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EDITOR'S NOTE 

Born in Dhandhiika, Ahmedabad collectorate, in 1088 or 1089, Acarya Hemacandra 
C.tiHe popularly to be called 'the omni,cient one of the Kali age' (kaliklilasarvajana). He 
had indeed some claim to this hyperbole, for he was by far the greatest encyclopaedic 
mind in medieval India. 'His strength,' says Jacobi, 'lies in encyclopaedical work rather 
than in original research, but the enormous mass of varied information which he gathered 
from original sources, mostly ·1ost to us. makes his works an inestimable mine for 
philological and historical research'. 

In medieval India, however, there· was hardly anything like disinterested learning 
in the modern sense. Scholarship was dominated by the practical aims in view, which. 
under the circumstances. had inevitably been of a religious nature. Hemacandra was a 
Jaina by creed and all his activities-literary, philological, philosophical, scientific and 
even directly political-were designed to serve the cause of Jainism. Gujarat, as is well­
known, is a stronghold of the Jainas. But it originally became so under the initiative of 
Hemacandra : he induced Jayasiipha Siddharaja (A. D. 1094-1143), one of the most 
powerful kings of Gujarat, to favour the Jain as and actually converted his successor 
king Kumarapala to Jainism. As a scholar, poet and philosopher, too, Hemacandra 
was above all a Jaina. To the students of Sanskrit literature, he is perhaps best known 
by his epic poem Tri:ja!f(isa/akapuru:jacari1a. describing the legendary and mythological 
history of the world as conceived in Jainism. To the modern philologists. his most 
signiiicant contributions are a complete Sanskrit and a Prakrit grammar, two Samkrit 
d;ctionaries called the Ahhidl,01,aci11tama~1i and the Aneklirthakosa, a dictionary of popular 
Pr.ik rit idioms called the Desinlimamli/a and his manuals of Poetics and Metrics. His 
Prakrit grammar was edited and translated by Pischel (Halle, 1877-80), who also edited 
the D<>/ii11iima111i'i/Zi (13ombay, 18tW). His .4.hhidhlinacintlimm,1i was edited by Bohtlingk 
and Rieu (St. Petersburg, l 847) and Zachariae edited the Aneklirtlrakosa (Vienna, 1893 ). 
I-k also 'provided his sect with textbooks of the principal Indian sciences, so that the 
Jainas were enabled to compete successfully with their Brahmanical rivals'. 

ln the field of philosophy, Hemacandra's most significant contribution was the 
Promli1.w-Mi111ii111sli. As edited and extensively ,mnotated by Pt. Sukhlalji Sanghvi, it was 
published in the Singhi .Taina Granthamala, C:1lcutta 1939. Pt. Sukhlalji, who was eighty on 
December 8, 1960, docs in an important sense carry the heritage of Hemac.rndra. It is 
not simply that he, too, is a Jaina and belongs to Gujarat, but in the much more impor'tant 
sense that he is a rare specimen of that scholarship which is as thorough in philosophy as 
in any other branch of ancient learning. In him we come across the encyclopaedic mind 
again, though devoted mainly to the traditional line of scholarship. And this has made 
his edition of the Pramana-Mimiimsli so invaluable : particularly his annotations to the 
text are full of such w;alth of indian philosophical materials as the parallel of which 
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is not easy to come across in the writings of the modern scholars in [ndia and abroad. 
But Panditji would not write anything except in the vernacular languages-in Hindi and 
Gujarati-and that has kept such an important contribution to fndi::m philosophy hitherto 

unavailable to the English knowing readers. 

l am deeply grateful to my friend Sri Krishna Kumar Dixit for first suggesting 
the idea of publishing in our journal Indian Studies: Past & Present, Panditji's Introduc­
tion as well as the Philosophical Notes to the Pramli1_1a-Mimarrsa in English rendering. An 
English translation of the Introduction had already been prepared by Dr. Indukala Jhaveri 
of the H. K. Arts College, Abmedabad ; the Jnanodaya Trust of Ahmedabad kindly 
offered this to us for publication. And thanks to the untiring devotion and superb skill 
of Sri Dixit himself, the English rendering of the Philosophical Notes, too, were at last 
ready for publication : Sri Dixit is in close touch with Pandit Sukhlalji and, under his 
advise, selected and arranged the Philosophical Notes in such a manner as could . 
serve the purpose of an independent book on Indian philosophy, and he did the English 
rendering of the notes himself. 

The Introduction and Philosophical Notes appeared in Indian Studies : Pust & 
Present, Vol. II, Nos. 2 & 3. Before issuing this reprint in its present book-form, we 
reguested Panditji to contribute a special Preface for it. He has been extremely kind 
to agree to this. -He further complied to our suggestion that this book should be entitled 
Advanced Studies in Indian Logic & Metaphysics. 

We are grateful to Jnanodaya Trust, Ahmedabad, for the kind permission to issue 
this book in its present form. Professor Haridas Sinharay has kindly gone through the 
proofs and Sri Balin Roy extended various other helps .. 

Debiprasad Chattopadhyay 
Editor, Jndia11 Studies : Past & Present 



PREFACE 

At the time of editing Pramii1_1a111i111fi,risa I had written notes on several philosophi­
cal technical terms occuring in the text and had added to it a long Introduction by way 
of preface. Now that these Notes and the Introduction are being published in English 
I feel obliged to explain, in brief. the aim I had in view while writing them. This, I 
think. should enable the English reader to adopt a certain approach towards the material 
in question. 

Prama,_wmimartzsli is an important-though incomplete-writing by Acarya Hema­
candra on Jaina Logic. The available portion of this text discusses, briefly but lucidly, 
and from the Jaina standpoint, the philosophical concepts like pramii~za, prameya, pramatii, 
pramiti, etc. ; here there frequently occurs a mention-and sometimes also a criticism­
of the positions adopted by the· other systems in this connection. In the course of editing 
tile text and of conducting research work thereon the idea occured to me that in case it 
continues to be taught and studied according to the old Indian tradition of teaching and 
studying prevalent among om Pandit circles, neither the teachers nor the students will be 
able to grasp the import of the relevant philosophical issue in their proper historical 
development. It was my own experience of student days that even the most competent 
and sympathetic teachers of a particular philosophical system would seldom care to 
look into the order of development undergone by this system and the historical relation 
in which it stands to the other system_s. The result was that a student remained almost 
ignorant of the historical development and of a comparative estimate of the system he 
chose to study. And when some exceptionally brilliant student with curiosity unbounded 
placed even before the ablest of his teachers a query concerning some problem, but from 
tile standpoint of a non-partisan, historical, comparative study, what usually happened 
was that the query would be curtly brushed aside. 

Doubtless, the gurus who taught me the various philosophical systems were most 
thorough scholars of their respective systems and he:uty was their affection for me : but 
none of them even hinted to me that one's grasp of various philosophical issues becomes 
considerably objective when study is undertaken from a historical and comparative stand­
point. And my experience was that all who, like me, studied exclusively according to the 
old style found themselves in a predicament similar to mine. However, J should here also 
make mention of one special advantage that is enjoyed by those who study exclusively 
according to the old style. When, on the one hand, a student is brilliant and his curiosity 
intense, while, on the other, the teacher is a competent authority on the subject-matter 
concerned, the study, undertaken according to the old style, of this subject-matter invariably 
throws on its vitals a light that is deep and of a most desirable type. 
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I had studied philosophy according to the old style of the Pandits and had certainly 
derived a number of advantages therefrom ; nevertheless, when I first undertook the 
writing and research work and, at the same time, consulted the outstanding wor1's 
written and edited by the various Indian and foreign sch ob rs, I became conscio w; of on~ 
great shortcoming of mine. The shortcoming was my inability to make out how as a 
result of mutual discu:;siou aud criticism the various philosophical systems off ndia inti uenced 
one another either negatively or positively, by whom and when was this inllucnc~ 
exercised, and what was the extem thereof. I even failed to judge correctly as to whether 
the discussion of a particular issue on the part of more than one philosophica I system 
was a parallel development or a development brought about as a result of mutual 
influence. A deep consciousness of the shortcoming in question forced me to traverse 
a new path. The new path consisted in an attempt at first accurately grasping the 
teachings of the basic texts of the various philosophical systems and then trying my best 
to determine the historical interconnection between the philosophical issues and to make 
a comparative study of these issues as discussed by the various philosophical systems. 
Side by side with this new attempt on my part wenl on the editing of several Jaina and 
non-Jaina texts and conducting research thereon ; besides, I undertook some translation 
work. In the course of all this activity I became firmly convinced that the study of any 
philosophical system inevitably demands certain prerequisites and that these prerequisites 
includ a fairly accurate understanding of the historical interrelationship obtaining between 
the various philosophical systems of India. 

Impelled by this conviction, I have made, in these Notes and the Introduction, an 
extremely modest and humble endeavour keeping in view the noble aim that the current 
studies in Indian philosophy become open-minded and open-hearted-with Prama~w­
mimiirtzsii acting as a pretext. 

Pramli1Jamimiirtzsii is a text on Logic written from the Jaina standpoint. It was 
therefore absolutely necessary to make it clear in the Introduction as to what the Jaina 
standpoint is. However, unless one knows the distinguishing marks of the standpoints 
adopted by the different philosophical systems of India he cannot at all understand the 
particular nature of the Jaina standpoint and the relation in which it stands to the other 
standpoints. Hence it is that the Introduction first of all states the standpoints adopt,,;d 
by the different philosophical systems of India. 

The various philosophical standpoints are rooted in the various views as to the 
comparative strength of the different organs of knowledge. Therefore, with a view to 
laying bare the respective spheres of application of the various organs of knowledge a 
classification has been made of the philosophical views as to the nature of the organs of 
knowledge. Afterwards, under the title 'The Total Extent of the Knowable Sphere' it 
h::is been shown how various views as to the knowable sphere have emerged depending 
on the various views as to the comparative strength of the different organs of knowledge. 
i II addition, several other more or less important problems have been briefly touched 
upon in the Introduction. 
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Notes are many. In Pramii1_1amimii1rtsii there are defined and discussed a number 
of such concepts which, if they are to be understood properly, demand a delineation of 
their development from a historical standpoint and of their nature from a logical stand­
point. The Notes in question have been written with this understanding in view. It 
can easily be seen that Notes written from the standpoint above recommended, even 
when they directly concern the concepts upheld by a particular philosophical tradition, 
~ue, in the final count, of help in understanding the corresponding concepts of all 
traditions whatsoever. And if this be true, it logically follows that Notes written on the 
topics covered by Pramli~iamimii1rsa can be of considerable help in understanding the 
corresponding concepts of all traditions whatsoever. 

Really speaking, as I have above pointed. out, one aim in writing these Notes and 
the Introduction to Pramli1_1amimiif!1sii has been to pave the way for a broad-based study, 
in some form or other, of all philosophical traditions. 

For thousands of years the currents of philosophical speculation have run their 
course in India and with the passage of time they have gained in logical subtleity ; but 
these have been seldom, if ever, subjected by the Indian scholars to that type of 
investigation which has come from the pen of the Westerners since the last century or 
so. For example, the thorough researches of Prof. Jacobi and others in the Jaina 
scriptures have not been matched by any undertaken by a scholar who is himself an 
upholder of the Jaina tradition. Similarly, the academic endeavour of no Buddhist 
monk will stand comparison with that of a scholar like Prof. Stcherbatsky who has thrown 
a veritable flood of light on Buddhist Logic. Dr. Thibaut, apart from translating into 
English the B/Jii~yas of Sankara and Ramanuja, has offered, in his introductory remarks, a 
penetrating study of the issues involved, a study which has perhaps not been surpassed 
by any Sankaritc or Ramanujite scholar however acute. And not even the thoroughest 
of Nyaya-Vaise~ika scholars have been able to pursue that marvellous analytical method 
which Prof. Ingalls of the Harvard University has adopted in presenting the materials 
for the study of Navya-Nyaya Logic. 

On the one hand, we find that the various philosophical traditions of India today 
include a number of such eminent scholars of extraordinary calibre whose help the 
Western scholars are eager to seek and who can, if they so desire, throw, in a most 
competent fashion, very great light on their respective subject-matters ; on the other hand, 
there is no dearth in any philosophical tradition of such important text which are bound 
to attract the attention of the philosophical world in case they are supplemented by 
Introduction, Notes, etc. based on a thorough study of their respective contents. E.g. 
Nyiiyamarijari of Jayanta, Slokavlirtika of Kumarila, Pram'iilJ.aVlirtika of Dharmakirti, 
Tattvasmigraha of Santaraksita, Kusumanjali of Uda.yana, Tattvarthas!okaviirtika of 
Vidyananda, Sylidviidaratnlik~ra of Vadideva, Sarvadarsanasaizgraha of Madhaviiciirya 
are some of 'the texts which deserve an origina], penetrating study and an investigation 
undertaken from a broad-based, historical standpoint. But in spite of all this the tru tb 
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remains-and it is a matter for anxious thought-that the same texts which have been 
edited and translated so admirably by the Western scholars had (or have) come out in so 
poor a quality when edited and translated by their Indian counterparts. So far as I can 
see, the explanation of this state of affairs lies in the fact that the old style Indian 
educational centres are inclined to attach chief importance to the literal meaning of the 
texts and have therefore become extremely narrow in their vision, while, on the other 
hand, the Indian colleges and universities undertake studies that are extensive in their 
sweep but such as seldom enter into the heart of the matter. I am therefore of the view 
that our style of teaching and studying needs revision. With this aim in view I have 
attempted these Notes and the Introduction. Of the limitedness of the scope of my 
attempt as also of the shortcoming vitiating it I am more aware than anyone else, but 
for the present, sympathetic friends are presenting it before the English reader as it 
stands. 

Ahmedabad 

4. 5. 61. 

Sukhlal 



I. THE NATURE OF THE JAINA STANDPOINT ( <!r~!i) 

Indian philosophical systems fall under two main classes; some of them are realistic 
(vlistavai•lidin) and others idealistic (avlistavavlidin ; illusoristic ?). Those which view the 
gross (sthii/a) world, i. e. the world apprehended by the empirical {laukika) organs of 
knowledge (pramlitJa), to be as real as the subtle (siik~ma) world, i. e. the world apprehended 
by the transcendental (lokottara) organs of knowledge,-that is to say, those which main­
tain that there is no difference between the empirical (vylivahiirika) and the absolute 
(pliramiirthika) truth, that all truth is of the same kind though differing in degree, that all 
objects revealed (bhiisita) through whatever organ of knowledge are equally real even if 
this revelation ( b/ziina) be relatively full or meagre, clear or vague, and that even real 
objects are capable of being expressed in words (vli'l}i-praklisya)-are realistic systems. They 
may also be called positivistic (vidhimukha) systems or systems talking in terms of "it is thus" 
and "it is so" {idamittha,riviidin, evamvlidin). They include the Carvaka, Nyaya-Vai~e~ika, 
Purva-Mimaipsa, and Sa:tµkhya-Yoga systems, the Vaibha~ika and Sautrantika schools of 
Buddhism, the Madhvite school of Vedanta, etc. 

Those which view the external (blihya), perceptible ( drsya) world to be unreal (mithyli) 
and the internal (lintarika) one alone to be ultimately real (parama-satya)-that is to say, 
those which, having classified truth into the empirical and the absolute, the apparent 
(sli,rivrtika) and the real (vlistavika), treat as unreal everything that is apprehended by the 
empirical organs of knowledge and is expressed in words-are idealistic systems. They 
may also be called negativistic (nisedhamukhai systems or systems talking in terms of "it 
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is not so" (anevamvlidinl. The Siinyavada and Vijnanavada schools of Buddhism, the 
Samkarite school of Vedanta, etc. are systems of this type. 

• Its basic attitude of non-absolutism (anekiintavlida) notwithstanding, the Jaina 
standpoint is absolutely realistic(eklintata{i vastavavlidin) in nature. For according to it 
too, the objective truth (bhliva-satyatva) revealed through sense-perception (technically 
called mati-jnlina) etc. is on a par with that revealed through transcendental intuition 
(technically called kevala-jnlina), that is to say, the two txpes of truth may differ as to their 
quantity but not as to their quality and nature. Sense-perception etc. reveal a few substances 
(dravya)and a limited number of their modes (paryiiya) while transcendental intuition reveals 
the totality of substances and the totality of their modes, but the two do so in precisely the 
same manner and with precisely the same sort of validity. Thus even though the Jaina sy5lem 

1 
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t th t certain extremely subtle objects (suk~matama bhava) are incapable of description 
gran s a . . • - ) th less 
( · - ) ·t ·nsi"sts that the obJ·ects capable of descnption(nzrvacamya are never e anzrvacanzya 1 1 , , . _ 
real. This however is not the case with Siinyavada, Sa111kante Vedanta, etc. 

2. THE UNCHANGING CHARACTER ( aparivarli~l}uta ) OF 

THE JAINA STANDPOINT 

Now the important question to be considered is whether t~~1 r9llistic nature of the 
Jaina standpoint as outlined above has retained the same form throughout • the course of 
history or a change in some form or other has been introduced in . it by someone_ ~t some 
period. An allied questi9n will be : If the Jaina standpo'int has ·ail aiong retained a fixed 
nature and unlike the Buddhist and Vedantic tradition's:· has·· under'gone ho 'charige or ' ,. 
development of thought, what can be the reason for it? ·' 1 

• ' 

The available history of the Jaina tradition reaches as 'far back as pte-Mahavtra tiines, 
and ever since the realistic nature of Jaina standpoint has' remain'ed absollitefy unaltered 
in essence-as is also the case with the philosophical systems like Nyaya~Vaise$ika, Purva­
Mimamsa, Samkhya-Yoga, etc. Of course, the Jaina philosophical l'iterature, ·like the 
philos~phical literature of the Nyaya-Vaise~ika etc., testifies·, to a:' gradually developing 
subtlety and clarity in regard to the descriptions (vyiikhya), defini't1on_s (lak$a1Jfl), and 
logical justification (upapatti) of the categories (padiirtha) like 'or~ari ·or 'valid knowledge' 
(pramiitJa), 'object of valid knowledge' (prameya), etc. -so • much so th1at' Jaina philo­
sophers like Yasovijaya have even emplo-yed the refined Nav)'a~Nyaya:·· technique in their 
further analysis of the Jaina descriptions and definitions ; ·nev~rtheless, throughout the 
course of history the realistic nature of the Jaina standpoint has not in the least undergone 
that type of change which we come across in the Buddhist and· Vedantic traditions. 

The Buddhist traditi9n was certainly realistic to begin 'with, but the two schools of 
I 

Mahayana, viz. Sunyavada and Vijiianavada,. brought about a radical transformation in 
it. As a result, its realism changed into absolute idealism· (aikantika avastavavada). This 
is what we mean by the change of outlook ( dr~U-parivartana) within the Buddhist tradition. 
The same was the case with the Vedantic tradition: Upanisads and Vedantasiitras 
contained vague seeds ( aspa~fabija) of idealism together with cl~ar-cut indications ( .spa~fa 

I 

sucana) of realism,but Saip.karacarya interpreted all this only idealistically and thus laid 
the solid foundation of that idealism which, as a result of further development and change 
of outlook, subsequently branched forth into a number of schools like dr~!i-sr~!iviida etc. 1 

Now this changing character of the Buddhist and Vedantic traditions and the unchang­
ing character of the rest ones impel us to investigate into the causes of this divergence. 

Idealism, which considers the gross world (sthula jagat) to be an empirical reality 
(vylivaharika satya) or an unreality (asatya) and the internal world (antarikajagat) to be 
the sole ultimate reality (parama satya), can possibly arise only when either the process 

I 

I. A solipsistic trend within Sarrikarite Vedanta. According to it, the world lasts only so long as it is 
perceived. The word literally means' the doctrine that whenever a thing is seen it is created. Tr. 
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of analysis ( visle~a1Ja-kriyii) or the process of synthesis /Jamanvaya-kriyiiJ is carried to its 
logical extreme. We find that this condition (requisite for the rise of idealism) is absent 
in all the philosophical traditions except the Buddhist and Vedantic ones. Buddha analysed 
everything, gross as well as subtle, to such an extent that no scope was left for anything 
of the nature of a permanent substance (s-tlziiyi-dravya). In the Upani~ads, on the other 
hand, the process of synthesizing all diversities (bheda) and varieties (vividhatii) culminated 
in the postulation of one permanent principle (sthira tattva) in the form of Brahman. 
In due course, Lord Buddha's acute-minded disciples developed the Master's analysis to 
such an extent that the continuous substances (akha1Jef a dravya) and the substantial 
diversities (dravya-hheda) of our everyday use (vyavahliropayogin) were reduced to bare 
names ; what remained as absolutely real was something momentary but indescribable 
(anirvacaniya). Similarly, the spirit of synthesis reflected in the Upanisadic principle of , . 
Absolute Brahman was developed by Sa1!1karacarya to such an extent that the empirical 
world so full of diversities (bheda-pradhiina) was ultimately reduced to a bare name and 
an illusion (mliyii). Of course, had there been no extremist analysers (aikllntika 
visle~a~zaklirin) like Nagarjuna and extremist syn!hcsisers (aiklintika samanvayakiirin) like , 
Sa:rµkaracarya, the distinction between the empirical and the _absolute truth would not 
have made its appearance in these two traditions. Even then, we should not forget that 
the capacity to give rise to an idealistic outlook was inherent (nihita) in the very ground 
(bhiimikli) of the Buddhist and Vedantic traditions, and that such a capacity was entirely 
absent in the ground of the realistic systems like Nyaya-Vaise~ika etc. The Nyaya-Vaise~ika, 
Mima1!1sa, and Sa1!1khya-Yoga systems undertake not only analysis but also synthesis. 
And since they attach equal importance ( sama-prlidkiinya) and ascribe equal competence 
(samlina-balatva) to analysis and synthesis they do not declare one to be real at the expense 
of the other. Hence there is neither scope for nor possibility of idealism finding room in 
these systems. This explains why these systems throughout remained realistic even though 
they too produced plenty of acute-minded thinkers who were match to Nagarjuna, 
I 

Sa1!1karacarya, etc. The same applies to the Jaina system of philosophy. Starting with 
an analysis (of the real) into different substances (dravya) the system no doubt goes to the 
length of analysing even the subtlest modes (paryliya), but in spite of his accepting the 
reality of the modes that are the final resultants in this analytic process the Jaina 
does not reject the reality of permanent substances as will do the Buddhist. Likewise, 
starting with the synthesis of the modes and the substances the Jaina system ultimately 
arrives at the one principle of reality ( sat-tattva), but it does not deny in the manner of 
Brahmavada reality to the diversity of substances and to the modes that are the resultantc; 
in the analytic process. All this was possible because Jainism relatively acknowledged 
the equal competence (tulya-bala) and eqtlal truth (samana-satya) of the two standpoints, 
viz. the standpoint of substance (dravyiirthika dr~fi) and the standpoint of modes (paryiiyii­
rthika drUiJ, Consequently, we do not find in it either extreme analysis as we do in 
Buddhism or extreme synthesis as we do in Vedanta. And this, in turn, is why the realistic 
nature of the Jaina standpoint remained unaltered in essence. 



3. THE SPHERE OF APPLICATION (sakti-maryada) OF 

AN ORGAN OF KNOWLEDGE ( pram'ii1Ja) 

What is the universe? What is its nature? What arc its constituent clements (tattva) ? 
What is the nature of these· elements? -these and others are the questions that have not 
been answered by philosophers in a uniform fashion. It is so because one's answer to these 
questions depends upon his view as to the competence (sakti) of the orga~s of k~owledg~, 
about :which philosophers hold divergent views. The views held by the Indian ph1losophc1 s 
as to the degrees of competence ( sakti-taratamya) of the various organs of know ledge can 

be classified as under : 
1. Those advocating sole competence of sense-organs (indriyadhipatya-vadin). 
2. Those advocating sole competen·ce of non-sensuous organs(anindriy'iidhipatya-vcidin' • 
3. Those advocating equal competence of sense.organs and non-sensuous organs 

(ubhayadhipatya-vadin). 
4. Those advocating sole competence of the Scripture (cigamadhipatya-v'iidin). 
5. Those advocating incomptence of all organ whatsoever (pramli1Jopaplava-vadi11). 

[l]. Ind r i ya d hip at ya v ad a: According to this view, the competence 
of an organ of knowledge is solely dependent on sense-organs while the mind (mcuws) can 
-at the most follow sense-organs but can never originate true knowledge without their aid, 
that is, concerning things (allegedly) beyond the reach of sense-organs. On this view, true 
knowledge, if at all possible, can be had only through sense-organs. The view is upheld 
by the Carvaka system alone. Not that the Carvaka repudiates the organs of knowledge 
like inference, verbal testimony, etc. which are a matter of our everyday practice, and yet 
he declares himself to be an advocate of perception-and sense-perception at that-being the 
sole organ of knowledge. This only means that according to the Carvaka, an empirical 
organ of knowledge-be it inference, verbal testimony, or any other-is not valid unless its 
findings are confirmed by sense-perception. In other words, the Carvaka has no objection 
to a piece of knowledg: being regarded as valid in case it is not contradicted by sense­
perception. 

[2] An i n d r i ya d h i pat ya v ad a : By "non-sensuous organs" / anindriya) 

we understand three internal organs (anta~-kara7Ja), viz. manas, citta, and atman.2 

And the second view under consideration regards a non-sensuous organ in the form 
of citta as the s~le organ of true knowledge. The view is upheld by Sunyavada, 
Vijiianavada, and Sal!lkarite Vedanta. According to it, true knowledge can be generated 
by nothing save the purified citta. The upholders of this view flatly deny the competence 
of sense-organs to generate true knowledge, and they aver th-at sense-organs are not only 
cripple but also deceptive. The idea underlying this contention is that a piece of knowledge 
which is contradicted or unconfirmed by the findings of citta-particularly of the citta 

2. These terms are almost.untranslatable, but let us say that manas is the organ of empirical intro­
spection (and an accessory to sense-organs), citta the organ of transcendental realization, and atma11 the 
ultimate principle of consciousness--Tr. 
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puriikd by meditation (dhyana-suddha) is never valid even if it be reckoned as such in our 
1:'.'eryd:1y dealings. 

[3] U b hay ad hip a t ya v ad a : The third view does not advocate in the 
mann::r of the Carvaka the sole competence of sense-organs and incompetence of the mind­
absolutely-unaided-by-sense- organs ; nor does it advocate the sole competence of the non­
sensuous citta and incompetence or deceptivity of sense-organs. According to this view, 
sense-organs can become competent enough--even if with the aid of the mind (manas)-- and 
generate true knowledge ; on the other hand, there are according to it cases where a non­
si.:nsuous organ originates true knowledge even without the aid of sense-organs. Hence 
the epithet ubhayodhipatya-voda at,ributed to this view. It is upheld by the systems like 
SaJ!lkhy~-Yoga, Nyay~-Vaisc~ika, Mimatpsa etc. The Satpkhya-Yoga system, even while 
acknowledging the comp.!tence of sens:!-organs, regards anta~i-kara~ia as capable of 
independently generating true knowledge. What the Sa111khya-Yoga says of anta~-karaJJa the 
Nyaya-Vaise~ika s:.1ys of manas. However, the Sa111khya-Yoga does not regard atman as 
capable of independently generating true knowledge, and that is because the system attributes 
to buddhi the capacity for generating true k110wledge while treating t!1e conscious principle 
pur:1.'ja as devoid of all change (niratisaya).3 

On the other hand, the Nyaya-Vaise~ika does regard an o.tman as capable of 
mdepedently having true knowlt!dge-even if God be the only atman of this type; for God, 
according to tile syst,.!m, is devoid of a body and a m:mas and yet capable of having know­
ledge. The Vaibha~ika and Sautrantika are also upholders of this view, for they too 
consider sense-organs and manas to be equally competent for generating true knowledge. 

[4] Ag am ad hip at ya v ad a: The fourth view accepts, concerning certain 
matters, the competence neither of sense-organs nor of non-sensuous organs but of the 
scripture abae. This view is upheld only by the Piirya-Mimatpsa. Of course, concerning 
ordinary matters the system upholds the ubhayadhipatya view as do the Saqikhya-Yoga 
etc., while it is only concerning transcendental merits (dharma) and demerits (adharma) that 
it accepts the competence of the scripture and of it alone. And even though for the 
Saiµkarite Vedanta the scripture constitutes a principal authority concerning Brahman the 
system does not fall under this fourth view, for it also admits concerning this very Brahman 
the competence also of an anta(1-kara,_1a purified by meditation. 

[5] Pram a I). op a PI av av ad a: The fifth and the last view denies the competence 
of an organ-of-knowledge as such, be it a sense-organ, an inference, or a scripture. Accord­
ing to this view, there is no perfect organ competent enough to generate true knowledge. 
All org,rns of knowledge are for it either cripple or deceptive. The upholder of this view 
is called tattvopaplava-v'iidin ( I it. 'one who throws overboard all categories') who is 
but the Carvaka gone extreme. The view has been expounded in clear-cut terms by Jayara~i 
in his Tattvopaplavasirr,ha. 

3. P11rc1~a is foe Sa1'!1khya-Yoga equivalent for iitman. 1he idea is that an organ of knowledge mu~t 
undergo some c!1ange in the course of acquiring knowledge, but since puru~a is devoid of all change it 
is not an organ of knowledge---Tr. 
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Of these five views, the third, viz. ubhaylidhipatyaviida, is accepted by the Jaina 
system. For it no doubt maintains that sense-organs are competent to generate true kno,':'­
ledge, but it goes on to add that each of the two non-sensuous organs, manas and litman,1s 
capable of independently generating true knowledge. As for an iitman's ind~fe~de~t 
capacity to generate true knowledge, the Jaina system differs from the Nyaya-Va1se~1ka m 
that the former attributes this capacity to all iitmans without exception while the latter to 
God alone. The Jaina system repudiates tattvopaplavaviida because it, unlike the latter, 
does accept the competence of several organs of knowledge. It opposes the Carvaka view 
of 'sole competence of sense-organs' because it, unlike the latter, does acc~pt the indepen­
dent competence of two non-sensuous organs. It rejects Vijnanavada, Siinyavada, and 
Brahmavada because it , unlike the latter, does accept the competence of sense-organs. 
Lastly, it is opposed to ligamlidhipatyavlida because it, unlike the latter, accepts, concerning 
transcendental merits and demerits the competence also of the two non-sensuous organs, 
manas and otman. 

4. THE TOTAL EXTENT (vistlira) OF THE KNOWABLE SPHERE (prameya-pradesa) 

One's view as to the extent of the knowable sphere depends on his view a-: to the 
competence of the organs of knowledge. Thus for the Carvaka, who believes in the 
sole competence of sense-organs, the sphere of the knowable remained confined to the 
gross, perceptible ( d,)ya ) world, while for those who acknowledged the competence of 
a non-sensuous organ this sphere got extended in various ways. Whoever believed in 
the competence of a non-sensuous organ admitted the existence of a subtle ( suk~ma) world 
over and above the gross (sthula) one. However, even when philosophers agreed as to 
the existence of a subtle world they held divergent views as to the nature of this world, 
views that followed from their respective lines of speculation and the traditions handed 
down to them. These views and schools based thereon may be divided into two broad 
groups. One of these groups- comprises those views which conceive the subtle world 
as composed of physical (jacf a) as well as conscious ( cetana) elements ( tattva ), the 
other those which conceive it as composed only of conscious elements or of consciousness 
( caitanya ) as such. Here let us take note of one distinction between the Western and 
Indian philosophies. In India there arose no philosophical system which posited subtle 
physical elements at the root of the gross world while denying the existence of all subtle 
conscious elements ; on the other hand, there have here arisen systems which posit 
nothing except subtle conscious elements at the root of the gross world. It is in this 
sense alone that India may be regarded as a spiritualist ( caitanyavadin) country.4 

Indian philosophical speculation has got a bea1ing on the religio-ethical doctrines 
of rebirth { punarjanma ), efficacy of all action ( karmavada ), bondage ( bandha ), 
emancipation ( mok~a ),-doctrines that are universally accepted by all who believe in 

4. The suggestion is that the West has and India has not produced "systems which posit subtle 
physical elements at the root of the gross world while denying the existence of all subtle conscious 
elements". Such systems m~y be characterized as ''subtle materialism" as contrasted with the Ciirviika's 
gross materialism .. ~n~ India may be regarde~ as a spiritualist country because it produced no 'subtle 
materialism' even 1f 1t did produce gross matenalism---Tr. 
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• a subtle conscious element and who therefore seek within the framework of their respective 
. philosophical tenets to bring these doctrines.in line with the notion of a conscious element. 
• Within the circle of the philosophical systems that posit subtle elements there are current 
the following four theories on whose basis attempts have been made to demonstrate the 
relation of the gross world to the subtle one and to explain causation :-

[i] Aramblzavlida [ Theory of Novel Creation] 
[2] Pari1Jlimavlida [ Theory of Real Modification ] 

'[3] Pratityasamutplidavlida [ Theory of Dependent Origination] 
[4] Vi~artavlida [ Theory of Illusory Modification ] 

[1] Aramblzavlida : To put it in a nutshell, it has got the following four 
characteristic features :-[i] the positing of an infinite number of mutually distinct 
[ paraspara-bhinna] ultimate causes [ mula-klira1Ja], [ii] the positing of an absolute 
distinction [ lityantika bheda ] between the cause and the. effect, [iii] the assertion that a 
cause-be it eternal [ nitya ] or transient [ anitya ]-remains unchanging [ apari1Jlimin ] 
during the course of the creation of the effect concerned, and [iv] the assertion that an 
altogether novel [ apiirva] effect, that is, an effect that was non-existent [ asat] before 
its creation [ urpatti ], is created and lasts for a limited period of time [ kincitkli/ina sa!tli ]. 

[2] Pari1Jlimavada : I ts characteristic features [ given below ] are just the 
opposite of those of Aramhlzavlida :-[i] the acceptance ·of one single ultimate cause 
[ mfila knra1Ja ], [ii] the positing of a real non-distinction [vlistavika abheda] between 
the cause and the effect, [iii] the assertion that even an eternal [nitya] cause exists and 
functions in the form of a changing [parbJamtn] entity, and [iv] the assertion that a 
particular effect exists in its cause and all particular effects taken collectively exist in one 
ultimate cause throughout the course of time [lit. in all the three preiods of time], that is 
to say, the total denial of ,the creation [utpatti ] of an altogether novel [apurva ] entity. 

[3] Pratityasamutplidavlida : Its three characteristic features are :-[i] the 
positing of an absolute distinction [' lityantika bheda] between the cause and the 
effect, [ii] the total rejection of a pers1stmg cause, changeless [ nitya ] or 
changing [paril)fimin], and [iii] the assertion that an effect that was non-existent [asat] 
before its creation comes to be created. ' • ' 

[4] Vivartavlida : Its three characteristic features are:- [i] the positing of an 
absolute reality [pliramlirthika satya] which neither produces anything nor undergoes 
any change [anutpadaka, aparh,iamin], [ii] the total rejection of the suggestion that the 
manifest [bhasamlina] world-either gross or subtle-is created[utpanna] [out of a first cause] 
as also of the suggestion that it is evolved [paril)ata] [out of a first cause], and (iii) the 
assertion that the gross world possesses an unreal (avcistavika) or imaginary (klilpanika) 

existence, in other words, that it is merely an illus<?rv (mliyika) appearance ( bhlisa). 

[l] Ar am b ha v ad a: This theory maintains that there exists an infinite number of 
subtle elements in the form of atoms whose mutuaJ combinations (plirasparika samba,~dha) 
result in the formation of an altogether novel gross, physical world which later on perishes 
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for good (sarvathii na~fa ). According to the theory, these subtle constitue~t~el~ments 
( of the physical world ) are beginningless, e~dless.' and . ~hangeless ( anad1-nr~hana, 
apari1J,iimin ), and if there is at all any change it is m their quaht1es ( g:aJa) and at~nbutes 
( dharma ). Having thus established the relation of the gross physical world with . the 
subtle physical elements the theory goes on to posit the cxis_te~ce of subtle cons_cious 
elements. It thus posits an infinite number of mutually d1stmct ( paraspara-bhmna ) 
conscious elements which too are beginningless, endless, and changeless. And just as 
having conceived the subtle physical elements as utterly changeless ( aparilJamin ) this 
theory posits in these elements the separate existence of qualities and attributes that 
originate and perish ( utpada-viniisa-siilin ), so also having conceived the conscious 
elements as beginningless, endless, and changeless it posits in these elements the separate 
existence of qualities and attributes that originate and perish. On this theory, the gross 
physical world is related to the subtle physical elements as an effect ( upadeya ) is related 
to its material cause ( upadiina) ; on the other hand, the relation of the gross physical 
world with the subtle conscious elements is one of mere conjunction ( sarr,yoga ). 

(2] P a r i I}- am av ad a : l t is of two kinds, viz. (a) PradhiinaparilJ"iimavada or 
'Theory of the Real Modification of Pradhana' and (b) Brahmapariniimaviida or 'Theory 
of the Real Modification of Brahman'. 

(a) Pradha.naparilJ"ii.maviida : According to this theory, there lies at the root of the 
gross world a subtle element called pradhiina which exists not in the form of an infinite 
number of mutually distinct atoms but in a continuous form ( akha~zcf arupa) far subtler 
than that of atoms, and which, though beginningless and endless like atoms, is not 
changeless like them but constantly undergoes multifarious types of modifications 
( niinii-pari1Jiima-pari1Jata ). On this theory, the gross world is nothing except the totality 
of perceptible modifications (d,:sya pari1Jiima) of the subtle element pradhiina. Thus unlike 
atomism ( paramii1Juvlida ), PradhcmaparilJ"ii.mava.da does not conceive the subtle element 
as changeless, nor does it consider the gross physical world to be an altogether novel 
creation out of this subtle element ; for according to the latter theory, the subtle element 
pradhiina, which is doubtless as much physical as are atoms, constantly goes on getting 
modified into various perceptible, physical forms. Having maintained that the relation 
between the gross physical world on the one hand, and the single subtle-but-physical 
element pradhiina on the other is one of non-distinction ( abheda ), this 
theory goes on to posit in the subtle world conscious elements as well. These conscious 
elements are infinite in number as they are in A.rambhava.da, but the two differ in that the 
conscious elements of Arambhavada, though themselves changeless, are possessed of 
qualities and attributes that originate and perish while those of Pradhanapari1J,"iimaviida 
are not possessed of any such qualities and attributes. Since this latter type of conscious 
elements are utterly changeless (kufastha) they cannot undergo any modification, since 
they are utterly attributeless ( nirdharmaka ) they cannot act as seat of qualities and 
attributes. Pradhiinapari1J,iimaviida argues that since it is the subtle physical element 
which possesses qualities and attributes that originate and perish, the consc:ous elements must 
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be somewhat different from the physical one in this respect ; for if conscious elements 
too possessed qualities and_ attributes of that type there would be nothing to distinguish 
them from the subtle physical element. Hence the theory maill.tains that if the subtle 
conscious elements are at all to be posited it is proper for the sake of distinguishing 
them from the subtle physical element that they be conceived as not only attributeless 
but also changeless. Thus it was that conscious elements found room in Pradh'linaparbfii.­
mavo.da but in the form of attributeless and changeless entities. 

(b) Brahmapari,.10.mavada : This theory, which seems to be only a development of 
Prad/zonapari~zamavada, granted that there lies at the root of the gross world some subtle 
element which is the cause of the gross world. But it saw no sense in positing subtle 
conscious elements distinct from and standing alongside of the subtle, physical causal 
element, pradhana-more so when these conscious elements were absolutely functionless 
( akincitkara) ( like an ajogalastana ). This theory not only realized the futility of the 
separate existence of the conscious elements as posited by Pradlza11apari~1amavada but 
also considered it unnecessary to assume that these conscious elements are infinite in 
number. Accordingly, the new theory visualized the subtle world in such a manner 
that it would not only properly explain the creation of the gross world out of the subtle 
one but would also eliminate the flaw inherent in the futile (ni~prayojana) assumption 
of an infinite number of good-for-nothing ( akincitkara) conscious element. Thus it 
posited at the root of the gross world not two mutually opposite (paraspara-virodhin) 
types of elements-one physical and the other conscious-but just one conscious element 
called Brahman ; this Brahman was conceived as a changing entity ( like pradhlina of 
the earlier theory ) so that it was possible to explain the gross world-consisting of physical 
as well as conscious entities-as one emerging ( a1•irbhava ) out of the single conscious 
element Brahman and merging back ( tirobhava) into the same. The only point of 
difference between Pradho.naparb;amavada and Brahmapari,_1omavada is that according 
to the former the physical element constantly undergoes change ( pari1Jomi11 ) and the 
conscious elements remain utterly unchanging ( aparb;omin ), whereas according to the 
latter the ultimate subtle element, which is exclusively conscious, itself undergoes change 
and from it there subsequently arise two streams of change ( pari1Joma-pravaha )-one 
physical and the other conscious. 

[3] pr a t i t ya s a m u t pa d a v a d a : According to this theory too, there lie 
at the root of the gross physical world two types of subtle elements, one physical and the 
other conscious, the former called rupa, the latter noma. In this theory the subtle 
elements of the physical as well as conscious types-and not the subtle elements of the 
physical type alone, as in Arambhavada-are considered to be atomic ( paramfu;u-rupa ). 
However, even though atoms are posited here as in Arambhavada they are here conceived 
in a totally different manner from those in Arambhavada. In .ii.rambhavada atoms 
themselves are no doubt supposed to be changeless, but the theory posits in these 
atoms a series (paramparii) of qualities and attributes that originate and perish ; 

2 
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- h d • 1·n u· s own distinctive manner the Pratityasamutpadavada, on the ot er ban , conceives . . . 
series of qualities and attributes that originate and pensh but 1t posits no_ p:rma~ent 
( sthayin ) atomic substance ( paramii1Jt1-dravya ) in the form of th~ substrat~ (ad~arabhuta) 
of these qualities and attributes. Similarly, according to Pratityasamutpadavada,_ th~re 
exists no permanent conscious element, single or otherwise. All that the theo~ _mamtams 
is that there exist in the subtle world the physical series of states that ongmate and 
perish as also the conscious series of states that originate and perish, but that the latter 
type of series are as much devoid of permanent substrata as the former type. T~e ato1:°s 
are here called 'atoms' (paramli!Ju) because they are subtlest ( suk~matama) and 1mparttte 
( avibhajya ), and not because they are permanent, impartite substances. On this t~eory, 
it is senseless to postulate permanent substances over and above qualities and attributes 
that originate and perish, just as it is futile to postulate utterly changeless ( kil! astha ) 
conscious elements utterly devoid of qualities and attributes. Thus the theory posits in 
the subtle world two types of streams ( dhara ) which are by nature totally distinct from 
one another and are yet not totally immune from exerting influence on one another. 
This theory differs from Pradhiina-pari1Jiimaviida and Brahmapari7Jiimaviida in that, unlike 
the latter two, it does not believe in the existence of a permanent substance of any type 
whatsoever. According to it, even if there exist no permanent substances in the form 
of fixed resting media ( like a Ki/ale or Sanku ) it is the nature of an outgoing ( pilrva ) 
modification-moment ( pari1Jiima-k~a1Ja ) that while perishing it gives rise to the incoming 
( uttara) modification-moment, that is to say, the mere existence of ,the moribund 
( vinasonmukha) outgoing modification-moment is sufficient to produce the incoming 
modification-moment without requiring a fixed substratum. It is owing to this that the 
theory is called Pratityasamutpiidava.da ( i.e. Theory of Dependent Origination ). Really 
speaking, Pratityasamutpadava.da is Pararn'ii.fJ,,vada ( atomism ) as well as Parilfiimav'iida 
evolutionism and yet essentially different from both. 

(4] Vi v art av a d a : It is of two main kinds, viz. (a) Nityabrahmavivartav'iida 
or "Theory of Illusory Modification of the Eternal Brahman" and (b) K~a't]ikavijn'iinavi­
vartava.da or "Theory of Illusory Modification of the Momentary Consciousness". 
According to both, the gross world is a mere appearance ( bhaJam'ii.tra ), a mere imagination 
( kalpana.-miitra ), a product of illusory or of past mental impressions ( mayajanita, 
viisanlijanita ). Vivartava.da maintains that the universe cannot be such an entity as may 
contain elements-external or internal, gross or subtle-that are mutually distinct ( p,:thak ) 
and discontinuous ( kha!J<f ita ). On its showing, whatever is real in the universe can be 
just one because the universe is really continuous ( akha1Jcf a ) and impartite ( avibh'iijya ). 
And to conclude from it, the apparent dualities ( dvandva ) of attributes ( dharma ) such 
as external and internal, long and short, far and near, are simply chimerical ( klilpanika ). 
Thus on this theory, the gross world of our everyday experience ( loka-siddha sthilla visva) 
is but a product of imagination ( klilpanika ) and an apparent reality ( pr'iitibhlisika satya ) ; 
on the other hand, the ultimate reality ( pliramlirthika satya ) remaining hidden beneath 
( tala-nihita) the gross world and is amenable to pure meditation ( visuddha-dhyana-gamya), 
which, in turn, is why its true nature eludes an ordinary man's ( pra.k,:ta jana ) grasp. 
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Th2 Nyaya-Vai~c~ika ~nd Purva-Mimarpsa accept Arambha~·ada, the Sarpkhya-Yoga 
and Caraka, -the physician-Pradhrma-pari1Jlimavlida. Brahmaparil}'iimavlida has found 
favour with the old Vedantists like Bhartrprapaiicu and Vallabhacarya among the ,moderns. 
Pratityasamutplidavlida is uppeld by Buddhists, Vivartavlida by the adherents of Sarpkarite 
Vedanta, Vijiianavada, and S(myavada. 

The following seems to be the historical course of development of the above narrated 
theories and the ideas underlying them. To begin with, the enquiry into causal 
relationships ( Klirya-ldirm.za-bhliva) was confined to the physical world and to it alone. 
Gradually, when conscious elements lying beyond the· physical ones were discovered and 
posited, the theory of causation-in the form of a theory of permanence-in-change 
( pari1Jlimi-11ityatva )-which had already been applied to the gross, physical world was 
extended to these conscious eleme!lts as well. But then arose the question : How are we 
to distinguish the conscious elements from the physical ones if both are permanent­
undergoing-change ( pari1Jlimi-nitya )_ ?-and this impelled the thinkers to retain the 
concept of conscious elements but to view these elements as permanent-devoid-of-change 
l kii!astha-nitya ) while applying the theory of causation, i.e, the theory of permanence-in­
change, only- to the physical realm. Now began an investigation into the nature ·of 
permanence-without-change ( kii!astha-nityatli ) that had thus come to be attributed 
to the conscious elements. And then ultimately vanished not only this concept of 
permanence-without-change but also that concept of permanence-in-change which had 
till now found application in the physical realm ; what remained to be admitted was 
just the stream of modification ( pari1Jamana-dhlirli ). Thus overdone analysis ( lityantika 
vis/e~al}a ) culminated in the doctrine of mere modifications ( i.e. modifications without 
a substantival identity ), in momentarism ( k~a1Jikatvavlida ). On the other hand, overdone 
synthesis ( lityantika samanvaya ) gave rise to the doctrine that consciousness is the sole 
ultimate reality ( caitanya-mlitra-pliramlirtlzika-vlida ). On having hit at one ubiquitous 
( sarva-vylipaka ) conscious element the synthesis-minded philosophers saw no need for 
positing any independently real, physical element. And then they said to themselves, 
"When there is no independently real, physical element of any kind why should even the 
apparent ( d,:syamlina) stream of modification ( pari1Jamana-dhlirli) be deemed real?" 
This type of speculation resulted in the emergence of the doctrine that consciousness is 
the sole ultimate reality, a doctrine according to which all diversity :rnd the entire 
physical world are altogether inaginary. 

The different stages in this line of development can be summarily represented thus :­

[1] Permanence-in-change (pari1Jlimi-nityata ) attributed only to the physical realm. 

[2] Permanence-in-change attributed to the physical as well as conscious realms. 

[3] Permanence-in-change attributed to the physical realm and permanence 
-without-change ( ku{astha-nityata ) to the conscious. 

[4] (a) Both permanence-in-change and permanence-without-change rejected and 

the reality of a mere stream ~f modifications ( paril}lima-praviiha ) accepted. 
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(b) The reality only of consciousness-of consciousness ,in the form of something 
permanent-devoid-of-change ( kiifastha-nitya )-accepted while everything else declared to 

be imaginary ( kalpanika ) or unreal ( asatya ). . 

Coming to the Jaina system, we find that it posits over and above the percept~ble 
world an infinite number of two utterly . distinct types of subtle elements, one_ physical 
and the other conscious. The gross world is according to it only an effect_ ( karya ) or 
modification ( parinlima 1) of the subtle physical elements. The subtle physical elem:nts 
of the Jaina syste~ are atomic in nature but they are far subtler than the atoms posited 
in Arambhavlida. Even though an atomist, the Jaina conceives the atoms as constantly 
undergoing change ( pari1]limin ) precisely in the manner of the pradhlina etc. of Pari1Jli.m­

aviida ; and the gross world is according to him but a transformation ( rupantara ~ ~r 
modification ( parirJlima ) of these very' atoms. Really speaking, the Jaina is a pari1fiimavadm. 
However, there is a difference between pari1Jlimav'ii.da as advocated by the Sarp.khya­
Yoga, old Vedanta, etc. and the same as advocated by the Jaina : In the 
Sarp.khya-Yoga system Pari1Jlimaviida has been applied to the physical element 
alone while the conscious elements have been left untouched thereby ; on the other hand, 
in Bhartn>rapaiica etc. Pari1J'ii.maviida has been applied to the conscious element alone. 
As contrasted with these two, in Jainism Pari1J'ii.mavlida has been applied to the physical 
as ~ell as conscious, the gross as well as subtle; in one word, the Jaina Parirfiimavada 

may be called an all-comprehensive ( sarva-vy'ii.paka) Pari1J'ii.mav'ii.da. In a sense, even 
Bhartn,rapaiica's Pari1J'ii.mav'ii.da may be called an all-comprehensive Pari1J'iimavlida, but 
"all" for Bharq·prapaiica means the conscious Brahman alone and nothing else while 
"all" for the Jaina means the physical as well as conscious elements.5 

Thus both Arambhavlida and Pari1Jlimaviida find a full recognition and attain a 
harmonious synthesis everywhere in the Jaina system. However, there is in this system 
no scope whatsoever for Pratitya-samutpiidaviida and Vivartaviida. Inasmuch as the 
Jaina system regards all real things as permanent-undergoing-change ( pari1Jlimi-nitya ) 

and all of them as equally real, it is opposed to Pratityasamutpiidaviida and Vivartavlida­

as are also the Nyaya-Vaise~ika, Sarp.khya-Yoga, etc. Again, the Jaina system is one 
with the Nyaya-Vaise~ika, Sarp.khya-Yoga, etc. in recognizing the plurality of conscious 
elements, but its conception of them is in many ways different from that· of the latter 
svstems. In the Jaina system a conscious element is not an ubiquitous substance as it is 
in Nyaya, Sarp.khya, etc., nor is it atomic in size as it is in Visi~tadvaita etc., nor merely 
a substanceless ( nirdravyaka ) stream of cognitions ( jnana-dhiiia ) as it is in Buddhism. 
The conscious elements posited by the Jaina are medium-sized ( madhyama-parim'ii1Ja-vat) 
and are capable of expanding ( vistiira ) and contracting ( sa,r,koca ). To that extent 

s. For both Bhartrprapaiica and the Jaina everything is a modification of some permanent 
substance ; but Bhartn,rapanca would say that everything is a modification of the one conscious 
substance Brahman while the Jaina would say that everything is a modification either of a physical 
substance or of a_conscious substance-Tr. 
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th«ly are not much distinct from the physical elements. According to the Ny§ya­
Vai~e~ika and Yoga systems, an ordinary soul (jivlitman ) is akin to the supreme soul 
( paramlitman ) in that both are a soul, i. e. a conscious entity, but there is a fundamental 
difference of nature between the two owing to which an ordinary soul can never become 
the supreme soul, nor was the supreme soul ever an ordinary soul suffering bondage. 
The Jaina system is quite opposed to this thesis as are also Vedanta· etc. According 
to it, there is no natural difference ( sahaja bheda ) between an orninary soul (Jivatman) 
and an almighty soul ( lsvara) ; for the capacity to become a supreme soul ( paramatman J 
is common to all ordinary souls, a capacity that may-and does-become manifest (vyakta) 
when means ( sadlzana) for it are available. However, the Jaina system does differ from 
Vedanta insofar as the latter is believer in one supreme soul (eka-paramatma-vlidin) 
while the former, because of its acceptance of a plurality of conscious elements, is in 
principle believer in a plurality of supreme souls ( balm-paramatma-vadin ). 
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ANEKANTAVADA-THE PRINCIPAL JAINA CONTRIBUTION TO INDIAN LOGIC 

The first and the foremost of the contributions-one that is the key to the rest-made 
by the Jaina savants to Indian Logic (pram'ii.1Ja-slistra) is the systematic exposition 
( slistriya nirfipa1Ja ) of Aneklintavlida or the Doctrine of Non-Absolutism. and ( its 
corollary) Nayavlida or the Doctrine of Partial Truths. 

