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EDITOR’S NOTE

Born in Dhandhiitka, Ahmedabad collectorate, in 1088 or 1089, Acarya Hemacandra
came popularly to be called ‘the omniscient one of the Kali age® (kalikalasarvajaiia). 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 lost to us, makes his works an inestimable mine for
philological and historical research’.

In medieval India, however, there was hardly anything like disinterested lsarning
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 Jayasimha Siddhardja (A. D. 1094-1143), one of the most
powerful kings of Gujarat, to favour the Jainas 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, heis perhaps best known
by his epic poem Trisastisalakapurusacarita, describing the legendary and mythological
history of the world as conceived in Jainism. To the modern philologists, his most
significant contributions are a complete Sanskrit and a Prakrit grammar, two Sanskrit
dictionaries called the Abhidhanacint@mani and the Anekarthakosa, a dictionary of popular
Prakrit idioms called the De$inamamala and his manuals of Poetics and Metrics. His
Prakrit grammar was edited and translated by Pischel (Halle, 1877-80), who also edited
the Desinamamala (Bombay, 1880). His A4bhidhanacintamani was edited by Bohtlingk
and Rieu (St. Petersburg, 1847) and Zachariae edited the Anekarthakosa (Vienna, 1893).
He also ‘provided his sect with textbooks of the principal Indian sciences, so that the
Jainas were ecnabled to compete successfully with their Brahmanical rivals’.,

In the field of philosophy, Hemacandra’s most significant contribution was the
Pramana-Mimamsa. As edited and extensively annotated by Pt. Sukhlalji Sanghvi, it was
published in the Singhi Jaina Granthamala, Calcutta 1939. Pt. Sukhlalji, who was eighty on
December 8, 1960, does in an important sense carry the heritage of Hemacandra. ’lt is
not simply that he, too, is a Jaina and belongs to Gujarat, but in the much more important
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 Pramina-Mimamsa so invaluable : particularly his annotations to the
text are full of such wealth 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 India 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 Indian philosophy hitherto
unavailable to the English knowing readers.

1 am deeply grateful to my friend Sri Krishna Kumar Dixit for first suggesting
the idea of publishing in our journal Indian Studies: Past & Present, Pandiiji’s Introduc-
tion as well as the Philosophical Notes to the Pramana-Mimamsa in English rendering. An
English translation of the Introduction had already been prepared by Dr. Indukala Jhaveri
of the H. K. Arts College, Ahmedabad ; the Jnanodaya Trust of Ahmedabad kindlv
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, Indian Studies : Past & Present



PREFACE

At the time of editing Pramapamimamsa 1 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, 1
think. should enable the English reader to adopt a certain approach towards the material
in question.

Pramanamimamsa is an important—though incomplete—writing by Acidrya Hema-
candra on Jaina Logic. The available portion of this text discusses, briefly but lucidly,
and from the Jaina standpoint, the philosophical concepts like pramana, prameya, pramatda,
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
the text and of conducting rescarch 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 our Pandit circles, neither the teachers nor the students will be
able to grasp the impoirt 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 systems. The result was that astudent 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
the 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 hearty 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, I 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 isa 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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| had studied philosophy according to the old style of the Pandits and had certainly
derived a number of advantages therefrom ; nevertheless, when I iirst undertcok the
writing and research work and, at the same time, consulied the outstanding works
written and edited by the various Indian and foreign scholars, I became conscious of one
great shortcoming of mine. The shortcoming was my inability to make out how us a
résult of mutual discussion and criticism the various philosophical systems of India intluenced
one another either negatively or positively, by whom and when was this influence
exercised, and what was the extent thereof. I even failed to judge correctly as to whether
the discussion of a particular issue on the part of more than one philosophical 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
anew 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, inthese 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 Pramana-
mimdmsa acting as a pretext.

Pramanamimamsa is a text on Logic written from the Jaina standpoint. Tt 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 adopted
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, witha view to
laying bare the respective spheres of application of the various organs of knowledge 3
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
has been shown how various viewsas to the knowable sphere have emerged depending
on the various views as to the comparative strength of the different organs of knowledge-

in addition, several other more or less important problems have been briefly touched
upon in the Introduction.
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Notes are many. In Pramanamimamsa 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 casily be seen that Notes written from the standpoint above recommended, even
when they directly concern the concepts upheld by a particular philosophical tradition,
are, 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 Pramanamimamsa 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 Pramanamimamsa 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 Bhasyas of Sankara and Raminuja, has offered, in his introductory remarks, a
penetrat,ing study of the issues involved, a study which has perhaps not been surpassed
by any Sankaritec or Rimanujite scholar however acute. And not even the thoroughest
of Nyiya-Vaidesika 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, ina 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.
Nydyamaiijari of Jayanth, Slokavartika of Kumarila, Pramanavartika of Dharmakirti,
Tattvasangraha of S’;z’lntarakgita, Kusumanjali of Udayana, Tattvarthaslokavartika of
Vidyananda, Syddvadaramakara of Vadideva, Sarvadar$anasargraha of Madhavacarya
are some of the texts which deserve an original, penetrating study and an investigation
undertaken from a broad-based, historical standpoint. But in spite of all this the truth
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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 1 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 clse, but
for the present, sympathetic friends are presenting it before the English reader as it
stands.

Ahmedabad
4, 5. 61.
Sukhlal



1. THE NATURE OF THE JAINA STANDPOINT ( drsti)

Indian philosophical systems fall under two main classes ; some of them are realistic
(vastavavadin) and others idealistic (avastavavadin ; illusoristic ?). Those which view the
gross (sthitla) world, i. e. the world apprehended by the empirical (laukika) organs of
knowledge (pramana), to be as real as the subtle (szksma) 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 (vyavaharika) and the absolute
(paramarthika) truth, that all truth is of the same kind though differing in degree, that all
objects revealed (bhasita) through whatever organ of knowledge are equally real even if
this revelation (bhana) be relatively full or meagre, clear or vague, and that even real
objects are capable of being expressed in words (vani-prakasya)—are realistic systems. They
may also be called positivistic (vidhimukha) systems or systems talking in terms of ““it is thus”
and “it is so” (idamitthamvadin, evamvadin). They include the Carvaka, Nyaya-Vaisesika,
Pirva-Mimamsa, and Samkhya-Yoga systems, the Vaibhasika and Sautrantika schools of
Buddhism, the Madhvite school of Vedanta, etc.

Those which view the external (b@hya), perceptible (drs$ya) world to be unreal (mithya)
and the internal (@ntarika) 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
(sdmvrtika) and the real (vastavika), 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 (nisedhamukha) systems or systems talking in terms of “it
is not so” (anevamvadin). The éﬁnyavﬁda and Vijiianavada schools of Buddhism, the
éarpkarite school of Vedanta, etc. are systems of this type.

Its basic attitude of non-absolutism (anekantavada) notwithstanding, the Jaina
standpoint is absolutely realistic(ekantatah vastavavadin) in nature. For according to it
too, the objective truth (bhava-satyatva) revealed through sense-perception (technically
called mati-jfiana) etc. is on a par with that revealed through transcendental intuition
(technically called kevala-j#iana), that is to say, the two types 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 (pary@ya) 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 system

1
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grants that certain extremely subtle objects (siksmatama bhava) are incapable of description
(anirvacaniya) it insists that the objects cgpab]e of de’scription(nirvacani ya) are nevertheless
real. This however is not the case with Siinyavada, Samkarite Vedanta, etc.

2. THE UNCHANGING CHARACTER ( aparivartisnuta ) OF
THE JAINA STANDPOINT

Now the important question to be considered is whether tl‘;e.v1 rgialistic 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 at some
period. An allied question will be :  If the Jaina standpoint has all 4long retained a fixed
nature and, unlike the Buddhist and Vedantic traditions, has” undergoné ho change or
development of thought, what can be the reason for it ? & b T

The available history of the Jaina tradition reaches as far back as pre-Mahavira times,
and ever since the realistic nature of Jaina standpoint has’ remained absolhtely unaltered
in essence—as is also the case with the philosophical systems like Nydya-VaiSesika, Purva-
Mimamsa, Samkhya-Yoga, etc. Of course, the Jaina philosophical fiterature, like the
philosophical literature of the Nyaya-Vaifesika etc., testifies'to a gradually developing
subtlety and clarity in regard to the descriptions (vyakhya), defihitions (lak$ana), and
logical justification (upapatti) of the categories (padartha) like ‘organ of valid knowledge’
(pramiana), ‘object of valid knowledge’ (prameya), etc. —so much so thdt Jaina philo-
sophers like Yadovijaya have even employed the refined Navya-Nyaya technique in their
further analysis of the Jaina descriptions and definitions ; mnevertheless, 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 tradition was certainly realistic to begin ‘with, but the two schools of
Mahdyana, viz. Sinyavada and Vijiianavada, brought about a radical transformation in
it. As aresult, its realism changed into absolute idealism (aikantika avastavavada). This

is what we mean by the change of outlook (drsti-parivartana) within the Buddhist tradition.
The same was the case with the Vedantic tradition.

i - e Upanisads and Vedantasutras
contained vague seeds ,(aspagtabl]a) of idealism together with clear-cut indications (spasta

siicana) of realism,but Samkardcarya 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 dysti-srstivada etc.?
Now this changing character of the Buddhist and Vedantic tradition's.z.md. the unchang-
ing character of the rest ones impel us to investigate into the causes of this divergence.
Idealism, which considers the gross world (sthitla jagat) to be an empirical reality
(vyavaharika satya) or an unreality (asatya) and the internal world (@ntarika jagat) to be
the sole ultimate reality (parama satya), can possibly arise only when either the process

P

. z . -
1. A solipsistic trend within Samkarite 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.



of analysis (vislesana-kriya) or the process of synthesis {samanvaya-kriya) 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 (sthayi-dravya). In the Upanisads, on the other
hand, the process of synthesizing all diversities (bheda) and varieties (vividhata) 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 (akhanda dravya) and the substantial
diversities (dravya-bheda) of our everyday use (vyavaha@ropayogin) were reduced to bare
names ; what remained as absolutely real was something momentary but indescribable
(anirvacaniya). Similarly, the spirit of QynthCSlS reflected in the Upanisadic principle of
Absolute Brahman was developed by Samkaracarya to such an extent that the empirical
world so full of diversities (bheda-pradhana) was ultimately reduced to a bare name and
an illusion (maya). Of course, had there been no extremist analysers (aikdntika
wslesanaka/m) like Nagarjuna and extremist synthesisers (aikantika samanvayakarin) like
bamkaracarya the distinction between the empirical and the absolute truth would not
have made its appearance in these two traditions. Eventhen, we should not forget that
the capacity to give rise to an idealistic outlook was inherent (nihita) in the very ground
(bhiimika) of the Buddhist and Vedantic traditions, and that such a capacity was entirely
absent in the ground of the realistic systems like Nyaya-Vaisesika etc. The Nyaya-Vaisesika,
Mimamsi, and Samkhya-Yoga systems undertake not only analysis but also synthesis.
And since they attach equal importance (sama-pradhanya) and ascribe equal competence
(samana-balatva) to analysis and synthesis they do not declare one to be real at the expense
of the other. Hence there is ncither 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,
barpk'lracary‘., 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 (paryaya), 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-fattva), but it does not deny in the manner of
Brahmavada reality to the diversity of substances and to the modes that are the resultants
in the analytic process. All this was possible because Jainism relatively acknowledged
the equal competence (tulya-bala) and equal truth (samana-satya) of the two standpoints,
viz. the standpoint of substance (dravyarthika dysti) and the standpoint of modes (paf)’aya'
rthika drsti). Consequently, we do not find in it either extreme analysis as we do in
Buddhism or extreme synthesis as we do in Veddanta. And this, in turn, is why the realistic
nature of the Jaina standpoint remained unaltered in essence.



3. THE SPHERE OF APPLICATION ($akti-maryada) OF
AN ORGAN OF KNOWLEDGE ( pramana )

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 thesc
questions depends upon his view as to the competence ($akti) of the organs of knowledge,
about which philosophers hold divergent views. The views held by the Indian philosophers
as to the degrees of competence (3akti-taratamya) of the various organs of knowledge can
be classified as under :

1. Those advocating sole competence of sense-organs (indriyadhipatya-vadin).

9. Those advocating sole competerice of non-sensuous organs(arnindriyadhipat ya-vadin®.

3. Those advocating equal compctence of sense.organs and non-sensuous OTgans
(ubhayadhipatya-vadin).

4. Those advocating sole competence of the Scripture (agamadkhipatya-vadin).

5. Those advocating incomptence of all organ whatsoever (pramanopaplava-vadin).

[11. Indriyadhipatyavada: Accordingto this view, the competence
of an organ of knowledge is solely dependent on sense-organs while the mind (manas) 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 uphcld

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 yct

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. 1In other words, the Carvaka has no objection
toa pi.ece of knowledgg being regarded as valid in case it is not contradicted by sense-
perception.

[2] Anindriyadhipatyavada: By “non-sensuous organs” (anindriya)
we understand three internal organs (antah-karana), viz. manas, citta, and atman.?
And the second view under consideration regards a non-sensuou’s orga:n in the form
ot? .citta as the sole organ of true knowledge. The view is upheld by éﬁnyavﬁda
Vijiianavada, and Samkarite Vedanta. According to it, true knowledge can be generateci
by nothing save the purified citza. The upholders of this view flatly deny the competence
of. sense-organs to generate true knowledge, and they aver that 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 dtman the
ultimate principle of consciousness--Tr. s I



purified by meditation (dhyana-suddha) is never valid even if it be reckoned as such in our
everyday dealings. .

[3] Ubhayadhipatyavada: The third view does not advocate in the
mannzr of the Carvaka the sole competence of sense-organs and incompztence 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 (mmanas)-- and
generate true knowledge ; on the other hand, there are according to it cases where a non-
sensuous organ originates true knowledge even without the aid of sense-organs. Hence
the epithet wbhayadhipatye-vada atiributed to this view. It is upheld by the systems like
Saimkhya-Yoga, Nyz'lya-Vaiécgika, Mimamsa etc. The Samkhya-Yoga system, even while
acknowledging the competence of sensc-organs, regards antah-karana as capable of
independently generating true knowledge. What the Samkhya-Yoga says of antah-karana the
Nyiya-Vaiszsika says of manas. However, the Samkhya-Yoga does not regard atman as
capable of indepsndently generating true knowledge, and that is because the system attributes
to buddhi the capacity for generating true knowledge while treating the conscious principle
puruasa as devoid of all change (niratisaya).3 ‘

On the other hand, the Nyaya-VaiSesika does regard an drman as capable of
indepedently having true knowledge—even if God be the only atman of this type; for God,
according to the systzm, is devoid of a body and a manas and yat capable of having know-
lcdge. The Vaibhasika and Sautrantika are also upholders of this view, for they too
consider sense-0rgans and inanas to be equally competent for generating true knowledge.

[4] Agamadhipatyavada: The fourth view accepts, concerning certain
matters, the competence neither of sense-organs nor of non-sensuous organs but of the
scripture alone. This view is upheld only by the Parva-Mimamsa. Of course, concerning
ordinary matters the system upholds the wubhayadhipatya view as do the Samkhya-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
éarpkarite 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 antah-karana purified by meditation.

[5] Pram@nopaplavavada: 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 organs of knowledge are for it cither cripple or deceptive. The upholder of this view
is called tattvopaplava-vadin ( lit. ‘one who throws overboard all categories’) who is
but the Carvaka gone extreme. The view has been expounded in clear-cut terms by Jayarasi
in his Tattvopaplavasimha.

3. Purusa is the SAmkhya-Yoga equivalent for @sman. The idea is that an organ of knowledge must
undergo some change in the course of acquiring knowledge, but since purusa is devoid of all change it
is not an organ of knowledge---Tr.



Of these five views, the third, viz. ubhayadhipatyavada, is accepted by the Jaina
system. For it no doubt maintains that sense-organs are competent to generate true know-
ledge, but it goes on to add that each of the two non-sensuous organs, manas and arman,is
capable of independently generating true knowledge. As for an atman’s independent
capacity to generate true knowledge, the Jaina system differs from the Nyaya-VaiSesikain
that the former attributes this capacity to all @tmans without exception while the latter to
God alone. The Jaina system repudiates tattvopaplavavada 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 accept the indepen-
dent competence of two non-sensuous organs. It rcjects Vijfianavada, éﬁnyavﬁda, and
Brahmavada because it , unlike the latter, does accept the competence of sense-organs.
Lastly, it is opposed to dgamadhipatyavada because it, unlike the latter, accepts, concerning

transcendental merits and demerits the compctence also of the two non-sensuous organs,
manas and atman.

