, or
by the teaching of his teacher (Guri@i). Now the Jiva has right
vision, but lacks spiritual stremgth. Its self-control is not equal

to its vision. 1In this stage one possesses true belief but has not

il
Mohan Lal Mehta, Jaina Philosophy, p. 207 ff.
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yet attained self-discipline.

/ . . . .
(v) Desa-virata or samyagdrsti: In the fifth stage the Jiva has
partial self-control. It achieves right vision and capacity
for partial abstinence. At this stage, too, moderate anger,

deceit, pride and greed are controlled and sometimes destroyed,

(vi) Pramatta—samyata: In the sixth stage the passions are controlled

or destroyed, and only certain negligences remain. In this
stage one has complete self-discipline, although they are
sometimes brought into wavering through negligence.

{(vii) Apramatta-samyata: In the seventh stage the Jiva increases

the power of meditation and lastly one is freed from all

negligence.

(viii) Nivrtti-Biddara-Samparaya: In the eighth stage the Jiva

increases his power of meditation by Yoga, and practises the

process called ApUrva-Karana. In this stage passions are

still occurring in a gross form.

(ix) Anivrtti-badara-samparaya: TIn the ninth stage the Jiva makes

7

advance up to the point of spiritual visiom by the practice of

the process called Anivrtti-karana. But he is haunted by the

I3 "

memories of passions, because the passions are still occurring in

him in a gross form.

(x) Suksama-sampardya: In the tenth stage only the subtle form of
greed disturbs the Jiva from time to time. In this stage the

passion occurs in a subtle form.
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{(xi) Upaééﬁta—kasﬁya~ﬁ1tar5ga~chad—mastha: In the eleventh stage

the Jiva is free from passions. In this stage the Jiva can go

back or go ahead of himself. 1In this stage one suppresses
every passion but doesrnot, yet, possess omniscience because the Jiva
is still under the influence of karma.

(xii) Ksina-kasaya-vitaraga—chad mastha: In the twelfth stage the
[

Jiva annihilates all passions. In this stage the Jiva is
free from all the four types of obscuring karmas. In this
stage omniscience is not yet achieved, however,

(xiii) Sayogi-kevalin: 1In the thirteenth stage the Jiva possesses

omniscience and engages himself in activities, Tt is the

stage of Jivan—mukti because the Jiva becomes a Tirthankara
and obtains 'eternal wisdom, illimitable insight, everlasting
happiness and unbounded prowess.' When this absolute knowledge 1s
acquired the Tirthankara starts preaching dharma. He reaches every
part of the universe and is yet contained within the body, though its
only connection with it now is residence. The last part of contempla-
tion follows when the fourteenth step is ascended, and the body

12
disappears like burnt camphor., This is Nirvana.

+

(xiv) Ayogi-kevalin: 1In the fourteenth stage, all karmas are purged

away and the Jiva proceeds at once to Moksa as a Siddha. In

Moksa, the free soul dwells forever above the land called

12
A, B, Lathe, M, A., An Introduction to Jainism, p. 42.
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. /o= . ) .
Siddhasila, from whence it returns no more, and this is Moksa. The

omniscient Jiva does not perform any activity in this stage.

According to Jainism, even liberation is not immediately

followed by omniscience. Jinabhadra holds that in as much as the

soul is not necessarily emancipated immediately after attaining

complete and perfect knowledge, it is at once freed on the acquisition
i3

of complete and consummate discipline (samvara) that is, caritra.

According to Jainism the Jiva does not lose its individuality in the

state of liberation. It remains separated from the other liberated

Jivas, enjoying eternal and infinite happiness and possessing infinite

consciousness, omniscience or perfect knowledge and absclute freedom.

In the Aciranga-sttra the liberation has been compared with

a firm rock. 'The matchless sage' likes to live on alms, in spite
of social disgrace; though not recognized properly by the worldly
people, he stands unshakable and firm in determination like an
elephant in the battle.14 The Jainas do not believe that for the
omniscience and liberation Divine-grace is essential. According to

them the soul itself is the architect of his own destiny. "Their

religion of self-help, without God or His Grace, is unique in the

15
history of the world." The liberation is attained through ethical
13
Jinabhadra, Viéesévasyaka~BhESya, p- 1131,
14
Acdranga-Siitra, p. 211,
15

J. N. Sinha, Histeory of Indian Philosophy, Vol, II, p. 277.
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and moral purification., It is éothing but a ceaseless quest for
purification, enlightenment and omniscience. In other words, the
liberation is an eternal upward movement of the soul. After the
death, the liberated soul continues up to the end of the world, called

Siddhadild or Alok#kdda, which is absolutely void and empty. "In

explanation of this upward movement of the liberated soul, it is
said that the momentum of its previous actions, the removal of the
forces which bound it down to the world of matter, its native

upward gravity, (urdhvagaurava) will carry the soul to its destination

in a trace. This movement has been likened to the upward rush in

water of an empty submerged ground, originally smeared thickly with
16

mud . "

- e

Jaina's Refutation of the Mimamsaka's Doctrine of Omniscience

Similar to the Buddhists, the Jainas have also refuted the
views of the Mimamsakas who hold the impossibility of the existence
of an omniscient being. But in their case, it is done in order to
substantiate the Mahavira as the only omniséient religious teacher.
The Jaina scholar Prabhdcandricarya in his book Prameyakamalamfrttanda

17
refuted the theory of the Mimamsakas as follows.

16

Cited in A. G. Krishna Warrier, Concept of Mukti in Advaita
Vedanta, p. 178.

17
Pramava-kamala-martanda, pp. 255-266.
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Our ordinary perceptions because of their dependence on
the sense organs, cannot perceive the things of the pasf, or future,
remote, hidden or subtle. But the perception of the omniscient
person is not so conditioned by the sense organs, but rather transcends
their limitations. This is possible because his perception is via his
mind and not via his sense organs. It is not temporally or spatially
conditioned. Rather, an omniscient person is capable of seeing
all the elements of this world in a single moment. He can discern
the nature of all desires and aversions without being affected by
them, because of the cessation of all karmic forces in his mind.
Though the omniscient person can gimultanepusly perceive all the
constituents of this universe in all three times, this does not
mean that the past.or the future is perceived in the mode of the
present but rather that the past is perceived as the past and the

future as the future by him.

