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Mandana and Kamalagila on the Paradox of Determining Everything

Kei Kataoka

1. Introduction

Kumarila presupposes Buddhist opponents who claim that the Buddha’s
teaching is authoritative because it was composed by an omniscient being
(*buddhavacanam pramanam sarvajiiapranitatvat). His critique of omniscience is
systematically organized around each element of this syllogism—sarva, sarvam
Jjanati, sarvajia, pranita—as seen in both the Slokavarttika and the Brhattika (the
latter as preserved in the Tattvasamgraha).! This framework is further elaborated
or supplemented later from different perspectives, likely reflecting the subsequent
development of arguments between Mimamsakas and Buddhists. One issue not
found in Kumarila's texts is the krama-akrama problem—whether the Buddha
cognizes everything simultaneously or sequentially. In this context, a paradox
is later raised concerning the impossibility of simultaneously cognizing (.e.,
determining) everything. How can an omniscient being determine the total amount
of everything (iyatta-avadharana, iyatta-pariccheda)? If everything is determined
and delimited as “this much” (iyatta, a fixed quantity), then it is no longer truly
everything. On the other hand, if it is not determined, it cannot be said to be
cognized. Interestingly, both Mandana (ca. 660-720) and Kamalasila (ca. 740-795)

take up this issue. This paper focuses on their respective discussions in Mandana'’s

* An earlier version of this paper was presented at the 18th World Sanskrit Conference
(Canberra, online), on January 12, 2023
! Kataoka 2011: II 39.
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Vidhiviveka (VV) and Kamalasila's Tattvasamgrahapaiijika (TSP), comparing their
treatments in order to reconstruct the post-Kumarila, post-Dharmakirti polemical

history between Mimamsa and Buddhism.

2. Mandana’s Vidhiviveka

In the concluding section of the first half of his VV, Mandana addresses the issue
of omniscience. In the preceding section, he critiques Prabhakara’s niyoga theory.
More specifically, the niyoga theory, which considers the meaning of Vedic
imperatives as absolute commandments (niyoga) that transcend the three times
(past, present, and future) and are untouched by them (kalatrayaparamrsta),
is rejected. Subsequently, instead of the authorless Veda, an omniscient being
who cognizes all past, present, and future is posited as the authoritative giver of
commands and then the existence of such a being is refuted. This is the broader
context in which the criticism of omniscience in the VV is situated. Obviously,
omniscience (which is claimed by Buddhists) is not central to the VV’s main line
of argument concerning Vedic injunctions (vidhi). Rather, it is discussed in a more
digressive manner, in the course of examining transcendental sources of religious

authority, including God (i$vara).?

2.1. Neither sequentially nor simultaneously
As Mandana makes clear in a summarizing verse, “There can be neither sequence
nor simultaneity (VV I 18c: kramakramau na kalpete),” he denies the possibility of

omniscience occurring either sequentially or simultaneously. In other words, if an

2 For a fuller account of the context in which the critique of omniscience arises within the
discussion of commandment, see David 2020: 46.
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omniscient being were to cognize everything, such cognition would have to occur
either in sequence or all at once. However, it is impossible for an omniscient being
to cognize everything in sequence, and equally impossible for him to cognize
everything simultaneously.

As for why it is impossible to cognize everything sequentially, Mandana
states in prose that the reason is infinity (anantyar).® That is, time is infinite, and
thus the totality of objects to be cognized has neither a temporal beginning nor
end.* What Mandana has in mind here is temporal infinity—the idea that time has
no starting point and no final limit.

The same reason, infinity, is also given for the denial of simultaneous
omniscience (anantyad eva).5 In this case, however, Mandana has spatial infinity
in mind. There is an infinite number of objects, unlimited in spatial extent; yet if
infinity were not delimited, there would be no distinction between the cognition
of all things and the cognition of merely some things.” The use of the word

ekadesa suggests that Mandana is referring to spatial extention. In other words,

3VV ad I 18¢: sarvam na tavat kramena $akyavagamam, anantydt.

4VV ad I 18c: na hi piirvaparakotivirahino jiieyasyotpadavatah parinisthasti.

5The critique that the Buddha cannot be omniscient because of the infinity of dharmas is
found in the *Mahaprajiiaparamitopadesa (K3 EERw), T1509, vol. 25, p. 58, b, 11. 2-3: 1K
B No SEMAF—YIR, FrLE, FhdiiEa g, (Next, there is someone who doubts
that the Buddha cannot attain omniscience. Why is this? Because the phenomena are
innumerable and countless.) See also Harivarman's Tattvasiddhi (55 5), T1646, vol. 32,
p. 317, ¢, 1. 27: #hi M o] — A BEFE M. (How can one person know all the countless
phenomena?) Cf. also *Dasabhimivibhasa (3R %1% 5), T1521, vol. 26, p. 74, a, 11. 3-6:
WE— G058 Nl AT DA, P e s, MAEAEA %, DA RRENE, &
JEAE R, W45 R R AR A B FE M. (This is because there is no omniscient
being. Why is this? Because the objects to be known are limitless and boundless, while
wisdom is limited and finite. With this limited and finite wisdom, one cannot know the
infinite matters. For example, in the present Jambudvipa, the multitude of beings, both in
water and on land, surpasses all calculation.)

6VV ad I 18c: na yaugapadyena, anantyad eva.

"VV ad 1 18c: tadanavadharane sarvaikadesapratipattyor avisesat.
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the problem is that the cognition of an omniscient being must cover a certain
domain, but such cognition cannot cover the infinite. The problem here is that
infinity cannot be delimited (fadanavadharana = anantya-anavadharana). In the

discussion that follows, Mandana pursues this paradoxical issue.