There are two mutually distinct, fundamental standpoints ( dr~!i ) for looking at the 
universe-one is that which tends towards generalization ( samlinya-glimini ), the other that 
which tends towards particularization ( visefa-glimini ). The former starts with the 
observation of similarities ( samanata ), but it is gradually inclined to emphasize non­
distinction ( abheda ) and finally views the universe as rooted in something one and single ; 
hence it arrives at the conclusion that whatever is an object of awareness ( pratiti ) is, 
really speaking, some one single element l tattva ). Thus passing beyond the initial 
stage ( prlithamika bhfimikli ) of viewing similarities ,the standpoint in question culminates 
in viewing essential identity ( tlittvika ekatli ) ; whatever element is here asserted to be 
the sole object of awareness is also declared to be the sole reality (sat). Owing to its 
execssive preoccupation with the one ultimate real, this standpoint either fails to take note 
of diversities or it takes note of them but dismisses them as empirical ( vylivahlirika ) or 
non-ultimate ( apliramarthika ) because according to it unreal ( avlistavika ). This 
applies to all diversity we are aware of, be it diversity in respect of time ( kalak,;ta : as, 
for example, that between the antecedent seed and the subsequent sprout ), or diversity 
in respect of space ( desalqta : as, for example, that between the simultaneously 
existing prlikrtika, i.e. physical, modifications like jars, cloths, etc.), or innate diversity 
irrespective of space and time ( desa-kli/a-nirapekfa slilzajika : as, for example, that 
between prakrti, i.e. the root physical element, and purufa, i.e. the root conscious element, 
or that between one puru~a and another). 

As against this, the second standpoint sees dissimilarity ( asamlinata) everywhere, 
and gradually searching for the root of this dissimilarity it finally reaches that stage of 
analysis ( vislefa~ia-bhiimikli) where even similarity, ( samlinatli ), nothing to say of 
identity ( ekatli ), appears to be something artificial ( lo;trima, unreal ) ; hence it arrives 
at the conclusion that the universe is but a conglommeration ( punja) of several discrete 
existents ( bheda ) utterly dissimilar from one another. According to it, there really 
exists no single element ( at the root of diversities ), nor does there obtain any r~al 
similarity ( between one existent and another). This applies to single elements bke 

3 
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prakrti which ( allegedly J pervade all space and persist for all time, as a]so to single 
elements like atoms which ( allegedly ) are mutually different substances ( occupying 
different points in space ) but ones that persist for all time. 

The above-stated two standpoints are fundamentally different from one another, for 
one of them is based exclusively on synthesis the other exclusively on analysis. These two 
fundamental lines of thought ( vic?ira-sara1Ji) and the derivative lines of thought develop~ng 
out of the two give rise to a number of mutually conflicting views on a number of topics. 
We thus see that the first standpoint with its tendency to generalization led to the formula­
tion of the doctrine of 'one, non-dual Brahman ( Brahmadvaita )-the sole real element­
occupying all space and time ( samagra-desa-kala-vyapin) and free from the limitations of 
space and time ( desa-kala-vinirmukta )'. This doctrine, on the one hand, dubbed as 
unreal ( mithya) all diversity and all organs of knowledge taking note of this diversity, 
while, on the other hand, it asserted that the real-element ( sat-tattva) lies beyond the reach 
(pravrtti) of speech ( v'ii1Ji) and logic ( tarka) and is amenable to bare experience ( i. e. 
experience untrammelled by speech and logic ) ( matra anubhava-gamya ). Likewise, the 
second standpoint with its tendency to particularization led to the formulation of the 
doctrine of 'an infinite number of discrete existents, each different from the rest not only 
as to its spatio-temporal location but as to its very nature'. This doctrine too, on the one 
hand, dubbed all non-distinction ( abheda ) as unreal while, on the other hand, asserted that 
the ultimate discrete existents lie beyond the reach of speech and logic and are amenable 
to bare experience. Thus both the doctrines in question did ultimately arrive at one 
common conclusion, viz, that whatever is revealed by speech and logic is a nullity ( sfinya) 
while the ultimate reality is amenable to bare experience ; but their ultimate objectives 
( lak~ya) being utterly different the two came in headlong clash and emerged as rivals to 
each other. 

There also came into existence a number of lines of thought that either sprang from 
or were related to these two fundamental lines. Some of them accepted non­
distinction ( abheda) but only in respect of space and time or in respect of mere time, 
that ~s, _n?t in respect of essential or substantival nature. Thus one line of thought did posit 
multipltcity of substances but regarded them all as eternal from the point of view of time 
a~d ub~quit~us from that of space; the Sa.Qkya doctrine of prak,:ti and puruJa (prak,:tipuruJa­
vada) is an instance in point. Another line of thought came to attribute a comparatively 
greater extension to the sphere of diversity. Thus even while positing entities that are 
eternal and ubiquitous this line also posited a multiplicity of entities that are physical by 
nature ( ~nd hence occupying different points in space) ; the ( Nyaya-Vaise~ska) doctrine 
of at~mic-as-well-as-ubiquitous-substances (param'ii1Ju-vibhu-dravya-vada) is an instance 
in pomt. 

It was but natural that the standpoint of exclusive non-dualism ( advaita-matra) and 
exclusive monism ~ san-matra )-a standpoint tolerant of no diversity in any respect­
should lead to the formulation of numerous doctrines based on the acceptance of non­
distinction ( abheda-mulaka vada ). And this is what actually happened. Thus this 
standpoint gave rise to the doctrine of sat!caryavlida, according to which there is a non-
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distinction between a cause and its effect ; similarly, it gave rise to the doctrine of non­
distinction between an attribute ( dharma) and that which possesses this attribute ( dharmin ), 
a quality ( gu1Ja ) and that which possesses this quality ( gu,;in ), a substratum ( lidhlira ) 
and that which is supported by this substratum ( adlreya ), and so on and so forth. On the 
other hand, the standpoint of exclusive pluralism ( dvaita-matra) 6 and exclusive distinction 
( bheda-matra ) led to the formulation of numerous doctrines based on the acceptance of 
distinction ( bheda-mfilaka vlida ). Thus it gave rise to the doctrine of asatkiiryavada, 
according to which there is absolute distinction between a cause and its effect ; similarly, it 
gave rise to the doctrine of absolute distinction between an attribute and that which possesses 
this attribute, a quality and that which possesses this quality, a substratum and that which is 
supported by this substratum, and so on and so forth. Thus we find that in the field of 
Indian philosophical speculation a number of mutually antagonistic views ( mata) and 
systems ( darsana ) arose out of the fundamental standpoint of generality ( along with its 
derivative standpoints) and the fundamental standpoint of particularity ( along with its 
derivative standpoints ). These views and systems, without caring for the element of truth 
that might underlie a rival view or system, made it their prime concern to attack 
one another. 

The doctrine of pre-existence ( sad-vada )-be it non-dualistic ( as in Vedanta) or 
dualistic as in Sankhya-cannot achieve its basic aim without accepting satkaryav'iida, 
according to which there is a non-distinction between a cause and its effect ; on the other 
hand, the doctrine of pre-nonexistence ( asad-viida )-be it applied to momentary entities as 
in Buddhism or to static and eternal entities as in Vai~e~ika etc.-cannot achieve its basic aim 
without accepting asatka.ryG viida ( according to which there is absolute distinction between 
a cause and its effect )7. Hence satkiiryaviida came- in clash with asatkliryavada. Similarly, 
the theory of permanence-without-change ( i. e. eternity : kil!asthat'ii, k'iilika 
nityatli ) and all-pervadedness ( i. e. ubiquity : vibhut'ii, daisika vy'iipakat'ii ) -a 
theory resulting from the doctrine of pre-existence, dualistic or non-dualistic-came in 
clash with the theory of spatially as well as temporally impartite, ultimate elements 
( desa-k'iila-krta-nira,risa-a,r,sa-v'iida ), that is, with the theory of impartite moments ( nira,risa 
k~a1Ja-v'iida )-a theory resulting from the doctrine rival to the doctrine of pre-existence. 
Now those who regard the entire universe as some single ( eka ), continuous ( akha1Jrf a ) 
element ( tattva ) as also those who regard it as a mere conglommeration ( punja ) of 
impartite ( nira,risa ), ultimate elements ( a,risa ) could achieve their respective aims only 
by maintaining that the ultimate real posited in their respective systems is incapable of 
definition and description through words ( anirvacaniya, anabhillipya, sabd'iigocara ) ; for 
if the real is capable of definition through words it can be neither some single, continuous 

6. Here "dvi'' stands not for 'two' but for 'more than one' Tr. ·t 
7. By sadviida or the doctrine of pre-existence we mean the doctrine that an entity exists always ( ort 1 

is not a real entity) : by asadvoda or the doctrine of pre-nonexistence we mean the doctrine /'t a 
real entity-at least in case it happens to be a produced entity-exists only for an interval O ime 
( possibly for one moment) Tr. 
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element nor a multiplicity of impartite, ultimate elements, and this, in turn, is because 
definition puts an end as it were to continuity ( in one single form ) as well as to imparti­
bility. Thus the theory of indefinability (anirvacaniyatvavada) arose as a natural corollary to 
the doctrine of one continuous real as also to the doctrine of impartite distinct reals. But 
this theory was taken exception to by the Vai~e~ika logicians and others who averred 
that to describe and define every real entity ( vastumatra ) is not only a possibility but an 
a~complished fact. Thus arose the theory of definability ( nirvaca11iyatvavada ) that came 
in clash with the rival theory of indefinability ( anirvacaniyatvavada ). 

In a like manner, some people upheld the view that it is dangerous to arrive at 
a final conclusion by ~means of an organ of knowledge-of whatever sort-unaided by 
reason ( hetu) or logic ( tarka) ; others, on the contrary, maintained that logic possesses 
no independent force, and that the Scripture, inasmuch as it does possess an independent 
force, is the senior most ( murdhanya ) of all organs of knowledge. Hence the clash 
between these two viewpoints. Again, the fatalist ( daiva-vadin) would say that 
everything depends on_ fate l daiva ) and that human endeavour ( puru~artha) is indepen­
dently of no avail, the protagonist of human endeavour would maintain just the opposite 
view that man's endeavour is independently capable of delivering the goods ( k'iiryakara ). 
Thus each thought that the other was in the wrong, Likewise, one one-sided 
view ( naya) emphasized the importances of the denoted entity ( artha) at the cost of 
the denoting word ( sabda ), the other that of the denoting word at the cost of the denoted 
entity; and the two argued against each other. Similarly, some thought that absence 
( abhava ) is an independent entity alongside of the positive one ( bhli.va ) while others 
that it is but of the nature of the positive entity, and thus developed the attitude of 
hostility between them. Furthermore, some thought that an organ of knowledge 
( prama"IJa) and the resulting piece of knowledge ( pramiti) are utterly distinct ( atyanta 
bhinna) from the knower ( pramatii. ) concerned, while others that they are non-distinct 
( abhinna) from the latter. Lastly, seine emphasized that the sole means for attaining 
the desired ( ~lt!mate) result is action performed in conformity with the Var7Ja-.iisrama 
rules, others msisted that knowledge alone will lead to ( absolute ) bliss, while still others 
maintained that devotion ( bhakti) is the only instrument for realizing the sumrnum 
bonum. Thus on a number of major and minor problems pertainning to metaphysics 
and ethi~s _several such views had been in vogue as were extremist ( ekli.nta) and wholly 
antagomst1c to one another. 

~n notici?g this debating sport ( vli.da-li/a ) indulged in by the advocates of the 
extremist doctnnes ( ekli.nta ), the following question occurred to the teachers who were 
inher~tors of the no_n-~bsolutist ( anekanta ; non-extremist ) standpoint : Why are these 
doctrmes-each claimmg to be true-so much in conflict with one another? Is it that none 
of them contains any element of truth, or that each of them contains some element of 
truth, or that some of them contains some element of truth, or that each of them 
contains the whole truth ? The cogitation over this question furnished these teachers with 
a clue that would put an end to all conflict and reveal the whole truth ; the clue was 
the non-absolutist standpoint that forms the ground ( bhumika ) of the doctrine called 
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Anekantavada. This standpoint enabled our teachers to see that all particular theory 
based on logic ( sayuktika) is true to a certain extent and from a certain point of view. 
However, when a particular theory, refusing to take into account the line of thought 
and the sphere of application ( sima) of the rival theory, imagines that everything lies 
within the sphere covered by its own standpoint it turns blind to the truth contained in 
this rival theory. And the same thing happens with this rival theory ( that is to say, it 
too imagines that everything lies within the sphere covered by its own standpoint ). 
Under these circumstances, justice demands that a theory be tested keeping in view its 
specific line of thought and its specific sphere of application, and in case it. passes the 
test it should be treated as an aspect ( bhoga ) of truth ; subsequently, a sort of necklace 
ought to be prepared with the various aspects of truth---uncontradictory of one another--­
acting as diamonds ( satyart7sa-riipa-ma~1i) and the idea of whole truth acting as the 
running thread ( piir~ia-satya-riipa-vicora-sutra ). These considerations impelled the Jaina 
teachers to synthesize ( samanvaya ; harmonize ), on the basis of their non-absolutist 
standpoint, all the theories that were then prevalent. And this is how their thought ran. 
When certain pure ( suddha ) and selfless ( ni~1sviirtha ) minds are cognizant of similarity 
culminating in identity and when certain other minds ( no less pure and selfless ) are 
cognizant of ( diversity culminating in ) impartite ultimate elements, how can we say that 
one of these cognitions ( pratiti ) is valid and the other not ? If one of these cognitions 
is somehow treated as invalid the same logic will compel you to treat the other as equally 
so. Moreover, granting that one of these cognitions is valid and the other not, you will 
have to offer a logical explanation ( upapatti ) of what in our everyday dealings 
( slirvajanika vyavahara ) is taken as forming the object of the cognition---of identity 
or of diversity as the case may be---dismissed as invalid. Certainly, a mere assertion to 
the effect that one of these cognitions is valid and the other not will not mean a logical 
explanation of our everyday dealings, empirical ( laukika ) or sastric ( Jastriya ). Nor 
can you leave these dealing,s unexplained. So the monistic-Brahmavadin's explanation 
of the phenomena in question 'will lie in treating as a product of ignorance ( avidyo-mulaka) 
all diversity and our cognition thereof, while the momentarist's explanation will lie in 
treating as a product of ignorance aII similarity or identity and our cognition thereof. 

These thoughts led the advocates of Anekontavoda to realize, in the light of their non­
absolutist standpoint, that aII cognition---be it cognition of ideutity or that of diversity---is 
after all valid ( vastavika ). A cognition is valid in relation to its own object, but when 
it arrogates to itself the right to demonstrate the unreality of the object of another cogition 
seemingly contradictory of itself it turns invalid. The cognition of identity and the 
cognition of diversity seem to be contradictory of each other simply because one of them 
is mistaken to be the whole truth ( pfir7Ja-prama1Ja ). As a matter of fact, both these 
cogitions are valid so far as they go, but neither is the whole truth though each is a part 
( af?1SO ) thereof. The total nature of reality ought to be such that these _seem­
ingly contradictory cognitions might reveal it in their respective ways but w1th0ut 
contradicting one another and might both be treated as valid insofar as both go to reve~l 
the total nature of reality. This synthesis, that is, the idea that the two cognitions m 
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question have two different spheres to operate in ( vyavasth'ii.-garbhita vicara ), enab]ed the 
advaocates of Aneklintaviida a to see that there is no real conflict between monism ( sad 
-advaita ) and pluralism ( sad-dvaita ), for the total nature of rea]ity comprises identity as 
well as diversity, generality as well as particularity. For example, when we think of that 
huge mass of water and disregard its place, time, co]our, taste, dimension, etc. it appears 
before us in the form of one single entity called ocean. On the other hand, when we 
take into account the place, time, etc. of this very mass of water we begin to see a number 
of oceans---small and big--instead of one ;gradually, we do not even perceive even a single 
drop of water but certain impartite elements like colour, taste, etc., and, eventually, they 
too appear as nought ( sunya ). Cognition of the mass of water as one single ocean is 
valid, and so also is its cognition as ( a conglommeration of) ultimate elements. The 
cognition of one ( single ocean ) is valid because it views diversities ( bheda ) not as 
standing out separately from one another but as together exhibiting one common form ; 
likewise, the cognition of diversities-as-to-spatio-temporal-location-etc.---diversities which 
totally demarcate (vyiivrtta) the elements concerned from one another---is va1id because 
these diversities are actually there. Inasmuch as the mass of water is in fact one as well 
as a multiplicity, our cognition of it as one single ocean is as much valid as our cognition 
of it as a multiplicity of ultimate elements ; but since neither of these cognitions grasps the 
total nature of reality, neither of them is the whole truth, though the two together do 
constitute the whole truth. Analogously, when we view the entire universe as one single 
real, in other words, when we take note of "existence" ( satt'ii. ) which is common ( anuga­
maka ) to aU diverse existents, we say that all reality is one and single ; for while taking 
note of the all-comprehensive ( sarva-vyiipaka ) "existence" we are aware of no diversities 
demarcated from one another, and that, in turn, is because all diversities are here revealed 
as exhibiting one collective and common form, viz. "existence". Hence the epithet 
"Monism" or "Doctrine of Non-dual Reality" ( sad-advaita ) attributed to this viewpoint. 
When we confine our attention to what is common to all existents and call the universe 
'( one single ) real' ( sat ) the denotation of the word "real" becomes so wide as to exclude 
notbing ( i. e. no existing entity ) whatsoever. However, when we view the universe as 
possesse~ of the mutually demarcated diversities of qualities and attributes, it no more 
appears m ~he form of one real ( sat) but becomes a multiplicity of reals. In that case, 
the denotation of the word "real" undergoes corresponding limitation ( for now we do not 
at all speak of real in general but only of this or that type of real ). Thus we say that 
some reals are physical wh·1 . • f 1 · b d" · f 1· · 

. . . 1 e some conscious ; gomg urt 1er m t e 1rect1on o no 1cmg 
diversities we say that there are a number of physical reals and a number of conscious 
reals. Thus :"hen_ "!e view the one all-comprehensive real as divided into mutually 
demarcated diversities, it appears before us as a multiplicity of reals. This is the viewpoint 
of "Pluralism" or the "Doctrine of Diverse Reals" ( :,ad-dvaita ). Thus the monistic 
and pluralistic viewpoints are valid in their respective spheres, but they will go to constitute 
the whole truth only when they are combined together as complementary to each other 
( slipek~a-bhli:ena ). This t~en is the synthesis, arrived at from the non-absolutist stand­
point, of momsm and pluralism which are generally supposed to be mutually antagonistic. 
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The same idea can be elucidated with the help of the illustration of trees and the 
forest. When the several, mutually different, particular trees are viewed not in the form 
of this or that particular trc:e but in a collective, general form designated "forest" the 
particular features of these different trees do not cease to exist but they are so much 
absorbed ( Jina ) in the general feature---observed for the time being-of these trees as to 
appear to be non-existent. In this case we see the forest and it alone, and our outlook 
may be characterised as monistic. Again, sometimes we take note of these trees one 
by one, that is, in the form of particular entities. Here we see the particular entities and 
them alone, and the general feature of these entities is so much absorbed in their particular 
f eatures---observed for the time being---as to appear to be non-existent. Now an analysis 
of these two cognitions ( anubhava ) will suggest that neither can be regarded as solely 
true, i.e. true at the cost of the other. Both are true within their respective spheres but 
neither represents the whole truth ; for the whole truth lies in a proper synthesis of 
these two cognitions. Only such a synthesis can do justice to the two cognitions, viz. 
cognition of the forest in general and cognition of each, single, particular tree, both of 
which are uncontradicted ( abii.dizita ). The same holds good of the monistic and 
pluralistic world-views ( that is to say, they too represent the whole truth only when 
properly synthesized ). 

The above was an account of the monism versus pluralism controversy in regard 
to features that might be spatial ( daisika ), temporal ( ka.lika ), or non-spatiotemporal 
( desakii./atita ) ; there is a special controversy between the doctrine of temporal 
generality ( k'ii.lika s'ii.m'ii.nya) or eternalism ( nityatvavlida) and the doctrine of 
temporal particularity ( kii.lika visefa ) or momentarism ( kfan!katvavada ). These 
two doctrines too seem to be mutually antagonistic, but the non-absolutist st.andpoint 
suggests that there is no real conflict between the two. Thus when an element ( tattva ) 
is viewed as being continuous ( akha,.uf a ) throughout the three periods of time, that is, as 
beginning less and endless, it is certainly eternal ( nitya ), for in that case it is of the form 
of a continuous flow ( akha1.uf a pravii.lza ) that has no beginning and no end. But when 
the same element-undergoing that continuous flow-is viewed as divided in terms of 
relatively large or small temporal units ( kii.la-bheda ) it appears as having assumed a 
limited ( simita) form which lasts for this or that interval and which therefore has a beginn­
ing as well as an end. And in case the interval in question is too brief to admit of further 
dissection by means of intellectual weapons ( buddhi-sastra ), that portion of the element-in 
-continuous-flow which occupies this interval is called momentary ( k~a1Jika ) because 
smallest possible. The words eternal and momentary are considered to be each other's 
antonyms ( viruddhii.rthaka) ; for the connotation of one includes lack of a beginning and 
of an end ( anadi-anantata ) while that of the other possession 0 f a beginning and of an end 

( s'ii.di-siintata ). However, viewing from the non-absolutist standpoint, we can see that the 
same element which is called 'eternal' insofar as it is of the form of a continuous flow may 
also be called 'momentary' insofar as it undergoes a change ( parivartana ) or ~ new 
modification ( paryliya ) every moment. The basis of one viewpoint is the observation of 
bcginninglessness and endlessness, that of the other the observation of beginnings and end5• 



22 

But the total nature of a real entity comprises the lack of a beginning and of an end as 
also the possession of a beginning and of an end. Hence the viewpoints in question, though 
true within their respective spheres, will yield the whole truth only when properly 
synthesized. 

This synthesis, too, can be elucidated with the help of an illustration. The total life 
-activity of a tree..:....right from the beginning uptil the time of fructification-completes its 
course only by flowing through the successive stages represented by the seed, the root, the 
sprout, the trunk, the branches and twigs, the leaves, the flowers, the fruits, etc. So when we 
view an entity as a 'tree' we have in mind the total life-activity continuously flowing 
through these various stages. On the other hand, when we grasp, one by one, 
the successively emerging elements-like root, sprout, trunk, etc.-of this life-activity 
we have in mind but these various elements, each possessing a limited duration. 
Thus our mind takes note of the life-activity in question sometimes in one continuous 
form and sometimes in a discontinuous form, that is, element by element. On closer 
investigation it becom<!s evident that neither is the continuous life-activity either the 
whole truth or but a product of imagination, nor are the discontinuous elements 
either the whole truth or but a product of imaginations Even granting that the 
continuous life-activity absorbs within itself the totality of discontinuous elements or that 
the discontinuous elements abs.:irb within themselves the total continuous life-activity, the 
fact remains that a real entity, viewed in its total nature, is continuous as well as disconti­
nuous, and that therefore it is grasped only when both these aspects of its nature are 
( separately ) taken note of. These two aspects are both real so far as each of them goes, 
but they become totally real only when synthesized. To view the tree as a beginningless 
and endless flow in time is to indicate it as an eternal eutity, to view the tree as made up 
of ( the successively emerging ) elements is to indicate it as a transient or momentary 
~ntity. The transient co:istituent elements (ghafaka) are inconceivable without a substratum 
lil the form of an eternal flow, and this eternal flow is inconceivable without those transient 
c?nstituent elements. Thus the view that eternity is real while transience unreal and the 
vie:' that transience is real while eternity unreal give rise to the eternalism versus mornen­
tansm controversy which, however, is eliminable from the non-absolutist standpoint. 

The non-absolutist standpoint also eliminates the controversy between the doctrine 
of definability and the doctrine of indefinability. For according to it, only that 
aspect _of an entity's nature is amenable to description ( pratiplidya) which can be made 
an obJect of convention ( i.e. conventional attribution of words : saizketa ). Now 
even thoug~ a convention is established by buddlii ( i.e. intellect) which is subtle in the 
extreme ( suk$matama ), _the object of this convention must be some gross ( st hula ) aspect 
of the nature of an entity; for there are innumerable ( subtle) aspects of an entity's 
nature which are inherently incapable of description through wo1ds. It is in this sense 

8. That the continuous life-activity is the whole truth and discontinuous elements but a product of 
imagination is the eternali5t 's position, that the discontinuous elements are the whole truth and the 
continuous life-activity but a product of imagination is the momentarist's position. Tr. • 
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that the one continuous real ( akhmJqa sat) as well as the impart!te moment { i.e. ultimato 
element ) t nirm?zsa k!fa!Ja ) are indefinable, while the gross entities of medium duration 
( and extension ) are capable of definition. Thus the doctrine of definability and the 
doctrine of indefinability-applied to the entire universe or to an element thereof­
are true within their respective spheres and wholly true when taken together. 

Nor is it self-contradictory to view a thing as a positive entity and also as an 
'absence'. For a thing is never cognized either solely through its positive traits ( matra 
vidhimukhena ) or solely through its negative traits ( m'iitra ni~edha-mukhena ). E.g. the 
milk is cognized as milk and also as not-curd, i.e. something different from curd. This 
means that the milk is of a positive-cum-negative nature ( bh'iiva-abh'iiva-ubhaya-rupa ). 
Thus it is not self-contradictory to maintain that a thing is a positive entity and also an 
'absenc~', for two different cognitions take note of these two aspects of the thing's 
nature. Similarly, the non-absolutist standpoint resolves the controversy as to whether 
the members of other similar pairs ( dva11dva )-e.g. 'attribute and the possessor of the 
attribute' ( dharma-dharmi11 ), 'quality and the possessor of the quality' ( gu1:a-gw;in ), 
'cause and effect' ( !dirya-kara,_za ), 'substratum and superstratum' ( iidklira-adheya )-are 
identical with one another or different from one another. 

When the authoritativeness ( aptatl'a ) and the validity-of-source ( miila-pramii~zya ) 
( of a verbal testimony ) are in doubt, it is always well to decide an issue after examining 
( pari/.:{ii) the matter ratiocinatively ( !ietuvcida-dl'ara) ; but in case the authoritativeness 
( of the testimony in question ) is beyond doubt, resort to ratiocination only leads to 
an infinite regress and is to be discarded. In this latter case reliance on the Scripture 
( agamarcida ) has to be our sole guide. Thus both ratiocination and reliance-on-the­
Scripture have a scope, but they apply to different subject-matters ( vi~aya ) or to different 
sorts of exposition ( pratip'iidana ) of the same subject-matter. In one word, there is no 
conflict between the two. The same is the case with the doctrine of Fate ( daivav'iida) 
and tl1e doctrine of Human Endeavour ( pauru~av'iida ), for there is no conflict between 
them either. In those cases where endeavour based on rational calculation ( buddhi 
-purva!ca pauru!fa ) is an impossibility, problems can be solved only by the doctrine of Fate, 
where endeavour of this type is possible the doctrine of Human Endeavour is in place. Thus 
the doctrine of Fate and the doctrine of Endeavour can be reconciled harmoniously, 
provided one keeps in view that the two cover different aspects of life. 

The non-absolutist standpoint easily succeeds also in eliminating the opposition between 
the 'doctrine of ab~olute presence of the effect in the cause' and the 'doctrine of absolute 
absence of the effect in the cause'. For according to it, the effect ( k'iirya ) is present as 
well as absent in the material cause ( up'iid'iina ). E. g. even before it is actually turned into 
a bangle, a piece of gold has the capacity ( sakti) to turn into a bangle ; thus viewed in the 
form of a 'capacity' ( sakti ), that is, in the form of something non-distinct from the cause, 
the effect can be said to be present even before it is actually produced. However, . 
even though present in the form of a capacity, this effect is not there to be seen ( upa!abdha), 
because the absence of necessary accessories ( utpadana-samagri ) has prevented it from 

4 • 
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emerging into being, i.e. from being produced; in this sense the effect is absent ( before it 
is actually produced). Again, after the bangle has disappeard and the material concerned 
turned into an earring, the bangle 1s doubtless not there to be seen, but since even the gold 
-turned-into-an-earring possesses the capacity to turn into a bangle, the actually absent 
bangle can be said to be potentially present in this gold. 

The Buddhist's 'doctrine of mere conglomeration of atoms' ( kevala-paramli1.w 
-punja-va.da) and the Naiyayika's 'doctrine of an altogether novel composition' ( apurva 
-avayavi-vlida ) come in conflict with one another. But the non-absolutist standpoint with 
its acceptance of skandha, which is neither a mere conglomeration of atoms nor some­
thing so contradictory of experience ( b'iidhita ) as a composite standing over and above its 
component-parts, properly resolves the conflict and works out a flawless synthesis of the 
two doctrines. Thus the non-absolutist standpoint has impartially synthesized, on so many 
questions, the current doctrines that were clashing with each other. And in the course of 
its doing so, the doctrine of Nayas ( nayava.da) and the doctrine of Bhangas 
( bhangava.da) follow as a natural corollary ; for a proper formulation of non-absolutism 
requires as its preliminary an analysis of the different stands and viewpoints, a demarcation 
of their respective subject-matters, and a determination of their roles concerning one and 
the same subject-matter. 

No one corner of a house makes the whole house, nor do the different corners of 
this house lie in one particular direction. The view ( avalokana ) had of the house from 
one of the two opposite directions-like south and north, or east and west-is certainly not 
full but nor is it false. It is the totality ( samuccaya ) of the views had of the house from 
different possible angles which may be called a full view of the house. Thus the view 
had of the house from one particular angle is a necessary part of the total view of the 
house. Analogously, the formulation of thoughts and views ( cintana-darsana ) concerning 
the nature of an entity or of the entire universe is accomplished from various stands 
( apek~a ). And a stand is determined by a multiplicity of factors like the innate constitu­
tion ( sahaja racana ) of the mind, the impressions ( sa,rskiira ) received from outside, 
the nature of the object thought about, etc. Such stands-for thinking about the nature 
of things-are many in number. And since these stands form the basis or the starting point 
of the viewing process ( viclira ; lit. thought-process ) they are also called 'angles of vision• 
( d,:~!iko1Jll) or 'points of view' ( d,:${ibindu ). The harmonious totality ( sara-samuccaya) 
of the thoughts and views concerning a thing formed from different stands-howc~er 
contradictory of each other in appearance-is called the total view or the non-absolut1st 
view of this thin~. The view formed from a particular stand is a part of t~1is tot~] view, 
and though the different such views ( i. ~- the views formed from different particular stands ) 
are ( seemingly ) contradictory of one another, they are really uncontradictory of one 
another inasmuch as they all find synthesis in the total view. 

When a mind ignores and takes no account of diversities-qualitative ( gu1Ja-dharma 
-krta ) or essential ( svarupa-k,:ta ) as well as numerical ( vyaktitva-lo:ta )-while confining 
its. attention to mere continuity ( akha1Jdata ) the universe appears to it as one and 
continuous. Understood from this standpoint of non-distinction ( abheda ), the word 
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'real' means something one and continuous ( and nothing more), and this type of partially 
true understanding of things is technically called sangraha-naya ( where 'naya' stands 
for a partially true understanding of things ). The view taken of the universe from the 
standpoint of diversities-qualitative as well as numerical-is technically called vyavah'iira 
-naya, for here special importance is assigned to the diversities on which is grounded our 
everyday experience ( /oka-siddha vyavahiira ). On this view, the word 'real' denotes not 
something one and continuous but things different and discontinuous. When this tendency 
to take note of diversities confines its attention to mere temporal diversities, and concludes 
that the present alone is real because it alone is capable of performing a function 
( kiiryakara ), that is to say, when the past and the future are excluded from the denotation 
of the word 'real', there results a partially true understanding of things which is 
technically called 1:jusutra-naya. It is so called because it seeks to avoid the labyrinth 
( cakravyuha) of the past and the future while sliding along the straight line ( rju-rekJza ) 
representing the present. 

The above-stated three attitudes consider the nature of things without basing 
themselves on ( the consideration of) words and their qualities and attributes. Hence the 
three resulting understandings are designated artha-naya. But there are also possible 
attitudes which consider the nature of things basing themselves on ( the consideration of ) 
words and their qualities and attributes. The understandings resulting from these attitudes 
are designated sabda-naya. Grammarians are the chief advocates of the various 
sabda-nayas, for it is on account of the divergent standpoints upheld by the grammarians 
that one sabda-naya differs from others. 

Those grammarians wbo regard all words as impartite ( akhaJJ<!a ) or etymologically 
underived ( avyutpanna ), certainly, do not base on etymology their distinction of the 
meaning of one word from that of another, but they too hold that words mean different 
things according as they possess different attributes ( dharma) in the form of gender, 
person, tense, etc, This type of distinguishing the meaning of one word from that of 
another is called sabda-naya or siimprata-naya. On the other hand, those grammarians 
who regard all words as etymologically derived ( vy11tpanna) posit distinction between 
the meanings of even such words as are generally admitted to be synonymous ; this view, 
according to which ( for example ) the synonyms like 'sakra', 'indra', etc. have different 
meanings, is called .<amabhirucfha-naya. Lastly, there is a view according to which a 
word applies to a thing not in case this thing sometimes satisfies the etymology of the 
word in question, but only in case this thing is for the time being satisfying this etymology. 9 

This view is called evambhuta-naya. Apart from these six logical nayas there is a seven~h 
called naigama-naya. 'Nigama' literally means local convention ( desa-ruef hi), an~ th1s 
seventh naya stands for the view which includes-in accordance with local conventions­
all kinds of doctrines of distinction and the doctrines of non-distinction. 10 These are 

. . a cow cannot 
9. E. g. 'go' -the Sanskrit word for cow-:means 'that which moves'. Hence on this view, 

be called 'go' when it is not actually in motion.-Tr. k t place 
f of the mar e - • 10. More literally, 'naigama-naya' may mean understanding based on the conve~ ion . uncritical 

Really speaking, it is not a considered conviction concerning the nature of things but JUst an 
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the seven chief, (not all) nayas, and, really and generally speaking, whatever understanding 
of things results from the adoption of one particular standpoint rather than any other is the 
naya corresponding to that standpoint. 

The Jaina texts also speak of the two nayas called dravyorthika-naya and pary'iiylir­
thika-naya; however, these are not something over and above the above­
mentioned seven nayas but a mere broad classification ( sa,r,.!a;ipta vargilcara1Ja) of and an 
introductory ground ( bhumikli ) to these very seven nayas. Dravylirthika-naya is that line 
of thought which takes 'substance' ( dravya) into account, that is, which takes into account 
what is general ( s'iimanya), common (anvaya), non-distinctive (abheda), or unitary (ekatva) 
about things. The nayas called naigama, sarrzgraha, and vyavah'iira are comprised 
within dravylirthika-naya. Of these, sarrzgraha-naya, inasmuch as it takes note of pure 
non-distinction, is the pure ( suddha) or basic (mula) dravylirthika-naya ; but even vyavahlira­
naya and naigama-naya, which no doubt take note of certain distinctions, are invariably 
cognizant also of non-distinction of some type or other. Hence it is that these latter two 
nayas are also classed under dravy'iirthika-naya, but they are dravyarthika-nayas of an 
impure ( asuddha ) or mixed ( misrita ) type, ( and not of the pure and basic type as is 
sarrzgraha-naya ). 

Parya.ya.rthika-naya is the name for that line of thought which takes 'modes' 
( paryliya) into account, that is, which takes into account what is particular ( vise~a ), 
exclusive ( vylivrtti ), or distinctive ( bheda) about things. The remaining four nayas-i. e. 
rjusutra etc.-are comprised within paryayarthika-naya. Consideration of distinctions 
by a neglect of non-distinctions starts with rjusutra-naya, and hence the Texts call this naya 
the prakrti or root-basis ( mu/a ) of paryaylirthika-naya. The remaining three nayas-i. e. 
sabda-naya ( slimprata-naya) etc.-are in a way the amplifications of this basic sort of 
paryliy'iirthika-naya. 

Simiiarly, the line of thought which attaches sole utility to knowledge will be called 
jria.na-naya while that which attaches sole utility to action will be called kriyli-naya. In 
short, the total---i. e. non-absolutistic-view of the universe is unlimited (ni~isima ) because 
the nayas that form the basis of this view are unlimited ( in number ). 

The multifarious views concerning one and the same entity that result from the 
adoption of the various stands ( apekfa ), angles of vision ( drUiko1Ja ), and approaches 
( manovrtti ) constitute the foundation of Bhaftgavlida or the Doctrine of Manifold 
Judgment. When two views whose subject-matters are diametrically opposite of each 
0ther are sought to be synthesised, and with this end in view such ( simple ) judgments 
are formed as give expression to the positive as well as negative aspects of the 
(two) subject-matters in question, the result is a (complex) sevenfold judgment ( saptabha1igi ). 

The Doctrine of Partial Truths ( nayav'iida ) is the basis of the Doctrine of Sevenfold 
Judgment ( saptabhaftgi ), and the latter doctrine aims at an all-comprehensive ( vyapaka) 
harmoniously synthesized-i. e. non-absolutistic-understanding of things. Just as inference 
-for-the-sake-of-others (parlirthanum'iina) -i. e. inference expressed in the form of verbal 

acceptance of whatever views are offored as and when occasion arises. There is also another inter­
pretation of the word "naigama-11aya", but that is not relevant in the present context.-Tr. 
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propositions-is resorted to when one seeks to convey to others a piece of knowledge that 
he has come to acquire through so;:ne particular organ of knowledge, similarly, resort is 
taken to the simple judgments that go to constitute a complex sevenfold judgment when 
one seeks to convey to others how certain mutually contradictory traits are harmoniously 
synthesized in one single whole. Thus the Doctrine of Partial Truths ( n:iyavlida) and 
the Doctrine of Manifold Judgment ( bha,igavada ) are natural corollaries to the non­
a bsolutistic standpoint. 

True, in the Vedicist philosophical systems like Nyaya-Vaise~ika, Vedanta, etc. and 
so also in the philosophy of Buddhism, we often come across a tendency ( dr~fi ) to view 
the same thing from different standpoints and thus synthesize its various aspects ; 11 but 
the utmost insistence ( 'iityantika 'iigraha ) that every aspect of everything must be viewed 
from eve,y possible standpoint, and the unflinching faith that the consummation of all 
thought-process lies only in a synthesis of all possible standpoints, are to be found nowhere 
except in the Jaina system of philosophy. It was as a result of this insistence ( and this 
faith ) that the Jainas gave birth to those independent ( svatantra ), systematic disciplines 
( vyavastliita s'iistra ) called 'Doctrine of Non-Absolutism' ( anekantav'iida ), 'Doctrine of 
Partial Truths' ( nayavZida ), and 'Doctrine of Sevenfold Judgment' ( saptabhangi ), dis­
ciplines which became a part and parcel of their treatment of Logic ( pram'iil)a-sastra ) 
and on which no other school produced even a single or even a minor text. Though 
an advocate of Vibhajyavada ( Doctrine of the Avoidance of Extremes) and Madhyama­
miirga ( Middle Path ), the Buddhist system, remained blind to the element of perman­
ence exhibited by a real entity, and hence declared everything to be but momentary. 
Similarly, though actually employing the word "anekiinta" to characterize their own 
standpoint, 12 the Naiyayikas could not help harping on the thesis that atoms, souls, etc. 
are absolutely unchanging ( sarvath'ii apari1.1limin ). Again, the Vedantists, even while 
taking recourse to the various standpoints called 'empirical' ( vyavah'iirika ), 'ultimate' 
( param'iirthika ), etc., could not help insisting that all standpoints except the standpoint 
of Brahman ( Brahma-d,:~fi) are of an inferior-or even utterly false-sort. The only reason 
for this anomaly seems to be that these systems did not imbibe the spirit of non-absolutism 
to the same extent as did the Jaina. Thus the Jaina synthesizes all the standpoints and, 
at the same time, grants that all these standpoints are equally competent and true so far 
as their respective spheres are concerned. Since the Jaina's non-absolutistic standpoint 
and the systematic treatises composed by him on the subject, concern themselves exclusively 
with the time-honoured philosophical controversies like identity versus difference, generality 
versus particularity, eternity versus transience, etc., it might appear, at first sight, that all 
this is repetitive, hackneyed, and something lacking in originality ; but the spirit of accep-

Tar''asah-11. See Scd1khya-pravaca11a-bl,a~ya, p. 2 ; SiddMmta-bi11d11, p, 119 seq. ; Vedantasiira, p. 25 ; " 
grahad"ipikii, p. 175; Mahavagga, 6. 31. 

12, Nyaya-bha~ya, 2. 1. 18. 
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ting ( nothing save) the total ( akha7Jda ), living ( sajiva ), and all~sided ( sarva,rsa ) truth 
-a spirit reflected in the standpoint and the treatises in question-which is so characteristic 
of the Jaina and which found entrance in Logic through him, is capable of successful 
employment in all the fields of life, and may on that account be regarded, not unduly, as 
a contribution made to (Indian) Logic by the Jaina savants. 

-Translated by Dr. Indukala H. Jhaveri 



PHILOSOPHICAL NOTES 

TRANSLATOR'S INTRODUCTION TO THE PHILOSOPHICAL NOTES 

The following Notes do not occur in the body of Panditji's writing in the order we 
have given them. Hence our ordering needs an explanation. Pramii1Ja-mimii,risii being 
a text on Pramii~ia-siistra (i.e. Logic understood in a broader sense so as to cover all that 
goes under the title "Epistemology"), it is but natural that most of these Notes should 
deal with logic and epistemology. But since the problems of logic and epistemology 
are after all not quite unrelated to those of metaphysics, some of the. metaphysical problems 
too have been raised by Acarya Hcmacandra in his Text, and hence by Panditji in bis 
Notes. Thus we see that the first 27 Notes pertain to the problems of Logic and the 
last 3 to those of Metaphysics. The Notes on Logic are again subdivided into three 
groups, viz. (i) those dealing with the problems of knowledge in general, (ii) those 
dealing with the problems of perception, and (iii) those dealing with the problems of 

inference. 
(i) Coming to the Notes dealing with the problems of knowledge in general, we 

should first of all make clear to ourselves as to what is the Indian philosopher's word 
for "knowledge". Indian philosophers make a distinction between pramii1Ja and jiilina 

(having for its synonyms bodha, upalabdhi, paricchitti, sa,rvitti, etc. ) and they are 
of the view that pramii1Ja is but a subspecies of jniina. The distinction between pram"ii!Ja 
and fiiana is roughly parallel to that between knowledge and cognition, and just as the 
precise point of distinction betwe_en knowledge and cognition will differ from philosopher 
to philosopher, the precise point of distinction between pramii1Ja and jniina differs from 
philosopher to philosopher. With a view to avoiding participation in the controversy, 
we have left the word 'pramii~ia• untranslated, and have translated the word 'jrffma' as 
cognition -with the result that the word 'knowledge' occurs very rarely in our translation. 
However, in Note 2 it became impossible to avoid transbting 'pramli1Ja' as valid cognition 
and in Note 3 to avoid translating (priimli1Jya) as validity of a piece of cognition. This 
should not mislead one into thinking that all Indian philosophers are of the view that, 
a piece of cognition denied _the, app~lla~ion 'pram'ii1Ja', is necessa~ily invalid. Incident_a~ly, 
we should note thut the word prama1Ja means not only a particular type of cogmt1on 
but also the instrumental cause of this type of cognition, as also that the Jainas understand 
by the word 'jnli.na' just determinat~ cognition ( tl:eir word for indeterminate cognition 
being 'darsana' ). In order to acqu:.unt ourselves with the various points that have been 
raised in the course of this discussion on jniina and pramlilJa we should read Notes 1-7. 
It is to Panditji's credit that the few pages of his writings convince us (i) that none 
of the discussions into which our philosophers have entered is pointless, and (ii) that none 
of our philosophers has hesitated to side with a rival of his in case he is convinced_ that 
this rival is taking a correct stand on a particular question. Note 8 is a class by itself. 
It bas been included here because our ignorance of Jaina Logic is enormous-alJI1°st as 
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enormous as was our ignorance of Buddhist Logic before Stchcrbatsky wrote his magnum 
opus. Of course, the points that need clarification in Jaina Logic are of a different sort 
from those that need clarification in Buddhist Logic, but Panditji's treatment of the former 
points is as much illuminating as Stcherbatsky's treatment of the latter. 

( ii ) As dealing with the problems of perception, are included three Notes, viz. 11-13, 
which might appear to be out of place. For determining the nature of sense-organs, 
manas, and soul is a metaphysical problem ( and determining the nature of soul also an 
ethical problem). We grant all this, and yet feel that things that have been said in these 
three Notes have an important bearing on the problems of perception as such. For the 
rest, the Notes of this group can speak for themselves. Only one wishes there was an 
independent Note on the Nyaya-Vaise~ika definition of perception. 

( iii ) Notes dealing with the problems of inference are in a way the most important 
group. For the cut and dried scheme that is offered to us-ever since the days of our 
Intermediate class-lectures on Logic-in the name of 'Indian Logic', does not really deserve 
that title. This, in turn, is because Indian Logic is a much more variegated type of study-and 
a study having a long history behind it-than is generally supposed to be the case. In short, 
there are four chief schools of Indian Logic, viz. the Nyaya-Vaise~ika school, the Buddhist 
school, the Mimarµsa school, and the Jaina school, and each is an independent ( though 
not isolated) growth.* To use the terminology of parliamentary democracy, the Nyaya 
-Vaise~ika logician is the Leader of the House, the Buddhist logician the Leader of the 
Opposition, the Mimamsa and Jaina logicians leaders of two considerably strong Opposi­
tion Groups, the former tending to side with the Leader of the House, the latter 
with the Leader of the Opposition. We are thankful to Panditji that he has enabled us 
to visualize the serious discussions our ancestors conducted in the field of logical studies. 

( iv ) Lastly, there is a short group of Notes dealing with some of the most funda­
mental problems of metaphysics. According to one way of looking at things, the nature 
of permanence and the nature of change constitute the two most important topics for 
m~taphysical speculation. Panditji subscribes to this line of thought, and his discussion 
will be thoroughly enjoyed by those who share his belief. But even for others, it should 
mean enough food for thought. 

Distinction between the Age of Scriptures and the Age of Logic is a concept 
ch~racteristic of Panditji. Without meaning disrespect to either Age, he tells us that the 
chief preoccupations of the former were spiritual, those of the latter empirical. 
Let us try to grasp this distinction as best as we can. 

-K. K. DIXIT 

* So far as my reading goes, the idea was first expressed by Mahapandit Rahul Sankrityayan in his 
English Introductio"l to Pram"5.1Javartika published in 1943 from Kitab Mahal, Allahabad. 
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( i) On Problems of Knowledge in General 

1. IS COGNITION SELF-REVELATORY ( sva-praklisa) OR 
NOT-SELF-REVELATORY ( para-prak'iisa) ? 

In philosophical circles there has taken place a prolonged and multi-sided discussion 
on the question whether cognition is self-revelatory or not-self-revelatory. Before we 
proceed to consider the various views upheld on this question, it is ~ece~sary . to bear in 
mind certain general points that will enable us to ascertain the precise idea mvolved m 
the concepts 'self-revelatory' and 'not-self-revelatory'. 

1. Some philosophers submit that cognition is by nature perceptible (pratyak~a-yogya) 
while others maintain just the opposite view. Thus according to the latter, cognition 
is by nature non-perceptible (parok~a) not perceptible (pratyak~a). Thus, positions on the 
question whether cognition is perceptible ( pratyak~a ) or non-perceptible ( parok~a ) 
constitute the cornerstone ( mullidhara ) of the discussion whether cognition is self­
revelatory ( sva-prakasa) or not-self-revelatory (para-prakasa). 

2. When it is said that cognition is self-revelatory ( sva-prak'iisa) what is meant is 
that a piece of cognition is perceptually revealed by itself, i.e. is perceived by itself 
(sva-pratyak~a). On the other hand, when it is said that cognition is not-self-revelatory 
(para-praklisa) what is meant is either that a piece of cognition is perceptually revealed 
by another piece of cognition, i.e. is perceived by the latter ( para-pratyak~a) or that a piece 
of cognition is inferentially revealed by another piece of cognition, i.e. is inf erred by the 
latter ( para-anumeya ). 

3. When it is said that cognition is self-perceptible (sva-pratyak~a) it is not meant 
that a piece of cognition is incapable of being known through inference etc. ; what is 
meant is that a piece of cognition at the time of its origin is known perceptually by the 
cognizer concerned and only non-perceptually by others, while at a later time 
it is known only non-perceptually even by this very cognizer.1s The same thing 
applies to the contention that a piece of cognition is not-self-revelatory ( para­
prakoJa) in the sense of being perceptible by another piece of cognition (para-pratyak~a) ; 
for here also what is meant is that a piece of cognition is perceived by another piece 
of cognition acquired by the cognizer concerned and acquired simultaneously with ( rather 
just after) the former cognition, that is to say, it is not perceived by a piece of cognition 
acquired by another cognizer or acquired at a later time. 

Buddhists belonging to the Vijiianaviida school ( NB. 1. IO), Prabhiikarite Mima:rµs­
akas, 14 Vediintists, 15 and Jainas are advocates of the self-revelatory character of 

13. 'Yattvanubhiitep. svayampraklisatvamukta111 tadvisaya-prakasanavelaya111 jnaturatmanastathaiva na 
tu sarve~am sarvada tathaiveti niyamo' sti, paran~bhavasya hanopadanadiliitgakanumana-jnanavi~a­
yatvat svanubhavasyapyatitasyaji'iasi~amiti ji'ianavisayatva-darsanacca.'-Sribhasya, p. 24. 

14. Sarvavijnanahetiittha mitau matari ca prama / Siik~atkartrtvasamanyat praty;k~atvena sammata // 
-PP, p. 56. 

15. Bhamati, p. 16. 'Seyal!I svayal!lprakasanubhiitil;i'-Sribha~ya p. 18. Citsukhi, p. 9. 
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cognition. However, they are not all unanimous as to the nature of cognition. Thus 
according to Vijiianavada, there exist no objects apart from cognition 16 while a particuiar 
piece of cognition is possessed of a particular form ( 'likara ). According to Prabhakara, 
external objects exist ( Br., p. 74 ) and are knowable ( sa,rivedya ). According to Vedanta, 
cognition, being essentiaHy ( mukhyatayli ) of the nature of Brahman, is eternal. The Jaina, 
like Prabhakara, posits the existence of external objects and treats cognition as a generated 
( janya) phenomenon. Nevertheless, all these philosophers are unanimous in holding that 
cognition as such (jno.na-matra ) is self-perceptible ( sva-pratyalqa ), that is, that all 
cognition, whether acquired through perception ( pratyakfa ), inference ( anumo.na ), verbal 
testimony ( sabda ), or memory ( smrti ), notices its own nature by way of direct observation 
( s'likflitklira) while it is called 'inferential', 'verbal', 'mnemic', etc. owing to the nature 
of the object grasped ( grlihya ). In other words, even though differing as regards their 
respective generating conditions ( slimagri ) and pertaining to objects that are differently 
characterized as 'capable of being perceived' ( pratyakfa ), 'capable of being inferred' 
( anumeya ), 'capable of being recalled' ( smartavya ), etc., the various types of cognition 
like perception, inference, memory, etc. are, all of them, perceptually cognizant of their 
own nature ( i.e. of themselves ).17 

The Sailkhya-Yoga 1s and Nyaya-Vaise~ika H philosophers regard cognition as not 
-self-revelatory ( para-prakasa) in the sense of being 'perceptually cognizable by something 
other than itself' ( para-pratyakfa ). They hold that cognition is by nature perceptible 
but that it is not self-perceptible, for according to them the perceptibility of a piece of 
cognition is due to something other than itself. Thus according to ( some of) them, all 
cognition, whether perceptual, inferential, or mnemic, is perceptually cognized by an after 
-cognition ( anu-vyavasliya ). 20 However, even w11ile these philosophers agree in maintain­
ing that a piece of cognition is perceived by something other than itself, they differ as to the 
identity of this 'something other than itself'. For according to the Nyaya-Vaise~ika, this 
'something' is the after-cognition which arises in the wake of a particular piece of cognition 
and which takes perceptual cognizance of this piece of cognition, while according to the 
Sailkhya-Yoga, this 'something' is pure consciousness ( caitanya ) which constiutes the 
essence of purufa (i.e. soul) and which takes perceptual cognizance of all buddhi-modifica­
tions-of-the-form-of-cognition (jn anatmaka buddhi-v rtti). 

