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PUBLISHER’S NOTE

The number of Jainas in India, even mcludmg those who have
settled elsewhere, is very small, a little more than two millions.
Still the religion professed by them, Jaina-dharma or Jainism, is
looked upon as one of the Living Faiths of the world. The rea-
son for this lies in the fact that the Jaina dignitaries, during the
last three thousand years and more, have made rich contributions
to the Indian heritage in its various branches such as art, architec-
ture, literature and moral ideology. Jaina monks have not only
preached great ethical ideals but have also exerted their maximum
to put them into practice: in many parts of India, they have exerted
pious and healthy influence on the society around them. Jaina
contributions to fiterature positively extend beyond the sphere of
their religion; and the Jainas “have memorable achievements”, as
observed by M. WINTERNITZ (4 History of Indian Literature, Vol
11, pp. 594-5, Calcutta 1933), “in the secular sciences to their
credit, in philosophy, grammar, lexicography, poetics, mathe-
matics, astronomy and astrology, and even in the science of
politics.” Further, the Jaina snints and authors bave enriched
Indian languages, both classical and modern and in the South as
well as in the North. If Tamil and Kannada could vie with
Sanskrit in their classical period, the major credit goes to the
Jaina authors in those regions. 1t is through their sustained efforts
in cultivating Praksits, Apabhrarha, Rajasthani, Old-Gujariti
and Old-Hindi that rich linguistic material is available for the
study of the growth of these fanguages. It is on account of these
contributions that eminent oriental scholars were attracted to the

study of Jainism.

If Jaina doctrines caught the eye of the scholars outside India,
it is because certain significant Jaina texts were rendered into some
European languages, especially English. H. Jaconr's transfations
of the four Jaina works of the Ardha-Magadhi Canon (Jrurunga
and Kalpasiitra; Uttaridhy dyana and Siisrakrianga) published in the
Sacred Books of the East {S. B. E., vols. 22 & 45) and his edition
of the Tatrvarthidhigama-sirra with German translation (Eine
Jaina-Dogmatik, ZDMG, Band LX, Leipzig [906} have been worhs
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of pioneer chatacter. His introductions to the former have gone
a long way to place Jainism in its proper perspective in the history
of Indian religious ideas. 'W. SCHUBRING has rendered into Ger-
man certain sections from the Ardha-Msigadhi canon (Worte
Mahaviras, Gottingen 1926; also Dasaveyiliya Sutta, Ahmedabad
1932). There have been other stray efforts in France and Italy,
but one need not go into smaller details. The English translations
of Prathaminayoga texts, which also contain philosophical matter,
are not taken into account here.

In India very laudable efforts have been made by a small
group of scholars whose works were published in The Sacred
Books of the Jainas (S. B.J.). The learned labours of J. L. Jant
especillay on the Tarrvarthasiitra and Gomunatasara (S. B. 1., Vols.
11, V-VI & X) etc. are praiseworthy, though very few subsequent
scholars have taken note of them. His Jaina Gem Dictionary
(Arrah 1918) is a unique reference book for translating Jaina texts
into English. Among these publications S. C. GHOSHAL’S transla-
tion of the Davvasamgaha and A. CHAKRAVARTI'S exposition of the
Paficasukayasira (S.B.J., Vols. 1 & III) have supplied useful
material to the volumes on Indian Philosophy by DASGUPTA,
RADHAKRISHNAN and others.

If Jaina metaphysics and epistemology, in fine Jaina doctrines
as a whole, are to be correctly understood and appreciated out-
side India, we need standard translations of Jaina philosophical
works into English and other languages. Lately, some efforts are
made in this direction. We have the English translation of the
Prmvacanasira by A. N, Upapnye (Bombay 1935, 2nd ed. Agas
1964) and by B. FaoprcoN (Cambridge 1935). The latter’s trans-
lation of Amrtacandra’s Commentary s indeed a difficult task so
worthily achicved, in view of the intricate and florid style of
Amrtacandra. The Sanmati Tarka is translated into English by
A.S. Gorani (Ahmedabad 1939).

For understanding Jamna tenets in comparison and contrast
with other Darfanas, or systems of Indian thought, it jis urgent
that important Jaina Nyaya works arc rendered into English. The
Vedinta is better understood in the West, and the credit of this
has 10 go basically to G. THrnauT’s translations of the Vedinta
Satras published in the S.B.E. In later years, some useful efforts
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s
are made to present Jaina Nyaya works in English garb. S. C.
VIDYABHUSHAN gave us an English Translation of the Nydyavatira
of Siddhasena (Calcutta 1909). Then we have S. C. GHOSHAL'S
translation (with commentary) of the Partksamukham of Manikya~
nandi in 8. B. J. series, Vol. XI (Lucknow 1940). The Pramapa-
mimdarisd of Hemacandra is fluently translated into English along
with critical notes by S. MookEer¥EE and N. Tamia (4 Critigue of
Organ of Knowledge, Caleutta 1946). Though we had an excellent
exposition of the contents of the Syadvadamanjari by A.B. DHRUVA
{Poona 1933), a full English translation was an urgent nced. This
has been so ably fulfilled by a distinguished Indologist, F. W,
Tuovas, by The Flower~Spray of the Quodammodo Doctrine
(Akademie-Verlag, Berlin 1960). This translation is really a land-
mark in the study of Jaina Nyidya, because it is sure to influence

all subsequent expositions of Jainism in English in the manner of
THIBAUT'S translations for Vedanta noted above. S. A. JA has

attempted an English translation of the Sarmr]lm:uld/" in his

Reality (Calcutta 1960).

The Pramana-naya-tattvalokalamkara of (Vidi-) Devasiri is an
important treatise on Jaina categories of Pramana and Naya. The
author is an eminent logician well-versed in different Daréanas and
fully steeped in the earlier Jaina Nyiya treatises. He has himself
written an exhaustive commientary on it, Syidvidaramikara by
name {(Poopa 1926-30). Some other commentaries too are avail-
able on it, for instance, the Ramiakari atirika of Ratnaprabha, a
Paijiki of Rajasekhara and a Tippara of Jnanacandra.

It was quite natural that a devoted scholar of Jainism like
Shri HARISATYA BHATTACHARYA was attracted by the Pramira-
naya-tatevilokilapkdra of Devasicl. He prepared an English
translation of it with a Commentary (mainly following the
Ramakaravatirikd, which was published in the Yasovijaya Jaina
Granthamals, Nos. 21-22, Benares, Vira Sariivat 2437, (and of
which we have the latest edition, part I, accompanied by Raja-
¢ckhara's Paiijikd, Jidnacandra’s Zippanake and Malayavijayaji's
Gujariti Anuvida, brought out by D. MALAVANIVA, in the L. D.
Saries, Ahmedabad 1965); and all this was published, part by part,
in the Jaina Gazette (English) from 1921 (Vol. 17, Nas. 9-10) to
1926 (Vol. 22, No. 6). It was announced i the last number that
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Dr. H. Jacost promised to write an Introduction to it. In the
September number of 1927 Shri BHATTACHARYAJI wrote an
article of Vadi Devastri.

1t is very kind of Dr. HARISATYA BBATTACHARYA that he
paleed at our disposal his English translation (with Commentary)
of Devasiiri’s learned treatise, duly revising it for publication in a
book form; and we are happy to have it published under the aus-
pices of the Jaina Sahitya Vikasa Mandala, Bombay.

In publishing this volume in its present form I have received
much help from various quarters which I like to acknowledge with
pleasure. Muni Sri JAMBUVIJAYAJI MAHARAJ gave Us a meat copy
of the Satras in Nagari as well as in transliteration with necessary
diacritical points. My friend Dr. A. N, Upabuye, Dean of the
Faculty of Arts, Shivaji University, Kolhapur, though laden with
tremendous obligations as General President of the 23rd Session
of All-India Oriental Conference at Aligarh in October 1966,
rendered valuable assistance in giving this work its present shape
especially by secing it through the press. His erudition and his
knowledge of the editorial technique coupled with the speed with
which he works are the things, very rare and most covetable. In
the present staggering and indifferent health of the author, it
would have been well nigh impossible for us to publish this work
without the unstinted help of Dr. UrapHYE. The Manager,
Sharada Press, Mangalore, deserves our thanks for his willing
co-operation.

Bombay: A. K. DosHt
2-4-67 Chairman,
Jain Sahitya Vikas Mandal.



PREFACE

The author of this book, the Pramiina-naya-tativilokalamkira,
was the reputed Devasiiri, otherwise known as Vadi Devasiiri. He
was born in the year 1143 V.S, at Muddahrita, a village in Guja~
rat, He came of the lineage of Pragvata. Sresthi Vironiga was
his father, and his mother’s name was Jainidevi. His parents
gave him the name, Piarpacandra. From his childhood, Pama-
candra was of retiring nature. When he was barely of the age of
nine years, i.e., in V.8, 1152, he was initiated into the religious
order by Stiei Municandra who then gave him the name Rama-
candra. Soon the young man mastered all the Sastras, and
became well-known as an able debator. He travelled in many
places, and many of the renowned debating disputants of the time
were significantly defeated by him in open dabate, of whom men-
tion may be made of Bandha of Dhavalaka town, a Brahmanpa
who asserted that God Siva was the only reality, Kasmira Sigara
of Satyapura, the Digambara saint Gunacandra of Nagapura,
Sivabhiti of the Bhagavata school in Chitrakata, Gangadhara of
Gopagiri, Dharanidhara of Dhird, Brahmana Padmakara of
Pugkarini, and a well~known Brahmana of the name Krishna in
Bhrgu Ksetra. For all’ these victories in debates, Rimacandra’s
Guru gave him the name Devasiri in 1174 V.S.

But the greatest victory seems to have been that achieved by
him at Anazhillpura Pattan. King Siddharija Jayasihha was rul-
ing there at that time, and Kumudacandra, a Digambara saint,
was an ornament of his court. A debate, hokever, was arranged
between Kumudacandra and Devasiiri on the subject of Female's
capacity for attaining final Emancipation (moksa). Devasiri
defeated Kumudacandra and established the Svetimbara doctrine
that the females are capable of attaining salvation.

In his life time Devasiri was recognised as a redoubtable
Debater not only by the great Hemacandra but by the leaders of
the other Svetarbara Gacchas also. After his death many Jama

philosophical writers, e.g., bha, Mahesvara, S

Udayadeva, Pradyumna, Mumdcv , Somacandra, Merutuiga,
Munibhadra, Gunaratna, Munisundara have. praised Devasiri in
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their writings. Devasiiri is the author of many philosophical
treatises. Besides the Pramiana-naya-tativalokalamkdra, the Syad-
vada Ratakara is another of his reputed writings.

Ratnaprabha was the foremost disciple of Devasiri. He is
the commentator on the Premana-naya-tatwvalokalamkara. Be-
sides this commentary, Ratnaprabha’s other works are: Neminitha-
caritra, Upadesamalisdiksa, Matapariksa-pancasat. Devasiri himself,
in his Syadvada Ratnikara, has highly praised Ratnaprabha.

The Pramina-naya-tativilokilamkara is a standard work on the
Jaina mediaeval logic, psychology and epistemology. It is naturally
a stiff treatise; and its commentary is stiffer still. The book and
particularly the commentary contain and develop at first the views
of the opponent schools and then set them aside and finally
establish the theories of the Jaina Svetimbara school. The langu-
age of the commentary is ornate Sanskrit. At places the com-
mentator writes in verses which must have been greatly relished
by lovers of Sanskrit poetical literature.

In Vikrama year 2437, under the patronage of the Sistra-
vigirada Jaindchirya Sri Vijaya Dharma Siiri, an authoritative
cdition of the Pramana-naya-tatnsilokalamkdra with Ratnaprabha’s
commentary thereon, the Ratnakaravatarikd, was published by
Pandit HARA GovIND Das and Pandit Brcniar Das. 1 have fol-
lowed this publication.

The present transtation has a history of its own. About 50
yeass ago, i. c., just after passing the M. A. Examination of the
Calcutta University, I was attracted to the study of Jaina Philos-

phy on reading a small pamphlet on Jaimism. 1 was supplied with
a copy of Umisviti’s cclebrated book, Taindarihidhigamasiitra
(with Pijyapida’s commentary thercon) by KUMAR DrvrNDRA
PrAsAD of Arrah.  But the book appeared to me to be very diffi-
cult. T sought the help of two Sanskrit Adhyipakas, but unfortu-
nately, they, not being versed in Jaina philosophy, were of sery
little help to me. Thercupon I made a determined cffort to under-
stand the principles of Umisvati’s book and made some progress,
1 was much helped in this by the late Sistra-visirada Jaindicirya
Vijayadharmasiiri and others. 1 wrote and published some essays
on Jana philosophical matters in English, which attracted the
attention of many Jaina schoolars like the fate C. R. JamN, I was
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then requested by some Jaina friends to translate Devasari’s
Pramana-naya-tastvalokalamkara with Ratnaprabha’s commentary
thereon. It was a long and arduous task; and when the transla-
tion was ready, KUMAR DEVENDRA PRASAD proposed to print and
publish it. Unfortunately Kumar died just when arrangements
for its publication were complete. Mr. C. R, JAIN, however, was
eager for its early publication; and he arranged for the publica-
tion, parts by parts, in the Jaina Gazette which was then being
published from Madras. The publication in the Jaina Gazette,
when finished, attracted the attention of the famous scholar, H.
Jaconr, who kindly wrote a Foreword to it (which unfortunately
has now been lost). The translation with H, JAcost’s Foreword
was published in the Jaing Gazette (?).

My thanks are thus primarily due to Kumar DEVENDRA
Prasap and Mr. CHAMPAT Rar JAIN. Thereafter many Jaina
scholars began to take considerable interest in my translation of
the book; and I felt the need for further elaborating the transla-
lation, which was done.

His Holiness, Muni Mahiraja BHADRANKAR VUIAYAJ by this
time came to know of my translation. His Holiness went through
it several times and decided to have it printed and published.
His kind decision was promptly acted upon by his devoted
admirers, Rai Bahadur Jivar LAL Purtapsat and St TA) MaL
Bothra of Calcutta. I am grateful to these Jaina stalwarts; and
1 have no hesitation in saying that the printing and publication of
the present book would have been impossible without their high-
mindedness and active help.

Sti AMRITLAL KAuDAS Dasmi, the well-known business
magnate of Bombay, is not only an erudite scholar himself but
takes also a keen interest in all cultural matters. The Jain Sahitya
Vikas Mandal, as an organisation of cultural activities, flourishes
under his patronage. A firm believer in the truths of Jainism, Sri
Dosnt nevertheless entertains commendable liberal views towards
non-Jaina scholars and cultures as well. I fully remember the
pleasant days, when I was a guest in his house in Bombay. Iam
thankful to Shri Dostr for all his kindly feclings for me. Iam
very glad to see that through his above-mentioned organisation,
he has borne the costs of printing and publishing the book.
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PRAMANA-NAYA-TATTVALOKALANKARAH

. TRaNsLaTiON: The Ornament of the Light of
the true nature of the Pramapa and the Naya.

No1E: The Pramana is knowledge which is free
from doubt etc. The Naya is knowledge about a partial
aspect of a thing which has been determined by Sruta
Pramina or knowledge from authority.

CHAPTER 1

AR R fraErgT o o

srrged Froreltst dtda et n
raga-dvesa-vijetaram jataram vifva-vastunap!
Sakra-pijyam giram isam Tirthilam smrtin dnaye 1

TRANSLATION: 1 call to my mind the Lord of
> Holy Order, who is the conqueror of attachment
d envy, knower of all the things of the universe, the
ject of Sakra’s veneration and the Lord of words.
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Note: In this book the Jaina philosophy of the
Svetambara School is described and upheld. It is custo-
mary with the writers of such treatises to refer in the
opening passages to (1) persons whose theories are
to be respected and to (2) persons whose views are to
be criticised. In such lines, it is also customary to inci-
dentally refer to (1) the attitude which is proper for
the authorship of such books and also to refer to (2)
the attitude which is improper. :

The translation of the opening stanza, which we

have given above, refers to the persons whose views
are to be upheld in this treatise. Let us examine the
descriptions. The person referred to is the Tirthesa,
otherwise called the Tirthamkara, meaning the Lord
of the Holy Order. The Holy Order presided over by
the Lord, consists of four sections, viz., the monks, the
nuns, the male-house-holders and the female-house-
holders. The Lord is absolutely free from all feelings
of attachment and envy. He is omniscient, i.e., knows
all the things of the universe, past, present and future
with all their qualities, modes or aspects, Sakra, the
king of the gods, worships the Lord at the time of his
birth etc. He is described as the Lord of words, which
means that the words uttered by him correctly express
the true nature of the objects. These four adjectives
of the Lord refer to the four Infinities, inherent in Him,
viz., infinite freedom, infinite knowledge, infinite exalt-
tedness and infinite power of (correct) speech.

The above descriptions are meant to apply also
to the Ganadharas etc., chief disciples of the Lord.
1t is also said that the descriptions apply to the author’s
own teacher also, who may not be as great as the
Tirthamkara or the Ganadhara but who is certainly
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a cultured person, well-versed in the philosophical
doctrines propounded by the Lord.

In the above manner the opening passages are
shown to refer to persons whose theories are to be
respected.

On a different conjunction and disjunction of the
component words of the stanza, it may be shown that
it refers to persons whose views are criticised in this
book. The word Tirtheéa is composed of the words
Tirtha and I$a. The former means the Holy Order of
the Jainas. I3a is taken to mean ‘he who criticises or
calumniates’. Thus the word Tirthe$a means a person
who is opposed to the Holy Order and for the matter
of that, to the principle of the Jaina philosophy. The
word sdakra-pajya is taken to mean ‘One to whom
Sakra is venerable’, i.e,, ‘One who venerates Sakra’.
The adjective Sakra-pmjya attached to Tirtheéa thus
refers to the philosophers of the Vedic School, viz., the
Bhatta, the Prabhakara, the Vaifesika, the Nyiya and
the Saimkhya philosophers who follow the sacrificial
cult of the Vedas and inculcate on the worship of Sakra
(Indra), the Lord of the gods, by the offer of oblations |
etc. Next, the word giram #sam is shown to refer to
Vacaspati (Behaspati) who is the reputed author of the
materialistic Carvaka system. It is also said that the
proper function of a'word is to express a real object.
The Buddhist thinkers, however, contend that a word
does not express a positive object but gives rise only
to a negative apprehension. Thus they deprive the word

of its beauty, so to say, by denying its acknowledged
function. The expression giramFfan may be construed
to refer to these Buddhist thinkers also. The word
giramitam may be analysed into (1) giram (2) I and
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(3) Sam. The first syllable means ‘of the words’, the
second, ‘beauty’ and the third, ‘he who destroys’. In
the next place, the words jiataram vifva-vastunah, are
interpreted in a different way. They are analysed as
(1) jaataram, (2) visva-vastu, and (3) nap. The first
syllable means’ ‘one who knows’, the second, ‘all the
reals’, and the third, ‘admitted by us’. The words
Jiataram vifva-vastunah thus refer to the philosophers
of the Jaina Digambara School who admit. the real
(Tattvas) of the Svetambara sect but differ from the
latter in some other wespects. Lastly, the word raga-
dvesavijetaram, is differently analysed into the syllables,
V) raga-dvesa (2) vija (3) itam and (4) aram. The
first means ‘owing to attachment and envy’, the second,
‘on account of differentiation’ the third, ‘One who
gets’ and the fourth, ‘enemies’. Thus the expressions
are taken to refer to thinkers like Caraka etc., who,
although they are acquainted with the principles of
the Jaina Philosophy admit Sambhava (inclusion,
Aitihya (hearsay) etc. as additional sources of know-
ledge (mot recognised by the Jainas) on account of
their attachment and aversion towards mundane things
and who by thus differentiating their doctrines from
those propounded by the Tirthamkara, come in con-
tact with enemies, i.e., the various pains of the worldly
existence.
Thus the opening stanza may be shown to refer
to thinkers whose views are not accepted by the author.
As regards the proper and the improper mentali-
ties for the authorship of this book, it is said that the
two ecxpressions, raga-dvesa-vijetaram and jrataram
vifva-vastunap refer to them. It is in this way: The
first expression is analysed into (1) raga-dvesa-vijeta,
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meaning (1) ‘who have conquered attachment and
aversion” and (2) arwn, meaning, ‘to a considerable ex-
tent’. The second expression analysed into (2) jiata
ie., (1) ‘who know’ (2) aram ie., ‘to a great extent’
and (3) vifva-vastunap, meaning, ‘of all the reals in
the Universe’, The two expressions thus state ‘I have
conquered the feelings of attachment and envy to a
great extent and I am intimately acquainted with the
reals of the Universe’. These are of course due to the
author’s deep study of the Jaina philosophy. These
two expressions thus instead of referring to the Tirtham-
kara or other teachers are made to refer to the author
himself, whose competency is thereby accounted for.
Incidentally these two expressions indicate that one
who is subject to the feelings of attachment and aver-
sion cannot be the author of such a book and that one
must be well acquainted with the nature of reals, as
established in the Jaina philosophy; in order that he
may be competent for the authorship of the present
book.

TAROATaTEAGATE fRaga™ T 1 g 0

pramana-naya-tattva-vyavasthapanartham
idam upakramyate ! 11

TRANSLATION: In order to defermine the nature
of the Pramina and the Naya, it is hereby begun.

NoTE: In every undertaking, including the writ-
ing of book, the following three things shguld be re-
membered. Firstly, the work should not be impossible.
Sesa is the legendary scrpent, the jewel at whose head
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is supposed to_have miraculous powers. If a man
advises his neighbour who is suffering from fever to
procure that jewel telling him that it would allay his
fever, his advice is obviously impossible for one to
follow. The object of every undertaking should be a
possible one. Secondly, the object should be some-
thing desirable and not undesirable like one’s marriage
with one’s own mother. Lastly, the object of the under-
taking should be consistent with the instructions about
it. Incoherent words cannot indicate any object.

This first Satra of the book js meant to indicate
the purpose or the object of the book. It is the determi-
nation of the nature of the Pramina and the Naya.
This undertaking, the description of the nature of the
Pramina and the Naya, is certainly not impracticable.
It is neither undesirable; for, both the author and the
Icarner are interested in it. Lastly, it should be noted
that the contents or the subject-matters of the treatisc
arc present in the mind of the author; his business is
to give expression to his ideas; and he expresses those
ideas, inasmuch as words and the object signified by
them are related to one another.

The followers of Dharmottara object here as
follows: you cannot say that the object of the books
can be indicated in the opening passage. For, is the
object related to the passage or not? If it is not related
to the passage, yet indicated by it,—why, then, it is
possible for the entire book itself with all its details
to be indicated by the opening passage and the book
nced not be written in extenso.  Now, if you say that
the object of the book is related to the passage, we
shall show that it is not possible. There cannot be any
relation between a word and the object (alleged to be
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signified by it). For, what is the relation between the
two? The relation between a word and an object can-
not be one of Identity (rzdatmya). A word is a sound,
so that if 2 word and an object were essentially the
same, all objects would have consisted only in sounds
or all sounds would have been embodied in concrete
objects; in other words, the world would have been
full of sounds only and there would have been no
objects there; or the word, Horse, for instance, would
itself be a running creature. As a matter of fact no
one can seriously think that 2 word which consists in
a sound is identical in essence with a thing which has
a real existence on the surface of the earth.

Are we then to suppose that the relation between
a word and its object is one of Production (tadutpatti)?
This is obviously an absurd view. If a word were suffici~
ent to produce its corresponding object, no one in the
world would ever have been in want of anything. It
is also a matter of perception that a word is not produc-
ed by its corresponding object but is due to the efforts
of the vocal organ.

Next, the relation between a word and an object
cannot be said to be one between the Signifier and the
Signified (vacya-vacaka). For, it may be questioned:
What is this relationship? Is it identical with the nature
of the Signifier and the Signified? If so, we have Signi-
fier and the Signified and not the alleged relationship.
Or is the relationship different from the Signifier and
the Signified? If so, is the relation different from tl_le
related totally or only in some respects? If it be said
that the relation between the Signifier (Word) and the
Signified (Object) is totally different from the nature
of the related (i.c., the word and the object) we ask:



8 Pramdna-naya-tattvalokalankarah : I, 1.

Is this relation eternal or non-eternal or both eternal
and non-eternal? You cannot say that the relation is
eternal, for, in that case, the related also would be
eternal. If, the relationship be held to be non-eternal,
it must either be one and the same between every pair
of words and objects or be different in different pairs.
You cannot say that the nature of the relation between
all pairs of words and objects is the self-same; for, in
that case, one word would have signified all the objects
of the world. If the relationship be different in
each pair of words and objects, the question is: Does
the relation really subsist between the word and the
object or does it not? In the case of the relationship
not really subsisting, one can as well understand cloth
by the word pitcher and vice versa. If however the
relationship be supposed to really subsist, we are re-
quired to explain this real subsistence.

Is the relationship of the Signifier and the Signi-
fied identical in nature with either the former or the
latter? This is impossible, as relation has already been
premised to be different from the related. Does then
the relationship arise from them? This also is im-
possible. For, the question is: When does it arise? At
the time when the signified (Object) arises? Or, at the
time, when signifier (Word) arises? Or, at the time,
when both of them arise together? Or, at the time,
when one of them arises some time after the other has
arisen?

The first two of the above four alternatives cannot
be maintained on the ground that the relationship
between the Signifier and the Signified relates to and
is consequently dependent on the presence of both the
Signifier and the Signified; as such, it is impossible
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for it to arise when only one of them arises. The third
alternative also is unsupportable. A word and its
corresponding object are seldom found to arise simul-
taneously. So, if it be held that a relationship of the
Signifier and the Signified can arise only when they
arise together,—words would not signify the objects
and the objects would remain unsignified by them.

In the case of the fourth alternative, it may be
asked: Does the relationship arise from the Word and
the Object ? If it does, then a man who is unacquainted
with the significance or meaning of a word would never-
the-less understand the object on hearing the word.
Secondly, it may be contended that the relationship
arises from the word and the object but becomes ex-
plicit or manifest to one, to whom, Sasketa or ‘the
sense applied to a word” is known. In that case the
relationship cannot be said to arise from the word and
the object exclusively. Thirdly, if you contend that
the relationship does arise from the word and the object
but that in its genesis, Sanketa or ‘the sense applied
to a word’ is an accompanying or attendant cause,
your position will not be reasonable. Let vs examine
Sanketa. Do you apply the name when its correspond-
ing object is known or when the object is unknown?
You cannot give a particular name to a particular
object, unless and until the latter is just perceived;
otherwise any name would signify any object. If, how-
ever, you say that you fix a name to an object after
you have seen it, we say naming cannot be done in
this manner. For, a thing is momentary; as soon as you
perceive it, it is destroyed and there remains nothing
of it to which you can apply a name. It may be said
that althongh a thing is lost as soon as it is perceived,
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in the moments following, there may be similar things,
so that it may be possible to apply the name to the
thing of the first perception. The contention is wrong.
Naming of a thing is not possible if it remains unper-
ceived, though present. How then can you name the
thing of the first moment which is not only not perceived
but even not present at the time of naming? The very
same difficulties arise, if we put the matter the other
way and ask: Do you apply the name to an Object,
after knowing the name or not knowing the name?
It is thus that naming a thing is impossible and if
naming is not possible, there cannot be a relationship
of the Signified and the Signifier.

Even if for arguments sake, it be admitted that
naming of a particular thing is possible, it cannot be
said that such naming is of any practical use. In nam-
ing, we name a particular thing of a particular moment;
we are not justified in applying the name to another
thing of another moment. Each thing of each moment
is to have a name of its own. One name cannot be
used for more than once. Thus the number of names
becomes infinite which makes language and speaking
practically useless.

It may be contended that the general nature (Sama-
nya) of a thing, i.e., its class-essence and not the parti-
cular aspect of the thing is what is signified by 2 name.
This class-essence is eternal and not an impermanent
phenomena like the particular aspects; it permeates
the particular modes of the thing, so that a word stand-
ing for the class-cssence is applicable to the particular
modes. [t is said that if the Sanketa or word be taken
to refer to the Simianya or Class-cssence, the relation-
ship of the Signifier and the Signified becomes explain-
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ed. The Buddhists answer to this contention by saying
that there is nothing real called Saminya or the Class-
essence. In our perception, what we come across js
the particular; we may say that we perceive a cow but
on analysis we find that the object of our perception
is not the general nature Cow-hood but always a parti-
cular cow. The fact is that in our perception we come
across the particular and never the class-essence. It
is further evident from this that a word makes us do
or make efforts. A class-essence is only an idea. One
wants to have the particular which is above the real,
A thirsty man goes to have not the class-essence but a
particular quantity of water. The word, water, thus
refers to the particular amount and not to the general
nature of water,

If you say that a word signifies neither the general
nature alone nor the particular aspect alone but both
the Samanya (class-essence) and the Vifesa (the parti-
cular mode), our objection still remains valid: the
Samanya is neither real nor an object of perception. Be-
sides, how can one and the same word signify two such
contradictory aspects as the Samanya and the Visesa ?

In the foregoing paragraphs, we have shown how
the relationship between the Signifier and the Signi-
fied can neither be looked upon as eternal nor as non-
eternal. Can we say that the said relation is both
eternal and non-eternal? It cannot be, for the reasons
similar to those stated in the last paragraph.

Thus it is that it is impossible for an author to
state the object or the purpose of his book in its open-
ing passage. A word is the naming of a concept and
conception is ideation and does not touch the r§al;

the ideation in conception also involves naming.
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Words and conception are thus mutually dependent
on each other and words never touch the real object.
As it is said:

“Words originate from Vikalpa or conception,
and concepts originate from words. Words and con-
cepts cause each other. Words do not even touch the
real object (artha)”.

The Jainas object to the above contentions of
the Buddhist School of Dharmottara in the following
manner. In the opening passage, the object or the pur-
pose of the book is indicated. Why do you object to
it? The opening objection of yours too has some
purpose. You may say that your objections have
nothing to do with the object of the book directly, but
are meant to raise doubts about the object in order
that persons interested in that object may be actively
inclined towards it. This contention is not sound.

Doubts exist in one’s mind even before the opening
passage is heard and need not be specifically raised in
the opening passage. Besides, if your theory is that
words are unconnected with objects, why do you use
them with the object, as you say, of raising doubts?

Arcata, on the contrary, points out that one is

drawn towards a matter if it is of use. If a matter is of
no use, e.g., the examination of the teeth of a crow,
one feels no interest in the matter. Hence the opening
passage in a book should show how the contention
that the subject-matter of the book is of no use, is
fallacious. The Jainas point out that this view of Arcata
is untenable. A book begins with a statement and not
full-fledged syllogism. The opening statement being
thus no argument can in no case be competent to prove
the special utility of the subject matter of the book.
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Ramata says that although the opening passage
being not a full-fledged argument is not competent to
set aside the charge of uselessness of the subject matter
of the book, it should at least raise a doubt regarding
the subject matter. The Jainas reply that doubt is
already present and need not be specifically raised.
For persons who are otherwise convinced about the
usefulness of the subject matter of a book or who do
not take the opening passage as conclusive and finally
established, the opening passage need not be argu-
mentative at all. For other persons, it may be necessary
for the opening passage to be argumentative. It will
be shown hereafter how the subject matter of the book
is useful. It will also be shown: (1) words do impart
knowledge about objects; (2) words are related to
objects as Signifiers and Signified; (3) objects are of a
dual nature viz., general and particular; (4) the relation
between words and objects is in some respects different
from the nature of the words and the objects; (5) the
relation is in some respects eternal and in some res-
pects non-eternal; (6) the relation is generated at the
time when the words and the objects are generated;
and (7) the relation becomes explicit to ome who
knows the Sanketa or ‘the sense, applied to the
words.’ '

TAILEHAANR T T 1R U

sva-para-vyavasayi jaanam pramapam 2

Transtamion: The Pramana is valid knowledge
about the self and the not-self.
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Note: The self and knowledge are identical in
nature. The not-self means object of knowledge. The
Jaina definition of the Pramina implies that a valid
knowledge of both the self and the not-self is possible.
According to some, the Pramana consists in a percep-
tion of pure existence (sanmatra), while according to
the Naiyayikas etc. it includes even the unconscious
contact (samnikarsa) of the sense organ with the object.
By describing the Pramapa as a ‘knowledge’ the Jaina
thinkers reject both the above views. Again, the defini-
tion of the Pramana as valid or certain knowledge is
intended for criticising the position of the Buddhists
who recognise Nirvikalpa or pure undetermined sensa-
tion as a form of the Pramapa. By defining the Pramana
as valid knowledge, the Jainas mean to show also that
it is to be distinguished from Sams$aya (doubt), Vipar-
yaya (illusion) and Anadhyavasiya (inattention). The
recognition of the not-self in the above definition dis-
tinguishes the Jaina position from absolute idealism
(Jaanadvaita), while that of the self distinguishes it (i)
from the Mimamsaka system according to which Bud-
dhi or consciousness is always directed outwards ex-
traspection, (i) from the Yauga positon according to
which direct knowledge of the self is impossible but
introspection through retrospection only, is possible,

and finally (iii) from the doctrine of Kipila, according
to whom, knowledge is modification of the unconsci-
ous principle.

The Jaina definition of the Pramana, taken in its
entirety is a criticism of the other definition of the Pra-
mina, viz., that it is, ““The cause or Hetu of the know-
ledge of objects.” If the Pramipa be described as the
Hetu of knowledge, it may be asked: what kind of Hetu
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is it? If it is simply an antecedent condition, it is clear
that not only the senses but every phenomenon would
be Pramiga or means of knowledge. Hence the Pra-
mina is not merely an antecedent condition but the
unconditional immediate antecedent of knowledge, and
the opponents, i.e., the upholders of this description °
of the Pramina contend that in this sense, the senses
ie., the Indriyas may be called the Pramanas. The
Jainas however ask: In what sense can an Indriya be
said to be Pramipa? An Indriya has two aspects, viz.,
the Dravyendriya and the Bhavendriya. The Drav-
yendriya is the material sense-organ and is either the
Upakarapa or the Nirvrtti. The latter is the actual
organ of sensing, while the former is what protects and
helps it. The Upakarapa is thus no Pramipa. The
Nirvrtti also cannot be looked upon as the Pramana.
It is not the immediate and unconditional antecedent
of cognition inasmuch as the Nirvrtti cannot give rise
to it without the Bhivendriya or the psychical func-
tioning. The Bhavendriya, again, is either Labdhi,
which consists in the annihilation etc., of the know-
ledge-obscuring obstacles and thus makes the soul fit
to have knowledge, or Upayoga which is an active tend-
ency on the part of the soul to attend to the object of
its knowledge. It is to be observed, as knowledge is
impossible without the Upayoga, the Jainas point out
that cognition arises only when the soul actually opera-
tes towards it. If the Indriya is to be regarded as the
Pramiga, it must be understoed to be in its aspects of
Upayoga, a psychical operation and not the gross mate-
rial sense-organ. To admit the Indriya in the sense of
Upayoga to be the Pramina is, however, to accept the
Jaina definition of the Pramipa in different words.
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The opponent may urge that there is no Indriya
in the sense of Upayoga and contend that the Indriya
is always material in essence and this material sense-
organ is the immediately antecedent cause of cogni-
tion. The Jainas on the contrary, point out that no

" knowledge is possible without active functioning on
the part of the soul. At the time of deep-sleep there is
no perception, although the material sense-organs are
there. And why? Because the soul is inactive then.
Hence the opponents try to improve their position by
contending that the Indriya cannot generate know-
ledge by its mere existence. In order that knowledge
may arise, the Indriya must be attached to the object
of knowledge as well as to the Manas or the Mind.
The Jainas meet their opponents by saying that at the
time of the deep-sleep, the Indriya may be attached to
the Object of knowledge and as the Manas is coexten-
sive with the body, the Indriya is surely attached to
the Manas; and yet we have no knowledge at the time
of the deep-sleep. The opponents contend that Manas
is atomic in extent, and not co-extensive with the body
and in support of their theory urge that had the Manas
been co-extensive with the body, we could have a
number of perceptions simultaneously. The Jainas
point out that this contention is not at all sound. The
Manas is admittedly a sense and as such, like the Eye,
cannot be atomic. The fact that our perceptions are
always successive and not simultaneous need not prove
that the Manas is atomic; it rather shows the way in

which the knowledge-enveloping obstacles subside.
The Jaina definition of the Pramagpa is opposed

again to that given by the Mimiarsakas. According

to them, the Pramana is ‘“‘what makes us know what
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was previously unknown”. If, however, we accept
this Mimarhsaka definition, Recognition (pratyabhi-
ifiz) would be no Pramipa as its matter is admittedly
an already known phenomenon. The Mimamsakas,
of course, try to avoid the difficulty by:saying that
Recognition may be included in their list of the Pra-
manas, inasmuch as when we say that we recognise a
thing, the object of recognition has a mode of existence
which is different from what it had when it was previ-
ously cognised. The Jainas point out that if the Mi-
marhsakas take the position that an’ Object cannot be
cognised more than once in its selfsame mode, their
definition of the Pramipa becomes identical with the
definition, ‘the’ Pramapa is what makes us know an
object’ and their adjective, ‘what was previously un-
known {anadhigata)’ is clearly superfluous.

The Jaina definition is: free from all defects. It
includes both the Pratyaksa (direct) and the Paroksa
“(indirect) forms of knowledge, and the charge of non-
inclusion (avyzpaka) cannot be laid against it. It is
on the other hand, not over-inclusive (ati-vyapaka) in-
asmuch as it clearly excludes all invalid forms of know-
ledge, viz., Doubt etc. Nor finally can it be said that
the Jaina definition makes the Pramana consist in some-
thing impossible; it is manifest to all that the very func-
tion of aH knowledge is to illuminate either the self or
the not-self. The Pramana is thus quite competent to
yield valid knowledge about the self and the not-self.

The Jaina definition of the Pramana can stand the
test of a valid syllogism. 1t is in this way: “The Pra-
mina is' valid knowledge, regarding the self and the
not-self; because Pramina-hood cannot be met with
otherwise (i. e., because Pramana-hood and valid

2
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knowledge regarding the self and the not-self are in-
variably found together)’. In this syllogism, it is to be
noted that ‘Pramana’ is the Paksa, i.e., that about which
something is predicated, ‘valid knowledge’ (is the Sadh-
vya, i.e., that which is predicated, and ‘Pramana-hood’
is the Hetu or the reason which is invariably connected
with the Sadhya.

It cannot be said that the Paksa in the above syllo-
gism is fallacious. (1) It cannot be said that the exist-
ence of the Sadhya in the Paksa here is ‘already known
(pratitay as in the case of the statement, “Water is
liquid’; for, there is a real difference of opinion among
the logicians about the nature of the Pramipa. (2) Nor
can it be said that the argument here is an undesired
one (anabhipsita), as in the case of the Buddhist, the
argument, ‘Sound is eternal’; in the present case, the
Jainas intend to establish that the Pramzga is valid
knowledge. (3) Nor is the proposition an ‘already rejec-
ted one (nirakrta). (i) The Jaina definition like the
statement, Fire is cool, does not go against any facts
of perception. (if) The statement, there is no omnisci-
ent being, goes against the facts of inference. The
Jaina definition of the Pramipa, however, does not con-
tradict any thing established by inference. (iii) Lastly,
the Jaina definition does not go against any of the
authoritative scriptural saying. It does not, for inst-
ances, lay down ‘A Jaina should eat at night’. Thus it
is that in the syllogism under consideration, the Paksa
is not bad.

Secondly, it cannot be contended that the Hetu
in- the reasoning embodying the Jaina definition of
the Pramana is fallacious. You cannot say that it is
‘unproved’ (asiddha). s it ‘unproved to one side’ or
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is it ‘unproved to both sides’? If it is “unproved to one
side’, is it unproved to the disputant (vadi) or to the
opponent (prativadi)? If it is unproved to the disput-
ant, how is the Hetu unproved, (i) because its “nature’
is unproved or (ii) because its ‘abode’ is unproved or
(iii) because something different from it is proved or
(iv) because it does not pervade the whole of the
Paksa or (v) because it partly consists in what is to
be proved? The first (i) of the above objections is of
no substance. A Hetu proves a proposition: This is
its nature. A disputant, wanting to prove a proposi-
tion, must use a Hetu, otherwise his argument would
be valueless. He cannot use a Hetu if he does not know
the nature of Hetu or has a doubt about it. In all argu-
mentations, a disputant is presumed to be aware of the
.general pature of a Hetu and Supposed not to have
+any doubt that the function of a Hetu is to prove the
conclusion. As regards the next (ii) objection, the
Jainas maintain that a Hetu need not be invalid, if its
abode is unproved at the outset. Let us take.the syl-
logism: ‘Omniscience is (possible)’, because the argu-
ments against it are successfully set aside. Here the
reasoning is perfectly sound, although the Abode where
the Sadhya and the Hetu exist is not specifically shown
in it. The Jainas do not admit the validity of the third
(iii) of the above objections also. The perception of
the Hetu may be in a quite different abode but all the
same the Hetu may be competent to prove the Sadhya.
‘We have an instance of real Hetu in the following argu-
ment: “The constellation Bharani will next arise: be-
cause the constellation, Aévini, is presently seen’. It
is thus that according to the Jainas the validity of a
Hetu is not dependent on the existence of an Abode.
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Even if the above two objections concerning the Abode
be held to be valid the Jainas point out that there is
no difficulty in the case of the syllogism, embodying
their definition of the Pramina; for, in it there is the
admitted Abode, viz., the Pramana, and the Hetu ‘Pra-
mana-hood’ is connected with it. The fourth (iv) objec-
tion relates to such arguments as ‘Trees are conscious;
because they have sleep.” Here the Hetu, ‘sleep’, is not
competent because it cannot be attributed to all the
Trees, the Paksa. So far, however, as the Hetu, Pra-
mina-hood and the Paksa, Pramana are concerned, the
objection does not obviously apply. The fifth (v) objec-
tion above relates to such arguments as ‘sound is non-
eterpal because it is non-eternal’. This objection can-
not apply to the case of Jaina definition of the Pramina,
where Pramapa-hood and valid knowledge are stated
to be invariably connected. Thus it is that the Hetu
in the above definition cannot be said to be ‘unproved’
(asiddha) to the disputant (vadi). Almost the same
argument may be adduced to refute the contention
that the Hetu is ‘Unproved’ (asiddha) to the opponent
(prativadi); and if the Hetu is not unproved either to
the disputant or to the opponent, it cannot be said
that it is “unproved’ (asiddha) to both sides (ubhaya).
Nor can the Hetu in the Jaina definition of Pra-
mipa be said to be ‘contradictory’ (viruddha). For, it
is not connected with the Vipaksa, i.e., matters which
are opposed to the Sadhya and do not contain it. Third-
ly the Hetu in the Jaina definition under consideration,
is not doubtful (enaikantika). (a) A Hetu becomes
doubtful when it is known to be connected with the
Vipaksa. An example of such a Hetu is the Hetu, ‘know-

ability’, in the syllogism ‘sound is non-eternal: because
60273
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it is knowable’. Knowability can be ascribed to eternal
things also. In the definition under consideration,
Doubt etc. as well as pitcher efc. are the Vipaksa of
‘valid knowledge’. The Hetu, Pramina-hood, is known
to have no connection with the Vipaksa. Nobody
looks upon Doubt etc. or upon pitcher etc. as valid
forms of knowledge. (b) A Hetu may be doubtful,
when it is suspected to be connected with the Vipaksa.
An example of such a doubtful Hetu is the Hetu,
Oratorship, in the réasoning: ‘That man is not
omniscient because he is an orator (i. e., because he
speaks or instructsy. It is quite conceivable that an
omniscient being may be an orator and an instructor
of men. In the definition under consideration, the
Hetu, ‘Pramzga-hood’, is not a doubtful one; it is
never suspected to be connected with the Vipaksa
of valid knowledge.

Lastly, one would not be justified in finding
fault with the Jaina definition of the Pramipa- on
the ground that the connection between the Sidhya
and the Hetu is not established by ‘the method of
difference’ (vyatireka). The Jainas point out that
in all instances, e. g., a pitcher etc. where there is
absence of the Sidhya, viz., valid knowledge there is
also the absence of the Hetu, Pramina-hood. This
goes to show that in the Jaina definition you cannot
say that (i) the necessary relationship with ‘the
absence of the Sadhya’ is unproved that (ii) the
necessary relationship with ‘the absence of the Hetu’
is unproved that (iii) the necessary relationship between
‘the absence of the two’ is unproved that (iv) the
necessary relationship with ‘the absence of Sadhya’ is
doubtful (v) that the necessary relationship with ‘the
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absence of the Hetw’ is doubtful or that (vi) the
necessary relationship between ‘the absence of the
two’ is doubtful. The observation of those instances
establishes the Vyapti, that ‘the absence of the Sadhya’
is necessarily connected with the absence of the Hetu.
Hence you cannot say (vii) that there is no necessasy
connection between the absence of the Sidhya and
that of the Hetu here, or (viii) that the said necessary
connection between the two absences is not shown,
or (ix) that the absence of the Sadhya is opposed
to ‘the absence of the Hetu.

Accordingly, the syllogism embodying the Jaina
definition of the Praimana is perfectly faultless.

sfmramtrraEegeFR faremead fg s,
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abhimatanabhimata-vastu-svikara-tiraskara-ksamam hi
pramagam ato jianam evedam |V 3 |

TRANSLATION: The Pramana is capable of making us
accept the agreeable things and discard the disagree-
able ones; hence it is but knowledge.

Notes: The things which are agreeable are of two
sorts, viz., those that are directly agreeable such as the
mental fecling of pleasure and those that cause them
and are indirectly agreeable, e. g., flowers etc. In the
same way, mental feelings of pain are directly disagree-
able phenomena while poisons, thorns, etc., which
cause disgreeable feelings in us are indirectly disagree-
able. It is to be noted that there is a third class
of feclings and a corresponding third class of objects,
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which are not meant to be left out of consideration
here. "The feclings of indifferences are different from
the feelings of pleasure on the one hand and from
the feclings of pain on the other. This third class
of feelings, viz., the feelings of indifference are caused
by the experience of such negligible objects as a blade
of grass etc. The function of the Pramina is thus
three-fold: (1) It makes us accept the agreeable things;
(2) it makes us discard the disagreeable things; and
(3) it makes us indifferent towards negligible objects.
The Pramianpa is thus a cognitive process and cannot be
anunconsions phenomenon like Proximity (samnikarsa).

T F AfeaiR e STIERaTRy, qearaia-
@amfwmmﬂmﬂm nxun

na vai sammknr:ader ajianasya pramaygyam 14pﬂpmmmn,
Iasyartlmntamsyeva svartha-vyavasitau sadhakatamat-

vanupapatte 1 4 1

TRANSLATION: The Pramapa-hood of the unconscious
phenomena, like, Proximity, etc., is not established; for,
like any other (unconscious) thing, they also do not
appear to be instrumental in the production of valid
knowledge about the self and the not-self.

Note: The philosophers of the Nyaya School point
out that Pratyaksa or our direct apprehension of objects
arises when our senses and the objects are in proximate
relation (sammikarsa). In the case of perception of a
gross material object, the sense-organs do actually
come in contact (samyaga) with it. In the case of
the perception of a quality or attribute (gura) of the
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object the Samnikarsa is not ‘contact’ but some sort of
proximity nevertheless. The Naiyayikas conceive of
six modes of Samnikarsa, which they call ‘Pramapas’
meaning that these proximities are instrumental in the
generation of knowledge.

The Jainas are opposed to this view of the Nyaya
School. A cloth (pasa) is an unconscious object;
admittedly, it is no Pramipa, because it is not
instrumental in the generation of valid knowledge.
Samnikarsa or the modes of Proximity, the Jainas
point out, are after all unconscious phenomena or
relationships and as such, like cloth, cannot be instru-
mental in the generation of valid knowledge.

a weaen wioiiat s coeA REaeaT;
Tt @ffeaesom gradfa ara-
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na khalv asya svanirgftau karapatvam stambhader
ivacetanatvat; napyartha-niscitau svaniscitay akarapasya
kumbhader iva tatrapy akarapatvat 1 5 1

TRANSLATION: It is not the instrument of determin-
ing the self, as it is unconscious like a pillar; nor for
determining the object as that which is incapable,
like a pitcher, of determining the self is mcapable
of that also.

Notes: According to the Jainas any unconscious
phenomena like Proximity cannot be instrumental in
the generation of valid knowledge regarding the sell
and the not-sclf. Some thinkers of the Yauga (Nyiya)
school object to the theory of the Jainas on the

v
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ground that Samnikarsa may be instrumental in 'the
generation of knowledge of other objects, although it
may not generate the knowledge of the self. A lamp-
light is not self-conscious but is never-the-less instru-
mental in revealing other objects. |

The Jainas criticise the Yauga position in the
following way. Samnikarsa cannot be an instrument
of knowledge, even of objects as distinguiseed from
the self or the knowing subjects. For, what is an
instrument? That is the instrument with regard to an
act- which being used by the Agent, that act is
unfailingly . accomplished and otherwise, that act is:
never accomplished; for instance, the cutting weapon
is an Instrument with regard to cutting. Proximity
would have been a Pramana, if it could produce valid
knowledge invariably and if without it, knowledge
would have been impossible. Experience, however,
shows that these are not the cases always.

For instance, we may fix our Eyes on the sky
(there is samnikarsa of the samyoga type pore) but
no definite knowledge or perception results there-
from. If it be said that there being no Form (ripa)
attached to the sky a definite knowledge of it becomes
impossible, it may be asked: How does the Riipa
produce the definite knowledge? You cannot say
that the Riipa in the parts of an object accounts for
the Ripa of the whole, A Triad (tryamika) i. e, a
combination of three Dvyanukas (of Dyads) has no
doubt a Riipa; but this Rapa in the Triad admittedly
does not inhere in its constituents, the three dyads.
Nor can it be said that the parts which have Ripa
but whose Rapa is imperceptible produce explicit
Ripa in the whole. In that case, we should have
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experienced actual and explicit Fire in a quantity of
hot water; for, it is said that in the particles of a quantity
of hot water, there is Fire of an inexplicit kind. Next if
the existence of Rapa in a object be the cause of its
definite perception, how is it that a man of diseased
eyes has no perception of the Object? You cannot
say that perception results only when there is Proxi-
mity; that Proximity is proper relationship and not
complete and total contact; that in the case of the
diseased eyes, such a relationship is wanting; that
Proximity is approachment with a difference. In reply
to this argument, we may ask: Does such a Proxi-
mity relate to the Soul; if so, how is the perception
of a particular object possible? For, according to
the Nyaya thinkers themselves, the soul pervades all
the things of the universe at all times; it is in contact
with all things; how then can the perception of an
object be possible for it? Nor can you say that the
Proximity relates to the Body. A small fruit on the
palm of one’s hand is in complete contact with it; if
for the perception of the fruit, the Proximity must be
with a difference, then it is clear that the object must
remain unperceived. Thirdly you cannot say that the
Proximity relates to visual perceptions only. According
to the Naiyayika, the organ of vision is prapyakari,
i. e, it generates visual perception by coming in
contact with the object seen. It is said that light-
rays shoot from the eyes and come in contact with
the object of vision. Now, in criticism of the third
contention of the Nyiaya School, we may say that it
makes the visual perception of an object impossible.
For, the organ of vision is in contact with its object
through the light-rays, Lastly, it cannot be said that



Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankarab: I, 5. 27

the Proximity relates to the location of the visual
sense-organ; in other words you cannot say that
in order that a visual perception of one object,can
arise, the object should remain separated from the
eye-balls. A small thing may be in contact with an
eye-ball. and yet it is perceived. Further, it may be
asked: Why does not a man who turns towards
the North, see the Golden Mountain of the North
Pole? You cannot say that the Polar mountain
is not seen because it is very:distant; for, distance
does not prevent the eyes from seeing the moon. If you
.say that one sees the moon, because thé light-rays from
his eyes are helped by the rays of the moon in their
movement towards the moon, one may say that the
brilliant rays of the sun-help the light-rays of the eyes
in their movement towards the Polar mountain: why
then, it may be asked, is the Polar mountain'not seen
in the bright sun-lit day? You cannot say that the
light-rays of the sun instead of helping the'light-rays of
the eyes, rather overwhelm or obstruct them; for, in that
case brilliantly-lit objects would remain unseen. Hence
it is not an invariable rule that Samnikarsa generates
Cognition. Noris it an invariable rule that cognition is
impossible when there is no Samnikarsa. In what is called
the Pratibha we have a curious apprehension of future
things & events; the sages have a faculty called the Arsa-
samvedana, through which they directly know things
which are not present before their senses. In this case
there is no Samnikarsa, yet there is cognition of objects.
Accordingly, Samnikarsa cannot be said to be
instrumental in the generation of knowledge of objects.
The example of lamp-light does not prove the
Naiyayika contention. The objects are revealed, not to
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or direct self-consciousness., i. €., the consciousness of
the Nirvikalpa itself we have the feeling that it has
nothing to do with its certainty or otherwise. But how
is Sva-samvedana a Pramana? To say that the direct
self-consciousness is a Pramana, because it presents
itself as direct self-consciousness, is unreasonable. Nor
can it be said that the Pramana-hood of Sva-samvedana
is established by the Modified perceptions (vikalpas) that
are similar to and are produced by it. Because, as the
Jainas point out, either the Vikalpas are not similar to the
Nirvikalpa or they do not prove the Pramapa-hood of the
latter. What follows the pure sensation of the Nirvikalpa
is generally a modified perception, e. g., of the form, that
is a blue object. Obviously, such a preception is different
from the Nirvikalpa which has no definite object inits
purview. Where, however, the Vikalpa that follows the
Nirvikalpa is subjective in character and is of the form,
‘I have the knowledge of a blue object’, there also the
Vikalpa does not prove the Pramana-hood of the Nirvi- -
kalpa. The Vikalpa or the perception of the modified
form in such a case can prove only its own validity. In
criticism of the Buddhist contention that the Preamana-
hood of the Nirvikalpa is proved by the Vikalpa that is
produced by it, the further question is: How is the
Pramina-hood of the Vikalpa ijtself established? You
caunot say that the Vikalpa is the Pramana, because of
Svasarmvedana or direct self-consciousness, because
such a position is unreasonable. Nor can it be,said
that the Pramina-hood of a Vikalpa is established by
the Vikalpa that is produced by it, for such a position
would lead to Anavasthi or Infinite Regression. It is
thus that the Pramipa-hood of the Svasarhvedana
itself, which according to the Buddhists, establishes
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the Pramina-hood of the Nirvikalpa or pure sensation
is not established.

Failing to prove the Pramiga-hood of the Nirvi-
kalpa, by means of Sva-samvedana or direct self-
consciousness, the Buddhists attempt to show that
Anumina or inference establishes it in this way.
A cow was the object of perception or Nirvikalpa;
subsequently, (when the cow is not before us) the
* idea of the cow (the vikalpa)is revived. This Vikalpa
or the idea of the cow proves that previously there
was the Nirvikalpa perception of the cow.- The
Buddhists contend that Recollection or mental Repro- -
duction thus proves Pramina-hood of the Nirvikalpa.
The Jainas criticise, this view of the Buddhists by
pointing out that the Nirvikalpa cannot account for
the revived idea. According to the Jainas, it is only
a Vikalpa, attended with Vyavasaya, i. e., only a valid
or certain pxece of cognition that can give rise to the
certain subsequent Vikalpa which is the reproduced
idea. The absolutely .colourless Nirvikalpa which is
strictly unconnected with all Vikalpas previous or
subsequent to it, cannot account for the Vikalpa or
the revived idea. A true and valid percept only can
be remembered and not the Nirvikalpa. ;The Buddhists
attempt to show that the Nirvikalpa can give rise
to the Vikalpa (the revised idea) on account of
(i) Abhyasa (i) Buddhi and (i) Arthitva. The Jainas
set aside this theory of the Buddhists, in the following
way: (i) Abhyasa may mean bhiyo-dariana or repeated
experience. The Buddhists contend that the Nirvikalpa,
repeatediy experienced, may be remembered. The Jainas
point out that Nirvikalpa is strictly separate and individ-
ual. Andassuchany number of Nirvikalpas is incompe-
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tent to create a Sarhskara (Trace or tendency for
revival). If, however, Abhyssa be supposed to mean
that the Nirvikalpa goes on producing Vikalpas one
after the other, the Jainas answer that this is begging
the question; for, the power of Nirvikalpa to give
rise to Vikalpas is just the point of dispute here
(i) The Buddhists contend that Buddhi or the princi-
ple of consciousness which perceives the Nirvikalpa
being the self-same gives rise to the Vikalpa corres-
ponding to the Nirvikalpa. The Jainas point out that
Buddhi being the self-same, how is it that subsequent
to Nirvikalpa, only A, (A Vikalpa or the idea
corresponding to Nirvikalpa) at a given time, is
revived and not be B, or C? (iil) As regards Arthitva,
it may mean jijiasitatva, i. e., being an object of
enquiry. The Buddhists contend that the Nirvikalpa
which is an object of enquiry, is remembered. The
Jainas point out that all cognitions involve a spirit of
enquiry or inquisitiveness to know. It being so, there
is no reason why the Nirvikalpa A should be parti-
cularly remembered and not Nirvikalpas B, C or D.
If however, Arthitva be taken to mean, ‘to be an
object of desire’—then, the Nirvikalpa may not be
Pramipa at nll. As will be shown presently, the
Nirvikalpa is Pramapa according to the Buddists, not
because it is itself valid knowledge but because it
Ieads to or produces (janaka) valid knowledge. An
object of desire may not truly exist, an object may be
true though it may not be desired.  Accordingly if it
be contended (as done by the Buddhists) that the
Nirvikalpa, having for its object an object of desire,
isremembered, it must be admitted that the Nirvikalpa
will notin all cases lead to or produce valid knowledge
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and as such like Fancy or pure imagination, the
object of which is remembered on account of its
being desired, it will not be a Pramipa. The Jainas
thus show that the Nirvikalpa cannot produce the
Vikalpa (i. e., the reproduced idea) and account for
memory or the power of reproduction. According to
them, not the Nirvikalpa but a Vikalpa, i. e, a
percept which is determined to be true and valid is-
remembered.