2.2. Non-determination of the total amount of “all” (iyattanavadharana)

Verse 18d summarizes this problem as follows: “The object to be known is not
demarcated (na prameyam niripyate).” In other words, the scope of the whole
is indeterminable. Mandana refers to this problem as iyattanavadharana—"the
quantity of ‘this much’ is not delimited”—that is, the indeterminacy of quantity.
The dispute can be summarized as follows. The opponent—clearly a Buddhist
and a proponent of omniscience—argues that everything can be simultaneously
cognized based on the form of the objects themselves (i.e., as the objects are),
without restricting the quantity cognized to “this much”. & In other words, it is
not necessary to determine the total amount of everything in order to cognize
it. On the other hand, the critics of omniscience—namely, the Mimamsakas—
counter that “everything” cannot be determined without first determining its total
quantity.” Only when the full extent of what is to be known is delimited can the
totality be determined.’® Thus, omniscience is possible only with respect to what

is limited, not with respect to what is unlimited.!

8VV ad I 18d: nanv anavadharayann apiyattam riipato yaugapadyena sarvam avaiti.
9VV ad 118d: na hiyattanavadharane sarvam avadharitam bhavati.

10V ad 1 18d: iyattavadharanad eva sarvapratipattih.

W'YV ad 118d: s@ (=sarvapratipattil) ca parimite sambhavati, naparimite.
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2.3. The present mental images cannot be infinite

Interestingly, in his discussion of simultaneous omniscience, Mandana frames his
critique with the Buddhist sakara theory in mind. He argues that a single cognition
cannot simultaneously encompass an infinite number of forms (mental images).!?
In other words, the forms that pertain to a present cognition cannot be infinite,
precisely because they are present. They are delimited at both ends—separated
from the past and the future—and confined to “only this much.” How, then, can
they be infinite?!® It is impossible for a single act of cognition to contain an infinite
number of forms.!

In this context, Mandana elucidates the character of things that belong
to the three times: past, present, and future. Things of the past, present, and
future are infinite as a whole because their temporal and spatial boundaries are
not delimited (avyavacchinna, literally “not cut off”).1> Past things, although they
have a delimited endpoint, are infinite because their beginning is not delimited
(anavacchedat, literally “not cut down”).’6 Future things, conversely, are infinite
because, while their beginning is delimited, their endpoint is not.!” Present things,
however—as explained above—are delimited at both ends and therefore must
be finite. It is worth noting that here Mandana uses the terms vyavacchinna and
avaccheda to signify delimitation: the domain that is “cut off” and made available

to cognition is described as “delimited.”

12V ad 118d: na caikavijianavartinam akaranam yugapadbhuvam anantyam samasti.

13V ad 118d: pratyutpannds tiibhayakotivyavacchinna yavanta utpannds tavanta eveti katham
anantyam.

Y'YV ad 118d: ato nanantakaram ekam jiianam.

15YV ad 1 18d: avyavacchinnadesakala hy ajatativrttapratyutpannd ananta sahapeksamandah.

16V ad 118d: atitds ca, pirvakalakoter anavacchedat, avacchede ‘pi parastat.

Y7VV ad 118d: gjatas ca, parakalakoter anavacchedat, avacchede 'pi purastat.
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2.4. The infinite “all” cannot be defined

Mandana also addresses the problem that all (sarva), which is infinite, cannot
ontologically be delimited. A certain number of objects governed by a common
universal can be referred to as “all,” for example, “all brahmins.” However, this
characterization does not apply to the infinite.!® The infinite cannot be grasped in
a limited and unified way. In other words, the entirety of what infinity comprises
cannot be ontologically defined.

In response to the opponent who insists that the infinite “all” is to be
taken in the primary sense (i.e., as truly unlimited),'” Mandana argues that none
of the three temporal divisions—past, present, or future—can be considered “all.”
The past has an endpoint, the future has a beginning point, and the present is
bounded on both sides.2’ Therefore, nothing that belongs to only one of these

three times can constitute the whole, or “all.”

2.5. Delimiting the infinite

Mandana then turns to the most critical issue raised in the verse—namely, that
the infinite cannot be determined in an epistemological sense. If we equate “all
individual things” with “the infinite” (i.e., cognizing all things = cognizing the
infinite), then it becomes theoretically impossible to determine the infinite.?! For
if an omniscient being “were to cognize all individual things,” those individual

things would necessarily be delimited, and thus not infinite.2 In other words, such

18V ad 1 18d: kenacit samanyena vasikytah kiyanto ‘pi. na cetthambhavo nantesu sambhavati.

19VV ad 118d: mukhyam anantam eva sarvam iti cet.

20VV ad 118d: na, anyatarakalakotibhdjam anantye ’py asarvatvat, piarvaparakotivyava-
cchinnanam casarvatvat. “No. For that which has an end of time, either [past or future], is
not all, even if it is infinite. And because the things [of the present], cut off at the ends of
before and after, are not all.”

21yV ad 118d: anantya eva sarvatve tadavadharanam na sambhavati.
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cognition would not amount to cognizing the infinite in its entirety.

Conversely, if the individual things are not delimited—if their quantity
is truly infinite—then the very equation “to cognize all things” = “to cognize the
infinite (delimit the infinite)” would break down. That is, all things as such would
not be infinite.?

Alternatively, the opponent might argue that infinity is simply the absence
of limitation—that is, the negation of finiteness. But in that case, the infinite all
would remain indeterminate and thus unknowable.?* As long as everything is to
be both cognized and determined, the problem of delimiting the infinite inevitably
arises. The non-determination of an infinite number of things cannot amount to the

determination—or knowledge—of all.

2.6. “All” cannot be delimited by the three times

Finally, the opponent claims that what is delimited (avacchinna, “cut out”) by
the three times—past, present, and future—constitutes “all”.?> However, such
“delimitation” contradicts the very notion of the “infinite.” In other words, “all”
cannot be something that is cut out or bounded. If “all” were delimited in this way,

it would be no different from a part.?

2.7. Summary of Mandana’s argument
Mandana’'s argument can be summarized as follows: the infinite “all” cannot be

subject to any form of delimitation—whether ontological or epistemological. If it

22V ad I 18d: avadharitas cet, tavatya eva nanantah.

23VV ad I 18d: anavadharane naiva hy anantata tasam.

24V ad 118d: anavadharanam canantyam iti katham tadavadharanam.
25 VV ad 1 18d: kalatrayavacchinnds tarhy arthah sarve.