Kumarila alone regards cognition as not-self-revelatory (para-prakasa) in the sense of 
being 'inferentially cognizable by something other than itself' (para-anumeya), for according 
to him, cognition is by nature non-perceptible (paro!qa) and is to be known by means of 

16. 'Sahopalambhaniyamiidabhedo nilataddhiyop'-Br. p. 29. 'Prakiisamiinastiidiitrnyiit svarupasya 
prakiisakap / Yathii prakiiso' bhimatastathii dhiriitmavedini //-PY. 3.329. 

11. 'Sarvavijniinahetutthii... yiivati kiicid grahai:iasmarai:iasvarupii.'-PP. p. 56. 
18. 'Sada jiiiitiiscittavrttayastatprabhop purul?asyiiparii:iiimitviit. Na tat sviibhiisam dr~yatvat.'- Yoga­

siitra, 4. 18. 19. 
19. 'ManogriihyaJ!l sukham du'{1.khamicchii dvel?O matip krti'{l.'-Kiirikiivali, 57. 
20 Anu-vyavasiiya is knowledge ( possibly ) arising in the wake of a piece of cognition and taking 

perceptual cognizance of this piece of cognition.-Tr. 
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an inference where 'cognizedness produced by the concerned piece of cognition' (tajjanya 
jnii.tafli.) acts as probans, that is, by means of an inference of the type where the existence 
of a cause is inferred from that of its effect (kii.rya-hetuka klira1Ja-vi~ayaka anumlina) (SD, p. 
157). None except Kumarila is of the view that cognition can be known only non­
perceptually (atyanta-parok~a). Prabhakara also speaks of jnlina being inferred from 
effect-in-the-form-of-cognition (phala-sa7?lvitti), but this is something altogether different 
from Kumarila's talk of cognition ( jnana ) being inferred from effcct-in-the-form-of­
manifestedness (prlikafya-riipa phala). For according to Kurnarila, what we infer from 
manifestedness (prli.kafya) is cognition (jnlina) that is an inherent propery (samaveta gw;a) 
of S9\11, while according to Prabhakara, what we infer from effect-in-the-form-of-cognition 
(samvid-riipa phala) is the physical causal aggregate consisting of sense-object contact etc. 
(sannikar~li.di jatfa-slimagri) generative of the property cognition (jnlina-gw_w-jooaka). 21 

This employment of the word 'jnli.na' in the sense of a causal aggregate is to be defended 
by treating 'jnli.na' as a formation with suffix 'an' indicative of instrumentality added to 
tlae root 'jnli.' 'to cognise'. 

It is on account of his acceptance of the traditional Jaina view that cognition as 
suGh is self-perceptible, that Acarya Hemacandra attributes self-determination ( sva­
nir1Jayatva ; self-cognizability ) to cognition and refutes the doctrine of not-selfrevelatori­
ness in both its above-stated versions. His arguments in support of his own position 
and. in refutation of his rivals, as also his manner of offering (upanyli.sa) perceptual and 
inf~ential evidences are of a piece with those occurring in texts like Prakararya-pan cikli 
of Salikanatha, Sri-bha~ya, etc. He has likewise followed these texts in his consideration 
of the objections raised against his position by the rival systems. 

Pramli11a-mimii.7?lSQ T ipparya, pp.130-32 ; 
Dars!um Aur Chintan, Part I pp. 110-12 

2. THE LOGICAL TRADITION (Tlirkika Paramparli) OF DEFINING 

PRAMANA (Prama11a-lak~ana) 

. In th~ ~vailable history of the logical tradition of defining prama1:a ( meaning both 
vahd cogmtion and the instrument of valid cognition) Kanada occupies the first place. 
Through his aphorism Adu~fa'f?l vidyli ( 9. 2. 12 ) Ka~ada has indicated that 
the general definition of pra - ( - - - • h ma1:a pramana-.samanya-laksana ) ought to be based on t e 
consideration that the cause of 1·d • • f · · • : · f f d ~ t _ , . _ a va 1 piece o cognition 1s pure, 1.e. ree rom e1ec s 
~kara!a-s,u~dhz-mulaka): The lacuna caused by the omission of a general definition of 
P_rama1:a m _the a_phonst Ak~apada's series of definitions was filled by Vatsyayana 22 with 
his etymological mterpretation (nirvacana) of the word ''pramii.1Ja". In this Vatsyayana 

21. Sarrividutpattikiiraq.amatmamanaJ:isannikaqakhyarp tadityavagamya paritu~yatamayu~mata.-PP, p. 
63. 

22. Upalabdhisiidhanani pramaq.ani iti samakhyanirvacana-samarthyat boddhavyam pramiyate anena 
iti karaq.arthabhidhano hi pramaryasabdaJ:i.- NBh. I. 1. 3. 



35 

did not-as did Kai:iada-care to note that the cause of a valid piece of cognition has 
to be pure, but, keeping in view just the effect called cognition (upalabdhi), he defined 
'pramo1Ja' as 'that which causes cognition' ( upalabdhi-hetu). In the course of meeting 
objections urged against Vatsyayana's definition-based-on-etymology, Vacaspatimisra 2 3 

rendered it complete by inserting in it the word 'artha' ( i. e, object ) and by taking the 
word "cognition" occurring therein to stand for the valid sort of cognition ( pramo1Ja-riipa 
jnona-vise~a ) rather than cognition as such Unona-samanya ); this completed definition 
(i. e. the definition that 'prama~za is valid cognition of an object'), which Udayanacarya 24 

in his Kusuma'njali characterizes as "one accepted by Gautama's School" ( Gautama-naya 
-sammata ) and which in its entirety has been paraphrased by him in his own language, is 
the general definition of pramo1Ja endorsed by all subsequent Nyaya-Vaise~ika texts. 
Now three things are particularly noteworthy in this Nyaya-Vaise~ika tradition of defining 
pramo1Ja in general :-

1. Indication to the effct that the cause of a valid piece of cognition has to be pure, 
i. e. free from defects. 

2. Inclusion in the definition of the word "artha" standing for the object-of­
cognition (vi~aya). 

3. Absence in the definition of all mention as to whether a piece of cognition is 
self-revelatory (sva-prakosa) or not-selfrevelatory (para-prakasa), as also absence in it of all 
hint as to whether or not the object of a valid piece of cognition has to be some novel 
( apurva) and hitherto-unknown (anadhigata) entity. 

Although Prabhakara 25 and the Mimal!lsakas following him treat as pram'li1Ja !i. e. 
valid cognition ) all non-mnemic cognition whatsoever (anubhfiti-matra), Kumarila and his 
school of Mirnal!lsa have formulated such a general definition of pram<i1Ja as draws upon 
both the Nyaya-Vaise~ika and Buddhist traditions ·; !l 6 for the adjective 'originating from 
a non-defective cause' ( aduua-klira1Ja-lirabdha) occurring in this (Kumarilite) definition 
indicates in the manner of Kai:iada that the cause of a valid piece of cognition must be 
free from all defect, while the adjectives 'uncontradicted' (nirbodha) and 'pertaining to a novel 
object' (apurvlirtha) occurring in it bring it in line with the Buddhist tradition.!2 7 The verse 

Tatr'iipurvlirthavijnonayti niscita7?r badhavarjitam ! 
Adunaklira1J<irabdha1t1- pramli1Ja1tz. lokasammatam !! 

23. Upalabdhimatrasya arthavyabhicariQ.a'[l smrteranyasya pramasabdcna abhidhanat.-Tatp., p. 21. 
24. Yatharthanubhavo manamanapek~ataye~yate // 

Mititi, samyakparicchittistadvatta ca pramatrta / Tadayogavyavaccheda'[l pramaQ.yaf11 Gautame 
mate //- NK. 4. l. 5. 

25. Anubhutisca na'[l pramaQ.am.-Br. 1. l. 5. 
26. Autpattikagira dosah karanasya nivaryate / 
Abadho' vyatirekeQ.a s·vatasten~ pramaQ.ata // Sarvasyanupalabdhe' rthe pramaQ.yam smrtiranyathii / -5Y• 
Autp. SI. 10.11. 'Etacca visesanatrayamupadadanena sutrakarena karanadosabadhakajnanarahitam agfhlt­
agrahi jiianarri pramaQ.am i;i ~ramaQ.alak~aQ.am sucitam'. -SD, p. 12:3. 'A~adhigatarthagantr pramiii:iam 
iti BhaHam'imarrisaka ahu'[l. -Siddhantacandrodaya, p. 20. 

27. • Ajiiatarthaji'iapakam pramai:iam iti pramii9asiimanyalak~a9am '. -PST, p. 11. 
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is attributed to Kumiirila, and two things are particularly noteworthy about it :-
1. Inclusion in the definition of the word 'apiirva' (meaning hitherto-unknown) in the 

form of an adjective of the object-of-cognition (artha). 
2. Absence of all hint as to whether a piece of cognition is self-revelatory or not-self­

revelatory. 
In the Buddhist tradition Diimiiga2a has included in his general definition of pram"ii1Ja 

the word "self-cognition" ( sva-sarrivitti ) in the form of an adjective of the effect (i. c. as 
standing for the effect of a pramli1Ja). In the definition given by Dharmakirti 29 in 
Pramana-vlirtika we find the adjective 'avisamvlidin', which resembles the adjective 'prav,:tti 
-samar~ha' ( i. e. one leading to successful a~tion ) occurring in Viitsyliyana and which is a 
synonym for 'nirbadha' occurring in Kumlirila and others ; in the definition given by him 
in Nyaya-bindu ( 1. 20 we find him speaking of artha-sariipya) (i. e. possession of the same 
form as the object) (as being the essence of a pram"ii"IJa ) as had been done by Diimaga. 
Siintarak~ita's definition represents a synthesis of the ideas underlying those of Ditinliga 
and Dharmakirti ; for it runs as follows :-

Vi~ayadhigatiscatr_a pram"ii1Japhalami~yate ! 
Svavittirva pram'ii."IJam tu sarupyarri yogyatapi vli !! 

Here also two things are particularly noteworthy :-
(TS. k. 1344)80 

1. Introduction of the idea of self-cognition (sva-sarrivedana)-an idea till now absent 
in all traditions-and hence indication to the effect that the question whether a piece of 
cognition is self-revelatory or not-selfrevelatory is now on the agenda. 

[ Asanga and Vasubandhu had laid the foundation of Vijiilinavlida, but its stout 
defence came from DiJ;mliga. And it was in connection with the formulation and defence 
of Vijiiiinavada that there came into prominence the doctrine of self-cognition or self 
-revelatoriness which, in turn, influenced, in one form or another, other philosophers as well. 
-See Buddhist Logic, Vol. I, p. 12. ] 

2. Clear recognition in the manner of the Mimamsaka that cognition pertaining to 
a hitherto-unknown object is alone pramana.si • 

Siddhasena and Samantabhadra s2_:the first logicians of the Svetiimbara and 
Digambara Jaina traditions respectively-both included in their respective definitions 
of pram"ii1Ja the adjective "sva-para-avabhlisaka" (i.e. revelatory of itself and of a not-self) 
meaning "sva-para-prakasa" ( i.e. that which illumines itself and a not-self). In Siddhasena's 
d@finition the word "badha-varjita" (i.e. immune from contradiction) conveys the same 

28. Svasaqwittilt phalam ciitra tadriipiidarthaniscayati / Vi~ayiikiira eviisya pramiiqam tena miyate // 
-PS. 1.10. 

29. Pramiiqamavisaqwiidi jniinamarthakriyiisthitih / ·Avisamvadanam siibde' pyabhiprayanivedanat // 
-PV. 2.1. • • ' 

30. The meaning of this karika will become quite clear in Note 4. Tr. 
31. See quotation from Pram'atJa-sq,muccaya-!ika in Footnote 27. Tr. 
32. 'PramiiI].af!l svapariibhiisi jniinaf!1 biidhavivarjitam.'-NA. 1. 'Tatvajniinaf!l prama1~am te 

yugapatsarvabhasanarn.'-AM. 101. 'Svapariivabhiisakaf!l yatha pramiiI].af!l bhuvi buddhilak~a­
J]am.'-Bfhat Svayambhiistotra, 63. 



37 

idea as 'b'iidha-va,jita' in the Mimarµsaka and 'avisaqzvadin' in Dharmakirti. Akalaiikass_ 
the systematizer ( prasthapaka) of Jaina Logic-has at some place-s inserted both the 
adjectives 'anadhigatlirthaka' (i.e. pertaining to a hitherto-unknown object) and 'avisartivlidi~' 
(i.e. uncontradicted) while at other places he has also lent support to the use of the adjective 
'sva-para-avabhlisaka'. MaJ;1.ikyanandin s4 who follows Akalanka, by juxtaposing the 
words 'sva' (i.e. self) and 'apurvlirtha' (i.e. hitherto-unknown object) in the same compound, 
unified the tradition founded by Siddhasena-Samantabhadra and developed by Akalaiika. 
Vidyananda,ss departing from this tradition of Akalaiika and Mai:iikyanandin, preserved 
through the word 'svlirthavyavasliylitmaka' (i.e. that which determines itself and the object) 
the description given by Siddhasena and Samantabhadra but discarded the words. 
'anadhigata' and 'apurva' that had occurred in the description given by Akalmika and 
Mai:iikyanandin. In the Jaina tradition of defining pramliTJ,a the word 'vyavasay'iitmaka' 
(i.e. determinate) appears for the first time in Vidyananda, but it was already quite familiar 
in the context of Ak~apada's definition of 'perception'.86 Abhayadeva 37-the cdmmenta­
tor of Sanmati-followed Vidyananda, but he substituted the word 'nirTJ,iti' for the latter's 
'vyavasliya'. Vadidevasuri 38 has only repeat~d Vidyananda. Ac. Hemacandra, after 
pondering over the proprieties and improprieties involved in the various above-mentioned 
Jaina and non-Jaina traditions, included in his definition just three words, viz. 'samyak' (i.e. 
right), 'arlha' (i.e. object), and 'nirTJ,aya' (i.e. determination). In view of the above-delineated 
Jaina tradition it has to be admitted that Ac. Hemacandra arrived at his definition 
through a series of eliminations and amendments. He discarded the word '.sva' that had 
been inserted in their definitions by all the Jaina teachers preceding him. He selected 
Abhayadeva's 'nirTJ,iti' in preference to 'avabhlisa', 'vyavasliya' etc. of others and then change 
it into "nir'}aya". Lastly, he introduced the word 'samyak' which was already available in 
Umasvati, Dharmakirti, and Bhasar~jna, sg and thus finalized his definition, viz. 'right 
determination of object' ( samyagarthanir1}aya). 

Though not differing as regards their essentials, the various general definitions of 
pram"liT)a proposed by the different Svetambara and Digambara Jaina teachers exhibit 
considerable verbal difference. This difference is partly indicative of a real development of 

33. 'PrarniiQ.amavisaJ!lviidi ji'ianam, anadhigatarthiidhigama-lak'}aQ.atvat.'-ASh, AS, p. 175. 'UktaJ!l 
ca-"SiddhaJ!l yanna pariipek~aJ!l siddhau svaparariipayop / Tat prarniiQ.am tato niinyadavikal­
pamacetanam" '-NVT, p. 63. The karika fn question occurs in Siddhiviniscaya which is definitely 
a writing by Akalanka. 

34. 'Svapiirviirthavyavasiiyatmaka111 ji'ianaJ!l pramiil).am'-PM. I. 1. 
35. 'J atsviirthavyavasiiyatmaji'iiinaJ!l miinamitiyatii / 

- Lak~aQena gatiirthatviit vyarthamanyadvise~al)am//'-TSV. 1, 10. 77; PPar, p. 53. 
36. 'lndriyiirthasannikar~otpannaJ!l ji'ianamavyapadesyamavyabhiciiri vyavasiiyiitmakaf!l pratyak~am.' 

NS. 1. 1. 4. 

37. 'PramiiQ.am svarthanirl)itisvabhiivaJ!l ji'iiinam.' SMT. p. 518. 
38. 'Svaparavyavasiiyi ji'iiinaJ!l pramiii:iam.' PNT. 1. 2. _ . _ 
39. 'Samyagdarsanaji'iiinaciiritriii:ii mok~amiirgalt.' Tattviirthasutra, 1. I. 'Samyagji'ianapurvika 

sarvapuru!}iirthasiddhilt'. NB, 1. I. 'Samyaganubhavasiidhanam pramiii:iam.' NSa. P• l. 



33 

thought, but it is also due to the variety of contemporary literature studied by this or 
that teacher. The difference can be summarily subdivided into four heads :-
( i ) Firstly, there is the definition of Siddhasena-Samantabhadra which contains the word 
'sva-para-avabhasaka' and which is possibly not free from the influence of the Vijnanavada. 
Buddhist discussion on self-cognizability and otherwise (of a piece of cognition), for the idea 
is absent in the earlier Agamic texts. (ii) Secondly, there is the definition of Akalanka 
-Ma.J?.ikyanandin containing the words 'avisa1f1viidin' and 'apurva-anadhigata' which are 
undoubtedly taken ftom the Buddhists and Mimamsakas. ( iii ) Thirdly, there is the 
definition of Vidyananda, Abhayadeva, and Devasuri: which is simply a verbal paraphrase 
of the one put forth by Siddhasena-Samantabhadra but which has come to acquire a more 
s_pecific meaning as a result of substituting the word 'vyavasiiya' or '11in,1iti' for 'avabhasa'. 
(iv) Lastly, there is the definition of Ac. Hemacandra which has been finalized by elimi­
nating the words 'sva' 'apurva', 'anadhigata', etc. 

(PMT, pp. 5-8 ; DC I, pp. 117-21) 

3• VALIDITY OF COGNITION (Priimii1Jya)-IS IT INTRINSIC ( Svata~z) 

OR EXTRINSIC ( Parata~ )? 

. . ~he discussion as to whether the validity and invalidity of a piece of cognition are 
1-ntnns1c or extrinsic is t • · · 1 1· 
I,r . . . a op1c of frequent occurrence in philosoph1ca 1tcrature. 

istonca_ll~ v1ewmg, the discussion seems to have originated in two schools of thought, 
:-: admittmg_ the validity of Vedic testimony (veda-prama,.1ya) and the other denying it. 
V d~n th~ Jamas, Buddhists, and other (heterodox) thinkers repudiated the validity of 

fe hic test_113:1ony, their Nyaya-Vaisesika and Mimamsa counterparts, who were advocates 
0 t e vahd1ty of Vedic t • • • . . • • 
It estimony, started offering arguments m support of this validity. appears that the discu • . . . , -
but th t . ssion ongmally pertained only to verbal testimony (sahda-pramm.10) 

a once 1t entered the fi ld f . · d 'd · 
wheth th l"d• e O Logic its scope was umversahzed, an cons1 crat1011 er e va 1 1ty and • rct· . . . . 
to be ap lied to all . 1_nva 1 . ity of a piece of cognition are mtrms1c or extrinsic began 

In pth' d" . cognition without exception. 40 
1s 1scuss1on there . . . . 

Jainas and B ddh" Were at first two chief contendmg parties, one compnsmg the u ists who we . . 
a!J)ra-ma-n -a· ) re proponents of the invalidity of Ved1c testimony (Veda-. yava zn and the th _ _ 
were proponents of th . ? er comprising the Naiyayikas, M1maipsakas, etc. who 

e validity of V d' • - - -1· ) B d""" t Proponents of th l'd• e 1c testimony ( Veda-prama1Jyavac.1n . ut 111cren 
e va I tty of V d" . . . d"ff 

the theistic Nyaya-V •, . e ic testimony argued their case m 1 ernt ways. Thus 
th II d ct· • aise_~i~a system based its defence of the validity of Vedic testimony 

on ea ege ivme ongm of the Vedas. And when the validity of Vedic testimony 

40. 'Autpattikastu sabdasyarthena s b , · , - , 
- B-d - _ am andhastasya ji'ianamupadeso' vyatirekascarthe nupalabdhe tat pramanam a arayanasya napek t - , - -

_ • • : ~a vat. Jaiminisutra, I. 1. 5. 'Tasmat tat prama1;am anapek~at-
vat. Na hyevam sati pratyayantaram k . - - · I ' 
, _ _ . ape ~1tavyam, purusantararp vap1 ; svayaf!1pratyayo 1yasau. 
Saba~abha~ya, 1. 1. 5 _; Br. 1. I. 5. 'Sarva-viji'ianavisayam.idaTJl ta vat prat'ik~yatam / Pramiil}atva­
pramal}atve svata~ k1f!1 parato' thava //' -sv, Cod.·, SI. 33. 
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was thus proved to be extrinsic, it was concluded that the validity of the remaining types 
of cognition, that is, of perception etc., is likewise extrinsic. The same reasoning was in 
the sequel extended so as to arrive at the conclusion that the invalidity of a piece of 
cognition is equally extrinsic. 41 

Being no theist, the Mimaiµsaka certainly could not derive the validity of Vedic 
testimony from God's authorship of the Vedas. He therefore accepted Vedic testimony 
to be self-valid (svata~z-prama~ia), and, with a view to buttressing this position, demonstrated 
the self-validity of the remaining types of cognition like perception, etc. 42 However, the 
invalidity of a piece of cognition remained extrinsic even in the eyes of a Mimaip.saka. 43 

The available texts of the Sankhya system give no indication as to what stand it 
I • 

takes on the question under consideration, but the statements of Kumarila, Santarak~1ta, 
and Madhavacarya go to suggest that the system regards as intrinsic the validity as well 
as invalidity of a piece of cognition. 44 May be the old Sankhya literature on the topic has 
perished. Writings of the above authors also make mention of a viewpoint which is 
diametrically opposed to the one adopted by the Mimaiµsaka, tw.a is, of the viewpoint 
according to which the invalidity of a piece of cognition is intrinsic while its validity 
is extrinsic. In the Sarvadarsanasa,igraha passaoe 'Sauaatascaramam svatalt' (p. 279), this is o b • . 

no doubt given out as the Buddhist viewpoint, but the Buddhist viewpoint as presented 
in Tattvasa,igraha is quite different from it. It is possible that the viewpoint attributed by 
Sarvadarsanasaligraha to Buddhists is the viewpoint of some other branch of Buddhism. 

I 

Santarak~ita has elucidated the Buddhist position as follows :-''Of the four views, 
viz. ( i ) that both the validity and invalidity of a piece of cognition are intrinsic, (ii) that 
both its validity and invalidity are extrinsic, ( iii ) that its validity is intrinsic and invalidity 
extrinsic, and (iv) that its invalidity is intrinsic and validity extrinsic, none ;s the Buddhist 
view, for all these views are uniquely regulated (niyamita) while Buddhists accept no unique 
regulation on this point. That is to say, from the Buddhist viewpoint, both the validity 
and invalidity of a piece of cognition can well be intrinsic in one case and extrinsic in 
another. Thus in the case of repeated acquaintance (abhyasa-dasa) the validity as well as 

41. Pramaq.ato'rthapratipattau pravrttisamarthyadarthavat pramaq.am -NBh, p. l; Ttp. 1. 1. 1. 
'KiJ11 vijnanana.111 pramiiQyamapramiiQyaf!l ceti dvayamapi svatap., uta ubhayamapi paratati, 
ahosvidapramaq.yaJ11 svatap. pramanyaf!l tu parata\1, utasvit pramaq.yarµ svata\1 aprama.Qyam :u 
parata iti. Tatra parata eva Vedasya pramaryyamiti vak~yamati Sthitametadarthakriyajnanat 
pramaq.yaniscaya iti. Tadidamuktam. Prama1~ato 'rthapratipattau pravrttisamarthyad~tha_va:. 
pramanamiti. Tasmadapriimaq.yamapi parok~amityato dvayamapi parata itye~a eva pak~a\1 sreyan. 
NM, ~P- 160-74; Kand., pp. 217-20. 'Pramaya\1 paratantratvat sargapralayasambhavat / Tadanya­
sminnanasvasanna vidhantara-sambhavap. //'-NK, 2. 1; TattvacintamaQi, Pratyak~a. PP· 183-233• 

42. 'Svata\1 sarvapramaq.an~rµ pramaq.yamiti gamyatam / Na hi svato'sati saktiti kartumanycna 
sakyate' //- SV, Sii. 2, SJ. 47. 

I 

43. SV, Sii. 3, SJ. 85. _ - s' I 2811 . 'P amanatvapra-44. 'KecidahurdvayaJ11 svata\l.'-SV, Su. 2, . 343; TS ( and TSP), k. .- r • 
maq.atve svata\l Sankhya\1 samasrita\1' ; Sarvadarsanasangraha, Jaiminiya. p. 279. 

6 
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invalidity of a piece of cognition ought to be treated as intrinsic while in the case of first 
d " " " 45 acquaintance (anabhy'iisa-das'ii.) they both ought to be treate as extrms1c . 

I • 

The Jaina position exactly tallies with the Buddhist case as presented by Santarak~1ta. 
That is, it too treats the validity as well as invalidity of a piece ,- f cognition as intrinsic 
in the case of repeated acquaintance, and extrinsic in the case of first acquaintance. This 
position is clearly ·stated in the relevant aphorism itself of Pramli!Janaya-tattvaloka. 
Although Ac. Hemacandra, following in the footsteps of the author of Parik~limukha, 
raises in his aphorism the question of intrinsicality and extrinsicality only as regards the 
validi1iy of a piece of cognition (and not also as regards its invalidity), Devasuri's aphorism 
is fully representative of the Jaina tradition on this score. Thus we read : Tatpr'iim'ii.1Jyam 
svatalJ paratasceti. PM, 1. 13. Tadub_hayamutpattau parata eva jnaptau tu s1•ata~1 paratas­
ceti. PNT, 1. 21. 

This discussion on intrinsicality versus extrinsicality has gradually developed so much 
that all philosophical systems consider, invariably and at length, three separate questions 
enquiring as to whether the origin (utpatti), the knowledge (jnapti), and the effectivity 
(pravrtti) of the validity and invalidity of a piece of cognition is intrinsic or extrinsic. 46 

And extremely terse Ua!ila) works-so full of subtle refinements (pari~klirapiir(10)-1ike 
Tattvacintlima!Ji, Glidadharaprlima1.iyavada, etc. have come to be written on the subject. 

(PMT, pp. 16-18; DC I, pp. 122-24) 

4. THE EFFECT ( phala ) OF A PRAM.ANA 

!he ~iscussi~n as to the nature of pram'ii1Ja and of its effect occupies an important 
place lil phi~osophica,l spe~ulation. The matter had been given consideration even in the 
Age of Scriptures (Sruti-Agama-Yuga), that is, in the period preceding the Age of Logic 
~Tarka-Yuga). !hus Upani~ads, Pi!akas, and (Jaina) A.gamas all speak of the effect of 

noJw!edge-d~f_nght knowledge (~amyak--jnana). In this Age, the Vedicist, Buddhist, as well 
as ama tra 1tions are found t b . . . 
• d , 0 su m1t that the effect of knowledge consists m removal of ignorance (avi ya-n'iisa) or in · · • 

"d f . . cogmtion of thmgs (vastu-visayaka adhigama)-but all this was 
sa1 rom a spmtual (iidhy-1 "k . . : . . 

• f a mt a) point of view, that 1s, from the pomt of view of the 
atiamment o transcendental 1 · · 

"d d t b f . re ease (mok~a-labha). In that Spmtual Age, knowledge was cons1 ere o e o use simpl b . . . _ . . 
( ·~- ) . Y ecause 1t removed our nesc1ence tav1dya)-1. e. ignorance 
a1nana ,-acquamts us w·th h · · 
tt • • d 1 t e real nature of things and thus ultimately results m our 

a ammg transcen ental releas 47 B • ' · · · 
e. ut m the Age of Logic, the question was considered 

45 'Na hi Bauddhaireslim cat - _ . 
• t k"~ : urQamekatamo'pi pakso'bh1sto'myamapaksasyestatvlit. Tathlihi-

46. 
47. 

ubhayamapyeta mc1t svatah k"- ·t • • • . • • • 
_ , h _ • 1~c1 Paratal;t iti purvamupavarQ1tam. Ata eva pak~acatu~!ayo-

panyaso pyayukta. • Pancamasyapyaniyamapaksasya sambhaviit.'-TSP, k. 3123. 
PKM, p. 149 ff. • 
'So'vidyiigranthim vik:aratiha saum • M . - -

• . _ ya. - UQ.cj.akopanis~ad, 2. l. 10 ; Uttaradhyayanasutra, 28. 2. 3 ; 
'Tarpetarp Vuccati-Yada ca iiatvii so dhammam sacciini abhisamessati / Tada avijjiipasamii 
upasanto carissati //'-Visuddhimagga, p. 544. • 
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also from an empirical (vyiivahiirika) point of view. This is why in the discussion conducted 
on the question-of prama~ia and its effect-in the Age of Logic, we find exhibited the trans­
cendental (alaukika) viewpoint that is characteristic of the Spiritual Age, as also the empirical 
(laukika) viewpoint that is characteristic of the Age of Logic. 4s The discussion from an 
empirical viewpoint of the question of pramarJa and its effect consists in considering as to 
what in everyday practice (vyavahlira) is accomplished (siddlza) by a pramli1Ja directly, and 
what through intermediary links (paramparyii) ; whether or not a pramii1Ja ultimately leads 
to transcendental release is no concern of this viewpoint. For the empirical viewpoint 
seeks to consider the effect of a pramii~za even in the case of those persons who are 
unauthorized for transcendental release (mok~anadhikiirin). 

All the three traditions that discuss in the Age of Logic the question of pram'alJG and 
its effect consider two chief points, viz. ( i) whether a pramlirJa and its effect are mutually 
distinct or non-distinct, and ( ii ) what constitutes the effect of a prami'11Ja. The Vedicist 
traditions like Nyaya-Vaise~ika, Mima:rµsa, etc. treat the effect of a pramli1Ja as absolutely 
distinct from this prama,.za, 40 the Buddhist treats the two as absol111tely non-dinstinct. SQ 

The Jaina, in line with his general non-absolutistic approach, treats a pram"ti1Ja and its 
effect as partly distinct and partly non-distinct. 51 

As to the nature of the effect of a pramii1Ja, the Vaisesika, Nyaya, and Mimarµsa 
hold an identical view. 5 2 Thus according to them all, the ch~in of activities starting with 
the functioning (vy'ap?ira) of a sense-organ and culminating in the decision to accept, reject, 
or ignore the object concerned ( hiinoplidiinopek~ii-buddhi ), consists of links which are of the 
nature of pramiilJa in relation to their respective successors,-and of the nature of an effect-of 
-pramlilJa in relation to their respective predecessors. That is to say, on this view, the sense­
organ is a prama.1.1a but no effect-of-a-pramli,:za while the decision to accept, reject, or ignore 
the object is an effect-of-pramii~za but no prama,:za, but the three intermediate stages, viz. sense 
-object contact rsannikar~a), indeterminate perception (nirvikalpaka), and determinate 
perception (savilwlpaka), are a pramfl1Jl1 in relation to their respective successors and an 
effect-of-pramli1.1a in relation to their respective predecessors. Here even an effect-of­
prama~za is no doubt called als0 a prama1Ja but it is so only in relation to the succeeding 
effect which is quite distinct from itself. Thus on this view, a pramolJa and its effect 
clearly turn out to be mutually distinct. The same sort of distinction has been kept in view 
by Vficaspatimisra while elucidating the Sankhya position on the question of pram'iil)a a12d 
its effect. 5 3 

-------~ ---

48. ' ... tattvajnananni(1srcyasam.'-VS, I. I. 3. ' .. tattvajnanannipsrcyasadhigamap.'-NS. 1. I. 1. 'Yada 
sannikar~astada jnanarp pramitip, yada jnanaf!1 tada hanopadanopek~abuddhayap phalam.'-NBh, 
I. 1. 3. , 

49. S V, Pratyak~a., SI. 74, 75. 50. P~. I. 9. NBT, 1. 21. 
51. ',(arar:iasya kriyayasca kathai'icidekatvaf!1 pradipatamo 'vigamavat nanatvam ca parasvadivat.' 

ASh, AS, pp. 283-84. 
2 'Y d- "k t d- ·~- · ·h d- ·~- - - -d- k -b ddhayah phalam.' 5 . a a sanm ar~as a a Jnanam pram1ti., ya a Jnana{!1 tada hanopa anope ~a u • • • 

NBh, I. 1. :l ; SV, Pratyak~a., SI. 59-73; PP, p. 64 ; Kand, pp. 198-99. 
53. Sankhyatattvakaumudi, k. 4. 
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In the Buddhist tradition two views are held as to the nature of the effect of a pramli1Ja. 
According to one, the effect of a pramlina consists in cognition of an object (vi~ayadhigama); 

according to the other, it consists in self-cognition (sva-sa,rzvilti). Of these two views-both 
occurring in Diiinaga 54-the first alone is mentioned and elucidated by Dharmakirti 55 

and his commentator Dharmottara, but Santaraksita gathers together these views, logically 
justifies (sayuktika upaplidana ) them, and bring; out the distinction between the two. 
Santarak~ita and his disciple Kamalasila clearly state that according to realism (bahy'iirtha­

vlida)-the doctrine Parthasarathimisra characterizes as Sautrantika, the formal similarity 
(slirupya) obtaining between a piece of cognition (jnlina) and its object (vi~aya) is (to be trea­
ted as) pramli1Ja while cognition of the object in question (vi~aylidhigati) is (to be treated as) 
the effect of prama!Ja, and that according to idealism (vi,inlinavada)-the doctrine Parthasara­
thi characterizes as Yogacara,- self-cognition (sva-sa,rzvedana) on the part of a piece of 
cognition is (to be treated as) the effect of pramli!Ja while such a capacity (yogyatli) is (to be 
treated as) pramii1Ja. 56 Here we should keep in mind that with the Buddhist a pramiitJa 
and its effect are, both of them, the properties of the concerned piece of cognition, and that 
the two are said to be non-distint (abhinna) simply because they are not two different 
entities. 57 Kumarila (in SV, Pratyalc~a., SI. 74 ff.) has assailed this Buddhist thesis of 
non-distinction (abheda) between a pramlina and its effect and has lent support to the Nyaya 
-Vaise~ika thesis of distinction (bheda) between the tw~; Santarak~ita, in return, has met 
~umarila's objection word by word, and has demonstrated the logical propriety of the 
Buddhist thesis in question (TS, k. J 340 ff ). 

In the Jaina tradition Siddhasena and Samantabhadia are the first logicians to have 
given consideration to the problem of the effect of a pramli1Ja also from an empirical 
viewpoint. On this question the two teachers have expressed similar ideas and in similar 
words (NA, k. 28 ; AM, k. 102). According to both, the immediate effect of a prama~1a is 
removal of ignorance ( ajriana-nivrtti) but the remote effect can possibly be the decision-to­
accept-or-reject-or-ignore-the-object. Three things are particularly noteworthy in this 
contention of Siddhasena and Samantabhadra : 

• I. T~~ mention of removal-of-ignorance as the effect of pramli1Ja, a mention absent 
m t~e- Ved1c1~~ as well as Buddhist traditions. 2_ Absence of the idea-characteristic of the 
Ved1c1st tradition-that the intermediary links (lying in between the initial functioning of a 

sense organ and the final decision to accept etc.) are prarrili!Ja in relation to their respective 
sv~cessors and effect-of-prarnlina in rel t· t th . t· e predecessors an idea absent • . . . • a 100 o err respec 1v , 
also 1ll the Buddhist tradition. 3. Absence of the mention as to whether a pramli1Ja and 
its effect are mutually distinct or non-distinct. 

54. PS, 1._10-,12 ;-~~• Nyayar1:_tnakaratika, pp. 158_59. 55. NB, 1. 18-19. 
i6. 'Vi~ayadh1gat1scat~a prama9aphalami~yate / 

Svavittirva pramanaf!l tu sarupyal'!l yogyata'pi va //'-TS, !<J. 1344. SY, Nyayarathiikara, 
pp. 158-59. 

57. Thus strictly speaking, for a Buddhist the relation between a pram'fi'f}ll and pram'fi1Japhala is not 
that of cause and effect ( karya-karalJa-sambandha ) but rather that of determinant and determined 
( vyavasthiipya-vyavasthapaka-sambandha ). See NBT, 1. 21.-Tr. 
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After Siddhasena and Samantabhadra our attention is chiefly drawn by Akalanka 
who, while accepting all that was said by Siddhasena and Samantabhadra on the question, 
also expressly takes a stand on the two points left untouched by them, that is to say, 
Akalanka says in so many words that with Jainas the relation between a pramii~za and its 
effect is one of distinction-cum-non-distinction ( bhediibheda) ( ASh, AS, pp. 283-84) and he 
also takes clear note of and endorses-in a fashion characteristic of the Jaina-the relativistic 
Vaise~ika, Nyaya, and Mimatµsa position according to which the intermediary links (in the 
causal chain of a cognitive process) are, each of them,pramii1Ja as well as effect-of-pramii1Ja58• 

On the question of prama,.ia and its effect, MaJ?.ikyanandin ( in PM, 5. 1 ff). and 
Devasiiri (in PNT,6.3 ff) repeated in their respective aphorisms what was said by Siddhasena 
and Samantabhadra ; at the same time, even though they aphorized Akalanka's idea that 
with Jainas the relation between a pramii1Ja and its effect is one of distinction-cum-non­
distinction, they did not do the same with Akalanka's other idea that the intermediary links 
(in the causal chain of a cognitive process) are, each of them, pramiitJa as well as effect-of­
pramii1Ja. Vidyananda's sharp intellect took note of the concept "removal of ignorance" 
(ajniina-nivrtti) and of the phrase "determination (i. e. cognition) of self and of a not-se-lf" 
(sva-para-vyavasiti) (occurring in the definition of pramii1Ja), and he submitted that to say 
that the effect of a pram'filJa is removal of ignorance, is to say what the Sautrantika means 
when he te11s us that the effect of a pramiilJa is determination-of-a-not-self (para-vyavasiti; 
cognition-of-an-object) and the Yogadira when he tells us that the effect of a pramiil)a is 
self-determination (sva-vyavasiti ; self-cognition) (TSV, p. 168 ; P Par, p. 79) ; Prabhacandra 
in his Prameyakamalamarta{ufa and Devasiiri in his Syiidv'fidaratn'iikara follow Vidyananda. 
By now it seems to be the settled view of Jaina logicians that what Siddhasena and 
Samantabhadra call 'removal of ignorance' is in fact 'determination or self and of a not-self'. 

Ac. Hemacandra in his treatment of the topic, no doubt gathered together these viewi 
of the Jaina logicians that had preceded him, but he also contributed something new to 
the discussion. Thus unlike Prabhacandra and Devasiiri, he docs not identify 'removal of 
ignoran~e• with 'determination of self, and of a not-self', but treats the two as two different 
effects of pram'fi1Ja. Though in answering the objections against the doctrine of non­
distinction between a pram'fi!Ja and its effect-objections that had been urge1 by Ku~ari!a 
and met by Dharmottara in his commentary on Ny'fiyabindu and by Santarak~1ta ID 

Tattvasangraha-Ac. Hemacandra simply follows the Buddhist, line of defence he has here 
displayed, in an attractive logical style, his command over Grammar. As on so ~any 
others, so also on the question of regarding the intermediary links (in the causal cham of 
a cognitive process) as pramiilJa as well as effect of pram1i!Ja Ac. Hemacandra literally 
follows in his aphorisms the line of argumentation laid down by Akalanka. Thus we fi~d 
in these a.phorisms a possible synthesis-undertaken in accordance with the Jaina staodpoJOt 

· d • d" • h 1 f - and its effect. -of the Vedicist, Buddhist, an Jama tra 1ttons on t e prob em o pramalJa 
(PMT, pp. 66-69 ; DC I, pp. 151-54) 

58. 'Bahvadyavagrahiidyai?!acatvarirpsat svasarpvidam / 
Purvapurvapramii1Jatvarp phalarp syaduttarottaram //'-Laghi., 1. 6. 
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5. IS RECOGNlTION ( smrti) A PRAMANA ? 

On the question whether or not memory is pram'ii1Ja or prama (both. meanin~ ~he 
same thing ) there are two traditions-the Jaina and the non-Jaina. The Jama tra~1t1on 
con~ders memory to be a pram'ii1Ja and classes it under non-perceptual (parok~a) prama1Jas; 
the non-Jaina tradition-be it Vedicist or Buddhist-does not consider memory to be a 
pram'ii1Ja. Of course, even those who do not consider memory to be a prama~1a do n_ot say 
thai it is an a-pramli1Ja, i. e. an invalid cognition (mithya-jnana) ; all that happens 1s that 
fh@y do not call memory by the name pram'ii1Ja. 

The root of the controversy whether the word "pramli.1Ja" should not be employed to 
denote mnemic cognition, lies in the history of Scriptures (dharma-sastra). In the Vedicist 
tradition, the Vedas-also called Sruti-are alone considered to be valid as the basic Scrip­
ture; on the other hand, the Sm,:ti texts like Manu etc., even though valid in the form of a 
Scripture, have-their validity dependent on Sruti, that is to say, only that Sm,:ti is valid 
whi<HI is based on or uncontradicted by Sruti, in other words, a Smrti's validity (as a 
Scripture) is not independent but dependent on the Sr:tti's validity (as a Scripture). 5 ~ 
This ruling (vyavastha) concerning the validity of a text as a Scripture was being given 
consideration by the Mimaxp.sa system since very old past. When the question arose of 
determining the validity of sm,:ti understood (not as certain texts claiming Scriptureship 
l>ut) as ordinary mnemic cognition, the Mimamsakas seem to have just generalized the 
position they had come to adopt on the questi~n of the validity of smrti understood as 
certain texts claiming Scriptureship, that is to say, they gave the ruling that memory 
(smtti), since its validity depends on that of the earlier non-mnemic cognition (anubhava) 
which is its cause, i~ not an independent pramii1Ja ( just as Sm,:ti, since its validity 
depends on that of Sruti, is not an independent Scripture). 1 his theological-cum-logical 
ruling (ninJ,aya) given by the Mimatµsa system-so much concerned with Vedic ritualism 
(vaidilca-dharma-jivin)-has, in all probability influenced the remaining Vedicist systems like 
~yaya, Vaise~ika, Sankhya, etc.60 Hence it is that thes0 systems are unanimous in their 
view-supported though it might be by different arguments in different cases-that the word 
"pramli.~a"_is not to ~e employed to denote mnemic cognition . 

. Mim~:q:i~akas h~e Kumarila are of the view that mnemic cogmt10n, since its sole 
fv-nctton l~es m ~~kmg_ us apprehend something that was grasped by an earlier piece of 
no•-~nemic co~mtton, is not the revealer of some novel object ( anapurl''iirt!wprakiisaka) 
and 1s the cogmzer of what has already been cognized (grhitagriihin).<ll Sridhara, the 

59. 'Parata~:ryat_ svato na~?~:11 Pramaq.atvavadhiirana / Apriimanyavikalpastu dra<Jhimnaiva vihanyate // 
Purvajnan~v1_~ayaryi VIJllanaryi smrtirucyate / Purvaji'ianadvina tasyii!l pramiiryyaryi navadhiiryatc' 
-Tantravart1ka, p. 69. 

60. 'Eta~ukta111_ bhavati-sarv: ~ramaryadayo'nadhigatamartharyi siimanyata'(l prakarato va'dhigama­
yant1, smft'.l1 ~una~na purvanubhava-maryadamatikriimat.i, tadvi~ayii tadiinavi~ayil vii, na tu 
tadadhikavi~aya, so yam Vfttyantaradvise~ah smrteriti vimrsati.'-Tattvavaisaradi, I. I 1. 

61. 'Tatra yat pur~avijniina111 tasya pramaryyami~;ate / 0 Tadupasthanamatrerya smrtep syaccaritarthata //' 
-SY, Anu., SI. 160; PP, p. 42. 
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follower of Prasastapada, basing himself on the Mimal!lsa line of reasoning, argues (in 
Kand., p. 257) that memory falls outside the circle of prama1Jas because it 'cognizes what 
has already been cognized. But Jayanta, the follower of Ak~apada, pursues another line 
of reasoning. He thus argues that memory, since it comes into being at a time when the 
real entity (artha) constituting its object (vi.raya) is absent, is something not born of a real 
entity (anarthaja) and hence a non-pramii'}Q. 62 Jayanta's present argument has been refuted 
by Sridhara. 63 Vacaspati Misra, who too is a follower of Ak~apada, offers a third 
argument. He submits that memory should not be treated as prama because popular 
usage (lokavyavahiira) is not in favour of calling memory a pramo,1.za (i. e. prama). Hence it 
is that in his account of pramli (given in Tiitp., p. 20) Vacaspatimisra leaves out memory 
and considers only the remaining types of cognition. Udayanacarya, after refuting all the 
arguments offered by these earlier logicians in support of the contention that memory is not 
a pramii!Ja, follows the suggestion of Vacaspatimisra and maintains that non-mnemic 
cognition (technically called anubhava) should alone be treated as pramli1Ja because it 
alone is an independent piece of cognition ; thus Udaynacarya thinks that memory is not 
pramii1Ja because it is dependent on anubhava, and that this train of reasoning of his is in 
accord with popular usage. 64 

Buddhists too do not consider memory to be a pramli1Ja, and their argument is akin 
to that of the Mimal!).saka or the Vaise~ika, that is, they too argue that memory is not a 
pram'ti!Ja because it cognizes what has already been cognized (TSP, k. 1298). However, we 
cannot say that in adopting this position the Buddhist was influenced by the Mimal!lsa 
doctrine of ritual, as were the systems like Nyaya, Vaisesika, etc., for the Buddhist was 
not at all a believer in the validity of Vedic testimony. What is actually the case is that, there 
arises no question of memory being treated as a pramli!Ja in a system like Buddhism where 
all knowledge-involving-thought (vikalpajnlinamlitra) is declared to be no pramli~ia. 66 

Jaina logicians criticize all these views which deny to memory the status of a pramalJa 

on the ground that it cognizes what has already been cognized, that it is not born of a real 
entity, that popular usage is against calling memory a pramo,.za, etc. ; and their contention 
is that memory ought to be treated as a pramli!Ja because it is true of facts (sa,rzviidin), just 

62. 'Na smfterapramai:iatvaJ11 grhitagrahitakrtam / 
Api tvanarthajanyatvaJ11 tadapramai:iyakarar.iam //'-NM, p. 23. 

63. 'Ye tvanarthajatvat smrterapramai:iyamahuti te~amatitanagatavi~ayasyanumanasyapramaryyaJ11 syaditi 
du~ar.i~m.' Kand., p. 257. 

64. 'Katharp tarhi smrtervyavacchedati ? Ananubhavatvenaiva. Yathartho hyanµbhaval"i prameti priim­
ai:iikal;i pasyanti. "Tattvajiianat" iti siitrar.iat. Avyabhicari jiianamiti ca. Nanu smrtih pramaiva 
kiJ11na syat yatharthajiianatvat pratyak~iidyanubhiitivaditi cet. Na. Siddhe vyavahare nimittiinu~­
arai:iat. Na ca svecchakalpitena nimittena lokavyavaharaniyamanam, avyavasthaya Iokavyava~a­
raviplavaprasangat. Na ca smrtihctau pramai:iabhiyuktanaJ11 mahar~ir.ia'11 pramai:iavyavaharo 
'sti, P!thaganupadesiit.'-NK, 4. 1. 

65. 'Grhitagrahai:ianne~!am saJ11vrtaJ11 ... .' ( Samvrtam-vikalpaji'iiinam-Manoratbanandifikii)-PV,2-5• 
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as perception etc. are treated as pramiit;as because they _are tru~ of facts. GG Ther~ is_no 
difference of opinion among the Jainas on this point, and m treatmg memory a~ a p, am~~w 
(• p - - - a- p 23) Ac Hemacandra has simply followed the estabhshed Jama Ill rama7Jam1ma1rs , · · 

tradition. • 1 · · ) d 
That mnemic cognition is true of facts is acceptable to all (Indian og1cians , an . so 

there is no material differenc~ of opinion on thi! issue ; the difference only anses 
when some agree and others refuse to call memory a prama~za. 

(PMT, pp. 72-74: DC I, pp. 167-69) 

6. IS CONTINUOUS COGNITION ( dharavahika jnana ) A PRAM ANA? 

Whether memory is or is not a prama!JQ is a problem that has been considered by the 
Indian systems of Logic ever since their inception, but the problem whether continuous 
cognition (of the same object) is or is not a pramli1Ja seems to have arisen, for the first time, 
in the Buddhist system with Dharmakirti. And once it found footplace in one system of 
Logic the problem became a problem for all the systems : hence arguments and counter-argu­
ments were offered on the question, different views were upheld, and definite trnditions 
established. 

Nyaya-Vaise~ika philosophers like Vacaspati, Sridhara, Jayanta, Udayana, etc. 67 

all grant that continuous cogn1t1on takes cognizance of what has already been 
cognized, but they agree to treat such a cognition as pramli1Ja-and this they do without 
positing 'awareness of minute divisions of time' (suk~ma-kf1la-kalli-bhli11a ) (as is done 
by some other philosophers). This is why these philosophers do not define prama~za 
as cognition of something hitherto unknown (anadhigata). 

Among Mimaip.sakas, both the Kumarilite and Prabhakarite traditions are in favour 
of treating continuous c'!gnition as prami'i1Ja, but the two have adopted different lines of 
defence. Prabhakarite Salikanatha 6s argues-without positing 'awareness of minute 
diviiions of time'-that continuous cognition is prama1Ja because it is non-mnemic (anubhuti) 

sort of cognition, and the argument bears a clear imprint of the Nyaya-Vaise~ika tradition. 

66. 'Tatha ~i amu~yapram1iQY~qt kuto' yamavi~kurvita, kim grhitarthagrahitvat, paricchittivisc~abhavat, 
asatyati:e'rthe p~av_:rta~anatvat, arthadanutpadyamanatvat, visarpvadakatvat, samaropavyavacch, 
edakatvat, prayoJanaprasadhakatvat va'.-SVR, 3. 4. 

67. 'Anadhigatarthagantrtvam ca dhara -h.k .. __ - - dh" - h - - J k 'ddl -

68. 