The Buddhist thinkers maintain that so far as
Anumana or inference is concerned it is essentially
opposed to all forms of Samiropa (Superimposition or
Fallacy) and is essentially valid and certain (vyavaszya)
Anumina is Pramipa on that account.  Pratyaksa or
direct apprehension which is identified with Nirvikalpa-
or undetermined perception, 1. e., pure sensation by
the Buddhists, is, however, not essentially certain
knowledge like Anumiana. Pratyaksa, or the Nirvikalpa
reveal (upadariaka) the object to the percipient. This
primary apprehension which is absolutely undeter-
mined by any form of ideation whatsoever makes
him attend to (pravartaka) the object. Attention
yields (prapaka) the object to the percipient. When
the object is in this way fully grasped, we have what js
called Avisarhvidaka or consistent knowledge, which
is the Pramipa. The Nirvikalpa Pratyaksa, according
to the Buddhists, is a PramIna not because it is
consistent valid or certain knowledge (avisamvad, or
vyavasaya) in itself but because it leads to or produces
(janaka) it. ‘Thus a Pramina (as in the case of the
Nirvikalpa Pratyaksa) may not consist in valid or
certain knowledge (yyavasaya) it leads to o generates
(Janaka) it.  This is the contention of the Buddpists.-

3
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The above theory of the Buddhist is criticised by
the Jainas in the following way: Does the Darsana,
i. e., the Nirvikalpa reveal the object when the
Vyavasiya or the feeling of the validity of knowledge
is generated, or does the Darfana reveal the object as
soon as there is the Dar$ana? In the first case, i.e.,
in the case that Darsana does not immediately reveal
the object, it is impossible for it to reveal the object.
All sensations, according to the Buddhists are momen-
tary. A darfana dies as soon as it is generated, so
that if it does not reveal the object when it is generated
it is impossible for it to reveal the object at any time.
Let us then consider the second alternative. Darfana
reveals the object as soon as it is generated and
Vyavasiya or sense of its validity comes afterwards.
Now if Darsana consists in a pure sensing of the
object it has nothing to do with Vyavasiya or thc
sense of the certainty of the knowledge. The Buddhi-
sts contend that the Darfana works out (vyapara) the
Vyavasiya and hence Darsana may be said to lead to
and be connected with Vyavasiya. The Jainas point
out that the Vyavasaya being an effect of the Darsana
must be subsequent to it, so that an essential relation
between them is impossible. Then again supposing
the Vyavasiya to be Vyapara of the Darsana, the
question is: Has the Vyavasiya, the object of the
Darsana for its object or has it not? If the Vyavasiya
has that object for its object then it is what makes
the percipient attend to is (pravartaka) and yields it
(prapaka) and as such, the Vyavasiya is the consistent
(sarvadaka) knowledge and the Pramana; there is no
meaning in looking upon the cause of the Vyavasiya,
the Darsana, as a Pramana. If, on the contrary,
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Vyavasiya has not the object of the Darsana for its
object, how can it be said that Dariana reveals its
objects? For Vyavasiya is the product of the Daréana
so that what is absent in the effect cannot be present
in the cause. The Buddhists may contend that Vikalpa
makes definite and certain (vyavasaya) the object of
the Darfana which is but the abstract generality;
in this sense, the object of the Nirvikalpa and Vikalpa
are identical and the Darfana which produces the
Vyavasiya may be said to reveal an object. The
Jainas point out that the objects of the Darsana and
the Vyavasiya cannot be the same. The vaguest
generality which is the object of the Daréana consists
according to the Buddhists, in Anyipoha, i. €., an
elimination of all matters other than the object of the
Darfana. ‘Darsana thus is essentially a nagative
apprehension, pure and simple; and its object an
Avastu or unsubstantial nothing. The object of
Vyavasiya or certain knowledge, on the contrary, is a
positive, definite and certain something. Accordingly,
the object of Vyavasaya cannot be the same as that
of the Daréana,

It may be contended by the Buddhists that the
Vyavasiya is the revealer of the object only in this
sense that it unifies the object of the primary sensation
(driya) and the object. of the succeeding developed
perception (vikalpa). The Jainas ask: What is meant
of this unification? If unification means the actual
blending of substances, then Vyavasiya must be held
to be a substance in order that it may blend the
substances of the objects of sensation and perception.
If, however, Vyavasiya means only a mental state in
which the object of sensation and perception appear
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as one and the same the alleged unification is only
figurative (upacarita) and not real; and in that case,
how can Vyavasiya be called a revealer of the (true)
object? In this connection, the further questions are;
How is this mental unification of the objects of
sensation and perception, which is involved in
Vyavasiya, effected? Is it effected by Darsana, i. e.,
sensation? This is impossible; for a pure sensation
cannot have anything either with determination
(adhyavasaya). Is then the mental unification effected
by Vikalpa or perception? This also is impossible;
for perception cannot have the object of sensation
before it; when perception holds the field, sensation
has already vanished. Can it be said, then, that a
form of cognition which is different from both
sensation and perception effects the union of the
objects of sensation and perception? This also is
impossible. Because a cognition which is different
from sensation and perception cannot have for its
object either the object of sensation or the object of
perception and as such, it is impossible for it to unify
the objects of sensation and perception, both of which
are beyond its purview.

Hence it cannot be said that the Pratyaksa (Nirvi-
kalpa or Darsana) is a Pramana, because it leads to or
generates Vyavasaya (certain knowledge).

In this connection the next question is: How is it
that a sensation sometimes does not tally with facts of
reality? The Buddhists contend that a sensation
reveals its object truly; but because of the force of
Viasand (a preexisting tendency to perceive otherwise)
elements of Samiropa (wrong perception) mix up
with the matter of. sensation. But the. contention of



Pramina-naya-tattyilokalankérah: 1, 8 37
the Buddhists is weak; for, the Jainas point out, in
that case it becomes inexplicable why in other cases
matters of sensation do not become tainted with
Samiropa. Sensation is one bomogeneous unit of
consciousness; how can it be that in some cases it is
modified by Samiropa and in other cases, it is not
modified.

The Jainas thus maintain that the Pratyaksa is a
Pramina because it is esseatially certain knowledge
and not something which leads to certain knowledge.
To isolate the Pratyaksa from the Vyavasiya, as is
done by the Buddhists, gives rise to insuperable
difficulties as are pointed out above.

o
wafetegsaaae: @ e 0
atasmins tad-adlyavasayaly samdaropah 71
.

TRANSLATION:, Samaropa or Superimposition
consists in determining a matter to be what it is not.

Notes: Fallacious knowledge is misunderstand-
ing the nature of a thing: it sees a thing where

it is not.

T FardraamrEeaaEEaed 397 0 s 1

sa viparyaya-saméayanadhyavasaya-bhedat
fredfia 181

TRANSLATION: It is of three kinds, viz., viparyaya
or Illusion, sa#daya or Doubt and anadhyavasiya or

Inattention. i .
Nores: These are described and illustrated

below.
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frrdaenitefeegs faeda: u g u
viparttaika-koti-nistankanam viparyayap 19 |

TRANSLATION: Viparyaya or illusion consists in
determining (a thing from) one aspect which is different
(from the thing in its entirety).

Notes: A thing has various parts and aspects.
If you judge it from one only of these parfs or
aspects, losing sight of the others, your knowledge of
the thing will be Viparyaya or Ilusion.

This is illustrated below.

ot gieerntad wmtafa 1 go n
yatha suktikayam idam rajatam iti 1101

TRANSLATION: As for instance: (To determine)
that it is silver (on looking) at an oyster-shell.

. Notes: An oyster-shell though white is not
silver. To mistake an oyster-shell for silver would be
Viparyaya, otherwise called Viparita-khyati. Another
instance of illusory perception is to perceive a conch-
shell to be yellow. The inferential knowledge again
which is vitiated by fallacies (e. g., hetvabhzsa etc.)
is also Viparyaya or illusory inasmuch as the subject-
matter of such inference is not true to the thing
as it is.

Here the thinkers who are upholders of the theory
of the Vivekakhyati raise objections to the above
Jaina theory of Viparyaya. According to the Jainas,
as we have seen above, Viparyaya or illusion consists
in Viparita-khyati, i. e., Khyati or (Positive) apprehen-
sion of Viparita or something different (from the thing
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under observation). The objectors who belong to the
Prabhikara School, on the contrary, urge that IHusion
is not positive perception of a different thing but is
really Vivekakhyati or Bhedakhyati, i. e, Akhyati
or non-apprehension of Viveka or Bheda or difference,
The objectors ask: In what does the difference
(vaiparitya) consist in an illusory perception? You
cannot say that the object of Illusion is different,
(from the real object) because it has no ‘practical
efficiency (artha-kripa-karitvay.  The thing itself the
Oyster-shell has admittedly a practical efficiency no
matter whether our apprehension of it be a true
perception or an jllusion. It can neither be said that
the object of illusion has not the particular practical
efficiency which is denoted by the object of illusion;
that s, Silver which is apprehended by Iilusion will
not work as real Silver, because it may be asked:
When is this practical efficiency of silver is absent
in the object of illusion? You cannot say that the
practical efficiency of silver is absent as the moment
of the illusory apprehension; because the practical
efficiency of silver is not felt even at the moment
when there is real percept of real silver. How can it
be said that the object of illusion is different from the
real object because the practical efficiency of the real
object is found to be absent in it, some time after the
Tllusion. Reality of a thing does not always depend on
its practical cfficiency. Take for instance, a bubble
in water; it is destroyed as soon as wind blows
upon it. The bubble has no practical efficiency at
the moment when it is perceived; the wind destroys
it so that no practical efficienty is felt in it, sometime
after its perception. No practical efficienty is thus



40 Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankarah: 1, 10

seen in a bubble but all the same the bubble is real.
Accordingly no argument about the reality of an
object can be built upon the experience or the non-
experience of practical efficiency in it.
The Prabhikara thinkers next point out that the
object of Illusion cannot be said to be different
because our apprehension presents it as such. For, it
may be asked: How, i. e., in what apprehension, does
the object of Illusion appear to be different from the
real object? Not certainly in the illusory apprehension
itself: Tlusion, for the matter of that, every apprehen-
sion presents its object as real. Nor can it be said
that Illusion is falsified by previous knowledge.
Previous knowledge, as knowledge previous to Illusion
cannot falsify the latter, because the latter did not
arise when the former held the mind. It can neither
be said that previous knowledge as co-existent with
Tllusion falsifies it, for, co-existence of two forms of
knowledge is admittedly impossible. Can it be
said then that Tllusion is falsified by knowledge
subsequent to it? If after we have the illusive
apprehension of silver, we have again that same
apprehension, it is clear that such subsequent know-
ledge which has a different matter for its object
falsifies the previous Illusion, then it may be said
that all subsequent knowledge proves the illusive
character of all previous knowledge. It may be said
that not all subsequent knowledge proves the falsity
of previous knowledge but that a subsequent appre-
hension which is opposed to (badhaka) a previous
apprehension proves the illusive nature of the latter.
But the question is: What is this opposition? If by
opposition is meant mere otherness, then a subsequent
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false knowledge would have been opposed to.anc
would have proved the illusive nature of the previou:
illusion, because the subsequent false knowledge it
certainly other than, i. e., different from the previous
IMusion; but a subsequent IMusion cannot be said to
be opposed to and to falsify a previous Illusion. If
again by opposition is meant removal (ipamarda), then
the subsequent apprehension of pitcher is to be said to
be opposed to the previous apprehension of a cloth;
because when the subsequent apprehension of the cloth
is certainly removed; but the subsequent apprehension
of the pitcher is by none looked upon as an apprehen-
sion which is opposed to and which thereby falsifies
the previous apprehension of the cloth. ~ Thirdly the
relation of opposition cannot be said to subsist
between a subsequent apprehension which checks the
active effort (pravreti) towards the object of the
previous apprehension and the previous apprehension;
for, the active effort, tendency or inclination towards
the object of an apprehension is simultaneous with
the apprehension itself; subsequent apprehension has
nothing to do with the active effort connected with
the previous apprehension and as such, cannot be
related to it by way of opposition. For the same
reason, a subsequent apprehension cannot be said to

be opposed to previous apprehension, by prcvcn.ting
the fruition of active effort connected with that previous

apprehension.  The active effort (pravziti) for appro-

priation or rejection, towards the object of an

apprehension as well as the fruition or result of that

effect (the consciousness of actually getting or not

getting it) are all connected with that apprehension

and are all finished before a subsequent apprehension



42 Praminpa-naya-tattvalokalankaroh: 1, 10

arises. Accordingly, a subsequent apprehension cannot
be said to check the active effort connected with a
previous apprehension or the fruition of that effort
and as such, cannot be said to be related to the
previous apprehension by way of opposition. It is
thus impossible for a subsequent apprehension to
falsify a previous Illusion by being opposed to it.

In support of their position the Prabhakara
thinkers ask: As the matter of Illusion which accord-
ing to you is a Viparita Pratyaya (i. e., a positive
perception of a positive object different from the
real), is the apprehended silver non-existent or existent?
If the silver is non-existent, then Illusion is not
Viparita-khyati, as maintained by you, but is, Asat-
khyati, i..e., apprehension of something non-existent.
If, on the contrary you maintain that the subject-
matter of Illusion, viz., the Silver is nevertheless an
existent object then we ask: In what place is the
silver existent? If the silver is existent in the oyster-
shell then the apprehension is not Illusion but is
Tathya-Padartha-Khyati or a perception of a real
object. If, however, you maintain that the silver
apprehended in Illusion, does not exist in the oyster-
shell but exists elsewhere, then you are to explain
how the silver is apprehended in the oyster-shell.
You cannot say that it is due to some defect (dosa)
in the organ of vision; for, a defect in a sense-organ
only weakens its power of perception but does not
produce an altogether different (viparra) matter as its
object.

The thinkers of the Prabhakara School contend
that a careful consideration thus shows that lusion
cannot comsist in a positive perception of some
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positive object, different from the actual. According
to them, there are two elements in Illusion, both of
which are correct. The first of the elements is the
apprehension of ‘This’, a correct perception having a
real matter for its object. The second element is the
recollection of silver a correct cognition after all,
having a real matter for its matter. Both the cognit-
ive elements involved in Illusion are thus correct.
Tllusion, however, results from and consists in

Bhedakhyati, i. e., failing to recognise the Bheda
between the operations of the processes of preception
and recollection as well as that between their respective
objects. Viparyaya or Illusion is thus not a Khyati or
apprehension (of Viparita or different object) but is
really an Akhyiti or non-apprehension (of Bheda or
difference between perception and recollection as well
as between their objects).

.+ To the above contentions of the thinkers of the
Prabhikara School the Jainas reply as follows: As
regards the quéstion: In what does the difference
(vaiparitpa) consist in a Musory perception? The
Jainas point out that the difference consists in an
apprehension different from the apprehension of a
thing as it is. An oyster-shell is something; silver,
again, is something different from it; in Illusion, the
oyster-shell is not perceived as an oyster-shell but is
apprehended in a different manner, i. e., apprehended
as silver, that is to say, as something different from
the thing as it is.

As regards the question, ‘how’, i.e. in what
apprehension does the object of INusion appear to be
different (from the real object)? the Jainas answer as
follows: A subsequent knowledge which opposes
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(badhaka) the illusory apprehension- by removing,
(upamarda), it tells'us that the previous apprehension
was illusory.” ‘Removal’ (or upamarda) here does not
mean ‘destruction (pradhvassa’) it means rather
correction, €. g, coming to know, so to say that
what I previously apprehended as silver was not
really silver. Removal (upamarda) thus consists ina
knowledge of the unreality of the matter of Illusion.
The Jainas further point out that all the objections
raised by the Prabhakaras may be turned against
them by asking them, ‘how’, i. ., in what apprehensiont
do you find that in the previous (illusory) apprehension,
there was a failure to recognise the difference between
the elements of perception and recollection?

The Jainas point out that in Viparyaya or illusion,
the object of the apprehension is really the oyster-
shell, (i) with its real form concealed and (i) with 2
different form assumed. In the illusory apprehension,
the peculiarities in the form of the oyster-shell on the
one hand are not apprehended and on the other some
characteristics, e. g., brilliance etc. which the oyster-
shell has in common with silver are perceived, which
perception awakens up the idea of silver, which
again, inits turn casts upon the object of apprehension,
the form of silver.

The Jainas maintain that Illusion is due to Dosas
or defects of the instruments of our cognition. It is
not correct to say, as the Prabhikaras do, that defects
only weaken the organ and do not produce or hold
up a different object before cognition. It is a matter
of common experience that defective sense-organs
often present an object in an altogether different
manner. As a matter of fact, this is in a way admitted
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by the Prabhikaras themselves. According to them,
ln'lllusion, there is only an idea of silver present; but
this jdea is found to produce an effect which is
different from that of an idea; for, this idea of silver
actually leads a man, say, to extend his hand to get
the silver, the effect of having a pereeption of silver.
The Prabhakaras, of course, contend that this
(different) effect is due not simply to the idea of silver
but to the idea of silver, coupled with the failure to
t_ilﬂ‘erentiate the elements of perception and recollect-
jon. The Jainas, on the contrary, maintain that it is
more reasonable to hold that the different effects, in
such cases, are due to organs of cognition vitiated by
Dosas or defects. .

. “The Jaina thinkers point out how by Pratyabhijaa,
i. e., comparison and assimilation—cum-differenﬁation,
which is a source of valid knowledge, the previous
llusion is found out to be {llusory. Itis in this way:
The object of my previous knowledge which appeared
to be silver then is now known to be an oyster-shell.
Inference (qnumana) also shows that in Illusion, we
have-an apprehension of some thing which is different
from the real object. The form of the inference
would be: The (illusory) apprehension of silver reveals
(uitimately) tbe oyster-shell; because it guides the
knowers’ activities ( pravartaka) to that; that which does
so, does so; as for instance, perception of real silver
reveals silver. The plain meaning is that although at the
inception we have an apprehension of silver, later on we
find that the object of our apprchension attracts us only
as an oyster-shell and not as silver and hence we infer
that our previous apprehension was jliusory and that

its object was different from the real thing as it is. ,
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Finally, as regards the Prabhakara contention
that Illusion results from a non-realisation of the
differences in the operations and the objects of
preception and recollection, the Jainas ask: Is this
non-realisation only a negative apprehension or a
positive apprehension of identity (of the operations of
Perception and Recollection). The first, of course,
cannot be the case, because according to the followers
of Prabhakara, there cannot be any apprehension of
negation. They cannot accept the second position also
because it involves practically the admission of the
doctrine of Viparita-khyati, that is to say, the admiss-
ion that the objects of Illusion and valid perception
are really different but that in Ilusion these different
objects are apprehended as identical. The philosophers
of the Prabhakara School contend that Bheda or
difference points to distinguishing marks and that the
non-realisation of the Bheda means an apprehension
of common characteristics (of silver and oyster-shell),
only. The Jainas point out that this contention will
not help the Prabhakaras, because the apprehension of
common characteristics is present in our valid percept-
ions; for instance, in our perception of an Oyster-
shell as an Oyster-shell we apprehend also general
characteristics, i. e., the characteristics of brightness
etc. which are common to both Silver and an Oyster-
shell.  The Prabhikaras point out that in a correct
perception of an Oyster-shell we have the apprehension
of its preculiarities along with that of its general
characteristics. The Jainas answer that this shows
that an apprehension of general characteristics alone
never takes place and that in all apprehension there
is an apprehension of some peculiar features of the
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object along with that of its general features; so that
when an Oyster-shell is before us, we have not only
an apprehension of its general features but also that of
some of its special characteristics; how, then can
there be an Illusion, which according to the Prabhi-
karas arises from one’s apprehension of the general
features only?

The Jainas point out that according to the
Prabhikaras both the processes of apprehension and
recollection, are self-conscious processes. Now, if the
direct apprehension is felt to be the direct apprehension
and recollection, to be recollection, how can there be
an Illusion at all? If it be said that Illusion arises
when the element of apprehension appears as theelement
of recollection or when the element of recollection
appears as the element of apprehension, this theory of
Illusion, the Jainas urge, is practically the theory of
Viparita-khyiti or apprehension of something different
stated in a round-about way.

WWWW&W&?
A dma: noge i

sa dhaka-bﬁdhaka-yrama‘ydbhzi vad anavasthitaneka-
kogi-sanmsparsi jranan samfayah V111

TRANSLATION: Saméaya or Doubt consists in
knowledge touching the many aspects which remain
undetermined owing to our not having the supporting
and opposing reasons (in connection with those
aspects)- . .

Nores: When two or more possibilities crop up
and we are not in 2 position to decide one way or the
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other, we are said to be in a doubting mood. This is
illustrated below.

Farg ToEt qgar afq nogx 1

yathayanw sthapur va puruso veti 1121

TRANSLATION: For instance: What is that, a statue
or a man?.

NoTes: The example given is of Doubt with
regard to a matter of Perception. An example of
Doubt regarding a matter of Indirect knowledge would
be the questioning attitude (what is that, a Cow or 2
Gavaya?) of a man who saw in a forest an animal
with horns.

frfaameeaaEaRTEaE s 1o g3 N

kim ity alocana-matram anadhyavasayap ' 13 )

TRANSLATION:  Anadhavasiya or Inattention
consists just in mentally noticing, what is it?

Notes: Inattention is the attitude towards a
thing which is just sensed, and particulars about which
are unperceived.  Strictly speaking it is not a mode
of Samiropa or super-impostion, as it does not
present a thing differently from what it is.

AT TETAEGURATNATE 1 9% 1
yatha gacchatas trpa-sparsa-jranam 1+ 14

TRANSLATION: For instance: The mental state of
aman, treading upon a blade of grass while going on.
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Notes: A man, while going on, treads upon a
blade of grass. Being engaged in thoughts of other
things, he does not understand at the time what kind
of a thing or of what name it is. He simply perceives
that something has come in contact with his foot.
Inattention consists in this form of bare apprehension.

The example given above is of Inattention regard-

Aing a matter of Perception. Inattention with regard

to a matter of Indirect knowledge may be illustrated
in this way A man does not know what a cow is;
while travelling in a forest he comes across an animal
with horns and wonders for a moment: ‘What! is there
an animal here’? This is Adhyavasiya or Inattentive
Mood with regard to a matter of Paroksa knowledge.

FATTEAST ¢ 9T: At QY

Jranad anyo® rthah pargh 1 15

TRANSLATION: The Not-self is the object and is
other than knowledge.

Notes: Jiazna or knowledge is what cognises,
i. e, the knowing subject, while Para or the not-self
is what is cognised, i. e, the object of knowledge.
This Para is also called Artha because it is ‘sought
after’ (arthyamana) by an active knower. The not-
self may be a conscious or an unconscious being.

Here the Stinyavadins or the Nihilists come in and
urge that there is no real not-self and no real self or
knowledge. There can be no reality in this so-called
universe, no real object and no real subject. As
regards the not-self these Nihilists urge: Is it an atom
or a gross thing or of the nature of both or of the

nature of neither?
4
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If it be an atom, they ask: how do you know an
atom, by perception or by inference? If by the former,
they ask, by means of the transcendental perception
of the sages or by the ordinary perception like that of
ours? In the first case, nothing is proved (as we are
not sages). In the second case it is impossiblc, as we
cannot have perceptions of atoms even in a dream,
our perception being always of gross things, e. g., @
pillar or a pitcher. If, however, the knowledge of
atoms is said to be derived from inference, the
Nihilists ask: Is the inference based on the knowledge
of a relationship between the Proven (sadhya) and
the Mark (ftetu) or is it drawn otherwise? The second
case is impossible, as there can be no valid inference
in such a case. In the first case, the question is:
Is the relationship known by inference or through
perception? Not certainly through perception. For,
the atoms themselves being supersensuous, an invari-
able relation of a Mark with them is necessarily
unknowable through perception. If it be said that
the said relationship is known through the very samec
Inference by which the atom is known, there arises

the fallacy of mutual dependence, the knowledge of
the atom being dependent on the knowledge of the
relationship and the knowledge of the relationship
depending on the knowledge of the atom. 1If it be
said that the relationship is known through another
inference, we commit the fallacy of ‘infinite regression’
Hence it is that inference cannot give us the know-
ledge of atoms. In the next place, it may be asked:
Are the atoms cternal or non-cternal ? In casc they are
cternal, are they ‘potent’ (i. ¢., capable of doing some-
thing) or ‘impotent®? The sccond alternative is weak,
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as impotent things like a tree in the sky are non-
existent. If they are potent, do they produce effects
gradually or.simultaneously? If gradually, do they
change nature from time to time or do they remain
unchanged? If they do not change natures, do they
produce a later effect with the same nature in them
with which they produced a former effect or do they
produce the former with the same nature in them
with which they produce the later effect? In both
these cases the former and the later effects would be
simultaneously produced. Similarly, if it be held that
the eternal atoms change their nature, every time they
produce an effect, they would be non-eternal, as change
is the mark of impermanence. If it be held that the
atoms produce all their effects simultaneously, they
would be non-existent after the first moment, as
nothing remains for them to effect. Hence atoms are
, not eternal. Now, if they are non-eternal are they
momentary or persistent (fore some time)? If they are
momentary, is their genesis accountable or non-
accountable? If it is non-accountable, are we to
understand that the atoms have no cause or that they
have no genesis or that they themselves are their
cause or that they come out of the void? In the first
case, the atoms would be either cternally existent or
eternally non-existent because of the philosophical
principle, ‘any thing which is not dependent upon a
cause is either eternally existent or eternally non-
existent.” In the second case, they may be held not
to come into existence at alf, at any time. In the
third case, the position becoms inscrutable, as any-
thing which is itself non-existent cannot be the causc
of its existence. The fourth case implies that the
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atoms have some form of existence even before their
genesis, in which case they become eternal. If on the
contrary, the genesis of the atoms is held to be accoun-
table what is their cause, Gross things or Atoms?
Not certainly, the gross things, as the atoms have been
admitted to be the ultimate-reals. If the atoms are
the cause, do they produce them, being themselves
existent or non-existent or both existent and non-
existent or neither existent nor non-existent? If these
be held to be existent do they exist only for the mom-
ent when they come into existence or do they persist
for some more moments? In the first case they cannot
produce anything. If it be contended that their exist-
ence means their productive activity (i. e. existence and
productivity mean the same thing) then the light-
atoms may as well be the cause of the water-atoms
and vice versa, as in both the cases, we have one and
the same existence. The second alternative is unaccept- |
able as that would be rejecting the hypothesis of
momentariness. If it be held that these atoms produce
their effects, though they themselves are non-existent,
it may be argued that, in that case, those effects
should always be produced. Next, they cannot be
held to be both existent and non-existent, as the
position involves the contradiction; (1) If they are
existent how can they be non-existent? (2) If they are
non-cxistent how can they be existent? Similarly, the
position that they are ncither existent nor non-existent
is not good as the principle is that of the two contra-
dictory alternatives if one is denied, the other is
affirmed and that both cannot be denied. Hence it
is that you cannot hold the atoms to be momentary.
Nor can you hold that they persist for some time
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owing to the difficulties, already considered. Besides,
if the atoms be held to persist for some time, do they
remain impotent or potent for the while? In the first
case, they are non-existent like the scent of the sky-
lotus. In the second case, is their effect something
non-existent or existent or both or neither ? In the first
case, there is no reason why impossible things and
things non-existent in the world should not be
produced. In the second case, i.e., if the effect is
existent even from before its production, how can we
talk of its production? And if an existent effect requires
the process of production, how and why is this pro-
cess of production stopped? The third and the fourth
hypotheses are involved in difficulties, already conside-
red. Hence the theory that the not-self or the objective
reality consists in atoms cannot be maintained.

Neither can it be said that the not-self is a gross
thing. For, the question arises: Is such a gross thing
eternal or non-eternal? It cannot be eternal for the
reasons for which an atom could not be held to be
eternal. Nor is it non-eternal, for in that case, what
would be its cause, a gross thing or the atoms? A
gross thing is explained by being referred to elements
finer and subtler than it and hence to say that a gross
thing comes. out of a gross thing gives no explanation.
1f, however, the atoms be said to be the cause of gross
things, it is practically maintaining that the objective
reality is of two natures, viz., that it is both atomic
and gross.

Even this third position is not reasonable. Are
the atoms composing a gross thing interrclated or
unrelated? If they be supposed to form things,
though unrelated, there would be no reason why the
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atoms of the three worlds would not be continually
making up- gross things. On the other hand, if the
atoms composing a thing are to have some sort of
relationship with each other, the question is, what is
this relationship? Is it enough that they should exist
in the same locality? If so, then the atoms of this
world should produce one big gross thing, as all have
the same locality. If it be contended that by the term
same Jlocality, it is meant the locality where some
atoms by their co-existente produce a gross thing, then
we may answer that you commit the fallacy of
‘mutual dependence’, in as much as you define same
locality as the place where a gross thing is produced
and you say that a gross thing is produced
- where the atoms have the same locality. Are we then
to suppose that the atoms composing a thing have
‘contact or Sathyoga’ with each other? If so, we ask:
Is this contact eternal or non-eternal? In the first
case, the atoms would be eternally producing the given
gross thing. If the contact is non-eternal, where does
it arise? Does it come from outside? This is in-
conceivable. Is then the contact due to the atoms
themselves? This being supposed, the question is:
Do the atoms come info refationship with each other
to produce the contact or do they not? If they do
not, there arises the difficulty already referred to. In
the other case, the fallacy of ‘infinite regression’ is
committed in as much as one sort of relationship is
attempted to be explained by another and that, by
another and so on. Further, the question is: What is
contact? s it something identical in essence with the
atoms? In that casc we have an atom only and we
should not talk of contact between atoms. Or is
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contact a different phenomenon from the atoms? This
being supposed, we ask, is it altogerher different or
different only in some respects? To say that contact
is different from the atoms in some respects is to point
out to contradiction. If, however, contact is altogether
different from the atoms, the question is: Does it
really subsist between the atoms or does it not? In
case it does not, you cannot speak of a relationship
between the atoms. If it really subsists, does it subsist
by means of ‘contact’ or ‘Samaviya (intimate connec-
+ tion)® or ‘identity’—or ‘casuality’ or ‘essential relation-
ship’? Not certainly by means of ‘contact’ as contact
being itself an attribute cannot have itself as its attri-
bute. Not also by means of ‘Samavidya’ as it is quite
possible to have simultaneously many facts of contact,
made to subsist between atoms. It is also not rea-
sonable to say that contact subsists between atoms,
because it is ‘identical’ with them as the difference
- between contact and atoms s already admitted It is
also not reasonable to say that contact subsists between
atoms, as it is ‘generated’ therefrom: because this
position has already been criticised. It is also not
correct to say that contact subsists between atoms by
means of an ‘essential relationship’, because essential
relationship presupposes some sort of essential identity.
Besides, what is the extent of atomic contact? Does
*it mean that the whole of an atom mixes itself up with
the whole of another? In that case a gross thing
would mean a single atom. Or do the parts of an
atom mix with the parts of another? This means that
an atom has parts, which is inadmissible. Hence it
is that the relationship between atoms cannot be
expressed in terms of ‘contact’; In the same way, it
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may be shown that the relationship cannot also be
expressed in terms of ‘activity or Kriya’. ‘Then again,
it may be asked: Has the gross substance limbs
which support it or is it unsupported? Obviously, it
is not unsupported but has limbs supporting it. Has
it only one limb or more than one? Admittedly a
gross thing has more than one limb. Are these limbs
‘non-opposed’ or are they ‘opposed.to each other’?
The first alternative is not acceptable, as differences
among the limbs are but apparent. On the other hand,
if you say that the limbs in a gross thing are opposed
to each other, then you cannot talk of one gross thing.
Further, does the (gross) thing exist wholly in one of
its limbs? Obviously not; for, in that case, the other
limbs cannot be called its limbs, If, on the other
hand, you say that only a part of the thing exists in
one limb, then you cannot treat the thing as a unity
or a whole. Then again, even if we admit that a gross
thing has parts, the question arises: Are these parts
different from the thing? If so, there is the danger of
‘infinite regression’; for, the question crops up again
whether the gross thing exists wholly in one of those
parts or only a part of it does so. If on the contrary,
it bec held that the parts are not different from the
thing, then they are no parts at all. Hence it is that
the position that reality is both -atomic and gross is
not maintainable.

Lastly, the position that not-self is neither atomic
nor gross is not rcasonable. For, of the two alterna-
tives, if one is denied the other must be admitted.
You cannot deny both if your position is to mean
anything.
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Hence it is that there cannot be.any object or
notself.

Now, if there is no object there cannot be any
Subject, which knows it. Besides, the question is:
Does not Subject know the object being contempo-
raneous with it or being not contemporaneous with it ?
In the first case, all the objects of the three worlds
would be simultaneously known without exception, by
the Subject, because the Subject is contemporaneous
with those Objects. In the second case, we ask, is
the subject formless or has it any form? In the first
case, the Subject would be unable to determine the
Objects which have forms. If, however, the Subject
be supposed to have a form the question is: Is this
form different from knowledge or is it the same? In
.the second case, there is really no form, as knowledge
or the Subject and the form are held to be identical.
. If the form of the Subject is different from knowledge,
it may be asked, Does this form consist in consciousness
or does it consist in unconsciousness? If the Subject’s
form is consciousness, then this form like knowledge
or the Subject is also a knower and we may ask: How
does this conscious form know the Object? And at
once the old questions crop up, is the form which is
conscious of the Object formless? or has it a form?
and so the ‘infinite regression’. If, however, the form
of the Subject be supposed to be unconscious, the
questions are—Is this unconscious form cognised or
not cognised? If the form is not cognised by the
unknowing Subject, then it my be one and the same
in all knowers, i.e., one and the same form may serve

as the form of knowledge in all the different indiv-
iduals. If, on the contrary, the form is said to be
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cognised, the question arises: Does the knowledge that
knows this form has a form or has it not? and so the
“infinite regression’.

Hence it is that there is no such thing as real
knowledge or the Subject.

The ultimate conclusion of the Nihilists accordingly
is, Nothing really is! All is void!

To the position of nihilism the Jainas object in
this way: Is your reasoning based on the Pramanas
or not? If not, then your reasoning is admittedly
unreasonable. If it is based on the Pramanas, what is
their nature? Do they consist in ‘objects’ or do they
consist in ‘knowledge’? In any case, Nihilism becomes
untenable. Ifitisheld that the Pramiinas are themselves
unreal, then Nihilism based upon them becomes unreal
also. If it be argued that the debate (already given).
leads to no consistent position and that Nihilism is
accordingly the unavoidable position, it may be said
that the very debate shows that the position of
Nihilism is refuted. For the principle is:—

“If a debate has any substantiality, how do you
prove absolute Nihilism? If a debate has no sub-
stantiality how do you prove absolute Nihilism ?”

The Jaina position is that the object has a dual
nature. It is not an absolute rule that a substance
must always be the product of atoms. Threads which
are gross, produce gross cloth. Soul and Space, on
the other hand, are substances which are not the
effects of material atoms. Where, however, an Object
is the product of atoms, it is to be noted that it is
produced by an activity, dependent on proper time
and other conditions. The relationship of ‘contact’
is to be understood, as a phenomenon, ‘separate’
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(different) from the atoms in some respects. There is
no contradiction in such a position. A phenomenon
in its one and the same aspect cannot be both identical
with and separate from another. But it may be different
from the other as a mode, yet identical with it in
substance. 'Then, again, the fact that one atom joins
with another need not prove that an atom has parts.
For the matter of this, it is sufficient if by ‘paris’ we
mean & power Or capacity in atoms to join with one
another. As regards the question, whether the limbs
of a thing are varied the Jaina theory is that they are
so, not absolutely, but only in some respects. If it be
contended that the variedness of the supporting limbs
in a thing destroys its unitary character, the Jainas
reply that a thing which has many parts must be
supposed to be, in some sense, a many-in-one. Simi-
larly, with regard to the problem whether the Object
fully exists in each of its parts or does so only partially,
the Jaina position is that in some respects, the Object
may be said to exist wholly in each of its parts and
in some respects again it exists only partially in a part.
To the question, Is the Subject or knowledge contem-
porancous with the Object or not? The Jaina answer
would be that the Pratyaksa or direct perception is
certainly contemporaneous with its object while
Recollection cognises what was past and Scriptural
knowledge and Inference let us know Objects of the
three times, viz., past, present and future. So, here also,
the Jaina position acknowledges the truth of both the
seemingly contradictory theories. Then, again, with
regard to the question, whether knowledge is formless
or has a form, the Jainas point out that knowledge is
essentially formless: but that it may be said to have
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forms, if by forms is meant a modification in its
nature whereby it is enabled to grasp the Objects and
which modification is brought about by a peculiar
‘destruction-mitigation’ of the Karmas which obscure
knowledge and obstruct the cognising power of the
Self.

It is in this way that the Jainas establish that the
extreme nihilistic position denying the reality of the
Self and of the Not-self is untenable.

The Vedantins join the Jainas in their above
criticism of the Nihlistic position but contend that
Brahma is the only one Real, besides which, all things
are unreal. Their argument put in a syllogistic form
is this: “Things of our experiene ( prapajica) are unreal,
because theirs is an apparent reality; that which is so
is so; as for instance: Silver in an oyster-shell; they
are so, hence they are so. The Jainas criticise the
above Vedanta contention in the following ways:
What do you mean by ‘the unreality of things? Does
‘unreality mean absolute non-existence’ or ‘false
appearance’ or ‘indescribability’? In the first two cases
you are led to deny yourself. In the third case the
question is: Why is a thing indescribable? Is it so,
because there is no expression for it in language? or
is it so, because there is nothing to give birth to an
expression for it in language? Or thirdly, is it so
because it has no nature of its own? The first is not
the case, as everything has a corresponding expression
for it in language. ‘The second hypothesis also is
untenable: for, what gives birth to an expression in
language is cither a piece of knowledge or an object.
We have knowledge of everything that has a name so
that it cannot be said that the cause of an expression
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in language, if knowledge be it, is wanting. If it be
said that it is the object that gives birth to a word
and that things are indescribable in words as objects
which cause corresponding words do not exist, the
Jainas ask: What do you mean by the non-existence
of objects? Do you mean that objects do not exist as
reals? Or, do you mean that they do not exist as
unreals? In the first case, you are led to the position
that an unreal thing can nevertheless be perceived
(Asatkhyati). In the second case, you admit the reality
of what are perceived (Sat-khyati). Nor is the position
maintainable that the objects do not exist either as
reals or as unreals. The Jainas point out that if by
objects are meant objects which are beyond our
experience, it does not matter if such meta-emprical
objects do not exist; their non-existence does not
mean the non-existence of the things of our experience.
As regards a thing of our experience it is meaningless
to deny both the alternatives (reality and unreality)
to it; only one of them can be denied regarding a
thing; it is either riot real or not unreal. Hence it is
that things are not indescribable because they are
wanting in causes that produce words corresponding
to them. Thirdly, things cannot be said to be indescri-
bable, because they have no nature of their own. If by
‘the nature of a thing’ is meant either reality or unre-
ality, all the difficulties just considered crop up. Nor
can you say that a thing is wanting in a nature of its
own, because it is ‘unknowable’. For, the very argu-
ment, that a thing is unsubstantial because it is
unknowable, shows that the thing is not absolutely
unknowable. If it be said that a thing is not really as
it appaars in our perception of it, then it can be
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argued that you cannot look upon it as unknowable
on that account; you can only say that a thing is
known differently from what it is (Viparita-khyati).
As a matter of fact the doctrine of the absolute indes-
cribability of things is set aside by our direct appre-
hension itself. Perceptions, such as ‘this is a Sarala
tree’ etc., consist in apprehensions of definite, individual
objects, €. g., the Sarala-tree and so on and as such,
prove the reality of the Prapafica (i. e. the variety or
multiplicity of the things of our experience). The word,
Prapafica, itself refers to distinct and varied reals. It
may be contended by the Vedantist: Perception has
for its object the positive real; hence in the varied
objects of the world, it posits the Brahma; it does
not prove the reality of the varied objects in an
individual by themselves; perception would have
proved the reality of an individual object, if it had
presented it as distinguished from another object;
perception, however, has no element of negation in it
and therefore it does not present its object as distin-
guished from other objects. The Jainas point out that
this Vedantist contention is not correct. For, what do
you mean by ‘Vidhiiyaka’ or determiner of the positive
character? If you say that by Vidhayaka it is meant
that perception grasps only the positive nature of
its object and does not negative (in it) thc nature
of other things, your position is wrong; for without
negativing the nature of other things in it, an
apprehension of the positive nature of a thing is
impossible. A bluc object is perceived as distinguished
from yellow ones etc. and not otherwise. Ignorance
or Nescience also is a positive fact. When one perce-
ives an object he feels at the same time that his ignor-
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ance about the object is being removed. The matter
of perception is thus not simply positive; perception
has always an element of negation in it. It is thus
that perception proves the reality of the objects of our
experience. Inference also leads to the same truth in
this way: “‘Prapafica is not false; because it is different
from a non-existent thing; that which is so, is so; as for
instance the soul; it is so; hence it is s0.” The Jainas
point out that the soul or self according to the
Vedantist himself appears as a reality in our apprehen-
sions; then, how can the Vedantist argue that although
the soul is a reality, other things, appearing as real in
our apprehensions etc. nevertheless unreal? The
Vedantist argues that the Prapafica has no’'nature of
its own just like Silver apprehended in an oyster-shell
and the Vedantist reason, as already pointed out, is
that the nature of the Prapafica is indescribable. The
Jainas contend that the example in the Vedantist
argument does not support the Vedantist conclusion;
for, it is yet to be proved how Silver apprehended
in any oyster-shell, is indescribable. The Jainas next
ask the Vedantist; Is your argument for the unreality
of the Prapafica, different from the Prapafica or not
different from it? If it be different, is it true? If it be
true, then we might say that like it, the Prapafica or
the experiential manifold may also be truc and real.
If it be untrue, is it void, i. e., unsubstantial? Or, has
it been stated incorrectly? Or, is its nature indescri-
bable? In the first two cases, your argument does not
prove your theory. The third position also is
unsupportable inasmuch as your argument stated in
words as done by you, cannot be said to be indescri-
bable. The Vedantist may contend that his argument
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the same manner it is to be admitted that knowledge
which reveals all objects, e. g., a pitcher etc. is itself self-
revealing. The knowing process is an operation, of which
the knower is conscious, knowledge is self-conscious.

The thinkers of the Bhatta school, however, refuse

to admit that knowledge is directly self-conscious.
They argue that if knowledge were’ conscious of itself,
then that would mean that the knowing process while
sefving as a means of knowing the outside objects
presents itself also as an object to it: this presenting
itself on the part of the knowing process as on object
involves conflict in its operation (kriya-virodha);
hence it is reasonable to suppose that the knowledge
of the knowing process itself is not direct but indirect
(Paroksa).

The Jaina philosophers criticise the above Mimaih-
sd view in the following way. They ask: what is the
conflict in the knowing process in the case of its direct
sclf-consciousness? Do you mean to say that there
would be conflict in the knowing process if it is held
to generate its consciousness of itself? Well, we do
not say that the knowing process generates its self-con-
sciousness. Or do you mean to say that the self-con-
sciousness of knowledge involves a conflict within the
knowledge itself? This cannot be; for, just as the
light in a lamp when generated is generated with the
characteristic of illumination, knowledge also, when
generated, is gencrated along with its nature of self-
consciousness. The Mimarsakas contend that light
may be admitted to be generated with the characteristic
of illuminating the things outside it but that this does
not necessarily mean that it illuminates itself. The
Jainas cxpose the hollowness of the Mimirmsd
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contention by asking, what then is the case? Is light
which reveals other things to remain unrevealed? Or
does light require another light to reveal itself? The
first case is negatived by our experience. The second
also is so, besides, in the second case there is the
danger of infinite regression (every other-revealing
light requiring another light for revealing itself). The
Mimarsakas point out that light is generated with
its nature of illuminating brightness (prakasa) and
hence is appears to be bright by itself; it does not do
the act of brightening it (illuminating itself); it is
bright by its nature; accordingly it is never wrong to
say that light does not reveal itself. The Jainas answer:
We also never say that knowledge does the act of
revealing itself; the knowing process is self-conscious by
its nature. The Mimarhsakas may point out: The light
(in the lamp) as a whole (avayavi) has parts (avayava)
which illuminate it; the lamp-light is thus not self-
illuminating. But then the question is: How are
those parts illuminated? If it be said that the Jight as
a whole illuminates the parts, then it turns out that
illumination is assistance rendered by the light-whole
and the light-parts in generating the knowledge of each
other. Now, if illumination thus consists in such
- assistance the question arises: Do the light-whole and
the light-parts render the said assistance, being them-
selves known (by the perceiver) or being themselves
unknown? The latter cannot be the case, for in that
case, a light which is itself unkown and unperceived
would illuminate the things round about it. In the
former case, there is the fallacy of mutual depend-
ence; for it comes to this that the light-parts being
themselves perceived, make the perception of the
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light-whole possible and the light-whole being itself
perceived makes the perception of the light-parts
possible. The MiImarhsakas may try to avoid this
fallacy by contending that each of these light-parts is
itself a light-whole having its own minuter parts,
which minuter parts make the perception of their
light-whole possible; but, obviously, this MImamsaka
contention involves ‘infinite regression’ (for, the
minuter light-parts are to be held to be perceptible
through their still minuter parts and so on). To avoid
this Anavastha or ‘infinite regression’, if the MImam-
sakas admit that the most ultimate light-parts are
themselves self-revealing, the Jainas ask: Why then do
you not admit that like those ultimate light-parts,
knowledge is directly self-revealing?

The Jainas next ask: How does knowledge know
itself indirectly (paroksa)? To this, the MImarnsaka
reply is: By Arthapatti or ‘necessary implication’,
which is in this way, it is found that the Artha or
the object of knowledge is made clear to the knower
by the knowing process; now, this ‘clarification-of-the
object’ (arthaprakatya) is impossible unless the know-
ing process is supposed to be cognisable by the
knower. The Jainas criticise this MImamsaka theory
in this way: What is this ‘clarification of the object’?
Is it a function of the soul? or, of cognition? Or, of
the object? The first of the alternatives is against the
fundamental principle of Prabhakara philosophy.
The sccond alternative also cannot be pressed by the
Mimaimsaka. Jidna or knowledge, according to
them, is momentary and is lost as soon as it originates.
The clarification-of-the-object is a later event so that
it cannot be connected with the previous knowing
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process. The third alternative is also unacceptable; if
clarification-of-the-object is due to the object, then
an object which is clear to Caitra would have been
clear to Maitra as well at the same time. Besides,
the question is: Is the clarification-of-the-object, which
has been premised to be the function of the object, an
unconscious (jada) function or a conscious (cidriipa)
one? Ifitis an unconscious process, how is the object
apprehended? The clarification-of-the-object certainly
involves a conscious apprehension of the object but
how is it possible if the clarification itself is an
unconscious process? Pramana again is clear know-
ledge about an object but how would the Pramana
clarify it if clarification be held to be an unconscious
process? If, again, the clarification of the object
(which has been premised to be the function of the
object) be a conscious process, the question is: Is it
self-conscious, i. e., conscious by itself or is it cognised
by another mode of cognition? The MImarsakas,
we have seen, could not hold knowledge to be self-
conscious, on the ground that it would mean conflict
within the process of cognition; accordingly, it is
impossible for them to maintain that the clarification
is a self-conscious process, as in that case their own
contention about the conflict (within the process of
clarification) would stare them in the face. Nor can
they say that clarification is cognised by another
cognition. For, how would this second cognition
know the clarifying process? How long does the
clarification last, so that it may be known by another
cognition? You cannot say that the clarification or
the clear knowledge of the object lasts as long as the
object is there. One sces an object and then shuts
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the eyes. When he saw the object, the object, let us
suppose, was clear to him. But when he shuts his
eyes, the object is still there, yet it is no longer clear
to him. Nor can it be said that the clear knowledge
lasts so long as there is the operation of the sense-
organ in connection with object. The “operation of
the sense-organ gives us only an apprehension of the
object; it has nothing to do with the clear knowledge
about it. If, lastly, it be maintained that the clear
knowledge about a thing lasts only for a moment,
then it goes without saying that such an evanescent
cognition cannot be cognised by any succeeding
cognition. Hence it is that the process of the clarificat-
ion-of-the-object is unknowable on Mimamsaka
premises and presuppositions.

Accordingly, the Mimaihsa contention that cogni-
tion is cognisable not directly but by the ‘necessary
implication’ of the process of the clarification-of-the-
object falls to the ground.

The philosophers of the Yauga School also contend
that knowledge is not self-revealing.  Their argument
put in a syllogistic form is as follows: A mode of
knowledge is revealed by some (mode), other than
itself; because it being other than God’s knowledge, is
an ‘object to-be-known or determined (prameya) H
that which is so, is so, as for instance, a pncher it is
so; hence it is so. A mode of knowledge is never
cognised in and by itself; it is cognised by the mental
perception (manasa-pratyaksa) which follows it immedi-
ately and which belongs to the same cognising subject.
Cognition in itself is concerned with the object of
knowledge, its business is solely to acquaint the
knower with the object. The cognition of cognition,
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however, arises only where the nature of the objective
cognition is enquired into. :

The Jainas on the contrary, put forward the argu-
ment: “Our cognition is a directly self-conscious
process; because it is cognition like God’s knowledge.”
It cannot be said that the Jainas deny the existence of
God and as such are not justified in calling to their
aid the instance of God’s knowledge. What the
Jainas deny is the existence of a world-creating God.
They, however, admit the existence of an all-knowing,
sppremely-perfect being, whom they look' upon as
God.

The Jainas next criticise the argument of the
Yauga School in the following way. First of all,
they point out that according to the thinkers of the
Yauga School, the divine knowledge being directly
self-conscious and self-revealing is never an object-to-
be-known; it is thus not an object-to-be-determined
(aprameya). Further, according to these philosophers,
besides the divine knowledge, there is no other self-
conscious knowledge which is Aprameya. This being
the case, for the purposes of the argument of the
Yauga School it is enough to state the reason (fefu)
as ‘because it is other than God’s knowledge’. That
part of the reason (feru) in the Yauga argument which
states ‘because it is Prameya’ is clearly useless (vyartha
vifesya).

The Jainas next point out how the reason (et
in the Yauga arugment is unconnected (aprayojaka)
with what is to be proved by it. To prove that some-
thing is never self-revealing but is revealed by some-
thing other than it—it is not relevant to state the reason
(het) as ‘because it, being other than God’s know-
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ledge, is a Prameya”. The Hetu which is competent

for the purposes of the conclusion here is “because it

is characterised by unconsciousness”, Only uncons-

cious object cannot be self-revealing, and it is always

revealed by something other than it.

The implication of the Jaina criticism is that

although our knowledge is different from God’s
knowledge, it is directly self-conscious. An unconsc-
ious object is dependent on something other than it
for its revelation. Knowledge, on the contrary, is
self-revealing. The contention of the Yauga School,—
Knowledge is revealed not by itself but by something
other than it,—would have been proved if knowledge
were an unconscious process. But as the Yauga
thinkers, to prove their theory,—‘knowledge is revealed
not by itself but by something other than it,—state
‘their ‘reason’ (heru) not as “‘because it is unconscious”
(which, as shown above, is the only competent Hetu)
but as “because it being other than God’s knowledge
is a Prameya”,—their reason (fer) is unconnected
(apravojaka) with what they want to prove.

It has been stated above that according to the
Yauga philosophers, we have at first the cognition of
objects and thereafter, when we reflect about this
cognition we have a cognition of this cognition. The
Jainas, however, point out that we never feel such an
interval between a cognition and the cognition of this
cognition. The Yauga thinkers contend that there is
of course the interval but that owing to its extreme
shortness it may not be felt. The Jainas point out
that if an enquiry (jijiasa) about the nature of 2
cognition stood between the cognition and the cog-
nition of that cognition,—as contended by the Yauga
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thinkers,—the interval between them cannot be so short
as to be incapable of being felt. As a matter of fact,
it is not the Jjjfiasa that causes the cognition of a
cognition. In many cases, on proper occasions, a
cognition is immediately cognised without the inter-
vention of the Jijfiasa. The Yauga philosphers contend
that there is no harm in supposing that an introspective
knowledge is always the result of retrospective
reflection. The Jainas refute this contention by
pointing out that in that case there would be no
further cognition of objects for a self-conscious man;
for after he has the first cognition of an object he
cognises this cognition and in the next moment he
cognises that cognition of cognition and in the next
moment he cognises that cognition of cognition and
so on,—having no opportunity for cognising the out-
side objects.

AW SAmEAtTETied W 0 ogs H
* jhanasya prameyavyablicaritvam pramayyant 1181
TRANSLATION: The validity of knowledge con-

sists in its agreement with the knowable (i. e., the
object which is to be determined).

Nores: To represent the exact nature of its
object is the nature of knowledge when.it is Pramina,
i. e., valid knowledge.
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tad-itarat tvapramagyam 119 1
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TransLATION: The invalidity of knowledge con-
sists in the opposite of that (i. e., difference with the
object of knowledge).

Notes: What makes a thing appear differently
from what it really is, is not a Pram@ana or valid
knowledge. It should be noted here that the object of
invalid knowledge must always be an external object.
Because one’s own Self cannot be said to be appre-
hended differently from what it is, to himself. Hence it
may be safely said that all knowledge with regard to
the self is valid and never fallacious; but with regard
to an external object, some modes of cognition are
correct and some fallacious.

TEAAGAL U U, Tt g &
qTEsd 1 Ro U

tad ubhayam utpattau parata eva, jiaptau tu svatah
paratas ca 1201

TrANsLATION: With respect to their origination,
both of them (i. e., the validity and the invalidity of
knowledge) are due to the other (i. e., something other
than itself) while their consciousness is due to itsell
and the other.

Notes: There are Gunas and Dosas, i. ., clari-
fying and mystifying attributes or aspects in the factors
that cause the origin of a modc of knowledge. Where
the knowledge-causing factors are good, we have the
Pramiina or valid knowledge.  Where however, thes¢
factors arc faulty, we have the Apramina or invalid
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knowledge. The validity and the invalidity of know-
ledge are thus dependent on the other, i. e., something
other than the knowledge itself, viz., on the goodness
or the badness of the factors that cause knowledge.

But the consciousness that we have valid know-

ledge or otherwise is sometimes due to the knowledge
itself and sometimes to factors, other than it. Where
from the observation of the same phenomenon, the
same knowledge arises too often we have an intuitive
consciousness, i. e., a self-consciousness that we have
the Pramidna or valid knowledge. But where the
same phenomenon is observed and at each time, the
knowledge is varying, we come to have an intuitive
consciousness that we have Apramana or invalid
knowledge. It is thus that where the observation of a
phenomenon is repeated many times (ablyasa-daiz)
the consciousness comes of itself whether we have the
Pramaga or the Apramana. In such cases, the
Pramana-hood or otherwise is forced on our conscious-
ness as it were, and we have not to examine the
grounds on which the Pramina-hood or otherwise
might be based. But in the case where the observation
of a matter cannot be repeated (anabhyasa-dasa) we
have to examine the evidence and the aspects of the
phenomenon under observation and other relevant
things before we can have the consciousness that we
have the valid knowledge or otherwise; here such

consciousness is not intuitive but is dependent on
factors other than the knowledge itself.

The Mimiarsd School of thinkers, on the cont-
rary, contend that it is the knowledge itsclf which is
responsible for its Pramiina-hood or validity. They
criticise the above Jaina view by asking: How are we
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to know the Gunas in the factors (which are other
than the self) that generate valid knowledge? If you
say that these Gunas are known by Pratyaksa or
direct apprehension, then the question is: Is this direct
perception sensuous or supersensuous? Let us exa-
mine the first position. The sense-organs are admit-
tedly the main factors (other than the self) which
cause the genesis of knowledge so that according to
you, when there are Gunas in the sense-organs, there
arises the valid ‘knowledge. But the sense-organs
themselves are supersensuous; so that the Gunas
located in them must be supersensuous also and hence
the alleged Gunas in the knowledge-originating factors
cannot be perceived by our sensuous apprehension.
To say, on the other hand, that the Gunas are known
by supersensuous perception is assertion onmly; it is
not proving it and as such, it cannot be accepted by
reasoning people. If it be said that the Gunas are
known by Anumina or inference, then the question
is: How is the Niyama or the gencral proposition
connecting the Gunas which are the proven here with
the observed facts, i.c., the Hetu or the reason, known?
For, without the knowledge of this Niyama or the
general proposition an inference is impossible. Now,
a knowledge of the Niyama or the invariable relation-
ship between two facts is impossible unless the two
related facts are first known. It has alrcady been
shown that onc part of the related facts, viz., the
Gunas arc not perceivable by the senses. It follows
therefore that the Niyama or the invariable relation-
ship cannot be a matter of the Pratyaksa or direct
pereeption. It can ncither be said that the Niyama is
known by Anumina or inference. For, if it be held
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that the very same inference which. yields the know-
ledge of the Gunas yields thereby the knowledge of
the Niyama, there arises the fallacy of the mutual
dependence; and if, on the contrary, it be held that
some other inference establishes the Niyama, then
there arises the fallacy of the ‘infinite regression’. It
is thus that there are no Gunas and that valid know-
ledge arising from the knowledge-generating factors in
their natural state is never dependent on anything
other than itself.