26V ad 118d: na, tesv eva cchedabhavad ekadesavisesat.
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were delimited (i.e., “cut out” or determined), it would no longer be infinite. The

key points of each section are as follows:

1. An omniscient being cannot cognize “all,” whether sequentially or
simultaneously, because “all” is infinite in both time and space.

2.If the total extent of “all” is not determined, then “all” itself remains
undetermined.

3. Present mental images, being temporally delimited at both ends, cannot
constitute “all.”

4. Ontologically, an infinite number of objects cannot be defined as “all.”

5. Epistemologically, the infinite “all” cannot be determined.

6. The infinite “all” cannot be delimited by the three temporal division (past,

present, and future).

3. Kamalasila’s Tattvasamgrahapaiijika
The issue of “the impossibility of finitizing the infinite,” which Mandana expresses
with the term iyatta-anavadharana (i.e., the infinite all cannot be determined as
“this much,” or a finite quantity), is taken up by Kamalasila under the term iyatta-
pariccheda, meaning “the determination of the quantity of all as ‘this much.” In
other words, if all were determined as a finite quantity, it would cease to be infinite.
Whereas Mandana uses the term avadharana (delimiting, restricting, or
fixing)—often associated with the semantic function of the particle eva (“only”)—
Kamalas$ila instead employs the verbal root chid (“to cut”). As previously discussed,
Mandana also uses the imagery of “cutting” in his explanation of delimiting the
past and future ends of a temporal continuum.

Furthermore, in Dharmakirti's terminology, pariccheda is often
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contrasted with vyavaccheda. While pari-ccheda (literally “cut on all sides”) refers
to the act of positively delimiting a domain—making certain regions the object
of cognition (via perception or inference)—vy-ava-ccheda (literally “cut down” or

“cut off”) refers to the negative exclusion of other regions.2”

3.1. The context of the TS
In his commentary on TS 3626, Kamalasila does not closely follow Santaraksita’s
verse. Instead, he diverges from the main topic to explore the issue of iyatta-
pariccheda (“determination of quantity”) in detail on his own initiative. Before
turning to Kamala$ila’s discussion, let us briefly review the relevant context in
the TS.

Santaraksita presents Kumarila's critique as a piirvapaksa in TS 3127-
3246ab, followed by further objections raised by a different opponent in TS 3246¢d-
60. Kamala$ila identifies this opponent as Samata and Yajnata (abbreviated as

SY). 28

271t should be noted that while pariccheda here refers to an act of determination, it is a
cognitive operation that can be performed even by non-conceptual perception. It differs
from ascertainment (niscaya) as found in inference, which is defined as the exclusion of
superimposition (samaropavyavaccheda). In other words, this form of pariccheda is an
act that non-conceptual cognition—specifically perception—can carry out. However, in
the subsequent discussion, Kamalasila adopts an ambivalent stance toward pariccheda,
treating it in two distinct ways: on the one hand, as a non-conceptual process, and on the
other, as a conceptual one. In the latter case, he does not regard pariccheda as an operation
of non-conceptual cognition but rather as an act of the post-acquired pure worldly wisdom
that follows it. See also Funayama 2007: 194, n. 36. This distinction between non-conceptual
and conceptual cognition is also relevant to the two modes of the Buddha's preaching.
These two types of teaching are discussed in Kataoka 2023a; see also Kataoka 2022 for an
examination of the Buddha’s status as a speaker.

21t is evident that SY can be regarded as postKumirila Mimamsakas. Moreover, the
development of their critical methodology strongly suggests that they lived after
Mandana. We may therefore position SY as Mimamsakas who lived after Mandana but
prior to Santaraksita. However, the chronological relationship between SY and Umbeka
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The full exchange between SY and Santaraksita, including both
critique and reply, is examined in a separate article (Kataoka 2023b). In the
present discussion, we will focus exclusively on issues related to sequential and
simultaneous omniscience.

SY argue in two verses (TS 3248-49) that it is impossible for an omniscient
being (implicitly, the Buddha) to cognize everything, whether simultaneously or
sequentially. In TS 3249, SY contend that it would be impossible to cognize all the
infinite entities of the past, present, and future sequentially, one by one, even over

the course of hundreds of years.

TS (pirvapaksa) TS (uttarapaksa)
1 yugapat 3248 3621-25
2 paripatya 3249 3626

In TS 3626, Santaraksita clarifies that the Buddhist position does not, in fact,
endorse the sequential theory to begin with. In other words, SY’s criticism of the
sequential theory does not pertain to the Buddhist view. What the Buddhist side
prefers and upholds is the theory of simultaneous omniscience.?

The table below presents the original Sanskrit text alongside my English

translation, showing the correspondence between SY’s critique of the sequential

remains uncertain. The following table outlines a tentative chronology proposed here as
a working hypothesis.

600 Kumarila Dharmakirti
Prabhakara Devendrabuddhi
Mandanamis$ra Sékyabuddhi

700 Samata, Yajiata
Umbeka Santaraksita

750 Kamalasila

29 Séntaraksita also presents an alternative view in later verses (TS 3629-30), namely, that it
is indeed possible to cognize everything sequentially.
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theory and Santaraksita’s response.

TS 3249 (SY)

TS 3626 (Santaraksita)

bhiitam bhavad bhavisyac ca
vastv anantam kramena kah/

pratyekam Saknuyad boddhum
vatsaranam Satair api//

ekajiianaksanavyapta-
nihSesajieyamandalah/

prasdadhito hi sarvajiiah
kramo nasriyate tatah//

[SY:] Who could cognize the infinite
number of real entities in the past,
present, and future, one by one,
sequentially, even if given hundreds of

[Santaraksita:] We have proved precisely
the omniscient being who pervades
(knows) all objects to be known by a
single moment of cognition. We do not

years? hold [the view of] sequence.?’

The critiques of both the sequential and simultaneous theories—as well as the
objection that, under the sequential theory, it is impossible to cognize all entities of
the past, present, and future due to their infinitude—are also found in Mandana’s

VV.