_ _ _ _ _ • •. _ va I av1Jnananama 1gatart agocaral)aqt o as1 1apramaQa-
bhavanam pramanyam v1hantiti -d • - - h - · J - - -

• _ _ : • • • na nyamahe. Na ca kalab edenanadh1gatagocaratvarp d 1arava-
h1kanam1t1 yuktam. Paramasu-ks - - k-l k - 'bh d- - · '· I · -d ' · -k J _ .mai;iam a a alad1 e anam p1s1ta ocana1rasma rsa1rana a a nat. Na cadyenaiva vijiianenopad ,. - • • - - • · tt 

_ _ _ ·~- ars1tatvadarthasya pravart1tatvat puru~asya prap1tatvacco ar-
e~amapramal)yamev~ Jnananamiti vacyam. Na hi vijnanasylirthaprlipanam pravartanadanyat. 
1 asmadarthapradarsanamlitravya - ·~- - · · , 

_ _ . parameva Jnanam pravartakarp prapakarp ca. Prarlarsana111 
ca purvavaduttare~amapi vijnananamabhinnamiti. katham purvameva pramanarn nottaranyapi? 
-Tiitp., p. 21. ; Kand., p. 6 1 ; NM, p. 22 . NK 4_ 1. • • · · 

- - -i 'k t h tt .. _ ' ' 
'Dharava ~ e~u :r_ y_u . araviJnananj Sffiftipramosadavisi~tani katharp pramal)ani? Tatraha-anyony-
anirapek~astu d~~r~vahika~uddhaya{1. Vyapriya~aQe hi purvavijnanakaral)akalapa uttare~amapyut­
pattiriti na pratititJ utpattito va dharavahikavijnanani paraspara.syatiserata iti yukta sarve~amapi 
pramal)ata. ·-- PP, pp. 42-43 ; Br. p. 103. 
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On the other hand, Kumarilite Parthasarathi og posits 'awareness of minute divisions of 
time' and then goes on to maintain that continuous cognition is pramo1Ja; for the Kumiirilite 
tradition, since according to it a pramo!Ja must have for its object something altogether 
novel, could not defend the pramo~za-ship of continuous cognition otherwise (i.e. without 
supposing that newer and new.er _minute-divisions-of-time are taken note of during the 
course of a continuous cognition). This Kumarilite position seems to bear an imprint of 
the Buddhist and J aina views. 

Corning to the Buddhist tradition, though Dharrnottara 70 makes no express mention 
of continuous cognition, the general tenor of his statements suggests that he was inclined 
to treat such a cognition as no pramo~w. In his· commentary on Hetubindu, Arcata 71 

has, incidentally but clearly, formulated his view on the question of continuous cognition. 
He there maintains that a yogin's continuous cognition is prama,.ia because it involves 
awareness of minute divisons of time while, on the other hand, an ordinary man's continuous 
cognition is no pramo!Ja because it involves no such awareness. Thus in the Buddhist tradition 
continuous cognition has been treated as pramatJa or no prama,.10 according as the cognizer 
concerned is of this or that type (i. e. a yogi11 or an ordinary person). 

On the question whether continuous cognition should or should not be regarded as 
prama!Ja ,the Jaina texts on Logic follow either of the two traditions, the Digambarite 
and the Svetambarite. According to the Digambara tradition, a continuous cognition 
is pramli1Ja only in case it takes note of speci~lities ( visc1a ) like moments ( k1a1Ja ) 
etc. and thus produces knowledge of newly specialized objects ( visi1{aprama-janaka ) 
(every moment) ; on the other hand, if a continuous cognition takes no such note of 
specialities, it is no pramo,.ia. Similarly, this tradition further maintains that a continuous 

69. 'Nanvevarp dharavhike~iittare~arp piirvagrhitarthavi~ayakatvadapramaq.yarp syiit. Tasmiit 
"Anubhiitih pramaq.am" iti pramaq.alak~aq.am .... Tasmat yatharthamagrhitagrahi jnanarp pramiiq.a­
miti va'ktavyam. Dharavahike~vapyuttarottare~iirp kiilantarasambaddhasyagrbitasya grahaq.iit 
yuktarp pramaq.yam. Sannapi kalabhedo'tisiik~matviinna paramrsyata iti cet; aho siik~madarsi 
devaniif!1 priya(1 ! Yo hi samiinavi~ayaya viji'ianadhiirayii ciramavasthayoparata!1 so'nantarak~aq.a­
sambandhitayartharp smarati. Tatha hi-kimatra ghato'vasthita iti pf~!a\1 kathayati-asmin k~aq.e 
mayopalabdha iti. Tatha pratararabhyaitavatkalam mayopalabdha iti. Kalabhede tvagrhite 
kathamevarp vadet ? Tasmadasti kalabhedasya paramarsa!'J. Tadadhikyiicc siddhamuttaresiif!l 
pramaq.yam. ' - SD, pp. 124-26. 

70. 'Ata eva anadhigatavi~ayarp pramaq.am. Yenaiva hi jnanena prathamamadhigato'rtha\1 tenaiva 
pravartita!1 puru~a!1 priipitascartha\1 tatraivarthe kimanyena ji'iiinena adhikarp kiiryam. Tato'dhi­
gatavi~ayamapramiiq.am.' NBT, p. 3. 

71. 'Yada kasminneva niladivastuni dharavahinindriyaji'iananyutpadyante tada piirveq.abhinnayogak~­
matvat uttare~ami ndriyajiiiinaniimap~amii1)yaprasangap. Na caivam, ato 'nekanta iti pramlirya­
samplavaviidi darsayannaha-piirvapratyak~q.ena ityadi. Etat pariharati-tad yadi pratik~aryam 
k~aq.avivekadarsino 'dhikrtyocyate tada bhinnopayogitayii pfthak pramaq.yat nanekanta!'J. AtiJa 
sarvapadiirthe~vekatvadhyavasiiyina(l siif!1vyavahiirikiin puru~anabhipretyocyate tada sakalame~~ 
nilasantanamekamartharp sthiraruparp tatsiidhyiirp carthakriyiimekiitmikiimadhyavasyantitr 
pramaq.yamapyuttare~amani~tameveti kuto'nekanta'!l ?'-Hetubindu\ika, p. 37. 

7 
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cognition, even while producing knowledge of specialized objects (every moment), is no 
pramlina so far as the aspect of substance ( dravy'ii,rzsa) is concerned (because it produces no 
specialised knowledge concerning this aspect) and is pram'iitJa so far as the aspect of speciali­
ties ( vises'iimsa ) is concerned ( because it does produce specialized knowledge concerning 
this aspe~t): that is to say, the same piece of cognition is pramli.1Ja as well as no pramli~1a 

according as its object is this or that ( i. e. a speciality-of-a-substance or the substance 
itself). A careful scrutiny (purviipariivalokana) of the commentaries of Vidyananda, the 
follower of Akalanka, and Prabhacandra, the follower of Ma.l).ikyanandin, leads to 
the present conclusion. 72 For when Akalanka and Ma.l).ikyanandin, who are one with the 
other Jaina logicians in frankly admitting memory to be a pramli~w, urge, in agreement 
with the Buddhist and Mima:rµsaka, that a pram'ii!Ja must have for its object something 
hitherto-unknown or novel, their words cannot be interpreted as meaningful except on 
the above explained stand (as to the nature of continuous cognition), and here it is 
immaterial as to what was Vidyananda's or Prabhanandra's own personal view of the 
matter. 

Buddhists 73 consider both thought (vikalpa) and memory (smr:ti) to be no pramii!Ja, 

Mima:rµsakas consider only memory (~mrti) to be no pram'iitJa. Hence the purpose behind 
their insistence that a pram'iitJa must have for its object something hitherto-unknown or 
novel is clear. But that cannot be the purpose behind a Jaina's insistence to the same 
effect. , 

Scholars following the Svetambara tradition are unanimous in considering continuous 
cognition to be pram'iitJa just like memory. This is why none of them at all maintains that 
the object of a pramlitJa muSt be something hitherto-unknown or novel. Not only that, 
they say, in so many words, that a piece of cognition taking cognizance of an already known 
object (g,:hita-grlihin) is as much pramalJa as that taking cognizance of a hitherto-unknown 
one (ag~hit~-grahin?. T~us since, according to them, a piece of cognition does not cease to 
be prama1J.a 1~ case its obJ~C~ h~ppens to be something already known, they maintain neither 
that no contmuous cogmtlon 1s pra - h • . • · - · 

. matJa nor t at a contmuous cogmt1011 1s prama~w m 
respect of one sort 0,f 0~Ject and no pramlitJa in respect of another sort. 

Even among Svetambara teach A- , . . . . l s-
ers, c. Hemacandra s position 1s 111 a way nove , 1or 

-and that is remarkable-he establi h - • . . . · 
. . s es pramatJa-slup of contmuous cogmt10n by showmg 

that cogmt10n of an already-cognized- b' - - . ·~- . . · · 
0 ~ect (grh1ta-gral11-J1iana) 1s on a par with cogmt,on 

72. 'Grhitamagrhitam va svartham yadi v . . , _ _ ,, 
• V 1 10• 28 •. •p - t • - . _ Yavasyati / Tanna toke na sastresu vijahati pramal)atam / / 

-TS , • • • , raman aragrh1ta1tha k- ,. - - h -
. , • k t' - // , TSV • pra as1tvarp prapahcatah / Pramanyam ca grhllart agra-h ,tve p1 a ,rnncana - , l. 11 94 . 'G h- - • , · · - • - -

- - 1 k ··nansyaivam labh • • • ' r itagrahal)at tatra na smr1escet pramai:iata / Dhur-
ava iya ~av1J • yeta kena sa //' TSV 1 13 15 - I 

-d· - • -tah pramanapr 1- • , • • • ; 'Nanvevomapi pramal)asamp av-ava 1vyagi,a . . a 1panne' rthc - - . . . . ... , 
db l - tatpravrtterapyabh _ prama!].antarprattpattmtyacodyam. Arthapancch1tt1v1se~-

asa .rnve • Yuagamat p th - . - - ., 
d - m pram-a -a t • ra amapramanaprahpanne hi vastunyakarav1sesam 1· yamana n n aram ·• - • • · 

pra ,pa _ _11: ___ • ' apurvarthameva vrkso nyagrodha ityadival' -PKM, p l 6. 
73 ·y ad orlntagra 1 Jnanam na tatprama _ • • . . • __ 

• • "'· - k • ddh !].am, yatha smrt1 h, grh1tagrahi ca pratyaksaprsthabhav1 
'.'iblpa iti vyapa av1ru opalabddi~.' -TSP, k, 1298: • • • • .. 
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of a to-be-cognized-object (grahi§yamli1Ja-grlihi-jnlina) (so that if the former is no pramlilJa 
the latter should follow suit). 

(PMT, pp. 11-14; DC I, pp; 163-66) 

7. IS RECOGNITION ( pratyabhijnli) A PRAM.ANA? 

In connection \Vith the problem of recognition philosophers have held divergent views 
on two points, viz. as to whether it is pram'ii.1Ja and as to its nature. The Buddhist 
tradition treats recognition as no pramlilJa, for, being an advocate of momentariness 
(k~a1Jikavada), it dismisses as unreal all permanence (sthiratva) which is what is supposed to 
constitute the object of recognition. On its showing, cognition of (alleged) permanence, 
being in fact cognition of mere similarity, is illusory. '14 But philosophers belonging to the 
two non-Buddhist traditions-i. e. Jaina and Vedicist-agree in treating recognition as 
pramlilJa. It is on the basis of prama,.ia-ship of recognition that these philosophers refute the 
Buddhist doctrine of momentariness (k~a~iabha,iga) and defend ( the reality of) permanence 
(nityatva, sthiratva). Unlike the Vedicist traditions such as Nyaya, Vaise~ika, etc., the Jaina 
tradition does not believe in the reality of absolute permanence (eklinta-nityatva), that is, 
of permanence-without-change (ku{astha-11ityatva) ; but since it does believe in the reality 
of permanence-in-the-midst-of-the-successively-emerging (-and-perishing) states it too is in 
favour of attributing prama1Ja-ship to recognition. 

As to the nature of recognition, there are three main views, viz. the Buddhist, the Vedi­
cist, :ind the Jaina. According to the Buddhist view, wh:it is called "recognition" is not one 
single piece of cognition but a combination of two pieces of cognition, viz. memory and per­
ception, given one name. 7 5 [The alleged one object of recognition has an element of 'that' and 
an element of 'this'. Of these] the element of 'that', being something past atita and hence open 
only to non-perceptual cognition (parok~a), here becomes an object of memory and can never 
become an object of perception, while, on the other hand, the element of 'this', being some­
thing present (vartama.na/, here becomes an obj.!ct of perception and can never become an 
object of non-perceptual cognition. As again st this Buddhist view according to which recogni­
tion is a combination of two pieces of cognition differing from each other in that the object 
of one of them is perceptible (pratyak~a) and that of the other non perceptible (parok~a), the 
Vedicist systems like Nyaya, Mimaiµsa, etc. maintain that recognition is one single piece 
of cognition of the nature of perception, and not a combination of two pieces of cognition, 
one perceptual and the other mnemic. (According to these Vedicist systems), there is no 
doubt a general rule ( slimlinya niyama) to the effect that the object of sense-perception 
must be a present entity, but an exception to this rule has to be allowed when certain 
particular causal aggregate (slimagri-vise~adasli) obtains there. Thus while seeking to justify 
(upapiidana) the perceptual character of recognition, Vacaspatimi~ra says that sense-organs, 
which (generally) grasp only present entities, succeed in producing recognition, because with 

74. PV, 3. 501-2 ; TS, k. 447. 
75. • .... tasmad dve ete jii:ine sa iti smarai:iam ayam ityai:iubhava!J,' -NM, p. 44V. 
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impressions (samsklira} or memory acting as an accessory, they become competent to grasp a 
present-entity-a~-qualified-by-a-past-state (ati tlivast!ziivisi~!a-vartamiinagriihin). 7 6 J ayanta 
follows this statement of Vacaspati and also adduces a new argument. Thus he says that 
in the wake of perception had by a sense-organ-assisted-by-memory (smara1Ja-salwlo:ta 
-indriya-janya pratyak~a) there arises a mental cognitio~ (miinasa jniina) which i_s _ c~lle,d 
'recognition'. 77 In this statement of Jayanta seems to he the seed of the later Naiyay1ka s 
thesis on extra-ordinary ( alaukika) perception. 

Jaina logicians do not agree with the Buddhist in maintaining that recognition is but a 
combination of two (independent) pieces of cognition, nor do they agree with the Naiyayika 
etc. in regarding recognition as but a variety of sense-perception. With them recognition 
is a type of non-perceptual cognition (parok~a jnana), and they are of the view that in the 
wake of sense-perception and memory, there arises a mental cognition of a sui generis 
(vijiitiya) type that takes cognizance of two-entities-as-somehow-related-to-each-other 
(sankalanatmaka jnana) ; it is this mental cognition which they call 'recognition'. This 
ruling of Akalanka (given in Laghi., 3. 1 ff.), which is essentially akin to Jayanta's thesis 
on mental cognition, has been accepted by Jaina logicians without a voice of dissent. 
Admitting recognition to be of the nature that accords with this ruling ( of Akalanka), Ac. 
Hemacandra refutes the rival views and defends his. 

Mimaiµsakas (SV, Su. 4, SI. 232-37), Naiyayikas (NS, I. 1. 6) etc. consider upamiina 
(i. e. Analogy) to be an independent type of pramli1Ja supposed to take cognizance of 
similarities and dissimilarities. Again, these philosophers are of the view that many a rela 
tive (sapratiyogika) cognition-e. g. cognition of longness (dirghatva), shortness hrasvai1•a, 
etc.-is but perceptual. Jaina logicians have, unanimously and since the very beginning, 
treated all these (i. e. similarty, dissimilarity, longness, shortness, etc.) as specific objects of 
"recognition" which is with them an independent pramli1Ja and a subspecies of matijncma. 7 8 

(PMT, 75-76; DC I, 170-71) 

8. THE JAINA CLASSIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE 

The problem_ of knowledge has been treated in the Jaina tradition in two ways, viz. 
that based on the Agamic classification, and that based on the logical classification. The 
treatment where knowledge is divided into mati sruta etc. is the one based on the Agamic 
classification, the treatment where it is divided i;to pr~mlinas like perception etc. is the one 
b_ased on the logical classification. An unmixed instance. of the first type of treatment is 
A vasyaka-niryukti, an unmixed instance of the second type is Nyiiyo.vatiira. 

Tl~ old and original treatment of knowledge in the Jaina tradition is the one based 
on the Agamic classification ; it is not yet possible to ~ay with certainty as to ,vho first 

76. Tatp., p. J39. 

77. 'Evaf!l purvajnanavise~itasya stambhadervise~aryamatitak~a1)avi~aya iti manasi pratyabhijnii.' 
-Nivl, p. 461. 

78. Matijiicma is the technical name for one of the five types of knowledge admitted by Jaina Agamas.-Tr 
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introduced in thi.s tradition the treatment based on the logical classificati.on. Sthiiniifzga 
and Bhagavati are two among the eleven A1igas supposed to be composed by Ga1,1adharas, 
and they are certainly old also. But even though these texts contain clear mention of the 
logical. classification 'g there seems to be no difficulty in conjecturing that this mention 
has been inserted there in Sthiiniinga and Bhagm•ati some time after Bhadrabahu, the 
author of Niryuktis; for .Avasyaka-niryukti, which is supposed to be a composition by 
Bhadrabahu and where the very start is made with a discussion on knowledge, accepts 
the Agamic classification but does not even mention the logical classification. It appears 
that till the time of Niryuktis the Jaina teachers discussed the problem of knowledge 
basing themselves on the Agamic classification but were not entirely ignorant of the 
discussion on pramii~zas going on in the other traditions. Not only that, as and when 
occasion arose, they even employed (with amendments if need be) the prama,.w methodology 
(prama~zasaili) of those other traditions. Thus in Dasavaikiilika-niryukti supposed to be 
a composition of Bhadrabhau, we get a discussion on infernce-for-others (pariirthiinumana) 
where the stand taken on the question c-f the number of steps in an inference--of-others 
(pariirthiinumiiniivayava) is altogether different from that of the other traditions (Giithli 50). 

Aryarak~ita, who was Brahmin by birth and had become a Jaina monk after having 
studied Brahmanical texts, seems to be the first to have adopted, in his Anuyogadi•'lira 
(p. 211), the fourfold classification of pramii~ws into pratyak~a (i. e. perception), anumiina 
(i. e. inference) etc.-a classification already accepted in Gautama's system (NS, I. 1. 3.) It 
cannot be said with certainty as to whether the twofold classification of pramii~ias into 
pratyak~a (i. e. perceptual knowledge) and parok~a (i. e. non-perceptual knowledge) which 
Umasvati adopts in his Tattvarthasiitra (1. I 0-12) is his own or one belonging to an earlier 
teacher. It seems that at the time when Agamas were edited (sa,ikalanli) portions containing 
the fourfold classification of pramii,.zas as also those containing the twofold classification, 
found entrance in Sthiinliilga and Bhagavati. However, even though both these classifications 
had found place in the Agamic texts, the Jaina teachers chiefly gave special thought to the 
twofold classification. The obvious reason for this is that the fourfold classification really 
belongs to the Nyaya system-and is therefore referred to by Umasvati as a nayav'iidiintara 
( Tattviirthabhii~ya, 1. 6)-while the twofold classification is the Jaina teachers' own. This is 
why all Jaina texts on Logic base their treatment of jniina and pramlifJ~ on this twofold 
classification. And that precisely is the reason for Ac. Hemacandra's adoption of the 
twofold classification. 

Under the influence of the logical systems of philosophy like the Nyaya-Vai~e~ika etc., 
the Buddhist monks had long since left the field assigned to them by Pi{akas (pi(akocita­
maryiidli) and had entered the arena of debate and of the logical treatment of pramlifJOS 
(that goes with debate). Gradually, the Jaina monks too could not remain immune from 

79. 'Duvihe niiQe paQQatte-taJ!l jaha-paccakkhe. ceva parokkhe ceva., -Sthanangasiitra, 2, P· 49A. 
'Ahava heii cauvvihe parp. tarp. paccakkhe, aQumai:ie, ovamme, agame. -Sthanai1ga, 4, P-25~· 
'Se ki'!I tarp pamaQe? Pa~arye ca,uvvihe paryQatte, ta111 jaha-paccakkhe ........ jah1i aQuoga<lare 
taha i:ieyavvarp.' -Bhagavat1~iitra, S 5, U 3, Part JI, p. 211. 
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the influence of this logical treatment undertaken by the Vedicist and Buddhist philo~o­
phers. Hence it was that Jaina teachers undertook a classification of pramli.1Jas basm_g 
themselves on the classification of jnana that had been handed down to them by thetr 
tradition ; and on the question of this classification-of-prama~ws of their~, they e:en e_ntered 
into discussion with the teachers of rival persuasions. Although Aryarak~1ta, m the 
course of his classification of prama,.zas, had already clearly pointed out that matijniina 
comes under indriya-pratyak!fa (i. e. sense-perception) and srutajnlina under iigama (i. e. 
verbal testimony), the Jaina authors on Scriptural and logical topics were constantly 
faced with the question as to whether anumana (i. e. inference) 1 upamana (i. e. analogy), 
arthapatti (i, e. implication), etc., which the various other traditions accepted as prama~ws, 
are or are not pram"iilJas in the eyes of the Jaina tradition. And if anumana etc. are 
pramii1Jas why is it that they are not independently treated (by the Jainas) or shown to be 
falling under some independently treated pramli.1Ja ? To this question an answer seems to 
have come for the first time from Umasvati (Tattvli.rthabhii!fya, 1. 12) who suggested that 
anumli.na etc., which are pramli1Jas according to the other traditions, fall either under 
mati or under srutra, that is, under one of the parok!fa (i.e. non-perceptual) prama1.7as. It 
is this answer of Umasvati that Piijyapdaa literally adopts (Sarvarthasiddhi, 1. 12). 

The Jaina tradition had come to specially pref er the twofold classification rather 
than the fourfold, and this was all for the good. Thus Nandisutra undertook a detailed 
treatment of the problem of knowledge basing iLself on the twofold classification. However, 
though the basis of this treatment on the part of the author of Nandi was the twofold 
classification, he incorporated in this treatment two points also from Aryarak~ita 's 
treatment based on the fourfold classification. The first point is that sensory knowledge, 
which is what commonsense understands by pratyak!fa and which the non-Jaina logicians 
~reat ~s pratyak!fa-prama,.w, is given the status of pramli.JJa even in the Jaina tradition, and 
lll domg so pratyak!fa is subdivided ( Nandisutra, 3) into two types, one covering (thc 
transcendental perception) avadhi etc. which Umasvati has treated as independent pram'ii!JaS 
and the other covering . · • f " ·1· _ sense-percepl1on. The second pomt taken by the author o Jvanc 1 
from Aryaraksita is th t h h - · I · 

, ·-- • . a w at t e other systems call agama prama,.ia 1s the same t 1111g 
as sruta1nana and ~s a subspecies of the parok!fa (i. e. non-perceptual) type of knowledge. 

Though the Agam·c t t . 1 · I 
• 1 rea ment of knowledge continued, the tendency to ogica 

argu~e~tatwn gradually gained ascendency in the Jaina line of thought. The result of 
all tl11s 1s Nyayavatara I • . .1 t , 

• . • n 1t we get a logical treatment of knowledge based on t 1e \\ 0 -fold class1fication of prc. - 1 . . . . -
_ • 1ma1Jas. ts chief aim 1s to offer an account of mference (anunwna, 

nya~a) _accordmg to the .Taina way of looking at things. Though the major part of Nyaya 
-vata~a ts concerned with the problem of offering an account of the subspecies of parok~a­
prama,p, we are not here told-as was done in the writings of the later teachers-that these 

a ·1d no more-are the b • ·' , • · 
-

1 
• _ ~u species of parolc!fa pramliJJa. Jinabhadra K~amasrama1p, m !us 

~olummous Bha~ya, logically incorporated in the twofold classification of prama~zas the 
Agamic fivefold classification of jnana, and by calling sense-perception "sa,rzvyavaharika 
pratyak.ya" (indiyamatJobhava,rz jarrz tarrz sarrzvavaha.rapaccak.lcharrz-Vise!fcivasyaka bhan1a, 
GZJ1.'1ii. 95) he also, for the first time,eliminated the discrepancy-pointed out by the anti-Jaina 



logicians-vitiating the twofo~d classification-made by Aryarak~ita and accepted by the 
author of Nandi-of pratyak~a into the sensory and the non-sensory. The discrepancy 
was as follows. When the Jaina system calls only that knowledge pratyak~a which is born 
of ak~a (i. e. litman) alone it becomes self-contradictory for it to call sensory perception 
pratyak~~a (for sense-perception is not born of 'iitman alone). However, K~amasrama1,rnji 
did all this, but did not tell us that these-and no more-are the subspecies of parok~a­
pramli~ia according to the Jaina tradition. 

Thus even though alongside with the Agamic treatment of knowledge (and with 
somewhat greater prominence than the Agamic treatment) the logical treatment of pram'ii~ia 
was also taking place in the Jaina tradition, the anti-Jaina logicians were pestering the 
Jaina with the questbn : Granting that anumlina, ligama, etc., which others treat as 
independent pramli~ws, are but subspecies of parok(fa-pramli~ia according to you, what 
precisely is the number of the subspecies of parok~a-pramo~za and what the definition 
of each? 

On the basis of the available literature it can doubtless be said that the question was 
first answered by Bha!Firaka Akalanka, and his answer is extremely clear-cut and definite. 
Akalanka, in his Laghiyastrayi, ao maintained that the five subspecies of parok~a-pramaJJa 
are ( i l a11um'ii11a (i. e. inference), ( ii ) r,ratyabhijna (i. e. recognition), ( iii ) smar01Ja (i. e. 
memory), ( iv ) tarka (i. e. knowle:Ige of invariable concomitance), and ( v ) 'iigama (i. e. 
verbal testimony) ; and he also clearly defined each of these sulJspecies. We see that this 
classific::ition offered by Akalanka solved all those problems which frequently arose in the 
course of the Agamic as well as the logical treatment of knowledge. The result was that all 
post-Akalati.ka logicians-Digambara as well as Svetambara-followed the path laid down 
by Akalanka, and composed more or less lengthy texts basing themselves on Akalati.ka's 
very words (or their equivalents) and developing his very ideas in this or that direction. 
Yafovijayaji, the greatest among the Jaina logicians (Jaina-rlirkika-milrdhanya), does the 
same. Here one thing has to be kept in mind. The same Akalanka who, by enumerating 
and defining the subspecies of parok~a-prama,.za, succeeds in giving a Jaina account of 
anumlina, arthlipatti, upamlina, etc. which are independent prama~zas according to the other 
traditions is also the author of Rajavartika ; however, in RliJavartika, while showing that 
these pram'ii~ws accepted by the other traditions fall under the recognized Jaina type1., 
Akala1ika follows, so to say, not the line of argument of Laghiyastrayi but that of 
Tatt1•lirthablzli~ya and Sarvarthasiddhi. Even then, Akala1ika's line is slightly different from 
that of Bhli~ya and Siddhi ( R'iijavartika, p. 54 \_ Akalanka has seen to it that his fivefold 
classification of parok.ya-pramli!Ja does not go against the synthesis worked out by the earlier 
teachers like Umasvati etc. while, at the same time, a meaning is given to the identification 
-made in Agama, Niryuktis etc.---of matijnlina with smrti smii'ria cinta abhinibodha. 81 

. ' ~ ' ' 

hO. 'Jnanamadya111 mati\1 sai'iji'ia cinta cabhinibodhanam / Prati.namayojanacche~am srutal1' sa~d~i~­
uyojanlit //' -Laghi. 3 1., Autocommentary 3 .1.: 'Siiriry.a-Akalati.kena vartikakarei:ia.' -Siddhivim­

scaya!ika, p. 254B. 
"th the set 'smrti, 81. Akalanka treats the set 'smrti, siijiia, ci11tu, abhinibodha' as synonymous w1 • 

pratyahhijiia, a1111111ana, tarka'.-Tr. I 
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1 • why Akalanka's classification of parok~~-pram~1.z_a and h!s 
All this goes to exp am. . . . d acce table to all Jama logicians. It 1s 
definition of each subspecies o~1t is upto th: ay d t P_n his Mimiimsii and makes the 
this very classification which Ac. Hemacan ra a op s 1 . 
basis of his treatment of the topic. 

(PMT, pp. 19-23; Not selected in DC) 

(ii) On Problems of Perception. 

9. THE NATURE OF PERCEPTION IN GENERAL 

Before considering other topics conn~cted with the problems of perception we muSt 
first be clear in our mind as to what was the definiendum with the ancient sages ( r~i) when 
they set to themselves the task of defining 'perception', that is, as to whether they regarded 
definition as applicable only to the cases of generated (janya) perception or-as was the case 
with the later-day Naiyayikas-as applicable to the cases of generated as well as of eter~al 
(nitya) perception. So far as we can see, no ancient authority---not even any of the ~yaya 
-Vaise~ika authors who are certainly no atheists---has offered a definition that apphes to 
generated as well as eternal perception. In all ancient basic texts (mulagrantha)---whether 

"tt b h • • • · ly of the wn en Y t eistic philosophers or by atheistic ones-account has been given on 
~enerated perception. That eternal perception is a possibility or that God---and He alone--­
is com~etent to h~ve _eternal perception, is not even indicated (sucana) in any ancient te~t. 8: 
As agai~st the Mima:rpsakas who sought to defend the authoritative character (prama,_iy ) 
of Vedlc texts, on the (alleged) ground that these texts are an impersonal ( apauru~eya) 
compos~t'.on, t_he ~yaya-Vaise~ika system no doubt argued that Vedic texts, bei~g a verba\ 
compo~ition_(sabdat~alca), are transient (anitya) and that therefore their authority reSlS no 
on tbeu bemg an impersonal composition but on their being a composition by some 
(competent) person. But none of the ancient Nyaya-Vaise~ika authors clearly mentions 
God as t~e 8:_Ulbor of the Vedas. These authors---adopting a procedure different from that 
of the Mimaiµsakas---established the authoritative character of Vedic texts on the ground 

82. VS, 3. 1. 18 ; Indriyarthasannikar~otpannamavyapadesyamavyabhicari vyavasliyatmakaJ11 pra~ak­
~am. -NS, I. I, 4; 'Prativi~ayadhyavasayo drstam.' -SK, s; Sankhyasutra, l. 89; Yogabha~ya, 
1. 7; 'Satsamprayoge puru~asyendriyanam ..... : • :. '-Jaiminisutra, I. 1. 4; • Atmendriyamano'rth~t 
sannikar~at pravartate / Vyakta tadiit~e ya buddhil;l pratyak~aqi sa nirupyate /j'-Carakasarphita, 
11. 20. 
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that these texts are composed by sages who are an authority (on the subject-matter 
concerned) ('apta-,:~i-pral'}ita) ; thus the answer of these authors to Buddhists, Jainas, etc. 
who disputed the authoritative character of the Vedas (Vediiprmii.iil'}yaviidin) consisted in 
arguing that the Vedas are an authoritative text because they are composed by sages who 
are an authority on the subject-matter concerned. 88 The later interpreters of the Nyaya 
system conceived God as the creator of the universe, the author of the Vedas, and the 
possessor of eternal knowledge, but none of the ancient Sutra-texts belonging to the Vedicist 
tradition either clearly establishes God's creatorship of the universe and His authorship 
of the Vedas or anywhere even mentions Him as the possessor of eternal knowledge. It 
is thus absolutely definite that all ancient definitions of perception are meant to be 
applicable only to the cases of generated perception. It is certain topics connected with 
this generated perception that we now proceed to consider :-

(I) EMPIRICAL ( laukika) AND TRANSCENDENTAL ( alaukika) PERCEPTION: 

Even though the thing sought to be defined in ancient times was generated perception, 
the fact remains that all philosophers barring the Carvakas divided this generated perception 
into two kinds, viz. empirical and transcendental. All these philosophers treat as empirical 
perception the perception---had either through sense-organs or through manas alone---of a 
present entity ; the transcendental perception is named differently in different systems. 
Thus in the Sankbya-Yoga, 84 Nyaya-Vaise~ika, 85 and Buddhist 86 systems the trans­
cendental perception is named yogi-pratyak~a (i. e. yogic perception) or yogi-jniina (i. e. 
yogic knowledge) and is supposed to be born as a result of competence acquired through 
yogic practices (yogajanya-siimarthya-Janita). The Mimatp.saka too, who is deadly opposed 
to the idea of omniscience (sarvajn atva)-particularly to the idea of perceptibility (lit. direct 
cognizability) of the transcendental merits and demerits (dharma-adharma-sakfatk'iira),-posits 

as a subsidiary (miga) to transcendental release (mok~a) a kind of self-cognition ('iitma-jniina) 

which is, really speaking, yogic or transcendental. 87 In Vedanta, it is witness-consciousness 
-of-the-form-of-God (lsvara-s'iik~i-caitanya) that stands for transcendental perception. In 
Jaina philosophy, the Agamic tradition insists that transcendental perception alone be 
treated as perception, 88 for according to this tradition, perception (pratyak~a) is exhypothesi 
something not born of sense-organs. Thus as a matter of fact, what the other philosophical 
systems treat as empirical perception is treated by the Agamic Jaina tradition as a case 
not of perception (pratyak~a) but of non-perceptual knowledege (parok~a).fH1 However, the 
logical tradition in Jaina philosophy divides perception into two kinds, designating as 
sa,r,vyavaharika pratyak~a what other systems call empirical perception and as p'iiramiirthika 

83. NS, 1. I. 7; ibid. 2. 1. 69; VS, 6. t. 1. 84. Yogasutra, 3. 54; SK, 64. 
85. VS, 9. 1 13-15. 86. NB, 1. 11. 
87. 'Sarvatraiva hi vijnanal!I sal!lskaratvena gamyate / Parangal!I ciitmavijiiiiniidanyatretyavadhiiral}iit //" 

-Tantraviirtika, p. 240. 
88. Tattvarthasiitra, 1. 22. 89, Tattvarthastitra, 1. 1 J. 

8 
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pratyak!a what they call transcendental perception. And the cause of pliramlJr~~!ka 
pratyakfa is, according to this tradition, /abdhi, i. e. special competence of ~oul (v1s1ua 
a.tma-sakti ), which is, i~ a way, but the Jaina counterpart of 'competence acquired through 
yogic powers' (yogaja dharma). ·, 1 , 

J .t l.: I' 

(2) CAN TRANSCENDENTAL PERCEPTION BE INDETERMINATE? 

The question next arises whether transcendental perception i~ ~~cl,q~i~-ely indetermi'.rn~e, 
or exclusively determinate, or both indeterminate anq. determinate. There is no unanumty 
in answering this question. According to the _Buddqist lo,gici~H1s and the adherents of 
Sankarite Vedanta, go transcendental perception has to be b_ut indeterminate, and never 
determinate. Ramanuja g 1 holds a diametrically opposite vi(?yv, viz, that all perception, 
empirical as well as transceudent'.11, has to bi! but· determinat~ ~rid ~ever indeterminate. g!l 

The other Vedicist traditions like Nyaya-Vaise~ika etc. seem .to be of the view that 
transcendental perception may be either indeterminate or determinate. We say "seem to 
be" because the staunch Naiyayika Bhasarvajiia (in NSa, ·p. 4) has clearly spoken of the 
two sorts of yogic perception, viz. indeterminate -and deterttrinate,-notwithstanding the fac: 
that old texts like Ka!Jli.dasutra and Prasastapadahha:yya contain no clear indication to 
that effect. According to the Jaina tradition, transcendental (h.:p'iiramarthika) perception is 
of both sorts, indeterminate as well as determinate. For the Jaina's avadhi-darsana and 
Kevalli.darsana, both of which are of the nature of 'cogrliti6n of the general, i. e. of mere 
existence' (samii.nya-bodha), are indeterminate transcendental perception, while his avadhi­
jnii.na, mana~paryii.ya-jnii.na, and kel'a/~1-jnii.na, all of which are of the nature of 'cognition 
of the specific, i. e. of particulars' (vise?a-bodha), are determinate transcendental perception. 

(3) WHAT lS THE DETERMINANT (niyZi?1aka) OF PERCEPTION-SHIP (pratyak?atval 

The question next arises as to what element (tattva) is the determinant of perception 
-ship, that is, as to what is that on account of which a piece of cognition (hodha, jnana) is 
called '~erception'. This question too has not been answered unanimously. According 
to neo-Sankarite-Vedanta (navya-Sa,ikara-Vedanta), the determinant of perception-ship is 
that type of non-distinction (abheda) between consciousness-of-the-form-of-pramii!Ja (pram'iilia 
-caitanya) and consiousness-of-the-forrn-of-object ( vi!aya-caitanya ) which Vedantaparibha~a 

90. 
91. 
92. 

Indian Psychology : Perception, p. 352. 

'Atal,1 pr~~~ak~asya kad~cidapi na nirvisesavi~ayatvam.'-Sribhli~ya, p. 21. 
As Pand1tJ1 now recognizes this f I • . - - • . · d · . ' ormu at1on needs correction. Rama:1uJa posits both the m eterm1-
nate and ddermmate f.orts of perc t' h . . · 

' • ep 1011, t ough he IS of the view that the former type takes cognizance 
of 'existence' plus a fewer numb f . . . h t 

• er O particulars ( of the obJect concerned ) while the latter t a 
of 'existence'. plus a large __ number of particulars. That is to say, Ramlinuja is not of the view 
that indetermmate percepuon takes cognizance of mere 'existence' ( of the object concerned). 
T • • • J y ·n the next Note R- - · 

n1s IS w 1 1 amanuJa is not included among those who deny indeterminate 
perception. -Tr. 
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(p. 23) describes in details. According to the Nyaya-Vai,e~ika, Sihikbya-Yoga, Buddhist, 
and Mimatpsa systems, the determinant of perception-ship is the fact of having been born 
of a contact (san11ikar~a), that is, whatever (cognition) is born of a contact-empirical or 
or transcendental-is perception. In the Jaina system, two things have been regarded as 
determinant of perception-ship ; thus according to the Agamic tradition this determinant 
is the fact of being dependent (for its birth) on soul alone (atma-matra-slipek~atva) (Sarvlirth­
asiddhi, I. 12.) while according to the logical tradition, an additional determinant is the fact 
of having been born of sense-organs and manas (i11driya-ma110-janyatva) (PramlitJamimliftZsli, 
1. 20.) Really speaking, the logical Jaina tradition follows the Vedicist systems like 
Nyaya-Vai~e~ika etc. 

( 4 ) POSSIBLE TYPES OF PERCEPTION : 

The question arises as to whether perception is only of the indeterminate type or it 
can also be of the determinate type. In answer to it the Buddhist submits that percep­
tion can be only of the indeterminate type. The remaining systems are, however, of the 
view that perception can possibly be of both types, indeterminate as well as determinate. gS 

( 5) A DEFINITION COMMON TO BOTH THE GENERATED AND ETERNAL 

TYPES OF PERCEPTION : 

Uptil now, the philosophers, while defining perception, used to keep in view only 
the cases of generated perception ; but in medieval times, i. e. after the Nyaya-Vai~e~ika 
system clearly made room for God in the shape of the creator of the universe and the 
author of the Vedas, Divine perception came to be regarded as an eternal verity, al'ld hence 
there arose for the theistic philosopher the problem of formulating a definition common 
to the generated and eternal types of perception. The first attempt at formulating such a 
common definition seems to have been made by Bhasarvajiia ; for he defines perception 
(pratyak~a) as "right non-indirect (i. e. direct) cognition" ( samyagaparok~iinubhava) (NSa, p. 
2) a definition applicable to the cases of generated as well as of eternal perception. Like-

' I 
wise, Salikanatha, the follower of Prabbakara, when he characterized perception as "diret 
awareness" (sak~lit-pratiti) (PP, p. 51), was only offering an alternative definition of percep­
tion that will cover the sensuous (indriya-janya) perception of external objects as also the non 
-sensuous (indriya-ajanya) percepti~n of soul and of cognition (PP, p. 51.) Bhasarvajna's 
phrase "aparok~anubhava" and Salikanatha's "sak~atpratiti" were elucidated in a new 
terminology by the neo-Naiyayikas when they offered as a definition common to the 
generated as well as eternal types of perception the phrase "a piece of cognition not having 
a piece of cognition for its kara1J,a (i. e. instrumental cause)" (Muktavali, p. 52). Jaina 
logicians too were faced with the problem of formulating a common definition of 
perception. Of course, since the Jaina is no believer in eternal perception, the problem 
for him was not one of formulating a definition common to the generated and eternal types 

93. For a more precise treatment of the problem see the next Note.-Tr. 
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of perception ; his problem rather was one of formulating a definition common to the 
empirical ( sii,rzvyavaharika ) and transcendental ( pa.ram'iirthika ) types of perception. 
The problem seems to have been tackled for the first time by Siddhasena Divakara, for 
by characterizing perception as "cognition of a non-indirect. (. ii~ e; ;direct) type" ( aparok~a 

jrili.na ) he has turned "non-indirect cognizability" into a ,definition-that is common to the 
empirical as well as transcendental types of perception· ( !jA,.4. ) . . _ We cannot be definite 
whether Bhasarvajna's employment of the word "aparok~t1",jn,his definition of perception 
is or is not influenced by the similar practice on the part of Siddhasena ; what is certian 
is thai within the Jaina fold Siddhasena is the foundecof_the tradition'of defining perception 
in general as "non-indirect cognition". 

( 6) ELIMINATION OF DEFECTS:· 

Siddhasena no doubt defined perception in general as "non-indirect cognition", but 
this definition suffers from a defect that cannot remain concealed. from an acute-minded logi­
cian. The question is : If perception stands for "non➔indirect cognition", what does "indir­
ect cognition", stand for? To say that indireet cognition,stands for non-perceptual (a-pra­
tyak~a, pratyak~a-bhinna) cognition will be to commit the fallacy of 'mutual dependence' 
( anyony'iisraya). g 4 The first attempt in the direction of removing this defect and elucidating 
the nature of "non-indirectness" ( aparoksatva) seems to have been made by Bhaqaraka 
Akalaiika. For in crystal-clear words he d;clared that a cognition which is lucid ( visada ) 
is perception ( Laghi. 1. 3 ). This declaration , did two things : it contained a general 
definition of perception and at the same time it remo~ed the 'mutual dependence' above. 
pointed out. For now perception was not defined.,'in terms of 'non-indirectness' which 
stands in need of a prior definition of "indirectnes&',< Not only that, Akalati.ka's skill in 
;~r~ulating definitions ( /'iik~alJ.ikata ) also unfolded .. ( 1sp/w[~ _t the meaning of the t~rm 

vazsadya" ( i. e. lucidity )-what is more a meaning that applies to ,empirical perception 
as also_ to transcendental perception. ,, ; aisadya ( i. e. lucidity )", he says, "consists in 
gen~ratmg a type of objective awareness ( pratibh'iisa ) that is distinct from that generated 
by mference. ~tc." ( Laghi., l, 4 j This attempt on Akalaiika's part at formula tin~ a 
ge~e~al derymt1on of perception and at unfolding its meaning found reflection in all Jama 
logicians-Svetambara and Digambara-who came after him. Some of them substituted the 
word "visada" by "spa~[a" (e.g. PNT, 2. 2 ), others retained it (e.g. P!f, 2. 3 ). 

As on s~ many others, so also on the question of defining perception, Ac., He~acand~a 
~o11ows A~alanka, so much so that he has even retained the latter's word "visada and his 
rnterpretation thereof. The fact of the matter is that Akalati.ka's defintion has become so 
deep-rooted that even the most modern logician Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji, when he defines 
perception, bases himself on the same. 

( PMT, pp. 132-35 ; DC I, pp. 155-59 ) 

94. The idea is that you cannot first define perception as 'non-indirect cognition' and t~,:~ de~ne 
indirect cognition as 'non-perceptual cognition'. However, the ide11tifica1ion of parokfa-1n,ana with 
apratyak~a-jli[ma is not at all invalid, and that is why we have elsewhere transltaed parok~r.­
jiii'i:ia' as 'non-perceptual cognition' .-Tr. 



10. THE NATURE OF. INDETERMINATE PERCEPTION 
. ·~ - ..... 
,. J, 

The three following meanings of the word "darsana" are current- in all traditions:-
(i ) visual perception ( e. g. ghafa-darsana=visual perception of jar ), ( i~ ) direct cognition 
( e. g. litma-darsana - direct cognition of soul), ( iii ) a system of philos.qphy following a 
particular tradition ( e. g. Nyliya-darsana- Nyaya system of philosophy; Slil}khya-darsana 
= Saitkhya system of philosophy). But two meanings of this word are peculiar to the Jaina 
tradition and are to be found in no other ; they are ( i ) faith ( sraddhana ) an,d ( ii ) 
cognition of the general ( s'iimlinya-bodha ) or bare cognition ( lilocana-mlitra ). g~ 1'lius 
in Jaina Scriptures faith-in-truth (tattvasraddhli ) is called darsana ; see, for exampl~, 
Tattviirthasraddh'iina1r samyagdarsanam. (Taftl•lirthasutra, 1. 2). Likewise, the cognition 
(bodha) of a thing's bare-existenc-without-any-particulars (nirvise~asattlimlitra) is also called 
darsana ; see, for example, Vi~aya-vi~ayisanniplitlinantarasamudblzutasattlimlitragocaradarsa­
niit. (PNT, 2. 7) In this way, there are, in all, five meanings of the word 'darsana', and we 
presently intend to consider the fifth of these meanings. viz. cognition of the general 
(siimlinya-bodlw). Here six points deserve consideration : 

( 1 ) ITS EXISTENCE ( astitva ) : 

The existence of a type of cognition where a thing's bare-existence (lit. self-nature) 
-without-any-particulars (nirvise~a1Jasvarupam'iitra) is revealed (bhlisita) is accepted, under one 
name or another, by all the traditions except three. That 'cognition of the general' which 
the Jaina calls 'darsana' is called 'nirvikalpaka' or 'iilocanam'iitra' by the Nyaya-Vaise~ika, 
Sankhya-Yoga, and the Purva as well as Uttara Mimaxpsa. The Buddhist tradition, too 
adopts for it the name "nirvikalpaka". Thus all these traditions agree in maintaining 
that all cognitive process (jnZina-vylipara) invariably (aniv'iirya-rupe1Ja) takes its rise in a 
cognition which grasps the bare existence (sanmiitrasvarupa) of the object concerned, but 
where nothing is revealed in the form of a qualifier or a qualificand (vise~ya-vise~a1Ja-rupe1Ja 
bhasita). But the two Vedantist traditions of Madhva and Vellabha as also a third tradition 

95. When we say that the word ·darsa11a' stands, in the Jaina tradition, for bare cognition or 
,1 /ocana ( also called 'anakara upaJ•oga' ) we are keeping in view the very much well known stand 
taken by b~th the Svetambara and Digambara traditions. Otherwise, the word is used in_ ~he 
two traditions in many other senses as weil. For example, on one view,_ a piece of cogmtion 
( bodha) arising directly, that is, without requiring a probans ( /ihga ), is anakor~~:dh~ or 
darsana while that arising through the instrumentality of a probans is sakara-bodha or 1110110 , o_n 
another view, a piece of cognition grasping only the present entities ( vartamanamlitragr_iihi::.,~ 18 

darsana while that grasping the present, past. as well as future entities ( traikalikagriihin) is 1nana 

( Tattrarthablrii.Hatikii 2. 9); finally, the Digambarite commentary ( on Sa(khaTJ<Jagoma) 
• • • ' - /okono) 

Dhava/a also adopts the view that a piece of cognition grasping only soul ( iitmamiitrava . . 
I b• t ( b h h k , ) • ·~ - This third view is is darsana while that grasping externa o JeC s a yart apra asa is 1na11a. 

· - - / - · d , commetary on mentioned in Brhaddravyasangraha{1ki'i ( Gat 1a, 44) as also m Abhayacan ra s 

Laghi., 1. 5. 
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of Bhartrhari and the grammarians preceding him96 do not admit the existence of 'cognition 
of the genral'. anywhere in the course of cognitive process. According to all these three 
traditions, a piece of cognition that is revelatory of no particulars (vise~a) and of no relation 
of a qualifier to its qualificand (vise~ya-vise~a1Ja-bhliva) is an impossibility ; thus on their 
showing, even in its most initial stage (prlitlzamikadaslipanna) ·a piece of cognition brings 
to light some particular or other even if a mere gross (sthula) one, and from this they 
conclude that all cognition whatsoever is determinate. And by indeterminate cognition 
they only understand the cognition which reveals comparatively fewer particulars (and not 
one which reveals no particulars). Of these three·· traditions which regard all cognition 
as determinate, the grammarian's seems to be the oldest, and maybe Madhva and Vallabha 
simply took it up from Bhartrhari. 

( 2) ITS DIVISION INTO THE EMPIRICAL AND THE TRANSCENDENTAL 
( !liukikli[aukikatli ) : 

~11- the _traditions which posit indeterminate cognition agree in admitting the existence 
of ernpmcal mdeterminate cognition, that is of indeterminate cognition born of sense-object 
cont~ct, but the question is whether they also admit the existence of transcendental inde­
termI_n_ate cognition. Both the Jaina and Buddhist traditions posit a type of indeterminate 
cog~Itlon which arises independently of sense-object contact and on account of yoga or 
special competence of a s 1 ( •, • - , • • • • . . . ou VISlHa-atma-sakti). Such a transcendental indeterminate 
cogdmktlon IS known as yogi-sa,rzvedana in the Buddhist tradition and as avadhi-darsana 
an evala-darsana in the J • d" . _ . , . 
P - _ _ _ ama tra 1t1on. The Nyaya-Va1ses1ka, Sati.khya-Yoga, and 

urva-m1mamsa syste d • . . : -d f • . . ms a m1t the existence of yogms of various grades (vividha kak~a) 
an o a yog1c transcend t 1 • • . inc . en a cognition on their part ; hence there seems to be no 

ongrmty (badhaka) in su • • h -tal ind t . rmismg t at these systems too admit the existence of transcenden 
e erm1nate cognition A d "f . . • system h . . • n 1 this surmise be correct we can say that whichever 

as posited mdeterm· t • . • • · d indeterminat . . ma e cogmt1on has mamtamed that both determmate an 
e cognition may be either empirical or transcendental. 

( 3 ) NATURE OF ITS OBJECT ( vi~ayasvarupa) : 
All advocates of indete • . . 

existence (sattlim-t ) ,. . rmmate cogmt10n hold that indeterminate cognition has bare 
a ra 1or its obJ. t b h • h' exitence (sattli) H . . ec , ut t ey are not unammous as to the nature oft ts 

• enceitisth td'ft 
object (visaya) to b ~ 1 erent systems happen to hold differnt views as to the 

• e grasped (grah ) b • d . . . dh' 
tradition 'existe ; ( ya Y m etermmate cogmtton. According to the Bud 1st 

' nee sattva) stand f h 
ritva) and can bdong only to s or t e capacity to perform a function (arthakriyaka-
according to Sati.karite Vedant~~entary particular (k~a1Jikavyaktimlitraparyavasita), while 

B h h. h . . h a, It IS the continuous (akhanda), ubiquitous (sarvavylipaka) 
ra man, w 1c 1s ne1t er lim't d. , • • 

I t . f h f . 1 e lll space (desa-baddha) nor limited in time (klila-baddha), 
t rn 1s o t e nature o ex1sten ( . , _ _ _ _ ce sattva-svarupa). Accordmg to the Nyaya-Vaisesika and 
Purva-mirnaqisa 5Ystems, 'existence' (sattli) stands for mere being (astitva-mlitra) ~nd is of 

96. Indian Psychology: Perception, pp, 52-54. 
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the nature of a universal ~Jlitisvariipa),that is, som~thing diffe~ent from the 'existence' posited 
either in Buddhism or in Vedanta. In the Saiil,chya-Yoga and Jaina systems, existence 
( sattci) is neither confined to a momentary particular, nor is of the nature _pf Brahman or of 
the nature of a universal. Smee these three traditions preach the dootri~e of permanence 
-in-change (pari~1Zimi-11ityatva-vadin), existence (sattii) is, according to them a,ll, of the nature 
of origin-cum-destruction-cum-permanence (utp'iida-vyaya-d/Jrauvya-svariipa). -~e that as it 
may, the fact is undisputed tliat all advocates of indeterminate cognition tr~at bare 
existence as the object to be grasped by indeterminate cognition. 