As regards the Jaina theory that the conscious-
ness of the validity of knowledge is sometimes due to
Para or some factors different from the knowledge
itself, the MImamsa thinkers criticise it by asking: To
what is this consciousness due: a -knowledge of
the Gunas or good qualities in the factors that cause
the knowledge or a knowledge that there is nothing
contradicting the knowledge, or a knowledge of some-
thing which is consistent with the knowledge? The
first position, Karapa-guna-jfidna, cannot be main-
tained, because it has been already shown that Gunas
in knowledge-causing factors cannot be known. As
regards the second position, Badhakabhiiva-jfiana, the
question is: What is this Badhaka or matter contra-
dicting the knowledge in question, a cognition of the
want of which, gives rise to the cousciousness that the
knowledge in question is valid? If the Badhaka be a

_ matter contemporaneous with the knowledge .in
question, then, the distinction between false know-
ledge and valid knowledge practically vanishes; for,
in all mistaken apprehensions there is for the time
being the consciousness that we have right knowledge
ie.,, the consciousness that there is nothing which
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contradicts it. If, on the contrary, the Badhaka is
to mean matters of all times which contradict the
knowledge in question, then a knowledge of the want
of such Biadhakas is clearly impossible; for, no one
can have a knowledge of all things present, past and
future, which contradict or which may contradict a
particular given knowledge. The Mimarasa thinkers
refute the third position, Samvadi-vedana, also by
asking: Does the allied and consistent knowledge,
co-operate (sahakari) with the knowledge in question
or does it grasp (grahaka) the latter? The first alter-
native is impossible: because the knowledge that is
consistent with the given knowledge ts different from
the latter in time and as such, cannot co-operate with
it. With respect to the second alternative, three
problems arise, each of which is absurd. The first
of the questions is: Does ‘the consistent knowledge’
know or grasp the knowledge in question? This can-
not be because the latter knowledge vanishes before
it can be known by any knowledge consistent with it.
Does ‘the consistent knowledge’ then know the object
of the knowledge in question? It is well known how
. one and the same object is often apprehended diffe-
rently in different moments or series of cognition, o
that it is never safe to hold that two cognitions have
the self-same matter as their object. Thirdly, does,
then, ‘the consistent knowledge’ consist in a know-
ledge of ‘the practical efficiency’ (artha-kripa-jiana)
or in some other forms of knowledge? The first
position is unacceptable. The original knowledge, i.c.,
the knowledge in question must first be known to be
valid before the knowledge about the practical utility
of its object can arisc; because unless we first know
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that we have correct knowledge, we cannot have an
urge (pravrtti) for knowing the practical utility of the
object of our knowledge. The position thus involves
the following ‘circular reasoning’. From °‘the know-
ledge of the validity of the knowledge’ arises ‘the
urge (pravritiy’; from ‘the urge’ arises ‘the knowledge
of the practical efficiency (artha-kriyajiana)’; from
‘the knowledge of the ‘practical efficiency’ arises the
knowledge of ‘the validity of the knowledge® (pramara-
nifcaya). Further, how is the validity of the know-
ledge of the practical efficiency known? If it be said
that it is known from another knowledge of the
practical efficiency, then the position leads to ‘infinite
regression’; if it be said that it is known from the
given original knowledge itself, then the position
involves ‘mutuval dependence’. If it be said that the
validity of the knowledge of the practical efficiency is
known from the knowledge of the practical efficiency
itself, why then do you not admit that the validity of
a given knowledge is known from the knowledge
itself? If, lastly, it be contended that ‘the consistent
knowledge’ consists in some forms of cognition other
than the knowledge of the practical efficiency, it may
be pointed out that in that case the ‘consistent know-
ledge’ is either similar to or different from the given
original knowledge. In the case of the first alter-
native, it should be noted that an experience of a
similar need not always show that another experience
is valid. Observation of water in a river docs not
prove that one’s experience of water in a desert
mirage was an experience of truth. If, on-the other
hand, “the consistent knowledge” be different from the
given knowledge, the former cannot be said to be
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consistent with the latter. It is thus that the
Mimamsa thinkers establish that ‘the validity of
knowledge’ is known from the knowledge itself and
.that this knowledge of the validity of a knowledge is
never due to any factor outside the given knowledge.
As regards ‘the invalidity of knowledge’, the
Mimarthsaakas maintain, it is due to Dosa or fault in
the generating factors. They hold also that ‘the
knowledge of the invalidity of a knowledge’ is depen-
dent on a cognition of the Badhaka. According to
the followers of Jaimini, ‘the invalidity of knowledge’
as well as ‘the knowledge of the invalidity of a know-
ledge’ are both dependent on Para, i. e., facts and
factors other than the given knowledge itself.
To the above criticism, the Jainas reply as follows:
If, as the MImarnsakas admit, the Dosas are real and
can be known, there is no reason why the Gunas
should not be real and cognisable in a like manner.
If it be said that the Dosas or defects located in the
sense-organs are sense-perceived as real, it may be
said that the Gunas also so located may be sensec-
perceived as real. If it be objected that Gunas are
not real but are only the absence of the Dosas and as
suth are not perceivable by the senses,—there is the
danger of the same line of argument being turned
against the contention; it may be urged that the Dosas
are but the unreal absences of the Gunas. Even if
the Gunas be held to be absence of the Dosas, they
are not wholly unsubstantial and unreal; for Bhaya,
the great MImimsa thinker, has clearly admitted that
Abhiva or absence is not Tuccha or totally unreal.
If, then it be admitted that the Gunas are not unrcal
the theory of the Jainas that ‘the validity of knowledge



Pramapa-naya-tattvalokalankarak : I, 20.

is dependent on the Para (i. ¢., the Gunas in the kno
ledge generating factors) is practically accepted. T
Mimarsakas next contend that supposing the Gun
to be real, they cannot be directly perceived, as t
senses in which they inhere being supersensuous, t
Gunas also are supersensuous, The Mimarmsa thi
kers point out that when we say that some Gunas

the senses are perceived, we are to understand th
only some superficial Gunas in the peripheral part
a sense-organ are perceived. But a real sense

supersenous; it is not the gross periphery. Accort
ingly, the real Gunas inhering in the real sense-orgar
are imperceptible. The Jainas set aside this argumer
of the MImarhsd School by urging that a similar lin
of argument would show that the real Dosas inherin
in the real sense-organs are imperceptible—which i
against the Mimamsa contention. The thinkers o
the Mimasisa School next put forward the followin,
argument for the inference that it is the Dosas tha
are real and operative in the matter of the genesis o
an invalid knowledge. The factors that operate in the
genesis of cognition are only sufficient for the genesi
of bare cognition; they do not explain why a cognition
can be invalid; for the purposes of the genesis of an
invalid knowledge some factors over and above the
factors which generate mere cognition must be supposed
to operate; these additional factors are the Dosas
which are thus real. The Jainas point out that an
exactly similar line of argument would show that in
the matter of the genesis of valid knowledge, Gunas
must be supposed to be real and operative. The
Jainas in this way set aside the MImaithsd contention
that valid knowledge is due to the gencrating factors
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of knowledge only and establish that it is due to
the Para, i. e., Gunas or good attributes inherent in
those factors.

The Jainas next answer the Mimathsa criticism
that ‘the knowledge of the validity of a knowledge’ is
never due to Para or factors other than the knowledge
itself, in the following way. The Jaina philosophers
maintain that ‘the knowledge of the validity of a given
knowledge’ arises from Samvadi Vedana or know-
ledge of something which is consistent with the given
knowledge. They hold that Karana-guna-jiiana, i. €.,
the knowledge of the Gunas or good qualities inherent
in the knowledge-causing factors and Badhakabhava-
jiidina or the knowledge that there is nothing contra-
dicting the given knowledge are included in Samvadi-
Vedana. The Sarvadi-Vedand or consistent know-
ledge consists in a knowledge of the form: ‘The
object of the present knowledge is apprehended to be
similar to that of the (given) previous knowledge.
Such Samvadi-Vedana gives us the knowledge that the
given previous knowledge is valid. The Karana-guna-
jfidna is possible, because, as shown already, Gunas
like Dosas are real and knowable. Such Kirana-
guna-jiidna gives us the knowledge that our given
knowledge is valid. The MImédmsa contention about

the impossibility of the Badhakibhava-jiidna is also
unsound. When a knowledge arises, there cannot be
any other knowledge along with it, contradicting it.
Two modes of knowledge, a given knowledge and the
knowledge of the Badhaka or the contradictory, cannot
be simultancous. It is true accordingly that the
Bidhakabhava-jiiina does not refer to any Badhaka,
contemporancous with the given knowledge. It refers
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to the future Badhaka. In other words, the doctrine
of the Badhakdbhava-jiiana implies that when we
come to know that there would be nothing in future
which would contradict our present knowledge, we
feel that our given knowledge is valid. It is true that
we cannot directly perceive future things. But this
need not invalidate our inferences about the future.
We see, for instance, the rise of the constellation,
Kittikd; and we infer that the constellation Sakata will
rise next: this inference is quite sound. In the same
manner, when we come to know the implications
of all the circumstances attending a given knowledge
and infer that in future there will be nothing contradi-
cting it, we feel that our given knowledge is valid.
The next Jaina reply is that the Samvadi-Vedani or
‘the knowledge consistent with the given knowledge’
gives us the consciousness of the validity of the given
knowledge by grasping either the object of the given
knowledge or another matter. A pitcher, for instance,
is perceived in a dim light; later on, when the same
object is brought into clear and brilliant light, the
later perception tells us that our eatlier perception of
a pitcher was valid. The Mimirnsa criticism based on
the contention that the same object appears differently
in different perceptions is misconceived. Two perce-
ptions of the same object cannot be different; if they
appear to be different, closer examination will show

that one of them at least was illusory.  Then again a

determination of a matter different from the object of
the given knowledge may sometimes show that the

given knowledge was valid. Artha-kriyd-jiiina or "a

knowledge of the practical efficiency’ for instance,

gives us the knowledge of the validity of a given know-



.
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ledge. The Jainas contend that there is no ‘circular
reasoning (cakreka) here. For the generation of
‘the urge’ (pravrti) the original given knowledge need
not be known to be valid at the very beginning. The
‘urge’ arises from ‘the doubt’ about the validity of the
given knowledge and a consequent desire to detemine
the validity or otherwise. The Artha-kriya-jfiana
determines it and gives us the knowledge of the
validity of a given knowledge. The Jainas point out
that the Arthakriyajiiana involves repeated observa-
tions (abhyasa-dasa) and is confirmatory of itself. The
knowledge of the validity of ‘the knowledge of the
practical efficiency’ arises thus in and from itself. The
Mimamsi charge on this point, “let then the know-
ledge of the validity of the given knowledge be due to
the given knowledge itself, like that of the Artha-
kriya-jfiana” is groundless; for, as shown above, the
character or an undetermined given knowledge
is different from ‘the knowledge of the practical
cfficiency’: The Jainas next point out that the obser-
vation of an object different from the object of the
given knowledge, when both the objects belong to the
same class, sometimes gives us the knowledge that our
given knowledge is valid. Even if the two phenomena
do not belong to the same class, the experience of one
of them may sometimes confirm the knowledge about
the other phenomenon. Take, for instance, the follow-
ing case. We sce the form of the colour of a fruit and
perceive it to be an orange. Then at night we taste
its juice. This taste of the juice,—although an experi-
cnce of a different phenomenon,~gives us the know-
ledge that our former Judgment in connection with the
experience of the form of the colour, was valid. The
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Mimimsa criticism based on the instances of
the observations of river-water and water in
desert-mirage or on the contention that the experience
of different phenomena cannot confirm one another
are wrong. For, it is not the Jaina position that
every later experience confirms the earlier. The Jainas
maintain that when two connected phenomena do not
contradict each other, the later experience of one of
them is a Sarhvidaka or confirmatory of the earlier
experience of the other. The experience of river-
water is not Samvidi-Vedan7 in connection with the
experience of water in a desert-mirage, because in the
later experience there was no experience of water at
all. In the same manner, the later experience of a
pitcher is not confirmatory of the earlier experience of
water; because, as the Jainas point out, the two
experiences are wholly unconnected. The Jaina theory
is that when two phenomena belong to the same
series or context and do not contradict each other,
the experience of the later phenomenon is a Samvadi-
Vedana and as such gives us the knowledge that our
earlier experience about the other phenomenon was
a valid one.

Finally, the Jainas proceed to examine the
Mimamsa contention that ‘the knowledge of the
validity of a knowledge® is also due to jtself (sya).
They ask: What do you mean by ‘sva’ or itself?
You cannot say that it means the given knowledge,
for, according to the Mimammsakas, knowledge is
never directly self-conscious, which necessarily implies
that it is impossible for knowledge to know its validity,
validity being only the Dharma of the knowledge
itself. The Jainas point out that the Mimarsi philo-
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sophers are thus bound to mean by ‘sva’, the know:
ledge which grasps or has for its object something
related to the ‘given knowledge’. In other words,
the Mimamsaka contention that ‘the knowledge of
the validity of knowledge’ is due to the given know-
ledge itself can mean only that the knowledge which
is consistent with the given knowledge can give rise
to the consciousness of the validity of the knowledge,
which is exactly the Jaina position. To this inter-
pretation of their theory, the MImamsakas demur by
contending that their theory of ‘the knowledge of the
validity of a knowledge’ being due to the given
knowledge itself, means that the validity of a know-
ledge is known in the same way, in which the given
knowledge is known. In criticism of this contention
of the Mimairmsakas, the Jainas remind them that
according to the MImimsa School of thinkers, the
process of cognition becomes self-conscious not
directly but is indirectly held to be a conscious pro-
cess, because of the Arthapatti or implicative reasoning
that Artha-prakatya or the clarification of the object
of cognition would otherwise be inexplicable. Now,
the question is: What is this ‘clarification of the
object’? If it means the revelation of the true nature
of the object, we ask: How is this truc nature of the
object known? You cannot say that the true nature
of the object becomes clear when the knowledge of
the object is known to be valid; for, this would
involve ‘mutual dependence’ thus; ‘the knowledge of
the validity of a knowledge’ ariscs from the clarific-
ation of the true nature of the object’ and from ‘the
clarification of the true naturc of the object’ arises
‘the knowledge of the validity of a knowledge’: Nor
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can it be said that the true nature of the object
becomes clear owing to some other valid knowledge;
for, this would involve ‘infinite regression’. The
Mimarsakas may contend that the knowledge of the
true nature of the object of cognition arises from the
knowledge itself, that the knowledge of the true nature
of the object gives rise to the knowledge of the vali-
dity of the knowledge, and that in this way the know-
ledge of the validity of a knowledge is due to the
given knowledge itself. The Jainas, however, point out
that a similar line of argument would show that the
knowledge of the invalidity of a knowledge also is
due to the given knowledge itself, which is against
the MImarmsa theory. If it be said by the Mimamsa-
kas that the knowledge of the invalidity of a know-
ledge is due to the knowledge of the Badhaka and
not to the knowledge itself, it may be urged against
them that the knowledge of the validity of a know-
ledge is due to the knowledge of the Samvadaka. If,
lastly, by Artha-prikatya is meant (not the apprehen-
sion of the true nature but) simply the apprehension
of the true nature of the object of cognition then it
is clear than such Artha-prikatya need not give us the
knowledge of the validity of a knowledge only but
also the knowledge of its invalidity which is against
the Mimairmsa position.
The Mimars3 theories are thus beset with diffi-
culties; and the Jaina theories, as indicated in the
Siitra under comment, are perfectly sound.

T HCATRATS IHTEER TATEaesToat
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the Brahmana-hood of his father is admitted to be
valid by all, although it does not depend on ‘mark’
abiding in ‘an abode’ .

The Pramana called the Abhava,i.e., the cognition
of non-existence consists in non-genesis (anutpatti) of
perception etc. We have it when the self (atma)
ceases to be modified as a knower of things (aparipama)
or when we have the cognition of the non-existence of
a thing. According to the Jainas, the Abhava is not
an independent source of knowledge but is included
in the other recognised Pramanas such as the Pratyaksa.
On analysis, it will be found that when we have the
positive apprehension’ of thing (e. g., a spot of land)
and we recollect another thing (e. g., a pitcher) which
is not there but was connected with it some time ago,
there arises in us a cognition of non-existence, a cogni-
tion which is internal (manasa) and independent of
the senses. Such being the data from which the
Abhava-Pramina arises, the Jainas ask: When we
have the positive perception of the spot of land, is it
perceived as related to the pitcher or as unrelated to
it in order that a cognition of non-existence may
arise? The first cannot be the case; for, if the spot is
perceived as something relafed to the pitcher, the
Abhava-Pramana which has for its object the non-
existence of the pitcher and which is thus opposed to
the positive perception cannot then have any occasion
or tendency to arise; even if it be supposed to have
a tendency to arise it is no Pramana then, because at
that time there is the positive idea of the pitcher, and
the Abhava-Pramina instead of representing it, has
for its object something different. If, on the contrary,
it be supposed that when we have the positive per-
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ception of the spot of land, it is, for the purposes of
the Abhava-Pramina, perceived as unrelated to the
pitcher then the so-called AbhavasPramina is redun-
dant; for, the positive perception itself tells us that
there is no pitcher there. Some may contend that
perception cannot give us the cognition of mnon-
existence; because its object is only the thing itself
(e. g., the spot of land) and not the thing either as
related to some other thing which is non-existent
there at the time (c. g., the pitcher) or as unrelated to
it, and therefore, for the purpose of cognising the
non-existence of a thing some other Pramina, Viz.,
the Abhava-Pramana, is necessary. The Jainas point
out that the basis of these thinkers’ contention is
unwarranted. When you perceive 2 thing, you must
perceive it either as related to another thing or as
unrelated to it, and it has been shown how in either
case the supposition of the Abhava, as an indepen-
dent Pramina, is uncalled for. The Jainas maintain
that a thing is existent (in some respects) and non-
existent (in some respects) and that perception grasps
it in both its aspects, so that non-existence is within
the scope and purview of perception. We need not
admit the Abhava as an independent source of know-
ledge. Perception can give us the knowledge of non-
existence, as shown above by the Jainas. They
contend further that it is recollection (smarana) which
sometimes gives us the cognition of non-existe{xce‘of
the form, ‘that spot of land bad no pitcher in it
Where again we say ‘this is that self-same spot of land
which had no pitcher in it’, our assertion is based on
a cognition of non-existence by assimilation ( pratya-
bhijiz). Our statement, «whatever has no fire in it,



96 Pramapa-naya-tattvilokalankarah « 11, 1.

has no smoke in it’ is based on a cognition of non-
existence by induction (tarka). An instance of the
cognition of non-existence by inference (anumana) is
the reasoning, ‘here there is no smoke because there
is no fire here’. The realisation of non-existence is
due to an authoritative instruction (agama) when one
is told ‘Garga is not at home’. It is thus the recog-
nised sources of valid knowledge variously yield the
cognition of non-existence and the Abhiava as an
independent Pramana need not consequently be
admitted.
The alleged Pramana called the Sambhava isa
knowledge of a part from the knowledge of the whole
~ such as ‘in Kharl (a greater measure), there is Drona
(a lesser measure)’. The Jainas contend that the
Sambhava is not different from Anumana. The fore-
going instance of the Sambhava may be recast into a
syllogism like this, ‘Khari has Drona; because it is
Kharl; like the Kharis which were experienced before’.
The alleged Pramana, called the Aitihya, consists
in persistent traditions, such as ‘in this banian tree,
there lives a Yaksa’. The Jainas say that the Ajtihya,
such as traditional information, is Apramana or
invalid knowledge. We do not know who started the
story and that, for what reason. Accordingly, a
tradition is often of doubtful validity. Where, how-
ever, the source of a tradition is an infallible person,
the tradition is certainly reliable; but in that case, the
Aitihya loses is character as an independent Pramana
and becomes identical with Apta or authoritative
knowledge.
The Pritibha is a source of valid knowledge which
does not depend on sense-perceptions or reasoning or
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any authoritative information. It consists in such
sudden and unaccountable pre-sentiments as ‘to-day
I shall be a favourite of the king’. The Jainas point
out that such pre-sentiments, where clear, are certainly
due to the operation of the mind, i. e., the internal
sense and as such, corne within the Minasa or internal
perception, a mode of the Pratyaksa. Where again a
person gets some of his desired or undesired objects
and out of the gladness or the grief consequent there-
on, the pre-sentiments arise, the pre-sentiments are

_ mot wholly unaccountable and need not be classed as
an independent source of knowledge, viz., the Pratibha.
Such pre-sentiments are, as & matter of fact, indistinct

Anumanas or hazy inferences. We have instances of

such unclear reasoning in many cases, € g., from

seeing the movements of a series of ants, ongé predicts
that there would be a shower of rain.

It is thus that the Pramanas are two and two
only, viz., the Pratyaksa and the Paroksa.

Tqes wAeH n R N
spasgam pratyak;am 12t
TranstaTioN: The Direct is clear.
CoMmMENTARY: The Pratyaksa is characterised by
clearness (spastata or vaitadya); it arises when the
Karmas called the Jiiandvarana @{. €. knowledge-
covering) and the Viryantaraya (i. €. power-obstruct-
ing) are destroyed. i

FrATE R fraaeETEe e, 1Rt

T
anumanady adhikyena vifesa-prakasanam
spastarvam 131
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TRANSLATION: ‘Clearness’ consists in revealing
the details jn a greater degree than that done by
Inference etc.

ComMENTARY: The details in an object are colour,
form etc., attached to it; and these are known by
cognition. The clearness of the Pratyaksa or direct
cognition consists in this that it reveals these details
in a greater degree than that done by the Paroksa or
indirect modes of cognition.

g R i aradfiw | we i
tad dviprakaram samvyavaharikam paramarthi-
kam ca ' 4!

TrRANsLATION: That is of two modes viz.,, the
practical (sas#vyayaharika) and the transcendental
(paramarthika).

CoMMENTARY: The Samvyavaharika or the
practical are the ordinary perceptions of ours which
are dependent on such non-psychical organs as the
peripheral senses etc. They are so called because they
are connected with Sarmivyavahara or our inclinations
and disinclinations. The Paramarthika or the Trans-
cendental perceptions on the contrary emerge from
the knowing self only and consist in such super-
normal apprehensions as the Avadhi or clairvoyance
cte.

T ftrafferataraafalaaferas
Ty
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tatr adyam dvividham indriya-nibandhanam
anindriya-nibandhanani ca 1 5}

. TRANSLATION: The first of them is of two kinds,
viz., the Sensuous and the Unsemsuons @i. e., the
Mental or the Internal).

CoMMENTARY: The sensuous perception is so
called because in its production the peripheral sense
organs, e. g., the eye etc., are operative. It may be
objected that the sensuous perception is a misnomer
inasmuch as in its production not .only a peripheral
sense organ but also the mind is operative. The
Jainas defend the expression, ‘sensuous’, by point-
ing out that ‘mind’ functions in the production of the
‘sensuous perceptions’ as well as of the ‘internal
perceptions’ and as such, mind is a common factor.
In the production of the sense-perceptions the opera-
tion of the peripheral sense-0rgans is the additional
and the distinguishing factor and accordingly it is
right to call the sensuous perception after that deter-
mining element. It is the practice to characterise a
thing in reference to the peculiar fact. and the un-
common factor. A shoot, for instance, is generated
by the application of water, air, heat etc.; still it is
customary to say that it is a paddy-shoot, it is a
barley-shoot, and so on, characterisation being always
with reference to the peculiar factor. The Internal or
Mental perceptions are independent of sense-operat-
jons and are due to the functioning of the Anindriya

or the Manas, i. €., the mind. .
In this connection, the question may .be discussed
whether the sense-organs are prapyakdri, 1. €., whether
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they come in contact with the objects in producing
perceptions of those objects. The philosophers of the
Vaidesika, the Nyaya, the MImathsa and the Samkhya
Schools maintain that all the five sense-organs are
Prapyakari, The Tathagatas, i. e., the Budhists, on
the contrary contend that the sense-organs of vision
and of hearing are not Prapyakari. The Jaina view
is that, save and except the sense of vision, all the
other sense-organs come in contact with the objects
of perception.

Now, the first theory, i. e., that all the five sense-
organs are Prapyakari is thus developed. Admittedly
the three peripheral sense-organs of smell, touch and
taste come in contact with the objects of perception.
As regards the visual sense-organ, the orthodox thin-
kers contend that like the sense-organs of taste, it
also generates perception by actually coming in contact
with the object of vision. It may be pointed out in
objection to this theory that it cannot explain the
facts of our visual perceptions of two or many objects
at one and the same moment., We may see, for
example, a mountain and the moon at one and the
same moment. The orthodox thinkers try to explain
such senses by saying that here our eyes touch the
mountain first and then the moon but that they move
so quickly from one object to the other that the
perceptions of the two objects seem to be simultan-
eous. The Jainas criticise this doctrine by asking:-
‘What is the nature of the organ or sight which so
comes in contact with its object? The visual sense-
organ cannot be the flesh and the gross round eye-
ball; for, the question is: How is vision effected? Do
the eyes go out and touch the objects or do the
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obzlects come in and touch the eyes? Obviously,
neither of these alternatives is maintainable. If, on
th? contrary, the visual sense-organ be supposed to be
minute, they must be either formless or very small in
extent. If it be formless it must be all-pervading like
ether, in which case all the objects of the universe
\vou}d be simultaneously visible. If, however, the sense
Of sight be supposed to be very small in its dimension,
big objects like buildings, forests etc., would be
invisible. To explain away these difficulties, the thin-
Xers of the orthodox Schools contend that the sense
of sight is constituted of light and that superfine
light-rays shooting forth from the eyes and coming in
contact with the objects of vision effect their perce-
ption. The Jainas refute this contention by pointing
out that nobody has ever seen such light-rays shoot-
ing from the eyes. It cannot be said that there are
such light-rays but that they are invisible on account of
their visibility being inexplicit; for, if as 2 matter of
fact, these rays are invisible, how can it be said that
they are light-rays at all? Besides, if the rays are not
visible and brilliant, how will the objects be revealed
by them? Nor, can it be said that these visual rays
become effective by revealing the objects, when there
is light outside like the surrounding suplight. Many
creatures like owls etc., roam at night in darkness;
yet, no light rays have ever been seen to shoot forth
from their eyes; the example of animals like owls who
move and pick up worms in darkness, shows also
that the functioning of the eyes @.e. visual perception)
is possible in darkness. The orthodox thinkers try to
support their theory by referring to the fact that a
cat’s eyes are found to be bright in darkness, which
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means that a cat finds out the rats at night with the
help of the light-rays issuing from its eyes. The
Jainas admit that a cat’s eyes look bright at night but
contend that this brightness does not prove that
light-rays shoot forth from the eyes. Observation
does not show that any rat is illuminated by a cat’s
eyes. The opponents may argue that the light-rays
from the cat’s eyes are so subtle that they do not
make the rat visible to us. The Jainas meet this
argument by saying that in that case these light-rays
would be useless to a cat also, so far as the visibility
of a rat with their help is concerned. The fact is, as
the Jaina thinkers point out, that our visual perception
is not due to any light-rays coming out of the eyes
and touching the object of our vision but is due to a
‘peculiar capacity’ (sva-yogyatz) in the eyes which
enables them to see it even in darkness. And if
there are no light-rays effecting a contact between the
eyes and their object, the visual sense-organ cannot
be said to be Pripyakdri. The thinkers of the orth-
dox School infer that the eyes are Pripyakari, because
they are outer sense-organs (bahyendriya). The Jainas
criticise this contention by asking: What do you mean
by outer sensc-organs? You cannot say that outer
organs mean a sense by which outside objects are
apprehended. Mind may have very distant things for its
objects, yet it is not an outer sensc nor Pripyakdri.
Neither can it be said that an outer sense is the organ
which is generated by causes external to the soul; for,
mind is made of Pudgala (matter) which is forcign to
the self and yet, it is not an outer sense on that
account. Lastly, it cannot be contended that an
outer sensc is the sense which is located outside. For,
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what does location outside mean? It cannot mean in-
herex'lce in the object of perception: for the Jainas do not
fldrmt .that a sense-organ, €. g., the tongue, inheres in,
ie,is essentailly dependent on the object, €. 8., the
object tasted. Nor can inherence in the object mean
the tendency towards the object (of perception); for,
the tendency towards the object can mean either that
?he sense-organ moves towards the object of percept~
jon, or that the sense-organ produces perception
I_egarding outside object. The Jainas who deny any
light-rays shooting forth from the eyes and moving
towards the object.of vision, do not obviously admit
that a sense-organ moves towards the object of
perception; they urge also that'nobody has ever seet
any sense-organ, €. 8- the tongue mOves towards
the object, nor can it be contended that an
fmter sense is the organ which inheres in the object
in the sense that it ‘produces perception of an outside
object’; for, mind also apprehends outside objects.
The thinkers of the orthodox School contend that
‘location outside’ means ‘location in the periphery of
the body’ and argue that because the organ of vision
is located in the periphery of the body, it must
perceive its object by actually coming in contact with
it. The Jainas reply that the mere fact that a sense-
organ is peripheral is no reason why it must perceive
its object by coming in contact with it. The Jaina
commentator concludes: “The fact of being an outer
sense (which is put forward as the reason by the
orthodox philosophers for their inference that the
sense-organ of vision is Prapyakari) is weak (literally,
impure) and is incapable of pleasing the logicians:
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‘The play of eye-brows of ugly ladies does not attract
the heart of the Wise’.
Another argument of the thinkers of the ortho-
dox School is put as: The sense-organ of vision is
Prapyakari, because it is ‘a generating pre-condition,
(karaka). It implies that it would be impossible for
the organ of sight to do the act of visualising, unless
it comes in actual contact with its object. The Jainas
meet this contention by urging that an act is possible
without contact. They point to the power of the
Mantras or mystic syllables, by the mental contempl-
ation of which one can attract, say, a beautiful woman
from any part of the universe and put her before any
one. Here there is the act of attracting and putting
the lady but there is no contact. You cannot say
that the Mantra is in contact with the lady; for, the
question would arise: Is the contact direct or is it
mediate? According to the orthodox thinkers them-
selves, a sound and for the matter of that, a Mantra
is after all but an attribute or quality of Akaga, so
that a contact between such an abstract attribute and
a concrete being like the lady of the example is un-
thinkable, even according to them. Nor can the
alleged contact be said to be a mediate one. It is of
course urged by some of the thinkers of the orthodox
School that the Mantra has its contact with its presid-
ing deity; that this deity brings the lady before us;
and that in this way, the Mantra is in mediate or
indirect contact with tlic lady when it produces her
before us.  The Jainas point out that this contention
is fundamentally wrong, for as pointed out above,
a Mantra according to the orthodox thinkers them-
selves is but an attribute of Akadsa; how can the
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Mantra have any contact with 2 deity? If it be said
that the Mantra is in contact with the deity through
its gbode, viz., Akasa, a contradiction in the orthodox
pqsxtion becomes manifest; for, both Akasa and the
deity are pervasive beings and according to the ortho-
dox thinkers themselves, there cannot be any contact
between two pervasive substances. Hence the inference
that the sense-organ of vision is Prapyakari cannot be
based on the reason that it is’a Karakaora generating
pre-condition.

The Jainas maintain that the organ of vision
generates vision without coming in contact with its
object. This is the reason why sometimes a thing is
visible, although something or a screen- intervenes

between it and the eyes. A thing may not be visible

when substances like a tree screen it off from our
thing can be seen

view; but it is well-known how 2
through such gross and compact substances as glass
and water. This shows that vision is effected not by
an actual contact between the seeing organ and the
f’bject seen but that it is due to a peculiar capacity,
inherent in the eyes.
- The Buddhists contend that the organ of hearing
is not Prapyak?iri; in other words, there is n0 contact
between the sense of hearing and the matter of sound-
perception. They point out that in every perception
of sound there is @ digde!a-vyapade!a, or an appre-
hension of the direction (e. g —the east) and the place
(e. g., the forest) from which the sound comes. Our
sense of hearing does not come in actual contact with
the direction or the place from which the sound
comes, when it has the perception of a sound. Hence
the, Buddhists jnaintain that the sense of hearing
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-which brings about the perception of a sound does so
‘without being Prapyakari.

The Jainas criticise the above Buddhist view by
pointing out that the fact that there is an apprehension
.of the direction and of the place in a perception does
not justify us in holding that the corresponding sense-
-organ is not Prapyakari. In a perception of smell
we often feel that it comes from a certain direction
(e. g., the south) and from a certain place (e. g., the
Maidhavi-bower). In tactual perceptions also, we
often feel, for example, that a certain pleasant breeze
is of the garden. With all these apprehensions of the
direction and of the place inherent in olfactory and
tactile perceptions, the sense-organs of smell and
touch are admitted as Prapyakari. The Buddhists
-contend that the apprehension of the direction and

the place present in olfactory and tactnal perceptions
are not perceptions but results of inference mingled
up with the actual perceptions; and hence, the sense-
organs of touch and smell are Prapyakari. The Jainas
meet the Buddhist contention by applying the same
thing to the case of the auricular sense. They urge
that the apprehensions of the direction and of the
place, present in a sound-perception ‘may be said to
be due to inferences. As a matter of fact, on hearing
a certain sound, we say (i. e., infer) that this sound is
of @ conch-shell or that it comes from a distant place
in the east. Hence the presence of an apprehension
of the direction and of the place in a perception
does not show that the corresponding sense-organ is
not Pripyakdri. The Buddhists ask: How can the
sense-organ of hearing be Prapyakari, secing that it
.can hear from the outside a sound originating inside
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the room when the doors of the room are closely
shut? The Jainas retort by asking: How can the
sense-organ of smell be Prapyakari, seeing that it can
grasp from the outside, a smell originating inside the
room when the doors of the room are closely shut?
The fact is that the perception of 2 sound is due to
the sense of hearing coming in actual contact with
the basis of sound which is too subtle to be obst-

ructed by such gross things' as doors, just as the

perc?ption of a smell is due to the sense of smelling
coming in actual contact with the basis of smell which

is too subtle to be obstructed by such gross things as
doors. Accordingly the sense-0rgal of hearing is
Prapyakari like that of smell.

The Jainas point out that the intensity of 2 sound
varies according to the distance between the source of
sound and our organ. of hearing. This also proves
that our perception of 2 sound is dependent on 2
contact of the sound-waves with the organ of hearing.

©
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etad dvitiyam avagraheha’vaya-dlzdram-bhedﬁd

ekadas caur vikalpakam 1 6!
has four modes

TraNnsLATION: Each of these two
thirst or desire)

viz., ‘Grasp’s ‘Attention’ (literally, 2
“‘Determination’ and ‘Retention’
two perceptions, the

CoMMENTARY: Each of the
involves four mental

Sensuous and the Unsensuous,
processes.
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visaya-visayi-samnipatanantara-samudbhita-satta-
matra-gocara-darsanaj jatam adyam avantara-samanya-
kara-vifista-vastu-grahavam avagrahap 171

TRANSLATION: ‘Grasp’ (avagrafia) consists in the
perception of a thing in its lesser general aspect,
which immediately follows or arises from the appre-
hension of the thing in its aspect of mere existence
(i. ., the vaguest general aspect) which apprehension
again results as soon as the object of knowledge and
the organ of perceiving are placed in fit positions.

COMMENTARY: Visaya or an object of perception
has two aspects, viz., general and particular. Avagraha
or Grasp is the first stage in its perception. It arises
in this way. When an object and a sense-organ (visayr)
are so placed that a correct perception is possible, the
very first impression that we get is that something
exists outside us. We do not know what that thing is
or what is its shape and so on, as yet. The impression
is that ‘Something Is’. This is the stage of Darsana,
in which details of every form are unapprehended.
Avagraha is the very next stage to this crudest impres-
sion. When we have grasp, we come to understand
not simply that ‘Something Is’ but to some extent
‘What That Something Is’: 2 man, a beast or some
other object. Thus although in Grasp we have nothing
more than the impression of a thing in its general
aspect it is nevertheless the first stage in the perception
of details.
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. 'I:RANSLA'HON: Attention or Inquisitiveness con-
sists in the impulse to enquire into the details of the

object grasped.

COMMENTARY: Let us suppose that through
Grasp, we have come to apprehend the general aspect
of the object of our perception: We apprehend, let us
suppose, that the object belongs to the human species.
The psychological state that follows this first appre-
hension is an impulse to find out details about the

man, e. g., toknow whether he is a man of the Karnata
ion or Inguisi-

or the Lata country. 1ha, i. e.; Attentl
tiveness consists in such an impulse to discover the

details.

heafadrafrotaisam s 0]

:‘hita-vi!e‘;a-nimaya’vdya}) 1914

. TRANSLATION: ‘Determination’ (avaya) is deter-
mining the details attended to.
COMMENTARY: Attention leads us to enquire
about the details. When Wwe have discovered them
and found them out for certain, we are said to have

Determined them (avaya)-

¥ A EATEEATIA T nge

sa eva d_rgﬂmtamdva.vthdpanna dharaya ' 10!
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TRANSLATION: That being firm-fixed is ‘retention’
(dharapa).

COMMENTARY: When one instead of forgetting
the details determined in the above manner, persists
in keeplng them before his mind’s eye for some time
he is said to ‘Retain’ them (dharara). Perceptlon is
complete when the stage of Retention is reached.
Retention generates what is called Samskara, i.e., a
stable impression, whereby a recollection of what is
perceived is made possible.

HEaE ST : G WE: 1 2g 1
sandaya-parvakatvad thayah samsayad
bhedah ' 11 1

TRANSLATION: Inquisitiveness (#12) is to be distin-
guished from Doubt (sassaya) which precedes it.

COMMENTARY: Let us suppose that through
‘Grasp’ we have come to appréhend that the object of
our perception is a man. After the ‘Grasp’ of man-
hood, there arises the ‘Doubt’ which in its essence is
many-sided: ‘is he a southerner or a northerner’?
Then, because the knower wants to find out the
details, ‘Attention’ or ‘Inquisitiveness’ arises in him,
of the form of (a tendency to think that) ‘he may be
a southerner’: Thus because of their being related as
Ground and Consequent, their distinction is apparent
like that of thread and cloth.

wyfagwesty afvomtaiarat aag2srse: nelnt
kathamcid abhede’pi parirama-visesad esam
nupadcm-bhcdnb [ )
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TraNSLATION: Though these are in some respects
one and the same, yet they are to be distinguished
owing to the peculiarity in modifications. :

CoMMENTARY: The above psychological proces-
$es are processes in one and the same knowing self or
J Iva. Hence they are ultimately one, in so far as
their essence or substratum is concerned. But as the
knowing self is differently manifested in these proces-
ses, they are to be distinguished from one another.

ATAEAA T A AT W‘rﬁé—amaa@ﬁa-
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asamastyenapy utpadyamﬁnatvenﬁsar_nk:‘r/ja-
svablmvatayﬁnubh/?yamﬁnatvdn’ apArvaparva-vasti-
paryaya-prakasakatvat kramabhavitvac caite
. yyatiricyante 113k

TRANSLATION: As they are perceived to be sepa-
rate from one another owing to their not arising
simultaneously; and as each of them reveals a DEW
aspect of things; and as they come up oneé after the
other; they are to be distinguished.

. The above psychological proces-
ses of Sensation, Grasp, Doubt, Inguisitiveness, De-
termination and Retention are to be distinguished
from each other. In accordance with the peculiar

nature of the subsidence or quiscence of the obstacles
to cognition in a perceiver, sometimes Sensationt ox}ly,
sometimes Sensation and Grasp, sometimes Sensation

COMMENTARY
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Grasp and Doubt (and so on) arise.in order of
succession. Hence it is that these processes are
perceived to be separate from one another. Every
percipient feels also that each of these processes
reveals a mew aspect of the thing under observation
and that each evolves from its preceding process.
Hence these psychological processes are clearly distin-
guishable from one another.

FRISTHINEEGA G997 FIGTRE FATCHA -
FHHAgRASET 1 ¥ Il

kramo’py amisam ayam eva tathaiva sarmvedanat
evam-kramavirbhiita-nija-karma-ksayopasama-
Janyatvac ca 1 14 |

TraNsLATION: Their order is such, because they
are perceived (to come up) in such an order and
because their origination is due to (gradual) destruct-
jon and abatement of one’s own Karma.

CoMMENTARY: First of all, we ‘feel’ that there is
Something existing outside us; then we ‘Grasp’ its
shape, colour etc., then owing to a want of our defi-
nite knowledge in regard to it, we have a state of
Dubitation; then, we “Want’ to determine it in one
definite way; then we ‘Determine’ it; and lastly we
‘Retain’ the idea in our mind in order that it may be
reproduced afterwards. This is the order of develop-
ment of a percept and it is observed by all. We -
should also remember that perception becomes pos-
sible only when its hindrances in the shape of Karma
are removed from the soul. Now, this removal is a



Pmmdnmnaya-mur&lok&lm'zkdmll: 11, 15, 16. 113
gradual process and the corresponding process of
Perception must consequently be of gradual growth.

HAT TRGRAAGHET 2 44 g% 0

anyatha prameyanavagati-prasamgap ¢ 15

TRANSLATION: Otherwise the object of knowledge
-would remain unknown.

COMMENTARY: Perception of an object is felt
to be gradually developed i1f the above order, so that
if the above order be not admitted to subsist between
the elements of perception, the object of perception
would be in danger of being unperceived.

M g 9 TeagrenaTgR, ¥ IMEIEE afegn
7 =gy, 7 arifgnrma weEad
. qRIY N ¢E N

tatha hi na khaly adrstam avagrkyate na canava-
grhvtam samdilyate na casamdigdham thyate na *
canthitam aveyate nipy mzavetam dharyate 1 16}

TRANSLATION: What is not ‘Sensed’ is never
‘Grasped’, the Un-grasped is not ‘Doubted’, the Nop-
doubted is not ‘Attended to’, the Non-attended to
is not ‘Determined’, and the ‘Undetermined is not

* ‘Retained’.

COMMENTARY: The aphorism shows in_ a nega-
tive way that the various stages of perception must
develop one after the other.

6
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kvacit kramasyanupalaksayam esam afntpadad
utpala-patra-sata-vyatibheda-kramavat 1 171

TRANSLATION: Sometimes this order is not appa-
rent; this is due to the immediate succession (literally,
origination) of those processes; this is like the imper-
ceptibility of the order in which are pierced the
hundred petals of a lotus.

COMMENTARY: In perceptions of objects which
we repeatedly and habitually come across, the above
processes are not explicitly felt.

AT QI ARG 1 85 1

paramarthikam punar-utpattau atma-
matrapeksam 1 18 |

TrANsSLATION: The Transcendental (perception)

on the other hand is dependent on the soul alone for
its genesis.

ComMENTARY: The Transcendental (paramarthi-
ka) Perception arises when its peculiar hindrances are
removed or mitigated. TIts origination is due to the
soul only. The soul, of course, develops the Practical
(sarvyavaharika) perception also but in the case of
the Practical perception, the soul generates it with the
help of the senses etc., whereas the Transcendental
perception arises direct from the soul.
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SERECER-c i TR L)
tad vikalam sakalan ca 1 19 1

et TRANSLATION: That is either Partial or Comp-
ete.

CommENTARY: The Partial (vikala) form of the
Transcendental perception has for its matter incomp-
Iete things, while things in their complete forms and
aspects are the objects of the Complete (sakala)
Transcendental cognition.

a1 R T A IaTaEaa T g Yo i
tatra vikalam avadhi-manah-paryaya-jrana-
. ripataya dvedha 1201
TRANSLATION: The Partial is of two kinds, Clair-
voyance (avadhi) and Telepathy (manabparyaya).

‘CoMMENTARY: These are defined below.

whpEamaatEE 0

avadhi-jranzvarana-vilaya-visesa-samudbharam
blmva~guzxg-pratyayang rapi-dravya-gocaram avadhi-
Jhanam 1211
TRANSLATION: ‘Clairvoyance’ is knowledge which
arises when its enveloping hindrance subsides in a
particular way, which is connate with some and in
* others acquired by means of rightiousness, and which
has for its objects things having a form.



'
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CoMMENTARY: Avadhi-jfiana is generally trans-
lated as ‘Clairvoyance’: it consists in a clear percep-
tion of material objects and those aspects of material
objects which are not perceptible by the senses.

Like all the forms of knowledge, Clairvoyance
arises in a being when its hindrances are removed.
With the residents of heavens and denizens of hells,
this form of knowledge is connatural; while men and
the lower animals can attain it only by Right Faith
etc. Clairvoyance relates to things which have a form.
Thus. Earth, Water, Fire, Air, Darkness, Shadow etc.
can be the matter for Clairvoyance. -

The thinkers of the Nyaya school refuse to regard
Darkness and Shade as substances having form or
magnitude as described above by the Jainas. Accord-
ing to them they are non-existences or Abhivas, i. e.,
contradictions of Light. They argue that had they
been real substances one would feel some obstruction
in passing through Darkness and Shade. When the
Light of the sun and the moon is prevented from
spreading on the face of the earth, we have Darkness;
when the Light in a small place is obstructed by a
cover like an umbrella etc,, we have Shade; when
these obstacles to Light are removed, it reappears as

a substance. If Darkness and Shade, which are thus
absence of Light, were on the contrary supposed to be
real things or substances, they would have, like a
concrete body like the earth, appeared as things having
separable parts.

The Jainas in criticising the above view begin by
asking: Is this negative nature of Darkness. or Shade
a matter of Perception or of Inference?
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Ygu cannot say that Darkness is perceived as a
IlOIl:Cxxstence. The non-existence of a thing, e.g., of
a pitcher is said to be perceived, when some other
poiﬁmve thing other than the pitcher is perceived in
its’ ‘place. When there is total Darkness, no positive
thing, not even one’s own palm is perceived; how
Ehen, can it be said that Darkness as negation of Light
is perceivable? Then again, the visibility of a thing
depends on there being light there. We cannot speak
9f the non-existence of a thing in a place unless there
is light there. We can see, for instance, the non-
existence of a pitcher in a place, only if light is there. -
The position that PDarkness as non-existence of Light
is a matter of perception leads to the absurdity that
Darkness is visible only when there is Light. The
Nyaya thinkers may contend that the perception of
the non-existence of a thing is dependent on the
existence of the totality (samagrya) of those conditions
on which its perception is dependent and not on the
existence of that thing itself. Let us take the example
of a particular lighted lamp, say A. The perception
of this lighted lamp A is dependent on certain condi-
tions. When A is removed and another Lighted lamp
B is placed there, the perception of B, which is the
non-existence of A, does not require the presence of
A there, but is dependent on the presence of those
conditions on which the perception of A was depen-
dent. The perception of the non-existence of a thing
does not thus require the presence of the thing there;
it may be said in the same way, that the perception of
Darkness, as 23 non-existence of Light, does mot
require the existence of Light there. The Jainas
point out that this Nyiya contention practically
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involves the admission that Darkness is no mere
negation but a positive substance which can be
perceived like the positive substance, Light. Light is
visible by coming in contact with the eyes (according
to the Naiyayikas). Now, if you say that Darkness
also is perceptible (i.e., visible) you must admit that
Darkness, also comes in actual contact with the eyes.
This leads to the position that Darkness must be a
positive substance; otherwise, how can it be said to
come in contact with the eyes? The Nydya thinkers
cannot avoid this position by saying that Darkness is
perceived although it does not come in actual contact
with the eyes. For, as the Jainas point out, this
Nyaya contention would involve the repudiation by
the Naiyayikas themselves of their two theories, viz.,
(1) the perception of the non-existence of a thing is
dependent on the presence of those conditions on
which its perception is dependent and (2) the organ
of vision is Prapyakari, i.e., all phenomena, in order
to be visible must have contact with the eyes. The
last contention of the Nyiya thinkers in this con-
nection is that Darkness need not be a positive
substance in order to be perceived; it is enough if it
be supposed to be an adjunct (visesara) to some sub-
stance (videsya), so that with the perception of the
latter the former is perceived. The Jainas refute this
contefition by asking: To what substance is Darkness
an adjunct? It cannot be supposed to be an adjunct
to the perceiver’s body (darira); for, it is perceived in
other places only. Nor, can it be supposed to be
attached to lands, articles, house-enclosures ete., for,
Darkness is perceivable in all places besides these.
Nor, lastly, can Darkness be said to be an adjunct to
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Q](:tsiz:.;n E)hfea subt.lest pervasive subsgance;‘ fc?r, this
n adjunct and a substantive thing is never
known or perceived to subsist between Akasa and
Darkness. Hence it is inconsistent to hold that
Darkness is a pure negation and that yet it can be
perceived.

'I_'hc TJainas refute also the contention that the
negative character of Darkness is established by
Inference. They ask: What would be the reason (Hetu)
of such an Inference? Eight reasons are conceivable:
(1) Darkness is perceived as something different from -
a positive substance. (2) Darkness is produced by the
totality (s@magr7) of conditions which are different
from a positive substance. (3) Darkness is perceived .
only when Light is absent. (4) Darkness is perceived
when the totality (s@magr?) of conditions which are
requisite for the perception of Light is present.

* (5) Causes for the production of Darkness are nos-
existent. (6) Darkness is an effect which is other than
a substance (Dravya), an attribute  (guva) and an
activity (karma). (7) Darkness is opposed to Light.
(8) Reasons or evidences which indicate the positive
character of a phenomena are wanting in the cas¢ of
Darkness. The Jainas set aside the foregoing eight
reasons, one by one, in the following way-.

They point out that the first of the above reasons,
“Darkness is perceived as something different from 2
positive substance’ is wrong. For, just as in ‘that is 4
pitcher,” ‘that is a pillar’ we have positive perceptions

of the things under observation, We have positive
perception of PDarkness in our experience of Darkness.
If Darkness were nothing but 2 negation we should
have but a negative experience of it, just as in the
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case of the absence of a pitcher in a place, we appre-
hend and say ‘there is no pitcher here’. It my be
argued: Negations may be positively perceived; this is
evidenced by our expression, e.g., ‘destruction’ etc.,
which express positive facts; thus there is no difference
in our perceptions of positive and negative facts; so
that Darkness, as a negative phenomenon may be
perceived in the same manner as Light, which is a
positive substance. The Jainas point out that the
contention is not sound. Experience of negation is
different from the experience of a positive fact. 1t is
wrong to hold that words like ‘destruction’ etc.,
express a positive fact. They express the negation of
a positive fact. It is for this reason that while using
the word, ‘destruction’, we always say ‘the destruction
of, e. g., a pitcher’, just to indicate the positive subst-
ance, a negation of which it is the function of nega-
tive expressions like ‘destruction’ to express. The
word Darkness however does not express negation.
If the word, Darkness were to stand for negation, we
would have used the expression, ‘the darkness of light’,
to indicate the fact of the absence of Light. The
Naiyayikas may urge that the expression Darkness
does not stand for negation in general and that hence
the expression, ‘the darkness of light’ is not used to
indicate the absence of Light; the expression Darkness
stands for negation (not in general but) of Light. The
Jainas point out that even this contention of the
Nyaya thinker is not maintainable; for, if he says
that although Darkness is nothing more than negation,
it can nevertheless be perceived as a positive fact, his
original proposition, ‘Darkness is perceived as some
thing different from a positive substance® becomes
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meaningless and as such, fails to serve as valid
‘reason’ for his theory about the negative character of
Darkness.

The Jainas take up the second contention of the
Nyaya thinkers, ‘Darkness is produced by the totality
(Sﬂln_agrt‘) of conditions which are different from a
positive substance’ and point out that this also cannot
serve as a valid ‘reason’ for the negative theory of
Darkness. The philosophers of the Nyaya School
maintain that a positive substance is produced by the
operation of ‘Intimate (samavayi), ‘Non-intimate
(asamavayiy and ‘Attendant (nimittay cause, none of
which is found to be operative in the case of produ-
ction of Darkness. In criticising this position of the
Naiyayikas, the Jainas begin by asking: What do you
mean by an ‘Intimate cause’ or ‘§amavayi karana r
It is said that the Intimate cause is that in which the
effect is linked up'(samavet@)- Yarn is said to be the
Intimate cause of cloth. The Jainas point out that
the above description of the Intimate cause does not
help us in any way. Nobody ever perceives that
Cloth is immanent in the yarzi: We rather say that
yarn is present in the Colth. Hence it is impossible
to determine the Intimate cause. Even if it be admitted
for the sake of argument that it is possible to trace in
some cases the effect as “intimately’ connected with a
cause, we cannot say that our perception is always a
perception of the relation between two positive facts.
In the case of our perception of non-existence, €.8-»

it is said that we

“There is no pitcher in this place,’ 3
have a perception of Samavaya of Intimate relation-
ship; but here the phenomenon, ‘the non-existence of
the pitcher’ is no positive fact and cannot be said to
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be ‘inherent’ or ‘immanent’ in ‘the place’. Hence to
say that the Intimate cause is perceived to be that in
which the effect is immanent is wrong. Then again, it
cannot be said that Intimate relationship is inferred
from any relationship, because Intimate relationship
is premised to be but an essential relationship. Again
if Samavaya be supposed to be immutably self-identical
in its nature, there is no reason why all the things of
the universe should not have Samavaya relationship
among them as soon as there is Samavaya between
any two and why Samavaya relationship between all
other things should not be dissolved as soon as the
Samavaya ceases to subsist between two things.
If it be said that these are prevented by the peculiar
circumstances and conditions, then this is admitting
that the Samaviya is in some respect different in
each case. Besides if Samaviya be supposed to
be something indestructible, eternal and immutable,
then it would inhere only in such things as Akaéa
and the Universals etc,, and not subsist between
things which emerge in time and are effect-phenomena.
If it be said that owing to the influence of attendant
causes, the Samaviya relationship comes to subsist
between emergent and non-eternal things, then the
constant presence of these attendant causes is the
main requisite and there is no necessity for speak-
ing of an Intimate cause. Now, if there is no such
thing as an Intimate cause, what are we to under-
stand by the Non-intimate (asamavayi) cause ? To
describe it as a condition which is proximate to
the Intimate cause is meaningless, if there is no such
thing as the Intimate cause. In the absence of the
Intimate cause, there would be no meaning in the
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SO-.called Attendant (nimiita) cause also. The Jaina
philosophers next point out how there would be
"m0 difficulty even if it be admitted that a real and
positive thing only is produced by causes, Intimate,
Non-intimate and Attendant. If it be asked; ‘What
would be the producing causes of Darkness, if Dark-
ness is a positive substance? the Jainas would insinuate
the answer by asking: What are the producing causes
of Light? If to this question, the Nyaya reply is that
the atoms of Light produce Light the Jainas would
say that it is the atoms of Darkness that produce
Darkness. If the Nyaya thinkers contend that the
existence of the Light-atoms is admitted by both the
Sf:hools, disputant, Q. e the Nyiya) and the opponent
@. e., the Jaina), the latter would urge the similar
acceptance of the doctrine of the reality of the Darkness-
atoms also. It is thus that the second ‘reason’ that a
real thing has a real cause advanced by the Nyiya
School fails to establish their theory that Darkness is
a mere negation.
The third ‘reason’ of the thinkers of the Nyiya
School for their proposition regarding the negative
character of Darkness, viz., ‘Darkness is perceived only
when there is no Light’ is also weak. The Jainas
urge that it is not correct to say that what appears
when something is absent is nothing more than the
negation of the latter. Something may intervene
between our eyes and the things like a pitcher etc;
when this intervening thing is removed we get 2 sight
of the pitcher etc. Here then, the pitcher etc., are

perceived only when there is no intervening thing;

but are the pitcher etc., mere non-existences on that

account? Light also is perceived only when obstruc-
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tions to it are absent but Light is admittedly no mere
negation. The Nyaya philosophers urge here that
Light is no negation because our factual perception
finds a positive character (i.e., heat) in it and because
this capacity to burn is impossible in a non-existent
thing. The Jainas meet this contention by pointing
out that Darkness is similarly perceived to have the
positive characteristic of coolness, which shows that
Darkness also is a real positive substance.

