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1. Introduction

1.1 The proof of the Buddha’s omniscience occupies, as is well-known, a prominent
place in Indian Buddhist philosophy, and also constitutes an essential part of Mahayana
Buddhism’s dogmatic construction, both as an essential component of its soteriological
ideal and as a foundation for the transmission of Buddhist teachings through Scripture.? Yet,
surprisingly, we do not find a systematic consideration of this topic in the ‘pramana’-school
until a comparatively late date. Although both Dignaga and Dharmakirti deal in some
detail with the perception of yogins,? their consideration of the ‘fourth’ type of perceptual
cognition is done independently of the question whether a yogin could become omniscient
by this means.* One must wait until the 8" century and the works of Santaraksita (725-788),
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Kamalasila (740-795) and Prajfiakaragupta (750-810?)° to find an articulate defence of
omniscience in the school claiming Dharmakirti’s heritage, further developed by thinkers
like Sankaranandana (800-9807?), Jianasrimitra (980—1040?) and Ratnakirti (990-10507).°

1.2 Itis now generally admitted that the development of this new field of investigation
within the ‘epistemological” school of Buddhism owes a lot to the critique propounded in
the 6'"-8" centuries by Brahmanical thinkers, especially those belonging to the ritualis-
tic school of Mimamsa. From an early date, these thinkers regarded the possibility for a
person to grasp the totality of being perceptually as a serious threat to their conception
of the Veda as the unique means to know dharma, the ritual and ethical system defining
what we call ‘Brahmanism.” As far as we know, the first Brahmanical thinker to present a
systematic attack against the belief in an omniscient being is Kumarila Bhatta (600-6507),
both in the codana-section (ad MiSi 1.1.2) of the Slokavarttika (SIV) (vv. 110cd—155)
and in the corresponding fragments of the Brhattika (BT) quoted in Santaraksita’s Tattva-
samgraha (TS) (vv. 3127-3245).8 There, it is principally the idea of the Buddha as the
omniscient founder of a religion which is attacked, a fact that might explain the importance
accorded to Kumarila’s ideas in later Buddhist thought.® Kumarila, however, was not the
only Mimamsaka to have offered a critique of the Buddha’s omniscience by the beginning of
the 8" century. An important examination of this concept was also carried out by Mandana
Misra (660-720?) in the first, aporetical part — generally (though somewhat improperly)
known as ‘the purvapaksa’ — of his treatise on action and injunction, the Vidhiviveka (ViV),
commented upon in the 10" century by Vacaspati Misra in the Nyayakanika (NyK).'* In

3 On Sﬁntaraksita and Kamalas$ila’s discussions of omniscience, see McClintock 2010. On Prajfiakara-

gupta, see Moriyama 2014 and below § 4. Another early and potentially important document is the
(mostly unstudied) Sarvajiiasiddhi of Subhagupta (720-78), preserved only in Tibetan (see Bithnemann
1980: viii and Watanabe 1987).

For a preliminary edition and analysis of Sankaranandana’s Sarvajiiasiddhi (karikas only), see
Eltschinger 2008. See also Eltschinger (2015: 323), who mentions, besides the Sarvajiiasiddhi, a
shorter work called Sarvajiiasiddhisamksepa, still unpublished. A study of fragments of Jiianasrimitra’s
otherwise lost Sarvajiiasiddhi is found in Steinkellner 1977. For an in-depth study of Ratnakirti’s treatise
of the same name, see Bithnemann 1980 and Goodman 1989. On the possible contribution of Jitari
(9"—-10% ¢.?) to this debate, see Bithnemann 1980: viii and Eltschinger 2008: 142.

Kumarila’s date is established in relation to that of Dharmakirti, of whom he might have been an elder
contemporary. The date 600-650 proposed by Kataoka (2011,: 112) on the basis of Frauwallner’s
dating of Dharmakirti (600-660) may have to be revised in case the great Buddhist logician should be
placed a few decades earlier, as proposed by Krasser (2012).

The numbering of verses in Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha is that of Swami Dwarikadas Shastri’s edition
(Benares, 1968) (= TS), which slightly differs from that of Embar Krishnamacharya’s earlier edition
(Baroda, 1926, reprinted in 1988). For a detailed study of Kumarila’s critique of omniscience, see
Kataoka 2003a and Kataoka 2011. Equally central to this debate are vv. 26-33 of the pratyaksa-section
of the SIV (ad Sabarabhasya 1.1.4), dealing with the perception of yogins (translation in Taber 2005:
54-56). Omniscience is again alluded to in SIV (sambandhdksepaparihara) 44ab and 114ab, but these
are simple reminiscences of the codana-section, adding no new arguments.

Only on one occasion does Kumarila allude to omniscience as conceived by the Jains (SIV [codana®]
141-142). No such allusion is found in the BT. The question of God’s omniscience is not touched upon
by Kumarila, and seems to have been introduced into Mimamsa by Mandana Misra (see below § 1.3).
Other Mimamsakas of the period might have been interested in the question of the Buddha’s omniscience,
but we do not have much evidence for this. The question whether Bhavya/Bha(va)viveka, in the ninth
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this work, the existence of an omniscient being is made the subject of a lengthy refutation
occupying more than a third of the whole pitrvapaksa (ViV 15-25), which has not received
much attention so far though it constitutes one of our main sources for the history of this
debate in Mimamsa before the time of Santaraksita.'' My purpose in this essay is to give
the reader a first glimpse into this important text, concentrating on its treatment of the
Buddhist idea of omniscience.

1.3 Considering the ViV was written perhaps no more than a century after Kumarila’s
death, one is struck by how little Mandana apparently owes to the old Master, whose works
he simply never quotes in that section. Kumarila’s almost exclusive preoccupation with
Buddhism is also not discernible in Mandana’s work. For sure, the Brahmasiddhi (BS)
(presumably Mandana’s last work)'? still mentions “the Buddha, wrongly believed to be
omniscient” (sarvajiiabhimatabuddha) as the prototype of the false teacher of dharma."
Vacaspati is also probably right in considering that the brief description of the Omniscient
in the prose introduction to ViV¥ 15 refers in priority to the Buddha:'* “an instructor of

chapter of his Madhyamakahrdayakarikas (9.15-16), refers to Kumarila’s views or to those of an earlier
Mimamsaka has been raised by Krasser (2012: 559-568), following a remark by Lindtner (2001: 3). I
fully agree with Krasser that “one can easily read Bhaviveka as refuting Kumarila” (p. 565), but the
passage in question is too brief to say much more. Krasser’s assumption (p. 567) that Bhavya targets an
early Mimamsaka different from Kumarila while evoking his opponent’s belief in Jaimini’s omniscience
(Madhyamakahrdayakarika 9.163 and Tarkajvala thereon; unavailable in Sanskrit, text and translation:
Krasser 2012: 566) requires additional caveats, for it holds only assuming Bhavya is perfectly accurate
in his critiques or always relies on a Mimamsaka source, which is far from certain. A further unsolved
case is that of the two Mimamsakas Samata and Yajfiata (see McClintock 2010: 155-156, 225, 356-59).
These two enigmatic figures are known exclusively through their mention by Kamalasila, who ascribes
to them a series of opinions reported by Santaraksita in TS 3246-60 (Japanese translation: Watanabe
1988). See TSP 1020.16-17: sampratam samatayajiiatayor matena punar api sarvajiiadisanam aha;
“Now, he exposes yet another refutation of an omniscient [being], following the view of Samata and
Yajfiata.” Some scholars suspected that these could be forged names, made up in reference to the Sama-
and Yajurveda (Kawasaki 1992: 255), but the fact remains that the opinions associated with them cannot
easily be traced to any known mimamsaka text.

For a brief synopsis of the section, see Stern 1988: 28—45. The recent summary of the ViV by Potter
(2014: 289-295) unfortunately ignores that important section of the work, as did the small monograph
by Natarajan (1995) on which it is based. The only study of that part of the ViV-‘corpus’ so far is the
German translation of a fragment of Vacaspati Misra’s NyK (ad ViV 15) dealing with yogic perception
by M. Pemwieser (1991). On this fragment, see also Steinkellner 1978. M. Biardeau’s unpublished
French translation of the whole pirvapaksa of the ViV and NyK, now kept at the archives of the College
de France in Paris, naturally includes a translation of ViV 15-25 and the corresponding NyK.

12 See David 2013: 281, n. 31.

13 BS 2.27¢d-28 (84.9-10).

Although Vacaspati does not mention the Buddha by name, his characterisation of the Omniscient in
the NyK (445.5-446.6) has a definite Buddhist ring to it: for Vacaspati, the Omniscient is the “Blessed
Doctor” (bhagavan bhisaj — 445.5), “the Blessed One, whose all-pervasive compassion has become
his intimate goal, who has achieved the ultimate degree of detachment, untouched in the least by
[main] defilements such as desire or by minor defilements such as excitement or pride” (svarthibhii-
madamanadibhir aparamrstah [445.10-446.2]). As Stern (1988: 997) rightly points out, the description
of the NyK has an almost exact parallel in Vacaspati’s Nyayavarttikatatparyatika ad Nyayasitra 2.1.68
(384.14-19, especially 384.16—19, which corresponds almost word for word to NyK 446.2-6), dealing
with the Naiyayika definition of the apta (see following note). There, we see the very same characteristics
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creatures (niyokta bhiitanam), deserving to be obeyed, directly perceiving the means for
realizing the Supreme Good as prescribed [in the Scriptures] (saksatkrtanusravikasre-
yahsadhana), who loves [to do] what is useful [to others] (hitakama) and is omniscient
(sarvajiia).”"® But in fact, only ViV 15 is directly concerned with Buddhism,'® while the
rest of the section discusses arguments from other schools!” and even contains the earliest
critique of divine omniscience in a Mimamsa text, if not in Indian philosophy overall
(ViV 20-24).'® The tone of harsh religious polemics transpiring from Kumarila’s writings

17

applied to “the maker of products such as the body, the world, etc.” (fanubhuvanadilaksanasya karyasya
karta), in other words to God, said to be “the knower of the real nature of all things” (samastavastuta-
ttvajiia — 384.15) —i.e. omniscient —, “untouched by defilements and the store of the maturation of [past]
deeds” (klesakarmavipakasayaparamrsta — 384.15) and “extremely compassionate” (paramakarunika
—384.15). This striking similarity between the two descriptions might have motivated the assumption
by Stcherbatsky (1926) that Mandana as well, in the ViV, is discussing the omniscience of iSvara. 1
find it unlikely, though, that Vacaspati should say in the NyK that God “achieved the ultimate degree
of detachment” (vairagyatisayasampanna — NyK 445.10-446.1), a quality which, as far as I can see,
only fits a human being. This, together with the insertion immediately thereafter in the NyK of a long
defence of omniscience directly quoting Buddhist sources (NyK 447.2 — 458.7), makes me think that
Vacaspati, at least, is really speaking here of the Buddha.

ViV 15 (introduction): anuvidheyo niyokta bhistanam saksatkrtanusravikasreyahsadhano® hitakamah
sarvajiiah (S 445.1-448.1 [= M 110.2-4/G 78.3-4]). * °anusravika® S G: °anubhavika® M. This
description, in itself, has nothing specifically Buddhist. Of the four main characteristics of the omniscient
outlined in this passage (niyoktr[tval, saksatkrtal...]sadhana(tva]l, hitakama, sarvajiia[tva)), the first
directly follows from the context of the ViV (see below § 2.1). The second and third may, of course, refer
to the first two epithets of the Buddha in the famous opening verse of Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya
(PS 1.1a): pramanabhiita (“authoritative”) and jagaddhitaisin (“seeking the benefit of the world”). But
Mandana’s formulation of the second attribute — saksatkrtanusravikasreyahsadhana (“having directly
perceived the means for realizing the Supreme Good as prescribed in the Scriptures”) — also recalls the
expression saksatkrtadharma(n) (“having directly perceived the dharma(n)”) used to qualify Vedic rsis
in the Nirukta (1.20), in Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya (1.5 — SV 24.2) and in Bhavabhiti’s Uttararamacarita
(see Ruegg 1994: 307-308). As is well-known, the quality of being saksatkrtadharma(n) is also part
of Vatsyayana/Paksilasvamin’s definition of an apta (“reliable speaker”) in the Bhasya ad Nyayasiitra
1.1.7 and 2.1.68 (14.4 and 96.16). Paksilasvamin’s commentary in sitra 2.1.68 also mentions two
additional qualities of the apta — bhiitadaya (“compassion for beings”) and yathabhutarthacikhyapayisa
(“desire to communicate about a real object”) (96.17) —, the first of which could very well be hinted
at by Mandana while speaking of the Omniscient’s compassion toward others. Thus, although several
external clues plead for an identification of Mandana’s omniscient being with the Buddha, one must
keep in mind that his description remains quite unspecific and corresponds to what most philosophical
traditions of his time would have expected of a reliable teacher, human or divine.

As Stern (1988: 28) rightly remarks, the section referred to by Vacaspati as bauddhasarvajiiapariksa
(“examination of the Omniscient [as conceived] by the Buddhists”) on two occasions in the NyK
(612.7-8 and 634.7, ad ViV 17) is certainly ViV 15.

Several of them are mentioned in Vacaspati’s commentary: “someone with a whiff of Prabhakara[-
doctrine]” (kas cit prabhakaragandhi —NyK 570.10, ad ViV 16), Naiyayikas (NyK 606.7-8, ad ViV 17;
679.9, ad ViV 21), “upholders of [the doctrine] of Svayambhu [i.e. Patafijali’s Yoga]” (svayambhuvah
— NyK 627.14, ad ViV 21). These identifications however testify to Vacaspati’s attempt to read in
the ViV a refutation of various ‘doctrines,” while Mandana’s progression is dialectic much more than
doxographic, so they should be taken with much caution.

See Moriyama (2014: 37), who also notes Mandana’s influence on immediately later Buddhist thinkers
on that topic, in particular on Prajiakaragupta.
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(especially the later ones)!? is also hardly discernible in Mandana’s text. Thus we do not
find in the ViV anything comparable to Kumarila’s critical examination of non-Vedic
Scriptures (agama) in the ‘appendix’ to Tantravarttika 1.3.4,%° a critique that also occupies
a substantial part of his discourse on omniscience in the SIV (codana — 118-136) and
BT (=TS 3186-3213). In other words, it seems omniscience has become, in the hands of
Mandana, less a matter for religious preachers and apologetes than for philosophers, the
latter more likely to find in his work tools to convince fellow dialecticians than the former
powerful incentives to attract faithful crowds and benevolent patrons.