Valid Means of Cognition (Pramana)

The Jainas argue contrary to the Mimdmsd position of
Mimamsakas, that omniscience has not only been realized by those who
have consummated their spiritual journey, but that it is a possibility
inherent in all belngs. The Mahavira and other Arhats are cited as
examples of the former. Whereas the Mimamsakas had argued that
omniscience is not possible because of the limitations of our sense-

perception, the Jainas, like the Buddhists, refuted this position
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and pointed out that the pramanas: perception {(pratyaksa),
Lkl il
inference (anumdna), analogy (upamina)}, presumption (arthipatti),
4 —
words or scriptures (sabda), and non-apprehension (abhava),

cannot disprove this possibility of an omniscient being.

Perception {(Pratyaksa)

Perception can be divided dinto two primary categories:
the trans-empirical and the empirical, with the former being sub-
divided into the incomplete or the complete, and the incomplete
being subdivided into clairvoyance or telepathy. These last siddhis
or yogic powers are also incapable of disproving this possibility.
The complete trans-empirical perception of a Yogi is identified with
the final stage of omniscience.

But what about our empirical perception? Is it able to dis-
prove this eclaim? Surely our interior sensations of emotions
emanating from the Jiva itself cannot disprove this claim. But what
about external perception? Is it not rather the case that we confuse
a present inability to perceive omniscience, with an inability to
perceive it at any place or any time? That 1s, we unconsciously infer
that because we have not yet perceived it we shall never be able to
perceive 1t. But surely this is a species of bigotry and not at all
justifiable. The actual realization of omniscience would disprove

the former validity of our doubt. But, it may be argued, this is
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valld only for those who have réﬁlized omniscience, not for the
perception of those who have not. But surely this is similar to
the former argument, which we have already dealt with, in which we
unconsciously infer thét because we have not yet perceived it we
shall never be able to perceive it. What about our sleeping
conscilousness? Is 1t capahle of digproving ocur claim? To answer
this one has only to point to the ordinary objects of our sense
experience which are not disproved by being non-perceived in our
sleeping consciousness and then extend this to the possible object,

to omniscience. So we can see that the perception is impotent when

it comes to disproving our claim.

Inference (Anumana)

S0 inference (anumidna) instead of removing our claim, does
the reverse; it reinforces our claim, How is this possible? Let us
examine the constituents of a valid inference; the middle term
(hetu), the major term {sadhya) and their inflexible or unchanging
relationship. If the usual objection is usea, i.e. that we have
not as yet experienced omniscience, how can we ever claim to have
the first precondition for a valid inference, i,e. the middle term
(hetu) which is conceived here negatively). Ratmnaprabhacarya
pointed to the gualifications of the Lord Vardhamana Mahavtra for
establishing this middie term (hetu). These gualifications were both

numerous and authoritative, His understanding was by no means
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limited to an exclusive number of objects but was rather most com—
prehensive in its range. The usual veils or obscurations, such as
the kledas had all been eliminated and he had obtained the status
of a teacher and an omniscient being. Also hiz teaching was not
at all opposed to the valid means of knowledge (pramanas). These
points all substantiate the qualifications of the Mahavira for the
same middle term (Qg;g) establisghing his omniscience. We can see
from this example how inference did not disprove his omniscience,
but rather proved it, Therefore, inference cannot disprove the

existence of an omniscient person.

Analogy (Upamzna)

The subject matter of analogy, i.e. correspondences and
resemblances, cannot disprove the possibility of an omniscient

being.

Presumption (Arthépatti)

Presumption establishes omniscience of a person by pointing
to a justification that would be absent in the other valid means of

cognition (pramanas).
L

)
Words or Scripture (Sabda)

Is scripture opposed to such a possibility? We should
answer this by dividing scripture into two major divisions: apauruseya
or revealed scripture which is not 'man-made'; and scripture which is

3

merely 'man-made'. The Jainas dispute the possibility of the former.
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In dealing with the latter, the Jainas argue that only an omniscient
being can reveal it im order to legitimate 1ts authority. Any
scripture which is not revealed by an omnlscient being cannot be

accepted as authoritative.

Non-apprehension (Abhdva)

Just as we argued previously, that because we do not perceive
an omniscient persen now, it does not mean that we should infer that
we will not perceive him in any time or any place, So we can see
that non-apprehension cannot disprove the possibi;ity of an omniscient
person. Rather as we have geen, inference substantially and conclusively
proves our claim. The Jaina Agama, which satisfied the requirements

as stated above for wvalid scripture, illustrates that the Tirthankaras

and the Siddhas were all omniscient persons.
So the Jainas, in systematically disproving the Mimamsaka's

position, established their own claims for the existence of an

omriiscient person.

A Tirthankara As the Teacher of Dharma

The Jainas have replaced the notion of God by a Tirthaﬁkara,
a Jiva who has achieved the highest stage, endowed with all such
attributes as we find in God: 'Omniscience, boundless vision,
illimitable righteousness, infinite strength, perfect bliss,
indestrictibility, existence without form, a body that is neither

light nor heavy, such are the characteristics of the Siddha.' Any
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person who obtains liberation by dint of personal endeavours (sadhana)

is called a Siddha or a T{rthankara. One who has broken his tie from

18
the world and feels liberated is called Siddha.

'Though Jainism denies God, it does not deny godhead'. Every
liberated soul is a God. God, according to Jainism, is not free
eternally, but hag worked out his own freedom exactly in the same
way as the others do, He is the symbol of all that is good and great,
moral and virtuous. He is not in any case responsible for the destiny
of the universe or the individual.

The Jainas do not believe in a God as the creator of the
world. Hoﬁever, they conceive the omniscient person as their God.
The omniscient person according to them is the highest in the series
of conscious being. The Jainas do not admit & God as the creator
of the universe. However, they accept an omniscient person who is
the best teacher of Dharma. This omniscient person is called the
TirthaTkara and the Jainas call him God (Iévara).