3.2. Kamalasila’s presentation of the problem

After explicitly stating that TS 3626 is a response to TS 3249,°! Kamalasila
introduces a critique by noting that “some of our own people, in an attempt to
reinforce the theory of consciousness-only, have raised the following objection.”?
In other words, he indicates that the issue of iyatta-pariccheda (“determination
of quantity”) is presented as a hypothetical challenge to omniscience originating
from within the Buddhist tradition itself. Kamala$ila's remark suggests that the
problem of iyatta-anavadharana (“indeterminacy of extent”), previously addressed

by Mandana, was also a topic of discussion within Buddhism. The following is the

30 TS 3626a-c is quoted and translated in McClintock 2010: 142.
3L TSP 1122,20-21: yac coktam—>bhiitam bhavad bhavisyac cetyadi, tatraha—ekajiianetyadi.
32 TSP 1122,22: atra kecit svayiithyd eva vijianavadimatam upodbalayantas codayanti.
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gist of the objection as explained by Kamalasila.

1. If all the objects to be cognized were simultaneously covered (vyvapyate) by
a single moment of cognition, then the agreed upon infinity would be denied
because the total number of existents would be determined as “only this
much.”%

2. To explain, if it were determined that there were no existent other than
the existent that has ascended to a single cognition, then such existents
would be finite, as it is stated: “There is no existent other than that which
has ascended to a single cognition. They are cognized as ‘only this much.’
Therefore it follows that they are finite.”*

3. Then, the problem of the sequential theory also exists in the simultaneous

theory.®

The third point—that the simultaneous theory faces the same problem as
the sequential theory—is identical to the issue Mandana described with the
phrase anantyad eva. In other words, the problem of infinitude, and thus the
impossibility of complete cognition, applies equally to the simultaneous theory.
The first point succinctly captures the core of the iyatta-pariccheda issue, while
the second reframes it in terms of the Buddhist sakara theory. Both aspects

are clearly affirmed in Mandana’s discussion.

33 TSP 1122,23-1123,1: yadi yugapad ekajiianaksanena nihsesam jiieyamandalam vyapyate,
tada bhavanam iyattapariccheddad anantyam abhyupetam badhyeta.

34 TSP 1123,1-4: tatha hy ekajiianaridhad bhavad anyo bhavo nastity evam paricchidyamandh
katham antavanto na bhaveyuh. aha ca—ekajiianasamariidhan nanyo bhavo sti kascana/
iyanta iti vijiianad antavantah katham na te// iti. (Cf. Funayama 2007: 193, n. 29)

35 TSP 1123,5: tatas ca kramapakse yo dosah sa yugapajjianapakse 'piti.
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It is noteworthy that Kamalasila uses the term pariccheda here instead
of avadharana, along with the new term vyapyate (“pervaded” or “covered”). This
choice of vocabulary more clearly evokes the image of spatial expanse, in which
a certain area is covered by cognition. As Kamalasila himself later explains, the
opponent envisions a scenario in which many pots are spatially covered by a single

cloth.36

3.3. Kamalasila’s strategy

Interestingly, Kamalasila responds to the above criticism—which presupposes
the Buddhist sakara theory—first from the standpoint of the nirakara position
and then from that of the sakara position. As he states: “First of all, if criticism is
made based on the view of the Nirakara-vijiiana-vadins™*” and “If criticism is made
in regard to the view of the Sakarajfiana-vadins.”® Moreover, in each case, the
response is presented from two different perspectives. Below, we will examine

Kamala$ila's solution in four parts.®

3.3.1. Nirakara + nirvikalpa
First, when Buddhists adopt the nirakara theory, cognition only needs to grasp the
object as it is, without incorporating the object’s form into the cognition. Thus, it

can be expected that defending the omniscience of the omniscient being is easier

36 Regarding the infinite, Kamala&ila distinguishes between that which is spatially limitless,
such as the environmental world, and that which is also limitless in terms of enumeration
(counting), such as sentient beings. TSP 1124: 2-3: desSavitanaparyantatayananto
bhajanalokah, sattvalokas tu samkhyandaparyantatayapi.

3TTSP 1123,5-6: yadi tavan nirakaravijiianavadimatam asritya codyate.

38 TSP 1125,5: atha sakarajianavadipakse codyate.

39 Moriyama 1986 summarized the content of the relevant section of the AAPV that parallels
TSP ad 3626.
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within the nirakara theory than in the sakara theory.

Kamala$ila states that the situation described as “everything is covered
(vvapta)” means that everything that comes into beingis “cut out” (paricchidyate)—
that is, determined—by the mind of the omniscient being solely through its
existence.? He explicitly rejects the spatial image of many pots being completely
covered by a single cloth.*! As he indicates with the key term sattamatrena, all
being is perceived as it is, simply by virtue of its existence. He reiterates: “Rather,
everything is determined by cognition, as it exists, and not otherwise. Likewise,
the entire world, both sentient and insentient, is also grasped as it exists by the
mind of the omniscient being.”*? In this case, the infinite world is grasped as
infinite, not as finite. Thus, the problem of being finite because it is demarcated
does not arise in the nirakara theory.*? As Kamala$ila emphasizes, in the nirakara
theory, objects do not ascend to cognition; instead, they are cognized only by their
existence. This means the problem the opponent pointed out for the sakara theory
does not arise at all.**

Finally, Kamalasila attempts to justify the use of the word pariccheda
(delimitation). The Buddha is called omniscient because he grasps what exists

as existing, and what does not exist as non-existing.*® Since there are no limits

40TSP 1123,7-8: yavat kimcid vastujatam sattam anubhavati, tasya sarvasya sattamdtrena
sarvajiiacetasd paricchedat “tena tad vyaptam” iti vyapadisyate. Cf. Funayama 2007: 194.

A1 TSP 1123,8-9: na tu pateneva ghatanam desaparyantatayavyapteh.

427TSP 1123,12-14: api tu yathaiva santi, tathaiva jiianena paricchidyante, nanyena riipena.
tadvat sattvabhajanaloko ‘pi yathaiva sattam anubhavati, tathaiva sarvajiiacetasa grhyate.

43 TSP 1123,14-15: aparyantas ca diksu vidiksu sattvadiloko "vasthita ity aparyantataya tasya
grahanam na tu paryantavartitayeti kuto ‘ntavattvaprasangah.