4. THE TOTAL EXTENT (vistara) OF THE KNOWABLE SPHERE ( prame_l'a»pradefa)

One’s view as to the extent of the knowable sphere depends on his view as 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 ( dr§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-scnsuous organ admitted the existence of a subtle (sitksma) world
over and above the gross (sthilla) one. However, even when philosophers agreed as to
tl}e existence of a subtle world they held divergent views as to the narure 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 (jada) as well as conscious ( cetana) elements ( zattva), the
Othe'r those which conceive it as composed only of conscious elements or of consciousness
(Ca'ltanya.) as such. Here let us take note of one distinction between the Western and
Indm:n philosophies. In India there arose no philosophical system which posited subtle
Physu.:al elements at the root of the gross world while denying the existence of all subtle
COIIS?IOUS 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 alor.le that India may be regarded as a spiritualist ( caitanyavadin ) country.4

I.ndlan philosophical speculation has got a bearing on the religio-ethical doctrines
of rebirth ( punarjanma), efficacy of all action ( karmavada), bondage ( bandha ),
emancipation (v moksa ),— doctrines that are universally accepted by all who believe in

4. TT_iua_suggestion is that the West has and Indja h “ . .

" as not produced “systems which posit subtle
physncal”elements at the root b0f lt’he gross world while denying the existence of all subtllt)e conscious
elements’’. Such systems may be characterized as “subtle materialism” ascontrasted with the Carvaka’s

gross materialism. And India may be regarded as a spiritualist country because it prod ‘subtle
materialism’ even if it did produce gross materia]ism---'[r‘)r. ¢ produced no ‘sub



" @ subtle conscious element ahd 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 :—

[11 Arambhavada [ Theory of Novel Creation ]

[2] Parinamavada | Theory of Real Modification ]

‘[3] Pratityasamutpadavada [ Theory of Dependent Origination ]
[4] Vivartavada [ Theory of Illusory Modification ]

[11 Arambhavada: To put it in a nutshell, it has got the following four
characteristic features :—J[i] the positing of an infinite number of mutually distinct
[ paraspara-bhinna ] ultimate causes [ mitla-karana], [ii] the positing of an absolute
distinction [ @tyantika bheda ] between the cause and the effect, [iii] the assertion thata
cause—be it eternal [ nirya] or transient [ anitya ]—remains unchanging [ aparinamin ]
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 [ utpatti ], is created and lasts for a limited period of time [ kificitkalina sa'ta ).

[2] Parinamavada : Its characteristic features [ given below ] are just the
opposite of those of Aramhhavada :—[i] the acceptance ‘of one single ultimate cause
[ miila karana ], [ii] the positing of a real non-distinction [vastavika 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 [parindmin] entity, and [iv] the assertion that a
particular effect exists in its cause and all particular effects taken collectively existin 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 [uzpatti ] of an altogether novel [apitrva ] entity.

[3]1 Pratityasamutpadavada : Its three characteristic features are:—[i] the
positing of an absolute distinction '[‘ atyantika bheda] between the cause and the
effect, [ii] the total rejection of a persisting cause, changeless [ nitya] or
changing [parinAmin], and [iii] the assertion that an effect that was non-existent [asaf]
before its creation comes to be created. '

[4] Vivartavada : Its three characteristic features are:— [i] the positing of an
absolute reality [paramarthika satya] which neither produces anything nor undergoes
any change [enutpadaka, aparinamin], [ii] the total rejection of the suggestion that the
manifest [bh@samana)l world—either gross or subtle—is created[utpanna] [out of a first cause]
as also of the suggestion that it is evolved [parinata] [out of a first cause], and (iii) the
assertion that the gross world possesses an unreal (avistavika) or imaginary (kalpanika)
existence, in other words, that it is merely an illusory (mayika) appearance (bhdsa):

[1] Arambha vada: This theory maintains that there exists an infinite number of

subtle elements in the form of atoms whose mutual combinations (parasparika samba)fdha)
result in the formation of an altogether novel gross, physical world which later on perishes
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for good (sarvatha nasta ). According to the theory, these subtle constituent-clements
(of the physical world ) are beginningless, endless, and changeless ( anadi-nidhana,
aparindmin ), and if there is at all any change it is in their qualities (guna) and attributes
( dharma). Having thus established the relation of the gross physical world with the
subtle physical elements the theory goes on to posit the existence of subtle conscious
elements. It thus posits an infinite number of mutually distinct ( paraspara-bhinna )
conscious elements which too are beginningless, endless, and changeless. And just as
having conceived the subtle physical elements as utterly changeless ( aparin@min) this
theory posits in these elements the separate existence of qualities and attributes that
originate and perish (utpdda-vina$a-3alin), 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 ( updadana ) ; on the other hand, the relation of the gross physical
world with the subtle conscious elements is one of mere conjunction ( samyoga ).

, [21 Parinamavada: Itis of two kinds, viz. (a) Pradhanaparinamavada OY
‘Theory of the Real Modification of Pradhana’ and (b) Brahmaparinamavada or ‘Theory
of the Real Modification of Brahman’. '

(a) Pradhanaparindmavada : According to this theory, there lics at the root of the
gross world a subtle element called pradhana which exists not in the form of an infinite
number of mutually distinct atoms but in a continuous form (akhandariipa) far subtler
than that of atoms, and which, though beginningless and endles.s'like atoms, is not
changeless like them but constantly undergoes multifarious types of modi’ﬁcations
{ n&nﬁ-parf'igz‘zma-parir;ata ). On this theory, the gross worid is nothing except the totality
of pcheptlble modifications (dr$ya parinama) of the subtle element pradhdng. Thus unlike
atomism ( paramanuvada ), PradhGnaparinamavada does not conceive the .subtle element
as ch?ngeless, nor does it consider the gross physical world to be an altogether novel
creation out Qf this subtle element ; for according to the latter theory, the suitle element
prad{u’zna,.whlch is doubtless as much physical as are atoms, consta;lt]y oes on getting
modified into various perceptible, physical forms. Having maintained tl%at the relation

between the gross physical world on the one hand, and the single subtle-but-physical
element  pradhdna on the other is one of mnon-distinction ( abkeda ), this
theory goes on to posit in the subtle world conscious elements as well. These conscious

e]eme'nts are infinite in nurgber as they are in Arambhavada, but the two differ in that the
conscious elemer.lts of Arambhavada, though themselves changeless, are possessed of
qualities and attributes that originate and perish while those of Prz;dhz‘znaparinﬁmav&da
are not possessed of any such qualities and attributes. Since this latter type if conscious
elements are utterly changeless (kiitastha) they cannot undergo any modification, since
they are utterly attributeless ( nirdharmaka) they cannot act as seat of qualiti;s and
attributes. Pradhdnaparingmavada argues that since it is the subtle physical element
which possesses qualities and attributes that originate and perish, the consclous elements must



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 maintains 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 Pradhanaparina-
mavada but in the form of attributeless and changeless entities.

(b) Brahmaparinamavada : This theory, which seems to be only a development of
Pradhanaparinamavada, 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
( akificitkara ) ( like an ajagalastana). This theory not only realized the futility of the
separate existence of the conscious elements as posited by Pradhanaparinamavada 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 (nisprayojana) assumption
of an infinite number of good-for-nothing (akificitkara) 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 pradhdna 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 ( a@virbhava) out of the single conscious
element Brahman and merging back ( tirobhava) into the same. The only point of
difference between Pradhanaparinamavada and Brahmaparinamavada is that according
to the former the physical element constantly undergoes change ( parinamin) and the
conscious elements remain utterly unchanging ( aparinamin), 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 ( parin@ma-pravaha )—one

physical and the other conscious.

(3] Pratityasamutpadavada : 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 riipa, the latter n@ma. 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 ( param@nu-ripa )-
However, even though atoms are posited here as in Arambhavada they are here conceived
in a totally different manner from those in Arambhavada. In Arambhavada atoms
themselves are no. doubt supposed to be changeless, but the theory posits in tpese
atoms a series (parampara) of qualities and attributes that originate and perish ;

2
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Pratityasamutp@davada, on the other hand, conceives in its own distinctive manner the
series of qualities and attributes that originate and perish but it posits no permanent
( sthayin ) atomic substance ( paramanu-dravya ) in the form of the substrata (@dharabhita)
of these qualities and attributes. Similarly, according ‘to Pratityasamutpadavada, there
exists no permanent conscious element, single or otherwise. All that the theory maintains
is that there exist in the subtle world the physical series of states that originate 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. The atoms
are here called ‘atoms’ (paramadnu) because they are subtlest ( satksmatama ) and impartite
( avibhdjya), and not because they are permanent, impartite substances. On this theory,
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 ( kiuatastha )
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 Pradh@na-parinamavada and Brahmaparinamavada 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 Kilak or Sanku ) it is the nature of an outgoing ( plirva )
modification-moment ( parindma-ksana ) that while perishing it gives rise to the incoming
(uttar'a ) modification-moment, thatis to say, the mere existence of .the moribund
( vina$onmukha) 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 Pratityasamutpadavada (i.e. Theory of Dependent Origination ). Really
speaking, Pratityasamutpadavada is Paramanuvada ( atomism ) as well as Parin@mavada
evolutionism and yet essentially different from both. )

[41 Vivartavada: It is of two main kinds, viz. (a) Nityabrahmavivartavada
or “Theory of Illusory Modification of the Eternal Brahman’ and (b) Ksanikavijfianavi-
vartavt}ia or “Theory of Illusory Modification of the Momentary .Co.nscio-:]sness”.
?ZZ?;‘I::;% ’tnoazztt)): t:e pg::;i ;:'orlc; 1s.1211 mere appearance ( bhﬁsamc?tra ), a. mere imag':nati'on

R auing _ 0 of illusory or of past mental impressions ( mayajanita,
vasam.zjamta ). Vivartavada maintains that the universe cannot be such an entity as may
contain elements—external or internal, gross or subtle—that are mutually distinct ( prthak )

and discontinuous ( khandita ). On its showing, whatever is real in the universe can be

just one because the universe is really continuous ( akhanda ) and impartite ( avibhdjya )
And to conclude from it, the apparent dualities ( dvandva ) of attributes (dn )J}s’ucli
as external and internal, long and short, far and near, are simply chimerical (a]l;rfla e
Thus on this theory, the gross world of our everyday experience ( loka-siddha sth(;ﬁ:iﬁva )
is but a product of imagination ( kalpanika ) and an apparent reality ( pratibhasika satya) 5
on the other hand, the ultimate reality ( paramarthika satya) remaining hidden beﬁeaﬂ;
( 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 ( prakrta jana ) grasp. s
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The Nyaya-Vaiesika and Pirva-Mimamsa accept Arambhavada, the SZmkhya-Yoga
and Caraka, —the physician—Pradhana-parinamavada. Brahmaparindmavada has found
favour with the old Vedintists like Bhartrprapafica and Vallabhacarya among the moderns.
Pratityasamutpadavada is upheld by Buddhists, Vivartavada by the adherents of éalpkarite
Vedianta, Vijidnavdda, and Sinyavada.

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
rclationships ( Karva-karana-bhava ) 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
( parin@mi-nityatva )—which had already been applied to the gross, physical world was
extended to these conscious elements 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 ( parindmi-nitya ) 7—and this impelled the thinkers to retain the
concept of conscious elements but to view these elements as permanent-devoid-of-change
( kitastha-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 ( kuitastha-nityata ) 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 ( parinamana-dhara). Thus overdone analysis ( aryantika
vi$lesana ) culminated in the doctrine of mere modifications (i.e. modifications without
a substantival identity ), in momentarism ( ksanikatvavada ). On the other hand, overdone
synthesis ( @tyantika samanvaya) gave rise to the doctrine that consciousness is the sole
ultimate reality ( caitanya-matra-paramarthika-vada). On having hit at one ubiquitous
( sarva-vydpaka ) 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 tndependently real, physical element of any kind why should even the
apparent ( drsyamdna ) stream of modification ( parinamana-dhara ) be deemed real 7’
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 and the entire
physical world are altogether inaginary.

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

[1] Permanence-in-change (parin@mi-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 ( k#tastha-nityata ) to the conscious.

[4] (a) Both permanence-in-change and permanence-without-change rejected and
the reality of a mere stream of modifications ( parinama-pravaha ) accepted.



(b) The reality only of consciousness—of consciousness in the form of somett;iI:g
permanent-devoid-of-change ( kitastha-nitya y—accepted while everything else declared to
be imaginary ( kalpanika) ot unreal ( asatya).

Coming to the Jaina system, we find that it posits over and above the perceptl'b}i
world an infinite number of two utterly. distinct types of subtle elements, one_ physica
and the other conscious. The gross world is according to it only an eﬁ’ect'( karya) or
modification ( parinama ') of the subtle physical elements. The subtle physical clem&?nt;
of the Jaina system are atomic in nature but they are far subtler than the atoms posite
in Arambhavada. Even though an atomist, the Jaina conceives the atoms as const.alitly
undergoing change ( parindmin ) precisely in the manner of the pradhana etc. of Parinam-
avdda ; and the gross world is according to him but a transformation (rﬁpﬁntara)_ ?r
modification ( parinama ) of these very'atoms. Really speaking, the Jaina is a parinamavadin.
However, there is a difference between parindmavada as advocated by the Samkhya-
Yoga, old Vedanta, etc. and the same as advocated by the Jaina: In the
Samkhya-Yoga system Parinamavada has been applied to the physical element
alone while the conscious elements have been left untouched thereby ; on the other hand,
in Bhartrprapafica etc. Parinamavada has teen applied to the conscious element alone.
As contrasted with these two, in Jainism Parindgmavida has been applied to the physical
as well as conscious, the gross as well as subtle ; in one word, the Jaina Parinamavada
may be called an all-comprehensive ( sarva-vyapaka) Parinamavada. In a sense, even
Bhartrprapafica’s Parinamavada may be called an all-comprehensive Parindmavada, but
“all” for Bhartrprapafica means the conscious Brahman alone and nothing else while
“all” for the Jaina means the physical as well as conscious elements.5

Thus both Arambhavada and Parindmavada 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-samutpadavada and Vivartavada. Inasmuch as the
Jaina system regards all real things as permanent-undergoing-change ( parin@mi-nitya)
and all of them as equally real, it is opposed to Pratityasamutpadavada and Vivartavada—
as are also the Nyadya-Vaifesika, Samkhya-Yoga, etc. Again, the Jaina system is one
with the Nyaya-Vaisesika, Samkhya-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, Samkhya, etc., nor is it atomic in size as it is in Viistadvaita etc., nor merely
a substanceless ( nirdravyaka ) stream of cognitions ( jﬁana-dhz‘zrﬁ') as it is in Buddhism.
The conscious elements posited by the Jaina are medium-sized ( madhyama-parimana-vat )
and are capable of expanding ( vistara ) and contracting ( samkoca). To that extent

5. For both Bhartrprapafica and the Jaina everything is a modification of some pe;mancnt
substance ; but Bhartrprapaifica 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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they are not much distinct from the physical elements. According to the Ny#ya-
VaiSesika and Yoga systems, an ordinary soul (jivatman) is akin to the supreme soul
( paramatman ) 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 ( ISvara) ; for the capacity to become a supreme soul ( paramatman )
is common to all ordinary souls, a capacity that may—and does—become manifest (vyakta)
when means ( sadhana ) for it are available. However, the Jaina system does differ from
Vedanta insofar as the latter is believer in one supreme soul (eka-paramatma-vadin)
while the former, because of its acceptance of a plurality of conscious elements, is in
principle believer in a plurality of supreme souls ( bahu-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 (pramana-sastra) is the systematic exposition
( $astriya niripana) of Anekantavada or the Doctrine of Non-Absolutism and (its
corollary ) Nayavada or the Doctrine of Partial Truths.

There are two mutually distinct, fundamental standpoints ( drsti) for looking at the
universe—one is that which tends towards generalization ( samanya-gamini ), the other that
which tends towards particularization ( viSesa-gamini ). The former starts with the
observation of similarities ( samanara), 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 ( sartva). Thus passing beyond the initial
stage ( prathamika bhiimika ) of viewing similarities the standpoint in question culminates
in viewing essential identity ( tatrvika ekatd); whatever element is here asserted to be
the sole object of awareness is also declared to be the sole reality ( saz). 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 ( vyavaharika ) or
non-ultimate ( aparamarthika) because according to it wunreal ( avdstavika). This
applies to all diversity we are aware of, be it diversity in respect of time ( kalakrta . as,
for example, that between the antecedent seed and the subsequent sprout ), or diversity
in respect of space ( desakrta: as, for example, that between the simultaneously
existing prakrtika, i.e. physical, modifications like jars, cloths, etc. ), or innate diversity
irrespective of space and time ( deSa-kala-nirapeksa sahajika: as, for example, that
between prakrti, i.e. the root physical element, and purusa, i.e. the root conscious element,
or that between one purusa and another ).

As against this, the second standpoint sees dissimilarity ( asamanata) everywhere,
and gradually searching for the root of this dissimilarity it finally reaches that stage of
analysis ( vislesana-bhumika) where even similarity, ( samanata ), nothing to say of
identity ( ekata ), appears to be something artificial ( krtrima, unreal ) ; hence it arrives
at the conclusion that the universe is but a conglommeration ( pufija) 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 real

similarity ( between one existent and another ). This applies to single elements like
3 i
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prakrti which ( allegedly ) pervade all space and persist for all time, as also 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 ( vicara-sarani ) and the derivative lines of thought developing
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 y—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
(pravruti) of speech (vani ) 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 ba_re 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 ( $unya)
while the ultimate reality is amenable to bare experience ; but their ultimate objectives
(laksya) 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.

distinction (abheda) but only in respect of space and

that is, not in respect of essential or substantival nature. Thus one line of thought did posit
multiplicity of substances but regarded them all as eternal from the point of view of time
and ubiquitous from that of space ; the Sankya doctrine of prakrti and purusa (prakrtipurusa-
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 (and hence occupying different points in space ) ; the (Nyﬁya-Vaiéegska ) doctrine

of atomic-as-well-as-ubiquitous-substances ( paramanu-vibhu-dravya-vada ) is an instance
in point.