The teachings of the Tirthankara are known as the Jaina

Vedas. Of course the Hindu Vedas, viz. the Rg, the Yajus, the Sama

and the Atharva are repudiated by the Jainas and are not in the Jaina
Vedas. 1In fact, the Jaina believe that the Jaina Vedas alone are

the authority for Dharma because they alone are the true teachings of
God. Comsequently, the teachings of an omniscient person are reali
and infallible. In other words, the teachings of the TTrthaﬁﬁgzé

are the only authority for Dharma.

18 .
Hari Satya Bhattacharya, Reals in the Jaina Metaphysics,

pp. 47-48.
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‘The Concept of Human Ommniscience in Buddhist and Jaina Schools

Although both the Buddhists and Jainas commoniy accept the
concept of human omniscience, yet there is a fundamental difference
in their conception. The Jainas believe that the omniscient person
has complete knowledge of everything at every moment. The Buddhists,
however, reject the possibility of this type of knowledge in an
cmniscient person. The omniscience of the Buddha was not a continual
knowledge of everything simultaneously as was attributed to the Jaina
teacher, Vardhami@na. He was omniscient in the sense that he was able
to know anything which he wanted to know. A further difference is
that according to the Jainas the omniscience is not lost in the state
of liberation. Buddhism claims that omniscience is lost.

Though the Buddhists and Jainas do not believe that the
universe is created by God, they accept the existence of an omniscient
person. This omniscient person is regarded by them as God, because
he is the highest being in the universe, not in the sense of the
creator of the universe but as the highest conscious being. They
both agree in maintaining that omniscience ié not only a possibility
but every individual has the potentiality of becoming an all-~knowing
perfect being by a particular practice of Yoga.

Neither Jainism nor Buddhism agree with the view of Mimams3a
that the omniscience of a person cannot be proved by any valid means
of cognition. They both argue dialectically that the wvalid means of

cognition cammot disprove the existence of an omniscient person. On
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the contrary, they prove the existence of an omniscient persom by
inference and verbal testimony.

Both Jainism and Buddhism, accept the grades of knowledge
which reach to perfection in the state of omniscience. They both
accept spiritual discipline (EEEE) as a means leading to the state
of perfect knowledge i.e. omniscience. The knowledge of an omniscient
person is not sgensuous alone but super-semnsuous.

They both hold that in the state of omniscience the hindrance
of cognisable things is removed and the knowledge of the Yogi
becomes unlimited. Everything of the universe is covered in the
circle of émnisciénce and nothing remains beyond its boundary whether
past, present, future, subtle, remote or hidden.

The Jainas hold that the self has unlimited knowledge because
of its very nature. The knowledge of the self is veiled by Karma.
When this hindrance in the way of knowledge i.e. Karma is removed,
the self realizes the true nature of knowledpe and that type of
knowledge is omniscience. By the removal of the hindrance which lies
in the way of knowledge, everything of the past, present and the
future shines forth in the self which is the very nature of the self,.
The things which are subtle, remote and hidden are also perceived.
Vijhdnavada Buddhism holds a concept of omniscience very similar to
that of Jainism. They do not accept the concept of a permanent
Atman but they do accept the concept of y}jﬁﬁha which is in changing

mode. The nature of Vijﬁﬁha is also pure consciousness., Omniscience

”
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is nothing but the realization éf the true nature of Vijndna.
The pure nature of Vijhidna is covered due to impressions (Vasand).
When this impression which serves the purpose of a veil covering the
knowledge is removed fhe real nature of Vijidna shines forth and
everything of the universe belongiug to the chain of cause and effect
of all the three times is clearly revealed to the consciousness
of the Yogi. He perceives everything directly and clearly, even
the subtle, hidden and remote objects.

In order to safeguard their claim, the Jainas criticized
the Buddhist notion of omniscience as well as the omniscience of
the Buddha, All schools of Indian thought are agreed that the non-
liberated souls are not omniscient. So the problem of omniscience

is relevant only with respect to the class of liberated souls., The

Theravadin Buddhists describe the state of liberation (Nirvanatigata)
as akin te the extinction of the light from a lamp (the skanhdhas)
have been extinguished. But the MahZyanist deécription of nirvﬁ?a
transcends this notion of mere extinction. Rather it is described
in the Mahayani Buddhist texts as blissful, eternal true and good.
So a person in Nirvana as described by the MahayanI Buddhists is
not devoid of existence, But the question still remains: is such
a liberated person capable of being omniscient? The Jainas“refute
this possibility by pointing to the underlying theory of knowledge

in the Buddhists. The Buddhists maintain that desire (tanhd) is

the root cause of 2ll knowledge; and together with iwmpression (vd@sand)



196

it causes the origination of the apprehension of all elements
(dharmas). But the Jainists emphasize the fact that both these
pre—-conditions for knowledge, i.e. desire (tahhd) and impression
(vdsana), are eliminated in Nirvana as the series of momentary
e — - ¥
apprehensions (santdna) is completely removed. Thus the Jainas
argue to prove that the Buddhist notion of the liberated person
19
as being omniscient does not stand up under closer scrutiny.

However, the common acceptance of human omniscience by the
Jainas and the Buddhists is nevertheless flavoured by their
differences within this common acceptance. Both try to prove that
only their religious teacher was omniscient in order to establish
the infallibility of thelr religion. The Jaina philosopher asserts
that Vardhamana Mahavira was the only omnisclent religlous teacher,
because insight and knowledge of everything were continually present
in him.

Thus the concept of omniscience in Buddhism is different from
the concept of omniscience in Jainism, In Jainism, the ocmmiscient
teacher is considered to have knowledge of everything in the universe
at every moment. In Buddhism, the Buddha is omniscient in the sense

of having the knowledge of anything semnsuous or supersensuous when he

wants to know it and directs his attention toward it.

19

Hari Satya Bhattacharya, Reals in the Jaina Metaphysics,
pp. 382-383,




CONCLUSION

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the findings of the
preceeding chapters and to consider the conclusions that are to be drawn
from this study. It is to be remembered that our purpose is not to
offer a final adjudication of the validity of the Buddhist conception
of omniscience. The primary concern has been to ratianalize the structure
and intention of this conception in the last phast of Indian Vijmhianavada
Buddhism.