44 TSP 1123,24-25: na hi nirakarajianavadipakse jiianatmani bhavanam arohanam asti. api tu
sattamatrena tena nivedyante. Cf. Funayama 2007: 194.

45 TSP 1124,6-7: tatha hi yad asti tad astitvena yan ndsti tan ndstitvena grhnan sarvavid ucyate.
na ca sattvabhajanalokasya paryanto sti. Cf. Funayama 2007: 194 and McClintock 2010:
142, n. 352.
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in the entire world, he is omniscient because he grasps the non-existent limit of
reach as non-existent and perceives the existent limit, delimited by his cognition,
as existent.

Unlike the attitude of rejection suggested by the image of the cloth—
which implied a delimitation of infinity—Kamalasila here clearly endeavors to
justify the image of delimitation that the word pariccheda inevitably carries. He
acknowledges the separation of “inside” and “outside” through the cognitive action
of pariccheda. Kamalasila concludes that the omniscient person correctly grasps
the situation; that is, he grasps the entire inner existent as existent and the outer
non-existent as non-existent. In other words, the Buddha is omniscient because he
correctly perceives the domain outside the boundaries drawn by pariccheda as a

non-existent, an empty set.

3.3.2. Nirakara + savikalpa

In the above defense, Kamala$ila assumed the cognitive action of the omniscient
being, called pariccheda, to be non-conceptual cognition. In this case, however,
a problem arises, as described below: the distinction between objects cannot be
established. Consequently, the Buddha’s proper preaching would be impossible,
because the Buddha distinguishes between what is to be taken up and what is
to be abandoned (heyopdadeya). Therefore, Kamalasila presents an alternative
interpretation that utilizes the nuance of the word pariccheda, defining it as a
kind of pure worldly wisdom that follows the non-conceptual cognition of the first

moment—in other words, as a type of discriminating conceptual cognition.

46 TSP 1124,7-9: tasmat paryantam gamanakrtam avidyamanam avidyamanataya grhnan

asarvajiio nama.
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When the form of an object is not incorporated into cognition, a problem
arises: there is no distinction between different instances of cognition, such as “this
is cognition of blue” or “this is cognition of yellow.” This is known as the problem
of the impossibility of pratikarmavyavastha, i.e., that cognition is not differentiated
with respect to its particular objects. This critique is well-known in Buddhist
epistemology, specifically as it targets the nirakara theory of Brahmanism and the
Vaibhasikas.

This same critical method is now applied to the nirakara theory of the
Yogacaras. The opponent argues that in the nirakara theory, grasping of the object
is not possible*” because formless cognition is not differentiated in accord with
everything.*® This is due to the fact that formless cognition does not allow for a
distinction to be made between the cognitions of individual objects.*

Kamala$ila’'s response to this is straightforward: he concedes that no
object-by-object distinction exists in the omniscient being’s cognition.”® This is
because such cognition encompasses all objects.”! In other words, it is not merely
a cognition of blue or yellow, but a cognition of everything.’? Therefore, in the
omniscient state, the formless cognition arising from the power of yoga presents
no problem whatsoever.>

In this case, however, the problem, as described above, arises from the

inability to distinguish between heya and upadeya.>* In response, Kamalasila states

47 TSP 1124,10: syad etat—nirakarajiianapakse visayagrahanam anupapannam.

18 TSP 1124,10-11: sarvatravisistatvat tasya.

49 TSP 1124,11: tena pratikarmavibhaganupapatteh.

SLTSP 1124,13: tasya sarvavastuvisayatvat.

52 TSP 1124,13-14: yato na tan nilasyaiva samvedanam, pitasyaiva va, api tu sarvasyaivetistam.

53 TSP 1124,18: tena sarvajiiavasthayam nirakaram yogabalenotpadyaméanam aviruddham
eva. Cf. Funayama 2007: 195.
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that when the entire world appears, ieya and upddeya—as real entities—have no
problem appearing; rather, they appear separately, without losing their respective
natures.”

Thus, after acknowledging the first yogic cognition, it is assumed that
a second cognition, pariccheda, which makes a distinction, subsequently arises.
Kamala$ila then states: “Then, by means of the reflective pure worldly wisdom
that [subsequently] arises by the power of the omniscient's cognition, [heya
and wupadeya] are determined/distinguished (paricchidyate, literally “are fully
cut”). How can it be said, therefore, that seya and upadeya are not fully known
separately?”56

It should be noted here that in this context, intransitive verbs like
“appears” (ava-\/bhds, prati—\/bhﬁs) are used, rather than transitive verbs (“covers,”
“determines,” “grasps,” “cognizes”). The object manifests as it is, and it is later

compartmentalized by the action of the subject.

3.3.3. Summary of Kamalasila’s defense from the standpoint of the nirakara
view

Kamala$ila’s primary strategy for defending omniscience within the nirakara view
is as follows: he rejects the model of spatial limitation implied by the expressions
paricchidyate and vyapyate. Instead, he reiterates that the infinite object is grasped

and cognized as it is, using the words grhyate and nivedyante to emphasize that the

?4 TSP 1124,18-19: vibhagena heyopadeyavastuparijiianam na sydd iti cet.

5 TSP 1124,23-1125,2: yavata visvasmin jagaty avabhdsamane tad api heyopadeyam vastv
aviruddhapratibhasam apracyutatmatattvam vibhaktam evavabhasate. Cf. Funayama 2007:
195.

paricchidyata eveti katham vibhdgena tadaparijianam nama. Cf. Funayama 2007: 195.
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omniscient person apprehends the infinite as it is. This constitutes, so to speak,
either a rejection of the primary image of pariccheda or its reinterpretation.

Next, Kamalasila considers how to integrate pariccheda into Buddhist
epistemology. He explains pariccheda not as a cutting out of the inner realm
from the outside, but as compartmentalization of the internal. In other words, for
him, pariccheda represents a segmentation or internal compartmentalization. He
further explains it as a function of the pure worldly wisdom obtained subsequently.
Here, the cognitive action of the omniscient pariccheda is relegated to the
subordinate position of a subsequent conceptual cognition, rather than being
the non-conceptual cognition itself in the first moment. This reinterpretation of
pariccheda helps eliminate the weaknesses of the nirakara theory and accounts

for the distinction between objects.