1.4 The purpose of this study is to show that, in spite of all this, Mandana plays a key role
in the early debate on the Buddha’s omniscience, and entertains an intense dialogue with
his two main predecessors in the field: Kumarila and Dharmakirti. I will show, first, how
the beginning of ViV 15 can be read as a systematic rejection of Kumarila’s argumentative
strategy against omniscience, based on Dharmakirti’s newly popularised logic (§ 2); second,
I will examine how Mandana uses Kumarila’s main argument in terms of a relation between
perception and time to introduce a new type of epistemological consideration on the nature
and cause of the Omniscient’s cognition (§ 3). Finally, I will consider the possibility that
this evolution of the mimamsaka discourse on omniscience influenced later stages of the
debate in Buddhism as well, by tracking possible echoes of Mandana’s ideas in a slightly
later Buddhist work, Prajiakaragupta’s Varttikalamkara on Pramanavarttika 2.29 (§ 4).

2. Mandana MiSra on non-apprehension and the Buddha’s speech: a
‘Dharmakirtian’ response to Kumarila?

2.1 Every discussion of omniscience in Brahmanism must start from its prototype in
Kumarila’s SIV and BT. In these works, the great Mimamsaka makes it clear that his
intention is not so much to prove that a human being cannot become omniscient (a possibility
he actually leaves open) but rather to maintain an absolute distinction between entities
that are accessible to the senses (aindriyaka) and others essentially beyond their reach
(nendriyagocarah), like the relation between the elements of a Vedic sacrifice (dharma)
— actions, qualities and substances — and their expected result.?! What is most disturbing,
then, to Kumarila is that someone who would “see all things in a [single act of] perception”
(sarvapratyaksadarsin), as he defines the Omniscient in the BT (= TS 3138c), would
also know dharma(s) perceptually: being a “knower of all things” (sarvajiia), he would
also be a “knower of dharma” (dharmajiia), and this would contradict the exclusivity of

19 See Kataoka (2011,: 11 and n. 8), who reports the view of Harikai (1985: 63) on a possible evolution

in Kumarila’s attitude towards Buddhism (less ‘logical,” more ‘emotional’) between the SIV and the
TV. On this topic, see also Eltschinger 2014a: 66.

20 See La Vallée Poussin 1902, Eltschinger 2007: 38—46 and Eltschinger 2014a: 66-70.

2L See SIV (codana®) 110cd—111, BT (= TS 3127), Kataoka 2003a: 42-43 and Kataoka 2011,: 320-324.
On Kumarila’s understanding of dharma, see SIv (codana®) 13-14, translated in Kataoka 20115:
206-209. As explained in these verses, actions, substances and qualities are not considered to be
dharma(s) in themselves, but only in so far as they are conducive to an expected result.
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the Veda on ethico-ritual matters.”> Mandana shares the same preoccupation: for him,
the point is not the existence of an omniscient being in general, but of an “instructor
of creatures”?® promulgating a teaching on matters inaccessible to ordinary perception
in the form of injunctions (vidhi/codana). The search for such a being is occasioned by
Mandana’s reflection on Prabhakara’s concept of “commandment” (niyoga)** which, in his
view, cannot be operative without supposing such an instructor:>

A commandment is [in itself] a mere instigation (pravartanamatra), and [only]
that is the object of an injunctive suffix (/irnadi). What is grasped, then, through
[that] speech[-unit] is [only] that “T am prompted [to do this]” (pravartito
*ham); but the awareness that “I have to do [this]” (kartavyatavagama)®®
comes from the fact that someone who deserves to be obeyed (anuvidheya) is
the author of the commandment. [Only] when a commandment is given by
such a [person] do I understand that “T have to do this;” otherwise, I feel a mere
instigation, as it has been said [by Prabhakara]: “the commandment has the
obligation (kartavyata) as its content, it does not affirm (@ha) the obligation.”?’

2.2 Given this essential agreement on the main point at stake, one would expect to find
at least an echo of Kumarila’s arguments in Mandana’s text. Instead of that, the prose
development on ViV¥ 15 starts with the following statement, which seems at first entirely
foreign to Kumarila’s main argumentative strategy:®

22 Modern readers of Dharmakirti’s statements on omniscience in PV 2.32-33 have rarely noticed how

close he actually stands to Kumarila on this point. Thus I would not necessarily interpret these verses of
the PV as a ‘response’ from Dharmakirti to Kumarila (as suggested by Kataoka [2011,: 321]), but rather
as an essential agreement of both thinkers on the main point at stake: what matters is not the possibility
for a human being to know everything, but his capacity to access ethically/soteriologically relevant
matters by means of perception. As pointed out by Kataoka (2011,: 321), the distinction between
sarvajiia and dharmajia is introduced by Kumarila only in the BT. Its use by Mandana in the prose
introduction to ViV 25 (S 733.4) might therefore point to his familiarity with Kumarila’s lost work.

23 ViV 15 (introduction) — S 445.1 (translated above § 1.3).

24 See ViV 12-14, David 2017 and David (forthcoming).

2 ViV 14: pravartanamatram niyogah, sa ca lindadyartha iti pravartito "ham® iti pratipattih Sabdat. karta-

vyatavagamas tu niyoktur anuvidheyatvat, anuvidheyaniyoge mamedam kartavyam ity adhyavasayat,

itaratra tu pravartanamatrapratiteh. uktam ca: kartavyatavisayo hi® niyogah, na niyogah kartavyatam

aha (S 441.5-442.3 [= M 108.5-109.4/G 77.3-6]). * pravartito "ham S; pravartito "ham atra M G;

> hi S: @M G.

A more literal translation would be “the awareness of an obligation.” As Vacaspati makes clear (NyK

442.9-10), the difference between a mere instigation (pravartanamatra) and a proper obligation (karta-

vyata) is that only the second can be the cause of an activity (pravrttihetu) for a rational agent.

27 Brhati 1.1.2 (38.8-9).

B ViV 15: yady apy atmapratyaksanivrttir viprakarsavatam abhavam vyabhicarati, sarvapratyaksanivrttir
asiddhasarvadrsah; sakalapramananivritya ca narthabhavasiddhih, avyapakanivritav® avyapyanivrtter
aniyamat, avyapakatvam ca, ahetutvdt, tanmatrapratibandhabhavac® ca, anyatha sarvasya sarvadarsi-
tvaprasangah, avisesat®; vacanadayas ca yady apy avirodhad anivartakah, tathapi karananivrttya
karyanivrttipratiteh pramananupapattya tatkaryayah sarvarthesu samvido 'bhavam anumimimahe
(§459.1461.2 [= M 115.1-116.2/G 81.4-82.6]). 2 °nivrttau S: °nivrttya M G: °nivrttya ca Mss (S);
b °pratibandha® S: °anubandha® M G; ¢ avisesat S: avisesdc ca M G.

26
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Even though (1°) the absence (nivriti)*® of one’s own perception does not prove
the non-existence (abhava) of [objects] that are at a distance (viprakrsta),*®
and [although] (1) the absence of a perception for all [beings] is impossible
to establish unless one sees everything;*! (2) [even though] the absence of
all means of knowledge [regarding a certain object] does not prove that [this]
object does not exist — for (2A) the absence of a non-pervasive [property]
(avyapaka) does not necessarily imply (ni-\/yam) the absence of the [corre-
sponding] non-pervaded [property] (avyapya),’* and (2AI) [the existence of a
means of knowledge — pramanal] is [indeed] non-pervasive [with respect to the
existence of an object to be known — prameyal, for it is not the cause (hetu) [of
the existence of the object to be known],** and because there is [also] no essen-

29

30

31

32

33

Literally: the “cessation” or “non-activity,” as opposed to pravrtti (“activity”). The term is used by
Dharmakirti in a similar context in expressions like pramanatrayanivrtti (“the absence of the three means
of knowledge” — PVSV 102.1), also found in Mandana’s text. See Yaita (1985: 215): “the cessation
of the three means of knowledge;” Steinkellner (2013;: 81) “das Auffallen der drei Erkenntnismittel;”
Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber (2012: 9, n. 9): “the silence of the three means of valid cognition.” This last
translation is preferable, in my opinion, as the English term “cessation” implies previous activity, which
is not always the case of Dharmakirti and Mandana’s use of the word nivreti. See for instance Mandana’s
(or rather, his opponent’s) definition of pleasure (sukha) as “the absence of pain” (duhkhanivrtti) in the
Brahmasiddhi (BS 1.1 [1.17]), which does not imply the previous existence of pain. I opt for a plainer
translation (“absence’) only to avoid confusion between a proper use of the word “silence” (in the case
of Scripture) and a metaphorical one (in the case of perception and inference).

According to Vacaspati (NyK 459.6-7), “distance” (viprakarsa) is threefold: in space (desa), time (kala)
and nature (svabhava). The same tripartition is found in chapter 2 of Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya
(PVin 64.9-10) and in the Nyayabindu (NB 2.27); the Pramanavarttika (PVSV 102.6-7, ad PV 1.199)
only mentions desa and kala.

Both published editions of the ViV suggest that asarvadrsah should be read with what follows, not with
what precedes, a solution also adopted by M. Biardeau in her unpublished translation: “(...) [quoi]que
I’absence de perception de tous ne soit pas établie, que 1’on ne puisse établir la non-existence d’un
objet par I’absence de tous les moyens de perception chez quelqu’un qui n’est pas omniscient (...)"
(Ms. f. 123r). Although neither Stern’s edition nor Vacaspati’s commentary plead for either solution, I
find it easier to link the genitive with what precedes, since the position of ca would otherwise be odd.
The following argument (2) is directly borrowed from Dharmakirti, as we shall see (§ 2.3), and stands
perfectly well on its own. On the other hand, it makes sense to argue that only an omniscient would be
able to establish a universal absence of perception concerning a given object.

In other words: the inference of the absence of a pervaded (vyapya) property from the absence of the
pervading (vyapaka) property is valid, as when we conclude to the absence of smoke (= vyapya) on the
hill from the absence of fire (= vyapaka): vyapakabhava — vyapyabhava (“a — b” = “valid inference
from a to b”). But this inference would not be valid if both properties were not in a relation of pervasion
(vyapti), or if the pervasion was the other way round. Thus the inference of the absence of fire (=
vyapaka) on the hill from the absence of smoke (= vyapya) is not valid, for there are exceptions to this
conclusion. In the present case, the question raised is whether one can correctly conclude to the absence
in the world of an omniscient being — the object to be known (prameya) — from the absence of a means
to know (pramana) such a being (pramanabhava — prameyabhava?). It follows from what precedes
that the inference is valid only if pramana and prameya stand in a relation of pervasion (vyapti), in
other words if we could correctly conclude to the existence of a means of knowledge from the existence
of the object of knowledge (prameya — pramana?). Mandana will now show that this is not the case,
by excluding the two only possible grounds for pervasion or invariable concomitance in Dharmakirti’s
system: causality (fadutpatti) and identity (tadatmya) (argument 2AI).

See NyK 459.11-460.1: ahetutvad akaranatvat.
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tial connection (tanmdtrapratibandha) [between these two properties],> for
otherwise® everybody would see everything as there would be no difference
[between us and an omniscient being]*® —; and (3) even though speech, etc. do
not rule out [the existence of an omniscient] as there is no contradiction [in
his making use of speech, etc.]; even so, (4) since we understand the absence
of an effect (karyanivrtti) from the absence of [its] cause (karananivrtti), from
the impossibility (anupapatti) of a means of knowledge [embracing the whole
realm of being] we infer the absence of its effect, namely an awareness of all
things (sarvarthesu samvid).

This dense passage is for the most part a discussion of inferential matters, and is indeed
a remarkable example of how logical considerations can successfully be applied to the
solution of a philosophical issue. Mandana discusses here the use of the negative inferential
reason (hetu), “non-apprehension” (anupalabdhi), and its capacity to establish the non-
existence (abhava) of a given object — in our case, an “awareness of all things” —, which is
the property to be proved (sadhya). His theoretical background is clearly Dharmakirti’s
logical system, as the mention besides anupalabdhi of two possible grounds for ‘positive’
inference (causality and identity) suffices to prove. In substance, Mandana proposes to
replace a series of illegitimate uses of anupalabdhi (conclusion to the non-existence of
an entity by mere lack of perception of it, etc.) (1-3) by another, legitimate one, known
to Buddhist logicians as karananupalabdhi (‘“non-apprehension of the cause”) (4).” His
argument can be reconstituted as follows (the sign “«—” indicates a logical relation: “justified

by7’):
1. Absence of perception of an entity cannot establish its non-existence.

1°. Case of one’s own perception.
1”. Case of everyone’s perception.

3 The compound tanmatrapratibandha is equivalent to the expression tanmatranubandhal°sambandha

used by Dharmakirti on several occasions to speak of the relation underlying the use of an “essential
[inferential] reason” (svabhavahetu). See for instance PVSV 6.26, 17.20, 18.1 and 18.21 (°anubandha),
PVSV 16.28 (°sambandha). See also NyK 460.3-5: hetudharmamatranubandhi hi sadhyadharmas
tasya vyapakah, yatha vrksatvam Sim$apatvasya; ‘“For when the property to be proved (a) merely
depends on the property which is the [inferential] reason (b), it (= a) pervades the other (= b); for
instance, the quality of being a tree [pervades in this manner] the quality of being a simsapa.” The
reading °anubandha® (instead of °pratibandha®), found in all Mss of the ViV and in some Mss of the
NyK (see Stern 1988: 1023-1024), is therefore equally plausible.

That is: if there was an essential connection between the existence of the object to be known (prameya)
and that of a means for knowing it (pramana).

For a possible paraphrase of this difficult argument by Prajiakaragupta, see below § 4.5.

On karananupalabdhi, see NB 2.39: karananupalabdhir yatha natra dhiumah, vahnyabhavad iti; “[Es-
tablishment of the non-existence of the effect through] non-apprehension of [its] cause is for instance:
‘Here, there is no smoke, for there is no fire’” (p. 135). In his commentary, Dharmottara remarks that
this particular use of anupalabdhi is restricted to cases where “the effect, even if it existed, would not be
perceived” (karyam sad apy adrsyam bhavati — Nyayabindutika 136.1), which is obviously the case of
an omniscient being. Although neither Mandana nor Vacaspati uses exactly the term karananupalabdhi,
its equivalent karananupalambha is found in a piirvapaksa of Ratnakirti’s Sarvajiiasiddhi (SSig 7.18),
which presents a reasoning identical in substance to Mandana’s. The parallel between these two passages
would certainly require further exploration.
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2. Absence of valid knowledge of an entity cannot establish its non-existence.
« 2A. A property p’s non-existence cannot justify positing another property g’s
non-existence unless p pervades (\/vydp) q.
2Al1. Valid knowledge (pramana) does not pervade its object (prameya).
« 2Ala. No relation of causality.
« 2AIb. No relation of identity.