The present thesis in brief can be said to be an histerical,
comparative and critical exposition of the concept of omniscience in
Indian Vijnanavdda Buddhism. It is historical because it traces the
concept of omniscience right from the Vedas down to the forms of expression
it takes in the earlier and later phases of Buddhism and Hinduism. It is
critical because the historical approach invelving comparison already
presupposes a critical approach.

The main purpose, however, has been to expound the Buddhist
concept of human cmmiscience as developed by thé philosophers of later
Vijhanavada Buddhism, i.e., Dharmakirti, Prajtdkaragupta ééntarak§ita
and Kamaladila. We have made an attempt to show how these philosophers
dialectically seek to establish the sole possibility of human ommiscience
and omniscience of the Buddha,

The later development of the Buddhist conception of omniscience

did not teke place in an intellectual vacuum. Its development was the

197
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product of constant interaction and"debate with other Indian religious
and philosophical schools., As a consequence, it is virtually impossible
to grasp the character of Buddhist conception of omniscience apart from
some appreciation of the fraditions against which it was reacting. Forx
this reason we have traced this concept not simply in Buddhism, but also
in the wvarious schools of the Vedic tradition and Jainism.
Apart from the Buddhist concept of omniscience, we have also

discussed the concept of omniscience as it is understood by the other

scheools of Indian philosophy. We have attempted to trace this concept

in the Vedas, Upani§ads and the schools of Vedanta, Sankhya, Yoga,
Vaigegika, and Nydya with special attention to the Mimams3i and Jainism.

We have also attempted to trace the concept of human omnisclence
as understood by the Indian Buddhists through tﬁe ages. We have first
outlined the Hinayanist position in order to make a comparison with the
Mahfyinist, From this point, we have concentrated on the differences
between the two scheols of Buddhism with regard to the concept of human
onniscience and have shown why human omniscience is Important to the
school of Mahdydna Buddhism. Following the logic of the Mahayanist
Buddhist, the power of omniscience is necessarily connected with Buddahood.

The school of MImdmsd is not prepared to accept the hypothesis
of a personal ommiscient being, either divine or human. They also do
not entertain the idea of an all-knowing Geod. This scheool argues to
prove the non—-existence of an omniscient being in particular or in general.

They dialectically try to prove the Vedas as the only source of knowing

Dhayrma.
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In response to the refutation of the Mimdmsakas by the Buddhists,
we have then continued with the Buddhists' arguments in support of
an omniscient person in general and the omniscience of the Buddha in
particular. Further, we have discussed the concept of human omniscience
as well as the omniscience of the Buddha according to the Mah3yana
Buddhism in order to prove the authority of Buddhism as true religion,
Then we have provided the answers from the Buddhist point of view to
the Mimamsakas' objections against the concept of human ommiscience
and omniscience of the Buddha.

The Buddhists have offered logical arguments to support the
concept of human omniscience, Again they have vigorously proved the
omniscience of the Buddha using the logical method of presumption and
inference.

The Buddhists maintain that omniscient person perceives all
objects of the world simultanecusly in a single cognitive moment.

They have also shown how an omniscient person can teach dharma by
dealing with the problem of omniscience and speech. The aim of the
Buddhists is to prove the superiority of Buddhism,among all religiouns,
because it is based on the teachings of omniscient Buddha.

After establishing the Buddhist conception of omniscience we have
traced the Jaina concept of omniscience in order to show the differences
between them regarding this concept.

In this final summary it is not possible to restate all the

conclusions that have bheen set forth in the course of the dissertation.
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There are, however, three factors that must be emphasized: first,
that there was a gradual dévelopment of the concept of omniscignce
in Indian thought; second, the concept's centrallity in Indian systems
of thought as a means to establish the truth and finality of the
Dharma; and third, the type of positive evaluation of the Buddhist
conception of human omniscience and ommiscience of the Buddha that

can be made from within the perspective of Indian religious thought,

Historical Development of the Concept of Ommiscience

It cannot be said with certainty how and when the concept
of ommiscience appeared in Indian philosophy, nor which particular
system was the first to develop it. The historical development is
not clear and difficult to trace with respect to origins. Whether
this concept originated in the course of man's realization of the
Absolute reality or out of the struggle of conflicting religious
sects to assert supremacy over one another is in most part, speculative.
What can be salid with certainty is that the concept of omniscience was
essential to descriptions of God, the Vedas and man. Logical in-
dicators suggest that the concept of omniscience arvse in Indian
philosophy as a consequence of the attempts to understand the
conception of the enlightened person who in turn became a religious
teacher.

The concept of human omniscience can be traced from the very

beginning of Indian thought. Even the most ancient literature, the
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Vedas, have acknowledged the extraordinary supersensuous faculty
of vision.

The Vedas accept the concept of divine omniscience by
accepting the gods as omniscient beings. They also accept human
omniscience by accepting the notion that gods can make people
enlightened and omniscient, for example, a Rsi. The Vedas are the
earliest record of Indian thoughi, and they prove that both the
concept of divine and human omniscience have been accepted from the
very begiming.

Some Upanisads were written before the sixth century B.C.
and some afterwards. We can trace both concepts of divine and human
omniscience in the Upanisads also.

The discourse on the concept of omniscience can be traced
from the rise of Jainism and Buddhism in the sixth century B.C.

The concept of human omniscience became very important in the history

of Indian thought with the rise of Buddhism and Jainism in the sixth
century B.C. These systems emphasize the idea that liberation is
possible through self-effort and not through sacrifice, devotion or

the grace of god, As a result, they believe in the omniscience of

human beings only, and not in any divine beings. In fact, they have
accepted the one-sided development of the Vedic conception of omniscience
by believing in the omniscience of an enlightened person.

In the second century B.C. the concept of omniscience drew
the attention of Indian thinkers as a result of the Mimamsd concept of

Dharma. The school of MImamsd attempted to substantiate claims to
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the superiority of their own Dharma. Its clear—cut development can
be traced from the second century B.C. when the concept of omniscience
drew the attention of Tndian thinkers. This concern was prompted

by Jaimini in his book the Mimdmsd-Sutra where he defined Dharma.