The fourth ‘reason’ of the Nyaya philosophers
for their theory that Darkness is only negation of
Light is thus put by Samkara and Nyayabhiisana:
‘The negation of a thing is perceived through the
self-same totality of conditions through which the
thing is perceived; hence Darkness which is perceived
through the totality of conditions through which
Light is perceived is the negation of it’.*

* Note: The meaning is that one group of conditions can
give perception of one real thing; the self-same group cannot give
perception of another real thing, Hence the self-same group of
conditions yields the perception of one real thing and that of
nothing else. The self-same group of conditions which generate
the perception of Light can thus yield the perception of Light
and of nothing else. Accordingly if Darkness is perceived through
the self-same conditions through which Light is perceived, Dark-
ness must be held to be nothing. This argument is extremely
weak. For, it may be argued in a similar manner that Light is
mere negation because it is perceived through the self-same
totality of conditions through which Darkness is perceived. As
a matter of fact, a pitcher is perceived through the self-same
totality of conditions of perception, through which a cloth is
perceived; but the pitcher and the cloth are no mere unsubstantial
negations of each other on that account.
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The Jainas next take up for consideration the
fifth ‘reason’ of the Nyaya School, viz., ‘Causes for
the production of Darkness as a real substance are
wanting’ for their negative theory about Darkness.
The.Nyﬁya philosopher, Sridhara, developed his con-
tention in this way: Are the Darkness-atoms (the
alleged causes of Darkness) capable of developing the
sensation of touch or are they not s0? They are not
cap.abk: of developing the sensation of touch, because
their effect (i. e., Darkness) is not capable of being
touched. If it be contended that the effect which they
produce (i. e, Darkness) is incapable of being touched,
because of the non-operation of Adrsta (the funda-
mental law determining causes and their effects), then,
one may argue that the Air-atoms also have the attri-
bute of colour and form but that owing to 2 peculiar

modification in the operation of Adgsta, the effect
which they produce (i.€., Air) is devoid of colour and
o modify effectuationt

form. If Adrsta be supposed t
in this way, it may as well be maintained that all
atoms are of one kind only and that the effects G- -
t?xe elements arising from them) are of four classes
(i. e., Earth, Water, "Air and Fire) because of the four
different modes of operation of Adgsta. It may be
said that the difference in the nature of the effects
(i. c., the elements of Air, Water, Earth and Fire)
proves that the constituent atoms of each are also

essentially different from those of another the nature
of the atoms is determined by the nature of the effect
(i.e., the element). In that casc, it is to be admitted
that the Darkness-atoms are incapable of developing
the sensation of touch (because their effect, Darkness

is not capable of being touched). Again, if the
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Darkness-atoms are incapable of developing the sense
of touch, they cannot be supposed to be capable of
producing Darkness; for, anything which is so unsub-
stantial as not to be capable of developing touch sens-
ations is incapable of producing anything. If it be
contended that from the fact of an effect it is always
right to suppose the existence of a cause, consistent
with it but that from the disorder or something wrong
in the cause, it is never right to deny the effect which
is manifest. To this Sridhara’s reply is that he does
not deny the phenomena of Darkness, but that from
the fact of its emergence from a competent cause
being not apparent as well as from the fact of Dark-
ness being perceived to be nothing more than a sensat-
ion of Darkness, he denies that it is a positive subs-
tance. The Jainas criticise the contentions of Sridhara
by asserting and proving their own position that the
atoms of Darkness have the capacity of generating
tactile sensation. These atoms produce Darkness as
their effect, which coming in contact with our body
gives rise to a feeling of coolness or cold. If it be
asked: What is the evidence of Darkness generating 2
tactile sensation? The counter-question may be: What
is the evidence that Darkness does not generate a
tactual sensation? It may be observed that the Nyaya
philosopher is bound to prove by evidence that
Darkness does not generate any tactual feeling before
he can argue that a cause which has not the capacity
to develop a tactile sensation cannot give rise to an
cffect. The Jainas on their part adduce evidence that
Darkness does generate a tactual sensation. Way-
farers passing through the scorching rays of the sun
are found to be happy in coming in contact with the
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dar}.c‘Shade. This feeling of happiness is due to a
positive sensation of coolness in their bodies and not
to a mere negative sensation of the want of heat. In
fact the Jainas point out the positive character of this
feeling of coolness in Shade is so marked that one
may be tempted to think that Darkness is a real
Slﬂ;stance and Light, but its negation. It may be
objected that if Darkness is characterised by coolness,
one thrown into the Darkness of a prison, the doors of
which are closely shut would feel cold. The Jainas
turn the line of this argument against the objector
and point out that such a person does peither feel
absence of heat in the Darkness of the said prison,
\Vl}iCh goes to show that the objection does not esta-
bl}sh the theory that Darkness is only the negation of
Light. The Jainas explain why the prisoner does not
feel cold in the Darkness of the prison in this way:
Darkness like Water has the property of coolness.
But just as in the case of Water, in order that its
coolness may be felt, there must be Air blowing there
so in the case of Darkness also. One does not feel
the coolness of the Darkness of the prison-house,
because there are no waves of Air blowing there.
The Jainas next point out how inference also establi-
shes the tactual character of Darkness. They put
their argument in the following syllogistic form:
“Darkness has tactual property; because it has form
like Earth’. The fact that Darkness has 2 form is not

unproved. We perceive that the Darkness in a given

place has a black form which goes tO show that

Darkness has a form. The objectors may argue that

if Darkness be supposed to have a form, it would .
require Light to be visible, because all black things
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Darkness-atoms are incapable of developing the sense
of touch, they cannot be supposed to be capable of
producing Darkness; for, anything which is so unsub-
stantial as not to be capable of developing touch sens-
ations is incapable of producing anything. If it be
contended that from the fact of an effect it is always
right to suppose the existence of a cause, consistent
with it but that from the disorder or something wrong
in the cause, it is never right to deny the effect which
is manifest. To this Sridhara’s reply is that he does
not deny the phenomena of Darkness, but that from
the fact of its emergence from a competent cause
being not apparent as well as from the fact of Dark-
ness being perceived to be nothing more than a sensat-
ion of Darkness, he denies that it is a positive subs-
tance. The Jainas criticise the contentions of Sridhara
by asserting and proving their own position that the
atoms of Darkness have the capacity of generating
tactile sensation. These atoms produce Darkness as
their effect, which coming in contact with our body
gives rise to a fecling of coolness or cold. If it be
asked: What is the evidence of Darkness generating a
tactile sensation? The counter-question may be: What
is the evidence that Darkness does not generate a
tactual sensation? It may be observed that the Nydya
philosopher is bound to prove by evidence that
Darkness does not generate any tactual feeling before
he can argue that a cause which has not the capacity
to develop a tactile sensation cannot give rise to an
effect. The Jainas on their part adduce evidence that
Darkness does generate a tactual sensation. Way-
farers passing through the scorching rays of the sun
are found to be happy in coming in contact with the
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darl‘(.Shade. This feeling of happiness is due to a
positive sensation of coolness in their bodies and not
to a mere negative sensation of the want of heat. In
fact‘ the Jainas point out the positive character of this
fecling of coolness in Shade is so marked that one
may be tempted to think that Darkness is a real
substance and Light, but its negation. It may be
objected that if Darkness is characterised by coolness,
one thrown into the Darkness of 2 prison, the doors of
which are closely shut would feel cold. The Jainas
turn the line of this argument against the objector
and point out that such a person does neither feel
absence of heat in the Darkness of the said prison,
which goes to show that the objection does not esta-
blish the theory that Darkness is only the negation of
Light. The Jainas explain why the prisoner does not
feel cold in the Darkness of the prison in this way:
Darkness like Water has the property of coolness.
he case of Water, in order that its

But just as in t
coolness may be felt, there must be Air blowing there
One does not feel

so in the case of Darkness also.
the coolness of the Darkness of the prison-house,
because there are nO Waves of Air blowing there.
The Jainas next point out how inference als® establi-
shes the tactual character of Darkness. They put
their argument in the following syllogistic form:
“Darkness has tactual property; because it has form
tike Earth’, The fact that Darkness has a form is not
We perceive that the Darkness in a given
plack form which goes to show that
Darkness has a form. The objectors may arsue that
if Darkness be supposed to have @ form, it would -
require Light to be visible, because all black things

unproved.
place has a
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like a black lotus, a cuckoo etc., are visible in Light
only. The Jainas reply that Light is not essential to
visibility; creatures like owls etc. see things in Darkness.
It may be said that in the case of animals like-man,
Light is indispensible to the visibility of a thing. The
Jainas point out, however, that although black things
like a black lotus etc., are invisible unless there is
Light, Darkness is visible where there is no Light.
This is due to the peculiar nature of brilliant things
like peatls, lamp-lights, the moon etc., to be visible,
although there be no Light to reveal them. Hence it
may be safely said that Light is not essential to the
visibility of a thing. Darkness may thus have a black
form and yet be visible without Light. Another
syllogistic form in which the Jainas put their argument
is: ‘Darkness has a form; because it is perceived to
be possessed of blackness; like a black lotus. They
point out that a formless negation like the non-
existence of a pitcher cannot be said to be perceived
as of a black form etc. Accordingly the perception of
Darkness as something black goes to show that
Darkness has a form. If then, Darkness has a form,
it has also the tactile perceptibility. And if the effect of
Darkness bas the tactile perceptibility, it cannot be
said that the constituent atoms of Darkness because
of their incapablity to dovelop tactile perceptibility,
are incapable of producing the effect, i.e., Darkness.
The Jaina philosophers next take up the criticism of
the Nyaya contention that ‘Darkness is an effect which
is other than the Dravya or the Guna and the Karma®
the sixth reason for the negative theory of Darkness.
- They point out that ‘the reason’ is ‘partially unproved’
(ekadeda-siddha) inasmuch as it is never proved that



Pramﬁgm—naya-Iattr&[okﬁlaizk&raln: 1, 21. 129

Darkness as an effect is something other than a Sub-
stance. They ask: How do you know that Darkness
as an effect is something other than a Substance? Do
you know it to be so, because Darkness is essentially
a negation? If you urge this, you commit the fallacy
of ‘mutual dependence’. For, you contend on the
one hand that Darkness is 2 negation, because it is
something other than 2 Substance and on the other
hand you maintain that PDarkness 18 something other
than a Substance because it is a negation. Or do
you know that Darkness is something other than 2
Substance, not because it is a negation but for some
other reasons? This contention i§ jmmaterial, inas-
much as this gives a go-bye to the negative theory of
Darkness.

Th seventh ‘reason’ of the Naiyayikas for their
negative theory of Darkness is “Parkness is opposed
to Light’. In criticising this contention, the Jainas
point out that it is not an absolute rule that whatever

opposes a fact must be a negation of it. Water and
Fire, for example are mutually opposed to each other
but are not mere negations of each other on that
account. The thinkers of the Nyaya school contend,
however, that Opposition (virodha) may be ?f two
kinds. One kind of QOpposition between two things of
.phenomena is ‘non-staying together’ (saltdnavast/mm).
The opposition that subsists between Light .and
Darkness is said to be of this kind, inasmuch as L1g1}t
and Darkness cannot stay together. Such an oppost-
tion cannot subsist between
subsist only between a substa; i
Darkness and Light cannof stay together; we have
Darkness only were Light disappears- Hence from



130 Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankarah: II, 21.

the fact that Light and Darkness like pitcher and its
non-existence cannot stay together, we are justified in
.concluding that Darkness is but the negation of Light,
just as the non-existence of the pitcher is that of the
pitcher. There is another kind of Opposition. It
consists in the relationship between the ‘Annihilator’
and the ‘one being annihilated’ (vadhya-ghataka-
bhava). Such an Opposition mdy subsist between
two substances, one of which is annihilating the other
and the other is being annihilated by the former. The
Naiyayikas contend that this kind of Opposition does
not subsist between Light and Darkness and hence as
Light is admittedly a Substance, Darkness must be
supposed to be a negation of it. The Jainas set aside
the negative theory of Darkness by pointing out that
between Light and Darkness there is the latter kind of
Opposition. A man walking out in a dark night
takes a lamp; as the man advances in this way the
Light from his lamp progressively destroys the Dark-
ness of the way. Here, clearly, the ‘Light of the
Jamp is the Annihilator and the Darkness is being
Annihilated’. The Opposition is one of vadhya-
ghataka-bhava and as such, Darkness is as much a
Substance as Light.

The eighth and the last ‘reason’ of the Naiyayikas
for their negative theory about Darkness is: ‘Evidences
indicating a positive nature are wanting in the case of
Darkness’. The Jainas on the other hand contend
that there are evidences which lead one to infer that
Darkness is a real sustance. They point to such
expressions as ‘deep Darkness’, ‘Waves of Darkness’
‘sprouting Darkness’ and urge that these expressions
indicate the positive reality and substantiality of
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Darkness. The Nyaya thinkers contend that these
expressions are but figurative and do not prove the
substantiaity of Darkness. The Jainas point out that
these' expressions have always a directly positive
meaning and never imply any negative idea. Use of
ﬁ_gﬂ}'ative expressions is based on a pereeption of
Slr:nﬂarity. There can be no similarity between a
ﬁ}lng and its negation, between, for example, @
pitcher and its non-existence. The expressions which
are applicable to a real thing cannot thus be figurati-
Yely applied to its negation. Accordingly, if express-
lons implying a positive sense are used in connection
with Darkness, it is because Darkness is 2 positive
reality and not an unsubstantial negation. The second
contention of the Jainas in this connection is:
Darkness is not a negation (i.€., 8 non-existent unsub-
stantiality), because it has not the nature of “prior

, non-existence’ etc.; like Vyoma (or Akasa, which is the
subtlest matter according to the thinkers of the Vedic
School but which is no material substance at all
according to the Jainas). The Jainas prove the truth
of the reason in their foregoing argument in the
following way: Non-existence according to  the
Naiyayikas is of four kinds, viz, ‘prior non-existence’;

‘posterior non-existence’; ‘mutual pon-existence’; and

‘absolute non-existence’.

Now, Darkness is not ‘the prior non-existence’
of Lijght. For, it cannot be said that it is the
prior non-existence of one particular Light: Darkness
is destroyed by the sun-light in the same Wway as
by the lamp-light; ‘The prior non-existence’ of 2
particular thing is destroyed by the appearance of

pearance of any

that thing alone and not by the ap
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other thing. ‘Darkness. which is destroyed by any
Light cannot thus be said to be ‘the prior non-
existence’ of any particular Light. Neither can
Darkness be said to be ‘the prior non-existence of
any light’; for any one Light destroys the Darkness
of any place. Nor can it be argued: Darkness cannot
be said to be capable of destruction by one Light only;
Darkness is of many sorts; one mode of it may be
destroyed by, say, lamp-light, another mode of Dark-
ness is to be destroyed by, say, sun-light. When the
former is destroyed by lamp-light, the latter mode of
Darkness, on account of the absence of sun-light there
at that time, remains still there, to be removed by
sun-light, sometime thereafter; accordingly it is not
correct to maintain that Darkness is removable by
any one Light. The Jainas stick to their position that
Darkness is always removable by any light whatsoever
and refute the foregoing contention of their opponents
by pointing out that different modes of Darkness *
removable by different modes of Light are never
experienced. They urge that when Darkness- in a
place is removed by lamp-light, nobody perceives there
any other mode of Darkness to be removed by sun-
light thereafter, which goes to show that Darkness is
always of one mode, removable by any one Light.
The Jainas refute finally their opponent’s contention
that Darkness is ‘the prior non-existence of Light®
by pointing out that when Darkness is destroyed by,
say, lamp-light, it is not destroyed for ever but that it
reappears. ‘The prior non-existence’ of a thing is
admittedly beginningless; how, then, is this re-appea-
rance or beginning of Darkness, premised to be ‘the
prior non-existence of Light” possible, seeing that ‘the
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prior non-existence™ is beginning-less? The Jainas next
argue that Darkness cannot be the mere ‘posterior

. non-existence’ of Light, on the ground that it is capable
of .being destroyed, just as Darkness conceived as ‘the
Prior non-existence’ of Light. Neither can Darkness
be looked upon as ‘the mutual non-existence’ of Light,
because even in the most brilliantly sun-lit day,
Darkness is perceived to exist as a real substance.
The last possible contention of the opponent, that
Parkness is ‘the absolute non-existence’ of Light,
is also not maintainable, because Darkness is generated
only when its peculiar causes are present.

Hence it is that none of the eight ‘reasons’ put
forward by the Naiyayikas is competent 10O support
their contention that the negative theory of Darkness is
established by Inference.

All the above arguments are applicable in the case
of Shade also which the Nyaya thinkers look upon as
a mere negation of Light and which the Jainas hold to

be a real substance. . .

Lastly, the Jainas take up the Nyaya contention
that Darkness cannot be a real substance, because
one passing through it does not feel any obstruction _
or resistance. The Jainas point out that this contention
is untenable because if we apply the same line of
argument in the case of Light, Light, which is a real
substance according to the Naiyayikas, would appear
to be nothing more than unsubstantial negation.

The Jaina theory that Darkness and Shade are
real positive substances is thus conclusively proved.

Rt e 1 o5 M LIS S
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samyama-visuddhi-nibandhanad visisiavarapa-vicche-
4daj jatam mano-dravya-paryayalambanam manab-
paryaya-jianam 1221

TRANSLATION: Telepathy, which has for its object
the mental substance and its modes, arises from the
subsidence of its peculiar cover (i. e., obstacles which
suppress it), the subsidence being due to self-control
and purity.

CoMMENTARY: Manah-paryaya-jfiana is generally
translated as Telepathy. The object known by Tele-
pathy is Manas or mind and its various modes. Mind
is possessed only by human beings who are five-sensed
animals having Samjaad or a faculty of discrimination,
reasoning etc. Human beings inhabit only a limited
part of the universe. Not all five-sensed animals have
Manas. Even not all human beings have the tele-
pathic knowledge. On account of the practice of the
prescribed modes of self-control and special purity in
conduct, a man can have the obstacles to his telepathic
knowledge partially destroyed or mitigated, whereupon
he comes to attain this direct knowledge of other’s
minds and their modes of operation.

THE g GGG vg:g—awwmwamw
ffesrarataarnaitesd Faeama 133
sakalam tu samagri-vifesatap samudbhita-samasta-

yarara-ksayapek sam nikhila-dravya-paryaya-
saksatkari-svarapam kevala-jianam 123 1
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:I'P:ANSLATION: The Complete is pure knowledge
consisting in a direct cognition of all substances and
their modes, which arises when owing to a peculiar
group of conditions all the (knowledge-) covering

hindrances are annihilated.

CoMMENTARY: The Complete or Pure knowledge-
f Omniscience are said

is Omniscience. The causes O
to be two-fold, Internal and external. Internal
causes are Right Faith etc., and the external causes aré
that the would-be possessors of Omniscience should
have their births as human beings within the time
specified for the flourishing of the Jipas. It arises from
-a destruction of all the Karmas which are described as
the Ghati and which envelop Omniscience. In the
F:Omplete or Pure knowledge, the nature of all things
is directly known.

1t is to “be observed that the Jaina thinkers in
admitting the Kevala-jidna obviously go against the
view of the Mime‘ui\sﬁ\school, according to which
Omniscience is impossible- Why, ask the Jainas, must
Omniscience be held to be impossible? Is it because-
there are proofs which contradict it (bﬁdlmka-blu’n'a)?
Or, is it because proofs in support of it are wanting
(sadhakdbhava)? 1In the first case, aré the proofs con-

tradicting Omniscience (padhakas) matters of direct
. knowledge or are -they not so? If you say, these

Bidhakas are matters of direct knowledge (pratyaksa),
ether they are matters of the trans-
thika) knowledge or of the practical
If it be said that the Badhakas are
you are to state

s partial (vikala)-

you must state whi
cendental (paramar
' (sﬁrinyavahﬁrika).
matters of transcendental perception,
whether this transcendental cognition i
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.or complete (sakald). Now the partial form of the
transcendental knowledge is either clairvoyance (Ava-
«dhi) or telepathy (Manah-paryaya). The former, as
shown before, consists in a supersensuous perception
.of things having a form and the latter, in a cognition
.of the mental substance and its modes. None of these
-opposes the possibility of Omniscience in any way.
And it goes without saying that the complete form of
the transcendental knowledge which is Omniscience
itself cannot be held to be opposed to Omniscience.
Coming to the practical cognition, we find it is either
‘Sensuous or unsensuous. The unsensuous, internal or
mental, perception is either Pratibha or unaccountable
presentiment or non-Pratibha. The Pratibha is never
felt to be opposed to the possibility of Omniscience.
The other modes of the internal perception consist in
pleasurable or painful feelings and as such, they can
never oppose Omniscience. If it be said that our sen-
suous perception opposes the possibility of Omniscience
we ask, whose perception is it, your (i.e., the opponent’s)
own or other person’s? If your own perception op-
poses it, there may be two alternatives. You may say
that your perception at the persent moment is opposed
to Omniscience; this position is, however, not contested
(but this does not afford any conclusive proof about
the impossibility of Omniscience). If, on the other
hand, you say that your perception is at all times and
in all places, to be opposed to Omniscience, we ask,
do you say it after having experiences of all times and
of all places or do you say it without having them?
In the first case, you yourself are an Omniscient Being
and thus contradict your own position. In the latter
.case, your assertion is dogmatic. 1If, however, it be
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afgued that other persons’ perception opposes Omnis-
cience, all the difficulties, just discussed, crop up. It
may be urged, moreover, that as no person can make
you fcel his own perception, you must be dependent
on his ipse dixit, that Omniscience is impossible. In
that case, why should you not believe in our assertion
regarding the possibility of Omniscience? The oppo-
nent may urge here that other persons’ experience
bility of Omniscience) is reliable

(regarding the impossi
because that is consistent with facts"as they are. To
s this fact of

this, the Jainas answer by asking:
consistency a matter of direct perception (pratyaksa)

or is it unperceived? The Jajnas point out that the
difficulties discussed above again crop up in this con-

nection. Besides, it should be noted that cognition is
not knowable by sensuous perception; accordingly, it
is impossible for sensuous perception to determine
whether one’s cogpition is all-.knowing or mot. It
should also be noted that Abhava or non-existence can
never be a matter for direct perception, according to

}he Mimamsakas; accordingly the Abhava-pramana
ie., the alleged knowledge by which Abhava or non-
0 f. Ommniscience) can

existence (i.e., the non-existence O
be known becomes devoid of all perceptible contents.
For all these reasons, the Pratyaksa or direct percep-
tion cannot be said to Oppose the possibility of Omnis-
cience.

Nor can it be said that non-perception (npmtyak.ra,
mode of knowledge which is not per-
he possibility of Omuniscience- For,
it may be asked: In what does this non-perception
consist? You cannot say that non-perception consist-
ing in absence of perception shows the impossibility of

i.e., a source or
ception) opposes t
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Ommniscience. (The meaning of the opponent’s position
is that when we are not in a state of perceiving, we do
not perceive any Omniscient Being; non-perception
consisting in the absence of perception, thus opposes
Omniscience). The Jainas contend that this position
is wrong. When we are in the state of sleep (a mode
of non-perception in the sense of absence of percep-
tion) we do not perceive any water, pillar, pitcher,
lotus, cloud etc.; but these cannot be said to be non-
existent then on that account. The Jainas further point
out how non-perception in the sense of cognition
which is different from perception does not oppose the
reality of Omniscience. Such non-perception is either
of a positive nature or of a negative nature. Let us
take first the case of positive non-perception. A non-
perception (i.e., a mode of knowledge which is not
perception) of a positive nature is either Inference
(anumand) or Anuthoritative knowledge (fabda) or
necessary Implication (arthaparti) or Analogical Argu-
ment (upamana). The Jainas point out how none of
these modes of valid knowledge is opposed to Omnis-
cience. In all Inference, there must be a subject
(dharmi, about which or whom something is to be predi-
cated), with which a Reason or Mark (ketw) is in-
separately connected. Now, in the alleged Inference,
about the impossibility of Omniscience, what is this
Subject? The subject is either Omniscience or a Person.
Now, if you put forward the argument, ‘Omniscience is
impossible’, your Inference will be fallacious; for, you
do not admit the reality of Omniscience, so that any
Hetu connected with it must be Aérayasiddha, i.e., the
Abode of the Hetu will be unproved. Nor can you
build up an Inference by putting forward a Person as
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the Dharmi or the subject of the Inference. For, two
alteynative questions crop up, is the Person Omniscient
or 1s he something else? Now, if you say that the
subject of the Inference is an omniscient Person, We
may ask: Is the Person known to be omniscient by
you or is he judged by others to be omniscient? If
you hold the first alternative view and say that you
have known the person who is the Subject of your
Inference, to be omniscient, then you cannot develop
any Inference about the inomniscience of that person;
for, your previous knowledge about the Ommiscience
of the person will be a bar to your further Inference
about his inomniscience. If, on the other hand, you
say that the Subject or the Dharmi of your Inference
is the person (e.8- Vardhamana etc.), who is accepted
by others (e.g., by the Jainas) as an ompiscient Being,

what is your Proven (i.e., the Sadhya or that which
you want to prove about him)? It can be either non-
existence (i.e., Vardhaméana did never exist as a real
person) or inommiscience (e Vardhamana was never
aniscient). You cannot maintain the first view; for,
the historic existence of Vardhamana is not disputed
by you. You can only hold the second view and say
{hat Vardhamana was not Omniscient. But what is
your ‘reason’? Is it ‘experience’ (upnlabn’hi) or is it
‘non-experience’ (anupalabdhi)? Experience (upalabdii)
is either the experience of something which is ‘not op-
posed’ (aviruddlm) to the Proven (ie. something which
is to be proved, ie., Omniscience) or something which
is ‘opposed (viruddha) to the Proven. The first mode
of experience cannot serve your purpose; you cannot
deny Omniscience in Vardhamina, if you put forward
the ground that facts have been cxperienced which do
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not oppose Omniscience in him. The Viruddha-
upalabdhi or the experience of something which is
opposed to the Proven (i.e., omniscience in the present
case), on the other hand, is either the experience of
something directly (saksat) contradicting the Proven;
or the experience of something, inseparably connected
with (vyaptd) what contradicts the Proven; or the ex-
perience of something which is the effect (kdrya) of
what contradicts the Proven; or the experience of
something which is the cause (karapa) of what con-
tradicts the Proven; or the experience of phenomena
which accompany etc. (sahacara etc.) what contradicts
the Proven. The first of these is not applicable, because
nothing has been experienced which can prove in-
omniscience (which directly contradicts omniscience) in
Vardhamana. As regards the other four modes of the
Virnddha-upalabdhi, it should be premised that the
Proven in the present case being Omniscience, what is
Opposed to the Proven (viruddha) is inomniscience or
limited knowledge; what is inseparately connected
(vydipta) with this inomniscience (i. e., what is opposed
to the Proven) is the knowledge of a limited number
of things only; what is the effect (karya) of the in-
omniscience is the teacher-ship of a limited number of
things only; what is the cause (karava) of this in-
omniscience is the partial subsidence of the knowledge
enveloping Karma; and what are the accompaniments
(sahacara) etc., of this inomniscience are the feelings of
attachment and envy etc. Now there is no evidence of
the existence in Vardhamana of any of these in order
to make possible the experience in him of any of these
viz., ‘the knowledge of a limited number of things only’,
‘the teachership of a limited number of things only’,
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‘the partial subsidence from his soul of the knowledge-
enveloping Karmas’ and “the feelings of attachment and
enyy’ t;tc. Here the opponents may argue that Speaker-
ship (i.e., the fact that Vardhamana used to speak or
ICCtU}’e to his listeners) is found in him; one, having
omniscience, does not speak; it is only an inomniscient
person that lectures; speaker-ship is thus the effect of
mOn}mscience, (i.e., what contradicts the Proven or
OrI}nlscience); and this speakership being found in him
(\'1rzlddlm-k&rya-zwlabdlxi), omniscience (i.c., the Proven)
cannot be predicated of him. The Jaina reply to this
?O{Itention is as follows: What sort or speakership
Is it which is ‘the effect of what is opposed to Omnis-
cience’? Does such speaker-ship consist in ‘speaking
about things which are opposed to the things of valid
knowledge’? Vardhamana did not speak about such
false things and so such 2 speakership, as 3 ‘reason’
(hety) for the conclusion about Vardhamana’s in-
omniscience is ‘unproved’ (asiddha). Or does such
speaker-ship consist in ‘speaking about things which
are not opposed to the things of valid knowledge’?
Now, if you put forward this kind of speakership as

the ‘reason’ for your conclusion about Vardhamana’s

inomniscience, then your ‘reason’ (hetti) is viruddha

or opposed to what you want to prove; for, the fact

that Vardhamana used to speak about _things which

are not opposed to the things of valid knowledge isa

competent Hetu for the Sadbya, i.e., his Omniscience

and not his inomniscience (which you want to prove)-
itself, i.e., the

Thirdly, if you contend that speakership itse
very fact that Vardhamana spe: i

for the conclusion about his inomnis
is ‘doubtful’ (anekanta); for, while speakers

cience, your Hétu
hip is found
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with inomniscience, it is also found to be not opposed
to the effect of Omniscience. It is thus that the Jainas
show how Experience (upalabdhi) does not prove that
a Person like Vardhamana is inomniscient.

Does Non-experience (anupalabdhi) establish the
inomniscience of Vardhamana? Non-experience is
either ‘the non-experience of the opposite of the Proven’
(viruddha-anupalabdii) or ‘the non-experience of what
is not opposed to the Proven’ (aviruddha-anupalabdhi).
The former establishes a positive fact; an instance of
it is the argument: A thing has many aspects; for, the
fact of its having one and the same aspect ‘is not
perceived’. It is obvious that the Viruddha-anupalab-
dhi can establish only a positive conclusion, e.g., that
Vardhamana is Omniscient; it does not establish a
negative fact, Vardhamana is not Omniscient. The
Aviruddha-anupalabdhi, again, may be either Svabhava-
anupalabdhi (i.e., ‘the non-perception of the nature of
the Proven’) or Vyapaka-anupalabdhi (ie., ‘the non-
perception of that which pervades the Proven’) or Karya-
anupalabdhi (i.e., ‘the non-perception of the effect of
the Proven’), or Karana-anupalabdhi (ie., ‘the non-
perception of the cause of the Proven’), or Sahacara-
adi-anupalabdhi (i.e., ‘the non-perception- of the accom-
paniments etc. of the Proven’). The first of these, viZ.,
the Svabhava-anupalabdhi may be either ‘pure non-
perc.:e.ption’ or ‘non-perception having a conscious

positive content’. The ‘pure non-perception’, however,
does not prove the impossibility of Omniscience. As
regards ‘the non-perception having a positive conscious
content’ as a Hetu or ‘reason’ for Vardhamana’s in-
omniscience, it is Asiddha (i.e., ‘unproved’). Omnis-
cience, is a subtle attribute and as such it is not 2
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mattefr .for sense-perception; thé non—perception of
Omniscience through the sense-organs, however, does
not prove its non-existence in Vardhamana. The other
modes of the Aviruddha-anupalabdhi also do mno
establish the impossibility of Omniscience. What ‘per-
vades’ _(vyﬁpaka) Omniscience is the direct cognition of
all objects; the effect (karya) of Omniscience is to
impart instructions regarding super-sensuous matters;
the cause (karana) of omniscience is the subsidence of
all knowledge-enveloping Karmas; the accompaniments
ete~(sahacara-adi) of Omniscience are spotless Right
Conduct etc. Now, it cannot be proved that these
(i.e., the direct cognition of all objects, the teachership
about supersensuous matters etc. were not found in
Vardhamana., Hence it is that the Vyapaka anupa-
labdhi etc., also are Asiddha Hetus, so far as Vardha-
mana’s inomniscience is concerned.

The above are the difficulties in the way of the
opponent who tries to prove the impossibility of
Omniscience' by putting forward an Omniscient Person
as the Dharmi or the subject of the Inference. Nor
would he fare better, if the Dharmi or the subject of
the Inference be put forward as a person, different
from an Omniscient Being. For, in that case, the
reasoning would establish only that an inomniscient
person is inomniscient, a fact which is not disputed
but which is irretevant for the matter of the present
dispute regarding the possibility of Omniscience:

For all these reasons, Anumaina or Inference can-
not be said to be opposed (bﬁd/mka) to the possibility
of Omniscience.

the Sabda or Serip-

The Jainas next point out how
tural or authoritative knowledge does not contradict
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Omniscience. For, if it be said that the Scriptural
Authority opposes the possibility of Omniscience (The
Mimamsa thinkers contend that as in the Vedas we
never come across such expressions as Omniscience, it
must be held to be impossible), the question is: Is such
Scripture man-made of not-man-made (apauruseya)?
A Scripture which consists in words, cannot be held to
be not-man-made; in other words, there cannot be
any Apauruseya Scripture. All Scriptures are man-
made. Now, the authors of the Scriptures were either
Omniscient or inomniscient. If you say that the
author of your Scripture was an Omniscient person,

how can you say that the Scriptural authority opposes
the possibility of Omniscience? If on the other hand,

the author of your Scripture be held not to be omnis-

cient, it may be asked: Did he see the nature of all

persons before he made his Scripture? If he did, then

he himself is an Omniscient person and as such, his

Scripture canndt be opposed to Omniscience. If he

did not, then his Scripture is no authority.

Nor can it be said that Arthapatti or Necessary
Implication as a source of valid knowledge is opposed
to Omniscience. There is nothing which is true, being
established by the six Pramanas but which becomes im-
possible unless Omniscience be held to be not possible.

Nor is Upamana a Badhaka to Omniscience; the
matter of Upamana being the points of similarity bet-
ween two or more things.

Hence it is that the Pramanas which consist in
positive knowledge, are not opposed to the possibility
of Omniscience.

It cannot be said further that the Praméana which’
is called Abhava and which consists in negative know-
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ledge opposes Omniscience. The negative knowledge,

i.e., the knowledge about the non-existence of a thing

or phenomena is possible only when the five modes of

the proof about its existence are wanting. In the case
Of _Omniscience, however, it may be said that its possi-
bility and reality are established by Anumana of
mfe}'ential proof. Accordingly, it can never be the
business of the Pramana called the Abhava o nega
tive the possibility and reality of Omniscience.
. Hence it cannot be contended that Omniscience is
impossible because there are Badhakas to it.

Nor can it be said that Sadhakas or proofs in
support of Omniscience are wanting. It has been
shown how Anuména or Inference establishes the fact

of its possibility and reality.
_ The Taina position is thus vindicated (against the
Mimarnsa theory) that Omniscience is possible and

real.

agg frefoem v RY
-tadvan arhan nirdosatvat 1241

TRANSLATION: Arhat is possessed of that; as he

has no faults.

CommeNTARY: The Arhat is possessed of Omuais-
cience as He is devoid of the “faults’ of attachment,
envy and ignorance.: The commentator puts the matter
of the aphorism in a syllogistic form thus:- ‘The
Arhat is omniscient; as he is devoid of the faults: one
who is not so, is not so; as for instance, 2 man in the
street; the Arhat is so, hence he is Omniscient.

7
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fratdisat wammiERfaaEaEE 1]y

nirdoso’sau pramaypavirodhi-vakyatvat 1251

TrANSLATION: He is devoid of faults, as His
words are unopposed to the Pramina.

CoMMENTARY: The commentator puts the matter
of the aphorism in a syllogistic form thus:- ‘The Arhat
is devoid of faults; as His words are unopposed to the
Pramana: One who is not devoid of faults has not
his words unopposed to the Pramana; as for instance,
a man in the street; the Arhat has his words un-
opposed to the Pramana; hence He is devoid of faults’.

afeseer SRR dETeaATE-
Qufafz: n g N

tadistasya pramanenabadhyamanatvat tadvacos
tenavirodhasiddhih 1261

TRANSLATION:  As his doctrine is not contradict-
ed by the Pramana the non-opposition of his words
to it is established.

CoMMENTARY: The doctrine of the Arhat is the
theory of the Anekanta or manifold predication. The
commentator puts the matter of the aphorism in a
syllogistic form thus:- ‘The Arhat has always His
words unopposed to the Pramana; as His doctrines
are not contradicted by the Pramina; one whose doc-
trine is not contradicted by the Pramapa on an
occasion has his words unopposed to the Pramiana so
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fﬂ}: as ‘that' occasion is copcemed; as for instance., a
physician in a case of disease; the doctrines of the
Arhat, e.g., the theory of the manifold predication etc.,
are not contradicted by the Pramana; hence he has
his words unopposed to the Pramana’. It is in this
way established that it is the Arhat who is Omniscient.

To_ the above theory of the Jainas about the
Om_mscxence of the Arhat, the philosophers of the
Nyaya school object and contend that it is not proper
to attribute Omniscience to the Arhat, because Omnis-
cience can be possible only in the Divine Architect
(Siva) who has formed the earth, the mountain and
the other things of the world. Their argument is: “The
things in question, €.g. the earth, the mountain etc.
must have been designed by an Intelligent being;
Pecause their origin is due to causes; Whatever has
lts'origin due to causes, is designed by an intelligent
being; as for instance, 2 temple; they have such
(origin); hence they must be so! The Nyaya thinkers
substantiate the above Hetu or reason of theirs in the
following way:- The <reason’, i. €., ‘having origin due
to causes’ is not ‘unknown’ (apratita), cither to the
disputant or to the opponent; for, every finite being
having his birth in this world knows that every thing,
e. g., the earth, the mountain, is brought about or
comes out from its OWIL peculiar causes. Nor is-the
‘reason’ a ‘doubtful’ (samdigdlzn) one; for, the things
of the world are definitely known to be different from
such self-existent and eternal elements as Ether (Akasa)
etc., which shows that the former are not self-existent

but that they bave their origin due to causcs. For the
very same reason (i.e., their difference from the self-
existent reals) the ‘reason’ is not «opposed’ (viruddha).
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Perception, Inference and the reliable sources of valid
knowledge do not go against (abddhita) the theory
propounded here; nor is the theory an ‘undesirable’
(anabhipreta) one. The Nyaya philosophers show
also how an argument contradicting theirs is not
maintainable. An argument is sometimes put fos-
ward like this: “The Lord presiding over the things
of the world cannot be the Maker of the earth, the
mountain etc., for, he is devoid of a body: just like-
the abstract or transcendental soul’. The thinkers of
the Nyaya School set aside the argument by asking:
Is the said Lord established (i. e., capable of being
understood) by intelligence or is he not so establi-
shed? In the latter case, the very subject of the
argument being unknown and unknowable, the argu-
ment would fail in establishing a sure and intelligible
conclusion. If on the other hand it be conceded that
the Lord is intelligible through reason, then the very
argument which makes him so intelligible would also-
present him as the wise and intelligent Architect who
knows how to form and arrange the reals of the
universe; and such being the case, the fact that he is
devoid of a body cannot establish any theory which is
opposed to that of Nyaya thinkers. It is thus that they
contend that their argument, ‘things, e.g., the mountains
etc., must have been made by an Intelligent being,
because their origin is due to causes® is quite sound.

The Jainas begin their criticism of the above
Nyaya theory by challenging its basis, i.e., the conten-
tion, ‘things have their origin due to causes’. They
ask: Does this origin refer to the substance (dravya)
underlying the things or does it refer to them as
modes (paryaya).
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If it be said that the origination of things is with
}’cferen'ce to their substance, the proposition becomes
Ingdmxssiblc (apratita): for, according to the Jainas,
t?lmgs, e. g., the earth, the mountain etc. are eternal,
@i. e., have no origin) so far their underlying sub-
§laqces are concerned. The Nyaya thinkers contend:
Things, e. &- the earth, the mountain etc. have their
origin; because they are composite or conglomerate
(avayavi); whatever is so, has origin; as for instance,
a I.OSUS; things are composite; hence they have their
origin (i. e., are not self-existent and eternal)’. The
Jaina philosophers criticise this contention by asking:
What is meant by the ‘composite character’ of a
thing? Does it mean that its component parts (i. €

atoms) bring it into existence or that parts (atoms)

exist in it? The first of these positions is not admitted

by the Jainas; it is not admitted by them that the
given things, €. g the earth, the mountain etc. are the
first things which come out of the parts (atoms). As
regards the second position, we have the fact of 2
number of parts (atoms) only before us (discovered

by reasoning) and the question of the origin of things
being admited 10 be

does mot arise, the atoms

eternal. The Naiyayikas point out that there is no
use in such subtle reasoning; things do unquestion-
ably appear t0 be composite. The Jainas argue the
perception of & thing as composite does not prove

that it must have an Origin; the soul, for instance,
is found to have different phases in it but is never
held to have an origin, on that account.
If it be contended that *things having modificat-
time to time have their origin

ions (parydya) from : t
due to causes; then, a soul which is sometimes a god,
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sometimes a man and so on must also be supposed
to have been made by an Intelligent Being. The
Naiyayikas meet this difficulty by pointing out that a
soul is never made nor is ever destroyed; in the case
of a god or a man etc., what is made is the body
which is the seat of various sensations and feelings
and which is brought about by the Dharma and the
Adharma, peculiar forces generated by the actions of
conscious beings. The Nyaya thinkers urge that if
the soul be held to be capable of being generated and
destroyed then the position, because of its denial of
an immutable soul underlying the series of preceding
and succeeding births, becomes identical with rank
materialism, according to which, only the material
clements are real. The Jaina philosophers criticise
this Nydya contention by pointing out the difficulties
in the theory of an absolutely unchanging Soul. They
urge that if a soul be held not to change with the
change of surroundings and circumstances, it would
only hold the impressions and ideas of its first
incarnation and would be, on account of its absolutely
unadaptable and immutable nature, unable to have
the impressions and ideas of the next incarnations.
But a Soul has admittedly different ideas and experi-
ences in its different incarnations and the Jainas urge
that from this point of view, a Soul may be said to
have genesis from time to time. At the same time,
the Jainas take care in differentiating this their genetic
theory of the soul from the materialistic position.
They point out that consciousness continues to be
inseparably and permanently attached to the soul, persi-
sting through its successive incarnations; this shows that
the substance of the soul is eternal. According to
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the materialists, however, there is no constant consci-
ousness attaching to the substance of the soul;
they maintain that consciousness is but a property
of matter.

. .The Jaina philosophers next point out how the
subject’ of the Naiyayika inference (. ., the Intelli-
gent Divine Architect) is contradicted by our sensuous
experience, just like Sound, if it be said to be visible

like colour or form. The subject of their inference,

according to the Naiyayikas is, as we have already

seen, the things of the world, e. g, the earth, the
mountain etc.; which are said to have been formed
by an Intelligent Being. But at 10 time up till now
has any Divine Architect been experienced or seen
to have been forming them. Hence the Nyaya theory

sed to experience. The

of the Divine Maker is 0ppo
Naiyayikas try to escape this difficulty by urging that
the Divine Maker being supersensuous cannot be the
object of the sensuous experience; and thus the fact
of his not being sensuously perceived does not invali-
date the theory of the real existence of the Divine
Maker.

The Jainas point
on the Vyapti-jfiana or knowledge

out that an Inference is based
about the invari-

able and inseparable relation between the Mark and the
Proven: this Vyapti-jfiana is impossible unless the
sects of experience; when

Matk and the Proven be object »
the Mark and the Proven are not sensuously percf:wed,
a knowledge of any inseparable relationship is impo-

ssible and the inferenc® cannot be made. Thus, i!‘ Ehe
subject of the inference (e. 8- the Inte}ligent Divine
Maker) be held to be supersensuous, as is done .by the
Naiyayikas, the inference about his real existence
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becomes impossible and unreliable, as not being foun-
ded on a valid Vyaptijfiatna. The Naiyayikas how-
ever, contend that not unoften do we infer about
things not actually seen. From ‘smoke’ in the hill we
infer the existence of ‘fire’ in it, althought fire is not
actually seen there. The Jainas point out that
although fire is not actually perceived in the hill, the
inference about it is quite correct, as fire is not some-
thing essentially invisible but is imperceptible for the
time being, on account of some thing intervening and
screening it from our view. When the screening thing
is removed or when a man goes up the hill, fire is
visible. Hence the inference about the fire in the hill
although not actually seen there is valid. But in the
casc of the things of the world, e. g., the earth, the
mountain etc. no amount of effort on any one’s part
would give an actual sight of their alleged Intelligent
Maker; he is said to be essentially supersensuous.
Hence an inference about him is always opposed
by the faculty of sensuous perception. Lastly, the
Jaina thinkers urge that the theory of the existence
of the Intelligent world-maker based on analogical
reasoning is shaky.

A house for instance, is a thing which has origin,
due to a cause, viz., 2a man. The things of the world,
€. g., the earth, the mountain etc., have, let us
suppose, ‘an origin due to a cause’, if analogical
reasoning is applied in the latter case, as is done by
the Naiyayikas, the conclusion would be, ‘the things
of the world were made by man’. The Naiyayikas
try to avoid this difficulty by saying that in the case
of a house, it is held to be made by man, because W¢
have experiences of other similar houses having been
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made by man. Butwe have no previous experience
of, say, a mountain having been made by man and
hence the inference about the natural things of the
world having been made by man would be unwar-
ranted. The Jaina philosophers use this line of
argument against the Naiyayikas themselves and ask:
We have no previous experience of any natural thing

having ever been made by any Intelligent world-

maker; how then can you say that the things of the

world were made by an Intelligent Divine Architect.

Here the Nyaya thinkers may UrBe that just as 2

house has an intelligent maker, the things of the
world have also an Intelligent maker. The Jainas
ought to be applied

Teiterate that analogy which is §
here may as well show that just as 2 house has man
as ifs maker, the things of the world also have
man as their maker. The Naiyayikas here point out

that a house is different from the natural things; and

accordingly, altbough man may be the maker of 2

house, he cannot be, said to be the maker of the

natural things of the world. The Jainas once mOre
t against the

tum this Naiyayika line of argument agan
Naiyayika contention and say<. different
from a patural thing ¢ £-

although not actually found in the process of being
heless held to

made by an_intelligent being, is pevert

be made by an intelligent being; now as a house 13
different from a natural thing, what is said of a house
cannot be said of a natural things in other words,
although a house may be said to have peen made by
an intelligent being, you cannot say that @ natural
thing was also made by an intelligent being.
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1t is thus that the Jainas prove that the simple
fact that ‘a thing has its origin due to a cause’ does
not necessarily go to show how that cause must
be an intelligent being. The things of the world do
not thus show that they were made by an Intelligent
Divine Demiurgus. The creation of the things of the
world by God being un-established, the question of
omniscience in the Creator-God does not arise.

T I FADIEIETAT GEAATCAR, FASIC
gEsagfadamg u e

na ca kavalah@ravattvena tasyasarvajiatvam .
kavalahara-sarvajratvayor avirodhdt | 271

TRANSLATION: The fact of His taking morsels of
food does not prove inomniscience in Him; because
taking morsels of food and omniscience are not
opposed to each other.

CoMMENTARY: This aphorism is méant to refute
the contention otherwise of the Digambara sect of
the Jainas. The Sutrakdra who belongs to the

vetdmbara school of the Jainas supports his position
by asking: Are these (i. e., eating and Omniscience)
directly opposed to each other? Or, are they indire-
ctly so?

Obviously these are not directly opposed. The
Antardya or the Obstructive Karma as well as the
Karma which envelopes omniscience being completely
uprooted in an Omniscient Being, it cannot be said
that his Omniscience prevents Him from getting mor-
sels of food or that He is unable to eat them even
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if He gets them, or that even if He is able to eat
them, He does not eat them lest “the pure light of

omniscience flies away.”

.If i.t‘be contended that eating and Omniscience
are indirectly (i.c., mediately) opposed to each other,
the,possible alternative questions are: Is ‘what perva-
des .(\'yﬁpaka) the eating of morsels opposed to
Omniscience? Or is the ‘cause’ (karava) of eating
Opposed to Omniscience? Or, is the ‘effect’ (karya) of
cating opposed to Omniscience? Or, are the ‘accomp-
anying circumstances (sahacara ete.y of eating opposed
to aniscience? C :

S In taking up the consideration of these quest-
ions, it may be further asked, whether these (i.e., the
Vyﬁp_aké, "the Kiarana, the' Karya and the Sahacara
etc. ‘of ‘eating) oppose Omniscience by excluding
(parihdra) it or by not co-existing  with (anavas-
thana) it. N

_* The first of the two alternatives is untenable; for
it implies that opposition-by-exclusion subsists only
between the Vyapaka etc. of eating and omniscience
but between the Vyapaka etc. of eating and all forms
of knowledge, which leads to the awkward position
that eating becomes jmpossible for 2 cognising ma.

Let us now eonsider the second of the above
alternatives, viz. that the Vyapaka etc. of‘eating

opposes omniscience by not co-existing with it.
The Vyapaka ‘of eating is  throwing something
into the stomach by means of some peculiar power.
This is quite possible in a person who attains omni-
science; for when Omniscience is attained, all Antardya
or obstrictive Karmas which obstruct ‘Virya' or
power in 8 person are radically up-rooted, so that the
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power or capacity to throw food into the stomach is
certainly there in an omniscient being.

The Karana or cause or condition of eating. is
either external or internal. The external condition is
either the food or the pot in which the food is kept
or the gross physical-body of the consumer. The
food cannot be said to be opposed to Omniscience..
Food has got nothing to do with the nature or the
extent of our knowledge. If food were opposed: to
knowledge, it would have -been impossible for human
beings like us to have knowledge. Besides, if food
and knowledge were opposed to each other we must
have a consciousness of such opposition; the fact that
we have no consciousness of such opposition between
food and knowledge goes to show that food does not
oppose Omniscience. As regards the food-Pot being
opposed to omnicience the question does not arise in
the case of the Lord Arhat; for, the Lord does not
use any pot but holds the food and eats it from the
palms of His hands. Omniscient Beings other than
the Arhat no doubt use food-pots but in Their case
also, the pots do not oppose their omniscience. The
nature of the food-pot can have nothing to do with
one’s Omniscience. Besides, an Omniscient Being is
absolutely free from all feelings of attachment; Hecan
have no feeling of attachment for a food-pot, so that
a food-pot cannot be said to oppose His Omuniscie-

nce in anyway. Nor can it be said that if there be a
food-pot for an Omniscient Being, He must have some
feeling of attachment towards it and thereby lose His
Omniscience. The contention is refuted by the fact that
although an Omniscient Being has a body he has no
feeling of attachment toit. Finally, it cannot be con-
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tended that the gross physical body of the Omniscient

Being, if it consumes food, would oppose His Omnisci-

ence,'A physical body has got nothing to do with one’s
Omniscience, which is proved by the admitted fact thata
saint attains Omniscience, while still encased ina body.

The internal cause O condition of eating also
does notoppose Omniscience. The internal condition

of eating is either the (subtle) body of the Karma.

The former is not opposed t0 Omniscience, because
r the brilliant

it is an admitted fact that the Taijasa ©
(subtle) body which underlies the operation of eating
(bhulkcti-hetu) exists with 2 Being even when He has
flttained Omuiscience. If, on the other hand, the
{ﬂternal condition of -eating be said to be Karma,
it may be asked: Is it Ghati (destructive) of Aghati
(non-destructive)? If'it be” Ghati, does it consist in
Moha (stupefactiou) or does it consist in something

other? If the Ghati Karma which is said to be the
nsist in some-thing

internal condition of eating, €0

fnher than Moha, it may be asked; does it consist
in enveloping knowledge (Jﬁﬁnz’waraga)? Or, does it
consist in enveloping intuition (Dar$an@varana) -
does it consist in obstruction (Antaraya)? T he funct-
ions of the former two, viz., the Jiianavarana and the
Daréanavarana are only to envelope knowledge and
intuition and need not be considered here, a$ they
cannot be the internal conditions ‘of eating in any
way. The third, i.e., the Antaréya-karma also is not
the internal condition of eating; for, the power of
eating is attained only when the Antardya which
obstructs it, subsides. It should be remembered that
in an Omniscient being all sorts of the Antaraya-

karma are destroyed so that the Omniscient Being is
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possessed of all powers including the power of eating.
Let us next consider if Moha, as the alleged internal
condition of eating, is opposed to Omniscience.
Moha? Is it stupefaction characterised by hunger?
Or is it stupefaction in general? In the former case
we ask: Is hunger the condition of eating in all
cases? Or is it the condition of eating in our cases
only? It may be contended in support of the first
alternative position that all conscious acts including
the act of eating are voluntary, i. e., are preceded by
a will; a conscious being first of all thinks, then
desires or wills; then, attempts or exerts himself; and
then does an act. The contention thus is that eating
being an act, it must be preceded or conditioned by
something; this something is hunger which is thus
the condition of eating; accordingly if an Omniscient
being be found to eat, He would be held to have
hunger and as such He must be said to be imperfect
and inomniscient. The Svetambara school of the
Jainas refute this contention by urging that hunger
need not be the condition of eating in all cases; they
maintain that all acts need not be preceded by @
conscious and determining will. There are many acts
which are clearly involuntary., Persons when sleeping
or in a drunken state or in an unconscious condition
do many acts which are not preceded by a conscious
will. 1t is also an admitted fact that the acts of an
Omniscient being, e.g., His staying and movements etc.
are strictly self-determined and absolutely free, even
though his acts are preceded by their usual means
and anticedents. Hence it is that eating in the case
of an Omniscient being does not oppose His Omnisci-
ence; because eating in his case is possible without
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there being any hunger in Him. Coming to the
second alternative, viz., the contention that hunger
is the precondition for eating in our case, the Svetam-
bara thinker points out that this does not prove that
the perfect and the Omniscient being also must have
hunger, because he is found to eat. The $vetambara
theory is that the Omniscient Being eats because He
has Vedaniya Karma (i. e, Karma which causes
feelings of pleasure o pain) etc. leftin him. Nor can
1t be contended that Moha or Stupefaction in general
is thecondition of eating; for, this implies that all
acts are precond_itioned by stupefaction; put the diffi-
culty in .this theory is its inability to explain the

admitted fact that although the Omniscient being is
f stupefaction, He

Cqmpletely devoid of all modes ©
still does the acts of moving, staying preaching etc:

If it be contended that not Moha or stupefaction but
the Ghati Karma (. € Karma which determines

one’s status as 2 god or a man or as a sub-human
creature or as an infernal being) etc. are the condition
of his moving etC., dvetambara reply is: Why not
acknowledge that not Moha but the Vedaniya Karma
etc. are the reasons for the Omniscient Beings® taking

it is that the Ghati-karma as an internal
condition of eating cannot be opposed to Omniscience.
Is then the Aghati-karma a8 an internal Karma of
eating opposed to Omniscience? -

WNow, if the Aghati-karma be said to be the inter-
nal condition of eating, it may be- asked: What
mode of the Aghati is it? Is it the Ahara-paryapti, 2
mode of the Nama-karma? Or is it the Vedaniya?
The Nama-karma is ial force which is

the materl
instrumental in building up a body and all things
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bodily. The Ahdra-paryapti is a mode of this Nama-
karma which consists in a capacity to bring in mole-
cules, requisite for the actual construction of the
body. The Vedaniya is the pleasure-bearing or the
pain-bearing Karma. The Svetambara commentator
points out that the Ahdra-paryapti and the Vedaniya
my be admitted to be the internal Karana of eating
not severally buf jointly. He urges that when the
Ahgra-paryapti, which is a mode of the Nama-karma
and which consists in a capacity to take in molecules
competent to build up a body, arises in a being and
there arises in him the Vedaniya-karma, consisting in
a strong burning stomach-fire, it is then that the per-
son takes to eating. But these two joint causes of
eating are not opposed to Omniscience, inasmuch as
the existence of the Ahdra-paryapti and the Vedaniya
in an Omniscient Being is admitted by the non-Sveta-
mbara School of the Jainas also. The next contention
of the opponent School in this connection is that the
Aghati-karma alone cannot be the cause of eating.
The Aghati-karma attended with Moha or stupefact-
ion, causes one to eat, so that if the Omniscient
Being is held to eat food, He must be supposed to
have Moha in him, which is impossible. To this
contention, the Svetambara reply is that the causality
of the Aghati-karma unattended with Moha is not
impossible just as the causality of such Karmas as
Ghaiti etc., is possible without their being accompanied
by Moha. The opponent School try to refute this
théory of the gvetﬁmbara Jainas by saying that all
Karmas which are of an evil nature depend upon
Moha for their activity. The Ghati etc. are Karmas
no doubt but they are not of an evil nature; hence
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gley are not dependent on Moha for their operation.
ism I_he Agh?\ti-kzlrma, so far as eating is (ioncerned,
ol an evil nature because the Vedaniya-karma
which is the moving cause of cating is Asatd or
Palfl-be':aring. Hence it is that the Aghati- Karma
which is at the root of cating must depend on Moha
for {ts.operation, so that the theory of an eating
°mn1§01f3nt Being leads to the absurd position that the
Omniscient Being has Moha in him. The Svetambara
commentator refutes this criticism of their doctrine in
this way. How do you say that Karmas of an evil
nature must necessarily be attended with Moha? An
appeal to our experience is of no help here. Because
our experience shows that not only some of the evil
Karmas but some Of the good Karmas also are
aCc011§panied by Moba. But you are not 10t any-
body is prepared to admit that the good Karmas have
Moha as their motive concomitant. The fact is that
Moha.is not an inseparable and necessary attendant
of the Karmas. It is thus that eating due to the
Aghati-karma with its two -modes, i. € the Ahfra-
paryapti and the Vedanlya, independently of the
Moha, is possible in an Omuniscient Being. The
Karma or the cause of eating is accordingly 1ot
opposed to Omniscience- Nor does the Karya or the
effect of eating oppose Omniscience- The opponent
may contend that eating gives 2 sensation of taste
which opposes Omniscience;  but his contention is
unsound. The -Omniscient may eat but his eating
would not generate any sensation of taste in him.
It is an admitted fact that the gods constantly shower
sweet-scented flowers on the Omniscient Being but
that this does not produce any sensation of smell
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in Him. The next contention of the opponent is that
the Omniscient cannot be said to eat because eating
would disturb His contemplation. This contention is
also not maintainable. Acts like eating have nothing
to do with one’s contemplation. For a considerable
time before He attains Omniscience, the Omniscient
abstains from taking food; but in spite of the fact of
His non-eating, He has not the pure contemplation
during that period. This shows that eating has
nothing to do with pure contemplation. Then when
He attains Omniscience, He has the pure contempla-
tion which is endless and can never be -disturbed.
It is an admitted fact that the pure contemplation of
the Omniscient is not disturbed even when he does
the acts of coming and going. It can safely be said
accordingly that the act of eating cannot disturb the
endless and the unmodifiable pure contemplation of
the Omniscient. Nor can the opponent contend that
the Omniscient Being cannot be said to eat, because
cating would be an obstacle to His practice of doing
good to others. The Omniscient Being finishes His
eating within a very short time in the third quarter of
the day; for the remaining portion of the day, He
remains completely free for acts of charity. Fourthly,
it cannot be apprehended that if the Omniscient eats,
He may have the chance of being attacked with
cholera; for, the Omniscient eats only what is good
and moderate in quantity. Fifthly, the opponent
cannot contend that eating may prevent the Omni-
scient from taking care in walking; for, the carefulness
of the Omniscient is absolute. He never deviates
fx:om it, even when he walks; how then, can eating
disturb his carefulness? Nor can the opponent contend
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that eating cannot be predicted of the Omniscient as
It would produce in the Omnicient such shameful and
dirty acts as making stools etc. Because, the question
is: T.o whom-are those acts shameful and dirty? Not
certainly to the Omniscient Himself, because He being
absolutely devoid of all forms of Moha, nothing can

appear to be shameful ot dirty to him. If it be said
that those acts are shameful and dirty to beings other
f the Omniscient

than Him, the reply is that no act o
Arhat has ever appeared to be so to anyone. For
instance, it may be pointed out that the Ommniscient
Arhat 'sits in an assembly of men, gods, devils and

their ladies in a completely naked state but to none of
them nakedness of the Omniscient Arhat has evet

appeared _as undesirable. The objector may urgé
that the Omniscient Lord is the supreme Being and
tha:t therefore His nakedness might not appear to be
objectionable. The vetimbara Jaina arguing in the
same line points out that the Omniscient Arhat being
a superhuman Being, His acts of discharging stool etc-
are never visible to the €yes of the worldly beings. As
regards the Omniscient Beings other than the Arhat, the
$vetambara thinker urges that those acts of theirs

never appear to be chameful or dirty t© people visiting
in lonely places. Nor

them, as they do those acts in 1
finally can it be contended that eating must be denied
in-an Omniscient Being because it would engender
lethargy and sleep in him; for, lethargy and sleep are
the effects of Moha and the Omniscient is absolutely
devoid of Moha. Hence it is that karya or the effect
of eating also is not opposed to Omniscience.

Nor can it be contended that the sahacara Or
the attendant circumstances of eating can Oppose€



164 Pramdna-naya-tattyalokdlankarak : II, 27.

Omniscience. For, What is the Sahacara of -eating,
so that it is opposed to Omniscience? Is it something
which consists in the nature of the Omniscience or is it
something else? The former, i. e., the spiritual uplift
of the Arhat is obviously not opposed to His Omni-
science. If, then, the Sahacara of eating be conceived
as something else than the nature of the Omniscience,
it would consist in such inessential acts as moving the
hand, the mouth etc. Obviously, these acts do not
oppose Omniscience in a Being. The Sahacara of
eating is thus not opposed to Omniscience.

In the same way it may be shown that the Uttara-
cara (i. e., circumstances or matters subsequent to
eating etc.) do not oppose Omniscience. Thus it is
that eating and Omniscience are not opposed to each
other.

3 g T T maﬁmﬁwu’rm
fedta: afese:

iti pramana-naya-tattvalokalaikare pratyaksa-
svarapa-nirzayo nama dvitiyab paricchedalh !

TRANSLATION: Here ends the second chapter of
the Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankara entitled the
Determination of the nature of the Pratyaksa (or the
Direct knowledge).
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The Indirect (knovs;ledge) is not

TRANSLATION:
clear.