3. Speech, etc. do not rule out omniscience in their possessor.
4. Omniscience can be negated, as an effect can be negated through the negation of its
cause.

Now this reasoning is clearly not Mandana’s invention; in fact, the very structure of the
argument recalls Dharmakirti’s ‘second’ consideration of anupalabdhi in the Pramanavart-
tika (PV) 1.198-204, especially PV 1.198-202 and the corresponding Svavrtti (PVSV).?
What is comparatively new, however, is the application of these reflections to the particular
case of omniscience, which is not mentioned in this section of PVSV although Dharmakirti
suggests other possible consequences of his theory for religious philosophy.* The only text
I could find where Dharmakirti applies a similar reasoning to omniscience (sarvajiiatva) is
the Nyayabindu (NB).*’ I suspect this original and quite massive reinvestment of Dharma-
kirti’s ideas must be interpreted in a polemical way. For the first victim of this exercise in
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This passage has been translated twice, into English by Yaita (1985) and, more recently, into German
by Steinkellner (2013 and 2013;). I am much indebted to the latter’s translation and rich annotation
of this text. Strictly speaking, Dharmakirti’s discussion of anupalabdhi is much longer, finding its
conclusion only with PV 1.339 (thus practically with the end of the first chapter), including also his
lengthy digression on the authority of Scripture (@gama). See Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber 2012: 9, n. 9.1
am essentially concerned here with the initial part of this section.

Dharmakirti remains quite vague in PV(SV) 1.198-204 about objects whose existence cannot be
disqualified by mere silence of Scripture, like “particular things (...) which are far away in time and
space” (desakalavyavahitah |...] dravyavisesah — PVSV 102.6—7). He is more precise about objects
whose non-existence cannot be proved by the mere fact that we cannot infer them: “a mind free of passion”
(viraktam cetas — PVSV 103.4), “a particular deity” (devatavisesa — ibid.), “the capacity of intentions
[relative to] gifts and refraining from violent action to cause happiness” (danahimsaviraticetananam
abhyudayahetuta — PVSV 103.5; my translation of the compound in the genitive relies entirely on its
interpretation by Yaita [1985: 213] and Steinkellner [2013;: 84]). The closest approximation we find
in the Pramanavarttika to Mandana’s reasoning is found in PV(SV) 1.311 (I thank V. Eltschinger for
drawing my attention to this important passage). In that portion of the SV, which forms a sort of ‘coda’
to his discussion on mantras, Dharmakirti discusses possible objections against the assumption of an
“extraordinary person” (purusatisaya) who could be the author of mantras on the basis of his “humanity”
(pumstva), a property which must itself be inferred from his possessing an intellect (buddhi), senses
(indriya) and speech (vacana) (see PVSV 164.15). His main response is clearly similar to Mandana’s
principal argument: na hy atindriyesv ataddarsinah pratiksepah sambhavati, satam apy esam ajianat;
“Those who do not see supersensible [objects] cannot confute (prati-\/k;ip) them, for even if they exist,
they will not know them” (PVSV 164.17-18 [I do not translate Ai]).

NB 3.69-71: yathasarvajiiah kas cid vivaksitah puruso ragadiman veti sadhye vaktrtvadiko dharmah
samdigdhavipaksavyavrttikah, sarvajiio vakta nopalabhyata ity evamprakarasyanupalambhasyadrsya-
tmavisayatvena samdehahetutvat. tato ’sarvajiiaviparyayad vaktrtvader vyavrttih samdigdha. vaktr-
tvasarvajiiatvayor virodhabhavac ca yah sarvajiiah sa vakta na bhavatity adarsane ’pi na sidhyati,
samdehat; “If what must be proved is, for instance, that a certain intended person is non-omniscient
(asarvajiia), or is passionate, etc. (ragadimant), one can doubt that a property like being a speaker
(vaktrtva), etc. [establishing that conclusion] is absent from the negative instance [i.e. an omniscient
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‘applied logic’ is, no doubt, Kumarila, whose arguments against omniscience are — with
one exception to which I shall return later on (§ 3) — easily associated with one or the other
‘defective’ use of anupalabdhi. Thus, far from rejecting Dharmakirti’s elaborations on
adrsyanupalabdhi as ‘Buddhist,” Mandana appropriates them and adapts them in order
to free the classical Mimamsaka argumentation against omniscience of some of its most
flagrant weaknesses.*! Let us now consider in more detail a few aspects of this strategy.

2.3 Kumarila’s refutation of omniscience, in the SIV and BT similarly, takes place in
three successive stages: after having established that omniscience is intrinsically impossible
(SIV#2 112-115/TS 3157-3183), he shows that no evidence supports the assumption
(kalpand) of an omniscient being in the past (SIV 117-136/TS 3184-3236) and finally
argues that, even if there had been such a being, he would have been unable to teach (SIV
137-140/TS 3237-3239).* The second part of his demonstration, which is by far the
longest, starts with a very simple argument showing how our main means of knowledge
(pramana) have no grip on an omniscient being:**

First, people like us do not see an omniscient being now; nor is it possible to
postulate that there was [such a being], as [one can] deny [it]. Nor [can one
postulate] an omniscient being on the basis of Scripture, for his [Scripture
would have the undesirable consequence of having] mutual reliance [with his
being an omniscient being]. If [Scripture] is composed by others, how is it
understood to be a means of valid cognition?

person]. For a non-apprehension like ‘we do not apprehend any omniscient speaker’ is the cause of
a [mere] doubt, for it is about [an object] whose nature cannot be seen (adrsyatman). Therefore, the
absence of [the property of] being a speaker, etc. in [someone] other than a non-omniscient [i.e. in an
omniscient person] is subject to doubt. Moreover, since being a speaker and being omniscient are not
in contradiction (virodha), [the rule that] ‘whoever is omniscient does not speak’ is not established,
even when we do not see [anybody who is omniscient and speaks], for this is subject to doubt.” The
exemple of the property sarvajiia(tva) is also used in NB 3.94-95, 3.125 and 3.130, with the same kind
of implications.
41" In a suggestive note of his recent study of PVSV (Steinkellner 2013,: 4548, n. 49), E. Steinkellner
proposes to link the development of the theory of anupalabdhi in Dharmakirti’s *Hetuprakarana to the
debate on omniscience as known to us in particular through the works of Kumarila. See Steinkellner 2013:
“(...) ein wichtiger Ansto8 fiir die kréftige Entwicklung der Lehre von der negativen Erkenntnis durch
Kumarila und stirker noch durch Dharmakirti [ist] in der bei Kumarila sichtbar werdenden Polemik der
Mimamsa gegen die Ansicht von der Existenz eines Allwissenden (sarvajiia) zu identifizieren” (p. 46).
The ViV provides, in a way, a powerful confirmation of this insight, as do the passage of the Nyayabindu
translated above (n. 40) and the statement from KamalaSila’s Nyayabindupirvapaksasamksipta quoted
by Steinkellner (p. 47). I also fully agree that most of Kumarila’s arguments against omniscience do not
hold against Dharmakirti’s elucidation of anupalabdhi (see below § 2.3—4). But one may also wonder
how far the question of omniscience was present to Dharmakirti’s mind from the very beginning and,
if it was, why he never mentions it in the Pramanavarttika. It is not impossible that Mandana’s text
reflects and elaborates on developments which are characteristic of Dharmakirti’s later work.
All karika-numbers refer to the codana-section (ad MiSu 1.1.2).
43 A useful synopsis of the section is found in Kataoka 2011 xliv and Kataoka 2011,: 182—184. For a
systematic comparison of the SIV and BT, see Kataoka 2003a: 38 and Kataoka 20115: 38.
SIV (codana®) 117-118: sarvajiio drsyate tavan nedanim asmadadibhih | nirakaranavac chakya na
casid iti kalpana I/ na cagamena sarvajiias, tadiye 'nyonyasamsrayat | narantarapranitasya pramanyam
gamyate katham //. Translation: Kataoka 2011,: 332-336 (slightly modified).
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Despite its simplicity and extreme popularity in later philosophical literature,* the ar-
gument is not even mentioned in the ViV.*® A plausible explanation for this could lie in
Dharmakirti’s newly introduced distinction of two kinds of non-apprehension (anupala-
bdhi): non-apprehension in general (anupalabdhimatra [PVSV 101.23]; anupalambhama-
tra [PVSV 103.3]) and non-apprehension of what, under normal circumstances, would
be fit for (perceptual) apprehension (upalabdhiyogya [PVSV 101.18]).#” As Dharmakirti
explains it, the first type of non-apprehension can only produce doubt (samsaya) as to the
existence of the object, but cannot prove its non-existence (asatta);*® from our point of
view, an object we do not perceive (say, ghosts, or a particular deity) may as well exist or
not.*’ The second type of non-apprehension, on the other hand, positively establishes its
non-existence,™ like when we do not see a pot in front of our eyes even in the clear light of
day. Following this important distinction, echoed in the passage of the ViV translated above
(§ 2.2), the fact that an omniscient being “is not seen” (na drsyate) has no value whatsoever
to prove that there is no such being, this regardless of whether we speak of the perception
of a single person (svapratyaksa) or of everyone’s perception (sarvapratyaksa).’' But the
point is not only about perception. Dharmakirti further claims that even complete lack of
evidence about an object cannot persuade us of its non-existence (unless, of course, it fits
all conditions for present perceptual apprehension): “one cannot ascertain that [objects
that are at a distance] do not exist, even in the absence of [all] three means of knowledge

45 See the quite impressive list of quotations of these verses in Kataoka 2011,: 29-30. The fact that an

omniscient being “is not seen now” (na [...] idanim drsyate) is also, as we remember, the basic argument

of Bhavya’s piirvapaksa in the Mimamsa-section of his Madhyamakahrdayakarika (15ab) (on Bhavya’s

relation with Kumarila, see above n. 10).

One could read an echo of Kumarila’s argument in ViV 19, where Mandana underlines that an omniscient

being can neither be perceived, as he is “not within the reach of the senses” (indriyanam na gocarah

[ViVK 19b]), nor inferred, for the very same reason (ata eva [ViV¥ 19¢]). Yet we should also pay

attention to the fact that Mandana thereby only wants to prove our ignorance (agjiiana [S 686.2]) of

an omniscient being, while its non-existence or intrinsic impossibility (anupapatti) is considered
sufficiently proved by the preceding section (ViV 15-18). Kumarila, on the other hand, evaluates
which supposition (kalpana) — that of the Veda’s authorlessness or that of an omniscient being — is
more dispendious (see SIV [codana®] 116). His reasoning is therefore against the probability for the

Omniscient’s existence, while Mandana’s claim is only, on an epistemic level, about our knowledge of

that person.

On these two types of anupalabdhi, see Steinkellner (1967: 157—-158), who proposes to distinguish

between non-apprehension in general (“Nicht-Beobachtung im Allgemeinen”) and non-apprehension

in particular (“Nicht-Beobachtung im Besonderen”) in the Pramanavarttika. Additional remarks on

this distinction are found in Steinkellner 2013,: 44.

4 See PVSV 101.19-20: na (...) asattasadhani (read °sadhani instead of °sadhani); PVSV 103.10: ata

eva samsayo ’stu.

See PVSV 101.11: anupalabhyamano na san nasan, satam api svabhavadiviprakarsat kada cid anupa-

lambhat; PV 1.202a: sadasanni$cayaphala [anupalabdhih]; PVSV 103.1-2: yasya kasya cit svabhavo

nopalabhyate deSadiviprakarsat, na sa tadanupalambhamatrenasan nama.

0 See PVSV 101.17-18: asattayam (...) pramanam.

Sl Although Dharmakirti does not mention these two cases in the PVSYV, the distinction is found in some
of his later works, as pointed out by Stern (1988: 1023). See for instance NB 2.27 ([...] deSakalasva-
bhavaviprakrstesv arthesv atmapratyaksanivrtter abhavaniscayabhavat) and Vadanyaya 10.12-14 (na
hy anumanadinivritir abhavam gamayati, vyabhicarat, na sarvapratyaksanivrttih, asiddheh, natmapra-
tyaksavisesanivrttir api viprakrstesu).
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[i.e.: perception, inference, and teaching through Scripture] (pramanatrayanivrttav api).”>*

Mandana’s adoption of this argument without any change in the ViV can therefore be read
as a rejection of Kumarila’s whole strategy for denying the existence of an omniscient
being by mere lack of a pramana capable of establishing it. To put it differently, Kumarila’s
proof against the probability of the existence of an omniscient being — quite sufficient for
the apologetic purpose of ‘weighing’ kalpanas — is systematically put aside by Mandana,
whose only concern is now with the intrinsic impossibility of omniscience.>

2.4 The topic of non-apprehension is not the only one where Mandana chooses to distance
himself from Kumarila by siding with Dharmakirti. In v. 137 of the codana-section of
the S1V, Kumarila famously points to a contradiction in the assumption of the Buddha’s
omniscience:>* had the Buddha really been omniscient, he would have been unable to teach;
teaching is a form of operation (vyapara) that naturally implies some kind of intention to
speak, thus a form of desire/passion (raga), incompatible with the supposedly dispassion-
ate (ragarahita) state characterizing the Omniscient.® As is well-known, Dharmakirti is
familiar with Kumarila’s argument (or a similar one)*® and considers it a fundamentally
flawed use of the inference from the effect (karyanumana). Surely, some teachings are

32 PVSV 102.10: na ca te pramanatrayanivrttav api na santiti Sakyante vyavasatum. The three means

of knowledge (pramanatraya) are enumerated in PV 1.199. This point, which is developed in the

whole SV on this verse, is reiterated at the very end of the first chapter of the PV. See PV 1.339¢d and

PVSV 176.11-12: tenasanniscayaphalanupalabdhir na sidhyati I/ tasman na pramanatrayanivrttav api

viprakrstesv abhavaniscayah; “[PV:] Therefore, it is not established that non-apprehension results in the

ascertainment [of something] as non-existent. [SV:] Therefore, the non-existence of [things] beyond the
reach [of ordinary cognition] cannot be ascertained even if all three means of valid cognition [should]
fail to operate” (read asanniscaya® instead of asamniscaya®; translation: Eltschinger/Krasser/Taber

2012: 76-77; I modify “non-perception” into “non-apprehension”).