The concept of Dharma became very important in Indian thought
during the second century B.C. when the séhool of Mimdnsid emphasized
the question of the nature of Dharma. The school of Mimamsd aiso
accepts that Dharma should be based on an omniscient authority. From
the second century B.C. and onward, we can trace the development
of omniscience as a paramount problem in Indian thought because Dharma
was considered to be based on omniscient authority.

The concept of omniscience drew the attention of Indian
philosophers when the concept of Dharma was being discussed in Indian
thought in the gsecond century B.C. The Dharma should be taught by
a person who knows it. The omniscient person is supposed to know
everything sensuous or super—-sensucus. GConsequently, he is the best
authority to reveal Dharma. There cannot be any doubt regarding his
teachings of Dharma. The Dharma taught by aﬁ omniscient teacher is
the most likely perfect in leading to the highest good, that is,
liberation.

In the second century B.C. the attempt at dialectical
argument te substantiate omniscien£ authority for Dharma
begins. From the fifth century A.D. and onward, some of the major

systems tried to establish this concept dialectically.
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Many systems, especially the Mfméﬁsﬁ)Buddhism and Jainism
have tried to establish the concept of human omniscience by logical
arguments, The systems which had accepted the omniscience of God,
have not bothered to prove omniscience dialectically hecause the
very notion of God implies omniscience of His personality.

Because of the unorthodoxy of both the Jainists and the
Buddhists and their common divergence from Vedic systems of thought,
they both repudiate the notion of a God as the creator, sustainer,
and destroyer of this universe, and thus, the notion of divine
omniscience, It is important to note that even though the Mimdmsakas
are orthodox and within the Vedic tradition, they dispute the
possibility of an ommniscient being which is common to all the other
schools of Vedic thought. But even though the Jainas and the
Buddhists deny divine omniscience, they both affirm human omniscience.
It is important teo differentiate the Jalnas and the Buddhists, beth
from the Mimdmsakas, Iin the denial of both kinds of omniscience, and
from the other orthodox Vedic thinkers, who affirm both divine and
human omniscience.

The concept of omniscience is developed in order to explain
the supersensuous religious truths specifically the Dharma. It seems
that the concept of human omniscience was introduced into Indian
philosophy because of the religious controversies among Heterodox
(Nastika) schools, like Jainism and Buddhism, and Orthodox (Kstik;)
schools, especially Ny§ya—Vai§e$ika, Sankhya-Yoga, Mimamsa and Veddnta.

In Indian thought, not only the most orthodox (Astika) schools,
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but also the heterodox (Nastika) schools, accept the concept of
omniscience either divine or human.

There is a fundamental difference between the concepts of
divine omniscience and human omniscience. Divine omniscience, for
instance, the omniscience of the gods, God, or the Vedas, is
eternal, that is, without beginning or end. Human omniscience is
not eternal, It is attained through some sort of spiritual
discipline.

The believers in divine omniscience can be divided into
three groups: <first, those who heold the omniscience of gods, like

the Vedic and Purdnika tradition; second, those who maintain the

omniscience of God like the schools of Vaiéegika, Nyaya,Yoga,
Sedvara Safnkhya and Ved#inta; third, those who hold the omniscience
of the Vedas, like the schocl of Mimamsi. The common characteristic
of the three groups is the eternal mature of the omniscient object
in question which is not acquired but is an original state.

The eternal Vedas have acknowledged the concept of omniscience
by attributing it to the gods and certain enlightened Rsis. Thus
they accept both divine and human omniscience. Inherent is the
recognition of the gods' capacity to make men omniscient. The
omniscience of the gods is not acquired in a similar fashion because
it 1s rooted in their very nature. Thus omniscience is the very
nature of divinity but with man it is acquired quality.

ol ] - . ,.
The great chief deities of Hinduism, Brahma, Visnu, and Siva
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are considered to be ommiscient in the Puranic literature. Their
omniscience is related to the universal vision.

In the school of Saikhya-Yoga, Vaiéegka, and Nyaya, both
the concepts of divine and human omniscience are maintained, but
these systems do not hold that the liberated soul retains omniscience.
Thus, they have given the supreme place to the omniscience of God.

The Advaita Vedidnta maintains both the concepts of the
divine and human ommiscience. This school helds that the omniscience
of God is eternal and that the human beings can also attain the
state of omniscience; however, this state of omniscience cannot
remain in the state of liberation.

The school of Mimamsa is not prepared to accept the hypothesis
of a personal omniscient being. It also does not entertain the idea
of an all-knowing God. It is important to recognize that even though
omniscience in any being is rejected in this school, Mimanisa school
still recegnizes omniscilence, though attributing it to the Vedas din
this case. The ability of the Vedas to transmit the Dharma is
justified on the grounds that it is omniscient and revealed truth,
because it is not uttered by man,

The Mimimsz school considers the Vedas as the only source
of supersensuous knowledge, i.e. Dharma, ete. This school totally
rejects therpossibility of omniscience in any being either divine or
human, Consequently it does not hold the revelation of Dharma through
any being, even through God, because the words uttered by a being

may be wrong. Instead, it accepts the Vedas as omniscient and as the
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revealer of the Dharma.

. The believers in human omniscience can be divided into three
groups: first, those who hold that omniscience can be acquired in
one's life-time and is retained in the state of liberation like
Jainism; second, those who hold that omniscience can be achieved
in this life, like Buddhism, Advaita Veddnta, Vaidegika, Nydya,
Sankhya and Yoga, but in the state of liberation the Jiva loses its
omniscience. On the one hand, Buddhism, Advaita Vedanta, Sankhya
and Yoga would hold that in the state of liberation the Jiva is
merged inte pure consciousness where there is no subjeci-cbject
duality. Consequently, in the state of liberation there 1is no
ompiscience in the sense of knowing the objects of the universe,
because in that state the subjectQObject duality does not exist,
On the other hand, Vaiéegika and Nyaya will maintain that the Jiva
will realize the original uncomscious nature of the Atman and will
lose omniscience in the state of liberation. In this case, there
is also no knowledge of the objects of the universe. Third, those
who maintain, like the school Vié’ggédvaita; that the Jiva cannot
attain omniscience in this 1ife but in the state of liberation the
omniscience of God reflects in the Jiva. Curiously enough this
school believes that the individuality of the Jiva is not lost but
rather he enjoys communion with God and shares omniscience and,

more or Jless, other qualities also,
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The Concept of Omniscience as a Means to FEstablish Dharma in the Major