Some of them accepted non-
time orin respect of mere time,

Ft was but natural that the standpoint of exclusive non
exclusive monism  san-matrq )—a st

should lead to the formulatiopn of n

-dualism ( advaita-matra) and
andpoint tolerant of no diversity in any respect—
umerous doctrines based on the acceptance of non-
distinction  ( abheda-malaka vadg ). And this is what actually happened. Thus this

standpoint gave rise to the doctrine of satkaryavada, 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 ( guna ) and that which possesses this quality ( gunin), a substratum ( adhara)
and that which is supported by this substratum ( @dheya ), 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-miilaka vada ). Thus it gave rise to the doctrine of asatkaryavada,
according to which there is absolute distinction betwecn a cause and its effect ; similarly, it
gave rise to the doctrine of absolute distinction between an attribute and that which possesses
this altribute, 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-vida )—be it non-dualistic ( asin Vedanta ) or '
dualistic as in Sankhya—cannot achieve its basic aim without accepting satkaryavada,
according to which there is a non-distinction between a cause and its effect ; on the other
hand, the doctrine of pre-nonexistence ( asad-vada )—be it applied to momentary entities as
in Buddhism or to static and cternal entities as in VaiSesika etc.—cannot achieve its basic aim
without accepting asatkaryavada ( according to which there is absolute distinction between
a cause and its effect )7. Hence satka@ryavada came in clash with asatka@ryavada. Similarly,
the  theory of permanence-without-change ( i. e. eternity: kiitasthatd, kalika
nityata ) and all-pervadedness (i. e. ubiquity : vibhutd, daisika vydpakatd ) —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
( de$a-kala-krta-niramSa-ams$a-vada ), that is, with the theory of impartite moments ( niramsa
ksana-vada )—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 ( akhanda )
element ( tattva) as also those who regard it asa mere conglommeration ( puiija) of
impartite ( mirams$a ), ultimate elements ( amsa ) 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, anabhilapya, sabdagocara ) ; 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. o

7. By sadvida or the doctrine of pre-existence we mean the doctrine that an entity exists always (ort
is not a real entity ) : by asadvada or the doctrine of pre-nonexistence we mean the doctrine th'ata
real entity—at least in case it happens to be a produced entity —exists only for an ipterval of time
( 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 (anirvacaniyatvaviida) 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 Vaifesika logicians and others who averred
that to describe and define every real entity ( vastumatra) is not only a possibility but an
accomplished fact. Thus arose the theory of definability ( nirvacaniyatvavada ) 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 ( mardhanya) of all organs of knowledge. Hence the clash
between these two viewpoints. Again, the fatalist ( daiva-vadin) would say that
everything depends on fate ( daiva ) and that human endeavour ( puwrusartha) 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 ( karyakara).
T.hus each thought that the other was in the wrong, Likewise, one one-sided
VleW(nana)emphasized the importances of the denoted entity ( artha) at the cost of
the.denotmg word ( $abda ), the other that of the denoting word at the cost of the denoted
entity ; anfl the two argued against each other. Similarly, some thought that absence
(abhdva)) is an independent entity alongside of the positive one ( bhdva) while others
that.l.t is but of the nature of the positive entity, and thus developed the attitude of
hostlhti/ between them. Furthermore, some thought that an organ of knowledge
giir;:za)ngg ;ni f:llcenl(‘)esulting pieEe_of knowledge ( pr.amiti ) are utterly distinct ( a{ycfnta
(abhinma ) from the 1::‘:;( PrI(jmata) concerned, };vhlle others that they are non-distinct
the desired (ultimate)res:ult .astly‘, seme emphasm.ed that th? sole. means for atEa’mmg
rules, others insisted that . lsla(;:tlon perfqrmed in confermity w1t'h the .Varr]a-Asranm
intained that dever wle gej alc.)ne will lead ?o ( absolute ) bliss, while still others
bm;;?lm. oo o zvl?ltl;olll:;er( bhaktz? is the o?ly instrument for fea}izing the summum
of major and minor problems pertainning to metaphysics

and ethics several such views 1 i i
= had been in vogue as were extremist ( eka
antagonistic to one another. & ( ekanta ) and wholly

Qn noticing this debating sport ( vada-
extremist doctrines ( ekantq ), the following
inheritors of the non-absolutist ( anekantq -
doctrines—each claiming to be true—so mu::h
of them contains any element of truth,

lila) indulged in by the advocates of the
question occurred to the teachers who were
non-extremist ) standpoint : Why are these
in conflict with one another ? Is it that none
or that each of them contains ent of
truth,' or that some of them contains some element of truth, or th::”:izczleg; them
contains the whole truth ?  The Cogitation over this question furnished these teachers with
a clue that woulfi putanend 1o all conflict and reveal the whole truth ; the clue was
the non-absolutist standpoint that forms the ground (bhimika) of the doctrine called
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Anekantavada. This standpoint enabled our teachers to see that all pérticular 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 ( sirna ) 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 ( bhdga ) of truth ; subsequently, a sort of necklace
ought to be prepared with the various aspects of truth---uncontradictory of one another---
acting as diamonds ( satyams$a-riipa-mani) and the idea of whole truth acting as the
running thread ( p#irna-satya-riipa-vicara-sitra ). 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 thisis how their thought ran.
When certain pure ( $uddha ) and selfless ( nilisvartha ) 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
( sarvajanika vyavahdara) 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 $astric ( Sastriya). 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 ( avidya-miilaka )
all diversity and our cognition thereof, while the momentarist’s explanation will lie in
treating as a product of ignorance all similarity or identity and our cognition thereof.

These thoughts led the advocates of Anekantavada to realize, in the light of their non-
absolutist standpoint, that all 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 (piirna-pramana). As a matter of fact, both these
cogitions are valid so far as they go, but neither is the whole truth though eachis 2 part
( amsa ) thereof. The total nature of reality ought to be such that these seem-
ingly contradictory cognitions might reveal it in their respective ways but without
contradicting one another and might both be treated as valid insofar as both g0 to‘reve.al
the total nature of reality. This synthesis, thatis, the idea that the two cognitions 11
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question have two different spheres to operate in ( vyavastha-garbhita vicara ), enabled the
advaocates of Anekantavada a to see that there is no real conflict between monism ( sad
-advaita ) and pluralism ( sad-dvaita), for the total nature of reality 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, colour, 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 ( Snya ). Cognition of the mass of water as one single oceanis
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 (vyavrita) the elements concerned from one another-—-is valid because
these diversities are actually there. Inasmuch as the mass of water is in fact one as well
as .?1 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
const'%tute the whole truth. Analogously, when we view the entire universe as one single
real, in other words, when we take note of ‘‘existence’’ ( satta ) which is common ( anuga-
maka ) to all diverse existents, we say that all reality is one and single ; for while taking
note of the all-comprehensive ( sarva-vydpaka ) “existence” we are aware of no diversities
demarcated from one another, and that, in turn, is because all diversities are here revealed
as eX]}ibiliﬂg one collective and common form, viz. “existence”. Hence the epithet
“Monism” or “Doctrine of Non-dual Reality” ( sad-advaita ) attributed to this viewpoint.
?Vhen 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
nothing (. ¢. no existing entity ) whatsoever. However, when we view the universe as
possessec.l of the mutually demarcated diversities of qualities and attributes, it no more
a}I]JpZarS n fche form of one real ( sat) but becomes a multiplicity of reals. In that case,
;tea“en;;:;;?Efofe;tl“‘;:md “real” undergoes c.orresponding limitation ( for now we do not
some reals are physicalge?ral but only of this or.that type of real ), ‘ Th}Js we say'tl.mt
diversities we say that t‘;’ e some conscious ; going further in the direction of notlf:mg
1ere are a number of physical reals and a number of conscious
reals. Thus \.avhen. we f’ieW the one all-comprehensive real as divided into mutually
deniflrcateq dt:/ersmes, It appears before us as a multiplicity of reals. This is the viewpoint
of Plura!xs:.n or the “Doctrine of Diverse Reals” ( sad-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
( s&pek;a—bk&%’ena ). This then is the synthesis, arrived at from the non-absolutist stand-
point, of monism 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 tree 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 (/ina ) 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
features---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 (abadiita). 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 ( kalika), or non-spatiotemporal
( deSakalatita’) ; there is a special controversy between the doctrine of temporal
generality ( kalika samanya) or eternalism ( nityatvavada) and the doctrine of
temporal particularity ( kalika viSesa) or momentarism ( ksanikatvavada ). These
two doctrines too seem to be mutually antagonistic, but the non-absolutist standpoint
suggests that there is no real conflict between the two. Thus when an element ( faftva )
is viewed as being continuous ( akhanda ) throughout the three periods of time, that is, as
beginningless and endless, it is certainly eternal (nitya ), for in that case it is of the form
of a continuous flow ( akhanpda pravaha) 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 ( kala-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 anend. 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 occuples this interval is called momentary (ksanika ) because
smallest possible. The words eternal and momentary are considered to be each other’s
antonyms ( viruddharthaka ) ; for the connotation of one includes lack of a beginning and
of an end ( anddi-anantata ) while that of the other possession of a beginning and of an end
( sadi-santata ). 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 asit undergoes a change ( parivartana) 0T @ new
modification ( parydya) every moment. The basis of one viewpoint is the observation of
beginninglessness and endlessness, that of the other the observation of beginnings and ends.
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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 becomes evident that neither is the continuous life-activity either the
vs{hole truth or but a product of imagination, nor are the discontinuous elements
elthe'r the whole truth or but a product of imagination® Even granting that the
contm.uous %ife-activity absorbs within itself the totality of discontinuous elements or that
the dlscoPtmuous elements absorb 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 naturc are
ilsl‘zliif;teg’ei:;tent:totlf of. 1These two aspects. are both re:al so far as each of tben? goes,
and endtess fom 1 t.a y.rea c{nl}i wher.x synthesized. To .vww thc? tree as a beginningless
of ( the sci ime is t9 indicate it as .an ete_rne%l elnt}ty, to view tl}e tree as made up
entity. The transientycoe:;te'l;gmg) elements is to mdxc:dte it as a tran.su:nt or momentary
in the form of an oot ] f;oli::nt elemejnts (ghataka) are mconct?lvable without a substratum

/ » and this eternal flow is inconceivable without those transient
Cf)nstxtuent elements. Thus the view that eternity is real while transience unreal and the
view that transience j i : N ’

k e 1s real while eternity unreal give rise to the eternali -
tarism controversy which, however. i« ajr: g lism versus momen
The non-absolutist ,s tandpoin’t 18 ehmu}at‘ﬂe from the non-absolutist standpoint.

also eliminates the controversy between the doctrine

of definability and the doctri i
trine  of indefinabilit i i
aspect of an entity’s nature is amenable to on Cpratiaioay Which can e maas

an object of conventi ' description ( pratipadya) which can be made

even though a conventi On_ (ie. Conventional attribution of words: sarketa). Now

e e ;OI:hlS e]sat.abllshcd by buddhi (i.e.intellect) which is subtle in the
v » H0€ object of this convent; some gr i

of the nature of an entity ; ention must be gross ( sthilla ) aspect

nature which are inherently i for there are innumerable ( subtle) aspects of an entity’s
¥ incapable of description through woids. It is in this sense

8. That the continuous life-activity is the w
imagination is the eternalist’
continuous life-activity but a

; 15 hole truth and discontinuous elements but a product of
lr);’;‘tlon,tl)at the discontinuous elements are the whole truth and the
product of imagination is the momentarist’s position. Tr,~
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that the one continuous real ( akhanda sat ) as well as the impartite moment ( i.e, ultimate
element ) ( niramsa ksana ) 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 (matra nisedha-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 ( bhava-abh@va-ubhaya-riipa ).
Thus it is not self-contradictory to maintain that a thing is a positive entity and also an
‘absence’, 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 (dvandva)—e.g. ‘attribute and the possessor of the
attribute’ ( dharma-dharmin ), ‘quality and the possessor of the quality’ ( guna-gunin ),
scause and effect’ ( k@rya-karana ), ‘substratum and superstratum’ ( adhara-adheya )—are
identical with one another or different from one another.

When the authoritativeness ( @ptatva ) and the validity-of-source ( mitla-pramanya )
( of a verbal testimony ) are in doubt, it is always well to decide an issue after examining
( pariksa’) the matter ratiocinatively ( hetuvada-dva:a ) ; butin 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
( agamavada ) has to be our sole guide. Thus both ratiocination and reliance-on-the-
Scripture have a scope, but they apply to different subject-matters ( visaya ) or to different
sorts of exposition ( pratipadana ) 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 ( daivavada')
and tne doctrine of Human Endeavour ( paurusavada ), for there is no conflict between
them either. In those cases where endeavour based on rational calculation ( buddhi
-plirvaka paurusa) is an impossibility, problems can be solved only by the doctrine of Fate,
where end.eavour of this type is possnbl.c the doctrine of Human Endeavouris in place. Thus
the doctrine of Féte a.nd the doctrine of Endeavour can be reconciled h
provided one keeps in view that the two cover different aspects of life.

The‘non-abso]utist standpoint easily succeeds also in eliminating the opposition between
the ‘doctrine of absolute 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 ( karya) is present as
well as absent in the material cause ( upddana). E, 8. even before it is actually turned into
a bangle, a piece of gold has the capacity ( $akti ) to turn into a bangle ; thus viewed in the
form of a ‘capacity’ ($akti), that is, in the form of something non-disti’nct from the cause,
the effect can be said to be present even before it is actually produced. Howevel,
even though present in the form of a capacity, this effect is not there to be seen ( upalabdlza), )

because the absence of necessary accessories ( utpadana-samagri ) has prevented it from
4 -

armoniously,
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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 is 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-paramanu
-pufija-vada) and the Naiyayika’s ‘doctrine of an altogether novel composition’ ( apiirva
-avayavi-vada ) 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 (badhita) 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 ( mayavada) and the doctrine of Bharngas
( bhangavada') 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. Itis 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-dar$ana ) concerning
the nature of an entity or of the entire universe is accomplished from various stands
('apekgﬁ ). And a stand is determined by a multiplicity of factors like the innate constitu-
tion ( sahaja racand ) of the mind, the impressions ( samskara) received from outside,
the nature of the Obj_eCt thought about, etc. Such stands—for thinking about the nature
of thmg?“'f‘“’ many in number. And since these stands form the basis or the starting point
of the viewing process ( vicara ; lit, thought-process ) they are also called ‘angles of vision’
(drstikona ) or “points of view" ( drstibindu ). The harmonious totality ( s@ra-samuccaya)
of the .thoughts and views concerning a thing formed from different stands——howcv.cr
contradlctc?ry Qf each other in appearance—is called the total view or the non-absolutist
view of this thing. The view formed from a particular stand is a part of this total view,
and though the different such views (i. e. 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 ( guna-dharma
-krta ) or essential ( svariipa-krta ) as well as numerical ( vyaktitva-krta )—while confining
its attention to mere continuity ( akhandata ) 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 vyavahara
-naya, for here special importance is assigned to the diversities on which is grounded our
everyday experience ( loka-siddha vyavahara). 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 alome is capable of performing a function
( karyakara ), 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 rjusiitra-naya. It is so called because it seeks to avoid the labyrinth
(cakravyitha ) of the past and the future while sliding along the straight line ( rju-rekha )
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 $abda-naya differs from others.

Those grammarians who regard all words as impartite ( akhanda ) 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 samprata-naya. On the other hand, those grammarians
who regard all words as etymologically derived ( vyutpanna) 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 samabhiridha-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.®
This view is called evambhiita-naya. Apart from these six logical nayas thereisa sevent'h
called naigama-naya. ‘Nigama’ literally means local convention (deSa-radhi), a“_d this
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.19 These are

. P w cannot
9. E.g. ‘go’ —the Sanskrit word for cow—means ‘that which moves’. Hence on this view, a cO

be called ‘go’ when it is not actually in motion.—Tr. .
10. Moreliterally, ‘naigama-naya’ may mean understanding based on the convention O
Really speaking, it is not a considered conviction concerning the nature of things bu

£ the market-place-
t justan uncritical
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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 dravyarthika-naya and paryayar-
thika-naya ; however, these are mnot something over and above the above-
mentioned seven nayas but a mere broad classification (samksipta vargikarana) of and an
introductory ground ( bhiimik@ ) to these very seven nayas. Dravyarthika-naya is thatline
of thought which takes ‘substance’ (dravya) into account, that is, which takes into account
what is general ( s@mdnya), common (anvaya), non-distinctive (abheda), or unitary (ekatva)
about things. The nayas called naigama, samgraha, and vyavahara are comprised
within dravyarthika-naya. Of these, samgraha-naya, inasmuch as it takes note of pure
non-distinction, is the pure (Suddha) or basic (miila) dravyarthika-naya ; but even vyavahara-
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 dravyarthika-naya, but they are dravyarthika-nayas of an
impure ( asuddha ) or mixed ( misrita ) type” ( and not of the pure and basic type as is
samgraha-naya ).

Paryayarthika-naya is the name for that line of thought which takes ‘modes’
(paryaya ) into account, thatis, which takes into account what is particular ( viSesa ),
exclusive ( vyavrtti ), or distinctive ( bheda ) about things. The remaining four nayas—i. e.
rjusiitra 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 ( mila ) of paryayarthika-naya. The remaining three nayas—i. e.
$abda-naya ( samprata-naya) etc.—are in a way the amplifications of this basic sort of
paryayarthika-naya.