The same kind of refutation also forms the basis of immediately later Buddhist defences of omni-

science, like that of Santaraksita and Kamalasila. See McClintock 2010: 165—187. Santaraksita’s use

of Dharmakirti’s analysis of anupalabdhimadtra as producive of a mere doubt (samsaya) is also clear.

See TS 3300-3301, translated in McClintock 2010: 186. I find it quite remarkable that Kumarila who,

according to the now (almost) consensual hypothesis of Frauwallner (1962), wrote the BT partly as a

response to Dharmakirti’s *Hetuprakarana, does not modify at all his strategy in what could be his

last great work. On the contrary, far from renouncing his proof of the Omniscient’s non-existence by
mere lack of evidence, Kumarila brings it to its perfection in the BT by adding to the examination of
perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana) and speech (Sabda) carried out in the SIV a consideration

of comparison (upamana) and presumption (arthapatti) as well. See BT (= TS 3214-3228).

As we have seen (§ 2.3), this constitutes the third part of Kumarila’s argument in that section.

SIV (codana®) 137: ragadirahite casmin nirvyapare vyavasthite | deSananyapranitaiva syad rte pratya-

veksanat //; “And when he is established as having no action because he lacks desire and so on, [his]

teaching could only have been composed by others without having [directly] observed [anything].”

Translation: Kataoka 2011,: 366-369.

% See Kataoka 2003a: 55-63, Kataoka 2011,: 366—369 (nn. 425-426). Doubts about this identification
have been expressed by J. Taber (see Eltschinger/Taber/Krasser 2012: 119-120, n. 3) since Kumarila,
unlike Dharmakirti, does not mention the Buddha’s speech (vacana) but only his operation (vyapara).
Though I agree that only a quote could settle the matter, I find the objection hardly convincing for, as
already pointed out by Steinkellner (2013,: 85), one fails to see to which ‘operation’ Kumarila could
possibly allude if not to the Buddha’s teaching (desana), which would otherwise have to be promulgated
by others (anyapranita). Further arguments in favour of Kataoka’s identification on the basis of the
structure of PVSV have been voiced by Steinkellner (2013,: 84-87), who carefully concludes that
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made out of desire for a benefit, as we observe among worldly teachers, but this need not be
the case for all teachings and does not rule out other reasons for teaching, less incompatible
with the state of omniscience, such as compassion (karuna): “Just as a passionate [person]
(rakta) speaks, so does the impassionate (virakta) one, too. Therefore it is not apprehended
from speech as such [whether one is passionate or dispassionate].”>’ That this is precisely
the argument alluded to by Mandana when he says in the ViV that “speech, etc. do not rule
out [the existence of an omniscient being], as there is no contradiction [in his making use
of speech, etc.].” (argument no. 3 in the above-quoted text) is proved, besides the explicit
mention of “speech, etc.” (vacanadi),”® by a further allusion to the SV on PV 1.12 in the
first book of the BS. In that passage, Mandana distinguishes between two concepts of
desire — iccha (desire in general) and raga (passion, which is an obstacle to liberation from
samsara) —, and it is again Dharmakirti’s definition of raga in PVSV 9.5-6 that he calls for
support:>

Passion (raga) is not mere desire (icchamatra); they call “passion” that attach-
ment to unreal qualities [of the object] brought about by nescience (avidyaksi-
ptam abhittagunabhinivesa).®® But the mind’s inclination (prasada) towards
reality —i.e. its delight (abhiruci) [in reality] or desire (abhiccha) [for it] —,
following [its] purification through the vision of reality, does not fall into the
category of “passion” (raga), just as aversion produced by one’s vision of
that reality which is the worthlessness of transmigration does not fall into the
category of “hatred” (dvesa).

Dharmakirti must be attacking, if not Kumarila himself, at least some Mimamsaka position concordant
with that of Kumarila.

PVSV 9.7-8 (ad PV 1.12): yatha rakto braviti, tatha virakto ’piti vacanamatrad apratipattih. Translation:
Franco 2012: 231.

Although Vacaspati tells us nothing of the value of °adi, the expression vacanadi may correspond to the
compound spandavacanadi (“movement, speech, etc.”’) found at the beginning of the SV on PV 1.12
(PVSV 9.3), or else to the three properties of humanity enumerated in PV(SV) 1.311 (senses, mind and
speech). See above n. 39. The parallel passage in NB 3.71 only mentions vaktrtva (see our translation
of this passage above, n. 40). Another possibility is that Mandana alludes here to the contradiction
between contemplation (dhyana) and teaching (upadesana) underlined by Kumarila in the BT (= TS
3237-3239). It is unclear, in that case, how he intended to solve this apparent contradiction.

BS 1.1: na hicchamatram ragah. avidyaksiptam abhitagunabhinivesam ragam dcaksate. tattvadarsa-
navaimalyat tu cetasah prasado 'bhirucir abhiccha na ragapakse vyavasthapyate, yatha samsarasa-
ratatattvadarsananispanno nodvegas tato dvesapakse (3.17-20). I slightly modify the translation of
this passage by Taber (2011: 443), who rightly points out the importance of this parallel for a correct
interpretation of Dharmakirti’s concept of raga in PV 1.12 and the corresponding SV.

Dharmakirti’s definition of raga in PVSV 9.5-6 is exactly similar if we except the mention, instead of
“nescience” (avidya), of a list of objects of defilement typical of Buddhist thought, corresponding to the
four “aspects” of the first aryasatya (anityata, duhkha, anatmata, sunyata — see Eltschinger 2014b):
nityasukhatmatmiyadarsanaksiptam sasravadharmavisayam cetaso "bhisvarngam ragam ahuh; ‘“They
call ‘passion’ the attachment of the mind, which has the defiled elements of existence as an object,
which is caused by seeing [erroneously, what is impermanent, suffering, not the self, and does not
belong to the self as] permanent, pleasure, the self and what belongs to the self.” Translation: Franco
2012: 231 (I modify “desire” into “passion,” to suit the convention followed here).
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2.5 As we can already see from our analysis of its initial portion, the discussion of
omniscience in ViV 15 reveals Mandana’s deep familiarity with the works of Dharmakirti
— especially PV 1 and the Svavrtti, but also the Nyayabindu and, as we shall see later on
(§ 3.5), the Pramanaviniscaya —, far deeper in any case than that of any Mimamsaka before
(and perhaps even after) him. But it also testifies to the complexity of his engagement
with the famous Buddhist logician, which contrasts with Kumarila’s strategy of frontal
confrontation with Buddhism in general. It is noteworthy in this respect that the debate is
never on matters of pure logic, an impression that can only be confirmed by the remaining
part of ViV 15. The two kinds of non-apprehension, the negation of the effect through the
negation of its cause (see below, § 3), even Dharmakirti’s conclusions about fallacious
uses of the inference from the effect: everything is accepted in block by Mandana and
never questioned again in his work. His way to consider anew the topic of the Buddha’s
omniscience in the ViV is therefore to play, so to say, Dharmakirti’s part, and to reconstruct
what could have been a ‘Dharmakirtian’ answer to Kumarila from elements scattered
throughout Dharmakirti’s works. But this is just a prelude to Mandana’s real encounter
with Dharmakirti, carried out once again with his own weapons. The field of this encounter,
however, would not be pure logic any more, but the epistemology of perception.

3. Time, perception and Scripture: on a mimamsaka use of karananu-
palabdhi

3.1 If the bulk of Kumarila’s arguments against the Buddha’s omniscience, as we have
seen, finds no favour in the eyes of his most immediate successor in Mimamsa, a small sec-
tion of the SIV (codana® — 112—115) and BT (= TS 3157-3183) remains to be investigated,
in which Kumarila argues for the incompatibility between omniscience and the very nature
of perception. That preoccupation, at least, is well in line with Mandana’s philosophical
agenda and the problem is in fact at the heart of his enquiry in ViV 15. Once again, the
occasion for this reflection is given to him by a logical remark by Dharmakirti. As we have
seen before (§ 2.3), Dharmakirti insists in the PV that mere absence of perception (or even
of knowledge in general) of an object that is not fit for perceptual apprehension produces no
certitude (niscaya) of its non-existence, but only doubt (samsaya) regarding its existence.
However, there are other ways to produce such a proof of the non-existence of an object,
one of them being to find evidence for the absence of a cause (karana) of the object, as
explained in the following passage of the PV and SV:!

[PV:] But the fact that we do not know the efficient [cause] (karakajiana)
of [a given] effect proves that [such an effect] does not exist. [SV:] In case
the [property] to be proved is the non-existence (abhava) of a [given] nature
(svabhava), [we just] said® that the [mere] absence of apprehension of that [na-

61 PV 1.201cd and PVSV 103.16-18: karye tu karakajianam abhavasyaiva sadhakam [/ svabhavabhave
sadhye tadanupalambha evapramanam ucyate. karakanupalambhas tu pramanam eva. na hy asti
sambhavo yad asati karane karyam syat.

See PVSV 103.1-2: yasya kasya cit svabhavo nopalabhyate desadiviprakarsan na sa tadanupalambha-
matrenasan nama, yathoktam prak. On the identification of the passage alluded to by Dharmakirti
(PVSV 101.11 or 102.11-127?), see Steinkellner 2013,: 273 (n. 543).
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ture] does not constitute a [valid] means of knowledge (apramanam). But the
non-apprehension of [its] efficient [cause] (karakanupalambha)® is a [valid]
means of knowledge (pramanam eva), for it is impossible (nasti sambhavah)
that an effect should take place without a cause.

Dharmakirti’s reasoning is clearly alluded to in the passage quoted above (§ 2.2) by
Mandana, who does not speak, however, of “non-apprehension of a cause” (karananu-
palambhal®anupalabdhi), but simply of the “absence of a cause” (karananivrtti). And
indeed, a major issue of Dharmakirti’s reasoning — which is not entirely clear from this
passage of the SV —is that “non-apprehension of the efficient [cause]” (karakanupalambha)
cannot be mere non-apprehension (anupalabdhimatra), but has to be non-apprehension of
the second kind, where the object is fit for (perceptual) apprehension, lest the inference
becomes equally inconclusive.®* This, of course, is not the case of most objects placed at a
distance (viprakrsta) or supersensible (atindriya) objects like particular deities, etc., whose
cause is very likely to be also beyond the reach of the senses. The case of omniscience is
somewhat peculiar, though, due to the presupposition — apparently shared by all partic-
ipants in this debate — that (valid) knowledge of all things must be, to begin with, valid
knowledge over all. Just as “persons of exception” (purusatisaya) remain persons all the
same, “exceptional visions” (darsanatisaya) differ in degree (of precision, intensity, clarity,
etc.) from ordinary perceptions, but they obey the same principles as any other perceptual
cognition.®> Mandana’s task is, then, to prove that the cause of perception is such that it
can never produce a knowledge of all things, and thereby to undermine the very possibility
(sambhava) of omniscience.®

3.2 Kumarila, who already had some thoughts on that topic, mostly insists on the mutual
delimitation of our senses, which disqualifies a cognition of all things at once: acute as it

3 The expression karakanupalambha used in the PVSV is of course equivalent to the compound karand-

nupalabdhi found in Dharmakirti’s later works (see above n. 37).
% This point is well made by Yaita (1985: 202, n. 65).
% On purusatiSaya | satisayo narah, see BT (= TS 3161/3159) and PV(SV) 1.311. The expression
darsanatisaya is used, for instance, in Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyayamaiijari (NM;: 268.3) to define the
cognition of yogins. A similar use of atisaya applied to cognition is found in the SIV (codana® — 114)
and BT (= TS 3386).
Interestingly, this seems to be precisely the point where the problem of omniscience is taken up by
Sankaranandana in his Sarvajiiasiddhi, possibly written in the 9" century. See SSig 2: jiatakaranasad-
bhava sambhaviny anyakaryavat | sarvarthavisaya samvit, sa hi sambhava ucyate; “A consciousness
encompassing all objects, like [any] other effect, is possible (sambhavin) [only] if the actual exis-
tence of its cause (karanasadbhava) is known; for this is what [we] call ‘possibility’ (sambhava).”
The corresponding prose portion, a preliminary edition of which is established by Eltschinger (2008:
140-141), is still too obscure (to me, at least) to provide any reliable information about the intellectual
background of this stanza. The proximity between Mandana and Sankaranandana’s way of speaking of
omniscience (sarvarthesu samvid [Mandanal/sarvarthavisaya samvid [Sankaranandana]) need not be
significant, but is nevertheless striking. The same kind of consideration is also found in Ratnakirti’s
Sarvajiiasiddhi: nanu karananupalambhad eva sarvajiiatapratisedhah sidhyati; “[Objection:] but, the
negation of omniscience is established by the non-apprehension of its cause (karananupalambha)!”
(SSig 7.19-20). See also Moriyama 2014: 64 (n. 29).
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may be, the eye — be it a Divine Eye -7 will never perceive sounds or smells; yet sounds or
smells are, no doubt, part of the totality of being.%® In order to grasp everything at once, the
senses of the Omniscient would therefore have to function simultaneously in an eminent
way, a possibility which contradicts the widely admitted principle that two cognitions
(say, the smell of a strawberry and the vision of its red colour) never take place exactly at
the same time.® As before, but for reasons that are far less clear, this popular reasoning
did not find its way into the ViV.”" Mandana prefers to concentrate on another aspect
of the mimamsaka theory of perception, going back to Jaimini’s treatment of pratyaksa
in MiSu 1.1.4, namely its relation to the present time (vidyamana). Perception, so the
sutra goes, cannot be a cause (nimitta) for our knowledge of dharma “‘because it grasps
[something] present” (vidyamanopalambhanatvat). Applying this conclusion to the debate

As noted by Moriyama (2014: 60-61), the quotation of scriptural passages mentioning the Buddha’s
“Divine Eye” (divyacaksus) by commentators on SIV (codana®) 112—115 and by Kamalasila while
commenting on a verse of the BT (ad TS 3159-3160) in TSP 999.12—13 is certainly not done by chance.
It is indeed likely that Kumarila had this or a similar notion in mind while discussing this topic.