( 4) ITS EXCLUSIVELY PERCEPTUAL CHARACTER 
( m'iitrapratyaksa-riipa) : 

A type of cognition may be either perceptual (pratyak!ja) or non-perceptual (parok!ja) 

in character ; for example, determinat~ cognition is of this type, that is, it is either 
perceptual or non-perceptual in character. But all advocates of indeterminate cognition 
are of the view that indeterminate cognition is exclusively perceptual in character. Nobody 
says that a piece of indeterminate cognition may possibly be non-perceptual in character ; 
for a piece of indeterminate cognition, whether empirical or transcendental, since its 
origination (utpatti) is not mediated by (vyavahita; dependent on) another piece of cognition, 
is a cognition of direct-and hence perceptual-character. However, the Jaina tradition 
should be taken as maintaining that indeterminate cognition (darsana) can possibly be 
non-perceptual (parok:ja) in character ; for even though the (later) Jaina logicians have 
chosen to call the really non-perceptual (parok:ja) mati-jn lina an ''empirically perceptual 
cognition" (san:zvyavaharika pratyak!ja) and are, to that extent, justified in likewise attribut­
ing the name "empirically perceptual cognition" also to that darsana (i. e. indeterminate 
cognition) which constitutes the starting-point of the mati-jn'iina-process, the fact remains 
that the old Agamic tradition-which is innocent of the distinction between a real 
(param'iirthika) and an empirical (s'ii1rvyavah'iirika) perception, and whose typical representa­
tive is Tattv'iirthasutra I. 11-treats mati:fiilina as exclusively non-perceptual (parok!ja-matra) 

in character. Thus according to the (old Agamic) Jaina tradition, sensuous indeterminate 
cognition (indriyaja,tya darsana) is non-perceptual (parok!ja)-and not perceptual (pratyak!ja 

-in character. To sum up, following a particular (i.e. old Agamic) convention adopted by 
the Jaina logicians, one may say that indeterminate cognition (darsana) can possibly be 
either perceptual (pratyak§a) or non-perceptual (parok§a) in character. So far as the avadhi 

and lcevala types of indeterminate cognition ( darsana) are concerned, they are exclusively 
perceptual in character (m'iitra-pratyak!ja) ; on the other hand, the sensuous type of 
indeterminate cognition (indriyajanya darsana) is (really) non-perceptual but empirically 
perceptual. Nevertheless, acccording to the (strict) Agamic tradition, the sensuous type 
of indeterminate cognition is exclusively non-perceptual in character ( kevala parok!ja) while 
the non-sensuous ( indriya-nirapek~a) types of indeterminate cognition, i. ~- pieces of 
indeterminate cognition of the types avadhi etc., are exclusively perceptual (kevala 
pratyak-!ja). 
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( 5) ITS CAUSAL AGGREGATE ( utplidaka-slimagri): 

The causal aggregate of the empirical indeterminate cognition (/aukika-11irvikalpt1ka) 
-called slirr,.vyavahlirika darsana in the technical terminology of Jaina Logic-includes 
sense-object contact as also light etc. (in case needed). But transcendental indeterminate 
cognition ( alaukika-nirvikalpaka )-called pliramlirthika pratyak.sa in the technical terminology 
of Jaina Logic-originates on account of the special competence of a soul ( visi~ta-litma­
sakti ) and without requiring sense-object contact. Thus on the question of the causal 
aggregate of indeterminate cognition, there is no difference between the Jaina and non-Jaina 
traditions. Hewever, there is a peculiarity about the stand adopted by Sankarite Vedanta 
on this question. For according to it, the impartite (akha1Jef a ) cognition-concerning­
Braha~~n ( Br_ahmabodha) originating from ( the hearing of) the Great Utterances 
(Mahavakyas) hke 'Tattvamasi' (i. e. That art thou) is also of an indeterminate type. Thus 
words are here considered to be a possible cause of indeterminate cognition, a position not 
acceptable to other traditions. 

(6) ITS PRAM.A.NA-SHIP ( pramlitJya ) : 

Even the non-Jaina traditi· • h • h h • . ons are not unanimous on t e question w et er mdeter-
mmate cognition is prama Th . • d t . 1Ja. e Buddhist and Vedanta systems not only treat 
m e ermmate cognition as a -
chief (mukh a ) d p~ama~a but go to the extent of maintaining that it is the 
Nyaya-V ,; .k an" 1

the real (paramarthika) pramli1Ja. There is no unanimity within the 
a1ses1 a 10 d on the • 

According t~ th Id . . _question whether indeterminate cognition is pram"ii1Ja. 
by Sridh (_e O tradition, mdeterminate cognition is prama1Ja as has been made clear 

ara m Kand p 198) y, 
indeterminat . . ., . • ; tsvanatha too argues (in Kliriklivali, k. 134) that 

e cogmtion ts p - b . . 
(bhrama-bhi ) . rama ecause whatever 1s not a case of illusory cognition 

nna IS pramii But a· . . I 
indeterminate co •t· . • . accor mg to the new trad1t10n founded by Gangesa, 

gm ion ts ne1the - - . -of cognition is p. _ r prama nor aprama (1. e. no prama). For whether a piece 
iama or no prama • • h' . . d • d cognition presents th . is, m t ts trad1t10n, etermme by whether this 

considerations) (pr k-e ~bJ_ect concerned as qualified in this way or that (and by similar 
a aratad1-ghatita - - . . • 

it does not at all pr . . · pramatva-apramatva), while mdermmate cognition, since 
esent its obJect a 1.6 d . 

neither prama nor O _ s qua 1 e m some way or other (prakliratiidi-sunya) is 
o prama (Karikav 1· k 135) • ' and Sankhya-Y oga g 1 a 1, • • Smee on such matters the Purvamimamsa 

enera ly foll h ... , • 
should be taken as ado t· ow t e lead of the Nyaya-Vaise~ika, these former systems 

p tng on the t· h • d • the same type of views ' ques ion w ether m etermmate cognition is prama, 
. as have been d t d • h N - V ., "k •• particularly deserves nof . a op e m t e yaya- a1se~1 a tradition. What 

tee ts the stand . . . d" . 
In the Jaina traditi mamtamed by the Jama tra 1t10n on this question. 

on, the questi h h . d • • • . 
only after the advent of h on w et er m etermmate cogmt1on is pramii arose 
period, its approach to pr btl e Age ~f Logic-and not before. For in the preceding 

o ems (drst1) w 1 • 1 h. • • 1 -from the ethico-spiritual t d . • • • as exc usive y et ico-spintua lmatra ligamic) and 
• s an pomt th · • ' 

nition (da s' ) b e question does not at all arise whether indeterminate 
cog r anopayoga e called - - . 

d . t . f . . pramatJa or aprama1Ja. From this ethico-spiritual 
stan porn , a piece o cogmt1on wheth • d . , , er m etermmate (darsana) or determinate ( fif lina), 
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can be only right (samyak) or wrong (mithyii). Again, the rlghtness or wrongness of a 
cognition is here judged on the basis of spiritual considerations (o.dlzyatmikabhav'iinusiirin). 

Thus according to this standpoint, in case a person (atman) has reached at least the Fourth 
Stage in Spiritual Progress (caturtl,a gu7Jastlili11a), i. e. has attained right-hood (samyak.tva), 

all his cognition-whether pertaining to generalities or to particularities-are treated as right 
(samyak) and as conducive to transcendental release (mck~mnargarpa). Thus from this ethico­
spiritual standpoint, the indeterminate cognition of a person who is possessed of right-hood 
(samyaktva-yukta atman) is right vvhile that of a person who holds a wrong viewpoint 
(mithyli :r~(i-yukta) is wrong-so that even such indeterminate cognition as is ordinarily 
( vyavalilire) considered to be wrong, illusory, or contradicted, is right in case it occurs to a 
p::rson-possessed-of-righthood, while even such indeterminate cognition as is ordinarily 
considered to be non-illusory and uncontradicted is wrong, in case it occurs to a person­
holding-wrong-viewpoint. 97 

The above relativistic account ("iipek~ika var7Jana), presented from the ethico-spiritual 
standpoint, of rightness and wrongness of indeterminate cognition is based on the fact that 
Abhayadeva-the commentator of Smzmati-has treated indeterminate cognition as pramli!Ja, 
as also on the fact that Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji has told us that even doubt etc. are 
cases of right cognition when accompanied by a right viewpoint ( samyag-dr${i-yukta ). 

Otherwise, the old Agamic tradition-and one common to Svetambaras and Digambaras-is 
not of this view, for according to it all indeterminate cognition-whether of the visual 
( cak~u ) type, or the non-visual ( acak$u ) type, or of the a1•ad/Ji type-is just indeterminate 
cognition, that is to say, none of these indeterminate cognitions is here called either right 
or wrong or both right and wrong-unlike the determinate cognition ( jnana) of the mati, 

sruta, and avadhi types which are, each of them, divided into right one and wrong one. 
From this \VC arc to conclude that indeterminate cognition ( darsana upayoga ), since it is 
utterly formless . ( matra niriikiira ), cannot be conceived of either as accompanied-by-a­
right-viewpoint ( samyag-dr~! i-yuk ta ) or as accompanied-by-a-wrong-viewpoint ( mithyii­
dr~ti-yukta ). That is to say, ind>!terminate cognition-be it of the visual type, or of the 
non-visual type, or of the avadhi type-is just indeterminate cognition, and should not be 
called either right indeterminate cognition ( samyag-darsana ) or wrong indeterminate 
cognition ( mithya-darsana ). This is why all these types of indeterminate cognition are 
treated as mere indeterminate cognition in the First Stage of Spiritual Progress as in the 
Fourth Stage. The idea has been expressed by Gandhahasti Siddhasena as follows: 
"A tra yatMi sakaraddhaymri samya,imithyadr~tyorvise~a~z naivamasti darsane, anakaratve 
di•ayorapi tulyatviidityartha~1" .-Tatt1•artlzabhli,n·a[ika, 2. 9. 

This much about the Agamic ( i. e. ethico-spiritual) standpoint according to which 
Umasvati has divided cognitions into right and wrong ones. But with the advent of the 
Age of Logic there arose the question cf pramii-ship or otherwise of indeterminate cognition, 
------"-------------

97. ·Samyagdr~tisambandhinam sarµsayadinamapi jnanatvasya Mahab:1a~yakrta paribha~itatvat'­
Jnanabindu, p. 139B; Nandisutra, 41. 

9 
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and thought was given to this question not with spiritual considerations in view 
( lidhyatmikabhavanusarin ) but with objective considerations in view ( vi~ayanusarin )-as 
was already being done by the logicians belonging to the non-Jaina traditions. So now 
we have to consider the question whether the logical · Jaina tradition treats indeterminate 
cognition as prama1Ja or aprama1Ja or both. 

Even from the logical point of view there is no unanimity within the Jaina fold on 
the question whether indeterminate cognition is prama or otherwise. Generally speaking, 
all logicians-whether Svetambara or Digambara-place indeterminate cognition outside the 
sphere of pramal}as. For they all seek to refute the Buddhist contention that i:ldetcrminate 
cognition is prama1Ja, and they all insert in their respective definitions of prama,.w some 
word like 'nir1Jaya' (i.e. determination ) or 'jnlina',-a word standing for 'cognition of 
particulars' ( vise!fopayoga-bodhaka )-with a view to indicating that 'darsana' ( i. e. 
indeterminate cognition ), which stands for 'cognition of the general' ( ,<,limlinya-upayoga ), 
falls outside the purview of these definitions. gs Thus the logical tradition of not treating 
indeterminate cognition as pramal}a is common to both Svetambara and Digambara texts. 

Abhayadeva-the commentator of Sanmati-no doubt calls ( in Sanmati/ikli, p. 457 ) 
indeterminate cognition pram'li.lJa, but his statement should not be taktn as formulated 
from the logical point of view. For while commenting on an Agama-depcndent ( ligamZinu­

..,a,in) text like Sanmati, be keeps in view only the Agamic ( i.e. ethico-spiritual ) standpoint 

~nd1 agre~s to attribute the name 'prama~za• to right, indetermina~~ co1:.nition ~ samyag-
arsana)' but that he does not mean to treat indeterminate cogmtwn as prama,.za from 

the logical point of view, that is, on the basis of objective considerations, becomes clear 
from the context. 

Of course, there appears to be involved a self-contradiction in Upadhyaya 
Ya~ovijayaji's stand on the question of pramo.-ship or otherwise of indeterminate cogmt1on. 
Thus at one place he identifies i d t . ·1· with naiscayika avagraha that t II • h n e ermmate cogm wn d 1 o ows m t e wake of vyan1·aniiva"1·a/ g g d . ·t thus becomes a part an parce f h • "' 1a, an smce 1 . 0 t e mati-process it becomes a _ l"k . .1 If But at another place, viz. h" • . pramana I e mall I se . 
w Ile mt~rpretmg . Vadidevasuri's apho;ism on the definition of pramli1Ja, he says_ that 
the a?~onsm contarns the word 'jno.na' with a view to excluding darsana ( i. e. indeterrnmate 
cogmt10n) from the purview of pramanas ( Tarkabho.sa p. I ). Thus at one place his 
statement sugg t th • • · ' f -

• es s at mdeterminate cognition falls totally outside the sphere o. pran-WlJGS, 
while at another plac ·1 . . · f th t f 

e I suggests that indeterminate cogmt1on, bemg O e na ure 0 

~vagr~ha, . somehow falls within the sphere of pramZilJas. To us it appears that his 
mt_~nt10_n is somewhat different in this latter statement. For maybe he intends to say that 
naiscayzka ~v~graha-whi~h is 110 doubt a part and parcel of mati-is incapable of impelling­
to-or-restrammg-from-a:tton ( prav,:ui-niv,:tti-vyavah1lra-ak~ama ) and is therefore not to 
be counted as a pramalJa. And with this intention in mind he can maintain, without 
involving himself in a self-contradiction, that indeterminate cognition falls outside the 
sphere of pramli1Jas. 

98. Lagni. PKM, p. 8 ; PNT, 1. 2. 99. Tarkabha~a, p. 5 ; Jnanabindu, p. 138. 
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In Pramii1Ja-mima.1rzsa Ac. Hemacandra has, incidentally and thrice, expressed his 
views concerning indeterminate cognition. Thus while explaining the nature of avagraha 
he says that darsana, which is of the form of an indeterminate ( avikalpaka ) cognition, 
is not identical with avagraha but the· material cause ( pari~zami-kara~za; lit. 'cause that 
persists in the midst of changes' ) thereof and it is born after the sense-object contact 
but before avagraha. ( Prama!Ja-mimcurzsa, I. 1. 26 ) Again, while dismissing as aprama,.ia 
the indeterminate cognition posited ( as prama,.za ) by the Buddhist he says that such a 
cognition is not prama,_w because it is not-of-the-form-of-a-determination ( anadhyavasaya­
svarupa ) while cognition that is of the form of determination ( adlzyavasoya, ninJaya) 
is alone pra,nii~za. ( Prama1_ia-mimarz1sa, 1. 1.6 ) Lastly, while explaining the meaning of 
the term 'nin.wya' he S'1YS that it stands for the cognition which is not indeterminate 
( anadhyavas'liya, avikalpaka ) and is not of the form of doubt ( saf!Jsaya ). ( Pram"ii.fJami­
mlif?'lSii, p. 3 ) All these statements of the Acarya go to suggest that he considers to be 
identical with one another what the Jaina tradition calls 'darsana' and what the Buddhist 
tradition calls 'nirrikalpaka', and that he refuses to treat darsana as pramo1Ja on the 
ground that it is of the form of an indeterminate cognition ( anin.iayasvarupa ), a refusal 
made from the logical and not from the ethico-spiritual point of view-as was also the 
case with all other Jaina logicians barring Abhayadeva. 

And what Ac. Hernacandra calls the material cause ( pari1Jami-kiira1Ja) of'avagraha 
should be taken to be identical with what Upadhyayaji has called 'naiscayika avagraha'. 

( P MT, pp. 124-30 ; DC I, pp. 72-78 ) 

11. THE NATURE OF SENSE-ORGANS 

In connection with consideration of the nature of sense-organs the following topics 
are found to have been discussed by the philosophical systems :-

Etymological derivation ( nirukti) of the word "indriya", the material cause ( kormJa) 
of sense-organs, their number ( sa,ik.hya ), their respective objects ( vi~aya ), their form 
( akiira ), their mutual distinction and non-distinction ( parasparika bhedlibheda ), their 
species r praklira ), their capacity or otherwise to grasp a substance as well as its qualities 
( dravya-gu~1ci-griihitva-1•iveka ). 

A perusal of the literature available to us has led us to opine that the earliest case 
of writing down an etymological derivation of the word "indriya" occurs in an aphorism 
of Pa.J.)ini. 100 Though the available Mahobhli:ya of Patai:ijali contains no comments on 
the Pal)inian aphorism offering the derivation in question, it is likely that some older 
Commentary or Commentaries did comment on this aphorism. Be that as it may, it 
seems clear that the occurrence in the Buddhist and Jaina texts of the Pauinian derivation 
of the word ''indriya" is due to some sort of tradition ( current among tl~e Buddhist aod 

Jaina circles ) of studying Pal)ini's Grammar. And once this derivation found place in 

100. 'Indriyamindralii1gamindradf~tamindraju~tamindradattamiti vii.'- 5. 2. 93. 
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so venerated ( pratiHhita ) a Buddhist text as Visuddhimagga 1 0 1 and in so vcncratc_d a 
Jaina text as Tattv'iirthabha~ya 102 it became a fit topic for all important philosopl11cal 
texts that were subsequently composed in the Buddhist and Jaina traditions. 

In this history of the etymological derivation of the word "indriya" two things are 
noteworthy. Firstly, the Buddhist grammarians-both those who wrote independently and 
those who commented on PaQini-have given this derivation a comparatively greater 
prominence in their writings ; the independent Jaina grammarian Acarya HemacandralOS 
has likewise given it a very great prominence in his aphoristic text on grammar and 
in his own commentary thereon. Secondly, leaving aside the case of some very late 
commentaries on Pli7Jinisutras, we do not come across the derivation in question in a 
philosophical text belonging to the Vedicist tradition as we do in those belonging to the 
Buddhist and Jaina traditions. As has happened in so many other cases, here also it 
seems that an etymological derivation offered by the grammarian found place in some 
philosophical texts of the Buddhists and Jainas and thus became a topic for discussion 
also for philosophers. 

An old Vedicist philosophical text like Mli[harav,:tti 104 no doubt contains an 
etymological derivation of the word "indriya", but this derivation is peculiar ( vi!ak~atJa) i 
and is very different from that found in the PaQinian aphorism an<l in the Buddhist nnd 
Jaina philosophical texts. 

It appears that in those old days the offering of an etymological derivation ( of the 
important words employed ) was considered to be so necessary a task that no intelligent 
( buddhiman) author could afford to neglect it. And while offering etymological derivations 
the authors would make ample exhibition of their ingenuity ( svatantra ka!panli ). This 
was done not only in the case of Prakrit and Pali words but also in that of Sanskrit 
words. Etymological derivation of the word "indriya" is an instance in point. 

An interesting point is that when the etymological derivation of the word "indriya"­
a derivation no more confined to the field of grammar-entered the field of philosophic:.11 
speculation it began to bear a sectarian ( samprada,yika ) stamp. Thus Buddhagho~a, who 

101. 'Ko pana nesam intlriyaHho narnati? Indaliligattho indriyattho; indadesitattho indriyagho: 
indadiHhat~ho in<lriyat~ho; indasiHhaHho indriy~Ltho • indaj~;i11atlho indriya-;tho · so sabbopi 
idha yalbayogaf\1 yujjati. Bhagava hi sammasaf\1buddho 'paramis;ari;~bhavato ind~, ;usalakusala111 
ca kamma111 kammesu kassa ci issiriyabhavato. Tenewttha kammasanjanitani tiiva indriyani 
kusalakusalakammam ullinP-enti re • 1 - - • • d 1. • 1 • • · d · -a · _ • "' • na ca s1tt 1amti m a m<:.atl 1ena mdas1tthat\hena ca m ny m. 
Sabb~neva panetal).i B~ag~v~ta Yatha bhiitat~ pakasitani ;bhisambuddha~i- diti indadesita!!hena 
indad1tthatthena ca mdnyani T Bl - - k- · · - - k · · _ ·:. • • _ . __ . . • eneva iagavata munmdena arnc1 gocarasevanaya, amc1 
bhavanasevanaya sev1tamt1 mdaJ·uttJi ttl - • • • - • A · -dh" · k - · · . _ . . . _ . . . a .. 1enap1 mdnyam. p1 ca a 1pacca-san :1atena 1ssanya-
tthenap1 etam mdnyam. Cakkhuv·--- -ct· . • k - - • - · 
• • . . _ mna9a 1ppavatt1yarp h1 ca khadmarp s1ddharp adh1pacca111, 
tasmirp tikkhe tikkhatta, mande mar.dattati. Ayarp tavettha atthato viniccayo.'-Visuddhimagga 
p. 491. 

102. Tattviirth1bii~ya, 2. 15; Sarvarthasiddhi I. 1 I. 
103. 'Indriyam '- Haimafabdanusasana, 7. I. 17.1. 

104. In' iti vi~ayai:iarp nama, taninal1 vi~ayan prati dravantiti indriyai:ii.'-Miip,aravrtti, k. 26. 
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otherwise follows PfiQini in his derivation of the word "indriya", understands the word 
"indra" to mean Sugata ( i. e. Buddha ) and thus seeks to justify his derivation. Jaina 
teachers, on the other hand, have understoc-d the word "indra" to mean just a jiva or 
li.tman ( i. e. soul); thus unlike Buddhagho~a, they have not interpreted the word to 
mean a Spiritual Guide ( tirtha,ikara ) they hold in veneration. Had the derivation in 
question been adopted by a Vedicist philosopher like the Nyaya-Vaise~ika, who believes 
in God's creatorship of the world (isl'arakartrtvai•a,din ), he might have even interpreted 
the word "indra" to mean God and thus justified his derivation ! 

According to the Sailkhya system, the material cause ( upadana-klira,:ra) of sense­
organs is ablzimlina which is a kind of subtle substance ( sfik~nw-dravya ) born of Prakrti 
( prakrti-ja11ya )-( SK, k. 25 ). The same is the, Vedanta position. According to the 
Nyaya-Vais:.!~ika system, the material cause of sense-organs are the five bhutas like earth 
etc. which are all physical substances ( jaqa-dravya )-( NS, 1. 1. 12 ). The same is the 
Piirva-mimal!lsaka's position. According to the Buddhist system, the five well-known 
sense-organs, since they are born of rfipa, are of the nature of rupa which is a particular 
kind of physical substance (jaqa-dravya-vise~a). The Jaina system likewise maintains that 
the material cause of sense-organs is a particular kind of pudgala, i. e. a particular kind 
of physical substance (ja{ja-drm,ya-vise~a). 

The five visible forms (blihya likiira)-viz. ear-drum (kartJ,a-sa~kuli), eye-ball (ak~i­
golaka-lq~~,aslira), nose-cavity (tripu{ikii), tongue ( _jihvli), and skin (carman)-which are 
popularly considered to be the auditory, the visual, the olfactory, the gustatory, and the 
tactile sense-organ respectively, arc, according to all the philosophical systems, merely 
the locii (adhi~[lia.11a) of these various sense-organs and not the sense-organs themselves.105 

As for sense-organs, they are supposed to be certain supersensuous entities-whether 
horn of bhfita (as according to the Nyaya-Vaise~ika etc.) or born of alzankara (as according 
to the Sa1i.khya etc.)-residing in thevisible forms in question. The Jaina system, by 
attributing the name "dravyendriya" to these physical locii of sense-organs, seeks to 
suggest this very idea, viz. that these locii are not themselves sense-organs. For according 
to the Jaina system as well, sense-organs are supersensuous ; however, they are not of 
the form of certain physical substances-of the bhautika or li.hankarika type-but <lf the 
form of certain capacities of the conscious type ( ceta11a-sakti-vise~a-rupa) technically called 
''bhii1•endriya" or "mukhyendriya". Over and above these, a sixth sense-organ (indriya)-of 
the form o( an internal sense-organ (a11tari11driya, anta~1kara~1a)-has been posited by all 
the systems under the name ''manas". These six cognitive sense-organs (buddhindriya) 
may thus be regarded as a concept common to all the systems-except for the fact that 
the SaJ.i.khya system makes the total eleven by positing five additional (sense)-organs like 
speech (vlik), hands (pli!Ji), feet (plida;, etc. under the common name "karmendriya" (i, e. 
conative sense-organ)-(SK, k. 24). Just as Vacaspati and Jayanta 100 have ::1rgued against 
the Sailkhya idea of regarding the so-called "karmendriyas" as sense-organs, so also does 
Ac. Hemacandra who, on this point, simply follows the earlier Jaina teachers like 

,105. Nlv/, p. 477. 106. Tatp., p. s:n; NM, p. 483. 
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Piijyapada etc. 101 . _. _ 

Now here arises a question : When the ancient Jaina teachers hke PuJyapada 
and the modern scholars like Vacaspati, Jayanta etc. offer a powerful refutation against 
the Sankhya thesis of eleven sense-organs, why do they-or someone else-not refut~-or 
even mention-the Buddhist Abhidharma thesis 105 of twenty-two sense-organs? There 1s no 
ground for the supposition that these authors were not conversant with any Sanskrit 
Abhidharma text. What seems to have occurred to these authors is that since it is a 
routine custom (sadhara1}a pratha) with the Abhidharma tradition to call a mental 
capacity (manasa sakti) a sense-organ, it is no use mentioning or refuting this tradition (on 
the question of sense-organs). 

That each of the six sense-organs has for its object (grlihya vi~aya) one fixed 
(pratiniyata) quality (or a group of quaLtie~-as in the case of manas) from among sound, 
colour, smell, taste, touch, etc. is a view common to all the systems, but on the question 
of the perceptibility of a substance (dravya) the Nyaya-Vaise~ika system differs from 
others. The other systems, while admitting that different qualities are perceived by 
different sense-organs, further argue that since a quality is non-distinct from the substance 
of which it is a quality, all the sense-organs are competent to perceive qualities as well as 
substances; this, however, is not the view of the N)'aya-Vaist!~ika and Purva-mimal!lsa 
systems, according to both of which the visual sense-organ and the tactile sense-organ are 
alone competent to perceive substances (Muktlivali, ks. 53-56). It 1s tlli~ difference of 
opinion which Ac. Hemacandra, following the earlier Jaina teachers, brings out by 
offering a twofold etymological derivation of the words "sparsa" etc.- one derivation, viz. 
bhliva-pradhlina vyutpatti, making these- words stand for the qualities 'touch' etc., and the 
other, viz. karma-pradhana vyutpatti, making them stand for the substances 'touched' etc. 

The discussion whether there is only one sense-organ or there are many of them is 
very old in philosophical traditions-(NS, 3. 1.52). Some are of the view that there is only 
one sense-organ, and they defend their position by suggesting that this one sense-organ 
undertakes different functions Vcarya) from different seats (sthana) ; this view is opposed 
by those who believe in the plurality of sense-organs and who therefore insist that sense­
organs are many and nothing but many. Ac. Hemacandra, adopting a non-absolutistic 
a~proach characteristic of the Jaina mode of argumentation and following the trndition 
laid down by the old Jaina teachers, works out a synthesis of the view that the different 
sense-organs are absolutely different from one another and the vie~ that they are absolutely 
identical with one another ; he also answers the objections that these extremist views 
urge against each other. 

107. Tattvarthabba~ya, 2. 15 ; Sarvart:iasiddhi, 2. 15. 

108. Katamani dvavirpsatit1 - Cak~urindriyarp srotrendriyarp g'.1riiQ.endriyarp jihvendriyarp kaymdriyarp 
mana-indriyarp strindriyarp puru~endriya'!l jivitendriyarp sukhendriyarp du\1khcndriyarp saumana­
syendriyarp daurmanasyendriyarp upek~endriyam sraddhendriyarp viryendriya'!l samadhindriyarp 
prajiiendriyarp anaji'iatamajiiasyamindriyam aji'fondriyam aji'iatavindriyam.'-Sphuiartha, p. 95; 
Visudr!himagga, p. 491. 



The question as to what number of sense-organs are possessed by this or that 
species of living beings (.Hiimitva-cintii) is also considered by the philosophical systems, 
but no other system discusses this question in so great details as does the Jaina. The 
Buddhist system discusses the question-but in lesser details than the Jaina. Ac. Hema­
candra presents the entire Jaina stand on this question by quoting verbatim from 
Tattviirthasutra and its Blzii~ya (both following the eleven A,igas). 

(PMT, pp. 38-41 DC I, pp. 134-38) 

12. THE NATURE OF MANAS 

Philosophers hold different views as to the nature (svarilpa), material cause (kcira~ia), 
function (kiiryal, attributes (d!zarma), locus (stlz'ii11a), etc. of manas, and these views are, in 
short, as follows. Vaise~ikas (V.:,, 7. 1. 23), Naiyayikas (NS, 3.2.61), and Piirva-mimarµ­
sakas-who follow the former two (PP, p. 151) are of the view that manas is atomic in size 
and hence eternal and causeless. According to the ~aiikhya-Yo6a and Vedanta (which 
follows the Sa11.khya-Yoga), manas is not atomic (paramli~w) but quite small (aIJU) in size 
and is a produced (janya) entity born either out of the pro.k,:tika element ahailko.ra or 
out of nescience (avidyii). 109 A.cco1ding to the Buddhist and Jaina traditions, manas is 
neither ubiquitous nor atomic in size ; they regard it as medium-sized (madhyama­
parim'ii1Javat) and a produced entity. According to the Buddhist tradition,110 manas is of the 
nature of cognition (vijniina) and in the form of the cognition of one particula rmoment it is 
a peculiar type of cause (technically called 'samanantara kiiraIJa') of the cognition of the sue­
ceding moment. According to the Jaiua tradition, paudga!ika manas is born of the extremely 
subtle physical substance called ',11w1uvarg01J'ii' and it, like body, undergoes change every 
moment ; on the other hand, bhii1•a-manas', since it is of the nature of cognitive potency 
(jniina-.fokti) and cognition (jnana), is born of the conscious substance (cetana-dravya­
janya). 

According to all the systems, it is the function of manas to produce qualities like 
desire, aversion, pleasure, pain, etc. and the experience of these qualities-even though 
these qualities belong to iitman according to the systems like Nyaya, Vaise~ika, Mimal!lsa, 
Jaina, etc., to anta~1kara~za according to the systems like Saiikhya-Yoga, Vedanta, etc., 111 

109, 'Yasmat karmendriya9i buddh1nJriya9i ca satvikadahankaradotpadyantc mano'pi tasmadeva 
utpadyate.'-Map1aravrtti, k 27. , 

1 • 0. 'Viji'iana'!l prativiji'iapti\1 mana ayatana111 ca tat / Sa9amanantaratita'!1 vijiiana'!l yaddhi 
tanmana\1 / /' -- Abhidharmakosa, l. 16. I 7 ; TS, k. 631, 
'Yat yatsamanantaraniruddha1:1 vijnana'!l tattanmanodhaturiti. Tadyatha sa eva putro 'nyasya 
pitrakhya'!l Iabhate tadeva phalamanyasya bijakhyam. Tathehapi sa eva cak~uradivijnanadha­
turanyasyasraya iti manodhatvakhyam labhate. Ya eva ~acj. vijnanadhatavap sa eva manodliiitu\1. 
Ya eva ca manodhatusta eva ~acj. vijnanadhatava ititaretarantarbhavap ... Yogacaradarsanena tu 
~acj. vijnanavyatirikto'pyasti manodhatu\1.'-Sphu!iirtha, p. 40, 41. 

1.11. 'Tasmaccittasya dharma vrttayo natmanap. '-Sarvadarsanasangraha, Patanjala., p. 352. 
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and to manas itself according to the Buddhist system. Manas has a role to play in the 
generation of (lit. is a nimitta of) cognition-through-an-external-sense-organ (e. g. cognition 
of colour etc.) as also in the generation of cognition-without-an-external-sense-organ (e.g. 
cognition of desire etc. ) and of similar (i. e. psychological) qualities. No system except 
the Buddhist maintains that desire, aversion, cognition, pleasure, pain, impression, etc. 
are the qualities of manas. For according to the Vai~e§ika, Nyaya, Mimaf!lsii, and 
Jaina systems, these are the qualities of litman (i. e. soul), while according to the Sa1i.khya, 
Yoga, and Vedanta systems, they are the qualities of anta~1kara1Ja ; on the other hand, 
the Buddhist system, since it posits no litman apart from manas (technically called nlima), 
maintains that desire, aversion, cognition, impression, etc. (which, according to the other 
systems, are the qualities of litman or of anta~karn~w) are the qualities of manas itself. 

Some philoshphical traditions-e. g. the Nyaya-Vai~e§ika and Buddhist 112-trcat 
manas as located inside the heart (hrdaya-pradda-vartin). But the traditions like Sail.khya­
Yoga cannot treat manas as located inside the heart ; for according to them, manas is a 
part and parcel of subtle body (technically called li,iga sarira) composed of eighteen 
elements, and since it seems proper to suppose that the subtle body occupies the entire 
gro~s body it should follow that according to the traditions in question, ,w·nas occupies the 
entire gross body. As for the Jaina tradition it is unanimous that bhliva-manas is located 
inside the litman, but there is difference of ~pinion as to the location of dravya-ma11as. 
Thus dravya-mana• ·s 1 t d • • d" · . " i oca e ms1de the heart according to the Digambara tra 1tton, 
while we come ac • ' ct· • I r9ss no mention of any such position in the Svctambnra tra itton. t 
ap~ears that the Svetambara tradition is of the view that dravya-manas occupies the 
entire gross body. 

(PMT, pp.42-43; DC I,-139-4o). 

13• THE NATURE OF ATMAN AND THE MODE OF ITS REVELATION 

[ I ] 
All the systems h" I b . 

rel ( k . w ic 1 elteve in transmigration (punmjanma) and transcendental 
ease mo sa) posit an 1 - . . . . 

bod t T. 1 . _ e ement atman (1.e. soul) apart from the physical ent1t1es hke 
Y e c. us atman may b d · · b" · 

th e regar ed as ub1qmtous by some and as non-u 1qu1tous by o ers, as one by some a d 
b tl b n as many by others, as momentary by some and as eternal 

Y o 1ers, ut all have to p • . ~ 
f: t . osit nesc1ence (ajnana) or something of the sort as the causal 
ac or responsible for trans • · · · 

. . . migration. Hence all ph1losopl1ers have to face the followmg 
questions .-When did the causal'" t "b '" · · d . _ 1ac or respons1 le 1or transm1gratton come to be relate 
with atman, and what is the natur f th· I • ? If 1 • I · · b · · 1 . e o 1s re atlon . t 11s re atton 1s egmmng ess, 
how ~an It co°:e ~o an end ? Once ~his relation is ended, what prevents it from being 
estabhshed agam • And these questions have been answered in an essentially identical 

112. 'Tamrapan:iiya api hrdayavastu manovijnanadhatorasrayaqi kalpayanti.'-Sphu~iirthii, p. 41. 
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fashion though in different technical languages by all the different systems which posit 
transcendental release in the form of cessation of the transmigratory cycle (apunararttirupa 
mok$a). 

All are unanimous in maintaining that the relation with a.tman of the causal 
factor responsible for transmigration is beginningless ; for all of them are of the view that 
it is impossible to determine the time when this relation originated, if at all Ajna.na, 
avidya, karma, or whatever be the name given to the causal factor responsible for 
transmigration, all have to posit such a relation of the non-physical element (amurta 
tattl'a) ii.tman with some subtlest physical element (siik$matama murta-tattva) as continues 
so long-and only so long-as al'idya. or ajnlina or (i. e. nescience) lasts There is there­
fore no dispute among the dualist ( d1•aital'iidi11) systems as to there taking place a relation 
between the physical and the non-physical. And just as aji'ia.na, even if beginningless, 
comes to an end, so al ~o does this relation (between the physical and the non-pl:,ysical) 
comes to an end-after knowledge ( jn una) has destroyed ajna.na. And since no defect 
whatsover-and hence no ajnlina etc.-can possibly arise after the acquisition of complete 
knowledge (pun.10 jnana), the general relation between the physical and the non-physical 
(i. e. their bare existence by the side of one another), which is no doubt there even in the 
state of transcendental release but is now not born of afiiana, results in no transmigration 
(after the attainment of transcendental release). That is to say, the relation between the 
physical and the non-physical is born of ajnuna in the state of transmigration and is not 
so born in the state of transcendental release. 

Atman, while in transmigratory state, is, in a peculiar way, associated with prakrti 
according to the Sankhya-Yoga, with atoms according to the Nyaya-Vaise~ika, with avidy'ii 
or muya according to Vedanta, with rupa according to the Buddhist, and with karmic 
atoms (karma,_w) according to the Jaina (the technical name for utman being 'puru$a' in 
the Sankhya-Yoga system and 'niima' in the Buddhist). All these views have arisen in 
the course of reflection on transmigration and transcendental release. 

(PMT, pp. 34-35 ; :i'-'ot selected in DC) 

[ 2 ] 

With Indian philosophers atman has always been the chief and the final topic of 
contemplation ; the rest of their concepts have arisen during the course of their investigation 
into (the nature of) litman. This explains why a good number of views-quite contradictory 
of one another-as to the existence and nature of litman have made their appearance in 
the philosophical literature since very old past. In the pre-Upani~adic times we already 
come across systems which posit an absolutely permanent (sarl'ath'li nitya), i. e. permanent­
devoid-of-change (ku(astha), atman and which are known as Aupani~ada, SiiMhya, etc. 
1 he Buddhist idea of an absolutely momentary soul (technically called 'citta' or 'nama') 
is at least as old as Gautama Buddha. An intermediary trend between the extremist 

doctrines (ekanta) of absolute eternity (sarvathli-nityatya-l'ada) and absolute momentariness 
10 
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(sarvatha-lqa,:zikatva-vada)-a trend synthesizing these two-is the doctrine of perrnancncc­
in-cbange (nityanityatvavada) which has found a clear-cut application to the teaching on 
atman at the hands of Mahavira in the (Jaina) Agamas-(Bhagavati, S. 7; Uttaradhyayana, 
2). An extremely lucid and logical defence of the Jaina thesis on atman' s permanence­
in-change comes from Kumarila-that prince of the Mimai:p.sakas (Mima,r,~aka-dhuri~za)­
(SV, Atma., SI. 28 ff.) in the same fashion as is found in the Jaina texts on Logic. In 
this connection Ac. Hemacandra has corroborated the Jaina view-point by a verbatim 
quotation of verses from Tattvasangralw, but these verses, being in fact a summary of 
the corresponding verses of Kumarila's Slokav'iirtika, represent the Mimai:p.sa viewpoint 
itself. 

Rudiments (bija) of the views as to whether cognition and atman are self-revelatory 
(sva-prakasa) or not-selfrevelatory (para-praklisa) are to be met with also in the literature 
of the Age of Scriptures, 11 s but the elucidation and corroboration of these views chiefly 
took ~lace in the Age of Logic. Only from the viewpoint of Mimarp.sakas like Kumarila, 
a:_c~rdmg t~ whom a piece of cognition is unknowable-through-perception (fi'i'iina-parok~a­
vadm), has it been proved that cognition as well as litman-an entity which is non-different 
( abhinna ) fro • • . m cogmtion-are unknowable-through-perception ( parok~a), that is, are 
exclusive:Y ~ot-selfrevelatory (mlitra parlivabh'ii.sin). On the other hand, from the viewpoint 
of ~ogacara Buddhism, it turns out that since there exists nothing apart from 
consciousness (vil)"rilina • c ·t· . . . . .1. 

. . , ogm ion) and smce consciousness is self-cogmzable (sva-sa1?1v1c ital 
cogmt1on as well as litma,z a 1· l. l . . . ( ·~- - ) . . - n en 1ty w uc 1 is of the nature of cogmtlon 1nararupa a1e 
exclusively self-rev I t ( -

. . . ea ory matra svlivabh'iisin). Here also the Jaina system adopts a 
position that is in co f . •1 • . · · h 
fi n °1m1 Y with its non-absolutistic nature. Thus S1ddhasena 1s t e rst among Jaina 1 • • 

1f ogicians to have frankly declared that cognition as well us litman are 
se -revelatory (svav bh- ,• ) _ . 
A H a ,aszn as well as not-selfrevelatory (paravabhasm) (NA, 31). c. emacandra has 1 mere Y repeated Siddhasena. 

One of the adJ" f . . . . 
view f - ec ives through which Devasuri has sought to d1stmgu1sh the Jama 

0 atman from the J • • - · T 1 54 55) A H non- ama views is 'body-sizedness' (dehavyapztva) (PN , • , 
• c. emacandra ha • · · · d th Ja• • _ snot mcluded this adJ"ective in his aphorism laymg own e ma view of atrn A 1 

exi.st· "d . an. s a result of this omission there arises (in view of the a ready mg 1 entity b t • . , · 
h e ween the Jama and K - ·1·te views on atman s permanence-m-e ange) the dan f uman i K - ·1· 
. ger O the Jaina view f - , • b ing confused with the uman 1te view of the sam . o atman s size e _ . 

e. With a view to obviating this danger, Ac. Hemacandra pomtedly 
re~arks that he subscribes to the doctrine of a body-sized soul but that, unlike other 
Jai~a teachers, he ~as made no mention to that effect in the aphorism because that would 
sen e no purpose m the present 

context. 

( PMT, pp. 70-71 ; DC I, pp. 113-14) 

113. 'Tasya bhasa sarvamidarp vibhati. Tameva bhantamanubhati sarvam.'-Ka~hopani~ad, 5. 15. 
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[ 3 ] 

In the aphorism Ac. H.:rna-:andra has characterized litman as self-revelatory 
(svlivabhlisin) as well as not-selfrevdatory (parli1•abhlisin). We have already made brief 
remarks on these two adjectives : the following comments are being added because it is 
necessary to view the issue from another possible angle. 

The word ''svlivablzlisin" (i.e. self-revelatory) may mean either 'that which reveals 
itself' or 'that which is revealed by itself', but there is no material difference between 
these two meanings. For both seek to convey the idea of "self-luminosity" (i. e. srn­
prakasatva) which, in its turn, stands for self-perceptibility (sva-pratyak~atva). But the two 
meanings yielded by the word "parlivabhlisill" (i. e. not-selfrevelatory) are by no means 
identical. 'That which reveals a not-self, i. e. something other than itself' is the first 
meaning and one which is mentioned by Ac. Hernacandra himself in the commentary ; 
'that which is revealed by a not-self, i. e. by something other than itself' is the second 
meaning. These two meanings seek to convey two different ideas ; for the first indicates 
that litman is by nature an illuminator of other things (svabhavata~ para-prakasaka), the 
second that litman itself is by nature illuminable only by something other than itself 
(svabhii11ata~1 para-prak'lisya). Here it has to be understood that the second of these meanings 
(viz. 'that which is revealed by something other than itself)' is intended to stand for the 
litman's being perceived by something other than itself; the first meaning (viz. 'that 
which reveals something other than itself') on the other hand, is intended to stand for 
the litman's being just a revealer of other things-be this revelation perceptual or non­
perceptual. Now all those systems which posit entities other than iitman do treat litman 
as the revealer of things other than itself (i.e. pariivabhlisin in the first meaning) ; and 
on all these views, just as iitma11 is revealer of things other than itself, be the revelation 
perceptualor non-perceptual, so also it is, somehow or other, revealer of itself as well. 
Hence the difference of opinion among philosophers centres around the question whether 
atman is or is nat its own perceiver (i. e, not around the question whether litman is or 
is not its own revealer). 

Only those systems ean be the advocates of arman'.s self-perceptibility which are of 
the view that cognition is self-perceptible and that it is identical-totally or partly-with , 
'litman. Thus the Sa1ikarite and Ramanujite schools of Vedanta, the Sankhya and Yoga 
systems, the Vijnanavada school of Buddhism, and the Jaina system are of the view 
that atman is self-perceptible ( s11a-pratyak.ra)-even though some of these systems maintain 
that atman is of the nature of pure and eternal consciousness (suddlza nitya caitanya), 
otht:rs that it is of the nature of generated cognition (janya jnlina), still others that it is of 
the nature of consciousness as well as cognition ; for all these systems are of the view 
that atman is (somehow) identical with cognition while all cognition is self-perceptible. 
Kumarila is the only philosopher who is of the view that cognition is non-perceptible 
(parok~a) but that (as in Vedanta) iitman is self-perceptible (sva-pratyak1a). The reason 
seems to be that Kumarila (unconditionally) accepts the sciiptural account of litman's 
nature, while the scriptures are categorical in preaching the self-revelatory character of 
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atman. • This explains why Kumarila, 11, in spite of his advocacy of the non-percepti­
bility of cognition, is left with no alternative but to treat litman as self-perceptible. 1 H 

The view that iitman is perceived by something other than itself (para-pratyakfa) 
can be maintained only by those systems which treat cognition as somehow different 
from iitman but a quality thereof, be this cognition self-perceptible (as according to 
Prabhakara) or not-selfperceptible (as according to the Naiyayika). Thus, according to 
Prabhakara, iitman is perceptually revealed (pratyak~arupel}a blziisita) in all cognition 
(saf?1vit) whatsoever, be this cognition perceptual, inferential, or of any other type. There 
is a difference of opinion in the Nyaya-Vaisesika system. The system's adherents, old as 
well as new, are unanimous in preaching th~t litman is perceptible by something other 
than itself (para-pratyakfa) so far as the case of a yogin is concerned ; for all of them 
are of the view ~hat iitman is directly observed (siikflitklira) in yogic perception. 116 They 
however hold divergent views on the question so far as it concerns the case of an ordinary 
mortal (asmadiidi arvii d '· ) Th - ·' · d" g arszn • e old Nyaya and Va1ses1ka teachers treat an or mary 
mortal's Zitman as an b' f • • · b'l 0 Ject o mference (anumeya)ll 1 -and not at all of perception, w I e 
the later Nyaya-Vai' ·k 1 

. se~i a teachers, by treating such an litman as an object of menta 
perception ( mo.nasa P t k ) h" 

h : ra ya ~a , 118 bring it under the category "perceptible by somet mg 
ot er than itself" (para-pratyaksa). 

Those who regard : . 
maintain that . . cogmtion as something different from litman are bound to 
release (m k ~o cog~ition, yogic or otherwise, being present in the state of transcendental 
nor an ob;e:t 'f ~ atman, while in that state, is neither a direct observer (siik~iitkartii) 
on this qu f O irect observation (saksotkiira-visaya). There is a vast variety of views 

es ion which is, however, her~ out of c~ntext. 

( PMT, pp. 136-37 ; DC I, pp. 115-16. ) 

14• THE BUDDHIST DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION 

In Buddhist Logic th 
not include the Word " e~e are two traditions of defining 'perception' -one which does 
The first tradition . ~o-~-illusory" (abhriinta) in the definition, the other which does. 
d fi • • is initiated b o· · - h e mt1on and des . . Y mnaga, the second by Dharmakirti. Thus t I! cnption g· . 
follow the first trad"t• I Ven in Pramii1Ja-.wmuccaya ( l. 3) and .'\'yo.yapravesa (p. 7) 

I ion thos . . 
mottara etc. the seco d ' , _ e given m Nyayabindu (1. 4) and its commentary by Dhar-

n • Santarak~ita in his Tattvasatigraha (k. 1214) lends support to the 

114.--:X;ma~ 
syo Yamat - · ' 

115. In the light of this w ma JYotiritiritam !'-SV, Atma., SI. 142. 
• • ' e should c 1 • h · b h cogmtion and atman _0 rrect the earlier formu atwn w ere 1t was said that ot 

•y ~·- are, accord1n · I If 116. U□Janasya yogasamadhi" _ g to Kumiirila, exclusive Y not-se revelatory.-Tr. 
'Atmanyatmamanasoh Jamatm~manasop sarpyogavise~adatma pratyak~a iti.'-NBh, 1. 1. 3; 

117. 'Atma ta vat pratyak~ /arpyogavise~iid atmapratyak~am.'-VS, 9. I. I I. 

I 18. 'Tadevamahampratya~:v~ta gr~Y:te. '-NBh, 1.1.10; 'Tatratma ca manascapratyak~e'-VS, 8. I. l. 
manomatrasya gocarah 1;ayat~a_d:tma tavat pratyak~ap'-NV, p. 342; 'Ahai1kiirasyasrayo'yaI!l 

•• -Rankavali, k. 55. 
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second, i. e. Dharmakjrti's, tradition. Ii seems that by the time of Santarak~ita the 
Buddhist logicians had already been grouped in two camps, of which one, taking the 
definition of perception to be complete without the inclusion of the word "non-illusory", 
sought to apply Diimaga's definition even to the cases of (illusory) perception of yellow 
conch-shell etc. (TS, k. 1324). Santarak~ita answers this group (of Buddhist logicians) in 
such a manner that justice is done to Diimaga's definition-without-the-word-"non-illusory" 
while at the same time a real value (vastavikatva) is attached to Dharmakirti's tradition 

I • 

of including the word "non-illusory" in the same definition. In the eyes of Santarak~1ta 
and his disciple Kamalasila, Dit'maga and Dharmakirti deserved equal honour, and 
that is why they sought to harmonize the two mutually contradictory traditions current 
among the Buddhist logicians. 

In the non-Buddhist texts on Logic both these Buddhist traditions are sought to 
be assailed. In Bhamaha's Kavya/anklira (5. 6, p. 32) and Uddyotakara's Nyaya-vartika 
(1. 1. 4, p. 41) mention is made of Dlimaga's definition of perception, while in the writings 
of all the post-Uddyotakara Vedicist authors-e. g. Vacaspati (Tatp., p. 154), Jayanta (NM, 

I • I .• 

p. ?2), Sndhara (Kand., p 190), and Salikanatha (PP, p, 47) it is Dharmakirti's defimt1on 
that is put forth as a prima facie view. 

In the course of their refutation of the Buddhist definition of perception, the Jaina 
teachers have made mention of and argued against both the Dinnagite and the 
Dbarmakirtian traditions. In Nyiiylivatiira-supposed to be written by Siddhasena Divakara 
-the definition of pramli1Ja formulated according to the Jaina tradition includes the word 
"hadlza-vmjita" (i. e. immune from contradiction), and the question is worthy of 
consideration whether it is a reflection (pratihimba) of the word "avyabhiciirin" occurring 
in Ak~apada's definition of perception (NS, 1. 1. 4), or an imitation (anukrti) of the word 
"blidha-vmjira" occurring in the definition (of prama~a)-attributed to Kumarila--Tatrli­
purvarthavijnlinaJ?i prama,_wrr, blidhava,jitam, or a paraphrase (ruplintara) of the word 
"ilbhranta" occurring in Dharmakirti (NB, 1. 4), or an original idea (maulika udbhavana) 
of Divakara himself. In any case, it is definite that Ac. Hemacandra's refutation of the 
Buddhist definition of perception keeps in view the Dharmakirtian and not the Diimagite 
tradition. (Prama~za-mima,risa, p. 23). 

On the question of interpreting the word "kalpanli"--a constituent of the phrase 
"ka!paniipoefha" li. e. free from ka/panli)-occurring in the Buddhist definition of perception 
several different views were current among the Buddhist logicians, a situation, of which 
some idea can be formed from Santarak~ita's detailed discussion of the matter (TS, k. 
1214 ff). The refutation of the Buddhist position undertaken in the Vedicist and Jaina 
texts on Logic-a refutation so full of consideration of the various pros and cons 
(uhapohatamaka)-is also a testimony to the fact that different meanings were being attached 
to the word "kalpana".11g Particularly, when we glance at that exclusively refutative 
(kevala kha~14ana-pradhiina) text Tattopaplava (p. 41j we have before our eyes a huge 

119. NV, p. 41; Tatp., p. 191; NM, pp. 92-95; TSV. p. 185; PKM.' p. 18. B. 
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collection of almost all the current and possible meanings of the word "kalpana" and 
of almost aII the possibk views held on the question. . 