__ Similarly, the line of thought which attaches sole utility to knowledge will be called
Jf@na-naya while that which attaches sole utility to action will be called kriya-naya. In
short, the total---i. e. non-absolutistic—view of the universe is unlimited (nifisima ) 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 (apeksa ), angles of vision ( drstikona), and approaches
(‘manovrtti) constitute the foundation of Bhangavada or the Doctrine of Manifold
Judgment. When two views whose subject-matters are diametrically opposite of each
other 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 ( saptabhargi).
The Doctrine of Partial Truths ( nayavada ) is the basis of the Doctrine of Sevenfold
Judgment ( saptabhangi), 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 ( pardrthanumana ) —i. e. inference expressed in the form of verbal

acceptance of whatever views are offered as and when occasion arises. There is also another inter-
pretation of the word “naigama-naya™, 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 some 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 ( nayavada ) and
the Doctrine of Manifold Judgment ( bhangavada) are natural corollaries to the non-
absolutistic standpoint.

True, in the Vedicist philosophical systems like Nyaya-Vaifesika, Vedanta, etc. and
so also in the philosophy of Buddhism, we often come across a tendency ( drsti ) to view
the same thing from different standpoints and thus synthesize its various aspects ; 11 but
the utmost insistence ( atyantika agraha) that every aspect of everything must be viewed
from every 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
( vyavasthita $astra’) called ‘Doctrine of Non-Absolutism’ ( anekantavada ), ‘Doctrine of
Partial Truths’ ( nayavada ), and ‘Doctrine of Sevenfold Judgment’ ( saptabhangi ), dis-
ciplines which became a part and parcel of their treatment of Logic ( pramana-sastra )
and on which no other school produced even a single or even a minor tcxt.‘ Though
an advocate of Vibhajyavada ( Doctrine of the Avoidance of Extremes) and Madhyama-
marga ( 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 “anckanta” to characterize their own
standpoint, 2 the Naiyayikas could not help harping on the thesis that atoms, souls, etc.
are absolutely unchanging ( sarvatha aparinamin ). Again, the Vedantists, even while
taking recourse to the various standpoints called ‘empirical’ ( vyavaharika ), ‘ultimate’
( paramarthika ), etc., could not help insisting that all standpoints except the standpoint
of Brahman ( Brahma-drsti ) 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-

1. See Sankhya-pravacana-bhasya, p. 2; Siddhanta-bindu, p, 119 seq. ; Vedantasara, p- 253 Tarkasan-
grahadipika, p. 175 ; Mahavagga, 6. 31.

12, Nyaya-bhasya, 2. 1.18.
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ting ( nothing save ) the total ( akhanda ), living ( sajiva ), and all-sided ( sarvamsa ) 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. Pramana-mimamsa being
a text on Pramana-$astra (i.e. Logic understood in a broader sense so asto 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 Acirya Hemacandra in his Text, and hence by Panditji in his
Notes. Thus we sce 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 problenis 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 pramana and jfidna
(having for its synonyms bodha, upalabdhi, paricchitti, samvitti, etc.) and they are
of the view that pramana is but a subspecies of j#ana. The distinction between pramana
and jfiana is roughly parallel to that between knowledge and cognition, and just as the
precise point of distinction between knowledge and cognition will differ from philosopher
to philosopher, the precise point of distinction between pramiana and jHana differs from
philosopher to philosopher. With a view to avoiding participation in the controversy,
we have left the word ‘pramana’ untranslated, and have translated the word ‘jrana’ as
cognition —with the result that the word ‘knowledge’ occurs very rarely in our translation.
However, in Note 2 it became impossible to avoid translating ‘pramana’ as valid cognition
and in Note 3 to avoid translating (pramanya) 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 appellation ‘pramana’, is necessarily invalid. Incidentally,
we should note that the word ‘pramana’ means not only a particular type of cognition
but also the instrumental cause of this type of cognition, as also that the Jainas understand
by the word ‘jiana’ just determinate cognition ( their word for indeterminate cognition
being sdarfana’ ). In order to acquaint ourselves with the various points that have been
raised in the course of this discussion on j@iana and pramana we should read Notes 1-7.
Itis 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 jtself.
It has been included here because our ignorance of Jaina Logic is enormous—almost as
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enormous as was our ignorance of Buddhist Logic before Stcherbatsky 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-Vaisesika 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-VaiSesika school, the Buddhist
school, the Mimamsa school, and the Jaina school, and each is an independent ( though
not isolated ) growth.* To use the terminology of parliamentary democracy, the Nydya
-VaiSesika logician is the Leader of the House, the Buddhist logician the Leader of the
Qpposition, the Mimamsa and Jaina logicians leaders of two considerably strong Opposi-
tlc.>n Groups, the former tending to side with the Leader of the House, the latter
Wlth' 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
metaphysical 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.

1 Dis?inction between the Age of Scriptures and the Age of Logic isa concept
characteristic 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 Introduction to Praminavartika published in 1943 from Kitab Mahal, Allahabad.
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(i) On Problems of Knowledge in General

1. IS COGNITION SELF-REVELATORY ( sva-prakdsa) OR
NOT-SELF-REVELATORY ( para-prakasa) ?

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 necessary to bear in
mind certain general points that will enable us to ascertain the precise idea involved in
the concepts ‘self-revelatory’ and ‘not-self-revelatory’.

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

2. Whenitis said that cognition is self-revelatory ( sva-prakdda) whatis meant is
that a piece of cognition is perceptually revealed by itself, i.e. is perceived by itself
(sva-pratyaksa). Onthe other hand, when it is said that cognition is not-self-revelatory
(Para-Prakﬁffl) what is n?e.ant is either that a piece of cognition is perceptually revealed
by anott.nj,r piece of cognition, i.e. is perceived by the latter ( para-pratyaksa) or that a piece
of cognition is inferentially revealed by another piece of cognition, i.e. is inferred by the
latter ( para-anumeya ).

3.. When it is.s:aid t%lat cognition is self-perceptible (sva-pratyaksa) 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
1t is known only non-perceptually

applies to th i even by this very cognizer.l8 The same thing
pl:fk‘—,ga) ?n th:se;:en:)efnblo.n that a piece of cognition is not-self-revelatory ( para-

eIng perceptible by another piece of cogniti - sa) ;
for here also what is meant is that g o goition (para-pratyaksa)

€ X piece of cognition is perceived by another piece
?f cognition acquired by tl?e cognizer concerned and acquired simultaneously with ( rather
just after) the former cognition, that ig

. - to say, it is not perceived by a piece of cognition
acquired by another cognizer or acquired at a, later timcp TP :

s, h pists Delonging Lo the Vijiianavada school ( NB. 1. 10 ), Prabhakarite Mimars-
> » 7> and Jainas are advocates of the self-revelatory character of

13. ‘Yattvanubhiiteh svayamprakaSatvamuktam
tu sarvesam sarvada tathaiveti niyamo’ st{,
yatvat svﬁnubhavasyé'pyat'itasyﬁjﬁﬁsisamiti j

14, Sarvavijianahetiitthd mitau matari ca pra
—PP, p. 56.

15. Bhamati, p. 16. ‘Seyam svayamprakasanubhitih’—Sribhasya p. 18. Citsukhi p. 9.

tadvisaya-prakadanaveldyam jiaturitmanastathaiva na
paranubhavasya h@nopadanadilingakanumana-jianavisa-
ﬁ'éinavi§ayatva-daréanﬁcca.’—éribhﬁg,ya. p. 24.
ma / Saksatkartrtvasamanyat pratyaksatvena sammata //
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cognition. However, they are not all unanimous as to the nature of cognition. Thus
according to Vijlianavada, there exist no objects apart from cognition 16 while a particular
piece of cognition is possessed of a particular form ( @kdra ). According to Prabhdkara,
external objects exist ( Br., p. 74 ) and are knowable ( samvedva). According to Vedanta,
cognition, being essentially ( mukhyataya ) 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 (j#ana-matra) is self-perceptible ( sva-pratyaksa), that is, that all
cognition, whether acquired through perception ( pratyaksa ), inference ( anumiana ), verbal
testimony ( $abda ), or memory (smrti ), notices its own nature by way of direct observation
( saksatkara ) while it is called ‘inferential’, ‘verbal’, ‘mnemic’, etc. owing to the nature
of the object grasped ( grahya). In other words, even though differing as regards their
respective generating conditions ( s@magri ) and pertaining to objects that are differently
characterized as ‘capable of being perceived’ ( pratyaksa ), ‘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 Sankhya-Yoga 18 and Nyaya-Vaisesika 19 philosophers regard cognition as not
-self-revelatory ( para-prakasa ) in the sense of bsing ‘perceptually cognizable by something
other than itself’ ( para-pratyaksa). 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-vyavasaya ). 20 However, even while 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-Vaisesika, 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
Sankhya-Yoga, this ‘something’ is pure consciousness ( caitanya ) which constiutes the
essence of purusa (i.e. soul) and which takes perceptual cognizance of all buddhi-modifica-
tions-of-the-form-of-cognition (j@a@natmaka buddhi-vrtti).

Kumiirila alone regards cognition as not-self-revelatory (para-praka@sa) in the sense of
being ‘inferentially cognizable by something other than itself” (para-anumeya), for according
to him, cognition is by nature non-perceptible (paroksa) and is to be known by means of

16. ‘Sahopalambhaniyamadabhedo nilataddhiyoh’—Br. p. 29. ‘Prakafamanastadatmyat svarupasya
praka$akah / Yathd prakaéo’ bhimatastathd dhiratmavedini //—PV. 3.329.

17, ‘Sarvavijiianahetiitthd... yavatl kacid grahanasmaranasvaripa.'—PP. p. 56.

18. ‘Sadi jiatdcittavrttayastatprabhoh purusasydparin@mitvat. Na tat svabhdsam dréyatvat.’- Yoga-
sutra, 4. 18. 19.

19. ‘Manograhyam sukham duhkhamicchd dveso matih krtih’'—Karikavali, 57.

20 Anu-vyavasdya is knowledge ( possibly ) arising in the wake of a piece of cognition an
perceptual cognizance of this piece of cognition.—Tr.

d taking
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aninference where ‘cognizedness produced by the concerned piece of cognition’ (tajjanya
jiatatd) 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 (k@rya-hetuka karana-visayaka anumana) (SD, p.
157). None except Kumirila is of the view that cognition can be known only non-
perceptually (atyanta-paroksa). Prabhikara also speaks of jana being inferred from
effect-in-the-form-of-cognition (phala-samvitti), but this is something altogether different
from Kumarila’s talk of cognition ( jfiana ) being inferred from effect-in-the-form-of-
manifestedness (prakatya-riipa phala). For according to Kumarila, what we infer from
manifestedness (prakatya) is cognition (j#idna) that is an inherent propery (samaveta guna)
of soul, while according to Prabhakara, what we infer from effect-in-the-form-of-cognition
(samvid-ripa phala) is the physical causal aggregate consisting of sense-object contact etc.
(sannikarsadi jada-samagri) generative of the property cognition ( j#iana-guna-janaka). 21
This employment of the word ‘j%ana’ in the sense of a causal aggregate is to be defended
by treating ‘j#ana’ asa formation with suffix ‘an’ indicative of instrumentality added to
the root 7@’ ‘to cognise’.

It is on account of his acceptance of the traditional Jaina view that cognition as
such is self-perceptible, that Acdrya Hemacandra attributes self-determination ( sva-
nirpayatva ; 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
fmd\.in refutation of his rivals, as also his manner of offering (upanyasa) perceptual and
inferential evidences are of a piece with those occurring in texts like Prakarana-paficika

of Sﬁlikal.léitl'na, S‘ri:bh?z;ya, etc. He has likewise followed these texts in his consideration
of the objections raised against his position by the rival systems.

Pramana-mimamsa Tippana, pp.130-32;
Darshan Aur Chintan, Part I pp. 110-12

2. THE LOGICAL TRADITION (Tarkika Parampara) OF DEFINING
PRAMANA (Pramana-laksana)

In the available history of the logical tradition of defining pramana (meaning both

Throu:(t)lgn:il:n aa’;irit:le llj:;rlIment o-f v_alid cognition) Kanada occupies the first place.
the general deﬁlﬁtion n;f us;_ar_n vldya_( 9. 2. 12) Kanada has indicated that
consideration that th pramana ( Pramana-samanya-laksana) ought to be based on the

1 : . a_ the cause of a valid piece of cognition is pure, i.e. free from defects
(karana-suddhi-mulaka). The lacuna caused

. o, . : by the omission of a general definition of
‘pramana’ in the aphorist Aksapada’s series of

. .o definitions was filled by Vatsyayana 22 with
his etymological interpretation (nirvacana) of the w

ord ‘“pramana”. In this Vatsydyana

valid

21 izmvidutp attikﬁragamﬁtmamanahSannikatsakhyam tadityavagamya paritusyatamayusmata.—PP, p.

22. Upalabdh_isﬁd-han.é'ni_ pram"é'.ljlﬁni iti samakhyanirvacana-simarthydt boddhavyam pramiyate anena
iti karanarthabhidhno hi pramanagabdah.— NBh. 1. 1.3,



35

did not—as did Kanada—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
‘pramana’ as ‘that which causes cognition’ (upalabdhi-hetu). In the course of meeting
objections urged against Vitsydyana’s definition-based-on-etymology, VacaspatimiSra 23
rendered it complete by inserting in it the word ‘artha’ (1. e, object ) and by taking the
word ““cognition” occurring therein to stand for the valid sort of cognition ( pramana-riipa
jHana-visesa ) rather than cognition as such (j¥ana-samanya ); this completed definition
(i. e. the definition that ‘pramana is valid cognition of an object’), which Udayanacarya 24
in his Kusumarijali 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 pramana endorsed by all subsequent Nyaya-Vaisesika texts.
Now three things are particularly noteworthy in this Nyaya-Vaisesika tradition of defining
pramana 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 (visaya).

3. Absence in the definition of all mention asto whether a piece of cognition is
self-revelatory (sva-prakasa) 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 hasto be some novel
(aptirva) and hitherto-unknown (anadhigata) entity.

Although Prabhakara 25 and the Mimamsakas following him treat as pramana (i. e.
valid cognition ) all non-mnemic cognition whatsoever (anubhiiti-matra), Kumarila and his
school of Mimamsa have formulated such a general definition of pramana as draws upon
both the Nyaya-Vaisesika and Buddhist traditions 5 26 for the adjective ‘originating from
a non-defective cause’ (adusta-karana-arabdha) occurring in this (Kumarilite) definition
indicates in the manner of Kanada that the cause of a valid piece of cognition must be
free from all defect, while the adjectives ‘uncontradicted’ (nirbadha) and ‘pertaining to a novel
object’ (apiirvartha) occurring in it bring it in line with the Buddhist tradition.27 The verse

Tatrapurvarthavijianam niscitam badhavarjitam !
Adustakaranarabdham pramanam lokasammatam !

23. Upalabdhimatrasya arthavyabhicarinah smrteranyasya pramasabdena abhidhanat.—Tatp., p- 21.

24. Yathdrthanubhavo manamanapeksatayesyate //

Mitih samyakparicchittistadvattda ca pramatrtd /| Tadayogavyavacchedah pramanyam Gautame
mate //— NK. 4. 1. 5.

25. Anubhiitica nah pramanam.—Br. 1. 1. 5.

26. Autpattikagira dosah karanasya nivaryate / _
Abadho’ vyatirekena svatastena pramanata // Sarvasyanupalabdhe’ rthe pramanyam smrtiranyatha / -Sy’
Autp. §1.10.11. *Etacca vi$esanatrayamupadadanena stitrak@rena kﬁragadosabﬁdhakajﬁinarahitam agl.'hlt'
agrahi jidnam pramanam iti pramanalaksanam sticitam’. -SD, p. 123. ‘Anadhigatdrthagantf pramanam
iti Bhattamimamsaka ahuh. -Siddha@ntacandrodaya, p. 20.

——

27. ‘Ajhatarthajiapakam pramanam iti pramanasamanyalaksanam’,-PST,p. 11.
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is attributed to Kumarila, and two things are particularly noteworthy about it :—

1. Inclusion in the definition of the word ‘apiéirva’ (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 Dinnaga2® has included in his general definition of pramana
the word “self-cognition” ( sva-samvitti ) in the form of an adjective of the effect (i. c. as
standing for the effect of a pramana). In the definition given by Dharmakirti 29 in
Pramana-vartika we find the adjective ‘avisamvadin’, which resembles the adjective ‘pravrtti
-samartha’ (i. e. one leading to successful action ) occurring in Vatsydyana and whichisa
synonym for ‘nirbadha’ occurring in Kumarila 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 asthe object) (as being the essence of a pramana ) as had been done by Dinndga.
Santaraksita’s definition represents a synthesis of the ideas underlying those of Dinniga
and Dharmakirti ; for it runs as follows :—

Visayadhigatiscatra pramanaphalamisyate !
Svavittirva pramanam tu saripyam yogyatapi va!!