3.3.4. Sakara + nirvikalpa

In the nirakara theory, it is possible to eliminate the active aspect of the subject’s
“cutting” (pariccheda). The emphasis merely needed to be on the infinite
manifesting itself as it is, because in this theory, the object reveals itself purely by
virtue of its existence.

In the sakara theory, however, the active aspect of the subject’s
“grasping” of the form cannot be overlooked. First, Kamalasila acknowledges that
a single cognition arises through the apprehension of the forms of innumerable
objects.’” He then describes these forms, which belong to the single cognition, as

“untrue” (asatya).’® This aligns with Dharmakirti’s concept of citradvaita, namely,

STTSP 1125,7-8: ekasya jianasyanekavastvakaropagrahanotpattyavirodhat. Cf. Funayama
_2007: 196. (The adopted reading here is based on the edition of Sato 2021.)
8 TSP 1125,8-9: akaranam asatyatvat. Cf. Funayama 2007: 196.
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that cognition is nondual despite being variegated with many forms. I have already
discussed this problem in another article (Kataoka 2018), so I will not elaborate
here. The crucial point is that even in the sakara theory, where forms are typically
designated as “true” (satyakara) in the sense that they are causally dependent
(paratantra), these forms exist only at the paratantra or dravyasat level, not at
the parinispanna or paramartha level.” In this sense, they are labeled “untrue”
(asatya, asatyabhiita) rather than “ultimate” (paramarthika).

In this case, it would follow that the Buddha's omniscience is erroneous
because the forms within cognition are unreal, as the opponent points out: “If so (if
the forms are unreal), the omniscient being would be deluded because he would
have erroneous cognition.”® Kamalasila's solution to this problem, however, is
simple: since the omniscient Buddha cognizes untrue forms as untrue, he is not
deluded.®!

When assuming the duality of subjectivity and objectivity, one is compelled
to posit an active grasping function, which inevitably raises the question of whether
the infinite can be determined or taken into cognition as it is. In reality, however,
the sakaravada posits that the cognition of an object is merely the experience of
a form (akaranubhava). In other words, as is clear from the consciousness-only
theory which does not admit an external object, the self-cognition of an inner form
is what is termed “the grasping of an object” (arthagrahana). To emphasize this

point, Kamalasila states: “In the view of the Sakarajnanavadins, there is no other

9 The three levels presupposed in the Yogacira system need to be recalled here:
parinispanna, paratantra, and parikalpita, which correspond to paramartha, dravyasat,
and prajiiaptisat, respectively.

60 TSP 1125,10-11: yady evam, bhrantajiianasangitvad bhrantah prapnoti sarvajiia iti cet. Cf.
Funayama 2007: 196.

61 TSP 1125,12-13: yada tv asatyabhiitan akaran asatyatvenaiva jandti, tada katham bhranto
bhavet. Cf. Funayama 2007: 196
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function of grasping an object apart from cognition’s experience of its own form.”%2
Thus, even from the standpoint of the sakara theory, there is no problem
in describing infinite reality as “covered” (vyapta), as it is justified that for an
omniscient being, a single cognition arises by grasping the forms of infinite

entities.®

3.3.5. Sakara + savikalpa
In the sakara theory as well, Kamala$ila explains the function of pariccheda as
pertaining to post-acquired pure worldly wisdom. When existents ascend to
cognition, they are determined exactly as such by the subsequent reflective
awareness.® Everything that exists, without exception, ascends to the mind of the
omniscient being.% The entities, when they appear to the omniscient mind, appear
as infinite.% Therefore, anything else—that is, what has not appeared there—is
nothing but finite.5 And only this finite entity, specifically the empty set (that
which has not appeared), is eliminated (vyavacchedah kriyate) by the subsequent
reflective awareness.5

Here, Kamalasila explains vyavaccheda as being in consonance
with pariccheda, elucidating that the infinite first ascends (samarohati) and

appears (pratibhasate) to the non-conceptual cognition of the omniscient

62TSP 1125,16-17: sakarajianavadipakse  jiianasyatmakaranubhavavyatirekena —nanyo
‘rthagrahanavydaparo sti. Cf. Funayama 2007: 198.

63 TSP 1125,18-19: ato jileyavad ekasyapi jianasyanantavastugatakaropagrahenotpatter
anantam vastu tena vyaptam ity ucyate. Cf. Funayama 2007: 198.

64 TSP 1125,19-20: yenaiva catmand jianatmani  bhavah samarohanti,  tenaiva
tatprsthabhaviparamarsa-cetasa paricchidyante. Cf. Funayama 2007: 198.

65 TSP 1125,21-22: yavat kimcid astitvam anubahvati, tat sarvam eva samarohati.

66 TSP 1126,13-14: pratibhasamanam vastu sarvajiiacetasy anantam eva pratibhdsate.

67 TSP 1126,14-15: tasmad anyad apratibhasamanam antavad eva.

88 TSP 1126,15: tasyaiva ca paramarsacetasd vyavacchedah kriyate.
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(nirvikalpasarvajiiacetas) as the infinite. It is then determined (paricchidyante)
by the subsequent pure worldly reflective awareness to be precisely what it is
(*yenaivatmana ... tenaivatmana). The outer domains that do not appear are
subsequently excluded as an empty set. Thus, the “cutting” action of pariccheda
is here explained in terms of demarcation that involves outer elimination

(vvavaccheda) rather than inner compartmentalization.

3.3.6. Summary of Kamalasila’s defense from the standpoint of the sakara view

Again, it should be noted that the manifestation of the object at the first stage
is rephrased using the intransitive verb pratibhasate. For Kamala$ila, there is no
concern that the object might be limited as finite from the outset, as his worldview
assumes that the infinite appears as it is. This, however, compelled him to clarify
that the variegated images in the omniscient being’s mind, reflecting the infinite
objects, were in fact untrue. In other words, it became necessary to explicitly
state the non-duality of cognition at the ultimate level of the Yogacara system. If
countless and variegated forms were squeezed into the limited domain of a single

cognition, people would naturally suspect that they are finite.