CoMMENTARY: What is meant by ‘clearness’ has
alre.ady‘ been said. The Paroksa Pramdna OF the
Indirect knovwledge is wanting in that ‘clearness’.
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tat paﬁca—prakﬁram 12t

TRANSLATION: It is of five kinds inasmuch as it
<Conception’, <Induction’,

fnay be “Recognition’,
Deduction’ and «Authoritative Knowledge’.

COMMENTARY This is clear. '
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tatra samiskarai rabodl: bhutanm
visayam tad ity akarant samvedanant smararam
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TRANSLATION: Recognition is the recollection of
an object cognised before, in the form, ‘it is that’, and
is due to the waking up of an impression.

CoMMENTARY: In this siitra, Smarana or ‘Recog-
nition is defined. The soul has the power or
characteristic to have or retain a Sarhskara or impress-
ion. When this Samskara wakes up (prabodha) or
comes up before it once more for yielding the fruit,
we have the Smarana. This is the cause of recogni-
tion. The object of recognition is an object cognised
before and this object may be a conscious being or an
unconscious thing. Smarana consists in a form of
knowledge, ‘recalling’ its object as ‘that’. It is to be
observed in this connection that not in all cases of
statements based on Smarana, there should be an
explicit use of ‘That’.  For example, the statement,
‘Do you remember Caitra, we shall live in Kashmir
and eat the grapes? may be said to be a statement
based on Recollection, although there is no use of
“That’ or “Those’ in it. The fact is that the speaker
speaks here of ‘that Kashmir’ and of ‘those grapes’
which are of his previous experience, so that the use
-of that or those is implied in the statement. This
distinguishes Smarana from Pratyabhijfia, which
-consists in identification and conception or knowledge

expressed always in such explicitly used words as
‘That is but he.’

Ferasfaratafa aar v n

tat tirthakara-bimbam iti yatha 1V 41
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TRANSLATION: As for instance: That image of the

Divine Teacher.

Here the statement and its corres-
n refer to an image of the

Tirthakara which was previously known, either thro-
ugh Direct Perception Of through Recollection or
through Conception or through Induction or through
Deduction or through Authority. This as well as all
forms of, knowledge, based on 2 previous experience
and expressed or expressible in judgements using
“that’ or ‘those’, are instances of Smarana or Reco-

llection.

The philosophers of the Yauga School do not
admit the Pramana-hood of Smrti; in other words,
they do not admit that Recollection is a source of

valid knowledge. They contend that Recollection
arises from, i. €., has for its matter Anartha or some-
thing which is not 2 present substance and that hence
it cannot be said to consist in 2 valid knowledge.
The Jainas set aside this contention of the Yauga

fact that a form

School by pointing out that the mere :
sent substance for its

of knowledge has not a Pré

matter does not show that it is not form of valid
knowledge. In such Inferences as ‘there was 2 shower
of rain’, ‘the constellation of stars, known as Sakata
will , arise’, we have for their matters, phenomena
which are past and future respectivelys yet these
Inferences are unguestionably valid forms of know-

COMMENTARY:
ponding form of cognitio

ledge. .
There are other philosophers of the Yauga School

who argue: Recollection is not valid_ knowledge; it
revives the idea of the object of previous perception
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and so far as the object of Recollection is concerned,
it is wholly dependent on that previous perception.
Inference, on the contrary, although for its genesis it
is dependent on previous experience, is independent,
so far as its object is concerned. In Inference we do
not feel that the conclusion, i. e., the object of Infere-
nce is the same as that of a previous experience, which
is the case in recollection. It is said ‘Recollection is
knowledge of objects which were already the objects
.of a previous experience: the validity of Recollection
cannot be determined without referring to that pre-
vious experience. Hence that previous experience is
the real valid knowledge, the business of Recollection
‘being simply to revive the idea of its object.” The
Jainas set aside the above contention of the Yauga
School by pointing out that Recollection also 1is
dependent on previous experience, only in so far as
its genesis is concerned, it being possible because of
the impressions left by the previous experience, but
that as regards the determination of its object, it has
independence. If it be argued that Recollection as a
form of knowledge has no independence as it can do
no more than reviving the idea of the object already
-experienced, then the retort may well be that inference
also is not an independent source of valid knowledge,
inasmuch as it does no more than establishing the
fact which has already been proved by the premises
that established ‘pervasion’ (the invariable connection
between the Mark and the Proven). If it be argued
that as the premises proving ‘pervasion’ dealt with a
general truth (e. g., ‘wherever there is smoke there is
fire’) and that as Inference establishes a concrete case
{e. g., ‘there is fire on that yonder hill-top’) Inference
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may be called an independent process, then it may be
pointed out in reply that as previous experience gives
us the knowledge of an object with many details and
that as Recollection gives us the knowledge of the
object with but a small number of details, Reco-
llection also is an independent process: It may be
argued that details in Recollection were known at
fhe time of perception, for, otherwise their Recollect-
lon would be impossible (and that hence Recollection
is not an independent process);” to this the Jaina
retort is: “Why do you forget that “fire’ located in a
_Particular place was also observed in the instances
proving the ‘pervasion’, because, otherwise the Infe-
rence (proving the existence of Fire in 2 particular
!OcaﬁtY) would be impossible? (The meaning is that
if you argue that because the details revived in
.ReCOUection were observed in perceptiot, Recollection
is not an independent process, it may be said that
Inference also is then not an independent process, as
its conclusion is implied in the premises, i. e, the
instances already observed). Again if it be contc?nded
that those premises gave US the instances of Fire of
all times and of all places and that Inference esta-
blishes only one of such instances (thus showing that
the matter of Inference is different from
Premises), why the samé thing
Recollection (i €., Recollection revives only one or
some and not all the details observed in Perception
and is thus different from Perception). It &Y be
said “Well, not in all cases does Recollection, Tevive
only some of the details, there are €ases in ¥ 3
found to revive all the details, na¥s even such de““l_s,
as colour etc.,, what can be its nature in such cases?
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(i. e., is not Recollection identical with Perception in
such cases, so far as its matter is concerned?) (Our
answer is): No. In such cases, colour etc., are as
much the particularities of the object as the fact that
it is being perceived; but this (. e., the conciousness
that the object is being perceived) is never present in
Recollection: for, had that consciousness been present
there, there would have been no Recollection but
actual perception. In Recollection, what we have is
the fact that the object was perceived. Hence it is
established that Recollection is as much a source of
valid knowledge as Inference.

The Jaina philosophers go on showing how the
validity of Inference would be impossible without the
validity of Recollection. They point out that Inference
is dependent on a Recollection of the ‘invariable
relationship between the Mark and the Proven.” If
the Recollection which thus revives the idea of the
‘invariable relationship’ be invalid (apramana) then the
‘invariable relationship’ itself becomes incompetent for
the purposes of the Inference, just as the ‘invariable
relationship’ which is ‘doubtful’. You cannot say that
Recollection need not be a Pramana in such cases its
business being simply to re-collect the operation or the
result of the evidences that established the Pervasion.
For, a faithful recollection of such invariable relation-
ship between the Mark and the Proven is impossible
unless Recollection be a form of valid knowledge.

The Jaina thinkers finally point out that, accord-
ing the objectors themselves, Pramina or valid
knowledge has been defined as that by which an object
isknown. If what is known as the Dhara-vahika-Pratya-
ksa or continued preception can be said to be a
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Pramana, there is no reason why Recollection should
not be treated as a source of valid knowledge. The
meaning may be made clear in this way. The
Dharavahika Pratyaksa is the perception of an object
for a duration or continued period of time. A dura-
tion of time consists of many moments or points of
time. Now, in the first moment of the perception we
have certainly the perception of the object. If, then,
in the succeeding moments, we have the perception of
the same object, how can the Dharavahika Pratyaksa
be said to be a Pramana which consists in a cognition
of an (hitherto unknown) object ? The Pramina-hood
of the Dharavahika Pratyaksa is defended by point-
ing out the fact that in a perception we have along
with the cognition of the object an apprehension
of the peculiar factor or character of the moment,
so that in the second moment, although we have the
object of the first moment before us, the perception
is not exactly the same as that of the first moment,
the time factors and their consequent apprehensions
being different in the two moments. Thus it is that in
each moment of the Dharavihika Pratyaksa, we have
a distinct and separate perception peculiar to that
moment, making the whole continued perception a
very real source of valid knowledge. The Jainas urge
that the Pramana-hood of Recollection may be
defended in a similar manner. The object of Recollec-
tion is no doubt the same as that of Perception, But
just as the apprehension of the second moment m.the
Dharavahika Pratyaksa has been shown to be d}ff&-
rent from that of the first moment, the cognitive
process known as Recollection is distinguishable from

perception.
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anubhava-smrti-hetukam tiryag-uirdhvata-samanyadi-
gocaram samkalanatmakam jianam pratyabhifianam 15!

TransLaTION: Conception is due to Apprehension
and Recollection and consists in a synthetic know-
ledge (of a thing under observation) with regard to
characteristics common to the whole species or to
essences underlying a number of modes or with regard
to other characteristics.

COMMENTARY: Pratyabhijfia is assimilative know-
ledge. Its causes are Apprehension and Recollection.
tic or the group of characteristics inherent in the
object under observation. The characteristics may
be either Samanya or ‘generalities’ which make a
thing similar to others or features which distinguish it
from others. The Saminya again may be either
Tiryak-siminya or Urdhvati-siméanya. The former
is the group of characteristics which make a thing
similar to the other members of its specics.  ‘Go-tva’
or Cow-hood is an instance of the Tiryak-samanya,
representing the general characteristics common to the
whole species of cows. The Urdhvata-saminya is the
immutable substratum which persists in and through
the varied modifications of a thing. A lump of carth
may now appear as a cup, then as a pitcher, next a
doll and so on, but carth continues as the constant
substratum of these carthen things. Earth is thus the
Urdhvatd-saminya underlying these clay modifications.
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Besides the Tiryak-simanya and the {rdhvata-sama-
nya, a thing has its own peculiar characteristics which
distinguish it from other things. All these three classes
of characteristics are the subject-matter of the Pra-
mana called Pratyabhijia or Assimilation. The
nature or business of conception is to present the
thing under observation with reference to these

characteristics,

QAT ASAAT gaATE MU ;, MeAzay T=a: |
qaud e sz nen

yathi tajjatiya eviyam go-pindalt, go-sadrso gava-
yab ) sa ev@yam Jinadatia ityddi 1 6 )

.TRANSLATION: For example: That cow is of that
species: a Gavaya is like a cow; he is that Jinadatta;

ete.

CoMMENTARY: The first example is one of the
discovery of the Tiryak-samanya. The second example,
although it is of the same nature, is introduced here to
refute the position of the Nyiya School according to
which the form of knowledge, ‘A Gavaya is like a
cow’ is obtained through Upamana. “The Naiydyikas
confine Conception to Upamana; and Upamina,
according to them, is a knowledge of the form ‘a
Gavaya is like a cow’. The objection of the Jainas is
that if you restrict Conception to the form of the
Upamina of the Naiydyika school, you will have to
find some other Pramana for such forms of knowledge
as ‘A Buffalo is dissimilar to cow.” The thinkers of
Nyiya school analyse the process of the Upamiina in
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the following way. The fact that a Gavaya is similar
to a cow is presented by perception, and then as a
result of this at the sight of the Gavaya, there arises
the cognition, ‘That is the object signified by the
word, Gavaya—an apprehension of the relationship of
Samjfia (that which ‘Defines’) and SamjfiT (that
which is ‘Defined’), a defining knowledge which is
distinct from perception and all other sources of
knowledge. Knowledge consisting in ‘definition’ is
Upamana. The Jainas point out that the fact ‘a
Buffalo is dissimilar to a cow’ is also presented by
perception; and that as a result of this at the sight of
Buffalo there arises the cognition, ‘That is the object
signified by the word, Buffalo.” This resulting know-
ledge about the Buffalo is also an apprehension of the
relationship of Samjfia and Samjfil, a defining know-
ledge which is distinct from perception and all other
sources of knowledge. Yet this knowledge about the
Buffalo cannot be included in the Naiyayika Upaméana
which, as shown above, is based on observation of
‘Similarity’ only, as in the case of the Gavaya and not
of Dissimilarity, as in the case of the Buffalo. This is
hardly logical. The cognition about a Buffalo is as
much definitive as the cognition about a Gavaya, S0
" that it is unreasonable to exclude the former from the
scope of Upamina while including the latter in it. It
cannot be said that the knowledge based on ‘dissimil-
arity’ does not lead to Definition. Take, for instance,
the case: In a part of a forest, a group of animals,
consisting of both Buffaloes and cows, was resting.
A certain man was asked to bring a Buffalo from
that group. Not knowing how a Buffalo looked, he
asked what a Buffalo looked like and was told that a
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Buffalo was dissimilar to a cow. The man went to
that part of the forest and seeing a Buffalo there
remembered the indicative description about the
Buffalo and came to determine, that ‘that is the ani-
mal, signified by the word, Buffalo’. Hence the know-
ledge based on Dissimilarity may lead to Definition
exactly in the same way as the knowledge based on
Similarity. Take the next case: A man has the
instruction ‘a Gavaya is like a Cow’; he sees a Horse
which is dissimilar to a Cow and determines ‘that is
not the animal, signified by the word cow.” Under
which Pramana would the Naiyayika bring such
judgement embodying a negative Definition:? The
Jainas take the right course by bringing all forms of
knowledge negative or positive, which consist in
comparison and synthesis (samkalona) under the one
all-embracing Pratyabhijfia or conception. In the case
of the Gavaya, Conception proceeds in this way.
As soon as the man is told ‘a Gavaya is like a cow”
there arises in his mind a general idea of a Gavaya in
a sketchy and schematic form as also an apprehension
of the relation of the word Gavaya to that general
idea. Then when the man roaming in the forest
comes across a-Gavaya he remembers the general
idea of the Gavaya as well as his idea about the
relationship of the word Gavaya to that general idea
and comes to determine that ‘that is the animal signi-
fied by the word, Gavaya, which is Pmtyabhijﬁ or
Conception based on samkalana, i e., comparison
and synthesis. The knowledge, ‘that is the z‘mlmal
signified by the word Buffalo’ is attained in th.c
very same way (with this difference ogﬂy ’th.at_ it
starts with the instruction, ‘a Buffalo is dissimilar
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to a Cow’) and is Pratyabhijfia or Conception
accordingly. ’

The Jaina commentator goes on showing how
the MImarsaka theory of Upamana also is open to a
criticism similar to that applied to the Naiyayika.
According to the Mimamsaka, Upamana as a valid
form of knowledge is as follows. A man knows the
Cow but has no experience about a Gavaya nor any
instruction that ‘a Gavaya is similar to a Cow’. He
sees 2 Gavaya and determines: ‘that Cow is similar
to that (i. e., the animal before him, viz., Gavaya’);
this form of knowledge consisting in a cognition of
Similarity is Upamana, according to the thinkers of
the MImamsa School. The objection of the Jaina
commentator is that if you confine Upamana to an
apprehension of Similarity only, you are to find out
some other Pramana for such forms of knowledge as
‘that Cow is dissimilar to that (e. g., Buffalo)” which
consist in a cognition of Dissimilarity. The MImar-
sakas contend that Dissimilarity is ‘non-existence
(abhava), i. e., want of Similarity’ and that cognitions
of Dissimilarity accordingly do really come under the
Abhava-Pramina which is different from the Upamina
Pramiana. The Jainas criticise this contention by
pointing out that a similar line of argument would
show that Similarity is but ‘The non-existence or want
of Dissimilarity and that cognitions of Similarity are
thus modes of the Abhava Pramana. The MImam-
sakas try to cscape from this difficulty by pointing
out that Similarity cannot be said to consist in non-
existence or mere negation of Dissimilarity, as judg-
ments incorporating Similarity arc always positive
assertions. The Jainas expose the weakness of this
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contention by pointing out the judgments incorpora-
ting Dissimilarity also are often found to be positive
assertions, so that there is no sense in describing
Dissimilarity as only ‘the negation of Similarity’ and
bringing the cognitions of Dissimilarity under the
Abhava-Pramana.

‘He is that self-same Jinadatta’ too is an instance
where Urdhvata-Samanya, or substantial identity is
the subject-matter of the Pratyabhijfia or conceptual
knowledge. It should be observed that there must be
an element of Recollection in alf cases of Conception;
but the second element in it need not be direct
Apprehension or Perception always. In the judgment
‘that very fire is inferred by me’ ‘That’ refers to the
element of Recollection; but the other element accom-
panying Recollection here is not perception but a
matter of Inference (@wuunana). Similarly in the
judgment, “That very object is hereby expressed’, we
have of course the element of Recollection, but the
other element is neither Perception nor Inference here
but Authoritative saying (dgama). These are never-
theless good cases of Conception, where Substantial
Identity’ is its object.

Such judgments as ‘this is longer than that’,
‘that is shorter than that’, ‘this is minuter’, ‘this is
grosser’, ‘this is nearer’, ‘this is swifter’, ‘this is more

" distant’, “that fire is brilliant’, ‘this sandal is sweet-
scented’: are instances of Samkalana (comparison
a nthess).

nd %’m Bud)dhists deny the Pramapahood of the
Pratyabhijfia. According to them our Conceptions
are illusory as they are characterised by Samkalana or
comparison and synthesis. They say that it is true

8
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that sometimes we have illusions like that of seeing
two moons in the sky; but this does not show that the
Pratyaksa or the direct Apprehension is an illusory
source of knowledge. The Pratyaksa has been
defined as ‘free from mistake’ (abhranta); this chara-
cteristic of the Pratyaksa is wanting in the vision of
two moons and hence this vision is illusory and not
Pratyaksa at all. Where however we have Direct Appre-
hension which is ‘free from such mistakes’, we have
the Pratyaksa, which is thus a possible and valid
source of knowledge. The Jainas reply that all know-
ledge which consists in mere Samkalana is not Conce-
ption. Knowledge, in order to be valid must be
‘certain’ (vyavasayi) cognition, about the self or the
not-self; so that where we have not the mere Samkalana
but Samkalana along with the ‘certain’ cognition
about the self or the not-self we have Conception
- which is thus not an essentially illusory mode of
knowledge but is a Praména like the Pratyaksa. The
Buddhist philosophers urge that everything is momen-
tary and that nothing, not phenomena lasting for a
while, is mistaken to look for unity or identity in the
various things and phenomena. The Jainas criticise
the Buddhist theory of ‘absolute impermanence’
pointing out that the very Buddhist contention that
all things are impermanent, assumes at least one
permanent truth of the Doctrine of impermanence,
and thus contradicts itself. The Jainas next show that
even if things be impermanent, you cannot set aside
all the forms of Conception. Rightly or wrongly,
people do find unity and identity in things and the
Jainas ask the Buddhists: If they do so wrongly,
as you say, how do you account for this their mis-
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take? If the Buddhists answer that this mistake is due
to a Similarity in the succeeding phenomera, the
question is: Is there a real Similarity in thoseé pheno-
mena? If the Similarity in the things be real, then the
Pramanahood of Pratyabhijfia which finds out the
Similarity becomes irresistible. If, on the other hand,
the Buddhists contend that each and everything is
strictly peculiar (svalaksaya) and that there is no real
Similarity in the things: the Jainas point out that even
this contention of the Buddhists admits the validity of
that form of Pratyabhijiia which is expressed in such
Jjudgments as ‘That is dissimilar or different from this’.
The Buddhists answer that things are but the group-
ings of the atoms and that as such, the Dissimilarity
also in things is not real. The Jainas point out that
even this theory of the Buddhists cannot avoid the
admission by them of the validity of such modes
of the Pratyabhijfia as, ‘That is a grosser grouping’,
‘That is a smaller grouping’ etc. The Buddhists con-
tend that even the groupings are not real and that it is
only the individual atoms that are real. The Jainas
urge that Buddhists in seeking to deny the validity of
all forms of conception, only jump from one inconsis-
tent position to another. If, as the Buddhists contend,
there is neither Similarity nor Dissimilarity in the
things and so on, then, what do they mean by their
replies? If they say that by their arguments they are
only expressing their subjective ideas and not the nature
of any external thing, then the Buddhist theory that
the external things have each a peculiar nature of its
own goes. The Buddhists point out that the subject-
ive ideas cannot be accounted for, unless external
(particular) reals determinirg them are admitted. The
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Jainas arguing in a similar line ask the Buddhist:
How then are our idea of Similarity etc., be accounte
for, unless you admit the reality of the Universa
outside us? If the Buddhists argue that our ideas ¢
Similarity need not be explained by any real counte
parts external to and independent of us but that the
can be accounted for by Vasana or a peculiar subjec
ive tendency in us to verify the ideas, the Jainas ret0
by saying: “There need not be any external particuls
reals at all then; for they can be similarly explaine
by our subjective tendency to verify the ideas.’
puddhists urge that it is impossible to account for o
ideas of external particular reals by Vasana, becat!
there must be something external to and independe!
of the Vasana to regulate it. The Jainas point O
that there is no real dispute over this proposition ¢
the Buddhists. The real difficulty of the Buddhis.t!
as pointed out by Jainas, is: Either admit the realit
of the Similarities etc. or Universals or deny the reali
of all external particular etc. reals. The Jainas mait
tain that the Similarities etc. are thus real and that!
the cases where we find them out by the process ¢
§amka1ana, i. e, by comparing the given with 2 Pas
idea and synthesising the two, we have Concepti!
i. c., Pratyabhijfia as a valid form of knowled®
Where, however we have no Samkalana, .i. € comp?
rison and synthesis of the given with an idea, W¢ hay
Pratyaksa or direct Apprehension only.

It should be observed in this connection that €%
where the Similarity etc. are not real, i.e., ObIECL,
existences independent of us, we may have Przlt)’ﬂbh""-l,d
And the Pratyabhijfia in such cases may be V““d.hk
the Anumina in similar cases. ‘Fire-ness’ (the Uni®
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. sal underlying all instances of Fire), for instance, is
not a reality existing outside our idea. Yet this Fire-
ness is attached to all particular cases of fire and is
on that account acknowledged to be the object of @
valid Inference. In the same manner, there may be
cases where Similarity etc., although not real, may be
objects of valid Conceptlon being attached to similar
(etc.,) ObJCCtS

‘That is similar to that’,—well, a question’ may
arise as to whether this is Conception (Pratyabhijiia)
or Direct perception (Pratyaksa). In the given judg-
ment, of the two matters, one is obviously directly
perceived and the other, though really the object of
an idea of a previously preceived thing, presents itself
so vividly as to appear like an object of Direct Percep-
tion. Such judgments are ordinarily brought under
the judgments based on Direct Perception; they are
really, however, judgments of Pratyabhijiia.

“That (i. ., the phenomenon before us) is inferred
to be fire’, ‘This is the meaning of this sentence’,—
well, these are judgments of Pratyaksa, because both
the elements in the two Judgments are matters of
Direct Perception,

SFEATTEATEd T feameaaaaaT-
ey SERiERT AR ATERGIEI H9eTagY-
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TRANSLATION: Knowledge of the forms—°this
being, this is etc.,—arising from a critical examination
of the facts observed and non-observed and consisting
in the establishment of relationship, which subsists in
all the three times, such as ‘the relationship between
the Proven and the Mark’, tarka or Induction, other-
wise known as #/4.

COMMENTARY: The premises for Induction are
the facts of experience, either observed or not observed
or both. These facts of experience are thus the cause
of Induction. The subject-matter or the content of
Induction is the relationship which subsists between
two things or phenomena and which relationship
continues to be true in all the three times, i. e., past,
present and future. One instance of such a relation-
ship is that between the Mark (e.g., smoke) and the
Proven (e.g., Fire), called the Vyapti or ‘the invar-
iable connection’. Another instance of such relation-
ship is that between an object (vd@cya or what is signi-
fied) and its corresponding word (vdcaka or what
signifies). The nature of induction consists in a
cognition of such truths of universal and eternal
application. The form in which the inductive knowledge
is expressed is:  ‘This being, this is’ (e.g., there being
Smoke there must be Fire); ‘This not being, this is
not’ (c.g., therc being no Fire, there is no Smoke);
the (signifying) word being of such and such a class,
the (signified) object is of such and such class; ‘The
object being of such a nature, it is expressed or signi-
fied by a corresponding word of such a nature,” and
so on. _Tarka is inductive knowledge; it is otherwise
called Uha.
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The thinkers of the Tathagata (Buddhists) School
refuse to admit the validity of induction. The Jainas
point out that to deny the validity of Induction
would lead to agnosticism. It is in this way,
“If Tarka or Induction is invalid, then, Anumana
or Inference would lose its life, because it would not
get the Pratibandha (i.e., the invariable relationship,
between the Mark and the Proven). And if Anumana
goes, the Pratyaksa or Direct Perception also would
lose its validity. For, upon getting the impressions
through Pratyaksa, the knower determines some of
them to be true owing to their agreement with the
objects as they are and some to be untrue, on account
of their disagreement with the nature of the objects
outside. He is not able to determine the validity or
the invalidity of his impression, as soon as these are
generated; for as regards their genesis, all the sense-
impressions are similar to one another. It is their
agreement or disagreement with the nature of the per-
ceived objects that makes the sense-impressions valid
or invalid and it is Anumana (reasoning or inference)
that discovers this fact of agreement or disagreement.
Now, Amumana is possible only if there be the
Pratibandha and the establishment of the Pratibandha
is impossible without Tarka.” It is thus that the vali-
dity of the Pratyaksa as a source of knowledge is
dependent on the validity of Tarka. The Jaina philo-
sophers point out that all determinations of ‘knowables’
(i.e. objects) are possible through Pramanas or forms
of knowledge which are ultimately dependent on Anu-
mana or reasoning. But if Anumina and the other
Pramanas be thus impossible, how can the Buddhists
call themselves Pramanikas (i. e., persons who hold
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Pramana or valid knowledge to be possible) and how
can they truly know or determine an object at all?
The Buddhists are thus inevitably led to the theory of
Agnosticism. Agnosticism again is an impossible posit-
jon. Becausein order to be a consistent and valid theory,
a theory must be based on the Pramanas, but Agno-
sticism does not admit the validity of the Pramanas.
The Buddhists contend that the Vyapti or the fact
of the invariable relationship between the Mark (e. g.,
smoke) and Proven (e.g., fire) is obtained through
Pratyaksa or direct apprehension in which Anupalam-
bha or non-apprehension or non-perception may be
included, so that Tarka or Induction need not be
admitted as a separate source of knowledge. The
Jainas point out that the Pratyaksa or Perception is
always confined to particular instances, i. e., of Fire
and Smoke. If the Vyapti does not mean anything
more than a particular instance under perception, why
then Anumana (which is based on the Vyapti) may be
identified with Pratyaksa and need not be admitted asa
Pramaina, different from it. The Buddhists contend: we
do not say that Vyapti is identical with the particular
fact of Perception: we say, Vyipti is a fact of univer-
sal application, a Vikalpa or a concept which arises in
us because of the force of the particular percept. The
Jainas reply that they do not deny this proposition of
the Buddhists; that they in fact do admit it when
they say that Tarka arises from facts of Perception
and non-perception; that what they want to urge is
that this Vyapti or the fact of universal application is
known through a distinct source of knowledge called
Tarka. It is next urged by the Buddhists that although
Tarka leads to a proposition of universal application,
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it practically puts forward the result of the operation
of the Pratyaksa and that the latter and not the Tarka
is the real Pramina accordingly. In reply to this
contention, thé Jainas point out that a’similar line of
argument would show that the. Anumina which puts
forward the result of the operation of the Pratyaksa
or the Direct perception of the Mark is no Pramana
but that the real Pramfna is the Pratyaksa. The
Buddhist philosophers try to avoid: this difficulty by
saying that the Pratyaksa of the'Mark consists in a
direct Perception of the Mark, while an Anumana
is a knowledge about the.Proven and that hence
Anumana cannot be said to.put forward the result of
the operation of a Pratyaksa. The Jainas show by a
similar line of argument that Tarka has for its object
a Sdmanya, i. e., a general relationship between the
Mark and the Proven and cannot consequently be
said to put forward the result of the operation of a
Pratyaksa. The Buddhists contend: A Samanya or a
general truth.does not exist and cannot be admitted;
how then can Tarka which deals with truths of general
application be a Pramana? The Jainas reply: How
then can Anumana be a Pramana? It also deals with
truths of general application. Dharmakirti himself
has said: “The other is characterised by Simanya or
generality and that is the subject-matter of Anumana”.
The Buddhists maintain that Anumana-as a Pramana
has validity only from a practical stand-point and
that from the real or ontological stand-point it is
Apramina. The Jainas ask the Buddhists to ad.mit
the validity of Tarka also at least from a practical
stand-point. If, however, the Buddhists contend gha}t
Tarka cannot have a practical validity because it is
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out of touch with reality, then Anumana also may be
shown to be invalid on the self-same grounds. Thﬁ
Buddhists urge that although Anumana dfza1§ wit
Samanya which is unreal, it is mediately or m@nreptl)l
connected with real things and that as such it 1s 2
Pramana. The Jainas argue that the very same may
be said of Tarka also. The Jainas point out, ho“;-
ever, that Samanya is real and not something Pnrea.,
as the Buddhists think; the reality of the Samanya 15
proved by the Similarity found in a number of modez
If thus the Samianya is a reality both Anumana an
Tarka are Pramanas, valid from a practical as well as
from the ontological stand-point.
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TRANSLATION: For example: Whatever .Sm;}g
there is, all that is only when there is Fire; if it (fi
be not there, that (smoke) is not there.

e
COMMENTARY:  The first is an instance of :,}:1
A}‘I}vaya-Vy 4pti, i.e., Pervasion or Inseparable Relati
ship,

discovered by observation of facts it d“ecc
agreement with each other. The second is an instﬂﬂcc
of the Vyatireka-Vyapti, i. e., Pervasion or Inseparab -
Relationship, discovered by a sort of negative €XP¢
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ience that A being climinated, B is thereby invan? ¥
climinated,
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ambnﬁnam dviprakdaram svartham pardrtham
cat9l

TRANSLATION: Inference or Deduction is of two
kinds: (Inference) for one’s own self and (Inference)
for others.

COMMENTARY: An explanation is required why
the modes of Inference are stated, without first fadi-
cating its nature and it is as follows. The Svartha or
the Inferencé for-one’s-own-self is the real Inference.
When this Svirtha which one Makes for one’s self is
communicated to another, it is called the Pariirtha or
the Inference-for-others as will be apparent from the
latter, aphorism, “The Parartha or the Inference-for--
others, which consists in statements of the Abode
(paksa) and of the Mark (hen) is an Inference so
called because of the transference of epithet.” The
word Anumina which means essentially the Inference
which one makes for one’s own self, is applied to the
Parartha, which is really the effect of the Svartha.
The Parartha is thus Inference communicated and is
called an Inference, only by transference of the epithet.
Now it is known to every one that one and the same
definition cannot describe a being and another which is
called the former only by transference of epithet. A
cart for instance is sometimes called the bullock,
because the cart, like a bullock, carries luggages.
But there can be no one definition which can deseribe
fully the pature of a bullock and of a cart at the

same time. It has thus been impossible to give a



186 Pramina-naya-tatrvilokalakaral: 11,7, 8.

out of touch with reality, then Anumana also may be
shown to be invalid on the self-same grounds. Th;
Buddhists urge that although Anumaina df:als' WltI
Samanya which is unreal, it is mediately or md'xre.ct Yy
connected with real things and that as such it 15 2
Pramana. The Jainas argue that the very same may
be said of Tarka also. The Jainas point out, hov»;-
ever, that Samanya is real and not something unrea,
as the Buddhists think; the reality of the Samanya 15
proved by the Similarity found in a number of modes:
If thus the Samanya is a reality both Anumana an
Tarka are Pramanas, valid from a practical as well as
from the ontological stand-point.

TN T TAT O @ qEt agt Aad @
fa ettt 7 waa®@fr vz 0

— . ty
yatha yavan kascid dhimah sa sarvo vahnai S‘;}I
-t . if ] l
eva bhavatiti tasminn asaty asau na bhavaty evet!

ce
TRANSLATION: For example: Whatever .SmO}‘
there is, all that is only when there is Fire; if it
be not there, that (smoke) is not there.

e

COMMENTARY:  The first is an instance Of ;‘;

Anvaya-Vyapti, i.e., Pervasion or Inseparable 'Relal'lrec
ship, discovered by observation of facts in di

i : ; ce
agreement with each other. The second is an instal

of the Vyatireka-Vyapti, i. e., Pervasion or Insepar®

. I TeRd - r-
Relationship, discovered by a sort of negative ¢*PS

. ve
ience that A being climinated, B is thereby invariab?
climinated,



Pramapa-naya-tattvalokalankirah: 11, 9. 187

FIaT frwE R e a ug -

ammnanam dviprakiram svartham parirtham
ca 191

TRANSLATION: Inference or Deduction is of two
kinds: (Inference) for one’s own self and (Inference)
for others.

COMMENTARY: An explanation is required why
the modes of Inference are stated, without first indi-
cating its nature and it is as follows. The Svirtha or
the Inferencé for-one’s-own-self is the real Inference.
When this Svartha which one Makes for one’s self is
communicated to another, it is called the Parartha or
the Inference-for-others as will be apparent from the
latter, aphorism, “The Pardrtha or the Inference-for- -
others, which consists in statements of the Abode
(paksa) and of the Mark (hetu) is an Inference so
called because of the transference of epithet.” The
word Anumana which means essentially the Inference
which one makes for one’s own self, is applied to the
Parartha, which is really the effect of the Svartha.
The Parartha is thus Inference communicated and is
called an Inference, only by transference of the epithet.
Now it is known to every one that one and the same
definition cannot describe a being and another which is
called the former only by transference of epithet. A
cart for instance is sometimes called the bullock,
because the cart, like a bullock, carries luggages.
But there can be no one definition which can describe
fully the nature of a bullock and of a cart at the

same time. It has thus been impossible to give a
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definition of Anumana which would apply to the
Svirtha and to the Parartha as well.

A question may be asked: Why then place the
Parartha on the same footing as the Svartha? TI}C
answer is that the Parirtha is employed in all publ_lc
and private debates, in all authoritative writings and in
all practical dealings among people; and to show ifs
importance which is thus equal to that of the Svartha,
the Parartha is here classified with the Svartha.

Anumana is so called because it is knowledge
which is based on a previous (anu) cognition of the
Mark and a recollection of the relation between the
Mark and the Proven and which consists in a determt-
nation (mdna) of the object, subsequent to that
previous cognition. The Anumana which is Svarth
is Inference which one makes for his own self. ItiS
Parartha, when it is communicated to another.

The form of Anumana is ordinarily as follows:
‘That Hill has Fire, because it has smoke’. ThiS
Anumana is valid, because it is based on apprehenston
of a valid Hetu (Reason or Mark), viz., Smoke. Nows
why do we call the Hetu, Smoke, valid here? Becausé
it is invariably connected with Fire, found to exist I8
th.c Hill and is known to be invariably connected with

Fire (so that from the apprehension of Smoke, ¢
!nference about Fire would be irresistible)- This
invariable or inseparable connection between SmoK®
.and Fire is called Vydpti or Pervasion. Now, the
first characteristic of a valid Hetu, e, g., of smoke n
the Inference under consideration, is thus its existeAc®
in the subject of Inference, viz’. the Hill. This
characteristic of a valid Mark i; technically C““cfi
paksa-dharmarva, meaning ‘existence in the Paks
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The Hill is thus the Paksa'in the present reasoning.
The Hill is otherwise called the Dharm1 or the Sadhya-
Dharmi, because the Inference goes to show that it
has the Dharma or the Sddhya-Dharma, i. e., the
object of the Inference, Fire, inhering in it. Thus itis
that so far as the first characteristic of a valid Hetu
viz., its Paksa-Dharmatva is concerned the Paksa is
the Dharml. The Second characteristic of a valid
Hetu as described above, e. g., ‘Smoke is invariably
connected with Fire’, is technically expressed as that
it is ‘Pervaded’ (vydpta) by the Paksa (Fire, in the
given Inference). Thus it is that so far as this second
* characteristic of a valid Mark, the Vyipti or ‘Pervas-
ion’ is concerned, the Paksa is the Dharma (and not
the Dharmi; as in the case of the first characteristic).
These two senses of the Paksa are to be distinguished
and remembered, in considering the nature of an
Anumadna or syllogistic reasoning. The thinkers of
the Cirvaka School contend that Anumana is no
Pramana, They argue: “Anumaina is no Pramana,
because it is (an) indirect (source of knowledge);
Anumina is indirect because it is dependent on
(an understanding of ) the Paksa with (its two) senses,
applicable to it, which are as follows: When the ‘Paksa-
Dharmatva’ is to be understood, Paksa is called the
Dharmi; when however, the Vyapti is considered,
Dharma is the Paksa; these two senses of the Paksa
are to be remembered in the case of estab[ishing a
matter of Inference. Pramina, however, is immediate
knowledge, like the Pratyaksa.” e
The Jainas in criticising the above contention of
the Carvakas begin by stating that by cutting off the
very branch, on which he has climbed the small-
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minded Carvaka always imitates the act of a devil.
To prove that Anumana is no Pramana, the Carvaka
adduces a reason, ‘Because it is indirect’; and thereby
admits that Anumana is a Pramana. Coming to the
substance of the Carvaka objection, the Jainas point
out that it does not hold good so far as the Jaina
theory of ‘the Anumana is concerned. The Jainas do
not maintain that the Paksa-Dharmatva or inherence-
in-the-Paksa is an essential characteristic of a valid
Hetu, so that they are under no necessity of applying
the term Paksa to the Dharma. Nor do they state
the Vyapti in and through the Paksa, so that they are
under no obligation to apply the term Paksa to the
Dharma. According to the Jainas the Hetu has one
and the only characteristic, which is that it (e. 8.
Smoke) is never cognised otherwise than in connection
with the Sadhya-Dharma (e. g., Fire). Hence it is
that the Carvaka objection based on the different
senses of the Paksa does not affect the Jaina theory of
the Anum@na. The Carvakas however point to 2
subsequent aphorism of the present treatise, viz., ‘S0
far as the Inferential knowledge is concerned the
Sadhya or the matter of Inference is the Dharml
(Hill), containing the Dharma (Fire) and so far as
Vydpti or Inseparable connection is concerned, the
Sadhya is the Dharma” and contend that the Jain2
theory of the Anumina involves an understanding of
the two senses of the Sidhya, so that the Anumidna
is bound to be mediate even according to the Jainas.
The Jainas meet this objection by saying that on both
these occasions, it is the Sadhya (the Hill containing
the Fire) which is directly before us. The Vyapti
(invariable connection between Smoke and Firc) may
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not be known to one to whom the matter of Infe-
rence is being communicated and for the purpose of
demonstrating to him the Vyapti, Dharma (Fire) may
be represented as the Sadhya: but this demonstration
of the Vyapti is subordinated to and is meant for the
establishment of the inferential truth about the Hill
which is the real Sadhya. Hence the Sadhya is always
the Dharm1 and the Carvaka objection regarding the
mediate character of the Anumana is unproved. The
Jainas next point out that if Carvakas cannot adduce
any Reason to establish their contention about the
invalidity of Anumana, their contention is obviously
groundless and as such unacceptable. The Commen-
tator quotes with approval: “If there be any Hetu or
Reason for the inference that Anumana or Inference
is valid knowledge, how can you say that Inference is
no valid knowledge? If there be no Hetu or Reason
for the Inference that Anumina or Inference is no
valid knowledge, how can you say that Inference is
no valid knowledge?” “Finally, in support of their
theory that Inference is valid knowledge, the Jainas
ask the Sophists: How do you say that a Pratyaksd or
Perception is valid or correct? If you say that a
Perception is valid because it is found to be consis-
tent with or to correctly respond to a purposive effort
(artha-kriy@) of ours, how can you say thit Anumana
is not valid? The very determination of the Pratyaksa
as valid involves Anumana. It is thus correctly said:
“How can one who denies the validity of all mediate
knowledge establish the validity of his Pratyaksa or
immediate knowledge?”,
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GERGUAGEE G U LT Gl e E G I
AT 1120 N
tatra hetu-grahana-sambandha-smarana-karanakam-
sadhya-vijiianam svartham 110 |

TRANSLATION: Of these the Sviartha or the
Inference-for-one’s-own-self, consists in a knowledge
of the Sadhya or the Proven, through the apprehension
of the Hetu or the Mark and a recollection of its
(inseparable) relation (to the Dharma).

COMMENTARY: Hetu or Reason will be defined
in the next aphorism, Literally it means that which
leads to something which is not immediately known
at the time. As shown before, ‘the inseparable conne-
ction’ between the Hetu and the Dharma is known by
Tarka. The Svartha or the Inference-for-one’s-own-
self is a correct (i. e., free from doubt etc.) knowledge
about the Sadhya (the Proven which will be presently
defined), arising from the apprehension, i. e., correct
knowledge of the Hetu and a recollection of the inse-
parable connection between the Hetu and the Dharma.

FabaaraareeEsat g 1 e N
' niscitanyathanupapatty-eka-laksano hetuly 1 11}
TRANSLATION:  The one and the only characteri-
stic of the Hetu is that its incapability of being known

otherwise (than in connection with the Dharma) is
known for certain.

COMMENTARY: The Hetu is never, not even on a
single occasion, known otherwisc than in connection
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with that is called the Sadhya. Wherever there is the
Hetu there must be the Sadhya. This is the one (and
the only) characteristic of the Hetu, according to
the Jainas.

7 g fowmmta: 1 0

na tu tri-laksanakadife 1121

TRANSLATION: It is mot something having three
or such characteristics.

CoMMeNTARY: This aphorism is meant to distin-
guish the above Jaina characterisation of a Hetu from
its other descriptions, given by other Schools. ’I:he
Saugatas, i, e, the Buddhists, for instance, describe
(1) Paksa-dharmatva, (2) Sapaksa-sattva and (3)
Vipaksasattva, as the three characteristics of a valid
Hetu. The thinkers of the Yauga, i. €., the Naiyﬁy}ka
School add to these three, two other chargcteristxcs,
viz., (4) Abadhita-visayatva and (5) Asat-pratipaksatva.
These five characteristics of a Hetu mentioned b_y
Schools which are rival to the Jainas, may be descri-
bed and illustrated as follows:— ) .

1. Paksa-dharmatva: Paksa is that in whwh‘the
Dharma is inferred to exist. In the Inference, the
Hill has Fire, because it has Smoke’, the Hill is the
Paksa, 1. o, the Abode in which the Sadhya or the
Dharma, 1. e., Fire is inferred to exist. Now, in this
Inference, the Hetu is Smoke which is found to exist
in the Hill (The Paksa or the Abode). This characte-
ristic of the Hetu is called its

Paksa-Dharmatva, If,

. .

on the contrary, we take the Inference, ‘Sound is
9
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eternal because it is Visible’, we shall see that the
Hetu, viz., Visibility has not the characteristic of
Paksa-Dharmatva, because Visibilty never exists in a
Sound.

2. Sapaksa-Sattva: Sapaksa is that which like
the Paksa contains the matter of Inference and is, on
that account, of the same class as the Paksa. In the
given Inference the Hill which is inferred to contain
Fire, is the Paksa; and the Kitchen which also
contains Fire, is the Sapaksa. The characteristic.
Sapaksa-Sattva means that a valid Hetu (i. e., Smoke
in the given Inference) exists not only in the Paksa but
also in the Sapaksa, e. g., a Kitchen and such-like
places, containing Fire. In the Inference, ‘Sound is
eternal because it is Audible’, on the contrary, we find
that the Hetu, Audibility, although it may exist in the
Paksa, Sound, is not present in the Sapaksa, i. €
other substances (e. g, Kala or Time) which have
eternality.

3. Vipaksasattva: Vipaksa is that which conta-
ins what is opposed to the matter of Inference. Int
the given Inference, ‘The Hill has Fire because it has
Smoke’, the Hill is the Paksa, as it is inferred to
contain Fire; and a Tank would be the Vipaksa,
because it is filled with water which is opposed to Fire.
The characteristic, Vipaksasattva, means, that a valid
Hetu (i. ¢., Smoke in the given Inference) must not
abide in the Vipaksa, c. g., the Tank. If, however, W¢
take the Inference, ‘sound is eternal because it IS

Knowledge®, we shall see that the Hetu, Knowability,
is invalid, because Knowability is a characteristic
which, though present in eternal substances like Sound
is also present in non-eternal things and phenomena.
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4, Abddhita-visayatva: This characteristic of a
valid Hetu means that it should not lead to a conclu-
sion which contradicts what is given in direct Percept-
ion or what is enjoined in the authoritative Scriptures.
Thus in the Inference, ‘A firy body is not hot because
it is a substance like water’ and in the Inference, ‘A
Brihmana should drink wine, because wine is a
liquid substance like water’, the Reasons are invalid,
because they are intended to prove things which go
against the matters of Perception and the injunction of
the sacred Scriptures, respectively.

5. Asatpratipaksatva: This characteristic of a
valid Hetu means that it should not be such that
what it proves may as well be contradicted by a
different line of argument. Take, for instance, the
Inference, ‘Sound is non-eternal because in Sound th.e
characteristic of eternality is not perceived’. In this
argument, the Hetu, the non-perception of vghe
characteristic of eternality, leads to 2 conclusion wl.uch
is easily contradicted by a conclusion which is amve.d
at by a contrary line of reasoning, such as, ‘Sound is
eternal, because in Sound, the characteristic of non-

eternality is not perceived.” o
It is contended by the above-mentioned riva

- Schools of philosophy that 2 Hetu which has:the

above characteristics is a valid Hetu, cognpetent to
lead to the Sadhya. The Jainas maintain, on t]jxe
contrary, that the views of the rival Schools about ‘2

valid Hetu are not correct.

eq FrararaEATt @ tEll

i - ,
tasya hetvabhasasyapt sambhavat + 13
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TRANSLATION: A Mark may be fallacious even
though it may have those characteristics.

CoMMENTARY: Take the argument: ‘He is green;
because he is his (a certain man’s) son; like the other
(known) sons of his’. Here all those five characteri-
stics are present in the Hetu, yet it is invalid. The
Buddhists, however, contend that in the given Reason,
the characteristic, Vipaksasattva, i. e., Absence-in-the-
opposite-of-the-Abode, is absent; for it cannot be
said that ‘whoever is not green must not necessarily
be his son’; and because of the absence of that
characteristic in it, the Hetu is invalid here. The
Jainas point out that this defence of the Buddhists
involves in different words an admission of the Jaina
theory that a valid Hetu has one and the only chara-
cteristic that ‘it is not cognised otherwise than in
connection with the Sadhya’. The philosophers of
the Yauga School again point out that Vyapti is 8
relation (between the Mark and the Proven) free from
any Upadhi or condition. The relation between
‘Greenness’ and ‘his Son-hood’ is not such a relation.
An Upadhi or condition is that which is not essenti-
ally connected with the Hetu but is invariably found
with the Sadhya. In the given argument, an Upadhi,
viz., ‘the effect of eating vegetables® etc. intervenes. In
other words, it is found that a person’s ‘son-hood’
does not necessarily involve ‘eating of vegetables’ etc.;
it is found, on the othar hand, that eaters of vegc-

tables ctc. are all green-complexioned. Hence it may
technically be said that so far as the Hetu (i. e., ‘his
Son-hood’) in the given argument is concerned, ‘the
effect of cating vegetables® etc. is a circumstance which



Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankirak: I, 13. 197

is not essentially connected with the Hety while that
circumstance is invariably found with the Sadhya
(i. e., Green complexion’). This circumstance, viz., ‘the
effect of eating vegetables’ etc, intervenes. In other
words, it is found that a person’s son-hood does not
necessarily involve ‘eating of vegetables® etc.; it is
found, on the other hand, that eaters of vegetables etc.
are all green-complexioned. Hence it may technically
be said that so far as the Hetu (i. e., ‘his Son-hood?)
in the given argument is concerned; ‘the effect of
eating vegetables’ etc. is a circumstance which is not
essentially connected with the Hetu while that circu-
mstance is invariably found with the Sadhya (i e.,
‘Green complexion’). This circumstance, viz., ‘the
effect of eating vegetables’ is thus an Upadhi. Beca-
use of the intervention of this Upadhi, it cannot be
said that ‘whoever is not green must not necessarily be
his son.” In plain language, it may be pointed out as
follows: ‘Green complexion’ is found in those persons
only who ‘eat vegetables; a person is not necessarily
‘green’ because he is ‘a certain man’s son’; and
conversely, it cannot be said that a person who is_ not
green is not necessarily the given man’s son. It is in
this way that the Yauga (Naiyiyika) thinkers' show
that in the Hetu (‘his son-hood’) the characteristic pf
the Vipaksasattva is wanting and that it is invalid
accordingly. The Jaina philosophers point out that
this Yauga defence also is a restatement in a different
language of the Jaina theory that the one and the
only characteristic of a.vahd He(u is t_hat it is never
cognised otherwise than in connection \yxth the Sadhya’.
For, if an unconditional (amaupddhika) relation is
found to subsist between the Mark and the Proven,
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The Jainas point out that this contention of the
Buddhists clearly shows that the Hetu in an argument
is valid and competent to prove the Sadhya not
because the two exist in the same Paksa but because
the two are ‘inseparably related’, because, in the words
of the Jaina logic the Hetu is not cognised otherwise -
than in connection with the Sadhya. Accordingly so
far as the essential characteristic of a valid Hetu is
concerned, it is this one and this one only, viz., that
it is never known to exist otherwise than in connection
with the Sadhya. The Paksa-Dharmatva is not
essential to the validity of a Hetu.

The Commentator states that the Yauga thinkers
upholding the characteristic of the Paksa-Dharmatva
in a Hetu are to be met in the same way as the
Buddhists.

The Jainas go on showing that Sapaksa-sattva Or
the existence-in-the-similars-of-the-Abode is not also
an essential characteristic of a valid Hetu. Similars-
of-the-Abode (Sapaksas) are the instances in which the
Hetu (Smoke) and the Sadhya (Fire) exist and which
prove ‘the inseparable connection’ between the two.
The Jainas ask: How would a Similar-of-the-Abode
prove ‘the inseparable connection’ between the Mark
and the Proven? To prove this inseparable connection
another Sapaksa would be necessary and so on and s0
on, to Anavastha or Infinite Regression. And if thus
it is impossible to prove the inseparable connection
between the Mark and the Proven in the so-called
Sapaksa, there can be no real Sapaksa at all. Jt may
also be said that if it can be possible to prove by
Praminas the ‘inscparable connection between the
Mark and the Proven’ in Sapaksa, why not infer that
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connection, with the help-of those Pramanas in the
Paksa itself without uselessly looking to the Sapaksas
atall ? ,
There are some thinkers again who uphold the
doctrine of the Sapaksa-sattva but try to avoid the
above, stated difficulties of the doctrine by defining
the Sapaksa as the Paksa itself. They state that the
Sapaksa is that which has the Sadhya-Dharma in it.
According to these thinkers, the Sapaksa and the
Paksa are the one and the same thing. When we
want to say that a thing has the Sadhya-Dharma, we
call it the Sapaksa; where, however, we want fo prove
the existence of the Sadhya-Dharma in it, we call the
thing Paksa.' The Jainas criticise this position by
saying that it makes the act of Inference useless. If
the Sapaksa is the Paksa itself, then the Sapaksa-Sattva
required of a Hetu means that in the Paksa the Hetu
and the Sadhya are found to be inseparably connected.
And if thus the Spaksa-Sattva already establishes the
inseparable co-existence of the Hetu and the Sadhya
in the Paksa, what more remains for the act of
Anumina to establish? The Jaina commentator finally
points out that the identification of the Sapaksa with
the Paksa is hardly consistent with the utterance of
Dignaga, viz., “The Sapaksa is a thing, simifar (to the
Paksa) and has the Sadhya-Dharma in common (with
the Paksa)”, or with that of Dharmakirti, viz., “(The
Hetu should have) existence in the Similar and non-
existence in the Dissimilar of that (. ¢., the Abode)”,
the utterances of Digndga and Dharamakirti elearly
indicating a distinction between the Paksa and the

Sapaksa.
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The Yauga philosophers admit the validity of the
two forms of the Anumana, viz., the Kevalanvaya
and the Kevala-vyatircka. The former is Inference
based on positive experience’ that ‘wherever there is
the Mark, there is the Proven’. The latter is Inference
based on a negative experience that ‘wherever there is
no Proven, there is no Mark’. The Jaina philoso-
phers point out that the Nyaya thinkers are certainly
unable to attribute to the Hetu in these two forms of
the Anumaina all the five characteristics, stated by
them.

The Jainas thus establish that the one and the only

characteristic of a valid Hetu is this that it is “never
cognised otherwise than in connection with the Sadhya”.
It may be said that this may be the essential characteri-
stic but for practical purposes, we should recognise the
other characteristics also. The Jainas reply that in that
case the Buddhists, in addition to the three should reco-
gnise the Abadhita-visayatva, the Asat-pratipaksatva
and the Jiidtatva (i. e., something the nature of which
is known); and the Yaugas, in addition to the five
(recognised by them) should recognise the Jiiitatva,
as the characteristic of a valid Hetu. It may be
objected that when a Hetu has the characteristic of
the Vipaksdsattva it may be presumed that it has also
the characteristics of the Abadhita-visayatva and the
Asatpratipaksatva; and that when a Hetu is said to be
Jitdpaka (i. e., that which makes known the Sadhya)
its characteristic of the Jfidtatva is implied. The
Jainas criticise this contention also and ask: If
implications are to be relicd on, why not dispense
with all the characteristics and state that a valid Hetu
is only what is gamaka, i. e., leads to the Sadhya?
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TRANSLATION: The Sadhya or the Proven is what
is Undetermined, Unopposed and Desxred G
o 14

0,

COMMENTARY: What 1s to be proved is as yet
not known for certain. Secondly, it must not be
somethmg which is opposed to the matters of direct
perccptxon etc. And lastly, it must be somet}uug wh1ch
is desired by the'debaters to be proved.

' ﬂfgﬁfawﬁamwfaamm aregaTRtaeTa-
e AdEEEER YN

o Sankita-viparit@nadhyavasita-vastinam  sadhyata-
pratipatty-artham aprarita-vacanam 15 1 ,, '

TRANSLATION: It is said to be ‘Undetermined’
to show that things which are ‘doubted’, ‘falsely under
stood’ or ‘little understood’ are the fagts to be Proven.

CoMMENTARY: If the thing to be proved is not
‘doubted’, ‘misunderstood’ or ‘little understood’, its
establishmeht is obviously useless. :

A
" Waﬁzﬁm St ik m'zza'rﬁmfm
TEOH 1t 2€ 1

pratyaksadi-viruddhasya sadhyatvant nm pm:aj) a-

tam ity anirakrta-grahanam 1 16 S
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TRANSLATION: It is described as “‘Unopposed’ to
prevent a thing opposed to direct experience etc. from
becoming the Proven.

CoMMENTARY: Thus, for example, one should
not undertake to prove the existence of coldness in
Fire, which is opposed to perception.

AP iaraas T ftaaa iy
negen
anabhimatasyasadhyatva-pratipattayea bhipsita-
padopadanam 1 17 |

TrANSLATION: The word Desired is used to
show that what is against our choice is not the Proven.

COMMENTARY: One is not to prove something
which he does not choose to prove,

SfeaagURREIdeTa qeE 4R qAraan
aEEas: U ogs 1
vydpti-grahana-samayapeksaya sadhyam dharma
evanyatha tad-anupapatteh 1 18 1

TRANSLATION: So far as the question of ‘perva-
sion’ (vyapti, or Inseparable Connection) is concerned,
the Proven stands for the Dharma (or the phenome-
non, inscparably connected with the Mark), Other
wise the knowledge of the pervasion is impossible.

CoMMENTARY: The word, Sadhya or the Proven
may refer cither to the *Fire’ or to the ‘Firy Hill’, of
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the stock example. Now, so far as the comnection
with the Mark is concerned, the word Sadhya must
be taken to mean the phenomenon (i. e., Fire) and
not the thing (i. e, the Hill) having that phenomenon.
The reason is given below.

Ffgax o= q‘waaﬁama’tﬁa yfetae
araggtatia noge u

na li yatra yatra diitinas tatra ratra citrabhanor iva
dharitridharasyapy anuvrttir asti 1 19 1

TRANSLATION: It is not a fact that wherever
there is Smoke, there is also a Hill, just as there
is Fire.

CoMMENTARY: The Hill is not ‘invariably conne-
cted” with Smoke. It is Fire which is ‘essentially’
related to Smoke. Hence Fire is the Proven, while
the Hill is not, so far as the Vyapti or ‘pervasion’ is
concerned.

Elnpuseispernceaii GG L sy
fafaree: ssfaa’t wH 1o N
anumanika-pratipatty avasarapeksayd tu paksapara-
paryayas tad-visistal prasiddho dharmi 1 20 t

TRANSLATION:  But so far as the subject or
matter of Inference is concerned, it is the well-known
Abode (dharmt) having that ‘phenomenon’, otherwise
called the Paksa,
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.. CoMMENTARY: This is. the second sense .of the
word Sadhya. Its first sense was: the ‘phenomenon’
with which the Mark is invariably connected; it
referred to Fire accordingly. The word, Sadhya,
however, may mean that about or in which something
is inferred. In its second sense, accordingly, the
Sadhya refers to the subject of conclusion, i. e., the
Hill* (paksa or dharmi) which contains the Fire
(dharma).

ufior: sfafy: safafrweea: gafaemom: =i
fameqsmoTERT 1 R N

dharminaly prasiddhil kvacid vikalpatal kutracit
pramanatalt kvapi vikalpa-pramanabhyam 1 21 |

TRANSLATION: The Dharmi is known to us c;ither
through mere Supposition or through the Praminas
or through both Supposition and the Pramanas.

COMMENTARY: These are illustrated below.

T gate qreaargadl, faftaeradd gaea

et eaf: afearfaary gfr 11 ] 0
yatha samasti samasta-vastu-ved1 ksitidhara-kandh-
areyam dhiimadhvajavat, divanily paripatimén iti 1 221

TRANSLATION: For example, the Omniscient who
knows all things exists; this Hill-top is firy; Sound is
adventitious.