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

1. Introduction of the idea of self-cognition (sva-samvedana)—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 Vijiianavada, but its stout
defence came from Dinndga. And it was in connection with the formulation and defence
of Vijianavada 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. 1, p. 12. ]

_ 2. Clear recoguition in the manner of the Mimamsaka that cognition pertaining to
a hitherto-unknown object is alone pramipa.31 )

. Siddhasena and Samantabhadra 32—the first logicians of the Svetimbara and
Digambara Jaina traditions respectively—both included in their respective definitions
of pr ‘f’"a’!a the adjective “sva-para-avabhisaka” (.. revelatory of itself and of a not-self )
meaning “sva-par a-prakasa” (i.e. that which illumines itself and a not-self). In Siddhasena’s
definition the word “badha-varjita” (i.e. immune from contradiction ) conveys the same

28, Svasamvitt;h phalam catra tadripadarthani§cayah / Visayakdra evisya pramanam tena miyate //
—PS. 1.10. :

29. Prarr:lﬁg:mavisamvﬁdi jnﬁnamarthakriyﬁsthitih | Avisamvidanam §abde’ pyabhiprayanivedanat //
—PV. 2. 1. : :

30. The meaning of this kadrika will become quite clear in Note 4. Tr.

31. See quotation from Pramc’zrga-samuccaya-ﬁk& in Footnote 27. Tr.

32. ‘Pramdpam svaparabhasi jiidnam badhavivarjitam.'—NA. 1. ‘Tatvajiianam pramdnam te

yugapatsarvabhasanam.’—AM. 101. ‘Svaparavabhasakam yathd pramdnam bhuvi buddhilaksa-
nam.’—Brhat Svayambhistotra, 63. :
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idea as ‘badha-varjita’ in the Mimdmsaka and ‘avisamvadin’ in Dharmakirti. Akalanka$8—
the systematizer ( prasthapaka) of Jaina Logic—has at some places inserted both the
adjectives ‘anadhigatarthaka’ (i.e. pertaining to a hitherto-unknown object) and ‘avisamvadin’
(i.e. uncontradicted) while at other places he has also lent support to the use of the adjective
‘sva-para-avabhasaka’. Manikyanandin 3¢ who follows Akalanka, by juxtaposing the
words ‘sva’ (i.e. self) and ‘apiirvartha’ (i.e. hitherto-unknown object) in the same compound,
unified the tradition founded by Siddhasena-Samantabhadra and developed by Akalanka.
Vidyananda,35 departing from this tradition of Akalanka and Manikyanandin, preserved
through the word ‘svarthavyavasayatmaka’ (i.e. that which determines itself and the object)
the description given by Siddhasena and Samantabhadra but discarded the words.
‘anadhigata’ and ‘apiirva’ that had occurred in the description given by Akalanka and
Mainikyanandin. In the Jaina tradition of defining pramana the word ‘vyavasayatmaka’
(i.e. determinate) appears for the first time in Vidyananda, but it was already quite familiar
in the context of Aksapada’s definition of ‘perception’.3¢ Abhayadeva 37—the cémmenta-
tor of Sanmati—followed Vidyananda, but he substituted the word ‘nirniti’ for the latter’s
‘vyavasaya’. Vadidevasiri 38 has only repeated 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), ‘artha’ (i.e. object), and ‘nirnaya’ (i.e. determination). In view of the above-delineated
Jaina tradition it has to be admitted that dc. 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 ‘nirniti’ in preference to ‘avabhasa’, ‘vyavasaya’ etc. of others and then change
it into ““nirnaya’’. Lastly, he introduced the word ‘samyak® which was already available in
Umasvati, Dharmakirti, and Bhasarﬂuna 89 and thus finalized his definition, viz. ‘right
determination of object’ (samyagarthanirnaya).

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

33. ‘Praminamavisamvadi jiinam, anadhigatarthadhigama-laksanatvat.’ — ASh, AS, p. 175. ‘Uktam
ca—*“Siddham yanna parapeksam siddhau svaparariipayoh/ Tat pramapam tato nanyadavikal-
pamacetanam” '—NVT, p. 63. The karika in question occurs in Siddhivini{caya which is definitely
a writing by Akalanka.

34. ‘Svapirvarthavyavasiyatmakam jianam pramanam’—PM. 1. 1.

35. ‘Tatsvarthavyavasayatmajianam manamitlyata /

Laksanena gatarthatvat vyarthamanyadvnsesanam //'—TSV. 1, 10. 77; PPar, p. 53.

36. ‘Indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jianamavyapadeSyamavyabhicari vyavasdayatmakam pratyaksam.’
NS. 1. 1. 4.

37. ‘Pramanam svarthanirpitisvabhavam jianam.” SMT. p. 518.

88. ‘Svaparavyavasayi jildanam pram@nam. PNT. 1. 2. L

39. ‘Samyagdaranajidnaciritrani moksamargah.’ Tattvarthasiitra, 1. 1. ‘Samyag.i551"‘15"5’"‘](a
sarvapurusarthasiddhib’. NB, 1. 1. ‘Samyaganubhavasidhanam pramanam.’ NSa. p. L
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thought, but itis also due to the variety of contemporary literature studied by this or
that teacher. The difference can be summarily subdivided into four heads —

(1) Firstly, there is the definition of Siddhasena-Samantabhadra which contau‘l‘sq' Elle w—ord
‘sva-para-avabhasaka® and which is possibly not free from the influence of t.he V:Jnanavflda.
Buddhist discussion on self-cognizability and otherwise (of a piece of cognition), for the 1flea
is absent in the earlier Agamic texts. (ii) Secondly, thereis the definition of Al.calamka
-Manikyanandin containing the words ‘avisamvadin’ and ‘aptirva-anadhigata’ wlncl? are
undoubtedly taken from the Buddhists and Mimamsakas. (iii ) Thirdly, there isthe
definition of Vidyananda, Abhayadeva, and Devasiri, which is simply a verbal P:u‘aphrase
of the one put forth by Siddhasena-Samantabhadra but which has come to acquire a njor,e
specific meaning as a result of substituting the word ‘vyavasdya’ or ‘nirniti’ for ‘avabhasa’.

(iv) Lastly, there is the definition of Ac. Hemacandra which has been finalized by elimi-
nating the words ‘sva’ ‘apiirva’, ‘anadhigata’, etc.

(PMT, pp. 5—8; DCI, pp. 117—21)

3. VALIDITY OF COGNITION (Pramanya)—IS 1T INTRINSIC (Svatah)

OR EXTRINSIC ( Paratah )?
_ The discussion as to whether the validity and invalidity of a piece of cognition are
mitrinsic or extrinsic is g topic  of frequent occurrence in philosophical literature.
Historically viewing, the discussion seems to have originated in two schools of thoungl',
one admitting the validity of Vedic testimony (veda-pramanya) and the other denying it.
When the Jainas, Buddhists, apq other (heterodox ) thinkers repudiated the validity of
Vedic testimony, their Nyaya-Vaidesika and Mimamsa counterparts, who were advocates
of the validity of Vedic testimony, étarted offering .argume]lts in support of this validity.
Tt appears that the discussion originally pertained only to verbal testimony ($abda-pramana)
but that once it entered the field of Logic its scope was universalized, and consideration
Whether the validity ang invalidity of a piece of cognition are intrinsic or extrinsic began
to be applied to a] cognition without exception, 40
. In this discussion there Were at first two chief contending parties, one comprising the
Janias and Buddhists who were Proponents of the invalidity of Vedic testimony (Veda-
apramanyavadin ) and the other comprising the Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas, etc. who
were proponents of the validity of Vedic testimony ( Veda-pramanyavadin). But different
proponents. of the validity of Vedic testimony argued their casc in differnt ways. Thus
the theistic Nyﬁya-Vai§e§ika System  based jtg deffnce of the validity of Vedic testimony
on the alleged divine origin of the Vedys. And when the validity of Vedic testimony

. ’ -
40. ‘Autpattlkastu_ sab_dasyarthem sambandhastasya jiidnamupade$o’ vyatirekaécarthe’nupalabdhe tat
pramdnam Badardyanasya napeksatvat,’ Jaiministitra, 1. 1. 5. ‘Tasmat tat pramanam anapeksat-
yat. Na hyevam sati pratyay 5nt""‘"améll)ekSitavyam, purusantaram vapi ; svayampratyayo hyasau.’

éi’barabhﬁsya, 1.1.5; Br. 1. 1. 5. ‘Sarva'Vijﬁﬁnavisayamidam tavat pratiksyatam / Pramanatva-
pramanatve svatah kim parato’ thava /' —sv, coq., 4. 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 asto arrive at the conclusion that the invalidity of a piece of
cognition is equally extrinsic. 41

Being no theist, the Mimamsaka 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 (svatah-pramana), 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 Mimamsaka. 43

The available texts of the Sankhya system give no indication as to what stand it
takes on the question under consideration, but the statements of Kumarila, Santaraksnta,
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 ofa viewpoint which is
diametrically opposed to the one adopted by the Mimamsaka, thzt is, of the viewpoint
according to which the invalidity of a piece of cognition is intrinsic while its validity
is extrinsic. In the Sarvadarsanasangraha passage ‘Saugatascaramam svataly (p. 279), this is
no doubt given out asthe Buddhist viewpoint, but the Buddhist viewpoint as presented
in Tattvasangraha is quite different from it. 1t is possible that the viewpoint attributed by
Sar vadarsanasangr aha to Buddhists is the viewpoint of some other branch of Buddhism.

Santarakstta 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 is 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 (abhydsa-da$a) the validity as wellas

41. Pramanato’rthapratipattau  pravrttisamarthyadarthavat pramanam —NBh, p. 1; Ttp. 1. L 1.
‘Kim vijian@nam pramanyamapramanyam ceti dvayamapi svatah, uta ubhayamapi paratah,
Zhosvidapramanyam svatah pramanyam tu paratah, utasvit prdmanyam svatah apramanpyam tu
parata iti. Tatra parata eva Vedasya pramanyamiti vaksyamah Sthitametadarthakriyajianat
pramanyamscaya ijti. Tadidamuktam. Pramapato’rthapratipattau pravrtt1samarthy5darthavat'
pramagamiti. Tasmadapramanyamapi paroksamityato dvayamapi parata ityesa eva paksah $reyan.
NM, pp. 160-74 ; Kand., pp. 217-20. ‘Pramayih paratantratvat sargapralayasambhavat / Tadanya-
sminnanaévasanna vidhﬁntara-sambhavah /—NK, 2. 1; Tattvacintdmani, Pratyaksa. pp- 183-233.

42. ‘Svatah sarvapramananam praimanyamiti gamyatam/ Na hi svato'sati $aktih kartumanyena
§akyate’ //— SV Su. 2, Sl 47.

43. SV, su. 3, §1. 8s.

44. ‘Kecidahurdvayam svatah.’—SV, Si. 2, S1. 343; TS (and TSP), k. 2811: .__¢pramanatvapra-
manatve svatah Sankhyah samaéritah’ ; 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
acquaintance (anabhydsa-dasa) they both ought to be treated as extrinsic’. 45, .
The Jaina position exactly tallies with the Buddhist case as presented by Sﬁntarak'sltz.x.
That is, it too treats the validity as well as invalidity of a piece ~f cognition as intrlnS{c
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 Pramananaya-tattvaloka.
Although Ac. Hemacandra, following in the footsteps of the author of Pariksamukha,
raises in his aphorism the question of intrinsicality and extrinsicality only as regards the

validity of a piece of cognition (and not also as regards its invalidity), Devasiri’s aphorism

is fully representative of the Jaina tradition on this score. Thus we read : Tatpramanyam

svatah parataSceti. PM, 1. 13. Tadubhayamutpattau parata eva jRaptau tu svatah 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 (jfiapti), and the effectivity
(pravrtti) of the validity and invalidity of a piece of cognition is intrinsic or extrinsic. 48
And extremely terse (jatila) works—so full of subtle refinements (pariskarapurna)—like
Tattvacintamani, Gadadhar apramapnyavada, etc. have come to be written on the subject.

(PMT, pp. 16-18 ; DC I, pp. 122-24)
4. THE EFFECT (phala) OF A PRAMANA

The discussion as to the nature of pramana and of its effect occupies an important
place in philosophica} speculation. The matter had been given consideration even in the
Age of Scriptures (Sruti-Zgama-Yuga), that is, in the period preceding the Age of Logic
(Tarka-Yuga). Thus Upanisads, Pitakas, and (Jaina) Agamas all speak of the effect of
know} cdge—o.f 'nght knowledge (samyak-j¥ana). In this Age, the Vedicist, Buddhist, as well
?;n-loizl;cetzzf;;m_ns _a,re fou.nd to spl?mit that the effect of knowledge consists in removal of

) o4 .atnasa) Or In cognition of things (vastu-visayaka adhigama)—but all this was
Sa‘d. from a spiritual (@dhyatmikq) point of view, that is, from the point of view of the
atiainment of transcendental release (moksa-labha). 1In that Spiritual Age, knowledge was
co:g&iered to be ,Of use simply because it removed our nescience (avidyd)—i. e. ignorance
(ajr.za.na),—-acquamts Us with the rea] nature of things, and thus ultimately results in our
attaming transcendental releage. 47 Butin the Age of Logic, the question was considered

45. ‘Na  hi Bal:dtd]]n:,lfégam °aturf}5mekatamo’pi pakso'bhisto‘niyamapaksasyestatvat,  Tathahi—
Ubhafan}apye allct }:nClt S:/atah chit Paratah iti pUrvamupavarpitam. Ata eva paksacatustayo-
panyaso’pyayuktal. Pancamasyapyani)'amapakgasya sambhavat.’—TSP, k. 3123.

46. PKM, p. 149 fT.

47. *‘So’vidyagranthim Ylkaratl_ha saumya.’-Mugdakopanisgad, 2. 1. 10 ; Uttaradhyayanasitra, 28.2.3;
‘Tametam Vuccati—Yada ca f{atya 5o

. ; dhammam saccani abhisamessati/ Tada avijjipasama
upasanto carissati //’—Visuddhimagga, p. 544,
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also from an empirical (vyavaharika) point of view. Thisis why in the discussion conducted
on the question—of pramana 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. 48 The discussion from an
empirical viewpoint of the question of pramana and its effect consists in considering as to
what in everyday practice (vyavahara) is accomplished (siddha) by a pramana directly, and
what through intermediary links (paramparya@) ; whether or not a pramana ultimately leads
to transcendental release isno concern of this viewpoint. For the empirical viewpoint
seeks to conmsider the effect of a pramana even in the caseof those persons who are
unauthorized for transcendental release (moksanadhikarin).

All the three traditions that discuss in the Age of Logic the question of pramana and
its effect consider two chief points, viz. (i) whether a pramana and its effect are mutually
distinct or non-distinct, and (ii ) what constitutes the effect of a pramdna. The Vedicist
traditions like Nyaya-Vaidesika, Mimamsa, etc. treat the effect of a pramana as absolutely
distinct from this pramanpa, 49 the Buddhist treats the two as absolstely non-dinstinct. 59
The Jaina, in line with his general non-absolutistic approach, treats a pramana and its
effect as partly distinct and partly non-distinct. 51

As to the nature of theeffectof a pramana, the Vaiéegika, Nyiya, and Mimamsa
hold an identical view. 52 Thus according to them all, the chain of activities starting with
the functioning (vyapara) of a sense-organ and culminating in the decision to accept, reject,
or ignore the object concerned ( hanopadanopeksa-buddhi ), consists of links which are of the
nature of pramana in relation to their respective successors,—and of the nature of an effect-of
-pramana in relation to their respective predecessors. That is to say, on this view, the sense-
organ is a pramana but no effect-of-a-pramana while the decision to accept, reject, or ignore
the object is an effect-of-pramana but no pramana, but the three intermediate stages, viz. sense
-object contact (sannikarsa), indeterminate perception (nirvikalpaka), and determinate
perception (savikalpaka), are a pramapa in relation to their respective successors and an
effect-of-pramana in relation to their respective predeccssors. Here cven an effect-of-
pramana is no doubt called also a pramana but it is so only in relation to the succeeding
effect which is quite distinct from itself. Thus on this view, a pramana and its effect
clearly turn out to be mutually distinct. The same sort of distinction has been kept in view
by Vicaspatimi$ra while elucidating the Sarnkhya position on the question of pramana ard
its effect. 53

48. ‘...tattvajianannihreyasam.’—VS, 1. 1. 3. .. tattvajianannihéreyasidhigamah.>—NS. 1. 1. 1. ‘Yada
sannikarsastadd jianam pramitih, yada jianam tada hanopadanopeksabuddhayah pha]am.'—-NBh’
1. 1. 3.

49. SV, Pratyaksa., SI. 74, 75. 50. PS, 1. 9. NBT, 1. 21.

51. ‘Karanasya kriyayadca kathaiicidekatvam pradipatamo'vigamavat nanatvam
ASh, AS, pp. 283-84,

52. ‘Yada sannikarsastada jidnam pramitih, yada jianam tada 11ﬁnopﬁdﬁnopekgﬁbuddlmyah p
NBh, 1. 1. 3; SV, Pratyaksa., $I. 59-73; PP, p. 64 ; Kand, pp. 198-99.

53. Sankhyatattvakaumudi, k. 4.

ca paraévadivat’

halam.”