Notwithstanding all this, Ac. Hemacandra mentions in his text not all _b~t JUSt 
one of the views on the nature of kalpanli~-the one which is offered by Dharmak1rt1 ( NB, 

I. 5) and is accepted and defended also by Santarak~ita (TS, k. 1214). 

(PMT, pp. 50-51 ; DC I, pp. 160-61) 

15. THE MiMAMSA DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION 

In the Mimamsa system the first indication as to the nature of pratyalqa-pram'li!Ja 
(i. e. perceptual kno~lege) is to be found in Jaimini's aphori~m (I. 1. 4). On this aphorism, 
interpretations and comments-other than what we find in Sabara's Bhli!f ya-were offered. 
Among these, Bhavadasa's interpretation was to the effect that in the aphorism in 
question a definition is predicated of the word "perception" (pratyak!fa-laksa1Ja-1·id!,liyaka) 
(SV, Nyliyaratnlikatatikli, Pratyak!fa., SI. 1) ; on the other hand, according to another 
interpretation, the word "perception" is here predicated of a definition (pratyak!fa-lak!fa~za­
anuvlidaka SV, Pratyak!fa, Sl. 16). L20 Besides, there was a commentary (Sabarabh?i!f)'O, 
1. 1. 5) which read the aphorism differently by introducing in its word-order a change 
to the effect that the words ·tat' and 'sat' should exchange their places. 

Kumarila has refuted the view that in the aphorism a definition is predicated of the 
word "perception", as also the view that in it the word "perception" is predicated of a 
definition ; but finally, he lends support in a novel fashion to the view that in the 
aphorism the word "perception" is pr;dicated of a definiti~n (i. e that the aphorism 
sets forth a definition of perception). Again, Kumarila has refutt:d-as has also been 
done _by Prabhakara in Brhati-the view according to which the word-order of the 
apho~i_sm needs a change (SV, Pratyak!fa, SI 1-39)- This Jaimini's aphorism on the 
defimt1on of perception h b f - • · · · B d ll • t as eeu re uted by all non-Mimamsa log1cians-Vcd1c1st, u c us , 
as well as Jaina In the B ddh" · • . • I f' st • • u 1st trad1t1on 1t seems to have been refuted for t 1c lf 
time by Dinnaga (PS 1 37) ' d" · t 

• . . ' • , and Santaraksita etc. have followed suit. In the Ve 1cis 
tradition it seems to h b • 43) 
V- . . ave een refuted for the first time by Uddyotakara (NV, p. · 

acaspati simply comm t h 
1 b . ens on Uddyotakara (T"iitp p. 155) but Jayanta (NM, p. 100) as 

e a orated this refutaf d . . ' ' . . . fi · •t 
f • ion an qmte mdependently. In the Jama trad1t1on the rs re utation of the defin"f . . . . 

V.d - d ( 1 ion m question seems to have come from either Akalanka or 1 yanan a TSV p 187 , 
A- H ' • ' SI. 37) whom Abhayadeva (SMT, p. 53) etc. follow. The way 

c emacandra has foll d f · 
J • • ., h . . owe the earlier Jaina logicians on the question of re utmg 

mm1111 s ap onsm 1s but a fl . . · M ~· .-
. re ection of Jayanta's correspond mg performance m an;a, 1 

(p. 100 ), as 1s also the case with th J . • (SVR 381) 
I I o er ama texts on Logic , p. • 
n t 1e course of his ref t • - - · , of . . . . u ation Ac Hemacandra refers to Kumanla s manner 

mamtammg that m ~he aphorism the word "perception" is predicated of a definition, as 
also to that suggestlon for introducing a change in the word-order of the aphorism. 

(PMT, pp. 51-52; DC I, p. 162) 
120. 'Jhus on Bhavadasas interpretation the aphorism gives an additional information concerning 

perception, while on the second interpretation, it sets forth a definition of pcrception.-Tr. 
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16. THE SANKI-IYA DEFINITION OF PERCEPTION 

In the Sankhya tradition there are three ways of defining perception: the first is 
Vindhyavasin's definition which Vacaspati (Tlitp, p. 155) quotes under the name of 
Var~agax:iya, the second is isvarakrgi.a's definition ( SK, k. 5), and the third the definition 
given in Saizkhyasutra (1. 89). 

The Buddhists, Jainas, as well as Naiyayikas have refuted the Sankhya definition 
of perception. But the noteworthy thing is that the definition of Vindhyavasin has been 
refuted by all, that of so old a teacher isvarakrgi.a by Jayanta alone (NM, p. 119), while 
that given in Safzkhyasutra by not even a single ancient teacher. 

The first Buddhist critic of the definition in question seems to be Dinnaga (PS, 1. 
27), the first Naiyayika critic Uddyotakara (NV, p. 43), and the first Jaina critic Akalanka 
(Nyayaviniscaya, 1. 165)). 

Ac Hemacandra in his refutation of the Sankhya definition follows the earlier 
teachers, but this refutation particularly resembles that of Jaynta (NM, p. 109). For it 
was Jayanta alone who refuted Vindhyavi:isin's way of defining perception as also isvara­
krgrn's, and Ac. Hemacandra simply repeats Jayanta's words in his refutation of the 
two· definitions. 

( P MT, pp. 52-53 ; DC I, p. 163). 

( iii ) 0 n P r o b I e m s o f I n f e r e n c e 

17. THF NATURE OF INFERENCE AND THE HISTORY OF ITS 

TREATMENT IN INDIAN LOGIC 

The word "anumana" (i e inference) means two things, viz. inferential cognitio11 
(anumiti) and the instrument of infe1ential cognition (anumiti-karana). Thus when the word 
stands for an abstraction (bhlivavlicin) it means inferential cognition, when it stands for an 
instrument ( karmJavlicin) it means instrument of inferential cognition. 

The word ''anumlina" consists of two parts, viz "anu" and "mana". "Ami" means 
•after' and "mlina" means •cognition', so that ''anumana" means 'a cognition taking place 
after some other cognition' But this other cognition has to be a particul:.~r type of 
cognition, a type which alone acts as the cause of inferential cognition ; and 'cognition ~f 
pervasion (vyliptijnlina ; cognition of invariable concomitance), otherwise known as 'cons,~ 
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deration of the probans' ( /ingaparli.marsa), is the type in question. One outstanding 
difference between perceptual cognition and inferential cognition is that the former is not 
necessarily caused by another cognition while the latter is necessarily so caused ; it is 
this idea that is conveyed by the part ''anu" present in the word ''anumli.na". Although 
there are certain types of non-perceptual cognition--e.g. cognition through. analogy 
(upamiti), cognition through v~rbal testimony (sabda), and cognition through implication 
(arthapatti)-which are generally not treated as the cases of inferential cognition, the fact of 
the matter is-and the Vaise~ika and Buddhist systems recognize it-that pramlifJas arc of 
only two types, perceptual and inferential. As for the remaining types of non-perceptual 
pramo.1Ja, they can all be somehow treated as cases of inferential prama,.za-as has been 
done by the two systems just referred to. 

Whatever be the object of a piece of inferential cognition and whatever the type of 
probans causing it, it is definite that all such cognition must have a piece of perceptual 
cognition somewhere at its basis. For an inferential cognition having no perceptual 
cognition somewhere at its basis is an impossibility. Thus while perceptual cognition 
comes ~nto existence without at all depending on inferential cognition, inferential cognition 
comes mto existence only in dependence on perceptual cognition. It is this idea that 
has been expressed by the Sage ( r~i) Gotarna through the phrase "tatpurvaka,r" (i. e. 
prec~~ed by it, that is, by perceptual cognition) occurring in the definition of inferential 
~ogn1t1on given by him in Nya.ya-:iutra (1. 1. 5.) 121 And the idea has been incorporated 
111 the definition of inferential cognition given in Sf11ikhya-karika (le. 5) etc . 

. The_ philosophical development ( darsanika viko.sa) of the account given of the nature, 
~las~i~catwn, etc. of inferential cognition can best be followed if it (i. e. this development) 
IS divided into three periods, viz. the Vedicist Period the Buddhist Period, and the 
Navya-Nyaya Period. ' 

I. [ VEDICIST PERIOD ] 

On consideration it app . 1 . . . d f 
er • . eais t mt the task of defin111g 111ferential cog111t1011 an ° 

oaenng a systematic account ( '- - · · 
t d• • . sastrzya nirupana) thereof was first undertaken in the Vcdtctst ra 1tion, an undertakrng va • 1 • .. 
Wh h nous Y developed by the different branches of this tradition. en, w ere, and by whon 
b -1 • .. 1 d 1 was the task first undertaken ? How much time was taken 

Y i s m1tia evelopment ? Wh t 
• • • a were the fields covered by it ?-are the questions which will, perhaps, ever re · . 

malll unanswered. However here also it is defimte that the 
initial stages of the development 1·11 . ' 

. . . question are found recorded in the other (i. e. non-
philosophical) ancient texts of the v d' . . . 

e 1c1st trad1t1on. 

121. Just as the phrase 'tatpzirvakam' • • ct· . 
is 10 1cat1ve of the relation of antecedence and consequence 

( paurvaparya) between perception d • . . .. 
an inference so also m the Jama trad1t10n we come across 

the phrase 'maipuvvam jena suy , ( - ' . . . • f 
• • am Nand1siitra, 24) which 1s indicative of tile relation o 

antecedence and consequence between . • ( . . . , ( d' 
• • 1,1at1 standing for perceptual· cognition) and sruta stan mg 

for non-perceptual cogmtton ). See Visefavasyakab!iasya, Gathil.s 86, 105, 106. 
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This stage of development should be called Vedicist also because the Jaina and 
Buddhist traditions not only had no part in the initiation of this development but had, in 
the beginning, literally adopted from the Vedicist tradition the systematic account under 
consideration. Two slightly different accounts of inference-both belonging to the Vedicist 
period-are to be found in two Vedicist traditions :-

( i ) The first is the tradition of the Vaise~ika and Mimai:p.sa systems. The texts 
which are at present with us in the form of unmistaken (spana) representatives of this 
tradition are the two Bhli~yas of Prasastapada and Sahara. Both these texts mention 
just two types of inference, 12 2 a mention indicative of some identical tradition of thought 
(viciira-paramparii) being at the root of the two. Personally speaking,I am also of the view 
that the Mimaip.sa and Vaise~ika traditions were initially identical (abhinna)l23 and that 
the two got separated into two different paths of development only in the course of time. 

( ii ) The other Vedicist tradition includes the systems of Nyaya, Sank.hya, and 
Caraka ; it mentions and describes three types of inference. 124 The words by which the 
Vaise~ika and Mimaip.sa systems designate the two types of inference accepted by the 
two are virtually identical, while the words by which the three systems-viz. Nyaya etc.­
belonging to the other tradition designate the three types of inference accepted by the 
three are actually identical. However, the examples quoted by the different systems 
(by way of elucidating the nature of the types of inference accepted by them) are not 
identical. 

In the Jaina tradition, the first mention of the three types of inference is found in 
Anuyogadviirasutra-a text belonging to the first Century A. D. ; 12s and the words by 
which these three types are here designated are literally the same as in the Nyaya system. 
H~weve r, one peculiarity of the examples quoted in Anuyogadvlira of the three types of 
inference is that through their division and subdivision they succeed in incorporating 
also the Vaise~ika-cum-Mimaip.sa tradition of accepting only two types of inference. 

The Buddhist tradition contains an account only of the three types of inference 
accepted in Nyiiya-sutra, an account so far found recorded in just one text Upliyah,:daya 
(p. 13). Even if Upiiyahrdaya is not a writing of Nagarjuna-as is generally understood­
it must be a pre-Diimaga text. Thus we see that as late as the 4th or 5th Century 
A. D. the Jaina and Buddhist texts simply adopted the account of inference as given in 
the two above-stated traditions of the Vedicist period ; that is to say, uptil this period 

122. 

123. 

124. 

125. 

'Tattu dvividham-pratyak~ato df~tasambandharp samanyato df~\sambandham ca.'- Sabarabba~ya, 
1. 1. 5; 'Etattu dvividham-dr~\a1p samanyato' ctmam ca' - Prasastapadabha~ya, p, 205. 
The Mimarpsa system with "Athiito d/1arm:zjijii,1sa" as its first aphorism starts with an account of 
dharma and so also does the Vaise~ika system with "Atlzato dlzarma1!1 vyiikhyiisyamaf as its first 
aphorism. Again, the aporism "Coda11alakfm.1o'rtlzo dlzarmaf ( of the Mimamsa system) conveys 
the same idea as the aphorism "Tadvaca11adiin111ayasya priimii7Jyam" ( of the Vaise~ika system)._ 
'Purvavacche~avatsamanyatodrstam ca.'-NS, 1. 1. 5 • Matharavrtti k. 5 • Carakasa1rhita, , . . . , . . , , 
Sutrasthana, SI. 28-29 
'Tivihe pa990.tte tarp jaha-puvvavaip, sesaval!I, di\!hasahammavarp.'-Anuyogadvara, p. 212A. 

11 
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the Buddhist and Jaina traditions simply follow the Vedicist ones on the question of 
pramli7Ja in general and inference in particular. 

II. [ BUDDHIST PFRIOD ] 

The Buddhist period (in the development of the account of inference) starts with 
5th Century A. D. We call it the Buddhist period because the till now current treat­
ment of inference-a treatment worked out on the lines laid down by the Vedicist 
tradition-was most forcefully opposed by Dinnaga who, in addition, offered a new 
definition-and a- new classification-of inference from his own Buddhist standpoint. l!l6 

This new understanding (prasthlina) of inference on the part of Diimaga was accepted by 
all later Buddhist teachers 121 who, following Dinnaga, refuted those very definition, 

classification, etc. of inference recognized in the Vedicist traditions like Nyaya etc. which 
the eminent Buddhist logicians of the earlier period had themselves adopted. 128 Now 
onwards, the Vedicist and Buddhist logicians were arrayed in two hostile camps from 
where attacks were hurled at the rival, and one's own position defended. Commentators 
and subcommentators of Vlitsyli.yana-bhli~ya, like Uddyotakara, Vacaspatimisra, etc. , 
vigorously refuted the definitions of inference offered by the Buddhist logicians like 
Vasubandhu, Dinnliga, Dharmakirti, etc. , HH1 a refutation replied back by the Buddhist 
logicians who arose in succession. 

The Buddhist period influenced the Jaina tradition as well. On seeing that the 
definition, classification, etc. of inference recognized in the Vedicist tradition were being 
assailed by the Buddhist logicians, the Jaina logicians like Siddhasena 180 too offered 
an independent definition (of inference) from their own standpoint. Bhagaraka Akalanka 
did not rest content with that definition offered by Siddhasena, for he, following the 
Pattern set by the Buddhist logicians, also clearly initiated the process of refuting the 
classification etc. (of inference) recognized in the Vedicist tradition, 181 a process detailed 
and developed by the later Digambara logicians like Vidyananda etc. 182 

There are two outstanding features of this new Buddhist period : firstly, independent 
formulation of definition etc. of inference in the Buddhist and Jaina traditions, and 
refutation by them of those very definition etc. recognized in the Vedicist tradition 
which were once adopted by the teachers belonging to these traditions themselves; 
secondly, refutation on the part of the Vedicist scholars of the Buddhist account of 
inference and defence on their part of the account offered by the earlier teachers 
belonging to their own (i. e. Vedicist) tradition. About the second feature one thing­
though of minor importance-is noteworthy, and it is that the definition of inference 

126. 
127. 
128. 
130. 
131. 

PS, 2. 2 ; Buddhist Logic, Vol. I, p. 236. 
'AnumanaJ!l lingadarthadarsanam'-Nyi:iyapravesa, 
PS, pari. 2; TS, k. 1442; Ti:itP., p. 180. 
'Sadhyavinabhuto lingatsiidhyanisci:iyakam smrtam / 

yayaviniscaya, 2. 171, 172. • • 

p. 7; NB, 2. 3; TS, k. 1362. 
129. NV, p. 49 ; Ti:itp. , p. 180. 

Anumi:inam . .'-NA, 5. 
132. T~V, p. 205; PMK, p. 105. 
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offered by a Vedicist scholar like Bhasarvajiia was to an extent influenced also by the 
Buddhist definition, 133 a characteristic that was constantly marking the Jaina logician's 
definition ever since the beginning of the Buddhist period. 1s4 

III. [ NAVYA-NYAYA PERIOD] 

The Navya-Nyaya period starts with Upadhyaya Ga:tigesa, who, while retaining 
the definition of inference offered' by the earlier Vedicist teachers, introduced in it such 
subtle refinements (sukf ma parifkcira) 135 as were honoured in later times not by the 
Navya-Naiyaikas ·alone, but by all the Vedicists who took to refining (the definition of 
inference). By the time of this new refinement the Buddhist logicians had almost 
disappeared from the Indian scene ; hence there arises no question of this refinement 
being accepted or rejected in the Buddhist texts. This was, however, not the case with 
the Jaina tradition which has continued to flourish in India in the post-Navyanyaya 
period as in the earlier. Nor can it be said that there has been no Jaina logician who 
had mastery over the vitals (marmajna) of (the literature of) the Navya-Nyaya period ; 
for the Jaina tradition has produced, in the person of Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji (for 
example), an acute-minded logician who was a keen student of the Navya-Nyaya texts 
like TattvacintcimatJi, Atoka, etc. However, not even in Upadhyayaji's writings like 
Tarkabh~ii etc. do we come across an acceptance or refutation of the refined definition 
of inference the Navya-Nyaya period offered. For Tarkabhafli-Upa.dhy1iyaji's chief work 
dealing with p1pmii1Jas-retains the same definition of inference as had been accepted 
by the earlier Svetambara and Digambara logicians. 

The definition of inference offered by Ac. Hernacandra is the same as was established 
and defended by the old Jaina logicians like Siddhasena and Akalarika ; he inserts no 
amendment in it, nor deletes anything from it, nor adds anything, to it. However, one 
thing is noteworthy about Ac. Hemacandra's account of inference. He omitted that 
passionate refutation of the threefold classification of inference recognized in Vedicist 
tradition which had become customary with all the earlier Jaina logicians-not excluding , -
the Svetambaras like Abhayadeva, Vadidevasiiri, etc. 1s0 We cannot say whether Ac. 
Hemacandra did so because he wanted to be brief or because he saw an inconsistency 
in such a refutation. At arly rate, the omission on Ac. Hernacandra's part of the 
refutation of the threefold classification of inference recognized in the Vedicist tradition 
eliminted one inconsistency that had cropped up in the Jaina texts- particularly in those , .. 
belonging to the Svetarnbara trad1t1on. The credit for eliminating this inconsistency 
certainly goes to Ac. Hemacandra. And here was the inconsistency. An author like 

133. 'Samyagaviniibhiivena parok~iinubhavasiidhanamanumiinam' -NSa, p. 5. 
134 NA, 5 ; Nyiiyavini~caya, 2.1; PPar, p. 70; PM, 3. 14. 
135. 'Atitiiniigatadhiimiidiji'iiine'pyanumitidadaniinna lingam taddhetul_l vyiipiirapiirvavartitayorabhliviit 

kintu vyiiptiji'ianaJ!l karat].a{!l pariimarso vyapiira\l. •-Tattvacintiimani, Paramarsa. , PP· 536-50-
136. SMT, p. 559 ; SVR, p. 527. 
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Aryarak~ita-supposed to be a Pilrvadhara and an Agamadhara (i. e. one well-versed in 
the scriptural texts called 'Purva' and 'Agama')-had accepted and defended in great 
details the threefold classification of inference recognized in the Nyaya system, while 

I 

the same classification was passionately refuted by the Svetambara logicians like 
Abhayadeva etc. who were successors of the same Aryarak~ita. The Digambara tradition 
may be said to suffer from no such inconsistency, for this tradition does not at all regard 
Aryaraksita's Anuyogadviira as an authoritative text. Hence if the Digambara logicians 
like Ak~lanka etc. refuted the threefold classification of inference recognized in the 
Nyaya system, they could not be charged with going counter to t!1e path laid down by 
their own earlier teachers. But this does not hold true of the Svetambara tradition. 
For the Svetambara logicians like Abhayadeva etc. , who refuted the threefold 
classification of inference recognized in the Nyaya system, were the followers of 
Aryarak~ita who had earlier defended the same classification ; hence this refutation on 
their part was glaringly out of tune with that defence offered by their own earlier teacher. 

Ac. Hernacandra perhaps realized that, as a result of following the Digambara 
logicians like Akalanka etc. , the Svetambara logicians had involved themselvrs in a 
contradiction with their own tradition. And this realization seems to be responsible 
for the omission, in his Commentary, of the refutation of the threefold classification of 
inference. Maybe, it was in deference to this Hemacandrian elimination of inconsistency 
that Upadhyaya Yasovijayaji did not undertake, in his Tarkabhii~li, a refutation of the 
t~reefold classification of inference recognized in the Vedicist tradition, even though he 
did _undertake a refutation of the fivefold characterization (of probans) (hetu-piincariipya) 
recognized in the Nyaya system. 

(P MT, pp. 138-42 ; DC I, pp. 174-79) 

18. IS TARKA A PRAM.ANA ? 

Centuries before the time of Lord Mahavira Buddha and Upanisads the verbal 
root ~uh' (~!veda, 10. 131. 10) and 'tarka' (R~mliya,;a, 3. 25. 12)-as· al~o various 
f~rmations denved therefrom-were current in Sanskrit and Prakrit languages. 137 In the 
Agamas, Pi{akas, and philosophical siitras these words have been used in various 
context-and in various m • h · · 

. eanmgs t at slightly differ from one another. 138 However, one 
element 1s common to all these • d · · I I · ct· · f · · meamngs, an 1t 1s t 1e e ernent m 1cative o a cogmt1ve 
process of the form of ratioc·1nat1'0 ( • - - k ·~- - - ) I J · · ·, I · . . , n v1caratma a pwna-vyapara . n a1rnm1 s ap 1onsm 
and m the commentaries of Sahara etc. 1so thereon the idea is expressed by the word 'i'lha' 

137. 'Upasargaddhrasva iihateli.'-Pa!].inisiitra, 7. 4. 23; ·Nai~a tarke!].a ma!irapaneya.' Ka~hopani~ad, 
2. 9. 

138. 'Takka jattha na vijjai.' Acarati.gasiitra, 170 • 'Vihimsa vitakka.' Majjhimanikaya Savvasava-
sutta, 2. 6 ; 'Tarkapratieythanat.' Brahmasiitr:, 2 I.. II ; NS, 1. 1. 40. , 

139. 'Trividhasca uhati. Mantrasamasaqiskaravi~ayati.' Sabarabhaeyya, 9. 1. 1; Jaiminiyanyayamalavistara, 
Adhikara9a 9. 1. 1. 
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and Jayanta in his Nyaya-manjari (p. 588) refutes the same, taking it to stand for 
inferential ( anumanatmaka) or verbal (sabdatmaka) cognition. Ny"iiya-sutra I. 1. 40 offers 
a definition of tarka, which contains the word 'uha', and th~ purport of the definition 
is that ratiocination of the form of tarka is not itself a pram"ii1Ja but merely a mental 
process (manovyliplira) favourable to pramli1Ja (pramli1Jlinuku!a). Later Naiyayikas have 
attributed one fixed meaning to the word "tarka" and have elucidated it. Their ruling 
(nir~taya) is that tarka is not a cognition of the nature of pramli1Ja but a temporarily enter­
tained cognition (lihlirya-jnana) of the nature of "supposition of the presence of a pro bans 
(which is actually absent) necessitating the supposition of the presence of the probandum 
(whose presence is an obvious ab~urdity)" ( vylipyliropa-purvaka-vylipakaropa-ivariipa), 140 

a cognition which, by removing the doubt that a proposed probans is irrelevant (aprayoja­
katva-sal')kli-nirlisa) or that a proposed relation of invariable concomitance is a case of non­
invariable concomitance (vyabhiciira-saizkli-nirlisa), acts as an auxiliary (sahaklirin) and an aid 
(upayogin) in formulating a relation of invariable concomitance (vylipti-nirl')aya) (Cintamal}i, 
Anumlina, p. 210 ; Nyiiya-sutra-v,:tti, 1. 1. 40). Since old times the Nyaya system has 
refused to treat tarka as a pramlilJa. 141 And with the development of the system, plenty 
of clarification has been offered as to the meaning of the word ''tarka" and as to the 
utility of tarka, a fact attested by the subtler and subtler texts that have been composed 
on the subject ever since the time of Gangesa Upadhyaya. 

Buddhist logicians (Hetubindu!ikli, p. 17 ), too, though granting that thought in the 
form of tarka (tarklitmaka vikalpajnlina) is of value in formulating a relation of invariable 
concomitance, do not treat tarka as a pramli1Ja. Thus we have the Mimatp.sa tradition 
which treats tarka as a pramci1Ja and the Nyaya-cum-Buddhist tradition which treats tarka 
as apramlil')a-though-an-aid-to-pramal')a (apramlitJarupa, pramalJ'iinugra!zaka). 

In the Jaina tradition, the second among the types of matijnlina-which is a pramlil')a 
-is called 'ihii' which, in fact, stands for 'a cognitive process of the form of consideration 
of the pros and cons' (gul'Ja-do~a-vicarotmaka jnana-vyapara) ; and Umasvati has used the 
word ''uha" and "tarka" as synonyms for this "iha" ( Tattviirtha-siitra, 1. 15). After tha 
Jaina tradition bad assumed the task of offering definition, classification, etc. of 
pramlil'}as from the logicians' standpoint, Akalanka seems to be the first to determine the 
nature, object, and utility of tarka ( Laghi. , Autocommentary, 3. 2), and he has been 
followed by all later Jaina logicians. The Jaina tradition is one with the Jvfimaiµsaka 
in treating tarka as a cognition of the nature of pramal'}a. According to the Jaina 
logicians, the word "tarka or "uha stands for 'cognition of a relation of invariable 
concomitance' (vyiiptijniina). Thus the word "iiha" or "tarka", which was known to the 
Aryan tradition (Aryaparamplirii) since long past, was attributed by Akalanka to a 
subspecies of non-perceptual pramiil'Ja (parok~a-prama~ia). Hence it is that while the 
Naiyiiyikas like Vacaspatimisra 142 sometimes suggest that the 'cognition of invariable 
concomitance' (vyaptijnana) is a mental perception (m'iinasa pratyakfa), sometimes that it 

140. Roughly speaking, tarka can be equated with reductio ad absurdum. Tr. 
141. NS, I. 2 1. 142. Tatp.; pp, 159-67; NM, p. 123. 
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is an ordinary perception (laukika-pratyak~a), sometimes that it is an inferential cognition 
(anumiti), and so on and so forth, the Jaina logicians always urged that 'cognition of 
invariable concomitance' is of but one nature and that this nature, is grasped by what 
they call "tarka". Ac. Hemacandra simply endorses this old tradition. 

(P MT, pp. 76-77 ; DC I, pp. 172-73) 

19. THE NATURE OF VYAPTI ( i. e. RELATION OF 

INVARIABLE'" COM CO MIT ANCE) 

In Pramlina-mimamsa 1. 2. 10 is offered a definition of avinlibhliva (i. e. non-presence 
[of probans) in the absen~e of [probandum]). Now the question arises why Ac. Hemacandra, 
after having defined tarka, seeks to define vyapti which was (in the course of discussion 
on tarka) given out as the object to be grasped by tarka (tarka-vi~aya). The answer to 
this question is as follows. In his commentary on Hetubindu, Arcata, in order to bring 
into prominence certain particular aspects of the problem, gives a very attractive account 
of what he calls 'vyapti understood as a character of the prolJans' (vycipya-dharma-rupa 
vy"lipti) and 'vylipti understood as a character of the probandum' (vylipakadharma-rupa­
vyapti). And Ac. Hemacandra, with an eye to making handsome selection from all 
possible sources (cakora-dr~!i), could not resist the temptation of assimilating this account 
of Arcata. As a result, we find him incorporating it verbatim in his aphorism and the 
commentary thereon . 

. ~he question before Arcata was : If vyapti is, like conjunction ( saf?1yoga), a relation 
obtami~~ between two entities (dvi~!ha-sa mbandha), why is·it not the case that just as the 
proposition 'X is in conjunction with Y' is not different from 'Y is in conjunction with X' 
the proposition 'X is the probans and y its probandum' is not different from 'Y is the 
prob~n~ and X its probandum', that is to say, in case Xis a probans and Y its probandum 
why is 1: also not the case that y is a probans and X its probandum ? Arcata tells us 
that this question was raised by some logician having "Acarya" for his pen-name. And 
Arcata answers it by maintaining that vy"lipti is not a symmetrical relati· n (ekarupa 
sambandha) but a non sy t • 1 • d · - (" - mme nca relation where the relata concerne , viz. vyapya 1. e. 
probans) and vylip 1, (. . . . . 
• . . a ca 1- e. probandum, exhibit two mu tally different types of charactens-

tlcs (vzbhznna svar- ) h. . . . 
upa , w 1ch, m turn explains why we can infer from the existence of 

probans-the possessor f · ' · · h · f b d 0 one particular type of charactenst1c-t e existence o pro an um 
- the possessor of another particular type of characteristic, but not vice versa. In other 
words, the :elation_ of probans and probandum (gamyagamakabhava) is not symmetrical 
(sarvatra anzyata), Just as the relation of substratum and superstratum (ii.dhlirlidheyabhliva) 
is not. 143 

ln those olden days, the contingency of the relation of probans and probandum 
turning out to be a symmetrical retation was sought to be obviated by logicians like 
------- ------
143. Here the words "symmetrical" and "non-symmetrical" mean roughly the same thing as they do 

in Russell and his school of Mathematical Logic. Tr. 
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Arcata, through maintaining· that vylipti is of two sorts (i. e. that vylipti characterizing 
the pro bans is of a different sort from that characterizing the probandum). But with the 
maturing of the science of Logic, another-and more satisfactory-manner of meeting the 
contingency in question was found out. Gangesa, the founder of Navya-Nyaya, has 
considered in his Cint'iimal]i ( Glid'iidhari, pp. 141-390) a number of definitions-prima 
facie as well as final-of vy'iipti. The prima facie definitions ( pfirvapak~a-vyiipti ) 
seek to present, in a refined form, the nature of avyabhicaritatva (i. e. 
absence of absence-of-invariable-concomitance) 144 which is but another name 
for avin'iibh'iiva or for what Arcata calls 'vy'iipti understood as a character of the probans' 
(vy'iipyadharmarupa vy'iipti). On the other hand, the final definition of vy'iipti (siddhanta­
vy'iipti) presents, in a refined form, the typical charateristic of a probandum (vyapakatva),145 

a characteristic which Arcata calls "vy'iipti understood as a character of the probandum" 
(i. e. vyiipakadharmarupa vyiipti). That is to say, while Arcata granted that vyapti can be 
understood as a (typical) characteristic of the probandum, though he went on to add that 
the existence of the entity characterized by vyapti of this sort, i. e. the existence of the 
probandum, cannot enable us to infer the existence of something else (say, of the probans), 
Gangesa, refusing to attribute the name 'vyiipti' to the typical characteristic of a 
probandum, calls this charact~ristic just 'vyapakatva' and goes on to add that 'vylipti' 
stands for "coexistence (siimaniidhikaral]ya) (of the probans) with an entity characterized 
by vy'iipakatva thus understood". uo This account offered by Gangesa is particularly 
subtle. And had Ac. Hemacandra come across the account of vyiipakatva, avyabhicaritatva, 
etc. offered by the logicians like Gangefa,he must have made use of it in the present context. 

In the texts on Logic "vylipti, "avinabhava", and "niyatasahacarya" (i. e. invariable 
concomitance) are well known as synonymous words. The nature uf vyiipti-understood­
as-avin'iibhliva has been treated by the entire lot of Jaina logicians like Mai;iikyanandin 
(PM, 3. 17, 18) etc. , but the new idea suggested by Arcata has been incorporated, perhaps, 
in no other Jaina text on Logic. 

(PMT, pp. 78-79; DC I, 180-81) 

20. THE NUMBER OF STEPS ( avayava ) IN AN INFERENCE-FOR-OTHERS 

( par'iirthiinumlina) 

There is diversity of views as to the technique of presenting (prayoga-paripiiti) an 
inference-for-the-sake-of-others (parlirthlinumiina). Thus Sankhya logicians are of the view 
that an inference-for-others requires just three steps in the form of pratijnii (i. e. statement 
of the thesis sought to be established), hetu (i. e. showing that the subject of the thesis is 

144. 'Na tiivadavyabhicaritatval'!l taddhi na siidhyiibhiivavadavrttitvam, siidhyavadbhinnasiidhyiibbiiva• 
vadavrttitval'!l ...•• slidhyavadanyavrttitvaip vii.' Cintlimai:ii-Glidiidhari, p. 141. 

145. 'Pratiyogyasiimlinlidhikarai:iayatsamliniidhikaral).iityantiibhiivapratiyogitlivacche<lakiivacchinnal!l yan­
na bhavati.' Giidiidhari, p. 391. 

146. 'Tena samaip tasya slimlinlidhikara9yaip vyiipti\1.' Glidiidhari, p. 391. 
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possessed of the probans concerned), and d,:~flinta (i. e. formulating the concerned 
relation-of-invariable-concomitance or vyo,pti and illustrating the same). The Mimamsakas 
too, according to Vadidevasu.ri, (SVR, p. 559) admit the necessity of just three steps, 
but Ac. Hemacandra and Anantavirya tell us that the Mimaiµsakas admit the necessity 
of four steps (Prameyaratnamcila, 3. 37). Salikanatha-the follower of Prabhakara-in his 
Prakara1J.apancikci (pp. 83-85) and Parthasarathiroisra in his commentary on Slokavlirrika 
(Anumcina., SI. 54) make mention of just three steps. Thus the statement of Vadidcva 

- • I 
accords-and that of Ac. Hemacandra and Anantavirya does not-with what Salikanatha 
and Pa.rthasarathi say. Hence if the statement of Ac. Hemacanclra and Anantavirya 
as to the Mimihp.saka's acceptance of four steps is not a mis-statement, we have to 
understand that they had before them-and hence mentioned it-some Mima:qisa tradition 
which accepted four steps. The Naiyayikas admit the necessity of five steps (NS, 1. 1. 32). 
According to the Buddhist logicians, the maximum number of steps is two-viz. hetu and 
d,:ffo.nta-(PV, 1. 28 ; SVR, p. 559) while the minimum necessary step is hetu (PV. I. 281. 
In the midst of this diversity of views the Jaina logicians have, since the time of 
N~ryukti~, 147 adopted on this question-a/on many others-a position that is in conformity 
with their non-absolutistic standpoint. All Jaina teachers-Digambara as well as Svetam­
bara-are of the view the number of steps (requisite in an inference-for-others) is not fixed 
but may be more or less according as the hearer concerned is less or more competent. 

Ma.I].ikyanandin recognizes (PM. 3. 37-46) pratijnci and hetu as the two minimum 
ndece~sary steps, but he concedes that one or more of the remaining three steps-viz. 

rstanta upa, (" • . "d • • • • • ' zaya 1. e. pomtmg out that the case under cons1 erat10n 1s a case falling 
under the vya. t • r I . • • • . P l 1ormu ated m drstlinta) and nigamana (1. e. re1terat1on of the thesis as 
conclus1vel · • • • ' . . . 
Th Y esta~hshed)-may also be required in deahng with certain types of nearers. 

e words of Ac IJ d , · f h. ' to · d. • ~emacan ra s present aphorisms and o 1s <.:ommentary thereon go 
in icate that th • • . . 

by p bl _ e view expressed in Manikyanandin's aphorism and m its commentary 
ra rncandra etc • 1 h. . • - d . . that ··~- • ts a so 1s view that is to say Ac. Hemacan ra, too 1s of the view 
pratl]na and h t t .. ' , . 

may b . . e u are Wo minimum necessary steps wl11le three, four, or five steps 
e required m special · • • • d' · · own c cases. However Vad1deva s view 1s 1fferent, for he m his 
ommentary on th t t ' ' 

of granting th . e_ ex touching upon the subject (SVR, p. 548), goes to the extent 
at tn dealmg ·th . • . might alone suffice .. wi a particular type of hearers one smgle step, viz. hetu, 

of hearers v-a·a ' a POSitlon already granted by Buddhists. As for the remaining types 
, a I eva says th t . . ~ 

hetu some thr . . a some of them may reqmre two steps, viz. pratijnli and 
' ee, viz. prattjna, h • ··~- -and l''Da•zaJ'a . d , etu, and drstanta, some four, viz. pratl}na, hetu, drstanta, 

•, • , an some fi . • • • - : • • 
(SVR, p. 564). ve, viz. pratijna, hetu, dr~/anta, upanaya, and mgamana 

Here one historically iinp , _ 
0 rtant speciality of the Svetambara tradition as distinct 

from the Digambara is worth not· 1ng. No Digambara teacher has even taken note of the 

147. 'Jinavaynam siddharn ceva bha / A- •• -• .:- • • . _ _ l).I).ae katthai udaharal).af!1 saJJa u soyaraf!l beu vi kahinci 
bhai~ryeJJa // Kattha1 pancavayavam d 1 - - ha na padisiddham na ya pui:ia· savvam. _ _ __ akkh- . asa 1a va savva . . 
bha99a1 hand1 sav1aram ayam. • Dasavaikaiika-niryukti. Gathiis 49, 50. 
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ten steps148-different from the· ten steps spoken of by Vatsyayana149-which are mentioned 
and described in that Niryulcti ascribed to the very ancient Bhadrabahu, while, on the 
other hand, all Svetambara logicians (SVR, p. 556), having granted that in certain particular 
cases even more than five steps may be required; go on to name and describe the ten 
steps precisely after the manner of the Niryukti in question. The root of this divergence 
seems to lie in the rejection on the part of the Digambara tradition of the ancient 
literature like Agama etc. 

Mar;i.ikyanandin says in his aphorism one thing that seems remarkable. Thus he 
tells us that two steps and five steps are required in two different types of spheres, that is 
to say, two is the number of steps to be employed in the course of a debate (v'flda-pradesa) 
but either two or five steps may be employed (keeping in view the competence of the 
hearer concerned) in the course of a systematic exposition (sli.stra-pradesa). And what is 
to be remembered about Vadideva's stand is that he, like Buddhists, grants that hetu is 
the only step required when the hearer happens to be specially learned (visi~fa vidvli.n) 
(i. e. expert in the subject-matter under consideration. But to neither of these effects has 

_ Ac. Hemacandra made any clear mention. 

(PMT, pp. 94-96; DC I, pp. 181-83) 

21. THE ASPECTS OF THE NATURE OF A PROBANS ( hetu-riipa) 

As to the aspects of the nature of a probans, the following four traditions are 
current among philosophers :-
( 1 ) the Vaise~ika-cum-Sankhya-cum-Buddhist tradition, ( 2) the Nyaya tradition, 
( 3 ) one anonymous tradition, and ( 4) the Jaina tradition. 

According to the first tradition, the nature of a probans has got three aspects, viz. 
( i ) presence in the subject (of the thesis sought to be established), (pak~a-sattl'G), (ii) 
presence in a homologue (sapak~a-sattva), and ( iii) absence from heterologues (vipak~a­
vyiivrtti. The adherents of this tradition are the Vaise~ikas, Sankhyas, and Buddhists, 
of whom the Vaise~ikas and Sankhyas seem to be older. The Buddhist logicians are 
obviously influenced by Kar;i.ada's twofold division of pramli1Jas (pramli.7Ja-dvairidhyaj into 
perception and inference, and it appears that they have likewise been influenced by the 
Vaise~ika thesis of the threefold nature of a probans (hetu-trairupya). 1so In the course of 
his account of the nature of a probans, Prasastapada himself quotes a karika which mentions 

148. 'Te u painnavibhatti heuvibhatt'i vivakkhapa4iseho diHhato asankii tapp4iseho nigamai:iam ca.' 
Dasavaikiilika., G. 137. 

149. 'Dasiivayavaneke Naiyayikii vakye saiicak~ate jijiiasa sarpsayap sakyapriiptip prayojanaIJ1 
samsayavyudlisa iti.' NBh. I. 1. 32. 

150. Pr~f. Stcherbatsky is, however, of the view that it is the Vaisesikas who have been influenced 
by the Buddhists in their acceptance of the doctrine of the thr;efold nature of a probans. See 
'Buddhist Logic'. Vol. I, p. 244. 

12 
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the doctrine of the threefold nature of a pro bans as the doctrine upheld by Kasyapa. 161 

The same three aspects of the nature of a probans are mentioned by Mathara in his 
Vrtti (Miifharavrtti, k. 5). The Buddhist texts like Abhidharmakosa, Pram1J'liasamuccaya. 
Nyliyapravesa (p. 1), Nyiiyabindu (2. 5 ff)., 1-Ietubindu (p. 4), Tattvasangraha (k. 1362), etc. 
have all taken these three aspects to constitute the definition of probans and have 
accordingly defended the doctrine of the threefold nature of a pro bans. The delineation 
of the three aspects of ths nature of a pro bans and the defence of the doctrine of the 
threefold nature along with a refutation of the rival doctrines have been undertaken in the 
Buddhist texts on a much larger scale than in any exclusively Vai~e~ika or Sankhya text. 

The Naiyayikas admit, in addition to the above three, two more aspects of the nature 
of a probans, viz. ( i ) absence of cancellation-of-the-thesis(-on-the-part-of-another-pram'li~za) 
( abadhitavifayatva) and ( ii ) absence of a counterbalancing pro bans (asatpratipak~itatva) ; 
they thus advocate the doctrine of the fivefold nature. It cannot be said with certainty 
as to who first started this advocacy, but may be Uddyotakara is the person-(NV, 1. l. 5). 

Arcata, the commentator of Hetubindu (p. 205), and Sridhara, the follower of Prasastapada, 
have sought to cover within (the scope of) the doctrine of the threefold nature (the scope of) 
the doctrine of the fivefold nature. And though this doctrine of the fivefold nature has 
been described and defended by all later Naiyayikas like Vacaspati (Tlitp., I. 1. 5), Jayanta 
(~M, p. 110), etc. , it has not remained static (sthira) like a dead organism (mrtaka-muf[i; 
~it. the fist of a corpse_;. For Naiyayikas like Gadadhara, through their stand-laid down 
m the texts on Avayava etc.-that vyo,pti (i. e. its invariable concomitance with the 
probandum) and pak~adharmata. (i. e. its characterizing the subject of the thesis) are the 
two features needed by a probans in order to enable us to infer the probandum concerned 
(gamakatopayogi-rupa), have implicitly suggested (samsucana) that the essential aspects of 
the t f b • 

. _dn~ u_re O a_ pro ans are but three (rather than five). Thus the early Naiyayika's nf hinsdisten_ce m favour of the fivefold nature got loosened so as to permit an acceptance 
o t e octnne of the threefold nature. 

1 Besi~~s- the tradi~ion dwhich accepted the doctrine of the fivefold nature, there was 
; s~ _a tr~ lt:?~~~e~ione M~n~ refuted by Arcata 152 and attributed by him, in a general 
ast ion, tho t . aiyt aydi. ~s, 1hma:qisakas, etc. "-which accepted the doctrine of the sixfold 

na ure, a 1s, a ra 1t1on w ich . . . 
, ( ·~- ) Th Id N accepted an add1t1onal aspect m the form of 'known-

ness 1natatva • e O yaya view that a probans-as-being-known (jnliyamlina liriga) 

151. 

152. 

'Yadanumeyena sambaddham pras· 
mapakam // Viparitarnato· ~dham ca tadanvite / Tadabhiive ca nastyeva tallingamanu-
Ka 'yapo~bravit //'-Prasast Y_atsyadekena dvitayena va / Viruddhlisiddhasandigdhamalingaf!l 
, s apadabhasya . 

'Sadlaksano heturityapare Na· - . ·_ •_P- 200, Kand., P· 203. 
• • • 1Yay1kamuna k-d K- · h · • t -1 -al a tr-101• c • - . f!lsa a ayo manyante. am puna. sadriipani hetosta1• nsyan e 1 y 1 -•••• • a1tani k · · · 

• 1 -pam tatha v· k . _Pa ~adharmlinvayavyatireklikhylil).i tatha ablidhitavisayatvaf!l caturt 1am ru , -• • 1va s1taika • kh - · 
d k : kh adyekas • kh. _ san Yatvaf!! rupantarameka sankhya yasya hetudravyasya ta e asan - yam • -Y an Yavacch· - - - - -

• t"h t h" _ mnayarp pratiheturahitayam hetuvyaktau hetutvam tada gamakatvarn na tu pra I e usa 1tayam . d . . _ _ _ _ ·~- __ .: . 
• h -~-t h t h , :P1 v1tvasankhyayuktayam ... tatha Jnatatvaf!1 ca Jnanav1eya-

yatvam ca, na yaJna O e u. :svasattamatrei:ia gamako yukta· iti!-Hetubindu\ilca, p. 205. 
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i.s the instrumental cause (karan.a) of inferential cognition (anumiti)-a view sought to be 
refuted in the later Nyaya texts ( Jniiyamiina,?t li1iga,r, tu kara1Jarri nahi'-Muktli.vali, k. 67) 
-was perhaps rooted in this tradition upholding the doctrine of the sixfold nature. 

The Jaina tradition maintains that a probans has but unitary nature, viz. 'absence 
in the absence of the probandum' (aviniibhiiva). This tradition does not say that the 
three or five or any number of aspects pointed out by others are (always) non-existent 
( a~at) there in a pro bans, but it submits that since it is sometimes possible to draw a 
finally conclusive inference (nirviv'iida sadanumiina) even in the absence of these aspects 
numbering three, five, etc. , it is not easy to determine the common nature of all probantia 
except by admitting that they are all absent in the absence of their respective probanda. 
Thus the three or five aspects are but details (prapan cam'iitra) of certain possible cases 
of 'absence in the absence of the probandum'. Though Siddhasena in his Nyiiyiivatiira 
has characterized probans as 'absent in the absence of the probandum' (siidhyaviniibhiivin), 
Patrasvamin is, perhaps, the first defender of the position that 'absence in the absence 
of the probandum' is the sole nature (ekamiitra rupa) of a probans. This Jaina position 
that 'absence in the absence of the probandum' is the sole nature of a probans has been 
presented-and refuted--as Patrasvamin's position by Santarak~ita in Tattvasangraha. 158 

It appears that Jaina logicians of the earlier period simply maintained that the nature 
of a probans consists in 'absence of the probandum', while the logical defence of the 
position along with a refutation of the Buddhist doctrine of the threefold nature came, 
first of all, from Patrasvamin. 

The following kiirikli refutative of the Buddhist doctrine of the threefold nature has 
been quoted by Akalanka, (Nyiiyaviniscaya, p. 177) Vidyananda (P.Par, p. 72), etc. :­

Anyathlinupapannatva~i yatra tatra traye1Ja kim / 
Nlinyath'iinupapannatva,r, yatra tatra trayel)a kim I I , 

and this ought to be Patrasvamin's composition. It is the refutation of the rival doctrine 
of the threefold nat11re which Patrasvamin first undertook in the Jaina tradition that has 

I 

become model for all subsequent Jaina logicians-Svetambara as well as Digambara--like 
Akalati.ka ( Pramii1Jasangraha, p. 66A ) etc. In due course, a refutation of the doctrine 
of the fivefold nature was added to this refutation of the doctrine of the threefold nature. 

I 

Thus we find in the later Digambara and Svetambara texts on Logic-e. g. in the writings 
of Vidyananda ( P.Par, p. 72 ), Prabhacandra ( PKM, p. 103 ), Vadidevasiiri ( SVR,p. 
521 ), etc-a detailed refutation of the doctrine of the threefold nature as well as of the 
doctrine of the fivefold nature. 

Following this tradition ( of the earlier Jaina logicians ), Ac, Hemacandra refutes 
the doctrine of the threefold nature as also the doctrine of the fivefold nature. So far 
as its content is concerned, Ac. Hemacandra's refutation is similar to that of the earlier 
teachers like Vidyananda etc. , but verbally it stands particularly closer to the one we find 
in Prameyaratnama/li of Anantavirya. Here also-as in many other cases-Ac. Hemacandra 

153. 'Anyathetyiidinli Piitrasviimimatamiisa11kate-niioyathiinupapannatvaqt yatra tatra trayei:ia kim I 
Aoyathii•nupapannatvaqt yatra tatra traye1:m kim //'-TS, ks. 1364-69. 
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-betrays a feature which, in a way, distinguishes him from the preceding Jaina logicians ; 
the feature consists in merely acquainting ( sangriihakamatra )-however briefly-the Jaina 
tradition with a new ( i, e, non-Jaina) idea. Thus we see that while presenting the prima 
facie Buddhist case in support of the doctrine of the threefold nature, Ac. Hemcandra 
quotes a lengthy passage from Dharmottara's commentary on Nyayabindu, a quotation 
not to be found in another earlier text on Jaina Logic. Though the passage in question 
is from a Buddhist logician, students of Jaina Logic ought to pay particular attention to 
it-even if in the form of the presentation of a prima facie view. 

The kiirikii "Anyathiinupapannatvam etc." quoted above is doubtless valid and is 
therefore (deservedly ) honoured in the entire Jaina tradition-so much so that Vidyananda 
has, in imitation, composed another klirika containing only a slight variation and seeking 
to refute the doctrine of the fivefold nature ( P.Par, p. 72 ). Now this k'iirika ought to 
have b~e~ honoured only on logical grounds and only in the field of Logic, but its 
non-logician devotees ( atiirk 'k bh k ) · ' 

• 1 a a ta were so much overwhelmed by 1t that they 
sought to enhance its prestige with the help of sheer cock-and-bull stories. And this 
tendency grew so wildly that ev th • · 
tl . . 1 1 en au ors on Logic became its victim. Some said that 

1e odngst~a aduht lor ( kartii) and bestower ( data ) of the karika was the Tirthankara 
name 1man arasvamin • oth •ct . 
fro s· dh _ . ' ers sai that the goddess named Padmavati brought it 

m 1man arasvamm and handed ·t - . . - . - . 
j., fully capabl f . 1 over to Patrakesansvamm. Thus a kanlw wluch 

J e o commg from the mouth f • b 
on account of the tft d f . 0 any logically-minded person had to be orn, 
mouth of Simandhaa 1 ~ e_ 0 bltod worship ( andha-bhakti) developed towards it, in the 

rasvamm-( SMT 56 _ 
use of the kiirikii H . 'p. 9 ). Be that as it may, Ac. Hemacandra makes 

' • owever, it seems al t . . b bl 
author of this kiirikii b 1 d mos certam that Patrasvamm, the pro a e 
stories concerning it ~t ~ onge to the Digambara tradition • for those cock-and-bull 

- ones concocted out f . ' I 
within the Digambara tradition. 0 an attltude of blind worship-are current on Y 

( PMT, pp. 80-83; DC I, pp. 184-87) 

22 TYPES ( . k-
[)ia ara) OF PROBANS 

In the Jaina tradition we find Ak . ala· k, • . . _ . 
contam an account of the types of _ n ~ s w11t111gs ( PramatJasangraha, pp,67-68) to 
classification based on the consid ~rubantia, but a clear-cut classification of probantia-

erat1on wheth .. 
entity ( vidhis'iidhaka ) or it enables . . er a probans enables us to infer a pos1t1ve 

• us to mter b • dh -d'' k ) • t be found only m the writings of ( tl , an a sence ( m~e asa ,ia a -is o 
le Jater aut 110 l"k )' - "k d" V"d - d etc. Paritcularly worthy of note • . ' rs 1 ·e Ma~1 yanan m, 1 yanan a, 

- is the chss·f • "b - "k ct· 
Vl·a·ya-nanda Devasuri and Ac He ' 1 tcation undertaken y Mam yanan m, , ' • macanct ., ~ • 
that we find in the Jaina texts is . Ia. The classification of probantia into types 
Dharmakirti's Nyliyabindu ( 2. 12 ). ;:a1~y., b~sed on Vaise$ika-siitra ( 9. 2. 1 ) and 

• • 1 . a,se$ikasiitra a clear mention is made of five 
types of probantia, VIZ. pro bans t.1at 1s an effect ( f h _ 

_ o t e probandum ~ ( karya ), one that 
is a cause ( of the probandum ) ( karana ), one that is 1·u c • 1• ( •th th b d ) • • OllJUnc IOU Wl e pro an um 
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( S(l,rtyogin ), one that residcs-by-san:avaya-rclation ( in the probandum ) { samavoyin ), 

and one that is contradictory ( of the probandum-rather of that whose absence is the 
probandum ) (virodhin). In Nyayabindu ( 2. 12) probantia are said to be of three types, viz. 
probans that is a sub-class-or an equivalent class-( of the probandum ) ( svabha.va ), one 
that is an effect ( of the probandum) ( klirya), and one that is non-cognition ( of the proban­
dum-rather of that whose absence is the probandum) (anupalabdhi) ; again, non-cognition 
is here subdivided into eleven types, 1 54 but each is treated as capable of enabling us to 
infer an absence and none as capable of enabling us to infer a positive entity. Akalanka 
and Maryikyanandin accepted this 'non-cognition' posited in Nyayabindu, but they 
introduced much amendment and addition in the idea. By "non-cognition" Dharmakirti 
understood all such non-cognitions ( anupalabdlii) and cognitions ( upalabdhi) as enable 
us to infer an absence~and it alone : but non-cognition, according to Ma.Qikyamndin, 
enables us to infer an absence as well as a positive entity. Not only that, MaIJ.ikyanandin 
is also of the view that even cognition enables us to infer an absence as well as a positive 
entity. 1 55 Vidyananda's classification is based on Vaise~ikasutra. For in Vaise~ikasurra 
we are told that either ( i) an absence ( ab/;fita) enables us to infer a positive entity 
( bhfita ), or ( ii ) a positive entity ( bhfita ) enables us to infer an absence ( abhuta ), 
or (iii) a positive entity ( bhuta) enables ·us to infer another positive entity ( bhfita ). 156 

To these three Vidyananda adds the fourth alternative, viz. an absence ( ablzfiw) 

enables us to infer another absence ( abhiita ), and thus he gives us an exhaustive 
catalogue of the non-cognitions as well as cognitions which enable us to infer a positive 
entity as also of those which enable us to infer an absence-( P.Par, pp. 72-74 ). After thus 
making the Vaise~ika classification exhaustive, Vidyananda goes on to determine the exact 
number of types and subtypes of probantia, and in this connection he has quoted a set 
of mnemonic kliriklis 1 5 7 attributed to certain earlier teachers ; thus Vidyananda seems 

154. 'Svabhavanupalabdhiryatha natra dhiima upalabdhilak~ai:iapraptasyanupalabdheriti. :Karyanuµalab­
dhiryatha nehapratibaddhasamarthyiini dhiimakiira1~ani santi dhiimabhaviit. Vyapakanupalab­
dhiryatha natra sirpsapa vrk~abhavat. Svabhavaviruddhopalabdhiryatha natra sitasparso'gneriti. 
Viruddhakaryopalabdhiryatha niitra sitasparso dhiimaditi. Viruddhavyiiptopalabdhiryatha na 
dhruvabhiivi bhiitasyapi bhiivasya viniiso hetvantarapek~a9at. Karyaviruddhopalabdhiryatha 
nehapratibaddhasamarthyiini sitakara9iini santi agneriti. Vyapakaviruddhopalabdhiryathii niitra 
tu~arasparso' gneriti. Kiira9iinupalabdhiryatha natra dhiimo'gnyabhavat. Karai:iaviruddhopalab­
dhiryathii nasya romahar~adivise~ii\l sannihitadahanavise~atvaditi. Kiirai:iaviruddhakaryopalab­
dhiryatha na romahar~iidivise~ayuktapuru~aviinayarp pradeso dhtimiiditi.'-NBT, 2. 32-42. 