Schools of Indian Thought

The purpose of the concept of omniscience in Indian thought
is to explain the revelation of Dharma. Every system of Indian
thought agrees that Dharma should be revealed by an omniscient
authority., Consequently, every system has given a definition of
Dharma. Perhaps every system agrees on the point that Dharma is
that which gives prosperity in the present life and happiness after
this life. However, Indian thought differs on the point of how
Dharma is revealed. For those ﬁho believe in the existence of a
God, the revelation of Dharma is not a problem, because God is
éutomatically accepted as an omniscient being. Accordingly, God
Himself reveals Dharma to mankind. Those who do not accept the
authority of God for Dharma have to find the revelation of Dharma
either through another divine source or a human source.

The CHrvdka School does not believe din the existence of an
omniscient being, nor do they believe in the existence of super-
natural objects, They are purely materialistic, and, as such do
not accept the idea of a creator of the universe, that is, God,
nor release from the world, that is liberation. Therefore, it is
natural for them not to accept the concept of omniscience at all,

neither in relation to God, the Vedas or any human being.
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According to the Seévara“55ﬁkhya School, God is omniscient
because He is the knower of the true nature of the universe since
he directs Prakrti for cosmie evelution. Such omniscient God is
authority for Dharma.

The School of Yoga holds the omniscience of Cod as it has
been maintained by the NyEya—Vaise§ika,‘but it does not believe the
omniscience of the soul, because it holds that the omniscience of
God will shine in the intellect (Buddhi). Just like Jainism, the
schools of Sankhya and Yoga hold that in order to achieve liberation,
the Yogi becomes omniscient because the omniscience of God is
reflected in his intellect. It should be noted that the School of
Sankhya-Yoga attributes omniscience to its teacher Kapila in this
Sense.l The author of the Yoga-Sttra holds that God is the only
true teacher of Dharma. God is the teacher even of the early
teachers (e.g. Brahma, etc.).

The Schools of Vaiéegika and Nyaya maintain the theory that
God, as the creator of the universe, is ommipotent and omniscient,
and take the Vedas revealed by God as the authority for Dharma.
They deny that the Vedas are composed by any human being. In this
system other souls also can be omniscient but not in the same sense
as God. The soul of a person can become omniscient by the proper
practice of Yoga. But after the attainment of liberation, the

omnisient soul loses its omniscience because its omniscience is not

1

Sah Purvesamapi Guruh Kdlenfnavaccheddt, Yogasiitram,
Samadhipddah: 26.
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permanent or identical with that“of God. It is impermanent because
it is an effect, that ié, produced by the practice of Yoga.

Kandda asserts the teachership of God. According to him the
Vedas are the words of God. The Vedas are infallible because they
are revealed by an infallible God. Therefore, Xanada accepts the
Vedag as the authority for Dharma.2

The school of Nyaya holds that the Vedas are the only
authority for Dharma, because they are revealed by the ommiscient
God.3 They hold that the infallibility of the Vedas is due to the

infallibility of the Kpta. Here the word Apta refers to God (Iévara)

who is the reciter of the Vedas. God who has directly realized Dharma
4

igs a faithful teacher of what He knows.

The M{ﬁéﬁsakas believe in the exiétence of supersensuous
realities 1llke soul, rebirth, Dharma, heaven and liberation. Therefore,
it is a logical necessity for them to believe in omniscience in order
to have supersensuocus knowledge. But they do not accept ommiscience
in any being apart from the Vedas. Due to this belief, the Mimdmsakas
cannot accept the idea that any being can be -the knower of Dharma.
Therefore, only the Vedas should be accepted as authority for Dharma

because they alone contain omniscience.

2
Tadvacanddamnayasya Pramanyam, Vaisesika-Sutram, 2, 2, 3.
3 ¥
Tatpramapyamédpnapriamanyat-Nyayasutram, 2, 2, 68.
4 L] ~

Yathﬁd;§§asy§rthasya Cikhya payi§ay§prayukta Upadesta, ibid.
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Advaita Vedadnta holds both human omniscience and divine
omniscience, It is true that human omniscience is not like thg
cmniscience of God, however. The very nature of God is to be
omniscient, omnipotent, and omnipresent but a man reaches the
culmination of knowledge, called omniscience, through spiritual
discipline. God is the revealer of Dharma because His omniscience
is eternal. However, man loses his omniscience upon liberation
because he must of necessity merge into ultimate reality (Brahman).
The concept of human omniscience in Advaita Vedinta is not different
from that in Buddhism in the sense that man may acquire omniscience
in his life~time but will not retain it in the state of liberation.

In the school of non-Advaitic Ved#nta, God is not only the
creator but He is also omniscient. Consequently, He is the only
authority for Dharma. He is the revealer of the Vedas which are
the only source of Dharma: He is both the first one to see Dharma
and the first to teach it.

Jainism and Buddhism seek the revelation of Dharma through
human beings who have attained this divine Auality of omniscience.
Consequently, they accept the existence of an omniscient human being
as the revealer of Dharma. This omniscient person becomes the highest
being and is treated like God by Buddhists and Jainas. Although he
is not the creator of the universe, he is the highest liberated being
and he reveals the Dharma.

The Buddhists and the Jainas believe in the existence of an
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omniscient person who should be éécepted as a real teacher of Dharma
on the basis of his true knowledge of the absolute Reality. They

have rejected the view of the Mimamsakas who hold that the Vedas could
not be the work of a huﬁan being. They assert that the Vedas

should be accepted as an authority only if they are taught by an
omiseient being, Furthermore, the Buddhists go further and claim
that the Buddha alone is 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 the Mahavira.

Evaluation of the Buddhist Conception of Human Omniscience and

Omiscience of the Buddha

Omniscience could not be proved by a phenomenal mode of
knowledge; it could not be disproved either. Omniscience is a
transcendental state. Precisely because of that it could not be
agreed or disagreed with in a factual sense. The point is that one
knows omniscience by being omniscient and that others have to take
for granted the words of an omniscient person.