42

In the Buddhist tradition two vicws are held as to the nature of the effect of a pramana.
According to one, the effect of 3 pramana consists in cognition of an object (visaydadhigamay);
according to the other, it consists in self-cognition (sva-samvirti). Of these two views—both
occurring in Difinaga 54—the first alone is mentioned and elucidated by Dharmakirti 55
and his commentator Dharmottara, but $antaraksita gathers together these views, logically
j’ustiﬁes (sayuktika upapadana ) them, and bringé out the distinction between the two.
Santaraksita and his disciple Kamalasila clearly state that according to realism (bahyartha-
vada)—the doctrine Parthasarathimiéra characterizes as Sautrantika, the formal similarity
(sariipya) obtaining between a piece of cognition (j#iana) and its object (visaya) is (to be trea-
ted as) pramana while cognition of the object in question (visayadhigati) is (to be treated as)
the effect of pramana, and that according to idealism (vi/#anavada)—the doctrine Parthasira-
thi characterizes as Yogacara,— self-cognition (sva-samvedana) on the part of a piece of
cognition s (to be treated as) the effect of pramana while such a capacity (yogyata) is (to be
treated as) pramana. 58 Here we should keep in ‘mind that with the Buddhist a pramana
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. 7 Kumarila (in SV, Praryakss. $1 74 ff.) has assailed this Buddhist thesis of
non-distinction (abheda) between a Pramana and its effect, and has lent support to the Nyiya
~Vaiesika thesis of distinction (bheda) l;etween the two ; éﬁntarakgita, in return, has met

Kumarila’s objection word by word, and has demonstrated the logical propriety of the
Buddhist thesis in question (TS, k. 1340 ff ).

In the Jaina tradition Siddhasena
given consideration to the problem
viewpoint. On this question the {wo

and Samantabhadia are the first logicians to have
of the effect of a pramana also from an empirical
teachers have expressed similar ideas and in similar
words (NA, k. 28 ; AM, k. 102). According to both, the immediate effect of a pramana is
removal of ignorance (aj fana-nivy 1ti) but the remote effect can possibly be the decision-to-
accept-(?r-reject-or-ignore~the~object. Three things are particularly noteworthy in this
contention of Siddhasena and Samantabhadra:

. 1. The mention of Temoval-of-ignorance as the effect of pramana,a mention absent
in tl.le. Vedicist as well as Buddhist traditions, 2. Absence of the idea—characteristic of the
Vedicist tradition—that the intermediary links (lying in between the initial functioning of a
Sense organ and the final decision to accept etc.) are pramana in relation to their respective
Successors and effect 'Of'Pram&r_za in relation to thejr respect.ive predecessors, an idea absent

.also in the Buddhist trad?tion‘ 3. Absence of the mention as to whether a pramana and
its effect are mutually distinct or non-distinct

-

54. PS, 1.10-12; SV, Nyayaratnaarae

56. ‘Visayadhigatiscatra pramanaphal,,
Svavittirvd pramanam ty
pp. 158-59.

57. Thus strictly speaking, for a Buddhist the relation between a pramana and pramanaphala is not
that of cause and effect (kary, “""a’a’!a-sambandha) but rather that of determinant and determined
( vyavasthapya-vyavasthipaka-sambandpg ). See NBT, 1. 21.—Tr.

ka, pp. 158-59, 55, NB, 1. 18-19.
Misyate /
sarlipyam  yogyata'pi va /'—TS, k. 1344. SV, Nyayarathikara,
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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 pramana and its
effect is one of distinction-cum-non-distinction ( bhedabheda) ( ASh, AS, pp. 283-84) and he
also takes clear note of and endorses—in a fashion characteristic of the Jaina—the relativistic
VaiSesika, Nyaya, and Mimamsi position according to which the intermediary links (in the
causal chain of a cognitive process) are, each of them,pramana as well as effect-of-pramana®s.
On the question of pramana and its effect, Minikyanandin (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 pramana 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, pramana as well as effect-of-
pramana. Vidyananda’s sharp intellect took note of the concept “‘removal of ignorance”
(ajana-nivreti) and of the phrase “determination (i. e. cognition) of self and of a not-self”’
(sva-para-vyavasiti) (occurring in the definition of pramana), and he submitted that to say
that the effect of a pramana is removal of ignorance, is to say what the Sautrantika means
when he tells us that the effect of a pramana is determination-of-a-not-self (para-vyavasiti;
cognition-of-an-object) and the Yogicara when he tells us that the effect of a pramana is
self-determination (sva-vyavasiti ; self-cognition) (TSV, p. 168 ; P Par, p. 79) ; Prabhacandra
in his Prameyakamalamartanda and Devasiri in his Syadvadaratnakara 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 of self and of a not-self’.

Ac. Hemacandra in his treatment of the topic, no doubt gathered together these views
of the Jaina logicians that had preceded him, buthe also contributed something new to
the discussion. Thus unlike Prabhicandra and Devasiiri, he does not identify ‘removal of
ignoran'cc’ with ‘determination of self, and of a not-self’, but treats the two as two different
effects of pramana. Though in answering the objections against the doctrine of nOP-
distinction between a pramana and its effect—objections that had been urged by Kumﬁrl}a
and met by Dharmottara in his commentary on Nyayabindu and by Santaraksita 1
Tattvasaﬁgraha——;tc- Hemacandra simply follows the Buddhist line of defence he has here
displayed, inan attractive logical style, his command over Grammar. As on so D.Jaﬂy
others, so also on the question of regarding the intermediary links (in the causal chain of
a cognitive process) as pramana as well as effect of pramana Ac. Hemacandra literally
follows in his aphorisms the line of argumentation laid down by Akalanka. Thus we ﬁf‘d
in these aphorisms a possible synthesis—undertaken in accordance with the Jaina st:cmdPO‘nt
—ofthe Vedicist, Buddhist, and Jaina traditions on the problem of pramana and its effect-

(PMT, pp. 66-69 ; DC]I, pp. 151-54)

58. ‘Bahvadyavagrahddyastacatvariméat svasamvidam / i
Piirvaplirvapramanatvam phalam syaduttarottaram //’—Laghi., 1. 6.



5. IS RECOGNITION ( smrti) A PRAMANA ?

On the question whether or not memory is pramana or prama (both meaning the
same thing ) there are two traditions—the Jaina and the non-Jaina. The Jaina tradition
considers memory to be a pramana and classes it under non-perceptual (paroksa) pramanas ;
the non-Jaina tradition—be it Vedicist or Buddhist—does not consider memory to be a
pramana. Of course, even those who do not consider memory to be a pramana do not say
that it isan a-pramana, i. e. an invalid cognition (mithya-jfiana) ; all that happens is that
they do not call memory by the name pramana.

The root of the controversy whether the word “pramana’ should not be employed to
denote mnemic cognition, lies in the history of Scriptures (dharma-§astra). 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 Smrti texts like Manu etc., even though valid in the form of a
'Scr'iptu¥e, have-their validity dependent on Sruti, that is to say, only that Smrtiis valid
Wh{Oh is b'ased on or uncontradicted by Sruti , in other words, a Smyti’s validity (as a
Scr-lptur? ) is not independent but dependent on the Srati’s validity (as a Scripture). 39
This .rulmg. (vyavastha) C-oncerning the validity of a text as a Scripture was being given

consideration by the Mimamsa system since very old past. When the question arose of

determining the validity of smyti understood (not as certain texts claiming Scriptureship

but) as i i iti ima j i
)_- ordinary mnemic cognition, the Mimamsakas seem to have just generalized the
position they had come to ado '

. v Pt on the question of the validity of smrsi understood as
certain texts claiming Scriptur

(smpti), since its validity do ezhip, that is to say, .they gave the. rulin{;.that memory
Whi;:h is its cause. is mot ::n' Sc1 on that of the efuher .non-mnemlc (fogrfltlon'(aizubl:.m"a)
depends on. hat o,f S i in ep_endent pramar:m ( just as .Sm.rtt, sxr}ce its vahc'hty
ruling (nirnaya) given by th’e I\I/ll?t z}n l_ndependent Scripture). This tlleploglcal-.cun?-log}cal
(vaidila- tﬂ;arma-jivin)—has o alrlnamsa S.y'sterrT——so much concerr}efi with .Yedlc ritualism
Nydya, Vaidesita Sﬁﬁkhy; s 6§robabnhty,. u}ﬂuenced the remaining Vedicist systems like

> e » CLC, Hence it is that these systems are unanimous in their

view—supported though it mj ; in di
e ;ZPiS N 1:)gh It might be by different arguments in different cases—that the word
na” not to 'e employed tq denote mnemic cognition.
Mimamsakas like Kumarily

. Lo . are of the view ic cognition, si its s¢
function lies in making us appreh that mnemic cognition, since its sole

. . 1 object ( anapiirvarthaprakasaka)
and is the cognizer of w some nove N
& hat has already been cognized (grhitagrahin).61 Siidhara, the

59. ‘Paratantryat svato paiS@m pramzpas.s _
Piirvajidnavisayam vijﬁinagn r’;’;‘lnaFVavadl1arag5 / Apramanyavikalpastu dradhimnaiva vihanyate //
— Tantravartika, p. 69. * SMitirucyate / P{rvajianadvind tasyah pramdanyam nivadharyatc’
60. ‘Etaduktam bhavati—sarve Pramanadayo’y

. . - - adhi ama a 'dhi -
yanti, smrtih punarna purvanubhava-mary gatamartham sBminyatah prakrato va'dhigama

S ddamatikramati, tadvisaya tadinavi a, na
tadadhikavisay3, so’ yam VIttyantaradyide atikramati, tadvisaya tadiinavisayd va, na tu

S ah smrteriti vimréati.’—Tattvavaiéaradi, 1. 11
61. ‘Tatrayat plrvavijianam tasya primanyamis ) e o e
. Syate /| Tadupasthanamatrena smrteh syaccaritarthata //’
8V, Anu., §1. 160; PP, p, 42, /" Tadup 1a smiteh syficcaritarthatd //
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follower of PraSastapada, basing himself on the Mimamsa line of reasoning, argues (in
Kand., p. 257) that memory falls outside the circle of pramanas because it ‘cognizes what
has already been cognized. But Jayanta, the follower of Aksapada, 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 (visaya) is absent, is something not born of a real
entit}v (anarthaja) and hence a non-pramana. 2 Jayanta’s present argument has been refuted
by Sridhara. 63 Viacaspati Misra, who too is a follower of Aksapada, offers a third
argument. He submits that memory should not be treated as prama because popular
usage (lokavyavahara) is not in favour of calling memory a pramana (i. e. prama). Hence it
is that in his account of prama (given in Tafp., p. 20) Vacaspatimira leaves out memory
and considers only the remaining types of cognition. Udayanicirya, after refuting all the
arguments offered by these earlier logicians in support of the contention that memory is not
a pramana, follows the suggestion of Vacaspatimi§ra and maintains that non-mnemic
cognition (technically called anubhava) should alone be treated as pramana because it
alone is an independent piece of cognition ; thus Udaynicarya thinks that memory is not

pramana because it is dependent on anubhava, and that this train of reasoning of his isin
accord with popular usage. 64

Buddhists too do not consider memory to be a pramana, and their argument is akin
to that of the Mimamsaka or the VaiSesika, that is, they too argue that memory is not a
pramana 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 Mimamsa
doctrine of ritual, as were the systems like Nyaya, Vaifesika, 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 pramanain a system like Buddhism where
all knowledge-involving-thought (vikalpajfianamatra) is declared to be no pramana. 68

Jaina logicians criticize all these views which deny to memory the status of a pramana
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 pramdna, etc. ; and their contention
is that memory ought to be treated asa pramana because it is true of facts (samvadin), just

62. ‘Na smrterapramanatvam grhitagrahitakrtam /
Api tvanarthajanyatvam tadapramanyakdranam //'—NM, p. 23.

63. ‘Ye tvanarthajatvat smrterapramanyamahuh tesamatitanagatavisayasyanumanasyapramanyam syaditi
dusanzm.” Kand., p. 257.

64. ‘Katham tarhi smrtervyavacchedah ? Ananubhavatvenaiva. Yathartho hyanubhavah prameti pram-
anikah payanti. “Tattvajianat” iti slitrandt. Avyabhic@ri ji@namiti ca. Nanu smstih pramaiva
kimna syat yatharthajiianatvat pratyaksadyanubhutivaditi cet. Na. Siddhe vyavahare nimittﬁnui-
aranat. Na ca svecch@kalpitena nimittena lokavyavaharaniyamanam, avyavasthaya Iokavyava}}a'
raviplavaprasangat. Na ca smrtihetau pramanabhiyuktanam maharsinam pramanavyavaharo
‘sti, prthaganupade§at.’—NK, 4. 1.

65. ‘Grhitagrahanannestam samvrtam . ... (S5mvgtam-vikalpajﬁ§nam—Manorathanandiﬁka—l)-PV,z-i
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as perception etc. are treated as pramdnas because they are true of facts. 66 There is no
difference of opinion among the Jainas on this point, and in treating memory as a pramana
(in Pramapamimamsa, p. 23) Ac. Hemacandra has simply followed the established Jaina
tradition.

That mnemic cognition is true of facts is acceptable to all (Indian logicians), and so
there is no material difference of opinion on this issue; the difference only arises
when some agree and others refuse to call memory a pramana.

(PMT, pp. 72-74: DC 1, pp. 167-69)

6. IS CONTINUOUS COGNITION ( dharavahika j#iana ) A PRAMANA ?

Whether memory is or is not a pramana isa problem that has been considered by the
Indla.n‘ systems of Logic 'ever since their inception, but the problem whether continuous
cognition (of .the same ob_!ect) Isor is not a pramana seems to have arisen, for the first time,
in tl}e 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 traditions
established.

- ¥4 . .

Nyaya-Valsesllfa philosophers like Vicaspati, éridhara, Jayanta, Udayana, etc.57
all grant that continuous cognition takes cognizance of what has already been
cogflt{zed,‘but they agrefe to. treat sgch a cognition as pramdna—and this they do without
5051 ing anal}i‘eneslsl ' lo m];nute divisions of time’ (sitksma-kala-kala-bhana ) (as is done

y SOITI? other phi QSOP .ers), This is why these philosophers do not define pramana
as cognition of something hitherto unknown (anadhigata). .

o A;.mong Mlmamsakast l?oth the Kumarilite and Prabhakarite traditions are in favour

?1 f o mgljcorll)tllﬁiogs Coég_l;}tlon_as pramana, but the two have adopted different lines of

etence. Prabhakarite Salikanatha 6e argues—without positing ‘awaren f mi

divisions of time’—that conti s css of minute
uous cognition is pramana because it is n i ati

sort of cognition, and the argument pe s = On-mp,emlc (anubhitti)

ars a clear imprint of the Nyaya-Vaidesika tradition.

66. ‘Tatha hi amusyapramanyam » = = -
asatyatite’rthe.yplr)avarta.;;ﬁﬁatli;tto y?:lzwskurv:ta, kim grhitarthagrahitvat, paricchittivi§esabhavat,
- » arthadan a a i a a Aropas
edakatvat, prayojaniprasﬁdhakatvat Vs ‘lllgagyzmanatvat, visamvadakatvat, samaropavyavacch-
67. ‘Apadhigatarthagantrtvam ca dhgemose . el o o
bhavanam primz‘m);am ;,ihanﬁdt:‘affva.hllcavunanﬁnﬁma dhigatarthagocaranam lokasiddhapramana-
lyarn nadriyamahe, Na ca kalabhedenanadhigatagocaratvam dhirava-

hikanamiti yuktam. P G
L _ . aramastiksmanz 3 adi = = e . ~ -
nat. Na cadyenaiva Vijidnenopa, am - kalakaladibhedanam pisitalocanairasmadréairanakala

Ls b~ . -
esimapramanyameva jﬁanz_im_\m.t.dai'sxtatvadarthasya pravaﬁltatvat burusasya prapitatvaccottar-
Tasmadarthapradarfanamatray, al L vacyam. Na hi vijidnasyarthaprapanam  pravartanadanyat.
ca plirvavaduttaresamapi vijgifgégmeva jidnam pravartakam prapakam ca. Pradarfanam
_ mabhj s = = " .
—Tatp., p.21.; Kand., p.g: . abhinnamiti katham purvameva pramanam nottaranyapi ?

—— ey . 4 NM7 M
68. ‘Dharavahikesu tarhyuttaravijianz P- 22; NK, 4.1.

v Tt ani smrtj Sdavidistani 5o =
anirapeksastu dharavahikabug dhayah Ttipramosadavidistani katham bPramanani? Tatraha-anyony-

Vyapriyamane hi plirvavijianakaranakalapa uttaresimapyut-

pattiriti na pratititi utpattito vz AhAraAyEhiloi > s g
_ a [y4 oy -~ - .
pramnatd.— PP, pp. 4243 ; By, b 103 hikavijianani parasparasyatiserata iti yukta sarvesamapi
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On the other hand, Kumarilite Parthas@rathi 69 posits ‘awareness of minute divisions of
time’ and then goes on to maintain that continuous cognition is pramana ; for the Kumarilite
tradition, since according to ita pramana must have for its object something altogether
novel, could not defend the pramana-ship of continuous cognition otherwise (i. e. without
supposing that newer and newer 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 Buddbist and Jaina views.

Coming to the Buddhist tradition, though Dharmottara 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 pramana. In his commentary on Hetubindu, Arcata 71
has, incidentally but clearly, formulated his view on the question of continuous cognition.
He there maintains thata yogin’s continuous cognition is pramana because it involves
awareness of minute divisons of time while, on the other hand, an ordinary man’s continuous
cognition is no pramana because it involves no such awareness. Thus in the Buddhist tradition
continuous cognition has been treated as pramiana or no pramana according as the cognizer
concerned is of this or that type (i. e. a yogin or an ordinary person).