155. PM, 3.57-59, 78, 86. 
156, 'Virodhyabhutarp bhutasya. Bhiitamabhutasya. Bhuto bhutasya. ·-VS, 3. 11-13. 
157. 'Atra saftgrahasloka!J.-Syatkaryarp kiira9a vyapyarp priiksa hottaracari ca / Liti.garp tallak~a9avyii­

pterbhutarp bhutasya sadhakam // Soqha viruddhakaryiidi sak~adevopavan:iitam / LiilgaJ!l 
bhiitamabhiitasya Ii1\galak~aryayogata'!I // Paramparyattu kiiryarp syat karai:iarri vyiipyameva ca/ 
Sahaciiri ca nirdi~tarri pratyekarp taccaturvidham Ii Kara9-ad dvi~1hakaryadibhedenodiihftaJ!l 
pura / Yatha ~oqasabhedarp syat dvavirpsatividharp tatal1 // Liiigarp samuditarp jiieyama~ya­
thanupapattimat / Tathii bhiitambhiitasyiipyiihyamanyadapidrsam / / Abhutarp bhiitamunnita'!l 
bhutasyanekadha budhai\1 / Tatba'bhiitamabhutasya yathiiyogyamudiiharet // Bahudhiipyeva-
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to suggest that in his present classification he bas based himself n~t _only on ~ailcfikasiltra 
but also either on some Jaina logician like AkalaJika and Ma:Q1kyanandm or on some 
Buddhist logician. 

Devasuri seems to have based his classification on that of Parikfamukha, but he 
has introduced the following changes : 
While according to Parik~iimukha six types of cognition ( 3. 59 ) and three types of 
non-cognition ( 3. 86 ) enable us to infer positive entities, according to Pramii1Janayata­
ttv'iiloka six types of cognition ( 3. 64 ) and five types of non-cognition ( 3. 99 ) do the 
same; again, while according to Parikflimukha, six types of cognition ( 3. 71 ) and seven 
types of non-cognition ( 3. 78 ) enable us to infer absences, according to Pramii~wnayata­
ttvliloka, seven types of cognition ( 3. 79 ) and seven types of non-cognition ( 3. 90) 
do the same. 

Like Vidyananda, Ac. Hemacandra bases his classification on both Vaise:tikmutra 
and Nyiiyabindu, but in one respect he differs from the former. Ac. Hemacandra does 
not treat a non-cognition as capable of enabling us to infer positive entities, that is to say, 
he accepts the Nyayabindu position that a non-cognition enables us to infer only absences. 
However, these various classifications, even though they somehow differ from one another 
a~d even though the resulting number of the types and subtypes of probantia is 
different in different cases, do not differ as to their essentials. Vacaspatimisra ( Tiitp. , 
pp. 158-64 ) has refuted not only the classification accepted by the Buddhists but also tbe 
one accepted in Vaise~ikasiitra. 

( P MT, pp. 83-85 ; DC I, 188-90 ) 

23• WHETHER EFFECT ALONE OR CAUSE ALSO IS A PROPER 

PROBANS AND SOME ALLIED PROBLEMS 

All logicians d 
cone d ) _ are agree that an effect is a proper probans ( for inferring the cause 

berne ( karyalingaka anumiina) but they differ as to whether a cause is a proper 
pro ans ( for int . ' , h" 
1 • • . errmg the effect concerned) ( k'iiranalingaka anumlina ). Budd 1st 
og1c1ans-parttcul I Db - . • . h 

ar Y armakirti-nowhere concede the possibility of an inference-wit -a-cause-as-pro ban ( k-. . . . , . . _ . 
1 b s a,a!Ja/zngaka anumlina) but the Vmses1kas and Naiyay1kas have a ways een of th . , _ . . . 

the footst e view that such an inference is possible. Ac. Hemacandra, followmg m 
"b•t· eps of the earlier Jaina logicians defends with a good amount of fanfare, the 

poss1 1 1ty of an inf . . 1 ' ' -d· " A H erence-wit 1-a-cause-as-probans. By means of the epithet '' Nyliyava in 

the. 1 tetmachandra here refers to Dharmakirti and though he, refutes the view upheld by 
e a er e has great d c . ' b 

regar 1or him, a regard expressed through the phrase " even Y so 
SU btle an observer ( suksmadarsin- . ) ( - -a· '" • ap1 as Nyayava m , • 

As to the possibility of an inference-wita-an-effeLt-as-probans ( kiirya/ingaka 
anumana ), there is no difference of opinion. But there is difference of opinion as to the 

.- ---- --·-------------

makhyatarµ sank~epeQa caturvidham / Atisaii.k~cpato dvedhopalambhiinupalambhabhfl //' 
PPar, pp. 74-75. 
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admissibility of certain instances of it. Thus the proposed inference "A living body 
possesses an atman, because it possesses life etc." ( Jivaccharira,rz slitmaka,rz prlirflidim­
attvat ) is treated by Buddhists not as a valid inference ( sadanumlina ) but as an invalid 
one ( mithy'iinum'iina ) ; that is why "life etc." ( occurring as probans in the inference in 
question) is quoted by them as a case of pseudo-probans ( hetvabhlisa) ( NB, 3. 99 ). 
Unlike other philosophers, Buddhists do not believe in an eternal atman residing in a 
living body ; hence in their eyes it is not valid to infer the existence of litman from the 
existence of life etc. On the other hand, philosophers like Vaise~ikas, Naiyayikas, 
Jainas etc., that is, all those philosophers who believe in the existence of a separate 
( and eternal ) litman, are of the view that it is valid to infer the existence of litman from 
the existence of life etc. Hence it is that philosophers believing in the existence of iitman 
do not consider "sapak~av,:ttitva" ( i. e. presence in a homologue ) to be an indispensable 
aspect of the nature ( anivlirya rupa ) of a valid pro bans. Thus according to these 
philosophers, a probans, which is just absent from all heterologues ( kevalavyatireki11) 
is a valid probans-irrespective of whether it is or is not also present in a homologue ; on 
this understanding, life etc. become a valid probans for inferring litman.1 58 This position 
has been defended in great details by the Naiyayikas and Jaina logicians alike. 

Ac. Hcmacandra follows the same procedure and argues that since a probans can 
possibly remain a valid probans even in the absence of "presence in a homologue" 
''presence in a homologue" is not an ( indispensable) aspect of the nature of a ( valid ) 
pro bans. Thus while refuting the Buddhist thesis-particularly as presented by Dharmakirti 
-that doubt as to whether a proposed probans is or is not present in a homologue 
( anvayasa,;deha) makes this probans a pseudo-probans of the anaiklintika type, Ac. 
Hemacandra says that pseudo-probantia of both the anaik'iintika and viruddha types are 
due only to "absence-in-all-heterologues" ( vyatireklibhava ) { i. e. neither is due to 
"absence of presence-in-a-homologue" ( anvay'iibhava )}, In Nyli.yabi,ipu Dharmakirti has 
maintained that a pseudo-probans of the anaik'iintika type may·be due either to "absence 
of absence-in-all-heterologues" ( vyatirekabh'iiva ) or to "doubt as to presence-in-a­
homologue" ( anvayasandeha ), Ui g a position Ac. Hemacandra seeks to refute. But 
contrary to what Ac. Hemacandra tells us, Dharmakirti nowhere maintains that pseudo­
probantia of both the anaik'iintika and viruddha types and of the anaik'iintika type in 
both its subspecies are due only to "absence of absence-in-all-heterologues". Thus Ac. 
Hemacandra's contention "Nyayav'iidin'iipi vyatireklibh'iivadeva hetvabh'iisli.vuktau" stands 
contradicted. Under these conditions, until we come across a passage in Dharamakirti 
which corroborates Ac. Hemacandra's report, we are forced to stretch a bit the meaning 
of the Acarya's words and make them to mean : 'Even though Nyliyavadin too recognizes 
the two types of pseudo-probantia, what the two are due to is "absence of absence-in­
all-heterologues" as is admitted by us Jainas, that is to say, both these types of pseudo-

ISS. 'KevalavyatirekiQatp tvidfl?amiitmiidiprasiidhane paramamastramupekl?iturp na saknuma ityayalbii­
bhii~yamapi vyakhyiinarp sreyalJ.'-NM, p. 578; Tatp., p. 283; Kand., p. :204. 

159. 'An'a}"oreVa dvayo riipayop sandehe' naikiintikal;l.'- NB, 3. 98. 
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probantia ought to be regarded as being due to "absence of ~bsence-in-all-heterologues" 
b t b' h there is no dispute among the logicians and neither should be regarded as 

a ou w ic b h' h h • d'fference 
being due to "doubt as to presence-in_-a-homologue" ( a out w 1c t ere 1s a 1 

of opinion ).' 
In this connection let us make one point clear. While defending their thesis on 

the threefold nature of a pro bans, the Buddhists treat "presence-in-a-homologue" as one 
of the three aspects of the nature of a pro bans, for they think that you cannot say "this 
probans is absent from all heterologues" unless you at the same time say "this probans 
is present only in homologues". Thus on their showing, it is only on account of 
"presence-in-homologues" that "absence-in-all-heterologues" can be ascertained, be the 
heterologue concerned with something real (vastu) or imaginary (avastu); hence in case it is 
impossible to speak of "presence-in-a-homologue" it is equally impossible to speak of 
"absence-in-all-heterologues". But even while "presence-in-a-homologue" and "absence-in­
all-heterologues" are so closely dependent on one another they are, according to Buddhists, 
mutually different ; hence it is that they lay equal emphasis on the two. This, however, 
is not the view accepted in the Jaina tradition ; for according to this tradition, the 
essential nature of a probans consists in ''absence-in-all-heterologues" ( vipak~avyavrtti ), 
'?! which nature 'anvaya' and 'vyatireka' are but two names. Following this line of thought, 
Ac. Hemacandra finally submits that if anvaya means "presence only in the homologues" 
( sapak~e eva sattvam ) it is but another name for vyatirelca which the Jaina describes as 
"inexplicability otherwise'' ( anyathanupapatti) ( i. e. absence unless the probandum is 
present). In short, what the Buddhist logicians view as two different though mutually 
dependent aspects of the nature of a probans, the Jaina logicians view as but ( the negative 
asp:~t ) 'inexplicability otherwise'· or 'absence-in-all-heterologues', thus ignoring the 
positive aspect ( viz. 'presence-in-homologues' ). 

( PMT, pp. 85-87 ; DC I, pp. 190-91 ) 

24. THE NATURE OF PAKSA 

. ~n co~nection with palqa, four questions deserve consideration : ( I ) What is the 
defin~t~on-i. e. essence-of pak:ja ? ( 2 ) What do the different adjectives occurring in the 
defimt10n seek to exclude from the purview of this definition? ( 3 ) What arc the forms 
( iikiira ) of pak:ja ? and ( 4 ) What are the types ( prak'iira ) of pak~a ? 

( 1 ) In th: field of speculation it was almost established long since as to what the 
nature of pak~a IS, but a clear picture of the concept was offered by Prafastapada in the 
course of his definition of pratijna (i.e. thesis sought to be established through inference).160 

t 60. 'Pratipipiidayi~itadharmavisi~\asya dharmino'padesavi~ayamapiidayitum uddesamatraqi pratiji'ia · 
AvirodhigrahaQiit pratyak~anumiiniibhyu~agatasvasiistrasvavacanavirodhino nirasta bhavanti.' 
Pra~astapiidabhii~ya, p. 234. 
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In Nyayapravesa 161 and Nyl'Jyabindu 162 the language of the definition was so much 
well established that all subsequent Jaina logicians- Svetambara and Digambara-have 
adopted in their texts the Buddhist ddinition without any variation whatsoever and in 
those very words ( or their verbal equivalents ). 

( 2) The three adjectives-viz. desired ( i~(a ), hitherto unestablished ( asiddha ), 
and uncontradicted ( abadhita )-have not been, all of the~. interpreted either in Prasas­
tapada or in Nya.yapravesa, but these texts clearly state as to what the word 'abadhita' 
( i. e. uncontradicted ) seeks to exclude from the purview of the definition in question. 163 

Nya.yabindu does the same for all the three adjectives. 164 The Jaina texts, likewise, tell 
us as to what these three words seek to exclude from the purview of the definition. The 
only difference is that while MaI_1ikya11andin ( PM, 3. 20) and Devasuri ( PNT, 3. 
14-17) mention all the three adjectives in the aphorism itself, Ac. Hemacandra 
mentions abiidhitatva in the aphorism and the remaining two in the Commentary. 
Prasastapada has enumerated the followir.g five types of contradicted thes'!s ( badhita 
pak~a) : 
( i ) that which goes against a perception ( pratyak~a-viruddha ), 
( ii ) that which goes against an inference ( anumana-viruddha ), 
( iii ) that which goes against Scriptures ( agama-viruddha ), ( iv ) that which goes against 
one's own system of philosophy ( svasastra-viruddha ), and ( v ) that which goes against 
one's own utterance ( svavacana-viruddha ). Nya.yapravesa too speaks of the five types of 
contradicted theses, but it replaces "svasa.stra-viruddha" by "/oka-viruddha" ( i. e. that 
which goes against the established social convention). In Nya.yabindu there occurs 
neither the adjective "'iigama-viruddha" nor "loka-viruddha" and the two replaced by 

161. 'Tatra pak~ap prasiddho dharmi prasid-ihavise~er:ia visi~tataya svayaJ11 sadhyatvenepsita\l, Pratya­
k~adyaviruddha iti vakyase~ah. Tadyatha nityat, sabdo'nityo veti.'-Nyayapravesa, p. 1. 

162. 'Svariiper:iaiva svayami~to'niralqtap pak~a iti.'-NB, 3. 40. 
163. 'Yatha'nu~Q.o'gniriti pratyak~avirodhi, ghanamambaramiti anumanavirodhi, BrahmaQ.ena sura 

peyetyagamavirodhi, Vaise~ikasya satkaryamiti bruvata\1 svasastravirodhi, na sabdo'rtha.pratyayaka 
iti svavacannvirodhi. '-Prasastapadabha~ya, p. 234; 'Sadhayitumi~!o 'pi pratyak~adiviruddhap 
pak~abhasat,. Tadyatha-pratyak~aviruddhap, anumanaviruddhap, agamaviruddhap. lokaviruddhap, 
svavacanaviruddhap, aprasiddhavise~ar:ia\l, aprasiddhavise~yap, aprasiddhobhaya\1, aprasiddha• 
sambandhasceti.'-Nyayapravesa, p. 2. 

164. 'SvariipeQ.eti sadhyatvenc~ta\l. Svariiper:iaiveti sadhyatvene~to na sadhanatvenapi. Yatha sabda­
syanityatve sadhye cak~u~atvaqi hetup sabde'siddhatvatsadhyam, na punastadiha sadhyatvene~tam 
sadhanatvenapyabhidhanat. Svayamiti vadina. Yastada sadhanamaha. Etena yadyapi kvacic:,has­
tre sthitap siidhanamaha tacchastrakiirer:ia tasmin dharmiQ.yanekadharmabhyupagame'pi 
yastada tena vadina svayaqi sadhayitumi~tar. sa eva sadhyo netara ityuktaqi bhavati. l~ta iti 
yatrarthe vivadena sadhanamupanyastruµ tasya siddhimicchata so'nukto'pi vacancna sadhyap. 
Tadadhikarar:iatvadvivadasya. Yatha pararthiiscak~uradayap. sanghatatvaccayaniisaniidivad iti, 
atratmartha ityanuktavapyatmiirthata sadhya, anena noktamatrameva sadhyamityuktaqi bhavati. 
Anir1ikrta iti etallak~aQ.ayoge'pi yap sadhayitumi~to'pyarthap pratyak~anumanapratitisvavacanair­
nirakriyate na sa\1 pak~a iti pradarsanartham. '-NBT, 3. 41-50. 

13 
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"pratitiviruddha'' ( i. e. that which goes against the established convention co~cerning the 
meaning of a word ) ; thus Nyayabindu admits, in all, four types of contradicted theses, 
viz. pratyaksa-viruddha, anumana-viruddha, svavacana-viruddha, and pratiti-viruddha. It 
eeems that Dharmakirti has eliminated the adjective "agama-viruddha" keeping in view 
the fact that the Buddhist tradition does not recognize 'ligama' ( i. e. Scriptures ) as a 
pramii.1Ja. On this question, MaQ.ikyanandin has followed not Nyliyabindu but Nyli.yapravesa 
whose fivefold classification has been accepted also by Devasuri. However, even 
while following Nyayapravesa and MaQ.ikyanandin, Devasuri inserted the word etc. "( lidi) 
in his aphorism ( PNT, 6. 40 ), an insertion which enabled him to speak in Ratnlikara of 
two additional types of contradicted theses, viz. smaral'}a-viruddha ( i. e. that which goes 
against memory) and tarka-viruddha ( i. e. that which goes against tarka as understood in 
Jaina Logic ). Ac. Hemacandra accepts in his aphorism the adjective 'prat"tti-viruddha' 
occurring in Nyayabindu and the remaining five occurring in Nyayapravesa and Mat;1.ikya­
nandin, thus making the total six. Mathara-who is probably older than Nyliyapravesa­
says (k. S) that pseudo-pak.yas ( pak.ylibhlisa ) are of nine types, but he gives no instances of 
these types while Nyliyapravesa mentions and illustrates the nine types of 
pseudo-pak.yas. 

( 3 ) Ac. Hemacandra informs us-as was already done bv Manikyanandin-(PM, 3. 
~~• 26• 3~ ) and Devasuri ( 3. 16-18 J- that pak~a is of two po;sible • forms ( akli.ra ), viz. 
dhe 0 ~Ject possessing the characteristic-acting-as-probandum ( sadhyadharmavisi~{a 
h" arrnzn) _and merely the characteristic-acting-as-probandum ( sli.dhyadharmamatra ). In 

1
18 h~phonsm ( 2. 8 ) Dharmakirti speaks of just one form of paksa but Dharmottara, 

(°a_ 18 commentary on this aphorism, enumerat~s three forms ~i; merely the object 
ch enoted by the subject of the thesis concerned ) ( ke-vala' dha;·min ) merely the 

aracteristic a f b d ' . and h • c mg-as-pro an um ( kevala dharma ), and a combination of the obJect 
t c chara t • • • als d . c enstic-actmg-as-probandum ( dharma-dharmi-samudliya ). Dharmottara 

o escnbes as t h h . . ·1r for f O w at are t e different occas10ns for employing these three d111erent 
ms O paksa a d • • h" • h 1 1. 36 ) • • escnpt1on w 1ch 1s unprecedented ( apurva ). Vatsyayana ( NB , • 

and .. :;: doubt_ s?eaks of "object possessing the characteristic ( dharmavisi~{a dharmin ) 

Of k aractenst1c possessed by the object" ( dharmivisista dharma ) as two possible forms 
pa sa but . • • . 

diffi • ' . no text earher than Dharmottara's commentary in question, details the 
erent occasion h d' "1.' , s w en the iuerent forms of paksa are to be employed. Dharmottara s 

presrnt account . • . 
. h . . was mcorporated by Manikyanandin-and later on by Devasuri-m the 
ahp onsm Its:lf. Ac. Hemacandra follo;s these two earlier teachers, but incorporates 
t e account 10 qu 1• . h . . _ -

2 es ion mt e Commentary rather than aphonsm-( Pramlinam1mmrz.sa, 
1. . 13-17 ). • 

( 4 ) Like other Jaina logicians Ac. Hemacandra accepts three types of pak~a 
( understood as the object denoted by the subject of the thesis concerned ), viz. that 
which is established through a pram'li.lJ,a ( pram'li.1J,a-siddha ), that which is imagined 
(vikalpa-siddha), 165 and that which is partly established through a pramo1Ja and partly 

165. By "imagined pak~a" is meant palcfa whose claim for reality is under dispute.-Tr. 
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imagined (ubhaya-.siddha). There is no difference of op1mon about the first type, but 
there is no unanimity about the remaining two. So far as our information goes, 
Dharmakirti seems to be the first logician to have raised objection against the imagined 
and the partly imagined pak~as. It cannot be said with certainty as to whether 
Dharmakirti's objection was directed against the Mimaipsaka or against the Jaina or 
against both. But one thing is certain. The detailed answer to Dharmakirti's objection 
is to be found in Jaina texts on Logic and nowhere else, and in the course of their answer 
all these texts quote that verse (PV, 1. 192) from Dharmakirti where the objection in 
question is set forth. 

It was physically impossible for Ac. Hemacandra to incorporate in his discussion 
that final and subtlest account of pakfatli which was offered by Gangesa, the author of 
Mat1i (Ma7Jiklira); 166 but a comparative study of the various old and new definitions of 
pak~a certainly justifies the assertion that the refined concept of Gangesa is present-even 
though in an old terminology and in an old fashion-in all the Nyaya, Buddhist, and 
Jaina texts of the earlier period. 

(PMT, pp. 87-90; DC I, pp. 192-95) 

25. NATURE OF D~~TANTA 

In connection with drUlinta the following questions deserve consideration : 
1. Is it a part and parcel of inference (anumlinlingatva) ? 2. What is its definition. (lak~a'IJa)? 
and 3. What is the occasion for its use (upayoga) ? 

I. Dharmakirti includes drHlinta (i. e. the offering of an instance by way of 
illustrating the concerned relation of invariable concomitance) in the process called 
"pointing out the three aspects of the nature of the probans" (hetutrairupya-kathana)-a 
process also known as ''substantiation of the probans" (hetu-samarthana). Hence 
insofar as drnanta is a part and parcel of "hetusamarthana" it is a part and parcel of 
inference (hetusamarthana being a part and parcel of inference) ; however, it is so only for 
a novice (avidvlin) while experts (vidvlin) do not require a druanta, they do not at all require 
hetusamarthana, which, in turn, is because they follow the inference as soon as the 
probans is merely stated (PV, I. 28). Thus drf!linta is not a part and parcel of inference 
for experts (though it is so for a novice). Now Miit;tikyanandin (3. 37-42), Devasiiri (PNT, 
3.28,34-38), and Ac. Hemacandra (Pramli7Jamimi'i1f1sli, p. 47) are all of the view that drf!linta 
is not a part of inference, and they have urged various difficulties against its being 
_regarded as useful in an inference ; however, at the same time, they all concede (PNT, 3. 
42 ; PM, 3. 46) that dr~tlinta serves as a reminder-of-the-vya.pti (vylipti-smliraka) for the 
dull-witted disciples to whom an inference is being offered. Hence the question arises as 
to what these teachers mean when they deny that dr~!linta is a part of inference. And 

166. 'Ucyate-sieyadhayi!iavirahasahakrtasiidhakaprmiiQiibhiivo yatriisti sa pakeyalt, tena si!iadhayi~li~ 
virahasahakrtam sad!1akapramliryarp yatrlisti sa na pakeyal;l, yatra slidhakapramlirye satyasati va 
sWidhayi!!ii yatra vobhayiibhavastatra visi!i~libhiivlit pak!iatvam.'-Anumiinagadadhari, pp. 431-32, 
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the only possible answer .is that they merely seek to suggest d,:~tanta is not a part of all 
inference whatsoever (that is to say, they do not seek to suggest that d,:~[Zinta is not a 
part of any inference whatsoever). It is this idea that Siddhasena briefly expresses (N ! • 
20). Thus on reflection there appears to be no material difference between the Buddhist 

and Jaina stands on the question. 
2. A general definition of d,:~tlinta is given in Nyliyasiitra-(1. 1. 25) b~t- in no 

Buddhist text. MliQikyanandin too, like Siddhasena, offered no general defimt10~. of 
dr~tiinta, but Devasuri (PNT, 3. 40) and Ac. Hcmacandra do so. The Nyaya defimtwn 
of drHiinta is so wide that it applies even to the dealings of a general type (~~miinya 
vyavahii.ra) and not to inference alone ; on the other hand, the Jaina defimtion of 
d,:~fa.nta applies only to the cases of inference. The twofold classification of dr~1antas 
into those based on similarity (sii.dharrnya-dtHcinta) and those based on dissimilarity 
(vaidharmya-dr~!ii.nta)-along with a definition of each of these classes-is to be found in an 
identical form in the old texts like Nyii.yapravesa (pp. 1, 2) and Nyayiivatii.ra (ks. 17, 18) 
and the later texts like Parik~ii.rnukha (3. 47 ff.) and Pramii.1.1anayatattvii.loka (3. 41). 

( 3 ) As to the occasion for the use of dt~(ii.nta, the Jaina stand is not absolutistic 
(aiklintika). For Jaina logicians are of the view that in the case of inference-for-others 
(parii.rthii.numana) d,:~{ii.nta is of use only when the hearer is a non-expert (avyutpanna) while 
in the case of inference-for-oneself (sviirthii.numiina) it is of use only when the cognizt!r 
concerned has forgotten the vyapti and needs a reminder-( SV R, 3. 42) 

(PMT, pp. 90-91 ; DC I, pp. 195-96) 

26. THE NATURE OF PSEUDO-PROBANS ( hetvii.bhii.sa) 

[ 1 ] 

As to the general classification of pseudo-probantia logicians hold divergent views. 
Aksaplida un admits and g· • -a ' 

• . 1ves an account of five types of pseudo-probantia. Kai:ia a s 
apho_nsm 168 makes clear mention of three types, but Prasastapada, 16~ while laying bare 
the 1d d ·I • h" h • ea un er yrng t is ap onsm, makes a fourfold classification. Asiddha, viruddlza, 
and anaikiintika are the types included also among the five admitted by Aksapada, but 
anadhyavasita-the fourth type r • d b , - · d. • N a-ya-ecogmze y Prasastapada-1s not to be foun m J' 
sutra. BhasarvaJ·na 1, 0 who foll b 1 - - • . 1 • -11 . • . . ows ot 1 Ak~apada and Kai:iada enumerates six types w lll: 
constitute a set conststmg all the types accepted by the old Nyaya tradition as also all 
those accepted by the old Vaise~ika tradition. 

167. NS, 1. 2. 4. 
168. 'Aprasiddho'napadeso'san sandigdhascanapadesah.'-YS, 3. 1. 15. 
169. 'Etenasiddhaviruddhasandigdhanadhyvasitavacaninam anapadesatvamukta111 bhavati.'-Prasasta­

pada., p. 238. 
170. • Asidddhaviruddhanaikiintikanadhyavasitakalatyayapadi~~aprakaraQasama\1. ' - NS a, p. 7. 
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Nyayapravcsal 71-a text attributed to Diirnaga-rnakes mention of just three types of 
pseudo-probantia, viz asiddha, viruddha, and anaiklintika, a position endorsed and 
elucidated by all subsequent Buddhist logicians like Dharmakirti etc. The old Sankhya 
teacher Ma!hara, 17 2 too, makes express mention of these very three types. On the 
question of the number of types of pseudo-probantia Sankhya and Ka:t;tada seem to have 
followed an identical tradition. 

The Jaina tradition in fact admits just three types of pseudo-probantia-as do the 
traditions of Ka:t;tada, Sankhya, and Buddhists. Thus Siddhasena 17 3 and Vadideva 
(PNT, 6. 47) give an account of all the three types, viz. asiddlza etc. , and Ac. 
Hemacandra follows their example. Ac. Hemacandra refutes the two additional types, 
viz. klitatita and prakararJasama, recognized in Nyliyasutra, but he does not refute the 
additional type, viz. anadhyavasita, recognized by Prasastapada and Bhasarvaj'ria. On 
this point there is a divergence of opinion in the Jaina tradition, and it is as follows. 
Akalanka and the Digambara logicians like Ma.l).ikyanandin etc. who follow him admit 
four types of pseudo-probantia, 174 of which three are those asiddha etc. and the fourth 
a new type called 'akincitkara', a type mentioned nowhere else. But here we should 
recall that Jayanta 175 has mentioned a prima facie view according to which "aprayojaka" 
(also called ''anyathlisidd/ia)" is an additional type of pseudo-pro bans, and the view seems 
to be older than Jayanta. "Aprayojaka" and "akincitkara" are no doubt two different 
words, but it appears as if their meaning is the same. However, aprayojaka as explained 
by Jayanta is quite different from alcincitkara as explained by Prabhacandra, 17 6 the 
follower of Mai;iikyanandin ; it is therefore not easy to say that 'aprayojaka' and 'akinci­
tkara' are the expressions of a basically identical idea. Even then one question arises : 
When no earlier text on Logic-either Buddhist or Jaina-even mentions 'akincitkara' where 
does Akalanka bring it from ? The possibility is that it was on the basis of some older 
text on Logic ~hich accepted aprayojaka or anyathosiddha as an additional type of 
pseudo-probans that Akalanka proposed, in his own fashion, an altogether new type of 
pseudo-probans called 'aldncitkara'. A refutation of this type called "akincitkara" 
occurs only in Vadidevasiiri's autocommentary on his aphorism-(SVR, p. 1230). 

171. 'Asiddhlinaikantikaviruddhli hetvlibhlislip. '-Nyayapra vesa, p. 3. 
172. 'Anye hetvabhasap. caturdasa asiddhlinaiklintikaviruddhlidayap..'-Matharavrtti, 5. 
J 7:i. 'Asiddhastvapratito yo yo'nyathaivopapadyate / Viruddho yo'nyathapyatra yukto'naikantikap sa 

tu //'-NA, k. 23. 
174. 'Asiddhascak~u~atvadi sabdlinityatvaslidhane / Anyathlisambhavlibhlivabhedlit sa bahudhli 

smrtap. // Viruddhasiddhasandi!!dhairakincitkaravistaraip //'-Nyayaviniscaya, 2, 195-96; PM, 6. 2l. 
175. 'Anye tu anyathlisiddhatvam nlima tadbhedamudliharanti yasya hetordharmini vrttirbhavaotyapi 

sadhyadharmaprayukta na 0bhavati so'nyathlisiddho, yatha anitya manappar~ma1:;avo miirtatvlid 
ghatavaditi Sa catra prayojyaprayoJakabhavo nastityata evayamanythasiddho'prayojaka iti 
kathyate. I< athaq, punarasyliprayojakatvamavagatam ?' - NM, p. 607. 

176. 'Siddhe nirQ.ite pramai:iantarlit slidhye pratyak~lidibadhite ca heturna kincitkaroti iti akii'icitkaro' 
narthaka\1.' PKM, p. 193A. 
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Now these various traditions as to the number of the types of pseudo-probantia 
differ from one another only on the question of their number and not on that of the 
essence of a pseudo-probans. Thus if one tradition gives a particular name t~ the 

• d" • Cd probantia suffering from a particular type of defect and 1f another• tra 1hon 1s convm e 
that these probantia are really defective, this latter tradition will not refuse to tr~at the 
inferences concerned as cases of invalid inference ; all that it might possibly do 1s th~t 
it will either include these cases under another type (or subtype) of pseudo-probantia 
recognized by itself, or it will treat them as cases of pseudo-pak~a etc. (rather than 
those of pseudo-probans). 

Ac. Hemacandra points out ( Pramli1Jamimarrz~a, 2. 1. 16) the impropriety of the 
employment of the word "hetvlibhlisa" but defends its employment in the sense of 
"sadhanabhasa". 1'17 He thus kills two birds in one shot, for while seeing the wisdom 
of following the older teachers he at the same time points out a mistake committed _by 
these teachers. The same sort of wisdom was displayed by MaI].ikyanandin. Again, Ac. 
Hemacandra gave an account of the type called 'akincitkara' which Akalatika-whom he 
held in esteem-had accepted, but when he saw no reason for treating it as an independent 
type he composed an aphorism that would lend support to the type in question but would 
at the same time indicate the impropriety of treating it as an independent type. ( Lak~a~ia 
eviisau do~o vyutpanna-prayoga:.ya pak;ado~e'l)aiva du~{atvlit'-(PM, 6. 39). 

[ 2 ] 

I. ASIDDHA HETVABHASA 

In Nyayasutra (1. 2. 8) the name for 'asiddha' is "slidhyasama". And Nyayasutra 
differs from other texts not only on the question of name but also in some other respect. 
Thus while other texts give an account of a greater or fewer number of subtypes of 
~siddha, Nyli.yasutra and its Bhli.~ya rest content simply with a definition of asiddha 
m general. 

Prasastapada and Nyayapravesa give a clear-and almost similar-account of four 
subtypes of asidda. 178 Mathara (k. 5) too speaks of four subtypes of asiddha, and he 
probably had in mind these very four subtypes. Dharmakirti, in Nyayahindu, describes 
the four subtypes accepted by Prasastapada etc., but, instead of following Pra~astapada 
and Nyayapravesa in quoting just one instance of asrayasiddha, he quotes two instances 
thereof, thus further classifying into two the fourth subtype (viz. asrayasiddha). Really 
speaking, Dharmakirti's description is but a slightly amended version of the account 
given in Prasastaplida and Nyli.yapravesa (NB, 3. 58-67). 

177. There is a subtle distinction involved here. •· Sadhana" stands for the thing acting as pro bans, 
while "hetu" for the word expressing this thing. And it is Ac. Hemacandra's contention that 
a defective probans is in fact a sadhanabha,·a rather tnan her-liibhasa. Tr. 

178. 'Ubhayasiddho'nyatarasiddhat,. tadbhiiviisiddho'numeyiisiddhasceti.'-Prasastapada., p. 238; 'Ubh­
ayasiddho'nyatarasiddha!t sandigdhasiddhal;i asrayasiddhasc.:ti.'-Nyayapravesa, p. 3. 



101 

Nyflyasflra (p. 8) mentions and illustrates fourteen subtypes of asiddha, and Nyliyam­
anjari (p. 606) formulates a number of subtypes in a similar fashion. In his account of 
asiddha Mai;iikyanandin (PM, 6. 22-28) simply follows Dharmakirti, though he changes 
the latter's terminology. In his commentary Ma.rta1Jqa (p. 191A) on Parik$'ii.muklza, 
Prabhacandra mentions and illustrates a number of such subtypes of asiddha as do not 
occur in the original aphorism, but all of these are taken from Nyflyaso.ra. Ac. 
Hemacandra's aphorism on asiddha follows Nya.yabindu and Parik$flmukha, and his series 
of illustrations literally follows Nya.yasara. Vadideva's general definition of asiddha 
(PNT, 6. 49), since it does not follow Dharmakirti and Parik$amukha literally, appears 
to be more refined than that of Ac. Hemacandra. The series of illustrations given in the 
commentary Ratniivatarikii on Vadideva's aphorisms in question is a literal collection of 
the illustrations occurring in Nyiiym,iira and Nyiiyamanjari ; however in some of these 
illustrations the arrangement (vast11-11inya.sa) is Vadideva's own. 

II. V I R U D D H A H E T V A B H A SA 

Just as Prasastapada contains only a general account of virndd/;a and does not 
divide it into subtypes, so also do Nyayasutra and the Bhli!fya thereon. But in spite of 
this much similarity, the fact remains that the account and illustrations given in 
Prasastapada are clearly different from those given in N_1uya.1utra and its Blzarra. 17 g It 
appears that on the question of viruddha, Prasastapada and Nyflymii.tra do not follow 
one common tradition. 

Nyayapravesa (p. 5) mentions and illustrates four subtypes of viruddlza, and Mathara 
(k. 5) seems to accept these very four. Nyayabindu (3. 83-88) exhausts its division of 
viruddha in just two illustrations ; afterwards (3. 89-94), it seeks to remove the doubt that 
"i$(avighiitalo:t" might possibly be an additional, i. e. third, subtype of viruddha, and this 
it does by showing that the alleged cases of 'i$/avighatakrt' are covered by the two subtypes 
already recognized. The name 'i$(avighcitakp' . does not occur in Nyo.yapravesa, but the 
instance quoted in Nyiiyabindu (3. 90) as illustrating it does occur there (p. 5). It appears 
that the subtype of viruddha which in Nyayapravda is illustrated by "parartha~ 
cal($uradaya~" and which is there called 'dharmavise$aviruddha' was given the name 
'i$(avigh'iitakrt' by certain circles; it is this latter convention that Dharmakirti takes 
note of while seeking to bring tht: subtype in question under other subtypes. Jayanta 
(NM, pp. 600-1) in the course of commenting on Gautama's aphorism clearly refutes a 

--- ---------

179. 'Siddhantamabhyupetya tadvirodhi viruddhalt.'- NS, J. 2. 6; 'Yatha so'yam vikaro vyakterapaiti 
nityatvaprati~edhat, apeto'pyasti vinasaprati~edhat, na nityo vikara upapadyate ityevarp hetu\1:­
"Vyakterapeto'pi vikaro'sti" ityanena svasiddhantena virudhyate. Yadasti na tadatma!iibhat 
pracyavate, astitva111 catmalabhat pracyutiriti viruddha.vetau dharmau na saha. sarnbhavata iti. 
So'yaJil heturayaJ:!l siddha.ntamasritya pravartate tameva vyabanti iti.' NBh, 1. 2. 6; 'Yo hyan_:1-
mcye'vidyamano 'pi tatsamanajatiye sarvasminnasti tadviparite casti sa viparit- asiidhanad 
viruddhalt yatha yasma.dvi~ai:i'i tasmadasva iti. '-Prasastapada. , p. 238. 
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view which subdivides viruddha into dharmavise~aviruddha and dharmivise~aviruddha, 
a refutation which seems to be directed against that tradition of Nyayapravesa. The 
most exhaustive and most complicated subdvision of viruddha occurs in Nyayasara (p. 9) ; 
there we get eight subtypes, four covering the cases where a homologue exists and four 
covering those where no homologue exists, and these very eight subtypes (along with their 
respective illustrations) which occur in Nyiiyasara also occur in the commentary on 
Pramli1Janayatattvliloka (PNT. 652-53). In the commentary Martal}qa on_ Parik{amukha 
(p. 192A). again, there occur these very eight subtypes recognized in Nyayasara, but the 
illustrations given here are in some cases slightly different. Ac. Hemacandra, following 
the practice adopted in the commentary on Pramal}anayatattvaloka, literally adopted the 
~ccount of the subtypes in question (along with their respective illustrations) as given 
m l'!_YliY~sar~. He is also convinced by the arguments-offered in Ny'iiyamanjari and 
Nyayasara-m support of the position that four of these subtypes fall under viruddha as 
wen as asiddha. 

III. A N A I K A N T I K A H E T V A B H A S A 

About the name of that t f . as , ., - .k , ype O pseudo-probans wluch later on came to be known 
anm,cant1 a there are tw ld .. 

of Ka -d Wh O O traditions, one that of Gautama and the other that 
:Q.a a. at Gauta • l • - . , -

in his Vais ·k h . ma m ns Nyaya aphorism (1. 2. 5) calls 'savyabhiclira Kmpda 
is somew:~~ a_ a~fionsm (3• I. 15) calls 'sandigdha'. That this difference in nomenclature 

a sigm cant becomes 1 f d According to (" c ear rom later commentaries. This is how matters stan • 
one 1• e. Gautama' ) d. • • a pseudo-proba 1. . . s tra ition the 'anaiklintikatii' (i. e. anaikiintika-sh1p of 

ns ies in its "co • . 
of probandum" (sadh ~XIStence with the probandum as well as with the absence 
(sa'!lsayajanalcatva) w:ttadabh~va-sahacaritatva) and not in its giving rise to a doubt 
of a pseudo-proba'n 11. e a_cc~rding to the other (i.e. Kat;1ada's) tradition, the 'anaikantikatli' 

s ies 1n its g· • . . 
probandum as well . rvrng rise to a doubt and not in its "coexistence with the 

as with the ab f . . . . to the determinant ( . _ sence o probandum". This difference of opmron as 
. nzyamalca) of a ·1, - .k - . . .. 

the illustrations (i e 1 .fi . nai rnnt1 ata results m a difference of opmron as to 
. • • c assr cation) f h . _ . . 

example, m Gautama' t a· . 0 t e anazkantrka type of pseudo-probantrn. For 
. s ra Itron the b - - ,, and "vzruddhiivyabhiclirin" re can e no place for the subtypes "asad/iaratJ.a 

coexists with the absence ;f for a pseudo-probans belonging to neither of these subtypes 
significantly different nam irobaudum. These two viewpoints which originally gave two 
later times, but in all su::e or the _type of pseudo-pro bans in question, continued even in 
the name that was adopted q(~ent ht~rature on Logic-be it Vedicist, Buddhist, or Jaina-

1or this type) " •1, - ·k " • • • • 1 Gautama's tradition-while h was ana1 cant1 a -a name ongmatmg 11 

out of use. t e name '' sandigdha" proposed by Kai:iada went completely 

As for Prafastapada and N -
which of them is earlier ; as a r yaya~r~ve~a, it has not yet been finally decided as to 
. fl d th th H esult, it 1s difficult to be certain as to which of them has 
m uenc~ e o, er. owever: one thing is worthy of note, and it is that Prasastaplida 
and Nyayapravesa pursue an identical line f th ht b t a·a- h • f o oug u 1uer on t e question o 
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attaching relative importance to the various subtypes of the type in question. In Nyfiya­
pravesa the type in question is called "anaik'iintika"-and not "sandigdha" (as it is in 
Prasastapada), but the determinant of anaiklintikatli is, according to Nyo.yapravesa-as 
it is according to Prasastapada-the generation of a doubt ( on the part of a pseudo-probans) 
(sa,risayajanakatva). Thus while classifying the type anaikcmtika into six subtypes, the 
author of Ny'ii,yapravesa makes it quite clear that 'generation of a doubt' is the common 
function of all these subtypes. 1 5o Prasastapada, like Nyliyaprave!sa, considers 'generation 
of a doubt' to be the determinant of anaikantikatli, but he refuses to treat as cases of 
sandigdha two subtypes, viz. aslidhlira1Ja and viruddhavyabhic'iirin, recognized in 
Nyliyapravesa ; and his objection is based on the ground that the subtypes in question are 
generative of no doubt. 1 5 1 Until we are in possession of such a pre-Prasastapada Vaise~ika 
text or a pre-Prasastapada Buddhist text other than Nyliyapravesa as maintains the 
position here criticised by Prasastapada, we are, perhaps, justified in saying that 
Prasastapada is here criticizing Nyliyapravesa. In any case, it is quite certain that 
Prasastapada has refused to treat as'iidhlira~za and viruddhli1•yabhicliri11 as subtypes of 
sandigdha or anaiklintika. But then arises the question : "Are aslidhiira1Ja and 
viruddhlivyabhic'arin no pseudo-probantia ?", and to this Prasastapada's answer is ·highly 
intelligent. For he says that aslidhiira1Ja is no doubt a pseudo-probans but that since it 
is generative of no doubt it is not a subtype of anaiklintika but an independent type 
called 'anadhyava.sita' ; as for viruddhavyabhicarin, he says that it should be treated 
either as a case of a,wdhyavasita (which is Prasastapada's equivalent for as'iidhlirm.w) or 
as a subtype of viruddha-(aya,ri tu viruddhabheda eva-Prasastapa.dabhlitra, p. 239). Thus 
even while refusing to grant that aslidhlira~w and viruddho.vyabhic'ii.rin are generative of 
a doubt, Prasastapada does bring them under some type of pseudo-probans or other. 
In connection with this discussion two more points are noteworthy in Prasastapada : 
firstly, that he posits an independent type of pseudo-probans in the form of anadhyavasita, 
and, secondly, that while entering into the controversy as to whether viruddhal'yabhiclirin 
is or is not generative of a doubt he considers illustrations which do not occur in 
Ny'iiyapravesa. As for the first point, it cannot be said with certainty whether the word 

180. 'Tatra siidhiiraQalJ-sabdap prameyatvannitya iti. Taddhi nityiinityapak~ayop. siidhiiraQatvadan­
aikiintikam. Kif!l gha!avat prameyatviidanityalJ sabdali iihosvidiikiisavatprameyatvannitya iti.' etc. 
Nyiiyapravesa, a. 3. 

18 l. 'AsiidhiiraQalJ-sriivaQatviinnitya iti. TMdhi nityiinitypak~aiibhyaqivyii v:rttatviinnityanityavinirmuk· 
tasya ciinyasylisambhaviit saqisayahetup kimbhutasyiisya sriiva9atvamiti ..... Viruddhavyabhicari 
yathli anityap sabdap. k1takatviit gha!avat ; nityap sabdap sriivil.Qatvlit sabdatvavaditi. Ubhayo(l 
saf!lsayahetutviit dviivapyetiiveko'naikiintikalJ• samuditiiveva.' -Nyayapravesa, pp. 3, 4. 'Ekasmiqi­
sca dvayorhetvoryathokta-lak~aQayorviruddhayolJ sannipate sati saqisayada.rsaniidayamanyap 
sandigdha iti kecit, yatha miirtatvamiirtatva111 prati manasalJ kriyiivatvasparsavattvayoriti. 
NanvayamasiidharaQa evacak~u~atvapratyakeyatvavat saqithayoranyatarapak~iisambhaviit tatasdi­
nadhyavasita iti vakeyyamap. '-Prasastaplida., pp. 238, 239. 

14 
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'anadhyavasita'-absent in 'Kanada-was first employed by Prasastapiida o:- was even earlier 
in vogue in the sense of an· independent type of pseudo-probans. ~s for_ the se~on~ 
point, let us note that the illustration of viruddhiivyabhiciirin given m Nyayapraves~ IS 

"NityaQ sabdaQ sriiva7J.atviit, sabdatvavat; Anitya~ sabda~ k,:takat_viit, ?ha!avat" (i. e: 
Word is eternal, because it is grasped through auditory perception, hke wor~-nes~ , 
Word is transient, because it is a produced entity, like a jar), while the one given m 
Prasa-stapada is "ManaQ miirtaf?'Z kriyiivatviit; ManaQ amiirtaf?'Z asparsavatviit" (i .. e. 
Manas is a miirta entity, because it undertakes motion ; Manas is an amurta entity, 
because it is not grasped through touch). Now Prasastapada's illustration is certainly 
based on Vaise~ika (ontological) positions, but it is surprising that the illustration given 
in a Buddhist: text like Nyayapravesa is based not on Buddhist (ontological) positions 
but on a position which is in a way Vedicist ( not Buddhist); for Buddhist philosophers do 
not at all consider "sabdatva (i. e. word-ness) to be an eternal univenal ( jiiti )_ as do the 
Vedicist philosophers like Vaise~ika etc. Be that as it may, the controversy continued even 
in later times. 