3.4. Kamalasila’s perspectives

Kamala$ila's explanation of how “determination” or “covering” of everything
occurs, from the perspectives of both nirakara and sakara theories and in terms
of non-conceptual and conceptual cognitions, can be summarized as follows. (N:

Nirakaravada, S: Sakaravada)

N-1. The omniscient Buddha apprehends the entire world precisely as it is,

simply by virtue of its existence. He grasps the infinite as infinite, not as
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finite, and comprehends all existents as existent, and all non-existents as
non-existent.

N-2. While his non-conceptual cognition of all things lacks object-by-object
distinction, the subsequently arising reflective pure worldly wisdom
allows him to distinguish between objects, such as heya (what is to be
abandoned) and upadeya (what is to be taken up).

S-1. A single cognition arises by grasping the forms of infinite entities. Although
the variegated forms appearing within this single cognition are ultimately
untrue, the Buddha's accurate perception of them as untrue prevents him
from being deluded.

S-2. All existents ascend to the Buddha’s cognition and are precisely determined
by subsequent reflective cognition. Only that which has not manifested in

his mind is eliminated.

4. Comparison
How would Kamalasila have answered Mandana’s questions? Here, we will imagine
his answers within a dialogue format to assess the coherence of their arguments.

(M: Mandana; K: Kamalasila)

1. M: An omniscient being cannot cognize “all things” either sequentially or
simultaneously, as “all things” are infinite in time and space.
K: Such a being can cognize all things simultaneously.

2. M: If the total quantity of “all things” is not determined, then “all things”
themselves are not determined.
K: It is not necessary to determine the total quantity of all things for an

omniscient being to cognize them all.®
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3. M: The present mental images, being delimited at both ends, cannot
encompass “all.”

K: Present cognition is capable of apprehending everything. I have discussed
this elsewhere; see TSP ad TS 3472 and TS 1852-54.

4. M: Ontologically, the infinite number of objects cannot be defined as “all.”
K: [No direct answer provided by Kamalasila in this context.] (Our position is
that we do not accept real universals; thus, the infinite “all” are not governed
by a universal.)

5. M: Epistemologically, the infinite “all” cannot be determined.

K: The Buddha cognizes all things precisely as they are. He cognizes the
infinite as it is.

6. M: The infinite “all” cannot be delimited by the three times.

K: [No direct answer provided by Kamala$ila in this context. For a detailed

discussion, see Chapter 21, Traikalyapariksa.]

Mandana questioned the ontological nature of the infinite, but Kamala$ila’s
response here is limited to its epistemological understanding. Consequently,
Mandana’s ontological queries regarding how the infinite “all” is governed by
a universal, or how it is limited by the three times, remain unaddressed in this
context. Kamala$ila’s ontology is fundamentally distinct, rooted in the Sautrantika
position which, unlike other schools, only acknowledges the present moment,
rejecting the reality of past and future. He has, however, explored the concept

of the three times in detail within Chapter 21, Traikalyapariksa. Furthermore, he

TSP 1123170 ko hy atra pratibandhah—yatra  sakalyagrahanam  tatravasyam
paryantagrahanam iti. “This is because there is no rule here that when everything is
grasped, there is always a grasping of its total quantity.”
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does not accept the existence of a real universal, thus dismissing from the outset
the view that the infinite “all” must be governed by one.

Moreover, their epistemological frameworks are fundamentally different.
In the Dharmakirtian consciousness-only worldview, the world “appears” in an
intransitive sense. The omniscient Buddha experiences the infinite variegated
images precisely as they are, even while knowing them to be untrue. It is not the
case that the infinite is “covered” by a cognition in a transitive sense, akin to pots
being covered with a single cloth. Even when Kamalasila employs the expression
“cutting out” (pariccheda), the infinite is appropriately determined as infinite, and

whatever is excluded (vyavacchidyate) is nonexistent—an empty set.

5. Concluding remarks

While there is no direct philological evidence that KamalasSila was aware of the
specific passages in Mandana's VV, it is evident they shared philosophical and
doctrinal concerns. Both the VV and Kamalas$ila's TSP address the paradoxical
question of “determining the infinite” within the broader debate on both sequential
and simultaneous omniscience, primarily focusing on the simultaneous theory.
Mandana's query specifically targeted the Buddhist sakara theory of cognition.
Kamala$ila, however, provides a comprehensive doctrinal response from both

nirakara and sakara perspectives, reflecting the Yogacara system of his era.”

"0 Kamalasila's presentation of the Nirakaravijianavadimata and Sakarajiianavadipaksa
positions aims for a common ground shared by both the Sautrantikas and the Yogacaras.
However, the Sautrantika view, which presupposes external objects, receives stronger
emphasis. For example, TSP 1125,18 states: “A cognition, though single, by grasping
the forms of real entities ... as the objects of cognition are” (jiieyavad ekasyapi jiianasya
.. akaropagrahana-). Nevertheless, Kamalasila appears to deliberately avoid explicitly
committing to either position. A circumspect expression like vastujatam sattam anubhavati
(1123,7, “Real entities come into being”) seems to leave open the question of whether an
external world truly exists (cf. Funayama 2007: 194, n. 35). Similarly, the phrase “existents
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Philosophically speaking, the nirakara theory is more persuasive in
emphasizing how the infinite is grasped as infinite, or how it appears as it is. It
was probably with this intention that Kamalasila first introduced the nirakara
theory. The sakara theory, which is inherently more challenging to explain, can
be resolved through application of the nirakara theory. This is evidenced by the
fact that the explanation of the sakara theory, while parallel in content, is notably
shorter than that of the nirdkara theory.”™

The function of pariccheda, where the subject “cuts out” the object, and
the spatial image of vyapyate, where the subject covers the entire space of the
object, could potentially render the infinite finite. To diminish such misleading
images, Kamala$ila employs the neutral verbs grhyate and nivedyante to describe
the situation. Ultimately, he emphasizes that the infinite appears as it is by
explaining it from a Yogacara worldview, in which only mental images manifest.
In the sakara theory, to defend the possibility of the infinite appearing in a single
perception, he goes so far as to admit that these mental images are, in fact, untrue

and not ultimate.

ascend to cognition” (jianatmani bhavah samarohanti, TSP 1125,19-20) leans towards
a Sautrantika perspective, yet it does not explicitly mention externality and can also be
interpreted from a Yogacara viewpoint. The final position in TSP 1126,17-19, which we
will examine later, explicitly states that the external world is not presupposed, drawing an
analogy to positive dreaming. This implies that the preceding descriptions of the Nirakara
and Sakara positions are intentionally framed from a standpoint that the Sautrantikas
could also accept. Given that Kamala$ila considers external realists like Kumarila to be his
primary opponents in the omniscience debate, it is understandable that he would respond
from a position acknowledging the external world. However, this approach is not entirely
consistent, particularly when it risks undermining his own core view. The passage where
Kamalasila explicitly states that forms are untrue, for instance, cannot be adequately
explained without assuming a Yogacara position rather than a Sautrantika one.