On the question whether continuous cognition should or should not be regarded as
pramana Ithe Jaina texts on Logic follow either of the two traditions, the Digambarite
and the Svetambarite. According to the Digambara tradition, a continuous cognition
is pram@na only in case it takes note of specialities ( viSesa ) like moments ( ksana)
etc. and thus produces knowledge of newly specialized objects ( visistaprama-janaka )
(every moment) ; on the other hand, if a continuous cognition takes no such note of
specialities, it isno pramana. Similarly, this tradition further maintains that a continuous

69. ‘Nanvevam dharavhikesiittaresam  purvagrhitarthavisayakatvadapramanyam syat. Tasmat
“Anubhiitih pramanam” iti pramanalaksanam.... Tasmat yatharthamagrhitagrahi jianam pramana-
miti vaktavyam. Dharavahikesvapyuttarottaresam  kilantarasambaddhasydgrinitasya  grahanat
yuktam primanyam. Sannapi kalabhedo’tisiksmatvinna paramrfyata iti cet; aho stiksmadar§i
devanam priyah! Yo hi sam@navisayaya vijiianadharaya ciramavasthayoparatah so’nantaraksana-
sambandhitayartham smarati. Tatha hi—kimatra ghato’vasthita iti prstah kathayati—asmin ksane
mayopalabdha iti. Tatha pratararabhyaitavatkalam mayopalabdha iti. KaZlabhede tvagrhite
kathamevam vadet? Tasmadasti kalabhedasya paramar§ah. Tadadhikyacc siddhamuttaresam
pramanyam.’— SD, pp. 124-26.

70. ‘Ata eva anadhigatavisayam pramanam. Yenaiva hi jiidnena prathamamadhigato’rthah tenaiva
pravartitah purusah prapita$cirthah tatraivarthe kimanyena jiidnena adhikam karyam. Tato’dhi-
gatavisayamapramanam.” NBT, p. 3. .

71. *‘Yada kasminneva niladivastuni dh@aravahinindriyajiananyutpadyante tada piirvenabhinnayogakse-
matvat uttaresimindriyajiananamapramanyaprasangah. Na caivam, ato’nekanta iti pramana-
samplavavadl dar§ayannaha—piirvapratyaksanena ityadi. FEtat pariharati—tad yadi pratiksanam
ksanavivekadar$ino dhikrtyocyate tadd bhinnopayogitaya prthak pramanyat nanekantah. Atoa
sarvapadarthesvekatvadhyavasayinah samvyavaharikdn purusanabhipretyocyate tada sakalame\_@
nilasantinamekamartham  sthiraripam  tatsadhyam cirthakriyﬁmekitnﬁkimadhyavasyﬁm1“
pramanyamapyuttaresamanistameveti kuto’nekantah 2’—Hetubindutika, p. 37.

7
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cognition, even while producing knowledge of specialized abjecis (every moment), is no
pramina so far as the aspect of substance ( drav yamsa ) is concerned (because it produces no
specialised knowledge concerning this aspect) and is pramana so far as the aspect of speciali-
ties ( viSesamsa ) is concerned ( because it does produce specialized knowledge concerning
this aspect), that is to say, the same piece of cognition is pramana as well as no pramana
according as its object is this or that (i. e. a speciality-of-a-substance or the substance
itself). A careful scrutiny (p#rvaparavalokana) of the commentaries of Vidyananda, the
follower of Akalanka, and Prabhdcandra, the follower of Mainikyanandin, leads to
the present conclusion. 72 For when Akalanka and Manikyanandin, who are one with the
other Jaina logicians in frankly admitting memory to be a pramina, urge, in agreement
with the Buddhist and Mimamsaka, that a pramana must have for its object something
hitherto-unknown or mnovel, their words cannot be interpreted as meaningful except on
the above explained stand (asto 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)

L . and memory (smrti) to be no pramana,
Mimamsakas consider only memory (smpti)

heir insi ~ to be no pramana. Hence the purpose behind
their insistence that a pramana must have for its object something hitherto-unknown or

zi?fvei is clear. But that cannot be the purpose behind a Jaina’s insistence to the same
ect,

- 'tSChO]arlf following the Svetdmbara tradition are unanimous in considering continuous
gattion to be pramara just like memory. This is why none of them at all maintains that
the object of a pram@na must be something hitherto-unkn

at,
they say, own or novel. Not only tha

. n .so ma;n).l wprds, that a piece of cognition taking cognizance of an already known
object (grhita-grahin) is as much Pramana as that

. . . taking cognizance of a hitherto-unknown

be pramna i case s obect hape 1IN 10 them,  picce of cogaiton does not cease o
that no continuous cognition isp rn . t?- b¢ something already known, they maintain neithf:r
respect of one sort of object andl;c‘: mana-nol.. that a continuous cognition is pramana in

Even among &vetambara o tf)ramg;ga In respect of another sort.

—and that is remarkable—he EStab(;is:S, Ac. I:Iemac.andra’s position is in a way novel, for
that cognition of an already-cogn] eS'pramat]a-Shlp of continuous cognition by showing
Enized-object (grhita-grahi-jiana) is on a par with cognition

72. ‘Grialtamagrhitzm va svartham : .
TSV, 1. 10. 28.; ‘Pramintaéagﬁg‘— VYavasyafl, /| Tanna ioke na §astresu vijahdti pramanatdm//”’
hitve’pi kathaficana //* -TSV, 1 -nal;:apr?kasitvam prapahcatah / Pramanyam ca grhitarthagra-
avahyaksavijiansyaivam labhyetq k.ena.s,a //G,l.‘hltagrahax]at tatra na smrteScet pramanata / Dhilr-

avadivyaghatah pramanapratipanpe’ rthe pra

asadbhave tatpravrtterapyabh 5
;ratipadyamﬁnam pramﬁnﬁnta::;izll)?:é tl Prathamapramanapratipanne b vastunyakaravisesam
g e ) rtha fm
73. "Yad grhitagrahi ji@nam na tatpramzp, meva vrkso nyagrodha ityddival! -PKM, p 16.

vikalpa iti  vyApakaviruddh °Palabddih_’.atr~lr’s ga;(ha] ;;;Etih, grhitagrahi ca pratyaksaprsthabh@vi

TSV, 1. 13. 15,5 ‘Nanvevamapi pramanasamplav-
Mmanantarpratipattirityacodyam. ArthaparicchittiviSes-
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of a to-be-cognized-object (grahisyamana-grahi-jfiana) (so that if the former isno pramana
the latter should follow suit).

(PMT, pp. 11-14 ; DC 1, pp ; 163-66)
7. IS RECOGNITION ( pratyabhijia) A PRAMANA?

In connection with the problem of recognition philosophers have held divergent views
on two points, viz. as to whether it is pramdna and as to its nature. The Buddhist
tradition treats recognition as no pramana, for, being an advocate of momentariness
(ksanikavada), 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. 74 But philosophers belonging to the
two non-Buddhist traditions—i.e. Jaina and Vedicist—agree in treating recognition as
pramina. Tt is on the basis of pramana-ship of recognition that these philosophers refute the
Buddhist doctrine of momentariness (ksanabharga) and defend ( the reality of ) permanence
(nityatva, sthiratva). Unlike the Vedicist traditions such as Nyaya, Vaisesika, etc., the Jaina
tradition does not believe in the reality of absolute permanence (ekanta-nityatva), thatis,
of permanence-without-change (kiitastha-nityatva); 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 pramana-ship to recognition.

As to the nature of recognition, there are three main views, viz. the Buddhist, the Vedi-
cist, and the Jaina. According to the Buddhist view, what 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.”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 arita and hence open
only to non-perceptual cognition (paroksa), 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 (vartamana), here becomes an object of perception and can never become an
object of non-perceptual cognition. As against 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 (pratyaksa) and that of the other non perceptible (paroksa), the
Vedicist systems like Nydya, Mimams3, 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 (samanya 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 (samagri-viSesadasa) obtains there. Thus while seeking to justify
(upapadana) the perceptual character of recognition, Vacaspatimisra 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. ¢....tasmidd dve ete jidne sa iti smaranam ayam ityanubhavah,” -NM, p. 44Y.
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impressions (samskdra) or memory acting as an accessory, they become competent to grasp a
present-entity-as-qualified-by-a-past-state (atitavasthavisista-vartamanagrahin). 76 Jayanta
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 (smarana-sahakrta
-indriya-janya pratyaksa) there arisesa mental cognition (m@nasa jiana) which i.s _c§lled
‘recognition’. 77 In this statement of Jayanta seems to lie the seed of the later Naiyayika’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 (paroksa jfiGna), and they are of the view that in the
wake of sense-perception and memory, there arises a mental cognition of a sui generis
(vijatiya) type that takes cognizance of two-entities-as-somehow-related-to-each-other
(sankalanatmaka j#iana) ; 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 disse_nt.
Admitting recognition to be of the nature that accords with this ruling (of Akalanka), Ac.
Hemacandra refutes the rival views and defends his.

Mimamsakas (SV, Sii. 4, $1. 232-37), Naiyayikas (NS, 1. 1. 6) etc. consider upamana
(i.e. Analogy) to be an independent type of praméana 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 hrasvaiva,
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 pramana and a subspecies of matijiiana. 78

(PMT, 75-76 ; DC 1, 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
treatfnent‘ where knowledge is divided into mati, $ruta, etc. is the one based on the Agamic
classification, the treatment where it is divided into pramanas like perception etc. is the one
b_ase,d on the logical classification. An unmixed instance of the first type of treatment is
Avasyaka-niryukti, an unmixed instance of the second type is Nyayavatara.

The cld and original treatment of knowledge in the Jaina tradition is the one based
on the Agamic classification ; it is not yet possible to say with certainty as to who first

b

76. Tatp., p. 139.
77. ‘Evam  pirvajiianaviSesitasya  stambhadervifesanamatitaksanavisaya iti manasi pratyabhijia.’
-NM, p. 461.

78. Aatijiana is the technical name for one of the five types of knowledge admitted by Jaina Agamas.-Tr
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introduced in this tradition the treatment based on the logical classification. Sthanarnga
and Bhagavati are two among the eleven Arngas supposed to be composed by Ganadharas,
and they are certainly old also. But even though these texts contain clear mention of the
logical _ classification 79 there seems to be no difficulty in conjecturing that this mention
has been inserted there in Sthananga and Bhagavati some time after Bhadrab@ahu, 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 pramanas going on in the other traditions. Not only that, as and when
occasion arose, they even employed (with amendments if need be) the pramana mcthodology
(pramanasaili) of those other traditions. Thus in Dasavaikalika-niryukti supposed to be
a composition of Bhadrabhau, we get a discussion on infernce-for-others (pararth@numana)
where the stand taken on the question cf the number of steps inan inference-of-others
(pardrthanumanavayava) is altogether different from that of the other traditions (Garha 50).

Aryaraksita, 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 Anuyogadvara
(p. 211), the fourfold classification of pramanas into pratyaksa (i. e. perception), anumana
(i. e. inference) etc.—a classification already accepted in Gautama’s system (NS, 1. 1. 3.) It
cannot be said with certainty as to whether the twofold classification of premanas into
pratyaksa (i. e. perceptual knowledge) and paroksa (i. e. non-perceptual knowledge) which
Umasvati adopts in his Tartvarthasiitra (1. 10-12) is his own or one belonging to an earlier
teacher. It seems that at the time when Agamas were edited (saiikalan@) portions containing
the fourfold classification of pramanas as also those containing the twofold classification,
found entrance in Sthananga 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 nayavadantara
(Tattvarthabhasya, 1. 6)—while the twofold classification is the Jaina teachers’ own. This is
why all Jaina texts on Logic base their treatment of j¥ana and pramana 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-Vaisesika etc.,
the Buddhist monks had long since left the ficld assigned to them by Pitakas (pitakocita-
maryada) and had entered the arena of debate and of the logical treatment of pramanas
(that goes with debatz). Gradually, the Jaina monks too could not remain immune from

79. ‘Duvihe n3ne pannatte—tam jahd—paccakkhe. ceva parokkhe ceva., -Sthandngasiitra, 2.P- 49A.
‘Ahava heii cauvvihe pam. tam. paccakkhe, anumane, ovamme, 3agame. -Sthananga, 4, P'254_A‘
‘Se kim tam pamiane? Pamine cauvvihe pannatte, tam jahd-paccakkhe .......- jahd anuogadare
tahd neyavvam.” -Bhagavatisiitra, S 5, U 3, Part 11, p. 211.
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the influence of this logical treatment undertaken by the Ved.icist ?md Buddhls:t phllo§o~
phers. Hence it was that Jaina teachers undertook a classification of pramanas basm.g
themselves on the classification of j#a@na that had been handed do‘vm to them by then;
tradition ; and on the quéstion of this classification-of-pramanas of thell‘f, they eyen e.ntere

into discussion with the teachers of rival persuasions. Although Aryaraksita, 1.1‘1~Ehc
course of his classification of pramanas, had already clearly pointed out that_ malyn.ana
comes under indriya-pratyaksa (i. e. sense-perception) and .s"rutaj‘iz’ﬁn.a under agama (i. e.
verbal testimony), the Jaina authors on Scriptural and logical topics we're constantly
faced withthe question as to whether anumana (i. e. inference), upamana (i. e. analc_)gy),
arthapatti (i, e. implication), etc., which the various other traditions accepted as pramanas,
are or are not pramanas in the eyes of the Jaina tradition. And if gnumana etc. are
pramanas why is it that they are not independently treated (by the Jainas) or shown to be
falling under some independently treated pramana ? To this question an answer seems to
have come for the first time from Umasvati (Tattvarthabhasya, 1. 12) who suggested that
anumana etc., which are pramanas according to the other traditions, fall either under
mati or under $rutra, thatis, under one of the paroksa (i. e. non-perceptual) pramanas. It
is this answer of Umasvati that Pajyapdaa literally adopts (Sarvarthasiddhi, 1. 12).

The Jaina tradition had come to specially prefer the twofold classification rather
than the fourfold, and this was al] for the good. Thus Nandisitra undertook a detailed
treatment of the problem of knowledge basing itself on the twofold classification. However,
though the basis of this treatment on the part of the authorof Nandi was the twofold
classification, he incorporated in this treatment two points also from Aryaraksita's
treatment based on the fourfold classification. The first pointis that sensory knowlefigC,
which is what commonsense understands by pratyaksa and which the non-Jaina logicians
treat as pratyaksa-pramana, is given the status of pramana even in the Jaina tradition, and
n doing so Pratyaksa is subdivided (Nandisiitra, 3) into two types, one covering (the
transcendental perception) avadhi etc. which Umasvati has treated as independent pramanas

and the_ other covering Sense-perception. The second point taken by the author of Nandi
from Aryaraksita is that w

L Ay hat the other systems call agama pramina is the same thing
as Srutajniana and is a subspecies of the paroksa (i. e. non-perceptual) type of knowledge.

Though the Agamic treatment of knowledge continued, the tendency to logical
argumentation gradually gained ascendency in the Jaina line of thought. The result of
all this 15' Nyayavatarq, In it we get a logical treatment of knowledge based on the two-
fold classification of Pramanas. 1ts chief aim is to offer an account of inference (anumdna,
nyaya) according to the laina way of looking at things. Though the major part of Nydya
oblem of offering an account of the subspecies of parok sa-
pramana, we are not here told—ag Wwas done in the writings of the later teachers—that these
—and no more—are the subspecies of paroksa pramana. Jinabhadra Ksamasramana, in his
voluminous Bhasya, logically incorporated in the twofold classification of pramanas the
Agamic fivefold classification of Jjfana, and by calling sense-perception ‘‘samvyavaharika

praiyaksa” (indiyamanobhavam jam tam samvavaharapaccakkham —Visesava$yaka bhasya,
Garha 95) he also, for the first time eliminated the discrepancy —pointed out by the anti-Jaina

-vatdia is concerned with the pr
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logicians—vitiating the twofold classification—made by Aryaraksita and accepted by the
author of Nandi—of pratyaksa into the sensory and the non-sensory. The discrepancy
was as follows. When the Jaina system calls only that knowledge pratyaksa which is born
of aksa (i. e. atman) alone it becomes self-contradictory forit to call sensory perception
pratyaksa (for sense-perception is not born of atman alone). However, Ksamasramanaji
did all this, but did not tell us that these—and no more—are the subspecies of paroksa-
pramana 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 pramana
was also taking place in the Jaina tradition, the anti-Jaina logicians were pestering the
Jaina with the question : Granting that anumana, agama, etc., which others treat as
independent pramanas, are but subspecies of paroksa-pramana according to you, what
precisely is the number of the subspecies of paroksa-pramana 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 Bhattaraka Akalanka, and his answer is extremely clear-cut and definite.
Akalanka, in his Laghiyastrayi, 80 maintained that the five subspecies of paroksa-pramana
are (i) anumana (i. e. inference), ( ii ) pratyabhijia (i. e. recognition), ( iii ) smarana (i. e.
memory), (iv) tarka (i. e. knowledge of invariable concomitance), and ( v ) agama (i. e.
verbal testimony) ; and he also clearly defined each of these subspecies. We see that this
classification o_f’fcred 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-Akalanka logicians—Digambara as well as évetﬁmbara—followed the path laid down
by Akalanka, and composed more orless lengthy texts basing themselves on Akalafka’s
very words (or their equivalents) and developing his very ideasin this or that direction.
Yasdovijayaji, the greatest among the Jaina logicians (Jaina-rarkika-miirdhanya), does the
same. Here one thing has to be kept in mind. The same Akalanka who, by enumerating
and defining the subspecies of. paroksa-pramana, succeeds in giving a Jaina account of
anumana, arthapatti, upamana, etc. which are independent praminas according to the other
traditions is also the author of Rajavartika ; however, in Rajavartika, while showing that
these pramanas accepted by the other traditions fall under the recognized Jaina types,
Akalanka follows, so to say, not the line of argument of Laghiyastrayi but that of
Tattvarthabhasya and Sarvarthasiddhi. Even then, Akalanka’s line is slightly different from
that of Bhasya and Siddhi (Rajavartika, p. 54'. Akalanka has seen to it that his fivefold
classification of paroksa-pramana 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 matijfiana with smrti, sanjfia, cinta, abhinibodha. 81