_ CoMMENTARY: 1In the first example, the Omni-
scient is the Paksa; this is an instance where the Paksa
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is taken for granted, for without having recourse to
reasoning one cannot be convinced of the possibility
of Ommiscience. The Paksa, Hill-top, in the second
example is got through Direct Perception, a mode of
the Pramana. In the third.example, Sound is the
Paksa; it means all Sounds; but whence do we get
all Sounds? The answer is that besides the one piece
of Sound which we get through the Pratyaksa-pramana,
the fact of other Sounds is got through Vikalpa, i. ¢.,
taken for granted. Hence this Paksa of the third
example is got through both Pramana and Vikalpa.
Some argue that there can be no Paksa which is
got through Vikalpa. Tn other words, their contention
is that all Paksas must be got through the Pramdna
and the Pramana only. The Paksas alleged to be got
through Vikalpa, i. e., hypothetically assumed are
really got through the Pramanas. A fact got through
Vikalpa only is impossible. To this contention, the
Jaina reply is as follows: If there is no Dharmi known
by Vikalpa, then how do you say ‘there is no Dharmi
known by Vikalpa.” as a fact got through Vikalpa
only, is impossible? The very argument by which you
establish the impossibility of a Paksa, got through
Vikalpa shows that the conception of such a Paksa is
possible; for, without having a conception of it, one
cannot deny it. The opponent may contend that the
Paksa (DharmI got through Vikalpa) in the argument
under consideration is admitted, because of paro-
pagama, i. e., because such a Dharmi is assumed by
others and not by the Opponent himself. . The Je}inas
point out that this fact of the Paropagama is either
Pramana or it is not. If it is Pramina or valid
knowledge, how can you say that a Dharmi got
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through Vikalpa is impossible? If, on the other hand,
the Paropagama is not Pramina or valid knowledge,
then you yourself must think the Dharm1 got through
Vikalpa to be possible, because otherwise you cannot
go on with your argument, ‘A Dharml got through
Vikalpa is impossible’.

The Jainas thus show that the Paksa in some
cases is assumed for the sake of argument; ‘without
admitting the possibilty of such Paksas it is impossi-
ble for a debater to rest satisfied’.

TERGIIARAS TEHTAERIRIE 0 R 1

paksa-hetu-vacanatmakam parartham anumdanan
upacarat | 23 1

TRANSLATION: An Inference consisting in a
statement of the Abode and the Mark is called the
‘Inference-for-the-sake-of-others’, by transference of
cpithet.

CoMMENTARY: To convince a cultured mind, 2
syllogism consisting in a statement of the Abode
(paksa) and the Mark (hetu) is enough. For a highly
cultured mind, however, the statement of the Hetu
only is enough. Thus if an intelligent man is informed
of Smoke in a place, he will feel no difficulty in
concluding that there must be Fire. The commenta-
tor states that although it is not said explicitly in the
Sttra for a highly cultured mind, only the statement
of the Hetu required, it must be understood to be
so implied in it. A dull mind, on the contrary,
requires a long chain of premises, viz., Example,
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Application, Conclusjon, to be convinced of a truth
as will be shown hereafter.

It should be noted that the statements of the
Abode and of the Mark, are after all propositions,
consisting of words. Inference, however, is a mode
of knowledge. So, when it is said that the statements
of the Paksa and the Hetu constitute Inference, it is
to be understood that those statements are called
Inference only by transference of epithet.

The position is this. An intelligent man makes
an Inference. This is his Svarthanumana or Inference-
for-one’s-own-self. When he communicates the matter
of this his Inference to others he uses the statements
of the Paksa and the Hetu. These statements or
propositions are, on the one hand, the-effect of this
Svarthanumana or subjective Inference and on the
other, the cause of the Pararthinumana or the Infe-
rence-in~others. So, when it is stated that statements
of the Paksa and the Hetu are the Pardrth@numaina,
it is to be understood that the word Anumina is
applied to either its cause or its effect here.

T SfafmaafAgafoamiegy 3demg-

FoAaY TenERnsaTmATI e gy |

sidhyasya  pratiniyata-dharmi-sambandhita-prasi-
ddhaye hetor upasamhira-vacanavat paksa-prayogo’py
avasyam asrayitavyah | 24 1

TRANSLATION: To show that the Proven (sadliya)
is in the particular occasion connected with the
Abode (dharm), the (explicit) statement of the Paksa
(Abode) is certainly necessary, just like the statement
showing the inherence of the Mark (hetu).

9



[
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COMMENTARY: ‘Wherever there is Smoke there is
Fire’ is a general statement. For the purpose of a
particular Inference the Buddhists do admit the necessity
of explicitly stating the fact of the existence of the
Hetu in the Dharmi through a proposition, €. g.,
“There is Smoke here’. The Jainas contend that for
the same purpose of a particular Inference, e. g., for
the purpose of showing the existence of Fire in the
Hill, the Paksa (Abode, e. g., the Hill containing the
Fire) also should be explicitly indicated in a syllogistic
argument. Apparently, the Buddhists do not admit
the necessity of explicitly stating the Paksa in a
syllogism and the Jainas controvert this Buddhist
position.

fafad mumafauds qawdd eam: w0 @9
SR GteintedcaT ST

trividham sadhanam abhidhayaiva tat-samarthanai

vidadhanalt kal khalu na paksa-prayogam angikurute
1251

TRANSLATION: Stating that the Mark may be of
three kinds, who would not admit the necessity of ex-
plicitly stating the Abode for its support?

COMMENTARY: According to the Buddhists, 2
Hetu may be of three kinds. It may be the Effect of
the Sadhya. Or, it may be Identical-in-nature with
the Sadhya. Or, it may be so connected with the
Sadhya, that wherever the latter is not cognised, the
former is also not cognised. In a valid Inference the
Hetu, which may be of any of the three sorts must be
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shown to be Samartha or competent to prove the
Sadhya; and for this purpose, again, the Hetu must be
shown to be free from the fallacies, e.g., the Asiddhata,
i. e, Unprovedness etc. An incompetent Hetu cannot
prove the Sadhya. The Buddhists admit all this.
They however, do not admit that the Paksa should be
explicitly indicated in a syllogism. In criticism of this
position of the Buddhists, the Jainas say that if the
Paksa need not be stated then the Hetu, the competency
of which to prove the Sidhya is admittedly necessary
to be established in an Inference, need not also be
explicitly stated. “If you say that unless the Hetu is
stated, how can we prove its competency?, we reply,
unless the Paksa is stated, how can we prove its
competency? If you say that in an argument, the
Paksa is well-understood and need not be explicitly
stated, then we reply that in an argument the Hetu
also is well-understood and need not be explicitly
stated for the purpose of showing its competency.
If, O Saungata, you say that the statement of the Hetu
is necessary for convincing the dull-minded, then we
ask, why don’t you state the Paksa in an argument
for convincing the dull-minded?

seagrafcfeomattaatty avd qqd g, 9%
AEETRGET] 1t % H
pratyaksa-paricchinnartly
tham pratyaksam para-pratyaksa-hetutvit 1261
TRANSLATION: A statement in words describing
objects, determined by one’s Direct Perception, is
‘Direct Perception-for-others’, since it causes Direct
Perception in others.

ablidhayi v parér-
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COMMENTARY: When a man determines an
object by Inference, he has Svarthanumana or Infe-
rence-for-One’s-own-self. When, however, he embodies
his knowledge in language, he may be said to effect a
Pararthinumana or Inference-for-others; for Para-
rthanumina is nothing but a means of teaching others
what one knows for oneself. In the same way, we
may speak of a Parartha-pratyaksa or Perception-for-
others. One perceives some object: this is Pratyaksa
or direct Perception-for-himsilf. When however he
expresses in words the result of his Perception, his
words may be said to constitute, Perception-for-
others; these are meant for making others perceive
what he himself, has perceived.

AT 5 93 FHLRn oA (T U TS TA oA <
it femafasfmm 1 e u

yatha pasya pural sphurat-kirana-mani-khanda-
manditabharana-bhirinin jinapati-pratimam 271

TRANSLATION: As for instance, see just in front
of you, the image of the Lord-lina, loaded with
ornaments which are interspersed with glittering pieces
of diamond.

CoMMENTARY: By mecans of the above words, the
speaker intends to make his audience perceive the
image which he has himself scen. Hence these words
may be said to constitute Perception-for-others.

In the same way, we may speak of *Recollection-
for-others’ and so on. Thus in the lines, {Thov
rememberst how thou, as the son of Dagaratha, shall
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control the waters of the sea and cross it and coming -
near Lanka shall kill him, who took away your wife
from the forest” we have an instance of ‘Recollection-
for others’ and in the statement, “Recognise, he is
the same saint who was venerated before” we have
an example of ‘Conception-( pratyabhijiia)-for-others’.

RIS AATEARNT AT 7
EEraTEaET (1 R5 1

paksa-hetu-vacana-laksanam avayava-dvayam eva
para-pratipatter angam na drstantadi-vacanam 128 1

TRANSLATION: To convince others, only the two
premises indicating the Abode and the Mark are
required and .not propositions, stating instances etc.

COMMENTARY: According to the Buddhists, an
Anuména consists of one proposition stating the
Paksa-dharmata or inherence of the Hetu in the Abode,
and the Vyapti or the inseparable connection between
the Mark and the Proven. The School of Bhatta
Prabhakara and Kapila held that an Anumana should
have three limbs, viz.,a proposition stating the Abode,
another stating the Reason, and a third, describing
Instances. The logicians of the Nyiya and the
Vaiéesika Schools maintain that no less than five
premises stating the Abode, the Reason, the Instance,

. the Application and the Conclusion are the limbs of a
valid Anumana, which premises are respectively called
the Pratijiia (e. g., ‘the Hill has Fire’) the Hetu (e. g.
‘because it has Smoke’) the Drstanta (e. g., ‘whatever
has Smoke has Fire, as for instance, the kitchen’),
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the Upanaya (e. g., ‘now, the Hill has Smoke’).and
the Nigmana (e.g., ‘there-fore the Hill has Fire’). It is
clear that the Jaina theory of the two-limbed Anuméana
is opposed to all those views. The argument of the
Jainas is that, given the Paksa and the Hetu, a man
of intelligence would safely and surely come to the
right conclusion.

fGECIS R RGN R FH g r ORI EA

hetu-prayogas tathopapatty-anyathanupapattibhyam
dviprakarah 1291

TRANSLATION: ‘It is got along with it’, ‘other-
wise it is not got at all’: in this way, the Mark may be
indicated in two ways.

CoMMENTARY: The Reason or the Hetu in an
Inference may be shown in either of the ways, viz.,
(1) it may be shown that the Hetu is present only
when the Sadhya is present, or (2) it may be shown
that the Hetu is absent whenever the Sadhya is absent.

qAT ey Foremata: @t smiw and
fiegrutaRe=aagaafa: 1 3o n

saty eva sadhye hetor upapattili tathopapattili, asati
sadhye hetor anupapattir evinyathinupapattify 1 30 !

TRANSLATION: ‘It is got along with it implies
that ‘thc Mark exists only when the Proven exists’-
‘Otherwise it is not got at all’ implies that ‘the Mark
doces not exist if the Proven does not exist’.
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CoMMENTARY: This is the explanation of the two
kinds of the Mark, described above.

AT FIAGAEE qIFETAT: QA FHGHATT 99
TREEIR:, AEAgTIRE @ 1 §¢ |

yathi krsanuman ayam paka-pradesah saty . eva
kesanumattve dhiimavattvasyopapatter asaty anupapa-
tter veri V311

TRANSLATION: For instance: That Kitchen has
Fire in it because only if there be Fire, Smoke can be
perceived there; or if there be no Fire, Smoke cannot
be percetved there.

CoMMENTARY: This is the illustration.

'eﬁu‘rwatmﬁﬁa greasfaost G-
TAGEERE: W 3] N

anayor anyatara-prayogenaiva sadhya-pratipattan
dvitiya-prayogasyaiktranupayogaly ' 32!

TRANSLATION: To establish the. Proven, the use
of one of them being sufficient, the use of the other is
unnecessary (where one has been used).

CoMMENTARY: The real connection between the
Mark and the Proven becomes manifest on the strict
application of one of the two tests. Hence in an
Anumina, if both the two statements are given
showing the application of both the two tests, the
statements may be different but they refer to one and
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the same subject matter and one of the statements is
surely réedundant.

7 geeTiaaEn aestaaay Swafd, qeat seggadd-
AR g@ed: 1 33 1

na drstantadi-vacanam para-pratipattaye prabhavati
taspam paksa-hetu-vacanayor eva vyaparopalabdheh
1331

TRANSLATION: In the matter of convincing others
the premise stating the Example is not potent; that is
done through stating the Abode and the Reason.

CoMMENTARY: The Jaina logician has already
pointed out that the Example-premise is unnecessary
even in an Inference-for-others. It is by the statement
of the Abode and the statement of the Reason that
one may be made to understand the truth of the
matter (conclusion) of the Inference. The statement
of the Example-premise is incompetent to convince
one of the matter of the Inference.

7 = Faguuiaieiad, aieaesmned
gt 1l ¥ 1

na ca hetor anyathanupapatti-nirnitaye yathokta-
tarka-pramanad eva tad-upapatiely 1 34 |

TRANSLATION: Nor, in the matter of determining
the invariable relation of the Mark (to the Proven);
for that is done by the Tarka-Pramana (Induction)
which has already been described.
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COMMENTARY: In the preceding siitra, it has been
shown how the Example-premise is not competent for
convincing others of the matter of Inference. It may
be said that the Example of the Kitchen may help us
in determining the Vyapti, ‘Wherever there is Smoke
there is Fire” The Jaina logician points out in this
Siitra that as the Vyapti is already well-known
through Tarka or inductive generalisation, the use of
Examples is obviously superfluous.

fradwfairana = rerd aEedw S
& fmfaut armatesmamEafraag e
FEEI: D 3 N

niyataika-visesa-svabhave ca drstante sakalyena
vyapter ayogato vipratipattau tad-antarGpeksayam anav-
- asthiter-durnivarall samavataral ) 35

TRANSLATION: And because the Example holds
good regarding a particular instance only, it does not
prove general pervasion; and thus, as another Example
would be required (and so on) the fallacy of going
back ad infinitam would be irresistible.

CoMMENTARY: This objection is an elaboration
of that contained in Sitra 34. The Example-premise
refers to one instance only, of the co-existence of the
Mark and the Proven. This does not prove their -
invariable co-existence. To prove it other Examples
are required and so on. Without Inductive general-
isation, we shall be flying from one instance (o
another, without ever reaching the general proposition,
embodied in the Vyidpti, Hence it is not correct to
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say that Example helps us in determining the Invari-
able Relationship.

Frafaarreargay, Sfuanfaeraes  sgoaEa:
qERgNEE AR aenfag: 1 3%
niipy avinabhava-smytaye, pratipanna-pratibandhasya
vyutpanna-matelt paksa-hetu-pradarsanenaiva tat-
prasiddhel 1361

TRANSLATION: Nor, to remind the fact of the
Invariable Connection; for, a wise man, to whom the
Invariable Connection has already been known recollects
itas soon as the Abode and the Reason are pointed out.

COMMENTARY: It may thirdly be said that although
the Example may not prove ‘pervasion’, still it is
useful in as much as it reminds us of the connection
between the Mark and the Proven. The Jaina logician
points out that a man of intellect does not require to
be reminded of a fact which he has already known.
As soon as the Mark and the Proven are presented to
him, he recollects the Invariable Connection between
them without having to wait for an Example to be
apprised of it.

a?anw Bl FreayaTR TRt 9 afg
_ ATATEEA S 1030 N
antar-vyaptya hetolt sadhya-pratyayanc sakiar
asaktau ca bahir vyapter udbhavanam vyartham 137}

TRANSLATION: And since because of its ‘internal
inscparable connection® (pervasion) the Mark is
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capable or incapable of establishing the Proven, the
development of the ‘external inseparable connection’
is vatueless.

CoMMENTARY: Whether the Mark is capable or
not to prove the Proven is dependent on whether it is
essentially (antarvyapti) connected with it. An Exam-
ple shows the Bahir-Vyapti or external, i.e., superfi-
cial connection only; it does not prove the inseparable
connection between the Sadhya and the Sadhana.

The Commentator says: “This is the meaning; If
the internal inseparable connection has the capacity to
establish the Proven, the description of the external
inseparable connection is certainly useless. ‘That is
my son because such voice is not to be heard any-
where else’; here the Mark leads to the Proven,
although there is no (Example showing) external
inseparable connection here. ‘He is greenblack, because
he is his (a given person’s) son, like his other sons’;
here, however, although there is the Example the Mark
does not establish the Proven”™.

gefigw oy faad Qe @A afaaeaii-
e g afgeaifa: nogs o
paksi-krta eva visaye sadhanasya sadhyena vyaplir
antar-vyaptir anyatra tu bahir-vyaptii 1381

TRANSLATION: We have ‘Internal inseparable
connection where there is the ‘pervasion’ of the Mark
by the Proven in the very object denoted as the
Abode; elsewhere, however, we have the ‘external

connection’,
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FAAFTATCHR eg deaed qaaruaict, afe-
T 2 YRERA, 9 UE | U 791 qreEtatd
T 0IRN '

yathanekantitmakam vastu sattvasya tathaivopapa-
tter iti | agnimén ayam deso dhfimavatfvat, ya evain
sa evam yathd pakasthinam iti ca 1 39 |

TRANSLATION: For instance: a thing has many
aspects because a substance is cognised to be so.
That place has Fire because it has Smoke; whatever
is such is such; as for Example, the Kitchen.

CoMMENTARY: The first of the above Inference
is based on antarvyapti, while the second points to
bahirvyapti.

Aoabrminfy wafmet qred aeRg-
AN TET: TEIAE 1 Yo 1

nopanaya-nigamanayor api para-pratipattau sama-
rthyam paksa-hetu-prayogad eva tasyah sadbhivat 140)

TRANSLATION: Simifarly, in the matter of convin-
cing others, Application (upanaya) and Conclusion
(nigamana) also are not potent; for, it is cflected
through the use of the Abode and the Reason.

COMMENTARY: Application and Conclusion are
the two last premises in a five-limbed Nyidya Syllogism.
The Jaina logician says that these two like the Example-
premises, are useless, so far as arguments for convinc-
ing others arc concerned.  An intelligent man will
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understand a truth, e. g., ‘this Hill has Fire’, as soon
as the two propositions embodying the Abode (e. g.,
‘This Hill kas Fire’) and the Mark (e; g., ‘Because it
has Smoke’) are stated to him.

AR O QIR AT qEwaRer gev-
fesmitistr aaswam W ove o

samarthanam eva param para-pratipatiy-angam

astam tad antarena drstant@di-prayoge’ pi tad-
asambhavds 1 411

TRANSLATION: To convince others, supporting
the Mark is essential: without this, that is impossible
even though the Example etc. may be used.

COMMENTARY: The essential thing in an argu-
ment for-the-sake-of-convincing-others of a truth is to
support and demonstrate the Reason and for establi-
shing it, the Hetu must be verified, even though the
‘example-premise’ or other premises are used. If the
Reason is not well-established, it is impossible to
establish the Proven in any way. Hence in an
Anumana, it is the Hetu alone which must be stated
and verified. The premises of Example, Application

and Conclusion are superfluous. .
st ¥R N

manda-matims e vyutpidayitum drstantopanaya-
nigamandny api prayajyani 1 421
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TRANSLATION: To convince the dull-minded per-
sons, however, the premises of the Example, the
Application and the Conclusion etc. are to be used.

COMMENTARY: Pararthanumina or Inference for
others is two-limbed as the Jaina logician has been so
long maintaining. Such a two-limbed argument, how-
ever, is meant for an intelligent pupil only; where the
pupil is a dull or uninformed person, a more elaborate
process of argumentation is necessary. To teach such
a person, not only are all the five premises of a Nyaya
syllogism necessary but the Jaina logician goes even
further than this and conceives of a ten-limbed syllog-
ism for such a person. These ten premises are:
1. Paksa premise or the proposition indicating the
Abode. 2. Paksa-$uddhi-premise or the proposition
verifying the Abode. 3. Hetu-premise or the proposi-
tion stating the Reason. 4. Hetu-suddhi-premise or
the proposition demonstrating the Reason. 5. Drsta-
nta-premise or the proposition stating the Example.
6. Drstanta-$uddhi-premise or the proposition verifying
the Example. 7. Upanaya-premise or the proposition
describing the Application. 8. Upanaya-$uddhi-
premise br the proposition verifying the Application.
9. Nigamana-premise or the proposition stating the
Conclusion. 10. Nigamana-Suddhi-premise or the
proposition verifying the Conclusion.

The Commentator says: “Of thesc the best
(utkrsta) form of an Inference-for-others is said to be
ten-limbed. The mediocre (madhyama) form contains
limbs from nine to two. The worst (jaghanya), how-
cver, consists in a statement of the Mark only™
These three forms of an ‘Inference-for-others’ aré
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meant for (1) dull, (2) intelligent and (3) super-mtelh-
gent learners respectively.

sfaEranfaraEdd fEE o ¥y u

pratibandha-pratipatter Gspadam drstantaly 143 1

TRANSLATION: Example- is the place where the
Inseparable Connection can be known.

CoMMENTARY: The Example is the place or
phenomena (e. g., the Kitchen), where the Inseparable
Connection between the Mark and the Proven (e. g.,
that between Smoke and Fire) can be ascertained.

| T, SE qehan 1w
sa dvedha sadharmyato vaidharmyatas ca ' 44}

TRANSLATION: That is of two .sorts: owing to
its Homogeneity and Heterogeneity.

_ CommenTARY: An Homogeneous Example resem-
bles the Paksa in containing the Dharma or the
phenomenon to be proved; a Heterogeneous Example
is so called because it differs from the Paksa in not

containing the Dharma.

T AEATHTAARAIE  GEquAdal  JHId,

§ graRdgeErER: 1t ¥y
yatra sadhena-dharma-satdyam avasyan sadhya-
- dharma-satt prakasyate sa stdharmya-drstantal 145 1
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TAT T AT GREAA GF AGAAT AGEA 1 ¥E N
yatha yatra yatra dhiimas tatra tatra vahnir yathi
mahanase | 46 1

TRANSLATION: In the case, where the nature of
the Mark being present, the nature of the Proven is
found to exist as a matter of necessity, we have an
instance of the Homogeneous Example.

For instance: Wherever there is Smoke, there is
Fire; as for Example, (in) the Kitchen.

T g AEATNE  QIATEEIEAE: FERAd, €
TUFPERTa: W ¥ 1l
yatra tu sadhyabhave sadhanasydvasyam abhaval
pradarsyate sa vaidharmya-drstantali | 47

TRANSLATION: In the case, however, where the
Proven being absent, the Mark is shown to be absent
as a matter of necessity, we have an instance of the
Heterogenous Example.

TARIAE T WAAT TAHY, T Fowmd 1 ¥s
yathigny-abhave na bhavaty eva dhivmo yatha
jalasaye ' 48}

For instance: Where there is no Fire, there can
be no Smoke; as for Example, in the Pond.

g arqufivgewgRogaRa: 1ovq o
hetolr sadhya-dharminy upasamharanam
upanayal ' 49
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TraNSLATION: Application is showing the Mark
to be existent in the Abode.

AT AT TE8A N Yo N
yatha dhiimas’ catra pradese 150 |

TRANSLATION: For instance: (the statement that)
There is Smoke in this place.

qreauHE HIRTEE ke 0
sidhya-dharmasya punar nigamanam | 51 1

TrRANSLATION: Conclusion is applying the Proven
to the Abode.

QT qERTEAT 0 YR N

yatha tasmad agnir atra | 521

' TRANSLATION: For instance: (the statement) so,
there is Fire here.

Y TEERTEY: TSR asaar A N3
ete paksa-prayogadayalt paiicapy avayava-samjiiaya
kirtyante ! 53!

TransLaTION: These five propositions, stating the
Abode, etc., are also described as Limbs.

CoMMENTARY: The logicians of the old §chool
used to call the five premises in a syllogism, its ﬁv_c
Limbs (avayavas). The Jaina commentator says that if
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these five syllogistic premises are to be called Limbs,
the five Suddhi-premises (i. e., propositions which
verify them) noted in the Commentary on the Sutra
42 above are also to be known as Limbs.

TwmETI FERENEIN:, STeeaTaG el
fremmea uowy U

ukta-laksano hetur dvi-prakaral, upalabdhy-
anupalabdhibhyam bhidyamanatvat | 541

TRANSLATION: The Reason, the nature of which
has been described before, is of two sorts, it being

different because of its being Positively Cognised of
Negatively Cognised.

guefeafatutraan: fafgfraraagoeferss
nyy

upalabdhir  vidhi-nisedhayoh  siddhi-nibandhanam
anupalabdhis ca 155

TRANSLATION: The Positively Cognised as well
as the Negatively Cognised prove the Affirmation and
the Negation (of some fact).

faf: @dm: nyg n
vidhil sad-amsall 1 56 1

TrANsLATION: The Affirmation is the aspect of
Existence.

COMMENTARY: Both the Upalabdhi (Positively
Cognised) and the Anupalabdhi (Negatively Cognised)
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Hetus may be of two kinds inasmuch as each of them -
may be either Vidhi-sidhaka, i. e., a Hetu Proving
the Affirmative or the Existential aspect of some fact
or Nisedha-Sadhaka, i. e., a Hetu proving the Negative
aspect of the fact.

fegaisadar o ye n
pratisedho’ sad-ariisafi 157 1

TRANSLATION: The Negative is the aspect of
Non-existence.

COMMENTARY: According to the principle of the
Jaina philosophy, a thing has many aspects. From
one standpoint, it may be said to be Existent while
from another, Non-existent. Vidhi and for the matter
of that, the Vidhi-Sadhaka (Affirmative) Hetu relates
itself to the Existential aspect of the thing; Nisedha
and for the matter of that, the Nisedha-Sadhaka
(Negative) Hetu relates itself to the Non-existential
aspect of the thing.

| =gal qraTE: FSATE gE A
TR ks N

sa caturdhd prig-abhaval pradhvaiisibhdval
itaretarabhivo’ tyantabhavas ca 158 1

‘TrANSLaTION: That is of four kinds, viz., Prior
Non-existence, Posterior Non-existence, Reciprocal
Non-existence and Absolute Non-existence.

COMMENTARY: It has been said that 2 Nisedha-
Sadhaka Hetu relates itself to the aspect of Non- |
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existence in a thing and the Vidhi-Sadhaka, to the
aspect of Existence. The older logicians did not
speak of any different modes of Existence and hence
the present author does not classify Existence. But
as regards Negation or non-Existence four forms of it
are distingnishable, which are stated in this Stitra and
described in the Sttra following.

afagwee Frey ageaia: e S
nykn

yan-nivrttav eva karyasya samutpattilt so’sya prag-
abhaval; 1591

TRANSLATION: What subsiding, a fact in the
form of its effect comes into existence is its Prior
Non-existence.

COMMENTARY: What (e. g., B) coming to an end,
a certain phenomenon (e. g., A) comes into existence,
is its Prigabhava or Prior Non-existence, But if the
said phenomenon A is capable of coming into existence,
although the phenomenon B continues in existence,
B cannot be the Prior Non-existence of A. Thus
sometimes Knowledge arises when Darkness subsides;
but Darkness cannot be looked upon as the Prior
Non-existence of Knowledge (for, Knowledge may
arisc cven though Darkness continues in existence)-
Darkness cannot be looked upon as the Prior Non-
cxistence of the Knowledge-or-Form (riipa) ecved,
although ordinarily, we come to perccive the Form
(of a thing) only when Darkness is removed. For,
there are beings who can perceive the Form (of a thing)

. cven in Darkness.
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a1 ghavstrgars sy =
gfmee: 1 go 1t

yathi myt-pinda-nivrtiay eva sanutpadyamanasya
ghatasya mre-pindalh | 60 1

TRANSLATION:  For instance: The lump of clay
(is the Prior Non-existence), of the pitcher which is
formed (out of it) on its cessation to exist.

COMMENTARY: As long as the Clay remains in a
lump, there is no Pitcher. When, however, a Pitcher
is formed out of it, the Clay no longer exists as a
lump of Clay. Hence the lump of Clay is technically
an instance of the Prior Non-existence; viz., of the

Pitcher.

ugrTt FEEE fufe: d@ise sedame:
negn

yad utpattau karyasyavasyam vipattih so’ sya
pradhvaiiisabhaval 1 61 1

TRANSLATION: That arising, a fact which was an
effect, comes to an end as a matter of necessity is its
Posterior Non-existence ( pradivarisabhavalt).

COMMENTARY: Let us suppose that a fact (e. g.,

B) which was not existing from the beginningless time

but which came into existence at a certain point of

time as an effect or result of Something else, comes to

an end as a matter of necessity, when another pheno-

.menon (e. g., A) occurs; in that case, A would be the
Posterior Non-existence, of B. .
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qqT FHTORSFIT ! (AaRal A
FoaEd FATERTFEEE N &R 1

yathi kapala-kadambakotpattan niyamato vipadya-
manasya kalasasya kapala-kadambakam 1 62 )

TRANSLATION: For instance: The collection of
pitcher-pieces (is the Posterior Non-existence), of the
Pitcher which is necessarily destroyed on the rise of
the Pitcher-pieces.

COMMENTARY: When a Pitcher is broken, Pieces
come into existence; but in other words, Pieces coming
into existence, the Pitcher must necessarily be broken.
Pieces are thus the Posterior Non-existence of the
Pitcher.

TEATFATR EerEEaiaaaE: 1 g3 0

svariipantardat svariipa-vyavritir itaretarabhavaly 1 631

TRANSLATION: Reciprocal Non-existence (itare-
tarabhaval) implies the retrogression of the nature of
a thing from the nature of its opposite.

CoMMENTARY: Two things, opposed to each other
in nature (and not simply in outward appearance)
may be said to imply the Non-existence-of-each-other.
This mode of Non-existence is the Itaretarabhavah,
otherwise called the Anyipoha.

T FEATEAER FrATAEdEi: 0¥ U
yatha stambha-svabhavat kumbha-svabhiva-
vyavpitihh V64!
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TranstaTioN: For instance: The retrogression
of the nature of a Pitcher from the nature of a Pillar,

GlSECILIE LT amq&mﬁaﬁm—
AT 1 gy N

kala-trayapeksini  hi  tadatmya-parindma-nivrttir
atyantabhavalh 1 65 1

TRANSLATION: Absolute Non-cxistence (or the
(atyantabh@va of a thing) is what, in all the three
times, contradicts its identical nature.

CoMMENTARY: What is essentially opposed to
the nature of a thing, its immutable nature as it was
in the past, as it is in the present and as it will
continue to be in the future, is its Absolute Non-
existence.

TUT AT 18§ U
yathd cetandcetanayol | 66 |

TRANSLATION: As for instance: The Conscious
and the Unconscious.

COMMENTARY: Consciousness was never, can
never be, nor will ever be the principle of the Uncon-
scious substances, e.g., the Pudgala or matter. For,
this is against the very nature of Consciousness.
Similarly, the Unconscious substance, e.g., Matter is
incapable of turning into a Conscious being, because
this again is against the naturc of an Unconscious
substance. The Conscious and the Unconscious are
thus the Absolute Non-existences of each other.
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R LB T 1 Bl L L BBt b i e g
nge N

upalabdher api dvaividhyam aviruddhopalabdlir
viruddhopalabdhis ca | 67 1

TRANSLATION: There are two kinds of the Positi-
vely Cognised (upalabdhi} Marks, viz., the Positively-
cognised-compatible (aviruddha-upalabdhi) and the
Positively-cognised-incompatible (viruddha-upalabdhi).

CoMMENTARY: The Reason or the Mark in a
syllogism has already been said to be either the
Positively-Cognised or the Negatively-Cognised. The
Positively-Cognised Mark, again, is either Compati-
ble-with-(i.e., Unopposed-to)-the-Proven or Incompati-
ble-with-(i.e., opposed-to)-it.

e Igeteata fufagt sler 1 g5 0
tatraviruddhopalabdhir vidhi-siddhau sodha 1 68 !
TRANSLATION: Of these, the P031t1ve1y-Cogmsed-

compauble proves vidhi (affirmation or existence) and
is of six kinds.

WIEATHAEE A SqT R TGS AU A
FITgTetafel 1 &’ U

sadhyenaviruddhanam vyapya-karya-karapa-pirva-
carottaracara-sahacaranam upalabdhir iti 1 69 !

TRANsLATION: A Mark, Compatible-with-the-
Proven may be Positively-Cognised as the pch-'ldCd



Pramipa-naya-tattvélokilankirab: LI, 69, 70. 233

(vwapya), the ‘effect’ (karya), the cause (kdrapa), the
antecedent (phirva-cara), the ‘subsequent (uttara-cara)
or the ‘concomitant’ (sahacara) (of the Proven).

COMMENTARY: The above are the six modes of

the Positively-Cognised Compatible Mark, Aviruddha-
upalabdhi Hetu. These will be illustrated hereafter.
Y The logicians of the Buddhist school contend
that to establish a Vidhi or affirmative relation between
the Mark and the Proven, a Compatible Mark is
either the Svabhava of (i. e., identical in-nature with)
or the Karya of (i. e., the effect of) the Proven. A
Karana, i. e., what is the ‘cause’ of the Proven,
cannot serve as the Compatible Mark in such a matter.
The Buddhists point out that a ‘cause’ does not
invariably produce the ‘effect’. The potency of a
‘cause’ may be suppressed; besides, many other condi-
tions must operate in order that an effect may be
produced. Thus it is that in order that an effect-
phenomenon may be inferred from some other pheno-
menon as its cause, one must be sure that (i) its potency
to produce the said effect is unimpaired and (i) all
the conditions for the production of the said effect are
collected in it. As it is impossible for one to be sure
of these two pre-requisites, it is unsafe, the Buddhists
contend, to predict the ‘effect’ from the ‘cause’.

The Jaina philosophers controvert the above

position of the Buddhist thinkers in the following

Siitra.

skt R s ggaaran
TRCATACATAHICHTIAE F 1 vo U
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tamasvinyam asvadyamandad amradi-phala-rasad eka-
samagry-anumityi ripady-anumitim abhimanyamanair
abhimatam eva kim api kdranam hetutaya yatra Sakter
apratiskhalanam apara-karana-sakalyam ca 170 !

TRANSLATION: By admitting the validity of the
Inference about the Form etc., through the Inference
about the one Totality (of conditions) from the taste of
the juice of fruits, e. g., a mango in a dark night, (the
Buddhists admit) some cause to be the Mark or Reason,
in which there are the unimpairment of the potency
and the collection of the other conditions.

CoMMENTARY: The Jainas controvert the Buddhist
contention (that a ‘cause’ cannot serve as a sure
Reason, that is, it is impossible to infer the Effect
from the Cause), by pointing out that the Buddhists
themselves admit the validity of some Inferences in
which an ‘effect-phenomenon’ is inferred from 2
‘cause-phenomenon’. The Jainas further show that
the Buddhists admit also that in such Inferences oneé
knows for certain that the potency of the ‘cause’ t0
produce the effect remains unimpaired and that all the
conditions for the production of the ‘effect’ are present
in the ‘cause’.

Let us take the case of a man who is tasting the
juice of a sweet fruit like a mango in a dark night.
The darkness of the night obviously prevents him
from having a direct perception (pratyaksa) of the
fruit or its Form. Nevertheless from the Taste of the
juice, he infers about the Form of the fruit. From the
Taste, he infers at first about the onc Totality of the
conditions which generates that taste; and then, from
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that Totality of conditions, he infers about the Form
of the thing. This Inference about the Form from
+ the Taste involves the following data, the validity of
which is admitted by the Buddhists, viz., the man had
perceived the Form (Say A), some time before; this
original percept of the form (Say Al) in the succeeding
moment which was of the same kind with the Original
percept (A) and with it an Idea of the Taste, which is,
of course, an experience different from the Original
percept. Thus the Inference about the Form from the
Taste, involves the validity of the assumption that
the original percept of the Form (A) caused an-
other -percept of the Form (A) in the succeeding
moment which was of the same kind with the original
percept. This is admitting that there are cause-pheno-
mena which lead to the Effect-phenomena and that in
these Cause-phenomena, their capacity to produce the
Effect and the presence of all the requisite conditions
for producing the Effects, are possible to be determined.
The Buddhists turn round and say that the Infer-
ence about the Form from the Taste does not involve,
as shown above, any assumption that a Cause produced
the Effect and as such the former would serve as a
valid Reason. According to the Buddhists, the given
Inference involves the operation of a Svabhdava Hetu
in the following manner: The original percept of the
Form (say A) being of such and such a nature is cap-
able of producing the succeeding percept of the Form
(say Al) of such and such a nature, as it produces the
Taste of such and such a nature. The production of
Al by A here involves the identity-of-nature of A and
Al, because a thing can produce another which 1s only
of the same essence with it. The Jainas point out that
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even the relationship of the Identity-in-nature between
A and Al, as alleged by the Buddhists, cannot be
discovered without first determining the absence of any
obstacles between A and Al, and the presence of all
the conditions in A for leading to Al. The Jainas
argue that if after ascertaining the facts (i) that there
is nothing to hinder A from leading to Al, and (ii) that
there are all the conditions present in A for its leading
to Al one says that A is the cause of A, and in other
words, that A is the Karana-Hetu which is competent
to lead to the Sadhya, Al, his position would in no
way be wrong.

The real test in such cases, according to the Jainas,
is whether the Mark is invariably connected with the
Proven. Judged by this test, the Karana-Hetu in a
Syllogism, as also the Hetu in the argument, ‘There is
Shade here because there is the Cover (e.g., an um-
brella)’, are valid Hetus.

EEIAREE ARG ARRTTE qal:
FoatgaEgaerTd 1 wg !

plirvacarottaracarayor na svabhiva-karya-karaia-
bhavau tayoh kala-vyavahitay anupalambhdt 1 71 !

TRANSLATION: The Antecedent (piirvacara) and
the Subsequent (uftaracara) have not the natures of the
Identical (svabhava) or of the Cause-and-Effect (ka@rya-
karana). For these relations (of Identity and Causality)
are never known to subsist between phenomena which
arc separated by an interval of time.

COMMENTARY: Some thinkers contend that the
Mark which is related to the Proven as its Antecedent



Prama’gza—naya-tattrélokdlaﬁkziralz.‘ i, 71, 72, 237

or as its Subsequent is included in the class of Marks
which are either Identical-in-nature with the Proven or
related to it as Cause-Effect and need not be mentioned
separately. This, however, is an erroneous view inas-
much as two phenomena which are Identical-in-nature
must be synchronous and in case they are Causally
connected they must not be separated by any interval
of time. For instance, the relation of Identity subsists
between the fact of being a Product, and the fact of
being Non-eternal the two facts, not being separated
from one another by any interval of time. Then again
the Causal Relation can subsist between two pheno-
mena, when one owes its origin to the other; and this
again is possible if the two phenomena are not separa-
ted by any interval of time. Fire and Smoke, for ins-

tance, are causally connected and are never separated

in time. Hence the Antecedent (pitrvacara) and the

Subsequent (utfaracara) Hetus cannot be included in

the Hetus which are either Identical-in-nature (svabhdva)

with or are related to the Proven as its Cause (karana)

or Effect (karya); for, admittedly, the Piirvacara and

the Uttaracara Hetus, as their names imply, are sepa-

rated from the Sadhya by an interval of time.

A AT AR AT BETRI
Tt srfa TR, saaigae fHeafaeaw] U vy 1

sasamvedana-

na catikrantandgatayor  jagrad-d 4
maranayol prabodhotpatau prati karanatvam, vyavahi-
tatvena nirvyaparatvat V72 1

TRANSLATION: And the fact of one’s being awake
in the past and the fact of one’s death in future arc
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not respectively the causes of one’s waking conscious-
ness and of one’s seeing omens at present; for, these
being separated are unrelated.

CoMMENTARY: The principle of this Sutra as al-
ready indicated in the last one, is that the Cause and
the Effect must be immediately and directly connected.
It is sometimes said that a man is conscious after his
sleep because he was so before his sleep; and that one
sees bad omens (e.g., he does not see the polestar)
because he will die soon. These are loose expressions.
There can be no immediate connection between a
man’s previous consciousness and his present cons-
ciousness and between his death which is to take
place in future and the fact of his secing evil omens at
the present time. Hence these phenomena cannot be
said to be causally related. “If the causal relationship
be supposed to subsist between such unconnected
phenomena then anything can be the cause of anything”.

TxEmTarTa i g @ st aariex wTeoeaead-
T FEEEAT T8 qfT 1103 1

sva-vyaparapeksini hi karyam prati padarthasya
karanatva-vyavastha Kulalasy eva kalasam prati ' 73 !

TRANSLATION: A thing is said to be the cause of
another, when the latter is dependent on the operation
of the former in the same way as a Pitcher on that of
the potter.

COMMENTARY: To know whether the causal rela-
tionship subsists between two phenomena, the test ©
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Anvz}ya (e.g, A existing, B invariably exists) and
Vyat‘lreka, e.g., (B not existing, A never exists) is to be
applied. In order that the two phenomena, e.g., A and
B may stand the test, one, i.e., A must be shown to be
dependent on the energising or some activity (vyapara)
of B. A Pitcher can be made only if there be a Potter
.(anvayﬂ); if there be no Potter, no Pitcher can come
into being (vyatireka). This invariable relationship
(anvaya-vyatireka) between a Pitcher and the Potter is
due to the fact that it is because of the activity of the
Potter that the Pitcher can come into being. So it is
that A can be called the effect of B, if its existence is
due to some productive activity of B.

7 9 susfgmobe i e et -

qath: it wy |

na ca vyavakhitayos tayor vyapdra-parikalpanat
nyayyam atiprasaktel 741

- TransLATION: The supposition of an essential
connection between two phenomena (i.e., of a relation-
ship of one being dependent on the operation of the
other) which are separated from each other is not right,
because of the fallacy of ‘‘the over-wide range” (ati-

prasakii).

CoMMENTARY: The fallacy of Ati-prasakti consists
in finding a connection where there is not, i.e., between
two unconnected phenomena. To find a connection
between a past and a future phenomena, to say that
one causes, i.e., actively produces the other, to say, for
instance, that the present waking consciousness of a
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man is the effect of his being awake in the past or that
his seeing bad omens at present is due to his immi-
nent death in future, is thus committing the fallacy of
Ati-prasakti.

qrrETE g aRawf, aeweaae g

SECeEIGETRC S

parampari-vyavahitandm paresam api tat-kalpa-
nasya nivarayitum asakyatvat 175}

TRANSLATION: Because it would then be impracti-
cable to prevent that supposition (of relationship) bet-
ween other mutually isolated things.

CoMMENTARY: The Jaina thinker’s contention is,
as we have seen, that there cannot be any causal re-
lationship between phenomena which are isolated, even
though they are Antecedent or Subsequent, one to the
other. Causal relationship involves the genesis of the
one phenomenon from the other and accordingly two
phenomena which are separated by an interval of time
(being Antecedent or subsequent one to the other)
cannot be said to be causally connected. The Jain2
writer points out in this STtra that if the causal rela-
tionship were possible between two phenomena which
are Antecedent or Subsequent, one to the other, there
is no reason why it would not be possible between
phenomena which are much more widely separate
from one another. The opposite party here may con-
tend that in the matter of causality, the applicabilit}’
of the Anvaya and the Vyatireka is the test, the exist-
ence or absence of any interval or isolating matter
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being inessential.  For instance, Wood-and-Fire is the
cause of Smoke because there is the Anvaya-Vyatireka
relation betweed Wood-and-Fire-and Smoke. Let us
suppose that there is some Sugar in Wood-and-Fire,
Admittedly, there is Smoke there; but you cannot say
that Sugar is the cause of Smoke, although there is
nothing to separate Sugar from Smoke here. Hence
it is, the opposite party contends, in the matter of
causality the applicability of the Anvaya-Vyatireka test
is essential and not the presence or absence of any
isolating matter between the two phenomena. The
Jainas point out that if the phenomena are isolated,
you cannot apply the test of Anvaya-Vyatireka. Cons-
ciousness for a Sleep and Future-death are isolated
from Consciousness-after-sleep.and present sight of
Omens respectively. The relation of Anvaya is in-
applicable here. Everyone will admit that when there
is Consciousness-after-sleep, there is no Consciousness-
before-sleep and when there is the sight-of-Omens,
there is no death (i.e., the man is living). The opposite
party insists that the Anvaya may be applicable, al-
though the phenomena may be isolated. He would
say that Consciousness-before-sleep, existing in its own
time and Future-death happening in its own time
produce their respective effects, i.e., consciousness-after-
sleep and present sight-of-Omens in different times and
are thus positively (anvaya) connected with them. To
this contention, the Jaina reply is that if you say that
there is thus Anvaya between phenomena, existing or
occurring in different times, anything existing at any
time may be looked upon as the cause of anything
existing at a different time. The opposite party may
say that in order that a causal relation may be esta-

10
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blished, the Vyatireka test also should be applicable.
The Jainas point out, if the two phenomena are iso-
lated the Vyatireka test is clearly inapplicabe. Take,
for instance, Consciousness-before-sleep. Admittedly,
Consciousness-after-sleep is an event existing when
Consciousness-before-sleep as an event does not exist.
So, it cannot be said that Consciousness-before-sleep
not existing, Consciousness-after-sleep does not exist.
The Vyatireka test is thus inapplicable.

The Jaina theory is thus established that if two
phenomena are isolated there cannot be any causal
relationship between them.

FEarol: qEIEAEqUIEAnT  qEEAgaaa:
TR agaafafmss agaa Niey
FIgaE: 1 wg

sahacarinoh paraspara-svariipa-paritydgena tadat-
myanupapatteh  sahotpadena tad-upapatti-vipattes ca
sahacara-hetor api proktesu nanupravesah 176 |

TRANSLATION: Two things which are concomitant
cannot be Identical-in-nature, as they would thereby
lose their respective natures; and because they are pro-
duced simultaneously, none of them can be said to rise
from the other; hence the Concomitant (sahacara)
Mark also cannot be included within the said classes-

COMMENTARY: In this Stitra the Jaina logician
means to point out that the Sahacara Hetu (the Mark
which is Concomitant with the Proven) also is an
independent Hetu and cannot be brought under the
Identity-Hetu or the Effect-Hetu or the Cause-Hetu.



Pramipa-naya-tattvalokalaikarak: I, 76, 7. 243

If there is Identity in two concomitant things, then
they have no principle of mutual exclusion in them
and hence their independence of each other becomes
impossible. Again, if one of them be supposed to rise
from the other, then their concomitance becomes
impossible, as in that case one must succeed the other.
But this is not the case. Hence it (the Sahacara Hetu)
is not included in the Svabhava, the Karya and the
Karana Hetus”.

et afeorfaaT saenAraaReaTd, O: SEeTra-
Guw: @ afenfem o @, Ot ar ° afwfiwe
¥ A SEETTEES qAT qEEAT:, SERAR AR
wafreamraftnigatala arawm  aedmfcegsies-
feer: qreredor qusdr T 0w |

dhavanil  parinatiman  prayamanantariyakatvat,
yah prayatndnantarivakall sa parinatiman yatha stam-
bho, yo va na parinatimén sa na prayatnanantariyako
yatha vandhyeyah prayatnanantariyakas ca dhvanis
tasmat parinatiman itf vydpyasya sadhyenaviruddia-
labdhily sadharmyena vaidharmyena ea 1 71

B34 4

TRANSLATION: Sound is subject to Modification,
because it is a Product: whatever is a Product is sub-
ject to Modification: As for instance, a Pillar. On the
other hand, whatever is not subject to Modification is
not a Product. As for Instance, the Barren Woman’s
Son. Now, sound is a Product. Hence it is subject to
Modification. Here, the Mark is the Pervaded (vydpya)
of the Proven, compatible with it, Positively-perceived,
both Homogeneously and Heterogeneously.
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COMMENTARY: The above is an instance of the
five-limbed syllogism which is meant for unintelligent
persons and which illustrates the use of the Aviruddha-
Upalabdhi Hetu of the Vyapya form. In this, ‘Sound
is subject to Modification’ is the Pratijfia or Proposi-
tion, stating the Abode (dharmi) with the Proven
(sadhya-dharma) contained in it. ‘Because it is a Pro-
duct’ is the statement of the Mark (hett), “Whatever is
a Product’ etc., are the statements of the Homogeneous
(sadharmya) and the Heterogeneous (vaidharmya) ex-
amples (drstanta) respectively pointing out the Pillar
and the Barren Woman’s Son and showmg the ‘perva-
sion’ (vydpti). Now, ‘Soundis a Product’, is the Appli-
cation (upanaya). ‘Hence it is subject to Modification’
is the Conclusion (nigamana). In this Anumana, the
Mark, ‘Because it is a Product’, requires a little atten-
tion. It is a Positively cognised (upalabdhi) Mark. The
Mark is also a Compatible (aviruddha) one as it esta-
blishes some form or mode of Vidhi (Existence O
Affirmation). We have seen that a Positively cogmsed
compatible mark may be of six kinds. The Mark in
the argument under consideration, comes under the
first class. Tt is the Vyapya Hetu or the “Pervaded’
Mark. ~ Although all Marks must be ‘pervaded’ by the
Proven in order to be true Marks, the given Mark is
called the Vyapya Hetu here, in order to indicate that
it is of the same Nature with the Proven and not its
Cause or Effect etc. (The Vyapya Hetu is practlcally
the same as the Svabhava Hetu).

sees fiidhgss gaswm ailgerafefa

Fmer 1 ws U
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astyatra giri-nikufije’ dhanaiijayo dhiimopalambhad
iti karyasya 1 78}

TRANSLATION: There is Fire in this Hill-grove;
As Smoke is seen: Here the Mark is the Effect (k@rya).

COMMENTARY: Smoke is the Effect of Fire. Hence
Smoke which is the Mark here is the Karya Hetuy, i.e.,
the Effect Mark coming under the second class of the
Positively-cognised Compatible Marks.

wfawafa ad aanfartagfetentty
[ ek o
bhavisyati varsam mtl'za-vzd/za-1arnal'xa-wlokanad
iti kGranasya 1791
TRANSLATION: There will be a Shower of rain:
As Clouds corresponding to that is seen. Hence the
Mark is the Cause (k@rana). ‘
COMMENTARY: From the huge mass of swelling
Cloud, people infer an impending Shower of rain. This
is an instance of the Kirana Hetu coming under the
third class of the Aviruddha Upalabdhi.

SRuaf ggat faeaarest gRas
gaawz 5o it

udesyati muhiirtante tisya-taraka punarvasiidaya-
darsanad iti piirvacarasya 180

TRANSLATION: A Muhifirta after, the conste_llatiqn
of Tisya will rise, as Punarvasu constcllation is
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seen to rise. Here the mark is the Antecedent Purva-
cara.

CoMMENTARY: Tisya, otherwise called Pusya-star
rises after Punarvasu star. This is an instance of the
Piirvacara Hetu coming under the fourth class of the
Aviruddha-Upalabdhi.

SfEAlqd AT SR
FEIEIEEE 1 5g N

udagur muhfirtat parvam pirvaphalgunya uttaraphal-
guninam udgamopalabdher ity uttaracarasya 1811

TRANSLATION: A Muhitrta before, the Purva-
phalgunI constellation rose; As the Uttara-phalguni
constellation is seen to rise. Here the Mark is Subse-
quent.

COMMENTARY: Puirva-phalguni constellation rises
before Uttara-phalgunl stars. This is an instance of
the Uttaracara Hetu coming under the fifth class of the
Positively-cognised Compatible Marks.

IEAG TEHICEN SUMIRT: AT RATE
qifefa @ag=ve@ u s 1t

asttha sahakara-phale rilpa-visesal samasvadya-
mana-rasa-visesad iti sahacarasya 82

TRANSLATION: There must be a particular kind
of shape in the mango fruit. As this has a particula}f
kind of juice which is being tasted. Here the Mark 1S
the Concomitant (sahacara).
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CoMMENTARY: This is an instance of the Sahacara
Hetu coming under the sixth class of the Aviruddha
Upalabdhi.

The above are the six direct modes of the Avirud-
dha Upalabdhi Hetu. There may be other indirect
forms of such Hetus which should be included in the
six described above. One of such indirect forms is
called the Kirya-Karya-aviruddha-upalabdhi, which
may be described as a Compatible Mark which is
Positively cognised to be the effect of the effect of the
Proven’. Let A be the Effect of B and let B be the
Effect of C. One argues ‘Here there was C, because
A is seen’. The Anumana here is based on a Kiarya-
karya-aviruddha-upalabdhi Hetu. This is to be in-
cluded in the Karya-aviruddha-Upalabdhi Hetu,
illustrated above.

faregtrs g aftmafoat aassrr 0 53

ddhopalabdhis tu pratisedha-pratipattan sapta-

Vit

prakard | 8 1

TRANSLATION: A Positively-cognised-Incompatible
Mark (viruddha upalabdhi), however, proves Pratisedha
(or the element of Non-existenc, i.e., Negation) and is

of seven kinds.
CoMMENTARY: These are described below.

T aaEfrEdasia: sy

tatradyd svabhava-viruddhopalabdhil 1 84 1
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TRANSLATION: Of these, the first is the Positively
cognised, which is Essentially-Incompatible (with the
nature of the Proven). -

ComMENTARY: This is the Svabhava-Viruddha-
Upalabdhi-Hetu which is directly opposed to the nature
of the Proven.

BT ATEHS FRAFFR AR FAETeA 15l U

yathd nasty eva sarvathaikanto’® nekantasyo-
palambhat ) 851

TRANSLATION: For instance: There cannot be

only one aspect (of a thing), for, more than one aspect
is met with.

COMMENTARY: ‘One-aspect’ is manifestly opposed
to and Incompatible with ‘More-than-one-aspect’. Just
as the nature of a thing which is Existent is opposed
to and Incompatible with the nature of a thing which
is Non-existent, so, here in the Stitra, we get an ins-
tance of a Hetu, (viz., More-than-one-aspect), the
nature of which is positively-perceived {upalabdhi) 1
be Incompatible-with (viruddha) the nature (svabhava)
of the Sadhya (viz., One-aspect).

Some objectors here urge that the Hetu in the
Sutra is an Anupalabdhi (i.e., Uncognised or Nega-
tively-cognised, as we have called it elsewhere) Hetu
and not one which is Upalabdhi or a Positively-
cognised one. They base their contention on the test,
‘Every Negation (Pratisedha is due to Non-cognition’
(Negative cognition or Anupalabdhi). The view is not
correct.
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For, the Hetu here is not something which is
merely non-cognised. The objectors may point out that
the opposition or the incompatibility between ‘one-
aspect’ and ‘many-aspect’ like that between a touch of
“fire’ and a touch of ‘cold’ is first established by a non-
cognition of their respective natures, so that what is
called the positive-cognition-of-the-Incompatibility is
essentially but the non-cognition-of-the-natures. The
Jainas in criticism of this position point out that a
similar line of argument might as well show that be-
cause an Anumina is based on the Perception
(pratyaksa) of, say, the Hill (the Abode) and of Smoke
(the Reason), therefore, the Anumana is nothing but
the Pratyaksa.

sieafaegearaiNgaTsT: % 1 5§ 0
pratisedlya-viruddha-vyaptadinam upalabdhayal
sat 1861

TRANSLATION: The Positive-cognition (upalabdhi)
of what is Incompatible-(viruddha)-with-the-pervaded
(vyapta) etc. of what is to be negated (i.e., the Proven)
are six in number.

CONMMENTARY: There are, as already said, seven
kinds of the Positively-cognised-Incompatible Marks
(viruddha-upalabdhi) which lead to a negative conclusion
(pratisedha). Of these, the first, i.e., the Svabhava-
Viruddha has already been described and illustrated.
The other modes of the Viruddha-upalabdhi are the
Viruddha-kirya, the Virudha-Karana, the Vx:ruddha-
plirvacara, the Viruddha-Uttaracara and the Viruddha-
sahacara, which are illustrated below.



250 Pramana-naya-tattvilokalankarak: I, 87, 88.

fargamains e mwaw qaway
froqasa= dagr 1 59 I

viruddha-vyaptopalabdhir yatha nasty asya puiisas
tattvesu niscayas tatra samdehat 1 871 ’

TRANSLATION: This man has not yet determined
the truths; for he has doubts regarding them, This is
an instance, where the Mark is Positively cognised
(upalabdhi) to be ‘pervaded-(vyapta)-by-what-is-Incom-
patible (viruddha) with the Proven.

CoMMENTARY: Here ‘Determination of the truths’
is the Proven, the negation of which is to be esta-
blished. The Incompatible or the opposite of the
“‘Determination of the truths’ is ‘non-determination of
truths’. ‘Having doubts’ is the Mark which is ‘perva-
ded” by (i.e., invariably connected with) ‘the non-
determination of truths’ which is opposed to and
Incompatible with the Proven. Hence the Hetu in the
given example is the Viruddha-vyapta-upalabdhi.

faegmuitetemar 7 fredsa SrawruEra—
deafaea: ez 1

viruddha-karyopalabdhir  yatha na vidyate’ SY4
krodhady-upasantir vadana-vikaradeh | 88 |

TRANSLATION: This man’s temper is not yet cooled
down; because he has an angry face etc. This is 2t
instance where the Mark is Positively-cognised (upqlab’
dhi) to be the-Eﬁ'ect-(k&rya)-of-what-is-Incompanble-
with-(viruddha)-the-Proven.
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CommENTARY: ‘Here Coolness of temper® is the
Proven, the negation of which is to be established. The
Incompatible or the opposite of ‘the coolness of
temper” is ‘hot temper’. ‘Red angry face, trembling lips
etc.’, indicate the Mark which is ‘the-Effect-of-hot-
temper’, which is opposed to and Incompatible with
the Proven. Hence the Hetu in the given example is
the Viruddha-karya-upalabdhi. .

frrgareimeferday area agnead a=: aafe
TERETSEG GATHEaae e 1t &3

viruddha-karanopalabdhir yatha nasya maharser
asatyam vacalt samasti, raga-dvesa-kalusyakalankita-
Jhana-sampannatvat v 891

TRANSLATION: The speech of this sage is not false;
for, he has knowledge which is not tarnished by the
stain, due to attachment and envy. This is an instance
where the Mark is Positively cognised (upalabdhi) to
be the Cause (kdrana) of what is Incompatible-with
(viruddha) the Proven.