The concept of omniscience is developed in Indian Philosophy
to explain the possibility of attaining transcendental knowledge like
Dharma. Indian thought accepts the concept of an omniscient and
enlightened person who radiates dharma in the world. The omniscient
person radiates dharma for the benefit of mankind. He radiates

dharma because he has realized the truth.
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According to the Buddhist thinkers the Dharma should be
taught by an omniscient religious teacher. Though the Buddhists have
refuted the existence of a self (dtman) as the permanent knower of
all experience, they admit indeed the existence of an omniscient
person as the perceiver of all varieties of knowledge. Their main
aim is to establish the existence of a human teacher who knows the
Dharma because of his omniscience.

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 (Gurfi) 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 (Kalyfnamitra) of mankind. This is called action of the

Buddha (Buddha-Karma) which does not bring the Buddha into bondage by

producing any result. That is why the Buddha is called supermundane
(Lokottara) and his duty is to teach the Dharma. The Buddha plays the
role of God revealing the Dharma as a path to freedom. A Pratyeka-
buddha is not concerned with the world and has no consideration for

the suffering of the people of the world. However, a Buddha has
concern for the whole world and teaches Dharma for the welfare of man-
kind. In Hinduism God reveals the Dharma due to His active grace. God

performs the moral action and confers the knowledge of Dharma.
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Indian thought has developed the concept of omniscience in order
to prove the possibility of acquiring the knowledge of supersensuous
realities like Dharma. The omniscient person reveals the Dharma
in the world. An omniscient person can serve the purpose of a
mediator by teaching Dharma because of his omniscience. Dr. T. R. V.
Murti holds that a mediator is necessary to reveal the Dharma leading
to the realization of the absolute Truth. In fact, the absolute Truth
is not affected by being taught.or not being taught. Because of his
inherent limitation (i.e., mortality), a person cannot know beyond
the gensuocus world, Therefore, a mediator is needed to provide the
knowledge of ultimate Reality. 1In other words, a mouthpiece is needed
to declare the absolute Truth. Every religious system has maintained
a mediator between the pecple and the ultimate Reality. The Jainas
hold a Tirthankara, the Buddhists hold a Buddha, and the Hindus hold
God as the mediator, because all of these have a direct realization

of the ultimate Reality.

The Tathagata, it was pointed out before,

is the principle of mediation between the
Absolute that is transcendent to thought
(dunya) and phenomenal beings. The need
for a mediator is felt in all absolutism;
Vedanta has recourse to Iévara, apart from
Brahman, to account for the revelation of
truth; in the Madhyamika and Vijnanavada
that function is performed by the Tathagata.

; éﬁnyata does not need to be declared
as Sunyatd; the Real or the Truth is not
constituted by our knowing or not knowing
it as such,... Truth is impersonal, true
for all and for all time. Prajni or



214

!

Sunyata is bhiitakoti or dharmatd, the in-
trinsic nature of all things; it is

Tathatd -— the 'Thatness', invariable for

all time !"tathabhive’ vikdritvam*.... Only

a belng which enjoys a sort of dual exist-
ence having one foot in phenomena and the
other in the Absclute, can possibly know

the Absolute and reveal it to others. A
difference is therefore made between Tathata
(the Real or Absolute Truth) and Tathigata,
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 belngs (gods and lowly creatures).

«...The Absolute is the jmpersonal
reality underlying all phenomena; Tathdgata
is an Exalted Personality (bhagavdn), a being
freed of limitations and endowed with
excellence, Though Sinyatd does not necessarily
imply the Tathagata, it does not, however, lose
its nature by freely manifesting itself ag a
Person, as God. It is the nature of the Good to
'overflow'.

The omniscience of the Buddha cannot be disproved by the
objections of the MimAmsakas that no one can know in detail all the
atoms contained in his own body, let alone the knowledge of all the

6
little details that make up the entire universe. The Mim#msakas

*Footnote No. in original source, p; 276. Tathdbhavo'
vikdritvam sa «daiva sthiyitd. sarvaddnutpida eva hy agnyadinim
paranirapeksatvidd akrtrimatvdt svabhiva ity ueyate. MRV. p. 265.

*%Footnote MNo. 1 in original source, p. 277. atita tathat3d
yadvat pratyutpanndpy anagatd: garvadharmas tathd-drstds tenocktah
sa Tathagatah. GSV. p. 32. sarvakdraviparita-dharma~daidikatvena
pardrthasampadd tathdgatah. AAA. p. 62,
5
T. R. V. Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, pp. 276-

277.
6

Tattvasangraha, Verse 3137,
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have taken an example from the réélm of the physical and used it as

an analogy in the spiritual realm. A man can know that two items

plus two items will always equal four items without having experienced
every cccasion when tworplus two equals four.

According to the school of MImimsa the difficulties may be
felt in realizing the true nature of the universe and becoming
omniscient. Tt should be noted that this school holds that the whole
universe 1s created from Innumerable permanent atoms., Therefore,
it is difficult according to this system for any human being to know
all the minute details of the universe. It is no wonder that this
system of thought holds that no being can reach the state of
omniscience,

As far as the Absolutistic schools of thought are concerned,
that is, the Vedanta and Mahdydna Buddhism, it is quite possible to
realize the true nature of the universe and become omniscient by
realizing the absolute reality. Here the substratum of the whole
world 1s considered to be the absolute reality and the world is
created due to ignorance (Avidya). Therefore, the Buddhists con-
sistently maintain that it is possible to know the "true nature"
of the world, that is, its unreality, by realizing the truth, the
absolute, in Samf&dhi.