SIV (codana®) 112—114: ekena tu pramanena sarvajiio yena kalpyate | niinam sa caksusa sarvan
rasadin pratipadyate I/ (...) yatrapy atisayo drstah sa svarthanatilanghanat | dirasuksmadidrstau syan
na riipe Srotravrttita //; “However, if [you] postulate that he knows everything through a single means
of valid cognition, he surely grasps all tastes, etc. with the eye! Even when superiority of a particular
[pramanal] is seen, in so far as [a sense] does not go beyond [its] own object, that [superiority] can
[happen] in perceiving things that are remote, subtle, etc., [but] it is not the case that the ear should
grasp color.” Translation: Kataoka 2011,: 324-328 (modified). Cf. BT (TS 3157-3158), translated in
Kataoka 2011,: 328-329 (n. 368).

Although this last part of the argument is not voiced by Kumarila, it seems nevertheless a natural
consequence of his statements about the senses and their limited domain. It is found explicitly in
Kamalasila’s commentary on TS 3157. See TSP 998.7-9: na caitac chakyate vaktum ma bhiid ekena
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“And you cannot say [the following:] ‘Maybe it is impossible to grasp all objects at the same time
(yugapad) in a single cognition (ekena jiianena), but this can happen in several [cognitions] (anekena),
for it is impossible that several cognitions [should take place] at the same time.”

70 To the already long list of quotes of SIV (codan@®) 112—114 enumerated by Kataoka (2011;: 27-29), I
can only add the (somewhat unexpected) quotation of v. 112ab in Helaraja’s Prakirnaprakasa (vol. 1, p.
54.17 — ad Vakyapadiya 3.1.46; I thank Vincenzo Vergiani for drawing my attention to this passage).
Helaraja’s response to Kumarila is quite unique in that the 10"-century Kashmiri grammarian directly
contests the Mimamsaka’s claim that the domains of the senses are mutually impenetrable, and does so on
the basis of some hitherto unidentified Scripture (agama): tac ca tesam Sistanam jiianam sarvendriyam,
pratiniyamanapeksanat. sarvajia hindriyantarenapindriyantaravyaparam kurvanti, tatha cagamah
nedanim indriyair eva pasyanti, ghranatah sabdam Srnoti, prstho ripani pasyati, apy angulyagrena
sarvendriyarthan upalabhyate; “And this knowledge of the Learned Ones (§ista) is [produced] by all
the senses (sarvendriya), for omniscient [beings] accomplish the operation of a sense even by means
of another, as it is said in the [following] Scripture: ‘Now they do not see only by the senses. [In
that state,] one hears sounds by [the organ of] smell, sees forms [even] in [one’s] back. More than
that! One grasps all sensory objects even with the tip of a finger!”” (Prakirnaprakdsa 54.1-5). The
boldness of Helaraja’s statement appears by comparing it, for instance, to Jayanta Bhatta’s much milder
response to Kumarila: rasadigrahiny api yoginam indriyani caksurvad atisSayavanty eveti na rasadisu
caksurvyaparah parikalpyate; “The senses by which yogins grasp smells, etc. are also eminent, just like
[their] eyes, so there is no need to assume an operation of the eye towards smells, etc.” (NM; 270.1-2).
It is impossible to decide if Mandana positively rejected Kumarila’s claim (and in that case, on which
basis), or simply considered it irrelevant to the present debate. I find it unlikely, in any case, that he
ignored it.
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on omniscience, Mandana makes it into a general statement as to the nature of sensory
perception:”!

Perception, when brought about by the eye, etc. [does] not [apply] to all objects,
for the [eye, etc.] have a restricted domain: their domain is exclusively some
particular [object], which is present (vartamana) and related (sambaddha)
[to the senses], and not all objects are like that. Now it is true that, since it is
possible to be aware of all sorts of knowable objects, a restriction (niyama) [of
the domain of perception] in terms of form (riipa) is hardly defendable, and
so is also [its restriction] in terms of acuity, feebleness, etc. (patumandatadyi).
[Moreover,] since we cognize (pari—\/chid) objects at all sorts of distance and
in [all sorts of] measures, a restriction of relation in terms of distance (desa)
[or] measure (parimana) [is also not possible]. But [a restriction] in terms
of time (kala) is defendable (nirupyate), for in [the view that the eye, etc.]
operate by reaching [their object] (prapyakaritve),’ they cannot reach it if [the
object] is not present; the same [is true] in [the view that the eye, etc.] operate
without reaching [their object] (aprapyakaritve), since [in that case] one needs
a [special] capacity (samarthya) of the object [to be known], [and objects]
that have not come into being or have ceased to exist have no [such] capacity,
for they are inexpressible (anupdakhyeya) [in terms of being and non-being].”?
And therefore the eye, etc., should they have a special excellence (ati-NST),
may only make their own domain known in an eminent way (adhikam) in
terms of distance, measure [and] number, but not what is beyond their domain,
[namely] what has not come to existence, [and] what has ceased to exist.
Therefore it is said [in Mimamsasutra 1.1.4]: “because it grasps something
present” (vidyamanopalambhanatvat).

Both characteristics of the object of perception highlighted in this passage (sambandhal
vartamanatva) have their source in MiSu 1.1.4, where “contact with the senses of a person”
(samprayoglah] purusasyendriyanam) is mentioned besides “being grasped at the present
time” (vidyamanopalambhanatva). Yet it is obviously the second characteristic that, above
all, captivates Mandana’s attention. His four-fold suspension of restriction (niyama) in
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ViV 15: na pratyaksam caksuradijanma tavat sarvarthesu, tesam visayaniyamat. kim cid eva hi vartama-
nam sambaddham ca tadvisayah, na ca sarve ’rthas tatha®. yady api canekavidhaprameyasamvedanad
ripato niyamo durniriipah, patumandatadibhedata$ ca, nanadeSaparimandarthaparicchedad desa-
tah® sambandhaniyamah, parimanato niyamas ca, kalatas tu niriipyate, prapyakdritve *vartamanasya
praptyabhavat, aprapyakaritve ’py arthasamarthyasavyapeksatvat, jianotpattav ajatanivrttayor anupa-
khyeyatvad asamarthyat. tada® catisayana® api caksuradayah svavisayam eva desatah parimanatah
samkhyato vadhikam bodhayeyuh, navisayam ajatam ativrttam. tad uktam vidyamanopalambhanatvad
iti (S 461.2-468.1 [= M 116.2-119.1/G 82.6-84.3]).  tatha S: @M G; ® desatah S: na desatah M G;
° tadd S: tatha M G; ¢ atisayana(h) S: atiSayanam M G. The text is trunked in M (118.4).

On this well-known divergence, see Chatterjee 1978: 138—141 and Bhatt 1989: 174—177. It opposes
thinkers (including Mimamsakas, Naiyayikas and Samkhya-philosophers) who think that the senses
must “reach” (pra-\/dp) their object in order to produce sensation and others (notably Buddhists) who
estimate that sensation can happen even while senses and object are at a distance.

Mandana’s conception of past and future as “inexpressible [in terms of being and non-being]” (anupa-
khyeya) might be borrowed from Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya. See David (forthcoming).
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terms of form, acuity, measure and distance (to which number can be added) also makes
the very idea of a relation with the senses practically useless. For what kind of ‘relation’
would there be between the senses and objects placed at an extreme distance, for instance,
if not their mere coexistence in one and the same moment? And what would be the point of
restricting the object of perception to what is ‘related’ to the senses if virtually everything
can be related to them? Thus it is possible to read in this text a form of thought experiment,
allowing us to discriminate between factual limitations of perception (in terms of form,
size, etc.) which, in principle, can be suspended, and a natural limitation of perception,
i.e. its relation to the present time, which no artificial extension of our faculties can allow
us to surpass. This insistance on the temporal dimension of perception might be a natural
consequence of Mandana’s main thesis in the field of ontology, voiced in ViV 12, identifying
existence (satta) with being present (vartamanata): if only present things are perceptible,
it is perhaps because they only ‘exist’ in the true sense of the term.”* But this might also
be his one true link to Kumarila, whose core argument against the possibility of foresight
(obviously an essential component of omniscience) in SIV (codana®) 115 is precisely the
natural limitation of sensory perception to the present moment.”

3.3 Mandana’s strategy against omniscience thus appears, at this point, essentially as a
reduction of Kumarila’s arguments to a single one: perception, relying on the operation
of the senses, can only grasp things in the present. His use of this argument in ViV 15,
however, marks a radically different approach to Buddhist theories of perception. As we
have seen, all arguments of the SIV (codana®) 112—114 and the corresponding verses of
the BT are based on the capacity of the senses to grasp all things in a single moment of
perception, and this may safely be extended to his remark in v. 115 as well. This presupposes
that perception can occur only through the senses, an assumption justified, in Kumarila’s
perspective, by his rejection of all kinds of supersensory perception in the chapter of the SIV
dealing with pratyaksa (ad MiSu 1.1.4). Quite the opposite, Mandana chooses to confront
Buddhist epistemologists on their own ground in order to show that even supersensory
perception as they conceive it is incompatible with omniscience. This ‘dialectical’ attitude,
so characteristic of Mandana’s philosophical style, allows him to open an entirely new
field of philosophical enquiry into the nature of the Omniscient’s cognition, which was to
acquire some prominence in later stages of this debate.”®

74 Mandana’s equation between being and being present forms the topic of the third study in this series.

See David (forthcoming).

SIV (codana®) 115ac: bhavisyati na drstam ca pratyaksasya mandg api | samarthyam; “It is never
seen that perception has even a bit (manag api) of capacity with regard to a thing in the future.”
Translation: Kataoka 2011,: 329. Unsurprisingly, Kumarila reads in MiSa 1.1.4, especially in the reason
vidyamanopalambhanatvat, an implicit attack against the possibility of yogic perception. See SIV
(pratyaksa®) 26-27ab (translated in Taber 2005: 54).

The earliest echo of this shift in the Mimamsakas’ attitude towards omniscience in a Buddhist text
might be found in Kamalasila’s Pafijika on TS 3156-3157 (= BT), where the learned Buddhist scholar
takes into consideration two hypotheses about the nature of the “complete knowledge of all things”
(sakalavastuparijiiana): sensory cognition (indriyajiiana) and mental cognition (manovijiiana). See
TSP 997.20-998.21. It is possible that Kamalasila’s comments on these stanzas should be read as
an effort to integrate Mandana’s arguments into Santaraksita’s mainly Kumarilan framework. His
examination of mental cognition (TSP 998.18-21), in particular, with his insistence on the mind’s
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3.4 Three types of perceptual awareness are considered in ViV 15, corresponding to
Dharmakirti’s four types’’ with the exception of self-awareness (svasamvedana): perception
“born from the eye, etc.” (caksuradijanman), “mental” (manasa) perception and perception
“born from meditation” (bhavanamaya), which is also how Dharmakirti defines the cogni-
tion of yogins (yoginam jiianam).”> Among them, the greatest attention is not devoted to the
last kind of perception, as we would probably expect,”® but to mental cognition. For sure,
external senses are riveted to the present time, but the mind need not be; in fact we observe
that dreams, fantasies and other creations of the mind have no evident link to the world of
sensation, and also deal with past and future events.?® Could omniscience be a cognition
of that kind? We cannot be sure whether Mandana had a particular Buddhist thinker or
school in mind while refuting that possibility, but I find it unlikely that his opponent should
be Dharmakirti, whose conception of mental cognition (manovijiiana [NB 1.9]) explicitly
excludes independence of the mind from the senses. In fact it seems Mandana chooses once
again not to refute Dharmakirti’s ideas — at least, not at first —, but skilfully to take them
out of their original context to fit his own purpose. As is well-known, mental perception for
Dharmakirti does not only cover internal mental phenomena such as awareness of pleasure
and pain, but also the (non-conceptual) moment of attention immediately following a
sensation, that of a patch of blue for instance, in which we become aware that there is
‘something’ in front of us without yet knowing that it is ‘blue.” His main preoccupation in
PV 3.239-248 is precisely to show that the content (visaya) of that moment of perception is
different (anya) from what has been previously experienced (pirvanubhiita) — so that it can
be considered valid knowledge (pramana) —®' but is also not entirely “unseen” (adrsta), so
that awareness of sound, for instance, cannot follow from a sensation of blue, or awareness

“dependence” (paratantrya) on the senses, clearly reminds one of Mandana (see below § 3.4). The case
of Prajnakaragupta will be dealt with further on (§ 4).

On these four types, see for instance NB 1.7-11.

See PV 3.281ab: prag uktam yoginam jiianam tesam tad bhavanamayam (Translation: Eltschinger 2009:
192). On the ‘causal’ interpretation of bhavanamaya, see Eltschinger 2007: 85-86, n. 58.

This is, at least, the assumption made by Umbeka Bhatta (8lh c.?), the oldest commentator on the S1v,
who begins his commentary on SIV (codana®) 115 with the following objection: nanu heyopadeya-
grahakasya vijianasyasty ekam karanam bhavand, kim ucyate karananupalabdhya karyabhava iti?
bhavanajanyapratyaksam dharmadharmagrahakatvena tair istam!; “[Objection:] but, there is [indeed]
a cause for the cognition that grasps what is to be abandoned and what is to be appropriated, [namely]
meditation (bhavana)! Why do [you] say that ‘the effect does not exist since one does not grasp [its]
cause’? They [= Buddhists] maintain that perception born from meditation (bhavanajanyam pratyaksam)
is what grasps merit and demerit!” (Tatparyatika 74.7-8; translation: Moriyama 2014: 64 [modified]).
The phrase karananupalabdhya karyabhavah recalls Mandana’s formulation in ViV 15 (karananivrttya
karyanivrttilh] [S 460.2-461.1]), and it is possible that Umbeka, who is also the author of a commentary
on Mandana’s Bhavanaviveka, makes here an approximative quote of the ViV.

The possibility that dreams (svapna) manifest the mind’s capacity to grasp external objects independently
of the senses — a hypothesis Mandana eventually rules out — is the topic of a separate investigation in
ViV 16 (S 583.2-590.3). This enquiry, carried out essentially with non-Buddhist arguments and only
loosely related to the question of omniscience, need not concern us here.