~ i

0. ‘Jianamadyam matih safijiia cinta ca@bhinibodhanam / Prinndmayojandcchesam §rutam éal?d?lf-
uyojandt //° -Laghi. 3 1., Autocommentary 3.1.: ‘Siirind-Akalankena vartikakdrena.’ -Siddhivint-
$cayatika, p. 254B. ,

81. Akalanka treats the set ‘smrti, sWja, cintd, abhinibodha’ as synonymous with the set ‘smrils
pratyabhijia, anumana, tarka‘.-7r. /
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All this goes to explain why Akalafka’s classification of paroksa-pramana and his
definition of each subspecies of it is upto this day acceptable to all Jaina logicians. Itis

this very classification which Ac. Hemacandra adopts in his Mimamsa and makes the
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

B ideri .
first bo ‘:;Z;e .cons1der1f1g other topics connected with the problems of perception we must
they st £ Tﬂllré 0111‘1 mind as to what was the definiendum with the ancient sages (rsi) when

mselves the task of defining “perception’, that is, as to whether they regarded

definition as applicable on]
. y to the cases of [ i - °
with the later-day Naiyayikas—as a 20l to the chner . nemeratod a0 wel 250 o

(nitya) perception. So far oo pplicable to .the cases of generated as well as of eteri]al
-Vaiéegika authors who e we c:an see, no anf:lent authority---not even any of the Nyaya
generated as well as eterna] certainly no atheists—has offered a definition that app lies (0
written by theistic philoso hpel‘Ceptlon, I.n ?H ancient basic texts (mﬁlagrantha)---whether
generated perception. Thatp ters or by athellstlc ones—account has been given only of the
is competent to have eternale ernal perception is a possibility or that God---and He alone---
As against the Mimﬁmsakasp\::epnon’ 1s not even indicated (sficana) in any ancient t«’:zi(t.gn
of Vedic texts, on thc; (alleg ed)o sought to defend the authoritative character ( p,-amai,zya)
composition, the Nyaya-Vaide 'kground that these texts are an impersonal ( apauruseya)
composition (éabdatmaka) are$l 2 ?yStem 11_0 doubt argued that Vedic texts, being a verbal
on their being an imper,s()naltranswm .(ff”llya) and that therefore their authority rests not
(competent) person. Byt nomne cfomposmgn but on their being a composition by gome
God as the author of the Vedaso ”}he ancient Nyaya-Vailesika authors clearly mentons
of the Mimﬁmsakas—--establish:ed thhese auﬂ'10rs---adopting a procedure different from that

e authoritative character of Vedic texts on the ground

82. VS, 3. 1. 18; Indriya :
sam. -NS, 1. 1,4;lxi?:t?s?;?g;;smmgnmavyapadeéyamavyabhicﬁri vyavasdydtmakam pratyak-
1. 7; ‘Satsamprayoge purusas dy*?"fsiyo drstam.’ -SK, 5; Sankhyasiitra, 1. 89; Yogabhasya,
sannikarsat pravartate / V)./ak);sn Tl)iagam; """"" ’—Jaiminisiitra, 1. 1. 4; ‘Atmendriyamano’rthat
11. 20. 2 taddtve ya buddhih pratyaksam s nirlipyate //’— Carakasamhitd,
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that these texts are composed by sages who are an authority (on the subject-matter
concerned) (dpta-rsi-pranita) ; thus the answer of these authors to Buddhists, Jainas, etc.
who disputed the authoritative character of the Vedas (Vedaprmaanyavadin) 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. 83 The later interpreters of the Nyaya
system conceived God as the creator of the universe, the author of the Fedas, and the
possessor of eternal knowledge, but none of the ancient Siitra-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 meantto be
applicable only to the cases of generated perception. It is certain topics connected with
this generated perception that we now proceed to consider :—

(1) EMPIRICAL ( laukika ) AND TRANSCENDENTAL ( glaukika ) 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 Sankhya-Yoga, 8¢ Nyaya-VaiSesika, 85 and Buddhist 86 systems the trans-
cendental perception is named yogi-pratyaksa (i. e. yogic perception) or yogi-jiana (i.e.
yogic knowledge) and is supposed to be born as a result of competence acquired through
yogic practices (vogajanya-samarthya-janita). The Mimamsaka too, who is deadly opposed
to the idea of omniscience (sarvaji atva)—particularly to the idea of perceptibility (lit. direct
cognizability) of the transcendental merits and demerits (dharma-adharma-saksatkara),—posits
as a subsidiary (anga) to transcendental release (moksa) a kind of self-cognition (@tma-jiiana)
which is, really speaking, yogic or transcendental. 87 In Vedanta, it is witness-consciousness
-of-the-form-of-God (T$vara-saksi-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 (praryaksa)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 (pratyaksa) but of non-perceptual knowledege (paroksa).®® However, the
logical tradition in Jaina philosophy divides perception into two kinds, designating as
samvyavaharika pratyaksa what other systems call empirical perception and as paramarthika

83. NS, 1. 1. 7; ibid. 2. 1. 69; VS, 6. 1. 1. 84. Yogasitra, 3. 54 ; SK, 64.
85. VS, 9.1 13-15. 86. NB, 1. 11.
87. ‘Sarvatraiva hi vijidnam samskdratvena gamyate / Pardigam citmavijianadanyatretyavadharandt //’
—Tantravartika, p. 240.
88. Tattvarthasutra, 1. 22. 89. Tattvarthasiitra, 1. 11,
8
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pratyaksa what they call transcendental perception. And the cause of paramarthika
pratyaksa is, according to this tradition, labdhi, i. e. special competence of soul (visista
arma-$akti ), which is, in a way, but the Jaina counterpart of ‘competence acquired through
yogic powers’ (yogaja dharma). :

o 1)

FERRSRR] ! [N

(2) CAN TRANSCENDENTAL PERCEPTION BE INDETERMINATE ?

The question next arises whether transcendental perceptioxi ;s :qzxclu's_iﬂrely indeterminate,
or exclusively determinate, or both indeterminate and determinate. {I‘“here is no unanimity
in answering this question. According to the Buddhist logicians ahd the adherents of
Sankarite Vedanta, 90 transcendental perception has to be but indeterminate, and never
determinate. Ramanuja °! holdsa diametrically opposite view, viz, that all perception,
empirical as well as transcendental, has to be but determinate ‘and never indeterminate. °2
The other Vedicist traditions like Nyaya-Vaidssika 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 deterniinate,—notwithstanding the fac:
that old texts like Kanpddasitra and Prafastapadabhdsya contain no clear indication to

that effect. According to the Jaina tradition, transceirdental (iie.'paramarthika) perception is
of both sorts, indeterminate as well as determinate.

For the Jaina’s avadhi-darSana and
Kervaladaréana, both of which are of the nature of ‘cogiition of the general, i. e. of mere
t.aflstence’ (s@manya-bodha), are indeterminate transcendental perception, while his avadhi-
JRana, manahparyaya-jiiana, and kevala-jfiana, all of which are of the nature of ‘cognition

of the specific, i. e. of particulars’ (videsa-bodha), are determinate transcendental perception.

\

(3) WHAT IS THE DETERMINANT (niyamaka) OF PERCEPTION-SHIP (pratyaksatva)

The question next arises as to what element (rattva) is the determinant of perception

-ship, that is, as to what is that on account of which a picce of cognition (bodha, jiiana) is
called ‘perception’. ;

This i : i
erceptl duestion too has not been answered unanimously. According
to neo-Sankarite-Ve

that t c 1 .dan.ta (”a"ya-S&ﬁkara-Vedﬁnta), the determinant of perception-ship is
attype of non- lS‘thUOH (abheda) between consciousness-of-the-form-of-pramana (pramana
~caitanya) and consiousness-of-the-form-of- .

object (visaya-caitanya ) which Vedantaparibhasa

90. Indian Psychology : Perception, p. 357
o ;\Atégﬁ p(jrifyakgasya kad?ddam na nirviSesavisayatvam.’—S§ribhdsya, p. 21
92. s Panditji now recognizes, thj L . $ya, p- Z1. .
e and cjlcterminate %orts g ftms forrpu]atlon needs corrcction. Ra&manuja posits both the indetermi-
o;' ‘existence’ plus a t"ewer nlI,) ergeptlon’ though he is of the view that the former type takes cognizance
f ‘e;&istence’ plus a large ny mb er of particulars ( of the object concerned ) while the latter that
? t indeterminate perceptio T oer of particulars. That is to say, Ramanuja is not of the view
fr]a 1'n why in the next No?e ;{al(es- CCfgnizance of mere ‘existence’ (of the object concerned).
s 1s. Y amanuja is not included among those who deny indeterminate
perception. —Tr.
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(p. 23) describes in details. According tothe Nydya-Vaifesika, SAnkhya-Yoga, Buddhist,
and Mimamsa systems, the determinant of perception-ship is the fact of having been born
of a contact (sannikarsa), 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-sapeksatva) (Sarvarth-
asiddhi, 1. 12.) while according to the logical tradition, an additional determinant is the fact
of having been born of sense-organs and manas (indriya-mano-;anyatva) (Pramanamimamsa,
1. 20.) Really speaking, the logical Jaina tradition follows the Vedicist systems like
Nyaya-Vaisesika 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. 93

(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-VaiSesika
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, and 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
(pratyal:sa) as “right non-indirect (i. e. direct) cognition” (samyagaparoksanubhava) (NSa, p.
2), a definition applicable to the cases of generated as well as of eternal perception. Like-
wise, Salikanatha, the follower of Prabhikara, when he characterized perception as “diret
awareness” (s@ksat-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) perceptic,m of soul and of cognition (PP, p. 51.) Bhasarvajiia’s
phrase “‘aparoksdnubhava’ and Salikanatha’s “saksatpratiti” were elucidated in a new
terminology by the neo-Naiy@yikas 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 karana (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 sece the next Note.— Tr.
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of perception ; his problem rather was one of formulating a definition common to the
empirical ( sdmvyavah@rika) and transcendental ( paramarthika ) 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. (.iye: direct) type” (aparoksa
Jjfidna) he has turned “non-indirect cognizability” into a-definition. that is common to the
empirical as well as transcendenta] types of perception- ( N4, 4 ).. We cannot be deﬁr}ite
whether Bhasarvajfia’s employment of the word “aparoksa’.in.his definition of perception
is oris not influenced by the similar practice on the part of Siddhasena ; what is certian
is tha} within the Jaina fold Siddhassna is the founder.of the tradition'of defining perception
in general as “non-indirect cognition”, |

(6) ELIMINATION OF DEFECTS :

Siddhasena no doubt defined berception 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 “nonsindirect cognition”’, what does “indir-
€ct cognition”, stand for ? To say that indireet cognitionistands for non-perceptual (a-pra-
tyaksa, pratyaksa-bhinna) cognition will be to commit the fallacy of ‘mutual dependence’
((anyonyasraya).94 The first attempt in the direction of removing this defect and elucidating
the nature of “non-indirectness” aparoksatva ) seems to have been made by Bhattaraka
{\kalaﬁka. For in crystal-clear words he déc]ared 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 jt removed the ‘mutual dependence’ above
pointed out, For now perception was not deﬁn.ed,in terms of ‘non-indirectness’ which
Stands in need of a prior definition of “indirectness’,’;. Not only that, Akalanka’s skillin
f‘OTm’ulating definitions ( laksanikata ) also unfolded . (1sphota ) the meaning of the term

Yaisadya” (i, e, lucidity )—whatis more, a meaning that applies to empirical perception
as also‘ to transcendental Perception. ‘“Vgisadya (i.e. lucidity ), he says, “consists in
genejratmg a type of objective awareness ( pratibhasa ) that is distinct from that generated
by inference etc (Laghi., 1. 4 ) This attempt on Akalanka’s part at formulating a
gcn.eral definition of perception and gt unfolding its meaning found reflection in all Jaina
loglcxans,—Svetﬁmbara and Digambara—who came after him. Some of them substituted the
word “visada by “spasta” (e. g, PNT, 2.2), others retained it (e.g. PM,2.3).

As on so many others, 5o also o the question of defining perception, Ac. Hemacandra
follows Akalafika, so much S0 that he has even retained the latter’s word “visada” and his
interpretation thereof. The fact of the matter is that Akalanka’s defintion has become so
deep-rooted that even the most modern logician Upadhyaya Ya$ovijayaji, when he defines
perception, bases himself on the same,

( PMT, pp. 13235 ; DC 1, pp. 155-59 )

94. The idea is that you cannot firg define perception as ‘non-indirect cognition’ and thf? deﬁne
indirect cognition as ‘non-perceptya] cognition®, However, the identification of paroksa-jiana with
apratyaksa-jiiana is not at all invalid, and that is why we have elsewhere transitaed ‘paroksa-
jiana’ as ‘non-perceptual cognition’, — .



10. THE NATURE OF INDETERMINATE PERCEPTION

The three following meanings of the word “‘darfana’ are current in all traditions:—
(i) visual perception (e, g. ghata-darsana=visual perception of jar ), (ii) direct cognition
(e. g. atma-darSana=direct cognition of soul), (iii ) a system of philosophy following a
particular tradition (e. g. Nydya-darSana—Nyaya system of philosophy. ; -S@nkhya-darsana
=Sdnkhya 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 (Sraddhdna ) and (ii)
cognition of the general (samanya-bodha) or bare cognition ( alocana-matra). *% Thus
in Jaina Scriptures faith-in-truth (zattvasraddha ) is called dar$ana ; see, for example,
Tattvarthasraddhanam samyagdarsanam. (Tattvarthasitra, 1.2). Likewise, the cognition
(bodha) of a thing’s bare-existenc-without-any-particulars (nirvisesasattamatra) is also called
dardana ; see, for example, Visaya-visayisannipatanantarasamudbhiitasattamatragocaradarsa-
nat. (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
(samanya-bodha). 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 (nirvisesanasvariipamatra) is revealed (bhdsita) is accepted, under one
name or another, by all the traditions except three. That ‘cognition of the general’ which
the Jaina calls ‘darfana’ is called ‘nirvikalpaka’ or ‘alocanamatra’ by the Nyaya-Vaifesika,
sankhya-Yoga, and the Pirva as well as Uttara Mimamsa. The Buddhist tradition, too
adopts for it the name “nirvikalpaka’. Thus all these traditions agree in maintaining
that all cognitive process (j7ana-vyapara) invariably (anivarya-riipena) takes its rise in a
cognition which grasps the bare existence (sanmatrasvariipa) of the object concerned, but
where nothing is revealed in the form of a qualifier or a qualificand (viSesya-viSesana-rupena
bhasita). But the two Vedantist traditions of Madhva and Vellabha as also a third tradition

95. When we say that the word ‘darfana* stands, in the Jaina tradition, for bare cognition or
alocana ( also called ,‘am”zkara upayoga’ ) we are keeping in view the very much we]l. known'stand
taken by both the Svetambara and Digambara traditions. Otherwise, the word is used in fhe
two traditions in many other senses as weil. For example, on one view, a piece of cognition
( bodha ) arising directly, that is, without requiring a probans ( lifiga), is anakan{:b_odlra or
darbana while that arising through the instrumentality of a probans is sakara-bodha or jmimf; on
another view, a piece of cognition grasping only the present entities ( vartamanamat.;-agrlel{/i )_ is
darfana while that grasping the present, past. as well as future entities ( traikalikagrahin) 15 J”‘"";
( Tattrdrthabhasyatika, 2.9); finally, the Digambarite commentary (on Sa{kha_'}dds;j’"‘;)
Dhavala also édopts the view that a piece of cognition grasping only soul (dtmar.ndtrt.walo'ttv" -
is darfana while that grasping external objects ( bahyarthaprakasa) is jidna. This third vie .
mentioned in Brhaddrav,l'asaizgrahaﬁkﬁ (Gatha, 44) as also in Abhayacandra’s commetary

Laghi., 1. 5.
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of Bhartrhari and the grammarians preceding him?¢ do not admit the ?xistence of ‘cogmltllon
of the genral’. anywhere in the course of cognitive process. Accor.c'hng to all theselt .ree
traditions, a piece of cognition that is revelatory of no pa'rtlcula'rs (vzse.ga.)‘and of no re atno.n
of a qualifier to its qualificand (viSesya-visesana-bhava) is an 1mp9351blllty ; ttfu.s on t}]ell‘
showing, even in its mostinitial stage (prathamikadas@panna) a piece of cogmtlon.brmgs
to light some particular or other even if a mere gross (sthila) one, and from this .tt.ley
conclude that all cognition whatsoeveris determinate. And by indeterm'matc cognition
they only understand the cognition which reveals comparatively fewer particulars (and- 1'1ot
one which reveals no particulars). Of these three traditions which regard all cognition
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