Every system of Indian philosophy except the Cidrvidka and
MImansi holds that the ultimate Reality of the universe can be
realized by the practice of spiritual discipline gzggg). It is

necessary to have intuitive realization of the ultimate Reality in
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order to achieve the ommiscience which leads to perfect emlightenment
and liberation.
[ * <
The Absolute pure consciousness is the very essence of
consciousness; it is the very essence of every individual. 1In the
tealization of pure consciousness there is no entering into the
Absolute consciousness. In fact, the intultive realization of

consciousness (Vijfaptimdtrati) is self-realization, or the realiza-

tion of one's own true nature which is identical with pure conscious—
ness. The Buddhists hold that the reaiization of pure consciousness
is possible through the practice of yoga and that this state of
realization is the state of highest knowledge, that is the state

of omniscience and enlightenment.

Because of his claim to the realization of the truth of the
universe and his accuracy in evaluating man's situation, the Buddhists
rightly believe that the teachings of the Buddha are the valid path
to man's liberation (NirvE?a). An indication of this is the general
acceptance of the concept of human omniscience and the omniscience of
the Buddha in Buddhist thought. Omniscience is attributed to the
Buddha in order to substantiate the claim that his religious teachings
would not mislead, but rather would lead to prosperity in the present
life and to the highest good in the life hereafter.

Omniscience, though a divine quality, can be acquired by human
beings. Indian thought, therefore, opens the possibility that human
beings can share the qualities of divinity by being enlightened and

omniscient.
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If one accepts the tradition that the Buddha broke ordinary

human physical and mental limitations by the practice of yoga and

became omniscient (other systems of Indian thought also acknowledge
such a possibility), then the MImamsakas' argument is refuted. And
1f 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 be-
fore the Buddha, the Buddhist argument, represented by ééﬁtarakgita
and Kamalaéila, holds. It is true that these latter claims are ﬁot
obvious truths to all men; however they are to those who h;ve be-
come omniscient due to their enliéhtment. In other words, the Budd-
hists' propositions are based on their expefience of reality or the
realization of absolute truth.

The main concern of the Buddhist philosophers is not to
prove the existence of a person who could know the minute details
of the universe. This kind of knowledge has no value for humanity
and serves no religious purpose. The purpose of religion and phil-
osophy is to provide that knowledge which can release men from
suffering and lead to the ultimate goal or the highest good of life,
that 1s, liberation. The omniscience of a person or being is
proved from this perspective. It is not important that he should
know all objects. Rather, the importance of his omniscience is
that he can perceive the supersensuous realities like dharma, hea-
vén and liberation and can reveal them to humanity.

By accepting human cmniscience, the Buddhists aim to prove

the existence of a person who knows the true nature of Dharma. They



218

believe that Dharma should be baééd on the teachings of an omni-
scient teacher who knows the correct way leading To liberation.
They do not admit the conceptlof a permanent self (Ktﬁan) as the
apprehender of conscioﬁsness. However, they do admit the possibil-
ity of an omniscient person (Sarvajna) as the cogniser of all ob-
jects of the universe. The omniscient person should be accepted as
the real teacher of true Dharma because he possesses true
knowledge and can never have a false idea about anything sensucus
or Supersensuous.

The concept of human omniscience has been used by the Budd-
hist to prove that Buddhism is the only "true réligion“ (Saddharma)
because its teacher, that is, the Buddha, is an omniscieant person.
Furthermore, Buddhists contend that only the Buddha sheould be
accepted as an omniscient religious teacher, because he is the
only person to perceive the true nature of all things and to know
about all things, both empirical and supersensuous. His knowledge
cannot be contradicted by any valid means of cognition.

By setting-the Buddhists' arguments in this wide context,
the reason for its preoccupation with the conception of ommniscience
becomes clear. Every Indian system has attempted to prove that it
was either taught or originated by an omniscient authority, because
omniscience 1s a necessary prerequisite to claiming the authority
to teach Dharma. For the Buddhists and Jainas, this omniscient
authority was a human teacher; for the Mimamsakas, the Vedas; and

for the Naiyayikas, God.
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Both Buddhists and Jainas refute the concept of divine ommi-
science as an end attainable by the individual, yet maintain a human
omniscience which is accessible by all. For the Buddhists, the Buddha
has sole claim to ommiscience, whereas the Jainas defend the Mahavira,
alone, as possessor of this state. The main support for the supremacy
of Buddhism over other forms of belief has been in their arguﬁents
for the Buddha as the only ommiscient religious teacher and thus the
‘only knower of Dharma.

Every system of Indian thought accepts liberation as the
ultimate concern of man and as the final goal of 1ife. How this
final goal is to be obtained is agreed by all systems to be in
following true Dharma. What is the true nature of Dharma and how are
we to know 1t? Is it possible for man to know the true nature of
Dharma? The answer from all Indian systems is that no man can know
by himself. Therefore, it must be revealed or taught by some
authority. Every religion seeks the final source of this authority.
The question remains, how can we ascertain whether the final source
ig teaching the true Dharma? TIn answer fto this Question, the concept
of omniscience appears. If the final authority is omniscient, then
it implies that that authority is teaching true Dharma, because
omiscience is knowledge of all sensuous and supersensuous reality
. and therefore omniscient authority cannot misguide man in his efforts

for liberation. In Indian systems, the appeal te omniscient
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authority serves to assure the believer of the truth of the Dharma.
On the other hand, the believer has faith in the Dharma, precisely
because it has been taught, or originated by, an omniscient auth-
ority. Because the Buddha is the final auvthority for Buddhism,
there has been a strong religious motivation to establish his omni-
sclence, This has been done by dialectically arguing to prove that
the human omniscience is the only possible form of omniscience and
that the Buddha is £he only omniscient person.

The Buddhist conception of emniscience is the most impres-—
sive example of the attempt to establish the possibility of an omni-
scient human teacher of Dharma. Within the context of Tndian
thought the claim that the Buddha alone is omniscient religious
teacher remains a particular faith commitment unsubstantiated with-
in the wider horizon of Indian religious thought. But, as has been
already pointed out, Indian thought accepts the possibility of
transcending the limits of knowledge and of achieving the state of
omniscience as a potentiality inherent in all human beings. Al-
though this potentiality is not exclusive, but rather all-inclusive
(that is, for all men), nevertheless, this should not exclude the
necessity of an omniscient'religious teacher to teach the true

Dharma.

7

Saddharma ritau manayah pramédnam.
i

7Vasuvaﬁdhu, Abhidharma-Kodah, 8, 40.
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