71 See Appendix. The number of lines in each of the four parts is as follows:
1. Nirakara+nirvikalpa: TSP 1123,7-1124,9 (28 lines)
2. Nirakara+savikalpa: TSP 1124,10-1125,4 (18 lines)
3. Sakara+nirvikalpa: TSP 1125,5-19 (15 lines)
4. Sakara+savikalpa: TSP 1125,19-16 (14 lines)
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Mandana pointed out that the temporally limited objects of a present
cognition are not “all.” Kamala$ila, conversely, attempts to resolve the problem
of everything fitting into one cognition by emphasizing the ultimate position
of nonduality. Their perspectives on this issue are misaligned. In the end, for
Kamala$ila, there is no alternative but to emphasize the perspective of “appearance”
(pratibhasa), as seen in his explanation of “the experience of the image”
(akaranubhava). The existence of the external world is no longer presupposed
here.”

In Kamalas$ila’'s ultimate position, the Buddha's perception of all is
nothing more than the manifestation of a single cognition containing infinite
untrue images. The infinite is thus dissolved into nonduality. Alternatively, the
only way to effect a “cut-off” is to make it a function of post-acquired pure worldly
wisdom. But even in this scenario, according to Kamala$ila, the eliminated part

constitutes an empty set from the beginning.

72 Kamalagila is fully aware that, in the ultimate position—which does not presuppose
an external world—this problem cannot arise from the outset. At the very end of his
commentary, he states: “For those [Buddhists] who understand that all cognition of
the yoga practitioner lacks [a corresponding external] object and is valid because it
aligns with reality, just like positive dreaming, the criticism of finitude is not a problem
at all from the very beginning.” TSP 1126,17-19: ye tu punah sarvam eva yogivijianam
analambanam satyasvapnadarsanavad vastusamvaditayda pramanam iti pratipanndh, tan
praty antavattvacodyam dirikrtavakasam eva.
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Appendix: Comparison of some of the parallel passages in the Nirakara and

the Sakara theories of the TSP

Nirakara (+ nirvikalpa)

Sakara (+ nirvikalpa)

TSP 1123,6-8:

yadi tavan nirakaravijianavadimatam
asritya codyate, tada sarvam asamgatam.
tatha hi,

yavat kimcid vastujatam sattam
anubhavati,

tasya sarvasya sattamatrena sarva-
jhacetasa paricchedat “tena tad vyaptam”
iti vyapadiSyate.

TSP 1123,12-15:

api tu yathaiva santi tathaiva jiianena
paricchidyante, nanyena ripena. tadvat
sattvabhajanaloko ’pi yathaiva sattam
anubhavati, tathaiva sarvajiacetasa
grhyate. aparyanta$ ca diksu vidiksu
sattvadiloko ’vasthita ity aparyantataya
tasya grahanam, na tu paryantavartitayeti
kuto ’ntavattvaprasangah.

TSP 1125,5-8:

atha sakarajnanavadipakse codyate,
tatrapy avirodha eva. tatha hi,
yathaiva tad anantam vastv
anantakaranugatam atmasattam
anubhavati,

tathaiva tat sarvajfiam ceto ’pari-
mitavastugatakaropagrahenotpa-
dyamanam aviruddham eva, eka-
sya jhanasyanekavastvakaropa-
grahanotpattyavirodhat.

TSP 1125,18-19:

ato jiieyavad ekasyapi jhanasyanantava-
stugatakaropagrahenotpatteh “anantam
vastu tena vyaptam” ity ucyate.

Nirakara (+ savikalpa)

Sakara (+ savikalpa)

TSP 1124,23-1125,3:

yavata viS§vasmin jagaty avabhasamane
tad api heyopadeyam vastv aviruddha-
pratibhasam apracyutatmatattvam
vibhaktam evavabhasate. pascac ca sarv-
avamarsapratyayena paricchidyata eveti
katham vibhagena tadaparijianam nama.

TSP 1125,19-20:

yenaiva catmana jianatmani
bhavah samarohanti tenaiva tat-
prsthabhaviparamars§acetasa paricchidy-
ante.
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A Post-Kumarila Argument about Omniscience:

Mandana and Kamalasila on the Paradox of Determining Everything

Kei Kataoka

This paper examines part of the discussion that emerged after Kumarila between
the Mimamsa and Buddhist traditions concerning the problem of omniscience.
How can an omniscient being know everything? If such a being knows everything in
a limited manner—as "this much"—then what the omniscient being knows is not
truly everything. Conversely, if their knowledge of everything is not limited in this
way, they would not be "cutting out" (pari-\Vchid) everything, meaning they would
not be determining the infinite. Mandana critically addresses this paradox from
the Mimamsa perspective, while Kamalasila, writing from a Buddhist (specifically
Yogacara) standpoint, offers a detailed defense of omniscience. This paper closely
analyzes Mandana's critique and Kamalas$ila's defense, organizing the key points of
their respective arguments. While Mandana criticizes the Buddhist sakara theory,
Kamalasila considers both the nirakara and sakara theories. He also addresses
the question of whether the cognition of an omniscient being is conceptual or
nonconceptual, examining both positions. Finally, this paper explores how these
arguments intersect within the broader context of interschool debate, aiming to

illuminate the contours of this philosophical discourse during their time.
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