COMMENTARY: Here ‘Falseness of speech’ is the
Proven, the negation of which is to be established.
The opposite, or the Incompatible of ‘Falseness’ is
‘truth of speech’. Knowledge which is not.tarnished
by the stain due to attachment and envy is the Mark
which is the ‘cause’ of ‘truth of speech’ which is
opposed to and Incompatible, with the Proven here.
Hence the Hetu in the given example is the Viruddha-
Karana Upalabdhi.
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freggdarietadan Sgnfacaty gEatay
JEIATRT AfEeagad@mg 1) 3o 1t

viruddha-piirvacaropalabdhir  yath@ nodgamisyati
muhiirtante pusya-tara rohiny-udgamat 1 90 1

TRANSLATION: A Muhiirta after, the Pusya-star
will not rise; for Rohini is seen to rise. This is an
instance where the Mark is Positively-cognised (upa-
labdhi) to be the Antecedent (piirvacara) of what is
Incompatible with (viruddha) the Proven.

CoMMENTARY: Here ‘the rise of the Pugya-star’ is
the Proven, the negation of which is to be established.
The opposite or the Incompatible of the rise of the
Pugya-star’ is the rise of the Mrgasirsa-star because
just before the Pusya Star, it is Punarvasu which is to
arise. The rise of the Rohini is the Mark (a pheno-
menon) which is Antecedent to ‘the rise of Mrgasirsa
star’ which is opposed to or Incompatible with the
Proven. Hence the Hetu in the given example is the
Viruddha-Purvacara-upalabdhi.

fregiammefadar Aeweggatad  gaf

TEEETIEATE 1 ]¢

viruddhottaracaropalabdhir yathi nodagan muhiirtdt
phirvam mygasirah pirvaphalguny-udayat 1 91 |

TRANSLATION: A Muhtirta before, Mrgas’irah
did not rise; for, Purva-phdlgum is rising. ‘This is an
instance where the Mark is Positively-cognised (upnIab-
dhi) to be -the Subsequent (uttaracara) of what is
incompatible-with (viruddha) the Proven.
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CoMMENTARY: Here ‘the rise of Mrgasiral’ is the
Proven, the negation of which is to be established.
The opposite or the Incompatible of ‘the rise of
Mrgasiraly’ is ‘the rise of Magha’. Because after the
rise of Mrgasirah, it is the Ardra-stars etc., that are to
rise. The ‘rise of the Plirva-phalguni-star’ is the Mark,
(a phenomenon) which is Subsequent to ‘the rise of the
Magha-star® which is opposed to or Incompatible
with the Proven. Hence the Hetu in the given example
is the Viruddha Uttaracara Upalabdhi.

fregmgadeetmiyn Tewe feaee aw
TR 1] 1
viruddha-sahacaropalabdhir yatha nasty asya mithya-
Jjhanam samyag-darsanat 1921

TRANSLATION: This man has not any false know-
ledge, for, he has got the right faith. This is an
instance where the Mark is Positively cognised (upalab-
dhi) to be the Concomitant (sahacara) of what is
Incompatible (viruddha) with the Proven.

COMMENTARY: Here ‘False Knowledge® is the
Proven, the negation of which is to be established.
The opposite or the Incompatible of False knowledge’
is “True knowledge’. ‘Right Faith’ is the Mark which
accompanies “True knowledge’ which is opposed to and
Incompatible with the Proven. Hence the Hetu in the
given example is the Viruddha-sahacara Upalabdhi,

The above are the seven kinds of the Positively-
cognised-Incompatible Marks. It may be observed that
all these Marks are Incompatible with or opposed to
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the Proven, directly or immediately. 1f, however, we
take into consideration the fact that a Mark may be
opposed to the Proven not immediately but also im-
mediately, we get various other kinds of Incompatible
Marks, all of which, no doubt may be classed under
the seven kinds of the Marks, described above. Thus,
we may consider three sub-classes under the class of
the Positively-cognised-Essentially-Incompatible Mark
(svabhava-viruddha-Upalabdhi). These are illustrated as
follows:— ’

1. Karya-viruddha-Upalabdhi: Where the Incom-
patibility subsists between the Mark and the Effect of
the Proven. Thus, let us take the Anumana: ‘This
man has in him no cause of pain for he has pleasure’.
Here ‘cause of pain’ is the Proven and ‘pleasure’, the
Mark. The Mark is Incompatible with the Proven
here but not so, directly: for, strictly speaking, ‘plea-
sure’ is opposed to “pain’ only, which is but the Effect
of the Proven. Thus, the Mark here is opposed to the
Effect of the Proven and this accounts for the Essen-
tial-Incompatibility (though, mediate, after all) of the
Mark with the Proven.

2. Vyapaka-viruddha-upelabdhi: Where the In-
compatibility subsists between the Mark and the
‘pervader’ (vpdpaka) of the Proven. Thus, let us take
the Anumana:- ‘Physical contact (sammikarsa) etc-
are not sources of knowledge; for, these are uncons-
cious (phenomena)’. Here, “source of knowledge’ is the
Proven and ‘unconscious’ the Mark. The Mark is In-
compatible with the Proven here but not so, directlys
for, strictly speaking ‘unconscious’ is opposed to ‘cons-
cious’ only. It is to be observed, however, that
‘consciousness’ is the ‘pervader’ (vyapaka) of source ©
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knowledge (vyapya) in the sense that all sources of
knowledge are conscious processes. Thus the given
Mark here is opposed to the ‘pervader’ of the Proven,
and this accounts for the essential Incompatibility
(through mediate, after all) of the Mark with the Proven.

3. Karana-viruddha-upalabdhi: Where the In-
compatibility subsists between the Mark and the ‘cause
of the Proven’. Thus let us take the Anumana: ‘That
man is not shivering; for, there is Fire close to him’.
Here ‘shivering’ is the Proven and ‘Fire’, the Mark,
The Mark. is Incompatible with the Proven here, but
not so, directly; for, strictly speaking, Fire (heat) is
opposed to Cold only, which is but the ‘cause of the
Proven’. Thus the given Mark here is opposed to the
‘cause of the Proven’, and this accounts for the Essen-
tial Incompatibility (though, mediate, after all) of the
Mark with the Proven.

There may be similar sub-classes under the other
classes of the Positively-cognised Incompatible Marks.
‘We may notice one only here. Let us take the Anu-
mana: ‘This man has not the peculiar shivering etc.,
due to cold; for, there is Smoke here’. Here ‘shiver-
ing’ etc., is the Proven and ‘smoke’ the Mark. The
Mark and the Proven here are no doubt opposed to
each other but not so, directly. Cold which is the
‘cause of shivering’ etc. is opposed to Fire, the Effect
‘of which is smoke. Thus the ‘cause of the Mark’ here
is opposed to the ‘cause of the Proven’, and this ac-
counts for the Incompatibility (though, mediate after
all) of the Mark with the Proven. The Hetu in this
Anumana is called the Karana-viruddha-Karya-
Upalabdhi. It is obviously included in the Viruddha-

Karya-Upalabdhi Hetu.
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e fewm, afregmtataeer-
Juefersr 1]z U

anupalabdher api dvairipyam aviruddhanupalabdhir
viruddhanupalabdhis ca 193 |

TraNsLATION: The Negatively cognised (anupa-
labdhi) Mark also is of two kinds, viz., the Negatively-
cognised Compatible (aviruddha) and the Negatively-
cognised Incompatible (viruddha).

COMMENTARY: In the first mode, the Mark which
is ‘Compatible with or unopposed to the Proven’ (the
negation of which is to be established) is not cognised.
In the other mode, the Mark which is ‘Incompatible
with or opposed to the Proven’ (the negation of which
is to be established) is not cognised.

s faegTraeten: siauraeis awaswTer 1% 1

tatraviruddhanupalabdhih pratisedhavabodhe sapta-
prakara 1941

TRANSLATION:  OF these the Negatively-cognised
(anupalabdhi) Mark which is Compatible (aviruddlla)
proves Negation (pratisedha) and is of seven modes.

COMMENTARY: The Aviruddha-Anupalabdhi Hett
is of seven kinds, which are described below.
ﬁ - i E ry = L 'mt-
A AUEIIS | 0 ]y Il
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pratisedliyenaviruddhanam svabhava-vyapaka-karpa-

karana-piirvacarottaracara-sahacaranam upalabdhir
it 1951

TRANSLATION: A Negatively-cognised Mark, Com-~
patible-with-what-is-to-be-negated may be ‘Identical~
in-nature’ (with the Proven), its ‘Pervader’, its ‘Effect’
its ‘Cause’, its ‘Antecedent’ its ‘Subsequent’ or its
‘Concomitant’.

CoMMENTARY: There are the Svabhava-Anupalab-
dhi, the Vyapaka-Anupalabdhi, the Karya-Anulapalab-
dhi, the Karapa-Anupalabdhi, the Piirvacara-Anupalab-
dhi, the Uttaracara-Anupalabdhi and the Sahacara-
Anupalabdhi which are illustrated below.

FAERIS AT e @ O grota—
TR FEAATTATISEAT, 1 ] % 1

svabhavanupalabdhir yatha nasty atra bhitale
bh labdhi-laksana-praptasya tat-svabhavasya-

P
nupalambhat 1961

TRANSLATION: There is no Pitcher here, for its
nature as known is not cognised. This is an instance
where the Negatively-cognised (anupalabdhi) Mark is
Compatible with (aviruddha) and Identical-in-nature
(svabhava) with the Proven.

CoMMENTARY: Here Pitcher is the Proven, the
non-existence or negation of which is to be established,
Pratisedhya. ‘Known nature’, i.e., nature as ccgnis.nble
through the senses is the Mark }Vhich is Igienucal—
(svabhava)-with-the-nature-of the Pitcher and is Com-



‘

258 Pramana-naya-tattvalokalaikarah: 111, 97, 98.

patible (aviruddha) with it. Hence, the Mark which is
Negatively-cognised, i.e., not cognised (anupalabdhi)
“here, is the Aviruddha-Svabhava-Anupalabdhi.

TTUFTIASETAAT A oA TE: qEg-
qEed: A W |

vyapakanupalabdhir yath@ ndsty atra pradese
panasah padapianupalabdhel 1 97 1

TRANSLATION: There is no Jack-fruit tree in this
place; for, no tree is found here. This is an instance
where the Negatively-cognised (anupalabdhi) Mark is
Compatible with (aviruddha) and the Pervader (vpapaka)
(of the Proven).

CoMMENTARY: Here ‘Jack-fruit tree’ is the Proven,
the non-existence or negation of which is to be esta-
blished (pratisedhya). ‘Tree’ is the Mark, which is the
“Pervader’ (vyapaka) of the ‘Jack-fruit tree’ in the sense
that ‘whatever is not a Tree cannot be a Jack-fruit
tree, and is Compatible (aviruddha) with it. Hence the
Mark which is Negatively-cognised, i. e., not cognised
(anupalabdhi) here, is the Aviruddha Vyapaka-Anupa-
labdhi.

Fratas i T tagam s dimTgr
TETEAR 1l ks 1 -

karyanupalabdhir yatha ndsty atrapratihata-sakti-
kam bijam ankuranavalokanat 1 98 1

TRANSLATION: There is no unimpotent seed here;
for no shoots are seen. This is an instance where the
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Negatively-Cognised (anupalabdhii) Mark is Compatible
with (aviruddha) and the Effect of (kdrya) (of the
Proven).

CoMMENTARY: Here ‘Unimpotent Seed’ is the
Proven the non-existence or the negation of which is
to be established (pratisedhya). ‘Shoot’ is the Mark
which is the Effect (Karya) of the ‘Unimpotent Seed”
and is Compatible with (aviruddha) it. Hence the Mark
which is Negatively-cognised, i.e., not cognised (ammupa-
labdhi) here is the Aviruddha Kﬁrya—Anupalabdhj.

FRONATSTAAT 7 Greaed TATHaa? Je-
TARIHEATATER 1 {] N

karananupalabdhir yatha na santy asya prasama-
prabhrtayo bhavas tattvartha-sraddhanabhavat 1 99 1

TRANSLATION: This man has not the mental
qualities of Restraint etc., for, he is not found to have
Faith in the verities. This is an instance where the
Negatively-cognised (anupalabdhi) Mark is compatible
with (aviruddha) and the Cause of (karapa) (of the
Proven).

COMMENTARY: Here ‘Restraint etc’., are the Provenr
the non-existence or the negation of which is to be
established (pratisedhya) ‘Faith in the verities’ is the
Mark which is the Cause (k@raua) of the ‘Restraint
etc’. and is Compatible with (aviruddha) them. Hence
the Mark which is Negatively-cognised, i.e., not cog-
nised (anupalabdhi) here, is the Aviruddha-kdrana-

Anupalabdhi.
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g aTEs T Agntaeaty ggata e
fastaaresing | geo Ul

piirvacaranupalabdhiv yathd nodgamisyati multiir-
tante svati-naksatram citrodayadarsanat 1 100 1

SISl AETAq FHETE GEate-
FEAEIRETATTTAR, 11 g0 1
uttaracaranupalabdhir  yatha nodagamat piirva-
bhadrapada muhfirtat pfirvam uttarabhadrapadodgamd-
navagamat 1101 1

ARACAEEAAAT AT AR qraai
A N QoR 1

>

sahacaranupalabdhir yatha nasty asya samyag-
_jARanam samyag-darsananupalabdheh 1 102 1

TRANSLATION: A Mubhifirta after, Svati-star will
ot rise; for Citra is not seen to rise. This is an ins-
tance where the Negatively-cognised (anupalabdhi) Mark
is Compatible with (aviruddha) and the Antecedent
{purvacara) of the Proven.

A Mnuhiirta before, Piirvabhddrapada did not rise,
for, Uttarabhadrapadi is not seen to rise. This is an
instance, where the Negatively-cognised (anupalabdhi)
Mark is Compatible with (aviruddha) and the Subse-
quent (uttaracara) (of the Proven).

This man has not got Right Knowledge, for, he
is not found to possess Right Faith., This is an ins-
tance where the Negatively-cognised (amlpalabdhi)

Mark is Compatible with (aviruddha) and the Con-
comitant (sahacara) (of the Proven).
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CoMMENTARY: In the above instances, the nega-

tion or the non-existence of the Proven in each case is.
to be established (pratisedhya). In Siitra 100, the
Mark is the Antecedent (pirvacara) of the Proven, (for,
Citra rises just before Svati). In Satra 101, the Mark
is the Subsequent (uttaracara) of the Proven (for, Uttara-
bhadrapada rises just after Pirvabhadrapads); and in
Sutra 102, the Mark is the Concomitant (ml:acara),
of the Proven (for, Right Knowledge is always
attended with Right Faith). In all these, the Mark is.
Compatible (aviruddha) with the Proven. Hence the
Marks in the three instances, which are Negatively~
cognised, i.e., not cognised (anupalabdhi) are respec-
tively the Anupalabdhi Hetus of the Purvacara, the
Uttaracara and the Sahacara kinds.

The above are the seven kinds of the Negatively-
Cognised Compatible Marks, It may be observed that
all these Marks are Compatible or in agreement with
the Proven, directly or immediately. If, however, we
take into consideration the fact that a Mark may agree
with the Proven, not i diately but mediately, we get
various other kinds of Compatible Marks, all of which,
no doubt, may be brought under the seven kinds of”
Marks, described above. Only onme such mode is
noticed, here. Let B be the Effect of A and let C be
the Essential condition (vpapaka) on which B is depen-
dent. The Anumana is: ‘There is no A; because C
is not seen. Here there is agreement between A and C
but this is not direct. Cis not seen; therefore, its
Vyapya, B cannot be; and therefore, A, of which B is
the Effect, cannot be. The Hetu in this Anumina is
called the Karya-Vyapaka-Anupalabdhi and may be




.
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<conveniently brought under the Vyapaka-Anupalabdhi,
«considered above.

fargmuefurg fafasdat as=2ar 1 203 1

viruddhanupalabdhis tu vidhi-pratitay paficadha
1103 1

TRANSLATION: A Negatively-cognised (anupalabdhi)
Mark which is Incompatible (viruddha) (with the
Proven) leads to an affirmative conclusion (vidhi) and
is of five kinds.

CoMMENTARY: These are described below.

EETC L L SUTE R E R L EIL R B G L
S U go¥ 1l
viruddha-karya-kérana-svabhava-vydpaka-sahacarda-
.nupalambha-bhedat 1104 1

TRANSLATION: Because the Negative-cognition
may be different in accordance with the difference in
the Non-Cognition of the Mark which may be Incom-
patible with the ‘Effect’, the ‘Cause’, the ‘Nature’, the
‘Pervader’ or the ‘Concomitant’ of the Proven.

CoMMENTARY: These are illustrated below.

frgemiuefadas mafcfr Jenfaea
aafe, AATEIRETE=S: 1 goy 11

viruddha-karyanupalabdhir yathaira Saririyi roga-
tisayah samasti niroga-vyaparanupalabdhel 1 105!
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TRANSLATION: In this person, there is great dis-
ease; for the operative signs of good health are not.
found in him. This is an instance where the Negatively-
Cognised (anupalabdli) Mark is Incompatible with.
(viruddha) the Effect (karya) (of the Proven).

COMMENTARY: Here ‘Great disease’, is the Proven.
which is to be affirmed (vidheya) ‘Good health’ is.
opposed to and Incompatible-with (viruddha) ‘Great
disease’ which is the Proven in this case. ‘Operative-
signs of good heaith” which are the Mark (fiefu) here,.
and non-cognised (Negatively-cognised, anupalabdhi)-
are the Effect (kdrya) of ‘Good health’. Hence the-
Hetu in the given example is the Viruddha-kdrya--
Anupalabdhi.

fagmrors Radar faedsy sty soefioe-

"HawnAERE W go% 11
viruddha-karananupalabdhir yathd vidyate'tra pré-

nini kastam ista-samyogabhavat 1106 1

TRANSLATION: In this animal there is pain; for it
is not (found to be) united with what is liked. This is-
an instance where the Negatively-cognised (amupalabdhi)
Mark is incompatible with (viruddha) ‘Pain’ which is.
the Proven in this case. ‘Being united with what one
likes,” which is the Mark (fietu) here and non-cognised
(Negatively-Cognised, anupalabdhi) in the ‘Cause’
(kdrana) of Pleasure’. Hence the Hetu in the given ex--
ample is the Viruddha-Karana-Anupalabdhi.

r

R AEITIa g a1 qeg AR S A R R AR d -
TAATAISFAT 1L o U
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viruddha-svabhavanupalabdhir ~ yathd  vastu-jatam
.anekantiatmakam ekanta-svabhavanupalambhat 1 107 1

TRANsLATION: All things have many aspects; for,
the nature of having one aspect only is not found (in a
thing). This is an instance where the Negatively-
cognised (anupalabdhi) Mark 1is Incompatible-with
(viruddha) the Nature (svabhava) (of the Proven).

COMMENTARY: Here ‘Having many aspects’ is the
Proven, to the ‘Nature’ (svabhava) of which ‘Having
one aspect only’ is opposed (viruddha). Hence in this
.example, the Mark (hety) ‘Having one aspect only’
which is Negatively-cognised (enupalabdhi) is the
Viruddha-Svabhava-Anupalabdhi.

fregmamrmeettadar swa o
swarqgeed: 1 gos N

viruddha-vyapakanupalabdhir yatha asty atra chiayd
ousyyanupalabdhely 1 108 1

TRANSLATION: There is Shade here; for Heat is not
felt. Thisis an instance where the Negatively-cognised
(anupalabdhiy Mark is Incompatible with (viruddha) the
Pervader (vyapaka) (of the Proven).

CoMMENTARY: Here ‘Shade’ is the Proven, to
which ‘Temperature® (tapa), i.c., is opposed (viruddha)
‘Heat’ (angnya) ‘pervades’ (vyapaka), i.c., is essentially
connected with ‘Temperature’, Hence, in this cxample,
the Mark (/retn) *Heat’ which is not-cognised (anupalab-
dhi) is the Viruddha-Vyapaka-Anupalabdhi.
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faegagaarmetendar swaer framnd
FAFEFAEISFAG 1 0] 1)
viruddha-sahacardnupalabdhir  yathii  asty asya
mithyd-jrianam samyag-darsSananupalambhat 1 109 |

TRANSLATION: This man has False knowledge;
for, he is not found to have Right Faith. This is an
instance where the Negatively-Cognised (anupalabdhi)
Mark is Incompatible-with (viruddha) the Concomitant
{sahacara) (of the Proven).

CoMMENTARY: Here ‘False Knowledge’ is the
Proven, which is to be affirmed (vidheya), and to which
“Right Knowledge’ is opposed (viruddha). ‘Right Faith’
is the ‘Concomitant’ (sahacara) of ‘Right knowledge’.
Hence in this example, ‘Right Faith’ which is the Mark
and which is Negatively-cognised (anupalabdfi) is the
Viruddha-Sahacara-Hetu.

i ARTERETE IR - TR
TRARE-eTEatToaREa: afegn n
iti pramana-naya-tatevalokalankare smarana-pratya-
bhijiiana-tarka-anumana-svariipa-nirpayas trtiyal paric-
chedal

TRANSLATION: Here ends the Third Chapter, of
the Pramana-naya-tattvilokalankdra, entitled, The
Determination Of the Nature of Smarana (or Re-
collection), Pratyabhijfiana (or Conception), Tarka (or
Induction) and Anumana (or Deduction).



CHAPTER IV

ATTTANAIEHARTHAGSTHEA: 1 ¢ 1

apta-vacanad avirbhiitam artha-sarivvedanam
agamal 11}

TRANSLATION: Agama or knowledge from Autho-
ity means the knowledge of things, arising from
authoritative sayings.

CoMMENTARY: This is the definition of Agama,
the fifth form of the Indirect cognition. As there is
much to be said with regard to this form, a separate
chapter is devoted to its consideration.

IERENTEA F LR N

upacarad dpta-vacanam ca § 21

TRANSLATION: By ‘transference of epithet’, the
Authoritative saying also (is so called).

COMMENTARY: Agama, as defined above, consists
in a ‘knowledge of things’. How is it, then, that
sometimes the Authoritative sayings, which generat¢
that knowledge, arc called Agama? The answer is
that by ‘transference of epithet’ (upacira), a cause is
sometimes called after its effect, Hence Agama stands
also for the words or sayings from which the Autho-
ritative knowledge is generated,

1t is in this connection that the commentator
criticises the view of the school of Kanida, whost
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contention is; “Word (ie., Agama or Knowledge
derived from a Word) is (not a separate Pramana or
Source of Knowledge but) Inference; because it
signifies its corresponding object through Pervasion
(vyapti): like Smoke”, In other words, according to
the VaiSesika theory, the knowledge from Words is
not a separate form of knowledge but is included in
Anumadna or Inference. A Word does not signify an
object immediately but like Anumina or Inferential
knowledge it does so, mediately through a Vyapti-
jiiana or a previous knowledge of inseparable relation-
ship, just Iike an experience of Smoke which does not
prove Fire immediately but does so mediately, through
the Vyaptijiiana, that wherever there is Smoke, there
is Fire.

The Jainas begin their criticism of the above theory
of the School of Kanada by pointing out that the Hetu
or Reason in the argument adduced in support of the
theory is fallacious. They say: X you hold that the
Knowledge-from-a-word is mediate and inferential,
why, then, a perception of a coin as genuine or as
counterfeit is also inferential. The Vaisesikas defend
their position by pointing out that in the case of the
perception of a coin, there is no element of mediation,
for, as soon as ome opens his eyes, he distinguishes,
say, a genuine coin from a counterfeit one. The Jainas
urge that in the case of Sabda (i.e., Knowledge-from-
a-Word) also, there is no element of mediation); as
soon as we hear a Word, we understand the object
signified by it. Knowledge derived from Words is no
more Inferential than the perception of the said coin.
1t may be said that if Knowledge, derived from Words
were not Inferential, then even a foreigner who does
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Direct and immediate: If the Vaisesika does not
admit that, his opponent then may well contend, as
shown above, that the perception of a genuine or a
counterfeit coin as genuine or counterfeit, is Inferential
The Jaina commentator next points out that the
Vaidesika thinker will find difficulty in showing that the
Hetu in their Inference fulfils the conditions of Paksa—
Dharmata etc. “How will he who holds that a Word
involves Inference, show the Existence-in-the Abode
etc., of the Reason? If the answer is, Caitra intends
to express the object, characterised by a raised neck
etc., because he has uttered the word, ‘Go’ (Cow):
like me:’ we may say that by this only the intention of
the speaker is understood. How is the actual object
obtained? Ifit issaid that the object is understood from
the intention, we say, No; the actual object may not
always agree with the intention as in the case of
ignorant persons (who may use words and expressions
not in their proper sense)”; of course when the speaker
is a sensible and dependable person, from his intention
(as expressed in his use of the word, ‘Go’, one can
safely infer the object of his intention. But still the
objection is that no such chain of mental processes,
the word, Go, is uttered by the person; that person
has the intention of signifying a cow by uttering that
word; that person is a sensible and dependable person;
therefore, the word ‘Go’ uttered by that person signi-
fies a cow, is perceptible. As soon as a Word i§
heard the cognition of the corresponding object arises:
without any intervening mental process, just as the
perception of form (rfipa) arises as soon as the eyes
are turned towards an object. The commentator statcs
that we would have admitted the intervention of such
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a chain of mental processes between our hearing a
word and understanding the object, signified by it,
even though the ‘chain is not perceptible “if there were
no other course left to us”. But there is no necessity
for admitting the mediation of such a mental chain
(parampard). For there is a natural (svabhavika) re-
lationship -of - the- Signifier- (vZcaka) and- the- Signified
(vdcya) between a Word and its object, as will be
shown hereafter.

AT WA N29 TAANEE,
o wErEE: 103 N
yathii samasty atra pradese ratna-nidhanam, santi
ralna—sﬁnu—prabh,rmyal_z 13t

TRANSLATION: In this part of the country, there
is a diamond-mine. There are things like Diamond

Valleys etc.

COMMENTARY: Authorities will hereafter be shown
to be either Human, e.g., parents etc., of Superhuman,
e.g., Tirthamkara etc. The two examples are intended
toillustrate the sayings of the two classes of Authorities.

afadd acg Tarafead 9Y ariY A

' . AT & o 1Y i

abhidheyam vastu yathavasthitam yo janite yathad-
jianam cabhidhatte sa aptak 14}

TRANSLATION: An Authority (Apta) is he who
knows a thing under consideration as it is and des-
cribes it in acco;dance with his knowledge.
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Direct and immediate: If the Vaidesika does not
admit that, his opponent then may well contend, as
shown above, that the perception of a genuine or a
counterfeit coin as genuine or counterfeit, is Inferential.
The Jaina commentator next points out that the
Vaidesika thinker will find difficulty in showing that the
Hetu in their Inference fulfils the conditions of Paksa—
Dharmata etc. “How will he who holds that a Word
involves Inference, show the Existence-in-the Abode
etc., of the Reason? If the answer is, Caitra intends
to express the object, characterised by a raised neck
etc., because he has uttered the word, ‘Go’ (Cow):
like me:’ we may say that by this only the intention of
the speaker is understood. How is the actual object
obtained? Ifit is said that the object is understood from
the intention, we say, No; the actual object may not
always agree with the intention as in the case of
ignorant persons (who may use words and expressions
not in their proper sense)”’; of course when the speaker
is a sensible and dependable person, from his intention
(as expressed in his use of the word, ‘Go’, one can
safely infer the object of his intention. But still the
objection is that no such chain of mental processes,
the word, Go, is uttered by the person; that person
has the intention of signifying a cow by uttering that
word; that person is a sensible and dependable persons
therefore, the word ‘Go’ uttered by that person signi-
fies a cow, is perceptible. As soon as a Word 15
heard the cognition of the corresponding object arisess
without any intcrvening mental process, just as the
perception of form (rfipa) arises as soon as the eyes
are turned towards an object. The commentator states
that we would have admitted the intervention of such
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a chain of mental processes between our hearing a
word and understanding the object, signified by it,
even though the chain is not perceptible “if there were
no other course left to us”. But there is no necessity
for admitting the mediation of such a mental chain
‘(parampara). For there is a natural (svabhavika) re-
lationship ~of - the- Signifier- (vacaka) and- the- Signified
(vacya) between a Word and its object, as will be
shown hereafter.

AT FEEAR TR xeAaE,
affd a3 N
yath@ samasty atra pradese ratna-nidhanam, santi
ratna-sanu-prabhrtayalh 131

TRANSLATION: In this part of the country, there
is a diamond-mine. There are things like Diamond
Valleys etc.

COMMENTARY: Authorities will hereafter be shown
to be either Human, e.g., parents etc., of Superhuman,
e.g., Tirthamkara etc. The two examples are intended
to illustrate the sayings of the two classes of Authorities.

sl oreg qTalead a1 AT AR
. anfaes @ s 0 ox
abhidheyam vastu yathavasthitam yo Jjantte yatha-
Jjhanam cabhidhatte sa aptal 141

TRANSLATION: An Authority (Apta) is he gh"
knows a thing under consideration as it is and des-
cribes it in accordance with his knowledge.
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CoMMENTARY: “Apta’ or Authority means a per-
son from whom the knowledge of a given object 1s
obtained. The word also means a person who is free
from the debasing emotions of attachment, envy efc.
A person subject to attachment etc., may know some-
thing but may choose to describe it in a false and
mystifying way; to avoid this difficulty, it is said that
an Authority describes the object of his knowledge 1n
accordance with his knowledge. The commentator
quotes: “Agama means the Word of an Apta; ApH
means annihilation of debasing emotions. A persol
whose debasing emotions are annihilated would never
say a word which is false because his saying so 1§
impossible™.

Description need not be through Words alone
One may impart to another his knowledge regarding a
thing not known to the latter, through writing, through
numerical indications, or through gestures. In every
case, however, the communicating person has Words
stored up in his memory and is an Apta, even though
he teaches not through Words but through any of the
indirect processes of expression described above-
Agama is Words, recollected.

e fg asmtadmte wafd vy o

tasya hi vacanam avisarivyadi bhavati 151}

TRANSLATION: His saying is frec from inconsis®
tency.

ComMenTARY:  He who knows objects cxactly 3%
they arc and who is able to teach exactly as he 1»:."(2“s
it is he whosc words can be free from contradiction
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and inconsistency. There are contradictions in the
Worfis of persons who are ignorant and who are
deceivers. A person is one’s Apta, if he does not mean
t? deceive him, This is the one common characteris-
tic of all the Aptas who are wise men and who may
be Rsi, Arya or Mileccha.

q = 21 Sifee Swaed 1 & U
sa ca dvedhi laukiko lokottaras ca 161!
TRANSLATION: He is either of the two, human or
superhuman.

CoMMENTARY: Human (laukika) or Ordinary
Authorities are ordinary mortals while the superhuman
(lokottara) or Extraordinary Authorities are so called
because they teach the way to Emancipation (Moksa)-

Sy s oreTeg Qaeate: e U

laukiko janakadir lokottaras (it firthakaradil 171

TRANSLATION: The Father etc., are the Human
while the Tithakara etc., are the Superhuman Autho-
rities. ’

COMMENTARY: The Father etc., include the Mother
etc. The Tirthakara etc. include the Ganadhara etc.

In this connection, the Jaina commentator criti-
cises the view of the Srotriya School, according to
which, the Vedas are ‘not man-made’ (apauruseya)
and as such, are eternally self-existent. If by the Vedas,
only some etter-sounds are meant then the Vedas

n
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cannot be eternally self-existent, because, as will be
shown hereafter, Letter-sounds are only peculiar modi-
fications of matter. If, on the other hand, it is meant
that as a body of unchanged and unmodified Scriptural
sayings, the Vedas are eternally self-existent then the
question is: How do you know this eternal self-
existence of the Vedas?

Pratyaksa or direct perception cannot certainly
prove the eternal self-existence of the Vedas, as it
deals with the present only. It is said that *“Eyes etc.,
perceive only what are connected with them and are
existent at the present time”. It is contended that
pratyabhijid or Reproductive Recognition (which is
looked upon as a mode of the pratyaksa by the other
side) shows that the Vedas which one studied in his
youth remain self-same even in his old age, thus prov-
ing that the Vedas are a self-existent reality uninfluen-
ced by time. The Jaina thinker may argue, however,
that if the eternity of the Vedas can be proved in this
way, the eternity of such atheistic sayings as “The Sell
is but the Body which is only a collection of material
substances” is as easily proved. It is said on behalf of
the Vedic school that the Vedas are to be distinguished
from the atheistic sayings inasmuch as the latter do
not exist after they are uttered and that the Vedas,
after they are uttered do still exist, although not in an

explicit form. Thus the difference between the Vedas
and the body of the atheistic sayings is said to be that
while the latter perish and do not exist soon after they
are pronounced and expressed, the former continue to
cxist in an implicit form even when they are not
actually studied. The Jaina answer is that we may as
well argue that even the atheistic doctrines continue t0
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exist in an implicit form, when they are no longer
studied. Besides, Recollection can revive oaly what
has been perceived. It revives the facts which one has
perceived in his present life; or if the person happens
to be gifted with the power of remembering the events
of his past lives, Recollection can in his case revive the
facts of only some of his past incarnations. How,
then, is it possible for Recollection to establish that
the Vedas were composed at no time doring the
beginningless antecedent time?

Anuma@na or Reasoning also does not prove the
cternal self-existence of the Vedas. We hear the Vedas
only when they are chanted. Any Inference that the
Vedas are eternally self-existent and have not any
origin would thus be opposed to this fact of the
Pratyaksa. If it be argued that the Vedas are existent
in an implicit state when they are not chanted and
that they become explicit when they are chanted and
that thus the Vedas are existent at all times, well, the
same argument may make all the books to be eter-
nally existent. The Jainas next show how any Inference
about the eternal self-existence and the authorlessness
of the Vedas would be opposed to the following
Anumina:—

‘The Vedas were composed by some men; because
they are embodied in Letter-sounds; like the Kumdira-
sambhava and other books”. In other words, the
Jaina contention is that there can be no book unless it
is composed by a man who conceives jts plan and
arranges words in accordance with it. You cannot
have sounds which have consistent Meanings and
which are expressed in Letters, from anything (e.g., a
conch-shell, a sea or a cloud) which is other than a
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man. Therefore, if the Vedas are sayings, they must
have had their Authors. There is nothing peculiar in
the Vedas which would distinguish the Vedas from
other books, which have all their authors. And even
if there be any peculiarity, noticeable in the language of
the Vedas, the Jainas point out that peculiarity is met
with in other popular poems also. Why, then, will
not the Vedas have their Authors, just like the other
books? Thirdly, the Anumana about the self-existence
and the authorlessness of the Vedas would be opposed
to the following Agama or Scriptural saying:- ‘“There
was Prajapati only; the day was not, the night was not;
he contemplated; thence arose Enlightenment (fapana);
from the Enlightenment, the four Vedas originated”.
The opponents would say that this scriptural saying is
not Authoritative inasmuch as it does not state or lay
down any duty,; the saying quoted above describes a
fact or incident only and as such, not Authoritative.
The Jainas point to similar other Scriptural sayings
which state facts but which are nevertheless accepted
as Authoritative by the érotriya School. To this Jaina
contention, the érotriya reply is that although such
Scriptural sayings do not expressly lay down any ‘duty’
they are nevertheless Authoritative because they point
to a ‘duty’ in an implicit way by implying, that is
“hence this is to be done or practised.” The Jainas
criticise this position of Srotriya thinkers by asking,
how is one to understand this implied command? Not
certainly from the sayings themselves; because admit-
tedly the sayings do not expressly state any ‘com-
mand’. Nor, on the other hand, can you say that
one is to understand this implied ‘command’ from one
who finds out or puts this implied ‘command’ into the
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sayings. For, in such a case the validity of the alleged
‘command’ is questionable. The sayings can stand
only for what they explicitly state; they cannot
guarantee the validity of, or justify, an action, the ‘com-
mand’ of which, one thinks, is implied in them. If the
‘command’ of Duty is not explicit in a Scriptural say-
ing and if neverthless, it be said to have its force
because one thinks so, then the ‘command’ about Duty
becomes dependent on the caprice and whim of any
and every person. If it be said that the ‘command’
about Duty is not dependent on the will of any and
every person but that the Seer of ‘duty’ must first know
the nature of things according to the Pramanas, then,
it may be replied that the Scriptural sayings as
Pramanas prove only what they explicitly state, that
they determine the nature of things in their own way,
that only this determination of the nature of things is
what is wanted of them and that consequently, their
determination of the nature of things and not their
alleged implication about any ‘duty’ can be accepted
as valid. The Jainas accordingly contend that such
Scriptural sayings, as “There was Prajapati only etc.,
etc.,” do point to the fact of the Vedas having their
authors and are Authoritative to a Srotriya, notwith-
standing the fact that those sayings do not embody
any ‘command’ about duty. The Jainas further point
out that if any Scriptural saying in order to be
Authoritative must embody a ‘command’ about duty
at least impliedly as contended by the Srotriyas, then
they would urge that such scriptural sayings as “There
was Prajapati only etc., etc.,” are Authoritative inas-
much as they may be held to contain a ‘command’
impliedly in the same way as other Scriptural sayings
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which do not express a ‘command’ explicitly but which
are held to be Authoritative by the Srotriyas them-
selves.

It should be remembered that the Srotriya Anu-
mana under consideration is of the form: ‘The Vedas
are eternal and not-man-made’. In the last paragraph
it was shown that the Paksa or the Abode in the
Anumana, (i.e., ‘the eternal and not-man-made-Vedas’)
is opposed to the facts of Pratyaksa (Direct Percep-
tion), of the Anumiana (Inference) and of Agama
(Authoritative Scriptural saying). The next paragraph
will show how the said Srotriya Anuména is vitiated
by fallacies in its Marks or Reasons (s@dhana).

The Reason which is offered by the Srotriyas in
support of their Anumana about the self-existence of
the Vedas is the fact of ‘the non-remembrance of any
author of the Vedas’. In other words, the argument
is that because no author of the Vedas is known, they
must be self-existent. In showing that this Reason
(hetu) is invalid, the Jainas ask: is this Reason ‘un-
qualified’ (avisesana) or ‘qualified’ (savisesana)? If it
be ‘Unqualified’, then it is ‘Vitiated’ by the Example
of an ancient well, mansion, pleasure-garden etc. The
meaning is that because the author or the builder of
thing is unknown, you cannot look upon it as self-

existent. For example, in the case of an ancient well,
an ancient house or an ancient garden, people may n."t
know who in the olden times built it, the name of its
maker may have been forgotten long back: but nobody
would be prepared to say that the well or the house oF
the garden is self-existent. If, on the contrary, the

rotiyas make their Reason a ‘qualified’ one then it
would be ‘unproved-with-respect-to-Location’ (vyadhi-
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karanasiddha). 1t is explained in this way. The

rotriya argument about the self-existence of the Vedas®
in which the Reason is a ‘qualified’ one is; “The Vedas
are iself-existent; because there being the unbroken
line 'of their keepers (sampradaya), their authors are
not remembered’. The Jainas point out that this
argument of the S:rotriyas is vitiated by the above men-
tioned fallacy of Vyadhikaranasiddha. Because, the
Hetu ‘the non-remembrance of the authors of the
Vedas’, does not inhere in the said ‘Sampradiya’ but
in something else, i. e., in ‘man’. In other words, a
line (of tradition-carriers) is after all but an imaginary
something; there is no meaning in saying that the line
does not remember any author of the Vedas; therefore,
the Srotn'ya argument is invalid. The Srotriyas may
try to avoid this difficulty by putting their argument
in a different form thus: ‘The Vedas are self-existent;

because their authors are not remembered, although

there is that unbroken line of the keepers of the Vedas,

like the Sky’. The Jainas urge that the ‘qualifying

element’ (visesana), viz., the unbroken line is ‘doubt-

ful’. A house which has admiitedly a beginning can

claim no absolutely unbroken line of its possessors; it

is ‘doubtful’ if the Vedas which are claimed to be

beginning-less can have an unbroken line of their

keepers. This Videsana being ‘doubtful’ (samdigdha-

siddha) the Srotriya argument is unreliable.

In the foregoing paragraph, it has been shown that
the Hetu, ‘the non-remembrance of the author’ in the
Srotriya argument about the self-existence of the Vedas
is invalid either because (i) the Hetu is a ‘Vitiated”
(vyabhicari) one or (i) because it is ‘unprovc'c‘l'-with-
respect-to-Location’ (vyadhikaranasiddha) or (iti) be-
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cause it is ‘unproved-because-doubtful-respect-to-
Location’ (samdhigdhasiddha), The Jainas end their
criticism of the Srotriya Reason ‘the non-remembrance
of the author’ by pointing out that it is also invalid
because it is “unproved-to-both-sides’ (ubhayasiddha).
In other words, they urge that it can be shown that
neither the $rotriyas nor their opponents, ie., the
Jainas really admit the fact of ‘the non-remembrance
of the author’ of the Vedas. It is in the Vedas them-
selves, the aunthority of which is not challenged by the
rotriyas that we meet with expressions which point
to the fact of their having been made; such as, ‘One
who makes the Vedas’, ‘Prajapati made the king Soma
and from him were made the three Vedas’. Besides, we
find that to the various parts of the Vedas are attached
the names of some sages, e.g., Kanva, Madhyandina,
Tittiri etc.  Why is it? The Jainas contend that this
is because these sages were the authors of those parts
of the Vedas just as Manu etc., were the admitted
authors of those law-books to which their names are
found to be attached. The Srotriyas argue that at the
beginning of the Kalpa or the present Age, when the
Vedas were not explicitly extent, it is those sages who
‘saw’ the parts bearing their respective names or who
published those parts of the Vedas. In other words,
parts of the Vedas bear the names of some sages, not
because they were the actual authors or those parts
which are eternally self-existent but because those parts
were first revealed to or republished by them, at the
beginning of the present Age. The Jainas sct aside this
doctrine of the érotriyas, by urging that time is begin-
ningless, so that if the parts of the Vedas were remem-
bered at the beginning of cach Kalpa, to a particular
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sage whose name is borne by that part, then each such
part would have borne the names of an infinite number
of such sages, to whom it was revealed in the infinite
number of past Kalpas’. It is thus that the érotn’yas
themselves are bound to admit that the Vedas at places
do show that they had their authors. On the other
hand, the Jainas have their own theory about it, viz.,
that it was a devil, Kalasura by name, who composed
the Vedas. The §rotriyas may contend that there
would be difficulty if the authorship of the Vedas be
ascribed to a particular person. The Jainas, however,
reply that if there be any real difficulty about the as-
cription of the authorship of the Vedas to a particular
person, then that particular person may not be held to
be their author; but that this does not prove that the
Vedas had not their authors at all.

It is thus that the Jainas show that the Reason
‘The-non-remembrance-of-the-author’ in the Srotriya
argument about the self-existence of the Vedas is in-
valid. In this connection, the Jainas set aside two
other such Reasons in support of the doctrine of the
self-existence of the Vedas. The two reasons may be
gathered from the following passages of the Karika:
“All study of the Vedas is preceded by its previous
study by the teacher; because it is only the study of
the Vedas that is talked of, just like any present day
study. The times, both past and future, are.devoic.i of
any author of the Vedas, because they are times; just
like the present time which is under experience”. In
other words, the two Reasons for the doctrine of the
self-existence of the Vedas are: 1. The \_’edas are al-
ways described as objects of study (which supposes
their pre-existence) and 2. Time (past or future) does
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not witness any author of the Vedas (just as the pre-
sent time). The Jainas refute the validity of these two
Hetus by putting forward the counter argument (the
invalidity of the Reasons in which is obvious): ‘The
mind of those who have their eyes like those of the
deer, is brittle like the horn of the deer’; well, the study
of this passage is preceded by its previous study by
the teacher; because it is only the study of this passage
that is talked of, just like any present-day study. The
times, both past and future are devoid of any author
of that passage; because they are times just like the
present time, shortly expressed, the meaning is that if
the above two Hetus were competent to establish the
doctrine of the self-existence of the Vedas, then the
passage under consideration might as well be held to
be a self-existent one from the beginningless time.
Thus neither Pratyaksa nor Anumana yields the fact
that the Vedas are eternally self-existent. Does Arthd-
patti establish that the Vedas are not-man-made? The
érotriyas say that it is because the doctrine of the
self-existence (‘not-man-made-ness’) of the Vedas is
found to be consistent with the admitted facts and not-
inconsistent with them, that Arthapatti (Necessary
implication) establishes that the Vedas are self-existent.
The Srotriyas contend that the Vedas are found to be
‘faultless’.” How is this possible? It is an admitted
fact that any Sound or Word is tainted with the faults
of its speaker. Of course, if the speaker is free from
faults, his words may be faultless but as the Vedas
cannot be said to have been composed by a faultless
speaker. Speakers, good or bad, cannot be the authors
of the Vedas. If, then, the Vedas are faultless, its only
consistent explanation (by Arthipatti) would be that



10t produce the results which they state. In
:ases, the Vedic injunctions are not to be cond
as false but it is to be supposed that the said :
are somehow prevented from being actual, on ac
of defects in the operative conditions which pr
those results. Thus it is that if at all the Vedas
be looked upon as authoritative, they must be h
have been not self-existenct but made by a .
qualified person. But is there such a highty Qu
person, whose words would be absolutely true?
would the Jainas say. They have already showi
the Arhat is a person who is free from the feeli
attachment and envy etc., and from ignorance; a
such, it is He for Whom alone, it is possible to
pose the Agama which is the store of absolutel
statements. The Arhat is absolutely free fros
faults. He out of pity composes the Agama ar
plains it in humanly intelligible language Youc
say that the language of the Agama is something ¢
human. Words of the Agama signify the objer
our experience in the same manner as the orc
words. Therefore, if the ordindry words are the
of the human language, the words of the Agam:
must belong to the humanly intelligible language
the case of current languages, we know that a -
belonging to the Aryan language does not signif
same object which is signified by it, when the
belongs to a Mleccha language. In the case of ct
languages we thus see that the same word woul
always signify the same object. If, however, the 1
age of the Agama were superhuman, it would b
possible to determine the meanings of its words.
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COMMENTARY: .This is the description of 2
Vacana: the parts of which are Varpa, Pada and
Vakya. Sections and Chapters in a book may simi-
larly be understood.

srTfe: digafesmt @t 1] n
akaradily paudgaliko varnah 19 1

TRANSLATION: Letter-sounds, e.g.,, A etc., are¢
atomic.

COMMENTARY: The Jainas hold that Sounds are
atomic, i.e., modes or products of matter. Letters of
a language are thus effects of atoms, called Bhasa-
Vargana.

The Yajfiika’s, i.c., the believers in the Vedic
sacrificial practices contend that the Letter-sounds
cannot be proved to be impermanent, far less modi-
fications of matter. Their theory is that Sound is
eternal and their reasons are as follows:— (1) Pratya-
bhijiia or Recognition shows that we have the self-
same ‘ga’ (the third consonant in the Indian alphabet),
the feeling that it is the self-same ‘ga’ whenever we
come across ‘ga’. (2) There is the Anumana, ‘Sound
is eternal; because it is audible; iike the Generality of
Sounds’, i.e., the general essence underlying all
Sounds. (3) Arthapatti would show that unless Sound
be supposed to be eternal, we cannot utter it-in order
that others may hear it. The Jainas criticise each of
these three positions in the following way.

1. As regards the alleged Pratyabhijiia or Re-
cognition, the Jainas point out that Recognition rather
shows that Sound is impermanent. Unless something
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1§ non-eternal, at least in some respects, you cannot
say subsequently that 1t 1s that self-same something
which was previously perceived  Even the statement,
‘I am that self-same self* can have any meanmg only
if the self, which was previously percerved, be supposed
to be mmpermanent, in some respects The Jamas
next urge that the Pratyabhyfia that it 1s the self-same
‘ga’ 1s after all a fallacious form of it, as 1t 1s opposed
to both Pratyaksa and Anumana
(a) The Pratyaksa or dwect Perception shows
that a sound has 1ts ongin and its decay, and this
yield of the Pratyaksa cannot in any way be falsified
You cannot say that this Pratyaksa 1s tllusory, alleging
that there 15 no real origination nor real decay of
a sound and that when 1t it said to oniginate, 1t only
becomes ‘expheit’ (@bhivyakts) and that when 1t 1s said
to perish 1t only enters into the ‘umpheit’ (anabhvyak)
condition  Because a similar line of argument would
make all things, e g, a pitcher eternal You cannot
distinguish the case of the pitcher by saying that there
are visible causes (viz, the potter, his wheel etc,) of
the onigmation and of the decay of the pitcher, where-
as 1n the case of Sound, we have no such causes
For, i the case of a Sound also, we have sumilar
determining causes, viz, the activity of the palate etc
Nor can you say that Sound 1s eternal, that the
palatal activity etc, do not generate it or destroy 1t
but only make it ‘explicit’ or ‘umplicit’ For, a simifar
Line of argument, ‘the porter, lus wheel etc, do not
ongnate or destroy a pitcher but only make it ‘explt-
cat’ or ‘implcit’ may go to show that a pitcher 1s
eternal Thus 1t 1s that the Pratyaksa, the Sound has
its ongw and 1ts decay and (s mpermanent an that
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account, cannot be explained away and falsified. It is
to be noted also that the fact of a thing’s becoming
‘explicit’ or becoming ‘implicit’ cannot psychologically
give rise to the idea that the thing originates or that
it decays. When a pitcher, for instance, becomes
visible (‘explicit’) owing to sunlight being thrown over
it, we do not feel that the pitcher is there originated;
nor do we say that the pitcher is non-existent where
it remains invisible (i.e., in an “implicit’ condition)
in darkness. Thus the fact that we have the percep-
tions of a Sound originating or decaying, shows that
it has really an origin and a decay and that it is by
no means eternal. The perceptions of the origin and
of the decay of a thing are not due to the perceptions
of its becoming °‘explicit’ or ‘implicit’. As shown
above, we do not think that a pitcher is non-existent
when it remains invisible in darkness. The Yajilikas
cannot improve their position by saying that we do
not think a pitcher (invisible in darkness) to be non-
existent because we know then that we can feel its
existence by touching. For, thereby the Yajiiikas
admit that when a thing is not ‘explicit’, there must be
some positive evidence of its existence even then, in
order that it may be looked upon as existent, and that
if there be no such positive evidence, the thing must
be held to be non-existent. If so, when a Sound is
said to be in an ‘implicit’ state, why is there absolu-
tely no evidence of its existence then? If it be said
that the Sound (when not actually heard) persists in
‘Om’, we may say that as there is no evidence for it,
the conclusion is irresistible that the Sound is non-
existent then. Perceptions of origin and decay of
Sounds are thus perceptions of real facts and cannot
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be said to be illusory. This being the case, the
Recognition that we hear again the self-same Sound
‘Ga’, sometime after we heard it for the first time is
clearly opposed to the yield of such perceptions and
as such, is fallacious itself,

(b) In the above sub-section (a) it has been
shown that the Pratyabhijiiana, it is the self-same
‘Ga’, is a fallacious one, inasmuch as it is contradic-
ted by the undeniable Pratyaksa about the imperma-
nent character (i.e., origin and decay) of every Sound.
In the present sub-section (b), the commentator shows
how the alleged Pratyabhijia about the eternal im-
mutability of sound is contradicted by Anumana, i.e.,
the reasoning: Sound is non-eternal, because it has
the characteristics of Intensity, Lowness etc., like
pleasure, pain etc. You cannot object to the argu-
ment by saying that those characteristics do not per-
tain to the Sabda (i.e., Sound-in-itself) but to Dhvani
which expresses or makes ‘explicit’ the Sabda. What,
then, is the Dhvani? If you say that the Dhvani
consists in peculiar palatal air, the question arises:
How can the characteristics of Intensity, Lowness etc.,
which belong to the Dhvamt be heard? For, Dhvani
is Air and as such, is not audible and accordingly it is
impossible for the characteristics of the Dhvani also
to be heard, If you say that Dhvani also which
expresses the Sabda is audible but that it is the Dhvani
which has these characteristics, Intensity etc., and is
non-eternal, your contention would not be proper.
For, it is the Sabda or Sound which alone is chara-
cterised by audibility; if you say that Dhvani also is
audible, you must hold it to be exactly identical with
Sound and not as something different from it.
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In this connection it may be asked: What do you
mean by saying that the Dhvani is the Vyafijaka of,
ie., that which expresses or makes ‘explicit’, the
Sabda? What is the actual function of the Dhvani?
It is said that the Dhvani effects Samskara or modifi-
cation. What, then, is modified by the Dhvani the
Sound, the Ear (the organ of hearing, srotra) or both?
Modification may consist either in giving rise to 2
different something or in removing an obstruction.
In the first case, i.e., if the Dhvani be held to give rise
to something different from Sound or Ear in the
process at modifying the Sound at the Ear, then Sound
or Ear, as the case may be, becomes clearly imperma-
nent. You cannot contend that the essential nature of
Sound or Ear may remain the same while there may
arise a different mode there; for, in that case, the
Dhvani remains unconnected with the Sound or the
Ear. Nor can you say that a modification in the Ear
or the Sound is possible only when the Dhvani is
connected with the Ear or the Sound; for, what is
this connection between the Dhvani and the Ear 0
the Sound? It is not ‘contact’; for, the Dhvani is not
a substance; if on the other hand, you say that the
«connection is one of Samavaya or Intimate Relation-
ship, then the relata, i.e., the Dhvani and the Sound or
the Ear become identical in some respects, which the
Yajiiikas cannot admit. Hence it is that if the Dhvant
be supposed to bring about modification in the Ear or
the Sound, the latter becomes non-eternal.

Nor can it be said that the Dhvani is the Vyafijaka
of a Sabda, in the sense that it removes what envelopes
or suppresses a Sound. For, in that case, if once such
.obstacle is removed all the Sounds should be audible
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at once. You cannot say that each Sound has its own
peculiar obstacle and its audibility means the removal
of its peculiar obstacle. For, all Sounds are but Sounds
and have one and the self-same Ears as their organ.
This shows that there cannot be different obstacles to
different Sounds and that one and the same obstacle is-
the obstacle to all Sounds. Even admitting, for argu-
ment’s sake, that there are different obstacles to different
Sounds, in what way is the obstacle to one particular
Sound removed? Is it removed wholly? If so, all
persons would hear the Sound at once. If it is re-
moved partially, how would a person hear the whole
of a Sound? Besides, this leads to the position that a.
Sound has parts. It is thus unreasonable to hold that
a Sound has its Vyafijaka or that which makes it
explicit and that the characteristics of Intensity, Low-
ness etc., pertain to this Vyafijaka. The characteristics-
of Intensity, Lowness etc., are really the characteristics
of a Sound. Such being the case, the inference about
the impermance of Sound is 1rresistible, because what-
ever has the characteristics of Intensity, Lowness ¢tC.,
is non-eternal. Accordingly, the Yajiiika Pratyabhijiid

about the eternal indentity of a Sound is a fallacious-
one, being opposed to the foregoing well-established

Inference. ) ]
the Y#ajiiika contention about

2. Having set aside
the eternal self-identity of Sound, based on a so-called
Pratyabhijfia, the Jaina Commentator next takes up

for consideration the Yajfiika contention based on an
Anumdna or reasoning. The Yajfiikas put forward
the argument: «Sound is eternal; because it is audible;
like the Generality or Essence underl){ing all Sounds
(Sabdana). The Yajilika argument 1S unsound be-
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cause it cannot be a rule that whatever can be heard
must necessarily be eternal. For, here is offered some-
thing which also is audible, “One who would like to
have good reputation should seek the hands of his
mother; should murder the Brahmanas; and should
drink wine, if he would like to go to heaven”. If this
statement be eternal it must be held to be authorita-
tive, because it lays down an injunction or ‘duty’ and
to disobey it or consider it to be repulsive would clearly
be a sin. Such would be the dangerous consequence
of the Y3ajiiika position. Then again a Sound is some-
times Loud, sometimes Low, sometimes Intense, some-
times Soft, sometimes Sonorous, sometimes Harsh. If
a thing be eternal, its characteristics also are eternal.
Now, if these characteristics be eternal, we should
always have these characters associated with a Sound,
which is neither a fact nor is possible. If it be said
that a particular characteristic, e.g., Loudness or Low-
ness etc., becomes explicit only at a particular time
(while all the characteristics are eternally present in the
Sound), you cannot explain how the diametrically
opposcd characteristics do reside in the self-same Sound.
In the next place, it must be noted that Prabhikara
(an cxponent of the Yjiiika School) daes not admit the
reality of the Universal, ‘Sound generality’ (sabdatva).
Accordingly, so far as he is concerned, the example
like ‘Sound-generality (sabdatva)’ in the Y3ajiiika argu-
ment about the cternity of a Sound is ‘uscless-in-both-
respects’ (ubhaya-vikala). The meaning is as follows.
In a syllogistic argument an Example (drsranta)’ ¢.8-»
*the kitchen' is valid and relevant only if the proven
(sadhya), c.g., ‘Firc’ and the Reason (fictu) e.g., *Smoke’
are found to be co-existent in it. The Example of



Pramdna-naya-tatvralokalaikarah: IV, 9. 293

Sabdatva however in the Yajfika argument is ‘useless-
in-both ‘respects’; because its reality being denied,
neither the Proven, i.e., ‘Eternity’ nor the Mark, i.e.,
Audibility can be said to be present in it. Prabhakara,
however, puts his argument in the following way: ‘All
particular (cow-or Go-sounds though separated from
each other in time and place, refer but to one and the
same Go-sound; because it is the Sound, Go, that is
generated (on all the occasions); like the particular
Go-sound, uttered to-day’. The Jaina commentator
criticises this argument by saying that it is wanting in
a real Pratibandha or the inseparable relation-ship bet-
ween a Mark and the Proven. An argument like that
of Prabhakara can as well prove ‘the eternity of a flash
of lightening.’