As is well-known, Dharmakirti’s second characterization of “valid knowledge” (pramana) in PV 2.5a
defines it as the “manifestation of an unknown object” (gjiiatarthaprakasa). On this definition, see
Katsura 1984, Krasser 2001: 185-190 and Kataoka 2003b. Further references in Krasser 2001: 184—185
(n. 45).
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of blue from no sensation at all, as in the case a blind man.?? Taking the best party of
these remarks, Mandana insists, in his turn, on the dependence (paratantrya) of the mind
(manas) on the senses when it comes to external objects (bahir):3

Even mental perception (manasam pratyaksam) [cannot produce omni-
science],%* for the mind (manas) has no autonomy (asvatantratvat) [with
regard to what is] outside (bahir).®® If it had [such an] autonomy (svatantrya),
the undesired consequence would be that nobody would be blind, deaf, etc. To
explain: regarding perceptive awareness (pratyaksa[m] vedana[m]) of forms/
colours, etc. (rigpadi), the [mind] is dependent (paratantra) on [senses] like
the eye, [and] it is limited by their very limitation (niyama);® otherwise, as
[we have just] said, the undesired consequence would be that nobody would
be blind, etc. If [you object] that [this undesired consequence, namely] that
nobody would be blind, etc. does not occur, for [mental perception] depends
on the [objective] correlate of [its] homogeneous and immediate cause [i.e. a
cognition] born from the [senses] (tajjasamanantarapratyayasahakaryapeksa-
nad),’” [our answer is that,] in all cases, the dependence [on the operation of
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See PV 3.239-244: pirvanubhiitagrahane manasasyapramanata | adrstagrahane 'ndhader api syad
yam nandhadrk tatah /| svarthanvayarthapeksaiva hetur indriyaja matih / tato 'nyagrahane 'py asya
niyatagrahyata mata //; “If mental [perception] grasps [an object] that has been experienced before
(purvanubhiita), then it is not a means of valid knowledge (apramanata); if it grasps something [en-
tirely] unseen (adrsta), then a vision of the object would occur also to a blind man, etc. (...) Therefore,
the mind [= mental cognition] (manas), born from the immediate cause (anantarapratyaya) that is
a sensory cognition (indriyavijiana), grasps an entirely different object (anyam eva visayam) [with
respect to that sensation], so that [the undesired consequence that is] the vision [of the object] by a
blind man does not [occur]. [Still,] the sensory cognition (indriyaja matih) that is [its] cause (hetu) is
entirely dependent (°apeksaiva) on an object (artha) related to its own object [as its immediate cause]
(svarthanvaya®); so, even though it grasps something different, [we] consider that it grasps [only] a
delimited object (niyatagrahyata).” See also Vetter 1964: 40 and PVin 1.19 (19.1-7). A thorough
account of Dharmakirti’s theory of mental cognition is given by Vacaspati in the NyK (471.2-473.8);
the passage has been translated into English by Stcherbatsky (1930,: 318-320).

ViV 15: manasam api pratyaksam, bahir manaso ’svatantratvat, svatantrye 'ndhabadhiradyabha-
vaprasangat. tatha hi: pratyakse rupadivedane tac caksuradiparatantram tanniyamad eva niyatam,
anyathandhadyabhavaprasangad ity uktam. tajjasamanantarapratyayasahakaryapeksanad yadi na-
ndhadyabhdavah sarvathd na paratantryam?® nivartate, tadvisayajavisayatvat®, anyathendriyantara-
Jasahakarino® ’pi pravrtteh sa evandhdadyabhavah (S 468.1-474.2 [= M 119.1/G 84.3-85.5]). * na
paratantryam S: paratantryam na M G; ® tadvisayajavisayatvat S: tadvisayatvat M G; © indriyantaraja®
M G: indriyantara® S. The order of the sentences differs widely between S and both printed editions
(M/G); I do not reproduce these variants here.

See NyK: manasam api pratyaksam na sarvam bodhayati (468.13).

Cf. ViVX 15d: paratantram bahir manah; “Regarding external [objects], the mind is dependent
(paratantra) [on the senses]” (S 458.3 [= M 114.3/G 81.3]).

As we have seen before, the essential limitation of the senses, in Mandana’s view, is their incapacity to
grasp objects in the past or future.

Cf. PV 3.243ab (translated above, n. 82), PVin 1.19 (19.5-7) and NB 1.9. The latter’s definition
reads as follows: svavisayanantaravisayasahakarinendriyajiianena samanantarapratyayena janitam tan
manovijiianam: “[M]ental perception is the product of a sense perception which forms its immediately
preceding homogeneous cause, and which cooperates with the immediately succeeding facsimile [i.e.
the second moment] of its proper object.” Translation: Kajiyama 1998: 45.
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the senses] does not disappear, for the content [of mental perception] is born
of the content of a [particular sense].® Were it not, since [mental perception]
would take place because of a [moment] that would cooperate with [the cogni-
tion] born from another sense (indriyantarajasahakarino ’pi),% there would
indeed be no blind, etc.!

Despite the presentation of the arguments in a polemical form, there is probably little here
that Dharmakirti would actually disagree with. I find it in general unlikely that a philosopher
arguing for the mind’s autonomy (svatantrya) in grasping external objects would really
draw any benefit from Dharmakirti’s theory of mental awareness, and from his distinction
of two objective ‘moments’ corresponding to sensory and mental perception. Mandana’s
detailed discussion of that theory in the ViV (S 474.2-542.1), leading him to reaffirm the
orthodox mimamsaka view that “the mind never operates directly (saksat) and independently
(svatantram) on an [object] that is not internal (dntara),”*° thus conscientiously fulfills the
epistemologist’s task, but has little bearing on the topic of omniscience proper.

3.5 A more profound divergence between the two philosophers comes out of Mandana’s
brief discussion of perception “born from meditation” (bhavanamaya) at the end of ViV
15 (S 542.1-555.2). While Kumarila spoke in very general terms of “the perception of past
or future objects, or of one that is very small or obstructed, believed by some to belong to
yogins and liberated souls (muktatman),”®' Mandana specifically addresses the Buddhist
epistemologists’ conception of yogic perception, especially their belief that it results from
“repeated practice” (abhyasa) or habituation to cognitive contents reached by some other
means.”? As is well-known, Dharmakirti thinks that the main cause of a yogin’s perception
is mental cultivation or “meditation” (bhavana), half way between ‘rumination’ of an idea in
view of its perfect assimilation and ‘imagination’ understood as the vivid representation of
something formerly conceived. In more Buddhist terms, meditation consists of the repeated

8 That is: the objective moment (ksana) which forms the content (visaya) of mental awareness of a patch

of blue (K2), for instance, is not identical with the preceding objective moment (K1), the content of
sensation. Yet both moments are not unrelated, since K1 is also the “homogeneous and immediate
cause” (samanantarapratyaya) of K2. In order for mental cognition to take place, then, we need two
things: a (sensory) cognition which is its samanantarapratyaya — or, in Vacaspati’s more oecumenic
terms, its “material cause” (upadana — NyK 472.2) — and an objective correlate (sahakarin) which is the
immediate product of the objective moment (K1) grasped by that sensation. Thus, although sensation
and mental awareness have different contents, they are nevertheless indissolubly intertwined.

I exceptionally disagree with Stern’s choice to read °indriyantarasahakarino, and prefer the reading
°indriyantarajasahakarino transmitted in his Ms. B, in his own version of the NyK (474.5) and also
chosen by both published editions of the ViV (M 120.5/G 85.4). Vacaspati’s interpretation of the
compound indriyantaraja® as referring to the cognition (indriyantarajavijiiana®) which is the material
cause (or samanantarapratyaya) of mental awareness clearly supports that interpretation.

N ViV 15: na kva cid® anantare manah saksat svatantram pravartate (S 541.3—4 [= M 140.6-141.1/G
100.3]). ® na kva cid S: na kva cid api M G. Cf. SIV (pratyaksa®) 160cd: pravrttih sukhaduhkhéadau
kevalasyaiva drsyate; “(...) a functioning of the mind by itself is observed in respect to pleasure, pain,
etc.” (text and translation: Taber 2005: 158 and 114).

SIV (pratyaksa®) 26ac: atitanagate "py arthe sitksme vyavahite ’pi ca | pratyaksam yoginam istam kais
cin muktatmanam api // (text: Taber 2005: 152; translation: Taber 2005: 54 [adapted]).

92 On abhydsa and its interpretation in Buddhist texts, see Eltschinger 2009: 184 (n. 57).
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presentation to the mind of the practitioner of the four Nobles’ Truths, culminating in their
direct apprehension (saksatkara) or “vision” (darsana).®® To that activity Dharmakirti
ascribes the power — well-attested in persons subject to hallucinations born from desire,
fear, madness, etc.®* — to produce an awareness with all external traits of perception:
clarity (sphutabhata [PV 3.8bl/spastaltva] [PV 3.281d]/spastabha(ta] [PV 3.284c], etc.),
non-conceptuality (kalpanapol[hla [PVin® 1.4a/PV 3.123)/akalpaka(tva] [PVin® 1.28d]/
akalpa(tva] [PV 3.285d], etc.). The difference between mere hallucination and the cognition
of a Buddhist Saint only lies, then, in the latter’s being “veridical” (samvadin [PV 3.286a])
or “non-erroneous” (abhranta [PVin¥ 1.4b]), applying as it does to an object whose reality
(bhutaltva] [PV 3.285]) has been ascertained through Scripture (dgama) and reasoning
(yukti). This last characteristic, which makes the cognition of yogins into valid knowledge
(pramana) or perception (pratyaksa) in the true sense of the term,” is also the main topic
of Mandana’s critique. For to claim, as Dharmakirti does, that yogic perception is non-
erroneous as it follows on hearing Buddhist Scriptures and pondering over their content
amounts to saying that meditation is essentially non-productive. As Mandana puts in the
Brahmasiddhi: “[ An injunction] concerning a cognition of the second type [= mental
cultivation]®® does not concern the comprehension of reality (tattvavabodha), but only the
repeated practice (abhyasa) [of that comprehension].”®” This ‘borrowed’ character of the
content of meditation, a warrant for its validity in Dharmakirti’s view, is precisely what
leads Mandana to disqualify it as mere second-hand knowledge:*®

Even [perception] born from meditation (bhavanamaya) is about an object
[previously] heard about [in the Scripture] and/or known by inference (Sruta-
numitavisaya), for it is impossible to meditate at random; since it conforms
to a former cognition’s having a real object (bhiitarthatva) or the contrary
(viparyaya), it is dependent (paratantra) on Scripture and inference, and re-
lies upon [another means of knowledge to ensure its validity] (sapeksatvat).
Therefore it is not a means of valid knowledge (apramanam).

9 On the “vision of the [four] Nobles’ Truths” (aryasatyadarsana) as the specific goal of yogic perception

for Dharmakirti, see PVin 1.28 (27.11) and Eltschinger 2014b: 250-251. As convincingly shown by
Eltschinger (2009: 199-200), that vision corresponds, in Dharmakirti’s view, to the cognition of the
Buddhist practitioner after the “revolution of the basis” (a@srayaparivrtti) has taken place.
% See PV 3.282 (= PVin 1.29). Translations: Eltschinger 2009: 193, Franco 2011: 83.
% See PVin 1.4ab (pratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam), NB 1.4 (tatra pratyaksam kalpanapodham
abhrantam). See also Steinkellner 1978: 126, Eltschinger 2009: 196197 and Franco 2011: 86-88.
Mandana alludes here to his own tripartition of Brahman-knowledge in the beginning of the Niyogakanda:
“knowledge born from speech” (Sabdat pratipattih), knowledge “consisting of its continuous fixation”
(tatsamtanavati [pratipattih]) and knowledge “consisting of a direct apprehension” (saksatkararipa
[pratipattih]). See BS 74.10-13. Meditation (bhavana) as understood by Dharmakirti corresponds, of
course, to the second of these three stages.
BS 2.101-105ab (introduction): dvitiyapratipattivisayo hi na tattvavabodhavisayah, kim tu tadabhyasa-
visayah (115.2-3 —1 do not translate /7). Sankhapani’s commentary (Brahmasiddhivyakhya 239.10-11)
makes the precision that the difference between both types of knowledge (pratipatti) is equivalent to
that between valid knowledge (pramana) and memory (smrti).
ViV 15: bhavanamayam api® Srutanumitavisayam akasmad bhavanayogad agamanumanaparatantram
purvajianabhutarthatvaviparyayanuvidhanat sapeksatvad apramanam (S 542.1-555.2 [= M 147.1-3/G

104.1-3]). * bhavanamayam api S: bhavanamayam api vijiianam M G.
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In these lines, which I propose to read as a direct response to Dharmakirti’s opposite
statement in PVin 1.28,” Mandana inaugurates what would be the invariable position
of the Advaita tradition on the nature of meditation or “contemplation” (nididhyasana)
for centuries to come. Meditation being only the repeated and progressively intensified
thought of an object, it cannot produce by itself any knowledge of that object. So, in order
to be mentally cultivated, the object must be reached by some other means, scriptural or
inferential. If meditation, then, has its use as a means of assimilation or ‘realization’ of
what has been grasped, it does not bring anything new and because of that it is “not a
means of valid knowledge” (apramana).'® While Dharmakirti interprets the transition
from conceptual knowledge originated from Scripture and reasoning to the immediacy and
non-conceptuality of the yogin’s insight as a passage from illusion to truth, Mandana rather
insists on the identity of content of all three cognitions: no matter how we take it, it is always
the same reality that is “heard, thought and meditated upon,” as the Upanisad has it,'°!
and neither perception nor reasoning can grasp it without the help of Scripture. Beyond the
limited controversy about the yogins’s cognition and its capacity to account for omniscience,
we sense a deeper disagreement concerning the very function of Scripture and its place in
the path to liberation: from a mere preliminary (and to a certain point superfluous)!%? stage
leading the adept to a more authentic and direct apprehension of reality in Dharmakirti’s
view, the audition of Scripture has become for Mandana the very centre of his Vedantic
soteriology, the means of knowledge par excellence that other pramanas may of course
supplement, but never entirely replace.