The master logician (tiirkiakpravara) Dharmakirti based his investigation into 
pseudo-probontia on the Buddhist doctrine of the threefold nature of a probans 
(hetutrairupya), 182 a procedure not to be found in any Buddhist text of the earlier period. 
Dharmakirti appears to have always had in his mind Prasastapada's criticism on the 
question of anaikantika. He defended Nyliyapravesa by answering Prasastapada's 
criticism. With Dharmakirti the determinant of anaiklintikatli was vyabhiciira ti. e. 
coexistence of the probans with the probandum as well as with the absence of probandum) 
as it was with the author of Nyaya!.utra, but he also granted the position-exclusively 
maintained by Prasastapiida and Nyiiyapravesa-that 'generation of a doubt' is a 
determinant of anaiklintikatii. The Nyiiyapravesa position that asiidhiira7J.a is a subtype 
of anaikiintika was critic!z~d by Prasastapi.ida on the ground that asiidhlira7J.a is generative 
of no doubt ; Dharmakirti answered this criticism by offering an illustration different 
from that given in Nyayapravesa and by pointing out that the probans in this (new) 
illustration is generative ~f . a doubt, thus concluding that asiidhiiratza is a subtype of 
anaikiintika. 188 Dharmakuti did not rest content with this much but made another 
attem~t to redeem the prestige of the tradition of Diimi.iga-whom he held in esteem. Whil~ 
acceptmg the argument advanced by Prasastapada by way of criticizing viruddhiivyabh_,­
ciirin Dharmakirti met ,the criticism in question and defended viruddhiivyabhiciirin-10 

such a manner that Prasastapada was answered and Diimaga's honour saved. In the 
course of doing so, Dharmakirti offered an illustration which is different from both that 
of Nyiiyapravesa and that of Prasastapada, but since it is based on Vaise~ika (ontological) 

~~~~Tatra trayii9iim riipiir,iiimekasyiipi kri:ipasyiinutau siidhaniibhiisal_l. Uktiivapyasiddhau sadehlt 
va pratipadyapratipiidakayo9. Ekasya ri:ipasya' ... ctc.-NBT, 3.57 ff. . 

I83i 'Anayoreva dvayo riipayo~ sandehe'naikantkiah. Yathii siitmakaqt jivacchariraqi prii9iidimat-
viiditi.. .At a eviinvayavyatirckayol_l _sandehiida.nriikiintikati. Siidhyetarayorato niscayiibhaviit.' 
NBT, 3. 98-110. 
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positions it cannot be unacceptable to Prafastapada.184 This prolonged discussion between 
the Buddhist and Vedicist logicians seems to have culminated in Jayanta's Nyliyamanjari. 
Jayanta sided with the earlier teachers belonging to his own camp and faced Nyliyapravesa 
and Dharmakirti's Ny'iiyabindu. He defended in great details Prasastapada's view that 
aslidhlirm.za and viruddhlfryabhiciirin are no subtypes of anaiklintika, but he at the same 
time refuses to treat 'generation of a doubt' as the determinant of anai!dintikatli (a refusal 
that goes against Prasastapada).1ss 

Bhasarvaji'ia takes no note of the controversy going on between the Buddhists and 
Vedicist logicians, but simply offers eight illustrations (i. e. subtypes) of the type anaika,ntika 
(NSa, p. 10). Again, he nowhere speaks of 'generation of a doubt' and seems to be a 
follower of Gautama's tradition. 

In the Jaina tradition there occur both the names 'anaikantika' and 'sandigdha'. 
Akalanka (Nyliyaviniscaya, 2. I 96) employs the word 'sandigdha' while 'anaika,ntika' is the 
word employed by the other Jaina logicians like Siddhasena (NA, 23) etc. MaI]ikyanandin's 
aphorism on anaiklintika-like Ac. Hemacandra's aphorism on the same-is in fact a 
miniature version (sank~ipta praticchliyli) of the corresponding Nyliyabindu aphorism. In 
this connection, the wording of Vadideva's aphorism does not appear to be so refined 
as that of the aphorisms of Ma1_1ikyanandin and Ac. Hemacandra ; for the word 
'·sandihyate" occurring in Vadideva's aphorism is redundant. Be that as it may, the 
procedure adopted by Prabhacandra, Vadideva, and Ac. Hemacandra is identical insofar 
as they all adopt in their respective works Bhasarvajiia's eightfold classification of the 
type anaikci11tika and seek to bring the eight subtypes in question under anaiklintika as 
understood by themselves. The others have taken even their illustrations from Nyliyaslira, 
but Prabhacandra ( PKM, p. 192) changes some of them. 

Here we should remember that no Jaina teacher has taken up the question-discussed 
in Buddhist and Vaise~ika writings-as to whether 'generation of a doubt' or 'coexistence 
of the pro bans with the probandum as well as with the absence of probandum' is the 
determinant, of anaiklintikata. 

( PMT, pp. 96-103 ; DC I, pp. 197-206) 

184. 'Virurfdhavyabhicaryapi saf!!sayaheturuktap. Saiha kasmannokta!i .... Atrodiiharal).!11!1 yatsarvade­
~avasthitaiv svasambandhibhiryugapadabhisambadhyate tatsarvagataf!l yathii'kasaf!l, abhisamba­
dhyate sarvadesiivasthitaih svasambandhibhiryugapat siimanyamiti. ... Dvit'iyo'pi prayogo yadupa­
labdhilak~aQapriptaf!! sa~nopalabbhyate na tat tatristi. Tadyatha kvacidavidyamiino gha!ah. 
Nopalabhyate copalabdhilaksai:iapraptaf!l siimiinyaf!l vyaktyantarale~viti. Ayamanupalambha­
prayoga!t svabhavasca par~sparaviruddhiirthasiidhaniidekatra satµsayaf!l janayatap. '-NBT, 
3. 112-121. 

185. 'Asiidharal).aviruddhiivyabhicarinau· tu na sarpsta eva hetvabhiisaviti na vyakhyeyete ...... Api c~ 
sarpfayajananamanaikantikaiak~anamucyate cet kamamasiidharal).asya viruddhiivyabhiciirii:io va 
yathii tathii saf!!sayahetutam~dl~iropya kathyatiimanaikantikata na tu saf!lsayajanakatvarp 
t11Iak~:u:iam, api tu pak!r1dvayavrttitvamanaikantikalak~ai:iam '-NM, pp. 598-99. 
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27. THE NATURE OF PSEUDO-D~~T A.NT A ( dr,Ulintlibhlisa ) 

In eonnection with inference-for-others (parlirthiinumiina) the nature of pseu_do­
probans (hetvlibhlisa) has been discussed since very old time; thus a :lear_ and detailed 
discussion on the subject occurs in Karflidasutra (3. 1. 15) as well as Nyayasutra (1. 2. 4-:): 
But discussion on the nature of pseudo-dr.y{linta does not appear to be that much 01 • 
for had this discussion been as old as that on pseudo-probans it must have found at 
least some mention in Ka1Jlidasutra or Nyliyasutra. At any rate, it is clear th~t the 
concepts of pseudo-dr.Y!linta, pseudo-pak.ra, etc. were formulated-and became topics for 
discussion-in later times after the analogy of the concept of pseudo-pro bans. Whether 
Vedicist or Buddhist logicians started discussion on these new concepts cannot be said 
with certainty. 

In Nyayapravesa-attributed to Diimaga-there are mentioned, in all, ten types of 
pseudo-dr,nantas, five types where illustration is grounded in a similarity (scidharmya), five 
where it is grounded in a dissimilarity (vaidharmya).186 But since the type called 
'ubhayasiddha' is there further classified into two suqtypes, we there really have twelve 
types of pseudo-dr,nantas, six where illustration is grounded in a similarity, six where 
it is grounded in a dissimilarity. Prasastapada too gives an account of these very twelve 
types, ~ix in ea;h gro~p. 1 ~'1 The _account and classification of pseudo-dr,yflinta occurring 
1~ Nyayap,:avesa are 1dent1cal with those occurring in Prasastapada, but the two texts 
give two different names to the defect in question. Thus Prasastapada uses the word 
'nidarsanlibhiisa' instead of 'dr.y{l'mtlibhasa', and it is so because that step (avayava) in an 
infe;ence-~or-others which is elsewhere called "drHlinta" is called "11idarsana"_ in 
~rasastapada. Just as the names occurring in Nyiiyapravesa and Prafastapada for dr~{anta 

m ~eneral are but synonyms,_ so also are the names occurring in these two t~xts_fo~ th,e 
vanous types of pseudo-dr.y{anta. Mathara (k. 5) too prefers the word 'nidarsanabhasa, 
and he seems to be a follower (on this question ) of Prasastapada. Though the total 
number of t~pes of pse~do-dr~!antas recognized by Prasastapada is twelve and that of 
those recogmzed by M~th~:a t:n, the reason for this discrepancy is simple, viz. that 
Mathara does not admit asrayasiddha (of two types, one belonging to the first group 
and the other to the second) as a separate typ f d d - 1 

186. 

187. 

e o pseu o- !'.Ytan a. 

'DrHiintiibhiiso dviv~dhal't sad~a~myeQa vaidharmyeQa ca ... tatra siidharmyel]a .. tadyathii siidha­
nadharmiisiddhal't sadhyad:1ar~asiddhal,1 ubhayadharmiisiddhah ananvayap viparitiinvayasceti .... 
Vaidharmye!]iipi dmantabha~ap _ Paricaprakaralt tadyatha • siidhyiivyiiV{ttap siidhaniivyiivrttalt 
ubhaylivylivrttah avyatirekalt vipantavyatirekasceti , N - 'a pp 5 6 

• , • _ _ _ . - . • • - - yayapraves , • - · 
'Anena nidarsanabhasa mraSta b_havanti. Tadytha nityah sabdo'murtatvlit yadamiirtam dr~!arri 
tannitya111 yathii paramli1]uryatha brma Yatha sthali y~tha tamah ambaravaditi yad dravyarri 
tat kriylivad dr~tamiti ca ~iti.glinumeyobhayiisiddhamanugataviparitiinugatlilt slidharmyanidarsanii­
bhasa(l. Yadnitya111 tanmurta111 df~taf!l Yathii karma yatha paramli1]uryathiikafa111 yathii tamap 
gha ta vat yanni~kriya~ ~ad:d~a?~f!l ce~i li1i.,:iinumeyobhyavrttiisrayasiddhavyavrttaviparitavyii­
vrtta vaidharmyanidarsanabhasa 1t1. -Prasastapada .. p. 247_ 
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hyanta (NM, p. 580), while commenting on the relevant Nyaya aphorism, realized 
the deficiency resulting from the absence of an account of pseudo-drniinta in Nyiiyasu_tra­
an account present in the texts of Buddhists, Vaise~ikas, etc. ; he therefore accepted the 
types of pseudo-dt-?/lintas occurring in Nyliyapravesa and thus eliminated the deficiency 
vitiating the Master's (monya r~~i) account-in that spirit of devotion (bhakti) which is so 
typical of the Indian commentator-disciples (!iklikara si.yya). In Nyoyasara (p. 13) we 
get-under the title 'uda/1ara~1libhlisa'-those very twelve types, six in each group, which 
we do in Prasnstapada. Besides, Nyliyaslira enumerates eight types of doubtful (sandigdha) 
pseudo-dt-?!iintas, four where similarity is in doubt and four where dissimilarity is in 
doubt. 1 88 The concept of 'doubtful pseudo-dr,Hiinta' seems to be of a later origin than 
Nyliyapravesa and Prasastapada. Dharmakirti has given a detailed account of eighteen 
types of pseudo-dr.y/antas, nine belonging to each group. It seems that Dharmakirti 
amended some earlier tradition of admitting eight types of doubtful pseudo-dr.y(ii11tas--a 
tradition followed in Nyiiyasiira-and replaced it by his admission of six types of doubtful 
pseudo-dt~/iintas, three belonging to each group. As to the number of types of pseudo­
dr~/iintas, their illustrations ( some of them exhibiting a sectarian bias), etc. , various 
gradually developing views continued to be held even after Dharmakirti. 

In the Jaina tradition Siddhasena is the first to give an account of pseudo-dt-?fiintas. 
He adopts the word "d,:~(lintlib/Jiisa of the Buddhist and not the word "nidarsaniibh'iisa" 
or "uda'1arm.1abhasa" of the Vedicist tradition. Though in his brief account Siddhasenal 9 1J 

makes no mention of the total number (of the types of pseudo-dr~!iintas) he seems 
to maintain, like Dharmakirti, that there are eighteen types of pseudo-dr~/iintas, nine 
bdonging to each group. Ma:r:iikyanandin (PM, 6. 40-45) abbreviated all the earlier 
traditions and recognized just eight types of pseudo-dr~rantas, four belonging to each 
group ; he also replaces some old illustrations by new ones. Vadidevasuri, though 
following Mai:iikyanandin on the question of illustrations, literally accepts Dharmakirti's 
classification, names, etc. of the types of pseudo-dt~/Zintas. However, Vadideva did one 
new thing in this connection. Dharmakirti had, in some of his illustrations, belittled 
the Vedicist t~is and Jaina Tirthankaras, and Vadideva paid Dharmakirti in his own co.in 
by be1ittling Tathagata Buddha in alternative illustrations. Vadideva could not stand the 
attack made by Dharmakirti-in the course of his treatment of Logic-on the personalities 
whom he (i. e. Vadideva) held in esteem ; he therefore came out with a retort against 
Dharmakirti in the course of a treatise on Logic itself. ;_ 9 0 

188. 

189. 

190. 

'Anye tu sandehadvareQaparana~~avudaharaQabhasan varQayanti. Sandigdhasadhyap. .• sandigdha­
sadhanal_l sand igd ho bhaya ti ... sandigd hasraya 1_1 ... sandigdhasadhya vya vrttap. .•• sandigdhasadhanii vy1i­
vrttal_1 ... sandigd ho bhaya vy a vrttal_1. sandigdhasrayal_1 .. '-NSa, pp. 13-14. 
'Sadharmyenatra drstiintadosa nyayavidiritap. / Apalaksanaheiittthah s1idhyadivikaliidaya!1 II 
Vaidharmye.Qiitra ctritiintado~li nyayavid1rita\1 / Sadhyasadh;n~yugmana~anivfttesca sarpsayiit //' 

-1' A. 24-25. ,: 
'Yatha nitya\1 sabdo'miirtatvat, karmavat param1iQuvad gha\avaditi sadhyasadanadharmobhaya­
vikalap.. Tatha sandigdhasadhyadharmadayasca, yatha ragadimanyarp vacaniidrathyapuru~ava~, 
maraQadharma 'yarp puru~o ragadimattvadrathyapuru~avat asarvajiio 'yarp riigadimattvadralhya-
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A Hemacandra prefers the name 'dr~{antabhasa' to 'udohara1}Dbhiisa' and also 
c.l • 1 • t·fi t·ion ~or his preference.I ~1 There are three noteworthy features-offers a og1ca JUS 11 ca 1' f d -

. h , • 1·n Ac Hemacandra's account o pseu o-clr~[anta : all indicative of the aut or s gemus- • . . . _ . 
• d" f h" horism and in his tllustrat1ons etc. Dharmakut1 

(i )_ Though I~ theHwor mgd o isl_kap va-dideva does not blindly follow Dharmakirti 
is his model, Ac emacan ra, un 1 e , 

, ,. - , tha yo vakta sa riigiidimani~!apuru~avat, anityat1 
Purusavat iti. Ananvayo pradars1tanvayasca, ya . k k ·t· s-dl 

• - • • T th- • -tiinvayah yadamtyam tat rta amt 1. a 1armycQa. sabdah krtakatvad ghatavat 1ti. a a vtpari . , • • _ . 
• • - • • - k d_k_, diti siidhyadyavyatirekiQap. Tatha sandrgdha-VaidharmyeQapt, paramaI].uvat armava a asava _ _ . _ ·~ __ 1,. b' _ 

• - h-' •~ h K -1-d o'niipta va, av1dyamanasarvaJnatapta rnga nuta-slidhyavyattrekadayaJ:i, yat a sarvaJna. apr a ay ·~ h _ - . t' ·~- -d· 
, ,_ - • • • d-. yah sarvaJna apto va sa JYO 1rJnana 1-pramlinlitisayasasanatvad1ti, atra va1dharmyo anaraQam, . __ _ _ • _ 

• • - d h bh- db - -d· • ·• tatriisarvaJnatanaptatayo!r sadhyadharmayotJ kamupad1stavan, ta yat arsa avar amana mu _ -h h 
sandigdho .. vyatirekah. Sandigdhaslidhanavyatireko yathii na trayivida Brahm_:1Qen:1 gr: :da:acanah. 

__ •• _ • • . d-l m ye griihyavacana na te raga rmanta kascit purulio ragadunattvaditi, atra va1dharmyo a 1araQa . _ _ . - di • 
tadyatha Gautamlidayo dharmaslistrliq.liJ:!1 praQetiira iti Gautamiidib1:Yo _ragadima_t~v:isya sa 1~na­
dbarmasya vyiivrttiJ:i sandigdhi. Sandigdhobhayavyatireko yathii, av1taragap Kaprladaya!t pangr:­
hiigrahayogiditi, atra vaidharmyodiiharaI].am, yo v'itariigo na tasya parigrahagra!10 yathar_~abha­
deriti, ~~abhideravitariigatvaparigrahiigrahayogayop slidhyasiidhanadharmayo{1 sand1gdho v:at_1reka!t. 
Avyatireko yathi, av'itariigo vakt;tvit, vaidharmyodiiharaQal!l, yatriivitariigatval!l ~astI na sa 
vaktii, yathopalakhaQga iti, yadyapyupalakhaq.dlidubhayal!l vyavrttam yo sarvo vltariigo na 
vakteti vyliptyli vyatireklisiddheravyatirekal). Apradarsitivyatircko yathii, anitya!1 sabda!t 
lqtakatviidlikiisavaditi. Viparitavyatireko yathii,. yadakrtakal!l tannityal!l bhavat'iti.'-NBT. 
3. 125-36. 

191. 

'Tatripaur~eyal) sabdo'murtatviid dul)khavaditi sadhyadharmavikala iti. T:1syii.meva prati­
jiiii.ylim tasminneva hctau paramliQuvaditi siidhanadharmavikala iti. Kalasavaditi ubhayadharma­
vikala iti. Rigiidimiinayam vaktrtviit Devadattavad iti sandigdhasiidhyadharmeti. Mararyadhar­
ma'yam ragiidimattviin Maitravaditi sandigdhasii.dhanadharmcti. Nli'ya111 sarvadarsi saragatv­
iinmunivise~avaditi sandigdhobhayadharmeti. Rligiidimiin vivak~ita!1 puru~o vaktrtvadi~!apuru~­
avaditi ananvayal). Anityal) sabdap kftakatviid gha!avadityapradarsitiinvaya iti. Anitya!t s:1bdap 
krtakatvit yadanityal!l tat krtakal!l gha~avaditi viparitiinvayil iti. Vaidharmyerylipi .... Te~u 
bhrintamanuminal!l pramiiryatvlit yatpunarbhrintal!l na bhavati na tatpramiiQam, yathii svapna­
jiiii.namityasiddhaslidhyavyatirekal) svapnajiiiinlit bhriintatvasylinivrtteriti. Nirvikalpakal!l pratyak~al!l 
pramiiI].atviit, yattu savikalpakal!l na tat pramiiQam, yatha Jaiti.gikamityasiddhasiidhanavyatircka!t 
laingiklitpramiiQatvasyanivftteti. Nityanitya!t sabdal"t sattviit yastu na nityiinityap sa na san 
tadyathli stambha ityasiddhobhayavyatireka!t, stambhiinnityanityatvasya clivyiivrtteriti. Asarvajiio'­
~~pto v~ Kap~la).l ak~ar:iikaikii.ntavaditviit, ya!t sarvajiia lipto va sa k~aQikaikiintavidi yathii Sugata 
1t1 sandigdhasadhyavyatireka).l Sugate'sarvajiiatiiniiptatayoh siidhyadhannayorvylivrtte!t sandchaditi. 
Anideyava,canal) kascidvivak11ita\1 puruso riigadimattvii~ ya!t punariideyavacanap sa vitariiga!t 
tadyalbii Sauddhodaniriti sandigdhaslidhanavyatirekah Sauddhodane riigiidimattvasya nivrtte!t 
sa111say~dit~ Na v'itarigap Kapilal;t karuq.iispade~va~i paramalqpayii'narpitanijapisitasakalatvii.t, 
yastu vitaragal) sa karuQispade~u paramakrpayii samarpitanijapisitasakalastadyathii. Tapanaban­
dhuriti sandigdhobhaya.vyatireka iti Ta.panab~ndhau v'ita.riige.tviibhiiva.sya. karui:iiispade~vapi par11ma­
krpa.yiinarpitanija.pisitasakalatvasya ce. vyavrtteh sandehiiditi. Na vitariiga!t kascidvivak~ita!t 
puru~o vaktrtviit, yah pune.rv'ita.rligo na. ~a ~akta yathopalakhar:i4a. ityavyatireka iti. Anitya!t 
sa.bda:tl krtakatviidaksavadityapradrsitavyatireka iti. Anityah sabda!t krtakatviit yadalqtakarp 
tannityarp yathiikiisamiti viparitavyatireka iti.'- PNT, 6. 60-79. 
•pararthiinumiinaprastiivadudiiharaQado~li evaite dmantaprabhavatvattu dmantado~li ityucyante.' 
-Pramai:ia-m'imiil!lsii. 2. 1. 22. 
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and introduces a slight but intelligent change in the latter's account. Thus Ac. 
Hemacandra rejects the two ( out of the eighteen ) types of pseudo-dt~!iintas, viz. 
ananvaya and avyatireka, recognized by Dharmakirti, and maintains that the eight types 
of pseudo-dr~!lintas belonging to the first group are all of them the cases of 
( ananvaya ) while the eight types belonging to the second group are all of them 
the cases of avyatireka. And Ac. Hemacandra is in the right. ( ii ) Ac. 
Hemacandra accepted Dharmakirtis names 'apradarsitlinvaya' and 'apradarsi­
tavyatireka' for two of his sixteen types of pseudo-dr~!lintas (2. 1. 27), but he gave further 
consideration to-and amended-the illustrations of the same. Dharmakirti had borrowed 
the two types ananvaya and avyatireka from Nyliyapravesa etc. , Hl!I but gave them new­
and significant-titles 'apradarsitiinvaya' and 'apradarsitavyatireka' ;uis, however, Dharma­
kirti also retained the titles 'ananvaya' and 'avyatireka' for two independent types of 
pseudo-dr~{lintas, and formulated for these types appropriate illustrations 1114 that would 
suit their respective titles but were absent in Nyliyapravesa etc. Adopting the reformist's 
standpoint-as was done by Dharmakirti-Ac. Hemacandra told the earlier teachers like 
Dinnaga, Prafastapada, and even Dharmakirti that the fault with the two types of 
pseudo-dr~{iintas, viz. apradarsitiinvaya and apradarsitavyatireka, is that they altogether 
lack a valid vyiipti and not that the words 'yat' and 'tat' are not repeated in the vyiipti 
or any such thing ; that is to say, according to Ac. Hemacandra, the determinant 
(niyiimaka) of these two types of pseudo-dt~{iintas is non-formulation of vyiipti (dU{iinta­
apradarsana) and not non-repetition (or the words 'yat' and 'tat' etc. All the earlier 
teachers were of the view that in the case of these two types of pseudo-dutontas an instance 
-e.g. "like likiisa'', "like a jar"-must be quoted, but Ac. Hemacandra denies the necessity 
of any such offering of an instance ( expressed in Sanskrit by the suffix 'vat'added to the word 
standing for a homologue or a heterologue-as the case may be). It is this idea that Ac. 
Hemacandra expresses in the following words of his Commentary (2. 1. 27) : 'Etau ca 
pramli!Ja!>ya anupadarsanlid bhavato na tu vips'iisarvlivadhara~tapadliniimaprayoglit, satsvapi te~u 
asati pramlil}e tayorasiddheriti'. ( iii) The third noteworthy feature of Ac. Hemacandra's 
account is important in many respects. In those days of sectarianism ~siimpradiiyikata) 
when Dharmakirti had acutely hurt the sentiments of the Vedicists and Jainas and when 
Viidideva-whom Ac. Hemacandra himself held in esteem-had adopted in relation to 
Dharmakirti the policy of 'tit for tat', Ac. Hemacandra displayed intelligent liberalism 
and sought to mitigate the evil of sectarianism. This seems to be the result of Ac. 
-----------------

192. 

193. 

194. 

'Ananvayo yatra viniinvayena siidhyasiidhanayoti sahabhiivati pradarsyate. Yathii gha!e Jqtaka­
tvamanityatvarp ca d~tamiti. Avyatireko yatra vinii siidhyasiidhananivrttyii tadvipak~abhavo 
nidarsyate. Yathii gha!e murtatvamanityatvarp ca dr~tamiti. '-Nyiiyapravesa, pp. 6-7. 'Nitya!t 
sabdo'miirtatviit ... ambaravaditi ... ananugata ... ghatavat ... avyiivrtta .. .'-Prasastapiida., p. 247. 
• Apradarsitiinvaya\t ... anitya\t sabda\t lqtakatvat gha!avat iti. Apradarsitavyatireko yatha anityal1 

saMah krtakatviidiikiisavaditi.'-NBT, 3. 127, 135. 
'Anan~ay~ ... yathii yo vaktii sa riigiidimiin il}tapuru~avat. Avyatireko yathii avitarago vaktrtviit, 
vaidharmyodiiharaQam, yatriivitariigatvam niisti na sa vaktii, yathopalakhai:i4a iti.'-NBT, 
3. 127, 134. 
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Hemacandra's liberal desire to make his work on Logic-as he had already sought to make 
his work on Grammar-a 'favourite of a11•1gs (sarva-par~ada). Realizing that the type of 
taunts Dharmakirti had hurled against ~~abha, Vardhamana, etc. and the type of 
counter-taunts Vadideva had hurled against Sugata are highly improper in Logic and 
are in extremely bad taste. Ac. Hemacandra formulated such illustrations 196 as would 
serve the purpose (of Logic) but would hurt none. 

In this connection, another point-of historical importance-also deserves notice. 
Dharmakirti illustrates some of his types of pseudo-dr,nantas by-and considers the nature 
of probans occurring in-inferences where Kapila etc. are sought to be proved to be 
lacking in omniscience and authoritativeness; this indicates that Dharmakirti must have 
h_ad before him some texts of the nature of Siddhasena's Sanmati and Samantabhadra's 
:1ptamimarr,sa where Jaina logicians sought to refute omniscience and authoritativeness 
m the case of Kapila etc. 

(PMT, pp. 103-8 ; DC I, pp. 207-13) 

( iv ) On M e t a p h y 5 i c a I P r o b I e m s 

28- THE OBJECT ( vi~aya) OF A PRAMANA 

r ltSpfecu!ation as to the nature of the univ~rse is older even than ]!..gveda. 197 As a 
esu o this sp 1 • 

Pl . 1 ecu ation there came into existence and developed a number of philoso-
uca systems h • h Ab 1 t w ic can broadly be divided into five classes, viz. ( 1 ) Doctrine of 

ani:o ut e _Pdermanence (k.evalanityatvavada) ( 2 ) Doctrine of Absolute Change (kevala-
ya vava a) ( 3 ) Doctr· ' 

Doctri f h . ine of a Changing Permanent (pari1Jliminityatvavadal, ( 4} 
of p ne O t e Changmg and the Permanent (nitylinitya-ubhyavada), and ( 5 ) Doctrine 

ermanence-Coupled-With Ch _ _ . _ . 
alone r h - ange (nityanityatmakavada). The Brahmavadm Vedant1sts 
appare etp(r:6beh~t t e_ firSt doctrine, for according to them, all change (anityatva) is but 

n a asamatra). 
The Buddhists since they . . · 

S t l.k S~ "kh are momentansts (ksanikavadm), represent the second doctrme. 
ys ems 1 e an ya, Yoga t . • • • • h 1 · f , e c. , smce they mamtam t at everyt 1mg apart rom 

195. 

196. 
197. 

'Sarv_apar~~d~v~cca, bsd' :hd~nusasanasya sakaladarfanasamiihiitmakasyadvlidasamii~rayai:iamatira­
ma,pyam. -.a.aimasa anusiisana, 1. 1. 2, 
Pramai:ia-mimaf!1sii, 2. 1. 25. 

'Ekam sadvipra bahudha vadanti.'-Rgyeda 2. 3. 23. 46. ; Nasadiyasiikta, ~gveda 10. 129; 
Hirai:iyagarbhasiikta, ~gvcda 10. 121. ·"' ' 
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conscious elements is a changing permanent, represent the third doctrine. The Nyaya­
Vaise~ika etc. , since according to them certain entities are absolutely permanent and 
cectain others absolutely changing, represent the fourth doctrine. The Jaina system, 
since according to it everything whatsoever is permanent-as-well-as-changing, the fifth 
doctrtne. 1 11 s These various philosophical views on permanence and change are found 
clearly described even in the respective Scriptural texts of the philosophers concerned, 
texts which also contain some amount of refutation of the rival views-See Siitrak,:tli,iga­
sfitra, 1. 1. 15-18. Thus even before the Age of Logic, various views as to nature of the 
universe had come into being and a relation of mutual antagonism established among 
them. 

Ever since the advent of the Age of Logic, that is, for the last two thousand years, the 
various philosophical systems, basing themselves on the positions and counter-positions 
adopted in the earlier period (i. e. in the Age of Scriptures), have been defending their 
respective positions and refuting those of their rivals with the help of logical arguments. 
As a result of this battle in the field of Logic, it has become necessary for a philosopher 
to make clear, after giving an account of pramli1JaS, as to what according to him 
constitutes the object of a pramli1Ja, that is to say, it has become necessary for him first 
to offer a criterion of objectivity, then to demonstrate that this criterion applies to his 
own view of reality which is therefore a valid vlew, and finally to demonstrate that the 
criterion in question does not apply to the rival views of reality which are therefore 
invalid views. 

Following this procedure current in the Age of Logic, Ac. Hemacandra, in four 
aphorisms (1. I. 30-33), first gives out as the nature of the object of a prama~1a what the 
Jaina considers to be the nature of the universe (i.e. reality) in general, then offers a criterion 
of reality, and finally demonstrates that this criterion is satisfied only if we accept the 
Jaina view of reality in general. That a real entity is of the form or a substance and its 
modes (dravyaparyayli;maka), of the form of something permanent as well as changing 
(nityiinitylitmaka), of the form of something existent as well as non-existent ( sadasadlitmaka), 
etc. is asserted in Agamas but without adducing any particular arguments and without 
offering a criterion of reality ; Ac. Hemacandra makes the same assertion on the basis of 
logic and arguments. In the Age of Logic, there were current several criteria of reality­
e. g. the Nyaya criterion of 'association with existent-ness' (satta-yoga), the Satikhya 
criterion of 'being an object of pramli1Ja' (pramiitJa-vifayatva), the Buddhist criterion of 
'capacity to perform a function' (arthakriyliyliritva ; of these, Ac. Hernacandra accepts 
the criterion of 'capacity to perform a function', a criterion that seems to have be~n first 
formulated by Buddhist logicians (PV, 3. 3). The same criterion of 'capacity to perform 
a function' applying which the Buddhists had proved the momentary character of every 

------------- --------

198. There is no difference between the third and fifth groups on the question of permanence and 
change-except that the former treats soul as an exception to the general rule. This is why in 
the Note after next we get just four groups.-Tr. 

13 
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real entity and bad refuted-on the basis of a massive consideation of the !ogical p1:os 
and cons-the doctrine of absolute permanence (TS, k. 394 ff.) as well_ as the Jama doctrme 
of permanence-coupled-with-change (TS, k. 1738 ff.) was applied by Ac. Hemac_an<lrn with 
a view to logically defending his own Jaina doctrine of permanence-coupled-w1th-chang(.', 
that is the doctrine of a substance and its modes ; and it was with the help of this very 
criterio~ that the Acarya sharply criticized the doctrine of absolute permanence upheld 
by Vedanta etc., as well as the doctrine of absolute change upheld by Buddhists. 

(PMT, pp. 53-54; DC I, pp. 141-42) 

29. DRAVYA (SUBSTANCE), GUNA (QUALITY), AND PARYAYA lMODE) 

The Prakrit-Pali word "dabba" and its Sanskrit equivalent "dravya" are very 
old. And the various meanings in which the word is used in everyday parlance, 
in poetry, in grammatical texts, in medical texts, in philosophical texts, etc. 
appear to have been conventionally fixed long, long ago. This extensive employment of 
the word has led Pal).ini to assign it a place in his A~[lidhyliyi and offer a twofold 
etymological derivation of the same, a procedure followed by all subsequent grammarians. 
Apart from the two aphorisms of the 'Taddhita Section' ( 5. 3. 104; 4. 3. 161 ) where 
the formation of the word "dravya" is explained, Pal).ini has composed a third aphorism 
in the 'Krt Section' in order to explain the same formation once again. The first 
derivation according to the Taddhita explanation is : dru (i. e. a tree or a piece of wood) 
+ ya - a modification ( viklira ) or a constituent-element ( avayava) of a tree or of a piece 
of wood; the second derivation is: dru (i.e. a piece of wood l+ wz,c.=like a piece of 
w~od, the meaning being that Just as a straight and clean piece of wood can be given, 
with a~ effort, any desirable form, so also a prince or the like, when subjected to 
ed~cation etc., becomes possessed of any number of good qualities, that is to say, the 
pnnce or. the like, who is capable of becoming possessed of good qualities is to be 
characterized as 'dravya' ; [ on a similar explanation, money is to be called "dravya" 
because it is capable of doing you a number of o-ood things ( just as a piece of wood is 
capable of being given any desirable form ) t According to the K,:dm1ta explanation 
the word "dravya" • "' . , is 1 ormed by adding the suffix-denoting-object ( karmlirthaka pratyaya ) 
·ya to the root 'd • ( • • · I · · ru meaning motion or attamment ) ; t ms on this cxplanat1011, 
"drav~ia" means 'capable of attaining', i, e. 'that which is capable of att.:ining va~ious 
states • These three der· t' • • bl J J iva ions offered by the grammanan cna c t 1c word some 10w 
to cover almost all the 01 • • • • • 1 d • · d • . . eanmgs m wlu(.,h 1t 1s crop oye 111 eve1y ay parlance or 111 
systematic treat1zes. 

Though even in the Jaina literature the word "dravya" is used in almost those very 
meanings which are enumerated above, there are many respects in which the Jaina usage 
of the word is different from that found in the other systems. For example, when the 
Jaina divides 'nik~epas' into 'nlima', 'sthapanli', 'dravya', 'bhava', etc. ( Tattvlirthasutra, 
1. 5 ), when he speaks of aspects like 'dravya', 'k~etra', 'klila', 'bhliva', etc. ( Bhagavati-
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sutra, 3. 19 ), when he divides 'nayas' into 'dravyarthfka' and 'paryiiyarthika' (Tattvlirtha­
J·iitra, 5. 31 ), when he speaks of 'dravy'iicarya', 'bhiiviiciirya', etc.( Panciisaka, 6 ), and 
when he speaks of 'dravyakarma', 'bhiivakarma', etc., he uses the word "dravya" in a 
different sense in each different case ; however, the sense is in all cases very near to the 
one yielded by that Taddhita explanation according to which a dravya is 'that which is 
capable of becoming this or that' (bhavya), that is to say, the different senses of the word 
'dravya' are but different ways of conveying the idea of 'capacity to become this or that'. 
In Jaina philosophy, the word 'dravya' is also used in the sense of 'basic types of entities 
(maulika padartlza) found in the universe'.-e. g. when it is said that 'jirn', 'pudgala', etc. 
are six dravyas. 

In Vaise~ika philosophy ( VS, 1. 1. 15), the word 'dravya' stands for the 'substratum 
of qualities and actions' (gwJa-karma-'iidhiira) ; thus earth etc. are nine dravyas according 
to th~ system. When the old Agamas like Uttaradhyayana (28. 6) put forward the Jaina 
thesis on six dravyas they too understand the word 'dravya' in this very sense. Patanjali, 
the author of the Mahiibhli1ya, has, at several different occasions (e. g. Mahlihhii1ya, p. 58), 
spoken of the meaning of the word 'dravya'. Thus at one place he says : "We can 
break a jar and make a bowl instead, or vice versa, and we can break a bangle and 
make an ear-ring instead, or vice versa. But in the first case what persists in the midst of 
the changing forms like jar, bowl, etc. is clay, and in the second case what persists in the 
midst of the changing forms like bangle, ear-ring etc. is gold. It is what persists in the 
midst of change, that is, clay in the first case and gold in the second, that is called 
'dravya'. "This interpretation of the word 'dravya' occurs in an identical fashion in 
Vyasa's commentary on Yoga-siitra (3. 13) and it has been adopted also by Kumarila 
(SV, Vanaviida, SI. 21-22). At some other places (Mahiiblza1ya, 4. I. 3, 5. I. I 19) Patanjali 
understands the word 'drm'Ya' to mean an aggregate of qualities (gu~za-samudiiya) or a 
stream of qualities (gu1Ja-sandriiM) ; this interpretation is particularly suited to the 
Buddhist line of thought. "That whose basical character (mau/ikatva) remains unimpaired 
even in the midst of the emergence of newer and newer qualities (gw:zas-or, as Jainas will 
technically put it, paryayas)"-this brief definition of the word 'dravya' is also given in 
Patanjali's !vlah'iibhii1ya (5. I. 119). All these interpretations of the word 'dravya'-interpre­
tations first made current by Piitanjala Mahiibhii1ya and later on adopted by Vyiisabhii1ya 
Slokaviirtika, etc.-are, for the first time, gathered together in the Jaina tradition by 
Umasvati in his aphorisms (5. 29, 30, 37 J and the commentary thereon. Jinabhadra 
K~amasramar.ia, in his Bha~ya ( Vise1avasyaka, G'iitha 28 ), has made a veritable catalogue 
of all the interpretations of the word 'dravya' that had become current by his time and 
has thus explained the etymology of the word. 

Ac. Hemacandra, while enunciating the nature of 'object of a pramii1Ja' in the words 
of Akalaoka ( Laghi. , 2. 1 ), employs the word 'dravya' in the sense of something 
permanent or static ( dhruva, siisvata, sthira ). a s~nse also given to it by the Agamas, the 
grammatical texts, nr.d the texts of other philosophical systems. And the etymological 
derivation which he suggests in this connection is the one that has been offered in the 
'K,:t Section', viz. 'dru' + the suffix 'ya'-( Pramli1Jamimlirrs'ii, p. 24 ). 
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In connection with the enunciation of the nature of 'object of a pram'ii~za' the word 
'paryliya' is also used along with the word 'dravya'. The word 'paryaya is very old and 
quite well-known to the scriptural languages (sastriya bhli~li) like Sanskrit, Prakrit, 
and Pali, but the technical meaning attributed to this word in the Jaina sy.steni of 
philosophy is to be found in no other system. 
Those·properties ( dharma ), peculiarities ( vise~a ), and states ( avastlza) of a substance 
which originate and perish, emerge and vanish are called in, the Jaina system of philosophy 
"paryayas·' or "pari1J'iimas", for which the equivalent word in· the systems like Nyiiya­
Vaisesika etc. is "guna". Ac. Hemacandra uses the word "pary'iiya" in the Sense of all the . . 
properties like qualities, actions, etc of a substance. 

In the comparatively older A.gamas like Bhagavati etc., both the words 'gufJa' and 
'paryaya' are used. In the Uctar lidh yayana ( 28. I 3 ) the two words have dearly distinct 
meanings ; Kundakunda, Umiisviiti ( Tattvlirthasutra. 5. 37 ), and Piijyapiida adopt these 
very meanings and defend this adoption of meaning on their part. Vidyiinanda offers 
logical arguments in support of the distinction in question, but Akalanka, who preceded 
him, maintains that there is an identity-as-well-as-distinction ( bhediibheda) between the 
meanings of the words "gu1Ja" and "paryliya", a position followed by Amrtacandra as 
also by Siddhasena in his commentary on Tattvlirthabhii~ya. On this question, a new 
line of thinking was initiated by Siddhasena Divakara who maintained that the two words 
'gu1JO' and 'pary'iiya' are but synonyms, that is, they have one and the same meaning ; 
Diviikara's argument in support of his position is that had there been a difference of 
meaning between the words 'guJJa' 'pary'iiya', Lord Mahavira would have spoken of 
a third standpoint, viz. ''gu!Jiirthika'' standpoint, along with the two well-known 
standpoints, viz. ''dravy'iirthika" and "paryayarthika" standpoints. This argument seems 
to have influenced Haribhadra who too accepted the thesis of .identity ( of meaning 
between the words 'gul}a and 'paryaya ). And though Devasii.ri ( PNT, 5. 7, 8) has tried 
to make out a distinction between the meanings of the two words 'gulJa and 'pary'iiya' 
he also seems to be under the influence of the thesis of identity. Ac. Hemacandra did 
n~t at all insert the word 'guJJa' in his aphorism on 'object of a pramiilJa, nor did he 
raise the discussion as to whether the words 'guna' and 'paryaya' are identical or different 
in meaning. From this his own position on th~ question becomes clear, for it means 
that he too accepts the thesis of identity. The same thesis is accepted also by Upadhyaya 
Yasovijayaji. On the basis of this prolonged history it can at any rate be said that in 
the old Age of Scriptures both the words 'guJJa' and 'paryaya' were used while with the 
advent of the Age of Logic there staned a discussion as to whether the two 
words are identical or different in meaning, and the discussion went on. As a result, 
different teachers adopted and defended different standpoints on the question. 11111 

Like the discussion as to whether the words 'gu'!Ja' and 'paryoya' are identical or 
different in meaning, the discussion as to whether gu~za and pary'iiya on the 
one 11and and dravya on the other are identical with or different from one another also 

199. For the entire array of argum~nts on this question, see Sanmatitika, p. 631, Footnote 4. 
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deserves notice. -- The systems like Nyaya-Vaise~ika etc. are, since the very beginning, 
advocates of difference. ( .bhedavlidin ), and hence they are of the view that the qualities 
and actions of a substance are different from this substance ; on the other hand, the 
advocates of identity ( abhedaviidin) like Sankhya, Vedanta, etc. are of the view that the 
qualities and actions of a substance are identical with this substance. These 'doctrine of 
identity' and 'doctrine of differencf are very old, for even Pataiijali, the author of the 
Mahabha~ya~ carries on an interesting and detailed discussion on the question. Thus he 
raises the question whether a dravya is identical with or different from the qualities like 
sound, touch, etc. ; and after elucidating the two rival standpoints on the. question he 
finally supports the thesis of identity-cum-difference. !mo 

There is also another particularly noteworthy point. That very thesis of identity­
cum-difference between gu1Ja and dravya or between gu1Ja and paryaya which was so 
strenuously sought •to be established by the Jaina logicians like Siddhasena, Samantabhadra, 
etc. was also defended by Kumarila-that titan among the Mimamsakas-most clearly and 
most logically. ( SV, Akrti., SI. 4-64; Vana., SI. 21-80 ). • 

Ac Hemacandra, like the other Jaina teachers, supports the thesis of identity-cum­
difference between dravya and paryliya. 

( PMT, pp. 54-57; DC I, pp. 143-46) 

30. THE CRITERION OF REALITY ( vastutva) 

The four doctrines of Indian philosophy-viz. 
( 1 ) the doctrine of absolute permanence (kevala-11ityatval1lida), 
( 2 ) the doctrine of absolute change (kevala-anityatl•avlida), 
( 3 ) the doctrine of both (absolute)· permanence and (absolute) change (nitylinitya­
ubhayavada), and ( 4) the doctrine of permanence-in-change (pari1J'ii.minityatvavada)-are to 
be detected in a rudimentary form even in the period preceding Lords Mahavira and 
Buddha ; however, a clearcut formulation of these doctrines and a logical defence of this 
formulation are not present there in the literature of that much old period. The 

. I 

200. 'Kif!l punardravyaf!l ke puna) guQ:it1. Sabdaspadaruparasagandha gur.iiistato'nyad dravyam. 
Kiqt punaranyacchabdiidibhyo dravyamahosvidananyat. GuQasyiiyaf!l bhavat dravye sabdanive­
saf!l kurvan khyapaya:tyanyacchabdiidibhyo dravyamiti. Ananyacchabdiidibhyo dravyam. Na 
hyanyadupalabhyate. Paso\1 khalvapi visasitasya parr.iasate nyastasya niinyacchabdiidibhya 
upalabhyate. Anyacchabdadibhyo dr,Lvyam. rat tvanumanagamyam. Tadyatha. O~adhivanas­
patinaf!1 vrddhihriisau. Jyoti~am gatiriti. Ko"savanumanap. Iha samane va{1lmar.ii parii:iahe ca 
anyattuliigraf!l bhavati lohasya anyat kiirpasaniiqt yatkrto vise~astaddravyam. Yatha kascideke­
naiva prahiirer.ia vyapavargaqt karoti kascid dvabhyiimapi na kllroti. Yatlqto vise~a:staddravyam. 
Athavii yasya gui1antare~vapi priidurbhavatsu tattvaf!1 na vihanyate tad dravyarn. Kirp, punas~­
ttvam. Tadbhavastattvam. Tadyathii. Amalakiidiniim phaliinam raktadayap pitiidayasca gu~a!t 
pridurbhavanti. Amalakaf!l badaramityeva bhavati. Anvartha1!} khalu nirvacanarp-gur.iasaotlravo 
dravyamiti.'-Pitaiijala Mahabba~ya. 5. 1. 119. 
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·d f • anence-an idea already in vogue-was so much emphasized by Buddha that i ea o imperm • p· 11 h · t 
• • t t O developments in the field of philosophical speculation. irstly, a t e nva 1t gave nse o w . . 
d • ai·nst the doctrine of impermanence ( or momentansm) which they all octnnes rose ag . . . . . . 

• 1 ht to refute by establishing their respective posit10ns m their respective VIgorous y soug . . . 
S ndly in the Buddhist tradition itself the idea of momentansm-wh1ch was manners. eco , , _ _ 

• • 11 ·aea conducive to detachment ( vairiigya-posaka bhavana ) and hence an ongma y an 1 . • . . 

h• 1 al 1·aea developed into an al1-comprehens1ve metaphysical doctrme; thus et 1ca or mor - . . . 
the idea of momentariness became, in the eyes of its defenders as well as of its cntics, one 
among the topics of metaphysical speculations. _ 

For centuries after the time of Buddha and Mahavua, we find that, in the field of 
philosophical speculation, the only criterion for judging the validity of a doctrine has beep 
its capacity to account for ( transcendental ) bondage and release ( bandha-mokfa­
vyavastha ) and for the mechanism of an action yielding its fruit to the actor concerned 
( ka,:t,:tva-phalabhoktrtva-vyavastha ). 2 01 Buddhists-the advocates of the doctrine of 
absolute impermanence-defended their position by arguing that in case litman is regarded 
as permanent it becomes impossible either to account for ( transcendental ) bondage and 
release or to demonstrate how the doer of action is also the enjoyer of the fruit of this 
action. And the same was the criticism levelled against the Buddhist by the advocates of 
absolute permanence like Upani~adists etc. (Brahmasutra Siitikarabhii~ya, 2.2.19). Similarly, 
Jainas, the advocates of permanence-in-change, urged against both the doctrine of absolute 
permanence and the doctrine of absolute impermanence that, on either of these doctrines, 
it becomes impossible to explain how ( transcendental ) bondage and release·take place, 
how the doer of an action ( and nobody else ) enjoys the fruit of this action, how 
performance of meritorious acts like charity etc. and resort to ceremonies like initiation 
( dikfopadiina ) etc. are means to transcendental release. 2o!l 

All rise ( utthiina ) of metaphysical speculation ( tiittvika cinta ) on the part of 
Indian systems of philosophy-and more particularly, the nourishment ( pofalJa) and 
development ( vikasa ) of this speculation-has been due to ( a belief in ) the doctrine 
of karma and to a desire ( bhavana ) to get rid of the transmigratory cycle ( sa1?1sara­
niv,:tti ) and thus attain ( transcendental ) release. It was therefore but natural that, in 
the initial stages, €Very system of philosophy should argue, in support of its position 
and against those of his rivals, in the name of these very "doctrine of karma" etc. But 
when tendency to logical argumentation ( tarkavada) started gaining greater and greater 
prominence in this basically spiritual field of philosophical speculation ( adhyl'itmamii/aka 
diirsanika-kfetra )-a phenomenon which, in a way, ultimately rendered spiritualism 

201. 'Tadeva~ s~ttvabhede krtahlina~akrtabhyligam'.lp prasajyatc-sati ca sattvotplide sattvanirodhe ca 
abrmammitta~ sattvasargap prapnoti tatra muktyartho brahmacaryaviiso na syiit.'- NBh, 3. 1. 4. 

202. 'Davv<t!!hiyassa jo ccva ku1:ui so ceva veyae Qiy<1mli / 
A1p:io karci a990 paribhui'ijai pajjaya9ayassa //'-Sanmati. 1, 52: 
'Na bandhamok~au k~a9ikaikasarpsthau M sa[!lvrtip slipi mr~asvabhliva / 
Mukhyad:rte gauq.avidhirna dr~~o vibhrantadmistava dfHito 'nyli //'-Yuktyanusasana, k. 15. 
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secondary in relation to the tendency to pure logical argumentation-the criterion for 
judging the validity of the 'doctrine of absolute permanence' etc. became different ( from 
what it was in the pre-Logic period ). Logic asserted that nothing else but only that 
thing can be real which is capable of performing a function ( arthakriyiikiirin ). It seems 
that the credit for advancing this logical criterion of 'capacity to perform a function' 
goes to the Buddhist tradition ; it was therefore but natural that the Buddhists should 
apply this criterion with a view to establishing the doctrine of momentariness and refuting 
the rival doctrines, and this is what we actually find to have happened. Buddhists 
argued that nothing that is not momentary can perform a function while nothing that 
cannot perform a function is real ( sat, piiramiirthika ); basing themselves on this sort 
of vyiipi ( i. e. relation of invariable concomitance between the probans and the 
probandum i, these Buddhists sought to prove that a permanent entity ( i. e. an entity 
lasting for more than one moment ) cannot perform a function and hence cannot be real ; 
and with this end in view they considered-and refuted-in a highly elaborate fashion, the 
two possible aiternativcs, viz. ( i ) that a permanent entity can perform a function all 
at once ( y:,gapad artlwkriyak.iirin), and ( ii ) that a permanent entity can perform 
a function in the course of several moments ( kramasa~i arthakriyiikiirin )-( Viidanyiiya, p. 
6 ). The same criterion of 'capacity to perform a function-i. e. a criterion with whose 
help the doctrine of absolute permanence was thus refuted ( TS, k. 394 )-was employed 
by the Buddhists also to refute the Jaina doctrine of permanence-in-change, i. e. the 
'doctrine of substance and modes' or 'doctrine of twofold nature of a real entity' (TS, 
k. 1738). For Buddhists argued that one and the same thing cannot be both real and unreal 
because the same thing cannot be both performer of a function and performer of no 
function. Thus the philosophical systems rival to the Buddhist may be divided into 
two camps, viz. Vedicist and Jaina. 

The first Vedicist philosphers to refute the Buddhist criterion of 'capacity to 
perform a function' seem to be Vacaspatimisra and Jayanta. Though the final objective 
of both Vacaspati and Jayanta is the same, viz. to demonstrate the reality of non­
momentary and permanent entities, they adopt different lines of argumentation by way 
of showing that the Buddhist criterion of 'capacity to perform a function'-a criterion 
with whose help the Buddhist had refuted the doctrine of absolute permanence-does 
not apply to a momentary entity itself (i. e. on the Buddhist's own criterion, a 
momentary entity ought to be unreal). That a momentary entity is unreal is proved by 
Vacaspati (Tatp, pp. 354-56) after considering the two alternatives, viz. that a momentary 
entity can perform a function without depending on anything else and that a momentary 
rntity can perform a function depending on other things (!>lipek~a-anapek~a vikalpa) ; 
Jay<!nta (Nitf, pp. 453, 564) does the same after considering the two alternatives-suggested 
by the Buddhist liimself-viz. that a momentary entity can perform a function all at once 
and that a momentary entity can perform a function in the course of several moments 
(kramayaugapadyavikalpa). Likewise, Bhadanta Yogasena, mentioned as a rival by 
Kamalasila in Tattvasmigrahapanjiki.i seeks to refute the Buddhist doctrine of momen-
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tarism by considering the two alternatives-suggested by the Buddhist himself-viz. that a 
momentary entity can perform a function all at once, and that a momentary entity can 
perform a function in the course of several moments (TS, k. 428 ff). Here the title 'Bhadanta' 
tends to suggest that this Yogasena was a Buddhist, but until we have a definite proof 
that somebody within the Buddhist tradition supported the doctrine of permanence 
(nitytitva, sthiratva), it will be more proper to surmise that our Yogasena was eithe~ a 
Jaina, or an Ajivaka, or a Sankhya mendicant. At any rate, it is certain that the Buddh1st 

docrine of momentarism was sought to be refuted by the Vedicist philosophers on the 
basis of the Buddhist's own criterion of 'capacity to perform a function'. 

The other staunch opponents of momentarism were Jainas. In the Age of Logic, 
they too refuted the doctrine of momentarism by basing themselves on the logical criterion 
advanced by the Buddhist himself. So far as our knowledge goes, in the Jaina tradition 
Akalanka 2 os is the first to refute momentarism on the basis of this criterion. On the 
basis of this criterion Akalanka has refuted the Vedicist doctrine of absolute permanence 
precisely as did the Buddhists, but at the same time, he has applied this criterion to refute 
the Buddhist doctrine of absolute momentarism precisely as did Bhadanta Yogasena 
and Jayanta. In this connection we should remember that though in the Age of Logic 
the criterion of 'capacity to perform a function' (along with the various accompanying 
alternatives) came to be accepted as the criterion for refuting and for supporting the 
doctrines like momentarism etc., the old criterion for doing so-i. e, the criterion of 
'capacity to account for (transcendental) bondage and release' etc.-was not altogether 
discarded but only became secondary in importance. 

The doctrine of the twofold nature of a real entity, that is, the doctrine that a real 
entity is a substance as well as its modes, something existent as well as non-existent, 
something permanent as well as transient-a doctrine accepted by Jainas, Jaimini-ites 
etc.-was refuted by Buddhists (TS, ks. 222, 311, 312), and Jaina teachers like Akalanka 
etc. answered back this refutation basing themselves on the consideration of the criterion 
of 'capacity to perform a function' and of the various alternatives resulting from the 
application of this criterion, a procedure followed by all subsequent Jaina logicians. 
Ac. Hemacandra does the same by first refuting the doctrine of absolute permanence 
in the words of Buddhists, and then refuting the doctrine of absolute momentarism in 
the words of Bhadanta Yogasena, Jayanta, etc. ; at the same time, he _applies the very 
criterion of 'capactiy to perform a function' in order to prove the Jama doctrine of 
substance-and-modes, and he does so by showing that a real entity as conceived by the 
Jaina is alone capable of performing a f unctian. 

203. 'Arthakriyii na yujycta nityak~aryikapak~ayo\1 
Kramakramabhyarp bhavanarp sa lak~a1Jataya mata //'-Laghi. 2. 1. 
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