% See PVin 1.28: yoginam api Srutamayena jiianendrthan grhitva yukticintamayena vyavasthapya bhava-

yatam tannispattau yat spastavabhasi bhayadav iva tad avikalpakam avitathavisayam pramanam
pratyaksam; “Having first grasped objects through a cognition born from listening [to the treatises] and
[then] ascertained [them] through a [cognition] born of reflecting [upon them] by means of rational
enquiry, yogins cultivate [those objects]. The [cognition] which, at the completion of this [cultivation],
appears as vividly as in such cases as fear, etc. and [at the same time] is non-conceptual [and] has a true
object, is also a means of valid knowledge, [namely] perception” (27.9—11 — translation: Eltschinger
2009: 198 [modified]). The hypothesis of a direct response to Dharmakirti is indirectly supported by
the paraphrase of PVin 1.28 in the corresponding portion of the NyK. Interestingly, Vacaspati does
not speak in general of the cognition of yogins but specifically of that of the Buddha (tathagata), and
also relates Dharmakirti’s remarks to the question of omniscience: Srutamayena vijiianena samasta-
vastuvisayam nairatmyadi grhitva yuktimayena ca bhiitatam asya vyavasthapyasakrccetoniveSanarii-
pabhavanaprakarsaparyantajanma pratyaksam vijiianam anavayavenanatmadiripavisvalambanam
karatalaravindavisayam ivativisadam bhavayisyati tathagatah; “Having first grasped the absence of
a Self, etc., which concerns all beings, by means of a cognition born from listening [to the treatises]
and [then] established their reality by means of [a cognition] born from reasoning, the Tathagata was
able to effectuate (bhavayisyati) a perceptual cognition born of [His] intense meditation, consisting
of a repeated presentation to [His] mind [of the objects he reflected upon]. [That vision] had for its
objective correlate everything without exception possessing the property of being selfless, etc. and was
as entirely clear as [the vision] of a lotus on the palm of one’s hand” (S 544.6-545.4).

Recall that novelty or “manifestation of an unknown object” (ajiiatarthaprakasa) is one of the definitions
given by Dharmakirti himself of “valid knowledge” in PV 2.5a. See above n. 81.
Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.4.5: atma va are drastavyah §rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah; “Truly, it is
the Self that must be seen, heard, thought, meditated upon.” As is well-known, this passage is taken by
the later Vedantic tradition to enunciate the three stages of the knowledge of Brahman, starting with its
“audition” (Sravana) in the Scripture, developing through “reflection” (rmanana) and “contemplation”
(nididhyasana), and eventually leading to “direct perception” (saksatkara).

102 See Steinkellner 1978: 127.
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3.6 With this last point it seems we have exhausted most of what Mandana had to say on
the topic of the Buddha’s omniscience. It is now time to enquire whether his arguments
aroused any response from the Buddhist side in the following centuries, as was the case for
Kumarila. Our main field of investigation will be the work of an immediately later Buddhist
philosopher, Prajiiakaragupta, on whom Mandana’s influence — so is at least my contention
— is most easily discernible.

4. An early Buddhist paraphrase of ViV 15: Prajiakaragupta’s Prama-
navarttikalamkara (PVA) ad PV 2.29 (vv. 2.358-370)

4.1 Although Mandana’s influence on later Buddhist thought is yet to be properly valued,
it is nevertheless certain that the ViV was read and extensively used by some at least
among later Buddhist logicians. Of the several texts one could invoke in support of this
claim,'% none is perhaps as revealing as Prajiiakaragupta’s commentary on PV 2.29 (PVA
2.358-370).!% Prajiiakaragupta is probably the first commentator on Dharmakirti’s Pra-
manavarttika to regard the Buddha’s omniscience (sarvajiiatva) as a central topic of the
Pramanasiddhi-chapter (= PV 2).!19 His commentary on PV 2.29-33 is therefore, along
with chapter 26 of Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha, among the oldest available testimonies
of that debate stemming from the Buddhist pramana-tradition. Prajiiakaragupta’s long
discussion of PV 2.29, where Dharmakirti objects to the possibility of a knowledge of
objects beyond the senses (paroksarthajiiana) in the absence of a means (sadhana) to
accomplish it, forms the pitrvapaksa of that section, and is for the most part a web of
mimamsaka arguments set against the possibility of omniscience. This section of the Vartti-
kalamkara is thus of high significance for the early history of this debate in Buddhism and
Mimamsa alike.!% In his recent study of that section, Sh. Moriyama (2014) rightly points
out Prajfiakaragupta’s indebtedness to Kumarila’s works — both the S1V and the BT —'%’

103 Apart from the PVA, possible echoes of Mandana’s arguments have been identified so far in the works

of Kamalasila (see above n. 76), Sankaranandana (see n. 66) and Ratnakirti (see nn. 37 and 66).

I am quoting here the recent edition of the passage by Moriyama (2014: 168—179) (= PVA), which
corresponds to PVAg 50.17-52.25. The numbering of karikas is identical in both editions.

According to R. Jackson (1991: 235-236), Prajnakaragupta’s “conflating omniscience and authorita-
tiveness” constitutes a decisive innovation of the Varttikalamkara with respect to earlier commentaries
on Dharmakirti’s work. See also Franco (2011: 90, n. 44) and Moriyama (2014: 19-26), who reach the
same conclusion, the latter by an in-depth study of PVA ad PV 2.1-7. Interestingly, omniscience will be
regarded by some later Tibetan commentators as the fundamental topic, not only of those karikas, but
of the whole second chapter. See Jackson (1991: 232 and 236), who mentions in particular the case of
rGyal tshab (15% c.). The latter’s indebtedness to Prajiakaragupta (which of course need not be direct)
is evident from the passage of his commentary on PV 2 translated in Jackson 1991: 241, which is little
more than a paraphrase of PVA ad PV 2.29.

106 Apart from a small portion of the text (PVA 168.9-10 and PVA 2.367-369), a rather bold adaptation
of an argument originally found in PV 1.335, all arguments of Prajiiakaragupta’s pirvapaksin can be
traced back to earlier Mimamsa works (see table below, § 4.6). Yamari’s tentative identification of
Prajiiakaragupta’s opponent as a materialist (tshu rol mdzes pa pa, Skt. *carvaka?), on which Moriyama
(2014: 244, n. 5) already expressed serious doubts, can therefore be entirely discarded.

As he convincingly shows (pp. 58-59), the objection given in PVA 2.359 that an omniscient would
also experience the taste of impure things (asuci), which is not found in the SIV, is certainly borrowed
from the BT (= TS 3144). Even if some parallels he draws between the PVA and the SIV might be
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but also notes (pp. 59-60) that this cannot account for the pitrvapaksin’s argumentation as
a whole, which has no clear equivalent in the works of the great Mimamsaka. Adding to
Moriyama’s remarks, I shall argue that Prajiakaragupta’s model in building his pirvapaksa
is not only Kumarila, but also Mandana, and that the first half of the text (PVA 2.358-363)
in particular can be read as a paraphrase of ViV 15.!% Incidentally, this identification of one
of Prajfiakaragupta’s main opponents will help us, it is hoped, to solve certain difficulties in
the interpretation of that delicate passage, and also to highlight certain minor divergences
between the Buddhist scholar and his Brahmanical source.

4.2 Prajhakaragupta’s fundamental distinction, to begin with, between two possible inter-
pretations of the word sadhana (“means”) in PV 2.29bc (tatsadhanasya ca | abhavat)'®
— namely, as the (efficient) cause (hetu/karana) of the Buddha’s omniscience and as the
(informing) cause of our certitude (niscaye hetuh) of an omniscient being’s existence
—110 has generally been interpreted in reference to the SIV or BT.!'" Yet nowhere does
Kumarila formulate such an opposition, which on the other hand closely corresponds to
Mandana’s distinction, already found on the threshold of ViV 15, between the (efficient)
cause (hetu/karana) that should account (upa-Npad®®s) for omniscience''? and the cause
of our knowledge (jiiana) of an omniscient being.!'® It is thus simpler to assume that

contested (especially in the case of PVA 2.358 and 2.359cd, as we shall see, but also in other cases like
PVA 2.362ab and 2.364, in which Prajfiakaragupta might equally refer to the BT), the identification of
SIV (codana®) 137 as the source of PVA 2.365, already proposed by Jayanta (see Moriyama 2014: 248,
n. 25), is in turn quite convincing. The parallel passage of the BT (= TS 3238-40) might indeed be
alluded to by Prajnakaragupta through his use of the expression vikalparahita (“devoid of conceptual
knowledge”), but the karika shows no evident formal similarity with that part of Kumarila’s late work,
while it is very close in wording to the verse of the SIV.

The possibility of Mandana’s influence on Prajfiakaragupta in this pitrvapaksa is briefly considered by
Moriyama (2014: 63-65), who does not however engage in a systematic comparison of both texts.
The whole text of PV 2.29 runs as follows: pramanyam ca paroksarthajianam tatsadhanasya ca (em.;
tat sadhanasya Ed) / abhavan nasty anusthanam iti ke cit pracaksate //; “And the reliability [of any
religious authority] consists in [His/its] knowledge of objects beyond the senses, but because there is no
[possible] means to complete it, there is no [successful] practice in conformity with [its teaching]. Thus
claim certain [Mimamsakas].” Translation: Moriyama 2014: 244.

See PVA ad PV 2.29: yas tavad asarvajiia eva sarvajiio bhavati, tasya paroksarthaparijiane ko hetuh?
na khalv idr§am kim api karanam upalaksitam, yato ’nusthanat sarvavedanam bhavati (...) napi
tanniscaye hetur asti; “First of all, if someone who is not omniscient becomes omniscient, what is the
cause (hetu) of his knowledge of objects that are beyond the senses? For sure, [you] cannot point out any
such cause (karana) from which, through practice, the knowledge of all [things] would arise (...); nor
is there any cause of [our] certitude (niscaye hetuh) that such a [being exists]” (168.5-9). Translation:
Moriyama 2014: 244 (modified).

1" See Inami 1996: 87, n. 5 and Moriyama 2014: 56.

112 See ViVK 15ab: hetvabhave phalabhavat pramane ’sati na prama /; “No effect [takes place] without
a cause, [so] no valid knowledge [of all things takes place] without a [corresponding] means of
valid knowledge” (S 458.2 [= M 114.2/G 81.2]); ViV 15: (...) karananivrttya karyanivrttipratiteh
(S 460.2-461.1 — translated above, § 2.2).

See ViV 15: (...) na, tasyanupapatter ajiianac ca; “No, for [an omniscient being] cannot be accounted
for, and because we would have no way to know [Him]” (S 445.1-458.1 [= M 114.1/G 81.1]); ViV
19: evam tavad anupapattih, ajiianam® api; “Thus [it has been shown], first of all, that [an omniscient
being] cannot be accounted for; now [we will see that] there is also no knowledge [of such a being]” (S
686.1-2 [= M 204.5/G 145.2]). * agjiianam S: jianam M G.
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Mandana’s distinction is the source of Prajfiakaragupta’s twofold interpretation of the word
sadhana in Dharmakirti’s verse.

4.3 The assumption of a debt to Mandana further allows us better to understand the struc-
ture of Prajiiakaragupta’s pirvapaksa, which already caused some difficulty to its Indian
commentators. Thus Yamari (11 ¢.) tentatively identifies four parts in PVA 2.358-363,
corresponding to four possible causes (rgyu) of the Buddha’s omniscience: sensory cog-
nition (dbang po’i shes pa; Skt. *indriyajiiana?), the senses and the object (?) (dbang po
dang don, Skt. indriyartha?), mental cognition assisted by repeated practice (goms pa
dang bcas pa’i yid kyi shes pa, Skt. *abhyasavanmanojiiana?) and inference (rjes su dpag
pa; Skt. *anumana?).'** To this rather unlikely organisation of the pirvapaksin’s proof,
Moriyama (2014: 57-62) opposes his own twofold division, which sounds much more
promising: (1) refutation of omniscience as a form of sensory perception (v. 358-359), (2)
refutation of omniscience as a form of mental perception (v. 360-362). The problem is that
Kumarila, whom he considers to be Prajiiakaragupta’s main model, never seems to consider
that omniscience could be something other than sensory perception, such as for instance
mental perception. So, either one considers that Prajiakaragupta himself introduces that
possibility!'!® or one has to admit that he draws from some other source, which is then very
likely to be Mandana’s set of three (not two) hypotheses: omniscience as a form of sensory,
mental or yogic cognition (see § 3.4). The following table presents the various hypotheses
in presence regarding the nature of the Omniscient’s cognition:

SIV/BT ViV 15 PVA 2.358-363 PVA 2.358-362
(Moriyama 2014)
lindriya- caksuradijanma  pratya- indriyajiana indriyajiiana
pratyaksa]  ksam (S 461.2-468.1) (1.358-359 + 50.24)  (1.358-359 + 50.24)
manasam pratyaksam  manovijiana (1.360)  manovijiana
(S 468.1-542.1) (1.360-362)
bhavanamayam pratyaksam  abhyasat |vijianam)/
(S 542.1-555.2) bhavana (1.361-363)

4.4 Arguments set against omniscience as a form of sensory or mental perception are
clearly similar in the ViV and PVA: the limitation of the domain (visaya) of sensory percep-

114 Tibetan text quoted in Moriyama (2014: 59, n. 12). Since the original Sanskrit of Yamari’s Suparisuddhi

(on which see Steinkellner/Much 1995: xx) is still unpublished, it is not possible to check whether
oddities of this classification are due to Yamari or to his Tibetan translator. In any case, Mandana’s name
is not included in the list of authorities identified by M. Ono (2000: xxiv) in Yamari’s commentary, so it
is quite possible that Prajfiakaragupta’s commentator did not know the ViV. My very limited knowledge
of Tibetan did not allow me to consult Jayanta’s slightly earlier commentary.

This seems to be, in substance, the option chosen by Moriyama (2014: 59-62), who solves the diffi-
culty by reading Prajfiakaragupta’s argument as a reaction to Dharmakirti’s newly elaborated theory
of yogic perception. I am not quite convinced by this explanation since Dharmakirti, like Dignaga
before him, clearly distinguishes between mental and yogic perception, so there would be no point for
Prajiiakaragupta to discuss mental perception specifically if that were really the point at stake.
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tion to what is related/proximate (sambaddha [ViV]/samnihita [PVA)) to the senses,'!'¢ the
mind’s lack of autonomy (svatantra[tva]) from the senses in knowing external objects.!!”
A more delicate issue is whether there is any allusion to the perception of yogins in this
passage of the Varttikalamkara, as is my contention. The three karikas at stake (PVA
2.361-363) read as follows:''®

(361) The clarity (spastata) of that [cognition acquired] through repeated prac-
tice (abhyasa) cannot encompass all [objects]. If it (tasya) relies on Scripture,
lits] erroneousness (bhrantata) also (api) follows; (362) on the other hand
(tu), one does not reach all things (sarvam vastu) as they are established by
an inference (anumanaprasiddha), so there is no meditation (bhavana) that
can encompass everything; how [then would one become] omniscient? (363)
Through repeated practice of the [sacred] treatises, etc. (Sastradi) one can only
understand what is taught by them (Sastraprabhrti); how [then] will anyone
(tasya) attain knowledge of the totality [of being] (sakalya)?'!

Although these verses still pose considerable problems in the detail of their interpretation,
one can clearly recognize in them an elaboration on Mandana’s main thesis regarding
meditation (see above, § 3.5): omniscience cannot result from meditation (bhavana —
362cd), for it only consists in the repeated practice (abhydasa — 361a/363a) of what has
already been obtained by some other means (i.e. Scripture or inference). It is also possible
that v. 363ab should be read in reference to Mandana’s idea of meditation as an essentially
non-productive activity, although this is far from certain.!* It seems in any case that
Prajiiakaragupta substantially changes the nature of Mandana’s argumentation by insisting,
above all, on the incapacity of the two ‘root-pramanas’ to apprehend all things,'?! while

116 See PVA 168.11-12: (...) indriyajiianasya samnihitavisayasya darsandt; “because one observes that a

sensory cognition has its object in [its] proximity.” Translation: Moriyama 2014: 245.

See PVA 2.360cd: svatantram tu manojiianam naiva kena cid isyate //; “On the other hand, a mental
cognition [that is] independent [of sense faculties] is never observed by anyone.” Translation: Moriyama
2014: 246. Cf. ViVX 15d: paratantram bahir manah // (S 458.3 — translated above, n. 85).

PVA 2.361-363: abhyasat spastata tasya na sarvavisaya bhavet | agamasritatve tasya bhrantatapi
prasajyate 1/ 361 // anumanaprasiddham tu vastu sarvam na labhyate [/ tato na sarvavisaya bhavana
sarvavit katham [/ 362 [/ Sastradyabhyasatah Sastraprabhrty evavagacchatu | sakalyavedanam tasya
kuta evagamisyati // 363 // (p. 170).

My translation of the passage differs only punctually from that of Moriyama (2014: 246-247).

Even though this interpretation is clearly very tentative, such a solution would avoid the disturbing
redundancy of v. 363ab with respect to vv. 361-362. The hypothesis of an implicit reference to Kumarila’s
BT (= TS 3163), upheld by Moriyama (2014: 77), would be another way out of this difficulty, but I
must say I cannot easily read in Prajiiakaragupta’s half-verse Kumarila’s objection that excellence or
superiority (atiSaya) in the knowledge of a treatise (§astra) does not entail excellence in the knowledge
of another treatise (Sastrantara): evam Sastravicaresu drsyate 'tisayo mahan | na tu Sastrantarajiianam
tanmatrenaiva labhyate // “Thus we notice [in some people] a great superiority in the knowledge of
treatises, but this is not sufficient [to establish their] knowledge of other treatises.”

The purvapaksin’s ground for refusing access to the totality of being to inference and Scripture is in
itself far from clear. It is almost certain, as rightly pointed out by Moriyama (2014: 59-60, n. 14), that he
discards inference in v. 362ab on the basis of Kumarila’s remark in SIV (codana®) 115cd that inference
and similar pramanas cannot grasp objects in the future (bhavisyant). His argument against Scripture
in v. 361cd is in turn quite obscure, and I am not at all convinced by Yamari’s recourse to the (typically
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Mandana rather insisted on the “heteronomy” (paratantrya) of meditation, preventing it
from becoming a pramana in the full sense of the term. So, if the general structure of
this piurvapaksa seems to follow that of ViV 15, the detail of the argument is a blend of
Kumarila’s, Mandana’s and — one may think — Prajfiakaragupta’s own reflections.

4.5 Assuming, as I did, that most arguments in the first part of this pirvapaksa are
drawn from the ViV will also, it is hoped, allow us to solve problems in the detail of
the interpretation of that passage of the Varttikalamkara. Two verses are particularly
problematic, namely vv. 2.358 and 2.359cd. The first verse is interpreted by Moriyama
(2014: 57-58 and 245, n. 12) as an allusion to SIV (codana®) 112—114 which is, as we
remember, a crucial group of stanzas dealing with the mutual limitation of the senses,
barring them the access to the totality of being. One has some difficulty, however, to read
this argument in Moriyama’s translation of PV 2.358:!2

If an omniscient being arises despite the non-distinction regarding sense fac-
ulties and objects [between omniscient beings and ordinary people], everyone
would become omniscient because of the non-distinction regarding sense
faculties and objects. (Moriyama 2014: 245)

Although Moriyama does not provide much explanation for this, the logic behind his
translation seems to be the following: since the senses of the (putative) Omniscient — the
historical Buddha for instance — are not different from ours, they share the same limitations
(358ab); if we suspend this limitation (admitting, for instance, that the eye could grasp
sounds or smells), then there is no reason why everybody should not become omniscient
(358cd). The interpretation of the compound indriyarthavisesa as the “non-distinction of
the senses and the object [in us and in an omniscient being]” looks quite forced though,
which makes me suspect that this translation somehow misses the point. The argument
becomes clearer, I think, if we relate Prajiakaragupta’s remark to Mandana’s reasoning on
the relation of identity (fanmatrapratibandha/®anubandha) possibly underlying a relation
of invariable concomitance (vyapti) between the means of valid knowledge (pramana) and
the object to be known (prameya) (see above, § 2.2 [argument 2AIb] and nn. 31-32):!%
should an object be identical with the means to know it (e.g., the senses), there would be no

Buddhist) argument of an “absence of connection [of speech] with external objects” (phyi rol gyi don
dang ’brel med pa — Tibetan text quoted by Moriyama [2014: 246, n. 18]), which I find very unlikely
to come from the mouth of a mimamsaka opponent. Though many interpretations of this half-verse
are possible, I think it would make more sense for the pitrvapaksin to underline, while speaking of
the “erroneousness” (bhrantata) of verbal cognition, its conceptual character. The opponent would
then reject Dharmakirti’s claim that a conceptual (i.e. erroneous) cognition arising from the audition of
Buddhist Scriptures could lead by its mere repetition to a non-conceptual (i.e. non-erroneous) cognition.
The Sanskrit text of PVA 2.358 reads as follows: indriyarthavisese 'pi yadi sarvavidudbhavah [ sarvajiia
eva sarvah syad indriyarthavisesatah // (p. 170).

Recall that such a relation would allow us, in the hypothesis considered by Mandana, to infer the absence
of the object to be known (prameyabhava) — i.e., an omniscient being — from the absence of a pramana
establishing its existence, as when we infer for instance the absence of smoke (= vyapya) from the
absence of fire (= vyapaka).
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difference between existing and being known, and everyone would become omniscient.'?*
On that basis, we can hopefully render Prajiakaragupta’s argument in a more faithful way:

Even if an omniscient being arose out of the absence of difference between a
sense and [its] object (indriyarthavisesa), everybody would become omniscient
because of this absence of difference between a sense and [its] object!

This is not at all a central point in Mandana’s argumentation, and I am struck by the amount
of knowledge of Mimamsa Prajinakaragupta expects from his reader (unless, of course,
Mandana himself is borrowing the argument from a Buddhist source). The same impression
results from another possible hint at ViV 15 in PVA 2.359cd. As we have seen above (n.
107), the first half of this verse (asSucyadirasasvadasamgamas canivaritah /) is almost
certainly a paraphrase of a verse of the BT (= TS 3144) arguing that an omniscient being,
who would experience all things, would also experience the taste of impure things, etc.
(aSucyadirasa).'® The second half of the verse (prapyakarindriyatve ca sarvavit katham
ucyate [/)is read by Moriyama (2014: 245) as a continuation of this argument, and translated
as follows:

And [thus,] if [an omniscient being’s] sense faculties function after having
had a direct connection [with an object], how can he be [honorably] called an
omniscient being?

This translation is in itself impeccable, and it also makes perfect sense to say that the
perception of impure things is especially problematic if the senses operate while reaching
(prapyakarin) their object. The presence of ca in pada c is disturbing though,!?® and
suggests another argument may be alluded to. As we saw (§ 3.2), the difference between
prapyakarin and aprapyakarin is also mobilised by Mandana while dealing with sensory
perception to establish that neither explanation of perception (i.e. with and without a contact
between the senses and the object) can account for a knowledge of past and future objects
(S 465.1-466.2). 1 find it plausible that Prajnakaragupta reminds us of this argument, a
possibility that would also match our main hypothesis that he is following the chronological
order of ViV 15. If this proved correct, the allusion would be even more elliptic than in
the preceding case, and would presuppose a reader fully conversant with the detail of
Mandana’s argumentation.

124 ViV 15: (...) tanmatrapratibandhabhavac ca, anyatha sarvasya sarvadarsitvaprasangah, avisesat

(S 459.4-460.1 — translated above, § 2.2). Supposing Prajfiakaragupta is indeed alluding to that argu-
ment, it is possible that he interprets avisesa in ViV 15 as well as the absence of difference between
the senses and the object (indriyarthavisesa). This intepretation would differ from Vacaspati’s under-
standing of that term as referring to the absence of difference between us and the Omniscient. See NyK
460.7-8: avisesad asmadadinam bhavadabhimatena saha sarvavida. My translation of the passage
(above, § 2.2) follows this last interpretation.

PVA 2.359ab: asucyadirasasvadasamgamas canivaritah /; “And [for an omniscient being who perceives
everything through the sense faculties], the connection with the experience of tasting an impure [thing],
etc. is unavoidable.” Translation: Moriyama 2014: 245.

126 As rightly pointed out by Moriyama (2014: 246).
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4.6 All this suggests that the ViV was not only known to Buddhist scholars, but that
its contents were also fairly widespread in learned Buddhist circles by the end of the 8%
century. The following table, which also integrates evidence found in previous scholarship,
summarizes my hypotheses concerning the sources of this pitrvapaksa:

SIV/BT/PV/ViV PVA

ViV 15 (S 445.1-458.1) 2.358-370  (prose introd.)
168.5-9

ViVK 15a/ViV 15 (S 461.2-462.1) 2.358-370  (prose introd.)
168.11-12

ViV 15 (S 459.4-460.1) 2.358

BT (=TS 3144) 2.359ab

Idem/ViV 15 (S 465.1-466.2) 2.359cd

ViVE 15d/ViV 15 (S 468.1-470.1) 2.360

ViV 15 (S 542.1-555.2) 2.361-363

SIV (cod®) 115¢d/BT (= TS 3173cd) 2.362ab

SIV (cod®) 134/BT (= TS 3191) 2.364

SIV (cod®) 137/BT (= TS 3238-3240) 2.365

= TS 3249/ViV 18 (S 675.1-676.1) 2.366

PV(SV) 1.335 2.358-370  (prose introd.)
168.9-10/2.367-369

ViV 18 (S 676.1-3) 2.370/PVAs 114.26

5. Conclusion

Having reached the term of this enquiry, Mandana MiSra appears to us, without contest,
as the other great voice of Mimamsa in the early debate on the Buddha’s omniscience.
Less massive, less uncompromising, less influential also than Kumarila’s, his critique is
nevertheless more complex, and philosophically more ambitious. It may also have served a
slightly different purpose. For sure, Mandana’s final view essentially coincides with that
of his predecessor: no Omniscient can legitimately claim to instruct people about their
religious duties, their origin or destiny, or about the path leading them to beatitude. Yet
this reaffirmation of the basic Mimamsa position on religious authority does not imply,
in the case of Mandana, a complete hostility to the ideal of omniscience, as shown by the
following passage of the Brahmasiddhi:'*’

127 BS 2.106cd—107: nanu prapaiicasinyasyadvaitasya brahmariipasya jiieyabhavad isitavyabhavac ca

vijiianam ai§varyam canupapannam, tatra sarvajiiah, sarvesvara ity api Sruti samadheya eva. — naitat
saram, yato neSitavyakrtam isvaratvam, jiieyakrtam va jiiatrtvam, kim tu siddhena jiianaripena si-
ddhaya cesanasaktya jiieyam avapnoti, iSitavyam ca viniyurkte prasasti ca, prakasadahavat. siddhena
hi prakasariupena prakasyam prakasayati vivasvan, na tu prakasyadhinam tasya prakasariupam, dahya-
dhina vagner dahasaktih. tatha ca taccaitanyenaiva krtsnasya praparicasyavabhdasanat tasya bhasa
sarvam idam vibhati, nanyo ’to ’sti drastetyadisruteh sarvajiiatvam (127.5-13).
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[Objection:] but, for that non-dual [entity] having the nature of Brahman,
for whom there is no proliferating [universe], there is nothing to be known
(jieya) and nothing to be ruled over (iSitavya), so knowledge (vijiiana) and
sovereignty (aisvarya) are unaccountable [in its case]. If it is so, scriptural
passages [mentioning Brahman as] “omniscient” (sarvajiia) and “lord of all”
(sarvesvara) must be trusted blindly! — This is not true, because sovereignty is
not brought about by those who are ruled over, nor is it the known [object]
that makes one into a knower (jiiatr). Quite the contrary! [Only] when the
form of knowledge is established, or the ability to reign, may one attain a
knowable [object] or assign tasks and govern those to be ruled over. [It all
happens] as in the case of light (prakasa) and burning (daha): [only] when
the sun’s luminosity is established may it shed light on [objects] to be illu-
mined; its luminosity is not due to [there being] something to illumine, no
more than a fire’s capacity to burn is due to [there being] something to burn.
Thus, since the whole proliferating [universe] manifests itself only thanks to
His consciousness, as stated in scriptural passages like “All this shines only
through His splendour,”!?8 “There is no other seer than Him [= the arman],”'*
[Brahman] is [said to be] omniscient (sarvajiia).

In this text, quite unique in Mandana’s work, we see the lineaments of an alternative
concept of omniscience, virtually escaping the objections raised in the ViV. Omniscience
for Mandana is not a matter of apprehending past and future, or perceiving the extremely
large or extremely small; indeed it is not at all about knowing objects. Omniscience is
understood here, in a negative way, as the absence of obstruction of the natural property
of awareness (jiana) pertaining to Brahman, inversely proportional to the presence of a
multitude of knowable objects (jiieya).'** As such it would be vain to ask for its cause, and
the means to ascertain it is, of course, none but the eternal Veda. To put it differently, we
can read in ViV 15-25 an attempt to release omniscience from its ties with the problem
of dharma, which are as tight in the case of the Buddha as they are in the case of ISvara
for those who uphold Him. In that sense, his critique certainly contributes to Kumarila’s
apologetic enterprise of (re)affirming the Veda as the one source of all religious authority.
But at the same time it also paves the way for a reevaluation of omniscience as part of a
Vedantic soteriology, and thereby for its integration into the conceptual architecture of
Uttara-Mimamsa.
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