3. The Yajfiika argument based on Arthapatti or
‘Necessary Implication’ is as follows: ‘A Word
(Sound) is related to the Object it signifies. When the
Word is used it must be nnderstood to signify that
Object. Now, if the Word (Sound) be held to be im-
permanent, its use for others becomes impossible; for,
the Word with its relation to the Object has already
vanished, when it is being used for others. The Jainas
point out that this argument is utterly unsound. A
similar argument would lead to the doctrine of the
Eternity and the one-ness of the Objects also. The
word Go (Cow), for instance, is applied to a particular
cow, say, Bahuleya and is thereby related to it. It
cannot be applied to any other cow, e.g., Sabaleya un-
less Bihuleya be identical with é?xbaleya :fnd is eter~
nally existent. You cannot avoid the dxﬂic'u)ty by
saying that 2 Word means, not a particular thing, {Jut
the General Essence (sd@manya) underlying that thing
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and the things of the same class. The Jainas urge that
the Object signified by a Word cannot be a unsub-
stantial something like “class-essence’; it is always the
“Class-essence-as-particularised-in-an-Individual (s@ma-
nya- visesatmaka).

What, then, is the nature of a Word (Sound)
which signifies an Object? The signifiying Word ac-
cording to the Jainas, is not an eternal self-existent
Sound, as the Yajfiikas contend. In the first place, a
Word has a General-Essence (sd@manya) underlying it.
The Yajiiikas, according to whom a Word is an eter-
nally existent Word and is no Samanya, object to the
Jaina theory by asking. What is this Samanya or
Class-essence in a Word? Is it the Class-essence of
Sounds (sabdatva)? Or is it the Class-essence of a
limited-class (e. g., go-sabdatva, i. e., the Class-essence
of all Go (Cow)-Words? Or, thirdly, is it the Class-
essences of the successively arising component Letter-
sounds (e.g., ‘G-tva’, O-tva) constituting a particular
Word (e.g., Go)? The Yajiiika’s point out that the
first of the three alternative positions is not tenable.
You cannot say that a particular Word signifies a
particular Object because it consists in the Class-essence
of Sounds (sabdatvay). Sabdatva or the Class-esseace of
Sounds is an Universal and a wide Generality. A
particular $abda or Word, possessing it, is not thercby
enabled to signify the Object signified by it. Nor, is
the second position tenable. There cannot be anything
like the Class-essence of a limited Class of Words. Go
(Cow) is 2 Word; there cannot be a Class-essence
underlying all the Go-Words. The Word, Go, is made
up of two successive Letter-sounds ‘G' and ‘O'. If
you suppose that there is a Class-essence underlying
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all the G-words, you would be required to solve the
awkward problem of determmung the ‘lacus’ of this
Class-essence  The Ydajhitkas lastly show that the so-
called class-essence m a Word cannot be said to
consist 1 the Class-essences of the successively arismng
component Letter-sounds (‘G’ and ‘O’ for instance),
constituting a particular Word (Go) They contend
that all Letter-sounds, e g, ‘G’ are 1dentical, so that we:
cannot talk of any Class-essence, underlying a2 number
of ‘G’-sounds The Jamas cnticise the Yijiiika
theory by showing that the same Letter-sounds are not
tdentical but are different from each other and that
there 1s a Class-essence of Words, real i every sense
of the term
The Jamna Commentator urges that the fact that
the Letter-sounds are really different from each other
will appear to be clear 1f we look to the letter ‘G’ n.
the words ‘Garga’, ‘Bharga’, ‘Barga’, ‘Svarga’ etc The
letter “G’ 1s obviously not the same 1n all these words.
If 1t be said that the dufference 1s due to the difference
1n the elements expressmng 1t (vyaijaka-bheda) and not
to any differenice m the essential nature of the Letter-
sound ‘G’ then, 1t may as well be argued that there 15
but one essental Letter-sound and that all different
Letter-sounds, A, I etc, etc, are but the same
nltimate one Letter-sound, only differently expressed
The Y3jiikas may point out that whereas in the case
of all ‘G’-sounds we have the self~same Sound every—
where, mn the cases of the sounds, A, I, U etc, we have
a different Sound m each case, so that all ‘G'—sounds
are but one and 1dentical while Sounds A, I, Uetc, are
different from each other One, however, may urge
reply to this Ydjiitha contentron that all Letter-sounds
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A, I, U etc., are all identical in as much as there is the
same sense of a Letter-sound in them. The Yajfiikas
attempt to explain away this identity in the sense of
different Letter-sounds A, A, I, U, etc., saying that this
sense of identity is due to the Class-essence of Letters.
A similar argument may be put forward against the
Yajiiika position; it may be urged that the ‘G’-sounds
are really different from each other and are sensed to
be one and the same, because of a Class-essence,
underlying them. The Yajfiikas may contend that in
the Letter-sounds, A, A, I, etc., a difference is perceived
but not so, in the ‘G’-sounds in Garga, Bharga etc.,
as the ‘G’-sound in each of these originates from the
operation of the same part of the utterer’s mouth. Fhe
Jaina commentator points out that the sclf-same
Letter-sound may come out of the different parts of
the utterer’s body. Thus the ‘H’-sounds in “saharsam
hesante Harihariti Hammiraharayal® come from the
throat while the ‘H’-sounds in Vahni, jihma etc.,
come from the breast. What, then? It clearly shows
that there may be a difference in the self-same Letter-
sounds.  And then it is not true that the ‘G’-sounds
which we perceive have no difference in them; every
one knows that sometimes the Letter-sound is Intense,
sometimes it is soft and so on. If it be contended that
this difference is due to the clements that make the
Sound explicit, well, this contention has already been
set aside; this contention may lead to the absurd doc-
trine, already noticed, that there is but one ultimate
Letter-sound, of which the varied Letter-sounds, A,A,
I ctc., are different expressions. Even if it ke conceded
that lhcrc is pcrcelvcd no ‘difference’ (visesa) in zhc
“G'-sounds, it is undeniable that a clear ‘distinction’
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Sblzeda) at least 15 percewved there, A perception of
distinction’ 1s possible where there 1s no perception of
‘difference’ Grains of mustard-seed m a mass may be
perceived to be ‘distinct’ from each other, although
their ‘differences’ from each other 1n respect of weight
etc, may not be percerved  Thus 1t 1s established that
there 1s ‘difference’ (in the sense of ‘dstinctness’ at
least) among the various ‘G-sounds which we
have
The Letter-sounds ‘G’ and ‘0’, as said already,
compose the word ‘G’, sigmifymg a cow It may be
said that the Class-essences underlying these successi-
vely uttered Letter-sounds ‘G’ and ‘O’, these Sami-
nyas, enable the word ‘Go’ to sigmify the object cow
Really, however, 1t 1s the Class-essence underlymng the
Word, ‘Go’, and expressing itself i and through 1ts
suntlar modes (though different m each case), 1 ¢, the
‘G’-Words and embodymng itself m the particular
‘G’-Word i the given particular occasion, that
signifies the corresponding Object, viz,, the Cow, you
canpot say that there 1s not the umtary Word Go, on
the ground that 1t 1s made up of two succesively
ansitg Letters mamely ‘G’ and ‘0  The Word ‘Go’
1s certamnly not eternally self-existent but this does not
prove that 1t 1s thereby not a umitary Word and 1s
unable to signify an Object The unttary character of
the Word, ‘Go’, 13 due to 1ts underlymng material
Essence (called bhdsa) which progressively mamifests
atself 1 and through the successively ansing compo-
nent Letter-sounds, viz, ‘G’ and ‘0’, which constitute
the word, ‘G0’ This matenal Essence (called bhasa
or bhasia-argand) 15 the substantial basis of every
Go-word and embodies 1tself variedly in the varied
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Go-words which are nevertheless similar to each other
because of their said material basis. The Word ‘Go’
in which is thus embodied this Class-essence in a
particular manner on a particular occasion and which
is thus similar to the other modes of the Class-
essence, is thus enabled to signify its Object, viz.,
a Cow. The Yajiiika theory about the eternal self-
existence of Words, based on Arthapatti, is weak
accordingly.

The Jaina theory is thus established that the
Letter-sounds A etc., are atomic, i.e., modifications of
Matter.

The philosophers of the Yauga School are prep-
ared to admit that Sound is non-cternal but they
would not admit that it is material. The Jaina
thinkers ask them, ‘Why do you not accept the
Atomic theory of Sound? (1) Is it because you hold
that the substratum of Sound cannot be touched?
(2) Or because it can pass through extremely dense
substances? (3) Or because before and after its
occurrence, the form of Sound is not perceived?
(4) Or because Sound does not move even the very
minute substance having a form? (5) Or because
Sound is an attribute of Ether? The commentator
goes on setting aside all these contentions.

(1) You cannot say that Sound is not Atomic
because its substratum cannot be touched. The
substance which is the basis of Sound is Bhasd-
vargani, a very minute matter. The fact that it does
not give rise to actual perceptions of touch does not

prove that it has not the capacity of being touched.
Fine material particles which give out smell cannot
be touched but no body would say that the particles



Pramana-naya-tattsdlokalankirap: 1V, 9. 299
have not the capacity of being touched. The Yauga
thinkers might of course say that in the case of the
smelling particles where these are dense enough we
can actually touch them; so that we are sure that
the smelling particles can be touched; accordingly,
when the smelling particles are fine and cannot be
touched this experience about the touch of the gross
smelling particles tells us that the fine smelling partic-
les, although they are not actually touched have the
capacity of being touched; but in the case of Sound
we have never any experience about the touch of its
substratum and we cannot say accordingly that the
substantial basis of Sound has the capacity of being
touched. The Jainas point out that this Yauga argu-
ment does not prove that the substratum of Sound is
essentiaily incapable of being touched. It may be
admitted that in the case of Sound, we have not the
direct experience of touching it. Pudgala or Matter
according to the Jainas has the property of touch;
this property of giving rise to tactile sensations may be
either explicit or implicit in Matter; Sound, as we have
seen, is but 2 mode of Matter, according to the Jainas
and there is absolutely no reason why this capacity of
being touched, may not be supposed to lie implicit
in the subsfance of” Sound. This argument of the

Jainas is quite plausible and makes the Yauga pro-

position ‘Substratum of Sound cannot be touched’,

which is the Hetu for the Yauga theory about the

immaterial nature of Sound, a proposition of ‘doubt-

ful (samdigdha) validity, if not invalid altogether.

And then it is not quite correct to say that there is

no evidence about the basis of Sound being incapable

of being touched. In support of the foregoing
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contention, the Jainas put forward the following
argument in a syllogistic form:— ‘The substratum of
Sound is capable of being touched; because it is an
object for the sense-organs, being perceptible (i. e.,
audible) by a man at a distance, when it (i. e., the
"Sound) comes from the direction from which the
wind is blowing and not being perceptible (. e.,
inaudible) by the man near at hand if it originates
in a direction towards which the wind is blowing;
as in the similar cases of the substance, emitting
Smell. (2) So far as the second Reason for the
Yauga conclusion about the immateriality of Sound,
viz., that Sound can pass through extremely dense
substances is concerned the Jainas point out that the
analogy of Smell holds good. The particles of good-
smelling substances, for example, would come outside
a room, although its doors are shut, if the substances
are within the room; these particles would be percei-
ved within the room, even though its doors are shut,
if the substances are outside the room, the particles
of the good-smelling substances are nevertheless
atomic. In the same way, the substrata of Sound
are atomic, although Sound can be perceived outside
or inside the room in the above manner. It may be
contended that although the doors of the room are
shut, there are always some minute pores through
which the Smell-particles can pass; if there bc no
such pores, the Smell-particles would not be perceived
inside or outside the room, as described above: sO
that the passing of the Smell-particles into or outside
a room, the doors of which are closely shut does not
stand in the way of their being Atomic. The Jaina
reply is that the very same thing may be said about
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FuitArAaTee e dgfa: qed, gEml
g aEaq noge 1l

varnanam anyonyapeksanam nirapeksa sarihatile
padam, padanam tu vakyam 110 1

TRANSLATION: A Word is a combination of
Letters which are related to one another and which
are unrelated (to the Letters of another Word); a
(similar) combination of Words makes a Sentence.

COMMENTARY: Ordinarily a Word which signifies
an Object consists at least of two Letters; for example
the Word ‘Ka’ which means “Brahma” addressed,
consists of two letters, ‘K’ and ‘A’, The Word ‘Gaul’
which means a ‘Cow’. consists of three letters ‘G’
‘Av’ and “H’. There are, however, some single ‘Letter-
sounds, which signify Objects; for example, the Letter-
sound, A signifies ‘Visnu’. These single Letters are
Words when they thus signify Objects by themselves,
i. ¢., without depending on other Words.

ERICI R Lt ot L e e b e o> C i oo
i eg i

svabhavika-samarthya-samayabhyam artha-bodha-
nibandhanam sabdaly 11311

TRANSLATION: A Word signifies its Objccl'b)'
means of both its Natural force and Applied meaning.

COMMENTARY: There are two things in a Word
by means of which it is enabled to signify its corres-
ponding object. One is its Natural (svabhiavika) power
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to express a meaning; this power is otherwise cale
yogyard. The other is called samaya or santketa, i.e.
a meaning attributed to Word by convention. A Wor
signifies its corresponding Object because it has bot
a Yogyatd and a Samketa or Samaya.
. .The above theory of the Jainas that a Worc
signifies an Object by means of both its Natural force
and its Applied meaning, is opposed to the view of
the Naiyayikas according to whom it is through the
Samaya alone or the meaning attributed to the Word
by some agent external to it, that a Word expresses
its Object. The reason of the Jainas for attributing
a Natural capacity to a word for expressing an Object,
in addition to jts conventional significance is as
follows:— The Samaya or the Conventional meaning
is the meaning applied to a Word by man. It is thus
subject to the will of man. The will of man, however,
cannot be allowed to determine the nature of relation-
ship of things and phenomena. If the will of man
had the full scope in the word, well, the Object might
have been the ‘Signifier’ (v@caka) and the Word, the
‘signified” (vakya). To avoid this difficulty, the Nyaya
thinkers argue that only that which has the Generali-
ties (samanya) of Letters ‘G’, ‘O’ etc., can be the
‘signifier’, i.e., a Word and that the rest are the
‘signified’, 1. €., the Object, just as that which in
addition to having the Essence of Substantiality
(dravyatva) has the Essence of Fire (agnitva) can alone
produce burning and not that which has the exsence
of Water (jalatva). In criticism of this Nyaya conten-
tion, the Jainas point out that without a supersensuous
Natural force, the mere Essence of Fire cannot be a
dynamic cause. The Essence of Fire is a mere unpro-
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some supersensuous power in Fire has become im-
potent. It is rather to be understood that on account
of the intervention of the Mystic processes, the
‘Absence-of-hindrances” which as shown above is also
a necessary condition for Burning is not present and
that as such, the Burning does not happen on account
of some derangement in the totality of its conditions.
In other words, the phenomenon of non-burning by
Fire in some cases does not show that there is a super-
sensuous power in Fire which has become impotent;
it shows that fire does not burn because all the condi-
tions for Burning are not operative. The Jainas
criticise this view of the Naiyayikas by urging that the
‘Absence-of-hindrances’ is a negation after all and that
it is not possible for a Negation to bring about some-
thing which is positive (i. e., the positive fact of Burn-
ing). Inorder to show that the ‘Absence-of-hindrances’,
although a Negation can bring about something posi-
tive (like the phenomenon of Burning) the Naiyayikas
enunciate a general proposition, 2 Negation or Non-
existence can nevertheless cause or give rise to a Posi-
tive or Existent fact. They point out, for example,
hat ‘“Uhe non-peiformance of 4he Religivos Duties’,
Negation, which is Antecedent (pragabhava as they
call it) nevertheless generates the posterior fact, viz., 2
mode of Sin which is called the ‘Pratyavaya’. That
this Sin is a positive fact is evidenced by the Injunc-
tion of Expiation (prayascitta), laid down in the reli-
gious books; for, Expiation, as a positive fact, removes
only something which is positive or actually Existent;
otherwise, it would be uscless. Thus it is that the
‘“Non-performance-of-the-Religious-duties’, which is a
Negation generates something which is positive. The
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Jainas criticise this Naiyayika theory by saying that
the Pratyavaya, as a positive Sin, does not arise from
a Negation like the ‘non-performance-of-the-Religious
Duties’; it is due to the positive performance of acts
which can be distinguished from the purely Negative
ie., the ‘Non-performance-of-Duties’. In reply to this
theory of the Jainas, the Naiyayikas quote:—“The
Non-existence of the Enemy and of the Friend causes
respectively Pleasure and Pain. The non-existence of
Thorns makes one lay his foot on the way”, The
Jainas point out that here also the Non-existences are
not the causes. The causes of the Pleasure, the Pain,
the Laying of the Foot are the (Positive) facts of know-
ledge, concerning the Non-existence of the Enemy, the
Friend and of the Thorns. And these facts of know-
ledge again are caused by the actually Existent things
which are other than the Enemy, the Friend and the
Thorn, and not by the pure Non-existence thereof.
The Naiydyika’s contend, what is the harm if
Negation or Non-existence be supposed to be capable
of producing a positive fact, just likc an Existent
being?. Negation (abhiva) does not mean ‘want-of-
all-capacity;’ it menas what is known by the knowledge
of the form, ‘it is not’. A Bhava or a Positive fact is
what is the object of a knowledge of the form, ‘it is’;
and similarly, an Abhava or Negation is the object of
the knowledge of the form, ‘it is not’, Consequently,
a Negation need not necessarily be supposed to be
absolutely impotent. The Jainas criticise this theory
of the Naiyiyikas by saying:—The Abhava or Naga-
tion, as it is conceived by the Naiydyikas, is in every
way different from the Bhiiva or a positive Fact and
as such, the Abhava cannot Produce a Bhiva. The
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commentator puts this Jaina argument in the following
syllogistic form “The Abhava, which is the subject of
contention (i. e., Abhava, as conceived by the Naiyayi-
kas) is unproductive of a Bhava; because it is different
from the Bhava, in every way; that which is so, is so:
as for instance, the horns in a horse; it is so; therefore,
it is such.” Itisto be noted that in the above syllogism,
the words, ‘the Abh@va which is the subject of
contention here’, mean the three of the four forms of
Negation, admitted by the Naiyayikas. These three
are the Pragabhava or the prior Negation, the Pradh-
vamsabhdva or the posterier Negation and the
Parasparabhava or the mutual Negation or Exclusion.
These three forms of Negation, according to the
Naiydyikas, can give rise to a Positive Fact, although
they are different from an Existent Thing, in every
way. It is to be observed also that this Naiyayika
conception of Abhdva is different from the Jaina
conception of it. According to the latter., Abhidva is
in some respects non-different from a Bhava and as
such, can be its producer in some cases. But the
Jainas point out that if, as contended by the Naiyayi-
kas, Abhiva is different from a Bhava in every way,
it would be impossible for the Abhava to give rise to
a Bhiva. Another point to be remembered in
connection with the above Jaina syllogism is that the
above syllogism is applicable to the three forms of
Abhiva only and not to the fourth form of it. The
fourth form of Abhava, according to the Naiyayikas
is the Atyantibhiava or the Absolute Non-existence,
which according to the Naiydyikas themselves, is
unproductive of any Positive Fact. If the Jaina
syllogism were applicd to Atyantibhiva also, the
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argument would be tainted with the fallacy of ‘Siddha-
Sadhyatd’ or the Admitted Proven. The Absolute
Non-existence having been admitted by the Nyiya
thinker to be ‘unproductive of a positive Fact’ the
Jaina attempt to prove it by arguments would be
clearly uncalled-for. Accordinly, it is to be understood
that the above Jaina syllogism, ‘Abhiva is unpro-
ductive of a Bhava; because it is different from it in
every way’, is meant to apply to the three forms of the
Abhava admitted by the Naiyayikas and not to its
fourth form. The Naiyayikas in their turn try to
show the invalidity of the above Jaina Syllogism in
the following way:—‘The Unproductive Negation® is
the Dharmi or Abode in that syllogism and the
Naiyayikas ask: Is such Negation known to you or
not? If it is known to you how have you known it?
If you say that you got it through the Pratyaksa or
Perception then how can you say that a Positive fact
cannot come out of a negation? For such a Pratyaksa
is certainly a Positive fact which comes out of a
Prior Non-existence. Anumina again, cannot give
the idea of such a Non-existence: for, in that Anumiana
the idea of such a Non-existence must necessarily be
presupposed to get at which another Anumana would
be necessary and for that another and so on thus
involving Anavastha or an Infinite Regression. It is
not the province of Upamina or Analogy to deal
with Non-existence. The Naiyilyikas go on showing
that if the idea of such a Non-existence is accepted as
a Hypothesis (vikalpa), then the question wov..xld.bc:
Is the Hypothesis based on the Pramiinas or is it a
mere Supposition? The former cannot be the case;
for, if a Hypothesis is solidly based on valid forms of
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knowledge, it cannot be called a Hypothesis. If on
the other hand, it be nothing more than a mere
Supposition, it is entirely unreliable. The Naiyayikas
thus contend that the Jainas cannot show that their
idea of ‘Unproductive Negation® is validly determined.
And if the Dharmi itself is not validly determined, the
Hetu or Reason in their argument would be tainted
with the fallacy of Aérayasiddha (i.e., a fallacy which
consists in the Abode being unproved). If the Jainas
say that the Dharmi in their argument was not known
for certain, the Naiyayikas ask, why, then, do you
accept it as a Dharmi? Such unproved Dharmi leads
to the fallacy of Aérayasiddha. To the above Naiyayi-
ka criticism of their Syllogism the Jaina reply is as
follows: We apprehend Abhava or Non-existence by
Vikalpa or Hypothetical Supposition. This does not
necessarily involve the fallacy of the Asrayasiddha or
make the Dharmi unacceptable. Where the object
under consideration is ‘no-substance’ (avastu, such
as Abhava) we, must have recourse to Vikalpa. It
is Vikalpa that gives us the idea of Negations;
otherwise, we would not have used in our talks such
expressions as ‘the son of a barren woman.” The
Naiyayikas cannot say that they do not use such
expressions. If in a debating hall, the subject of the
debate be: ‘Is there such a thing as a barren woman’s
son? or, ‘is there no such thing as a barren woman’s
son ?—one is bound to use such expressions. Whichever
of the alternative propositions one supposes, he is to
state the source of his knowledge. Anumana cannot
be the source of his knowledge about the Negative
thing, because that would bring in the fallacy of the
Adrayasiddhi. Yet in a debating Hall, he cannot do
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without stating the source of his knowledge; and if
Anumana cannot be the source of his knowledge about
the Negative fact, it must be admitted to be Vikalpa.

In the said debate: ‘Is there such a thing as a
barren woman’s son?, the Naiyayika cannot avoid
his obligation to state the source of his knowledge,
saying that he denies both the propositions. For, this
is unreasonable; of Affirmation and Negation, he
must commit himself to one. Nor can the Naiydyika
escape the difficulty by saying that it is not possible
either to affirm or to negate about a Non-existent
thing, because that would be a self-contradictory
statement. When the Naiyayika says that there can
be no Affirmation or Negation about a Negation, he
obviously denies something about Negation; yet his
own statement is that neither Affirmation nor negation
is possible about a Negation.

It is thus proved that the Naiyayika is bound to
admit that Negation which is the Dharmi in the Jaina
syllogism is apprehended by Vikalpa and as such, is
quite valid,

‘The Jainas further point out that the drsfd@nta or
the Example of ‘the horns in 2 horse’ is also conceived
in and through Vikalpa. It is a valid Example inas-
much as it shows how a phenomenon which is different
from a real and existent thing is uaproductive of a
positive fact. This Example is not ‘unconnected-with-
both’ (ubhaya-vikala), because it (i.e., ‘the horns in a
horse’) embodies in itsell both ‘the phenomenon of
being different from a real and existent thing® (the
Sadhana or the Reason) and ‘the phenomenon of be-
ing unproductive of a positive fact’ (the Sidhya or the

Proven).
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It will be remembered that in the syllogism which
the Naiyayikas have been attacking, the Jainas put
forward the Reason, ‘because it (i.e., the Abhava or
Negation) is different from the Bhava (i.e., an Existent
or Positive fact) in every way’. The Nyaya thinkers
now attack this Reason of the Jainas in the following
way. According to the Jainas Abhava is non-different
from a Bhava; and so, the Reason, put forward by
the Jainas ‘because the Abhfva is different from the
Bhava in every way’ is ‘unproved’ and inadmissible, so
far as the Jainas are concerned. The Jainas set aside
this objection of the Naiyayikas by urging firstly, that
in their syllogism under consideration, the Jainas were
describing the Abhdva, as it was conceived by their
opponents (and not by the Jainas) and secondly, that
the Abhava was identical with and non-different from
the Bhava.

Hence it is proved that an Abhava or Negation
can never produce a Bhava or a positive fact.

Coming to the Naiyayika contention that the Fire-
Essence along with the ‘Absence-of-hindrances’ causes
Burning, the Jainas point out that if, as the Naiyayikas
do, you hold that the Fire-Essence is something
different from the Absence-of-hindrance in every way,
the Fire-Essence itself becomes ‘something-of the
nature-of-a-Hindrance,” because, as it is technically
expressed, the Fire-Essence is thereby admitted to be
‘receding’ (vyavartamdna) from the ‘Absence-of-hindr-
ances’, just like the said Mystic processes which are
Hindrances to the Phenomenon of Burning. And if
Firc-Essence be thus Hindrance to Burning, how can
the phenomenon of Burning arise (be produced) at all?
The Naiyayikas try to avoid this difficulty by saying that
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Fire-Essence can never be a Hindrance to Burning,
because in it there is the Prior Nonp-existence of a
Hindrance. The Jainas contend that this assertion of
the Nyaya philosophers cannot be logical. The doc-
trine of a prior Non-existence tells us only that the
Prior Non-existence of a Hindrance cannot be identi-
cal with or inherent in the nature of the Hindrance; it
does not show that the Fire-Existence which ‘recedes’
from the ‘Absence-of-Hindrances’ cannot be a Hind-
rance. It can rather be plausibly said that just as a
Hindrance to a thing is a Hindrance by ‘receding’ from
the Nature of the thing, in the same manner, Fire also

by ‘receding’ from the Absence-of-Hindrances is itself
a Hindrance. The Jainas, however, who uphold the

doctrine of the Syadvada or the theory of ‘the mani-

fold aspects of a thing’ avoid this difficulty by urging

that a thing is of a two-fold nature, inasmuch as it is

Existent or Positive in-some-respects and that conse-

quently, Fire which is of the nature of the Absence-of-

Hindrance in some respects cannot be a Hindrance in

those very respects.

In this connection, the Jainas go on showing that
if, as the Naiyayikas contend, the Absence-of-Hind-
rance be a cause of Burning, how is it that the Effect
(i.e., Burning) is not produced, when there is only one
such Hindrance, although there are then the Absence-
of-many-Hindrances? A potter is the cause (i.c., the
maker) of a pitcher; but our experience tells us that if
there be wanting one such potter (in technical language,
if there be one Hindrance) the pitcher may still be
produced because of the activity of anather potter (in
technical Janguage, because of the Absence-of-Hind-
rance). It is not the Naiyayika theory that so far as
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the effect is concerned, it is only the Absence of-the-
absence-of-one-Hindrance that holds up the Effect
(i.e., Burning); the Naiyayikas rather maintain that the
absence of each of the many Hindrances has the power
of effectuating. How is it then, the question is re-
peated, that there is no Burning although there are the
Absences of many Hindrances and if there be only one
Hindrance only? The Naiyayikas try to explain the
case by saying that a single Absence of a single
Hindrance does not produce the Effect but that all the
Absences of all the Hindrances collectively produce it.
The Jainas criticise this view by urging that in that
case no Effect can ever be produced; for, Hindrances
are so numerous in this world that it is impossible to
secure total absences of all of them. To this Jaina
criticism, the Naiyayikas reply that in order that an
Effect may be produced, complete Absences of all the
Hindrances are not necessary but the Absences of those
Hindrances only are necessary which have the Power
of preventing the Effect from emerging. The Jainas
meet this Naiyayika contention by asking: What do
you mean by “Power” here? If by Power you mean
a supersensuous power in things, then the Jaina
theory of supersensuous power in things is admitted.
1f, on the other hand, by “power™ you mean the nature
of the thing, i. e., the nature of the Hindrance itself,
then you cannot explain how while all the Hindrances
have the nature of Hindrances inherent in them, it is
only some Hindrances, which prevent the Effect from
emerging. Fire, for example is of one and the same
nature: there are no varieties of Fire. It cannot be
said accordingly that a difference among the Hind-
rances to Burning can be made by saying that while
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some of those Hindrances relate to a particular variety
of Fire others do not,

The ‘Absolute Non-existence’ (atyantibhiva) of
Hindrance is a pure Negation and as such, it cannot
be the cause of a Positive Fact. As regards the other
modes of Non-existence, the question may be asked:
Does each of these modes co-operate with Fire in
effectuating, singly or do they do so, in combination?
The Pragabhava or the Prior Non-existence of a
Hindrance cannot be said to be the cause of Burning
in as much as Fire is found to burn when there is the
Pradhvarmsabhava or the Posterior Non-existence of
the Hindrance. In the same manner, the posterior
Non-existence of a Hindrance cannot be said to be
the cause of Burning because there may be Burning
when there is the Prior Non-existence of Hindrance.
Nor can the Parasparabhava the Reciprocal Non-
existence of a Hindrance be said to the cause of
Burning; Reciprocal Non-existence is a relation bet-
ween the Hindrance and its contrary only; it shows,
for example, that When the contrary of the Hindrance,
is absent, the Hindrance is present; the Reciprocal
Non-existence does not show, however, that when the
Hindrance is present, Fire cannot be present and if
when the Hindrance to Burning is present, Fire is
also present, there is no reason why Burning would
not be produced; thus the Reciprocal Non-existence
of Hindrance cannot be looked upon as the cause of
Burning by Fire. Can those modes of Non-existence
be then the cause of Burning, in combination with
one another?. Can the Prior and the Posterior Non-
existences of Hindrances combined together, be the
cause of Burning by Fire?. They cannot be so looked
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upon; because when there is any ‘Exciting condition’
(uttambhaka) Fire causes Burning, even though the
Non-existences, Prior and Posterior, of Hindrances
are not there. And for the reasons already stated,
why the Reciprocal Non-existence of Hindrances
cannot be said to be the cause of Burning, the
combinations of the Prior Non-existence with the
Reciprocal Non-existence, of the Posterior Non-
existence with the Reciprocal Non-existence or the
combinations of all the three modes of Non-existence
cannot be said to be the cause of Burning, can it
be said however, that Prior Non-existence of
Hindrances or the Exciting conditions, when fit and
suitable, produce Burning? The Jainas urge that,
even this cannot be maintained. The relationship of
cause and effect can be said to subsist between those
phenomena only, the presence and the absence of
one of which is unconditionally followed by the
presence and the absence of the other. The causal
relationship cannot be said to subsist between the
phenomenon of Burning on the one hand and the
phenomena of the said Non-existences or Exciting
condition on the other; because, as shown ahave,
there is no such invariable and unconditional relation-
ship between them. Burning is produced sometimes
when there is the Prior Nan-existence of the
Hindrances, sometimes when there is the posterior
Non-cxistence of the Hindrances, sometimes again
when there are the Exciting conditions. This is no
invariable relationship and hence there is no causal
connection between Burning and those phenomena.
The Naiydyikas criticise this view of the Jainas by
pointing out there may be causal relationship, although
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the relationship may not be invariable. The genesis
of a scorpion may sometimes be from Cow-dung and
sometimes from a Scorpion; yet, Cowdung is as
much a good cause of Scorpion as another Scorpion.
The Jainas point out that in both Cow-dung and a
Scorpion there is a power to produce a scorpion. It
is the possession of this power, that makes the Cow-
dung and the Scorpion to be the causes of a Scorpion.
As there is no common power inherent in the
phenomena of the Non-existences, prior or posterior,
or in the Exciting condition to produce Burning, the
former do not produce the latter invariably and as
such, there cannot be any causal relationship between
them.
The Jainas thus establish their theory that the
Non-existence of Hindrances cannot be said to produce
a positive fact. The commentator points out that
these arguments apply with equal force to the
contentjon, ‘“Non-existence may be of the same nature
as a Positive fact; it may consequently be a good
cause and there is no necessity for admitting a
supersensuous power in things”.

The followers of Aksapada (i.e., the Nyidya philo-
sophers) try to set aside the Jaina theory of the Natural
power in the following way:—

What is your theory about a Hindrance? is it ‘in-
operative’ or ‘operative®? If it be ‘inoperative’ i. e. if
it does not produce any effect at all but remains
thoroughly impotent throughout, then a Horse, a Fly,
a pot etc., i.e., any thing and every thing might as sell
be called a Hindrance (to Burning). If, on the other
hand, a Hindrance, be held to be something ‘operative’,
the question is:- Does its activity consist in producing
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something or in destroying something? If the former,
does it produce in Fire, a Power opposed to its Power
of Burning or does it produce there a Phenomenon
which is different from Burning? The former cannot
be the case, as there is no evidence for it; the Non-
emergence of Burning is effected if there is the Hind-
rance; the Hindrance is not found to generate a Force
which is opposed to the Fire’s Power of burning. 1If,
on the other hand, you say that the Hindrance gives
rise, in Fire, a Phenomenon which is different from,
i.e., opposed to Burning, it comes to this then that the
Non-existence of the Hindrance would generate Burn-
ing; and thereby, you admit that a Non-existence can
be a cause; and so all your objections, just urged,
showing how none of the modes of Non-existence can
be a productive cause can be now turned against you.
Now, if you say that the function of the Hindrance is
but a ‘destructive’ one, the question is What does it
destroy, say, in Fire?
Does the Hindrance-to-Burning destroy the Power
(of the Firc to Burn) or does it destroy the Pheno-
menon (of Burning)? If a (Temporary) Hindrance is
held to destroy the Fire’s Power of Burning, hosw then,
can the Fire burn again, when the Hindrance is re-
moved? If you say that another power of Burning is
then gencrated there, we ask; To what is this genera-
tion of a fresh Power due? To something Exciting?
Or, to the Non-existence of Hindrance? Or, to the
Group of Conditions of peculiar Space, Time, ctc.? Or
to somcthing Supersensuous? Now, the first of these
four alternatives, viz., that the Power of Burning is
generated by an *Exciter’, is not maintainable; because
Fire is found to burn, only when there is the Non-
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existence of Hindrances, even though there is no ‘Ex-
citer’ there. 1f, however, the second alternative be
accepted and it be said that it is the Non-existence-of-
the Hindrances, that generates the Power, the position
practically amounts to this that the Non-existence-of-
thé-Hindrances-to-Burning gives rise to Burning; and
if so, the hypothesis of a power in Fire for the purpose
of Burning is useless. Thirdly, the Group of Condi-
tions consisting of peculiar Time, Space, Circum-
stances etc., cannot be the Cause; as it is present even
when the Hindrance exists. If, lastly, you say that
something Supersensuous generates the power of Burn- .
ing, what then, is the use of supposing farther, a
Supersensuous Power in Fire, for Burning? The Some-
thing ‘Supersensuous’ is what burns and no intervention
of a Power is necessary. Hence it is not reasonable
to suppose that the destructive function of the Hind-
rance consists in destroying the Power inherent in Fire.
In the same way, it may be shown that the destructive
function of the Hindrance cannot said to consist in des-
troying the phenomenon of Burping. The Naiyayikas
thus show that the Jainas who maintain the theory of
a Supersensuous Power in a thing for the peculiar
functioning of the thing, cannot consistently explain
the nature and operation of a Hindrance to the said
functioning of the thing.

To the above criticism of their theory of the
inherent Natural Power in things for functioning, by
the followers of Aksapada, the Jainas reply by
asserting that the function of the Hindrance consists
in destroying that Natural Power and that the other
possible functions of a Hindrance, as conceived and
criticised by the Naiydyikas in the above paragraph
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need not be answered. When a Hindrance destroys
the Natural power in Fire to burn, the Fire, helped
by another Power inherent in it regenerates it when the
Hindrance is removed and the Fire is found is burn
again. The Naiydyikas object to this contention of
the Jainas by asking: Where the Hindrance is present
does this ‘another Power’ exist or not? If it does not,
how is it generated? If you say that this ‘another
power’ is generated by Fire, helped by still ‘another
power’ inherent in it, the position obviously leads to
" Infinite Regression. If, on the otherhand, the Jainas
say that the said ‘another Power’ exists when the
Hindrance is present, then they must hold that
‘another power’ generates the Power of Burning at
the time also when the Hindrance-to-Burning is actu-
ally present, a clearly inconsistent position.

The Jainas reply to this criticism by asserting
that at the time when the Hindrance is present, this
‘another power’ (which regenerates the power of
Burning in Fire when the Hindrance is removed) does
exist and does generate the power of Burning in Fire
even then, but the actual Burning is not there, because
the Power of Burning which is generated then by
that ‘another power’ is being destroyed by the
Hindrance as soon as that power of Burning is being
generated. When the Hindrance is removed, however,
the Power of Burning which is generated in Fire by
the said ‘another power” inherent in Fire is no longer
destroyed and the phenomenon of Burning results and
becomes manifest.

Thus the Jaina doctrine of a Natural Power in
things for their respective functionings, and for the
matter of that a Natural Power in a Word to signify
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its corresponding Object, is established. It cannot be-
contended that if a Natural Force is admitted in a
Word, it alone is competent to express the Object
and the Applied meaning (samaya) is useless. The
Applied Force is useful in a subsidiary way, just as,
although a Shoot arises from a Seed, Water, Soil etc.,
are also necessary for its origination. It is said that
if a Word be supposed to have a Natural Force,
it cannot have different meanings; the Word, ‘caura’,
for instance which means a ‘thief” is understood by
the people of the south to mean ‘food*; such differences
in the meaning of a Word, it is contended, show that
a Word cannot have a Natural Force. The Jainas
criticise this position by pointing out that all Words
have the Power of signifying all Objects: that the
particular significance of a Word is determined by the
particular conditions, prevailing in a country, which
conditions thus attach what we call the Applied Force
or the Acquired Meaning of the word.

The Saugatas (Buddhists) object to the Jaina doc-
trine that a Word signifies its Object by means of its
Natural and Acquired forces and they argue in the
following way :—

‘What is the nature of the Object, alleged to be
signified by a Word? Is it a Generality, ie., a Class-
essence 7 Or, a Particularity, i.e., the Individual? Or, is
it of the nature of both Generality and Particularily?
The first cannot be the case; for a Generality or Class-
essence having no ‘productive potence’ has no existence
and is as unreal as a Sky-lotus. The second also can-
not be the case; for Individuality consists in the strictest
form of Particularity; such an absolutely particular
cannot be the matter of conception and hence cannot
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be signified by a Word Even 1f such a strict Individual
can be embodied 1 language, 1t 1s clear that a Word
1s useless when 1t 1s used, because 1t cannot be said to
express, at the time when the Word 1s used, the same
Individual Object which 1t signified when 1t was formed
for the first time  As regards the third case, 1t may
be asked Does the Word sigmfy the Generality and
the Individuality in their exclusiveness or in theirr
1dentity? You cannot hold the first alternative posi-
tion for the reasons, just stated The second position
1s not maintamable, as generahty and Individuality
-contradict each other and cannot be identified The
Buddhist conclusion 1s that a Word cannot have any
Object for sigmifymg 1t An Idea 1s specially Particular
and 1s strictly different from all other Ideas This
Individual Idea which 1s strictly Particular and purely
subjective, 15 ‘externahised’ and ‘generalised’ owing to
the faculty of Conception This conceptionalised Idea
makes the really different Objects one, 1t 15 the one
cause of the really different Objects being understood
as one, and 1t consists m an 1dea of really different
Objects being understood as one An Idea, thus
‘externalised’ and ‘generalised’, when embaodied in langu-
age 1s a Word When a Word 1s heard 1t Generates
in the mind of the hearer an Idea stmilar to a previous
Idea A Word 1s called, ‘Apoha’ by the Buddhists
‘because 1t ‘excludes’ (apola) the Idea which 1s different
(vipartta-akira) from its own (svakdra) There 1s thus
no real counterpart of a Word, there 1s no real Signt-
fier ((@caka) and no real Signified (vacya) The rela-
tionship between the Sigmfier and the Sigmified 1s really
onc of causation mn the conceptual Apoha tsell
It 15 the subjectine concept which 1s the Word on
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the one hand and when externalised, is its so-called
Object.
As indicated before, the Jainas are upholders of
the doctrine that a thing is constituted of both
Generality and Individuality, the two constituents be-
ing identified in some respects; hence according to
them a Word which signifies an Object has also two
aspects, one the General and the other the Particular.
The Buddhists contend, as we have seen, that a Word
cannot express a real Object. In refutation of this
view of the Buddhists, the Jaina commentdtor quotes.
from a Buddhist thinker himself ‘“Whatever is the
object of a Concept (vikalpa) is the object of (ie.,
signified by) a Word>. This shows that a Word does.
not stand for Concept but that it directly expresses the
corresponding Object. And even, if it be assumed
(though not admitted by the Jainas) that Word has no
direct connecfion with Reality, still it is 2 Pramana
(i.e., a valid source of knowledge) like Anumana. It
may be contended by the Buddhists that Anumana is a
Pramana because it is in touch with Reality mediately
after all, though not immediately. ‘The Jainas uphold
the Pramanahood of a Word (sabda) by pointing out
that the very same thing may be said about the ‘Sabda’
as well. The Buddhists urge that the difficulty in the
way of accepting Sabda as a source of valid knowledge
is that Words, expressing events of the past or of the
future or expressing such imaginary objects as a sky-
lotus, are clearly out of touch with the matters of
experience, as they are. The Jainas reply that this is
not a ground for rejecting $abda as a Pramina. In
the case of Anumina also, we have many syllogistic
arguments, such as *“there was rain because the moun-
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tain streams are found to be swift”, “The Bharani-
.constellation will arise, because the Revati-constellation
is found to rise”. There are no horns in an ass;
because such a phenomenon is opposed to all mannérs
of experience”, in which the subject-matters of the
Inferences are not existing at the time of reasoning;
but inspite of this, Anumana as a form of valid know-
ledge is never challenged by the Buddhists themselves.
The Buddhists complain that if Words be accepted as
a source of correct and dependable knowledge many
assertions of cheats and deceivers are to be admitted
to be true. The Jainas in reply to this contention of
the Buddhists point out that we have many arguments,
e.g., “This is real; because it can be enquired into”
which are admittedly specious; but that Anumana as
.a mode of valid knowledge is not to be rejected on
that account. The Buddhists of course defend the
validity of Anumaina as a form of knowledge by point-
ing out that we have the means for finding out the
invalidity of an Anumaina, where it is invalid; in the
syllogistic argumemt given above, we can at once say
that it is incorrect, because the Hetu or the Reason
{capability of ing enguired o) is invalid inas
much as it does not stand the test of the Vipaksasattva
(Non-existence-in-the-Dissimilar-Abodes). (The plain
meaning is that the argument is easily judged to be
invalid because it is not a fact that something which
is unreal cannot be enquired into). The Jainas defend
the Pramina-hood of Sabda by applying the similar
line of argument. They point out that as in the case of
the Anumina, exactly so in the case of the Sabda, we
have the means of finding out the unreliability of the
Words, which come from cheats and deceivers. Where,
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for example, the assertions are the assertions of a
cheat or a deceiver, we can detect the unreliable
character of these statements; we can say, “These
assertions are not Agama or Authoritative; because
they do not bear the mark of authoritative assertions.”
Some of the Buddhists object to this line of the Jaina
argument by contending that it is not possible to
determine whether the Words, heard on an Occasion
come from an Authoritative person or not. The
Jainas ask: Why should it be so? Do you mean to say
that there is no person at all who is reliable? Or, that
even if there be reliable persons, it is impossible for
us to know that they are reliable? Or, that even if they
are known, they remain silent? Or, that even if they
speak truly their Words would be unintelligible to us?
Well, these are worthless arguments; all persons, as
a matter of fact do distinguish the instructions of their
mothers, fathers, brothers, sons, preceptors, sainfs,
from the words of the sophists and follow the former
while rejecting the latter; which shows that as a matter
of fact and practice, all persons know how to distinguish
Authoritative sayings from the assertions of cheats
and deceivers.

Some thinkers of the Buddhist School contend
that the knowledge about an object which we derive
from hearing 2 Word involves Reasoning. It is said,
“That person is understood to have the Intention of
signifying a tree; because he has used the word,
“Tree’; like myself, on previous occasions”. After
this Intention isinferred, the further Reasoning follows;
“This Intention is true; because it is the Intention of
a reliable person; like the Intention of mine”. It is
contended that the knowledge of an object arising
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from one’s Words is thus mediate, involving, as it
does, an Inference about the Intention of the
person using the Words and the further Inference that
that Intention of his is true. The Jainas point out
that this Argument of the Buddhists is similar to the
Vaiesika contention and is set aside by the Jaina
criticism of the Inferential theory of the Word,
advanced by the Vaisesikas. In further criticism of the
Buddhist theory, the Jainas ask: Does the Inference
about the Intention, described in the arguments above
arise when the Word ‘Tree’ is used to signify a Tree
or when it is used otherwise? The second position is
not maintainable, because when a person uses the
Word, ‘Tree’ with reference to a ‘Room’ or when a
mad or a dreaming person uses the word, we cannot
say that the said Inference about the said Intention of
the person is made by us. If, then, the Buddists are
to maintain the first, alternative position that a Word
is judged to signify its corresponding Object only when
it 15 used in reference to its corresponding Object and
that, mediately through an Inference about the Person’s
Intention, it may be pointed out that there would be
no harm if 2 Word is said 1o signify its Object divectly
by its own force. ““A Word is not afraid of its Object.”
One advantage of the Jaina theory of the Power in a
Word to express its Object directly is that it dispenses
with the chain of mediation which is never consciously
perceived,

The Jainas next take up for consideration the
Buddhist theory that a Word is but an idea embodicd
in language, an Idea which though it stands for a
strictly individual Object of a particular time only,
nevertheless is conceptualised and thus represents 2
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number of Objects (which are in reality strictly dif-
ferent each from the other) as one and the same. The
Jainas ask: What do you mean by this One-ness or
Sameness of Objects? One-ness which is the alleged
object by the Idea (and for the matter of that of a
Word) cannot mean Identity; for, although the Word,
Pot, stands for a Cap, a Glass, a Plate etc., we never
say that the Object signified by the Word, Pot, are all
identical; we have particular Ideas for particular
Objects. Nor can the One-ness mean ‘not-two-ness’
(i.e., Non-difference). “Non-difference” in Objects
means either that those Objects are the modifications
of one and the same substance or that each of those
Objects is absolutely different from the Objects other
than it. By ‘one-ness’ the Buddhists cannot mean the
first position because they repudiate the theory that
objects may be the modifications of one and the same
substance. Then again the fact that an object is abso-
Iutely different from all other objects does not refer
to any positive real content in an object which can be
the Object of an Idea. Besides, what is this fact of an
object being absolutely different from all other objects;
the fact, that is, of ‘Retrogression-from-others’? If
‘Retrogression-from-others” means that all objects are
absolutely different from all objects, then the position
comes to this that there remains no difference in the
objects; for, all of them have the one and the same
characteristic. If, on the other hand, ‘Retrogression-
from-others’ means that a thing is different from the
things of a different class, the position involves the
fallacy of the ‘Mutual Dependence’ (] parasparasrayatva).
That a thing is different from the things of a different
class implies that it belongs to its own class; and a
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thing’s belonging to 1ts own class agamn mmplies that
1t 1s different from the things of a different class

It 15 thus that the Buddhists cannot support their
theory that an Idea (and for the matter of that, a Word)
which 15 strictly particular according to them, stands
for a number of objects making them one For, then,
objects cannot be said to be Identical Nor can they
be said to be modifications of one and the same
substance Nor, lastly, can the Idea or the Word be
said to have for 1ts Object the fact of a thing’s ‘Retro-
gression-from-others’

It 15 1n the same manner that the other contentions
of the Buddhists viz, that the Conceptualised Idea 1s
the one cause of the really different Objects bemng
understood as one and that it consists mn an Idea of
really different Objects being understood as one, are
to be set aside

In criticism of the Buddhist contentton, 1t may
be ashed  If the Object signified by a Word, 15 nothing
but a subjective 1dea, how 1s 1t that a person ‘tends
towards’ (pravrit) 1t, as something external to him?
The Buddhists may reply that this ‘tendency’ 1s due
to one’s apprehending an Object in the act of Apprchen-
ston 1tsclf, where there 1s no real Object at all What
then, 1s this ‘apprehension of an Object’? According
to the Buddhusts, it consists in falsely apprehending
an Object, where 1t 1s not  To this, the obvious Jamna
objection 1s that an ‘apprchension® 1s possible only
when there 1s an Object for 1t, so that +f our ‘apprehen-
sion” of an Object 1s to consist 1n apprchending an
Obyect where there 1s no Object at all, such an ‘appre-
henaon® 1s impossible  On the other hand, f the
Object of our *apprchension® 1s unrcal, how 15 1t that
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we direct our ‘purposive’ activity towards it? Certainly
one who wants to burn something or to cook his meals
would not go towards something which is in reality
no Fire at all, but to which the properties of Fire are
falsely attributed. The Buddhists point out that it is
by mistake that we direct our ‘purposive activity’
towards the Objects of our ‘apprehension’, just as
persons wanting to get Silver tend towards Oyster-
shells which look like Silver but which are not Silver
at all. The Jainas urge that this theory of the Buddhists
is wrong. If all our ‘tendencies’ towards Objects are
mistaken, if there are no real Objects as the Objects of
our efforts, how do we have the feelings of satisfaction,
the feelings, namely, that ‘we have gained or attained
the Objects’? The Buddhist contention that the Object,
signified by a Word, is nothing more than a subjective
Idea and has no real existence outside the mind, is
thus unsupportable.

Lastly, the Jainas criticise the Buddhist doctrine
that the relationship of the Signifier and the Signified
between a2 Word and its Object is essentially a rela-
“tionship of Cause and Effect. If you say that a Word
must signify the Object, because the Word is the cause
of the Object, the position becomes anomalous in
various ways. A Word when heard causes a peculiar
(auditory) sensation in us. But nobody would say
that because the Word causes that pecuilar auricular
sensation, it signified that Sensation. Then, again, the
‘absolute Individuality’ (svalaksana) causes its Idea
in us, though mediately, just as a Word is said to cause

that Idea. If then the Word is the Signifier (vdcaka)
of the Idea because the Word causes that Idea, will
one be justified in saying that ‘the absolute Individu-
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ally, (svalaksana, which 1s the objective content of the
Idea, according to Buddhists) 1s the Signifier (v@caka)
of the Idea, on the ground that the Svalaksana causes.
that Idea, though but mediately? To hold that the
relationship between a Word and its Object 1s but a
relationship of Cause and Effect 1s practically to make
the relationship of Signifier (v@caka) and Signified
(vd@cya) mapphcable 1n the manner we apply 1t

Hence 1t 15 but correct to hold with the Janas
that a Word generates 1 us a knowledge about an
Object, which has both a General and a Particular
aspect

AETAFTRAFERS TarATET NATaTAIS AR
T EENEmEgEE: 0o gR N
artha-prakasakatvam asya svabhavikam pradipavad

yatharthatvayatharthatve punah purusa-guna-dosav
anusaratah 1 121

TRANSLATION  Its Natural Function 1s, ike Light
to reveal Objects, but whether the revelation 1s correct
or not, depends on the competency or the incomptency
of man

CovMENTARY The Natural Force of a Word
consists 1n its power of expressing an Object In this
respect, 1t 1s simular to Light which also reveals an object
A Light, when Iit, reveals all Objects near to 1t, no
matter whether they arc good or bad, just so, does a
Word, when uttered by a speaker produce 1n the minds
of the hearers, an Idea of an Object, no matter whether
it 1s real or false, consistent or inconsistent, useful or
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useless, known-for-certain or Yet-to-be-ascertained.
This much is the Natural Force or Function of 2 Word.
But the difference between a word and a light lies in
this that whereas the revelation of an Object through
a Word is dependent on the knowledge (vyutpatti) of
significance (samketa) of the Word, the revelation of
an Object by a Light!is not so dependent on anything

else,

l

Whether a Word correctIy represents reality, as
it is or whether it presents before us something vnreal
is, however, dependent on the fact whether the speaker
is truthful and pure in charactér or a false and deceitful
person. Truth or falsity of a: Word thus follows the
goodness or the faultiness respectively of the character
of its speaker. If a speaker is possessed of Right Faith
and is pure in character and conduct, his hearers would
get from his words ideas of reality exactly as it is; the
Words of a person who is not so, would not yield
such knowledge of reality.

If it be contended that the Natural Function of
a Word is to express whether its Object is Real or
Unreal (and not simply to express an Object no matter
whether it is Real or Unreal), the difficulty would be
that in that case there would be no reason why the
words of a cheat would be unreliable while those of
a good man would be reliable. Generosity etc., are
the good qualities in a man while Envy etc., are the
Jaults in him. The followers of Jaimin1 maintain that
the reliability of Words does not depend on the good
qualities (gunas) of the speaker. (The meaning is All
Words, by themselves express truths; Words are not
true because their speakers are good persons. Hence
Words are Pramiinas or Sources of correct knowledge,
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unless their truthfulness is affected by the faults of the
speaker). In criticism of this theory the Jainas ask:
If Words are true in and by themselves and if good-
ness in the speaker has nothing to do with their Pra-
mana-hood, may it not be contended that faults in the
speaker cannot similarly make the Words Apramana
or unreliable? The fact is, as the Jainas point out,
that Words signify objects, no matter whether the
Objects are Real or Unreal. It is goodness in the
speaker that makes his words Pramana and it is badness
in him that makes his words Apramina. To say, as
the érotriyas do, that Words in and by themselves
express truths, that faults in the speaker, however,
make the Words Apramana, that goodness in the
speaker does not make Words Pramiana but only

mitigates or suppresses the faults of the speaker is a
weak and inconsistent position.

g watiE frfdarat v tagam: qaawg-
agassft w g3 n

sarvatrayam dhvanir vidhi-nisedhabhyam svirtham
abhidadhanall saptabhangim anugacchati 1 131

TRANSLATION In all cases a Word in expressing
its Object follows the Law of Sevenfold predication
by its affirmation and negation.

COMMENTARY: According to the principle of the
Jaina philosophy, a Thing is not confincd to onc aspect
only but has many aspects (anehanta). Thus in some
sense, it is caistent; in some sense, again it is non-
existent. Similarly, viewed from one standpoint, a
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thing is eternal but viewed from another, it is im-
permanent. As a matter of fact seven such aspects
may be found out in a thing from seven viewpoints.
Now, Word is but a counterpart of the thing and like
those in the Thing, a Word also has seven aspects, 5o
far as its manners of expressing it are concerned.

o agansaHEgatEaaEds et
g fafafrdaa: sommn sarmalga: awm
JEETER: EAFT 10 oY -

ekatra vastuny ekatkadharma-paryanuyogavasid-
avirodhena vyastayoh samastayos ca vidhi-nisedhayoh
kalpanaya  syat-karankitah  saptadha  vik-prayogah
Saptabhangi + 14t

TRANSLATION: The law of Sevenfold Predication
consists in using seven sorts of expression, regarding
one and the same thing with reference to its particular
aspects, one by one, without any inconsistency, by
means of affirmation and negation, made either
separately or together, all these seven expressions
being marked with ‘in some respects’ (syar).

COMMENTARY: This is 2 description of the celeb-
rated doctrine of the Sapta-Bhangl or the Law of
Sevenfold Predication,  Analysing the description
given above, we can thus find out the nature and con-
ditions of the Sapta-Bhangl.

1. The Seven Predications are to be made regard-
ing one and the same Thing, e.g., Jiva or Animal. The
Words, ‘one and the same thing’ prevent the predica-
tions being ‘a hundred-fold’ (i.e., many-fold) one,
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things in the world being so many, hundreds and
hundreds, in number.
. 2. The Seven Predications are to be made not
only with regard to one and the same thing but with
reference to ‘one’ only of its various attributes, e.g.,
Existence. Seven propositions, indicating seven dif-
ferent attributes of a Thing do not constitute the Sapta
Bhanga. Attributes, as aspects of a thing, are infinite
in number. If one of such attributes or aspects be
taken into consideration, we shall see that Seven
Predications or Statements can be made with reference
to it. It is thus that a predication is said to be seven-
fold and not Infinite-fold. Of course, if it is contended
that the attributes or aspects of a thing are infinite in
number and that with reference to each one of these
attributes and aspects, seven predications can be made
and that consequently, Predication may be Infinitely-
seven-fold, well, the Jaina Philosophers have no
objection to that position.

3. Each of these Predications must be based on
principles of ‘affirmation’ and ‘negation’.

4. That Seven Predications must be made in

such a way that none of them be inconsistent with the
facts of Perception etc.

5. Each of these statements must be marked
with the expressions, ‘in some respects™.

Tog-TaTEEas a4 tafa Sfveeaaar o
A Mg

tad yatha, syad asty eva sarvam iti vidhi-kalpanaya
prathamo bhangalt 1151
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TRANSLATION: It is in this way, in some respects
everything in existent. The first Predication consists
in such an affirmative statement.

CoMMENTARY: The expression, ‘in some respects’,
means in respect of its own Substance, Place, Time
and Modification and not in respect of the Substance,
Place, Time and Modification of other things. Thus,
when we say that a Pitcher exists, we mean that in
some respects only it exists. For example, the Pitcher
exists as a solid Substance (made of clay) and not as a
liquid substance (consisting in Water); it Place (say)
Kanyakulja; it exists at the Time (say) of winter and
not at the Time (say) of Spring; it exists Appearing
(say) as a black thing and not Appearing (say) as a red
thing. The words, ‘in some respects’, thus give a definite
content and character to the Thing under considera-
tion and prevent it from having the content and
<character of other things and thereby losing its own
definite and determinate seff, "

This Bhafiga or predication yields the knowledge
of a thing as it is distinguished from things which are
other than it and which are not intended to be meant
by it. This predication thus indicates the definite and
the determinate nature of the- thing; without this
predication, the definite nature of the thing would not
be stated at all; without this predication any statement
regarding the thing would be as good as no statement
at all, .

If the words “in Some respects’ were omitted and
if it were simply stated the pitcher exists, it is clear
that its Existence would be identical with the Existence
of a pillar etc., so that the pitcher would have no
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defimte character attributable to 1t alone The words
“n some respects’ indicate 1n what defimte way and
manner the pitcher exists, these words state that the
pitcher exists with respect to its own substance and
not with respect to the Substance etc, of other things
Thus if a statement regarding the nature of a thing 1s
to have a real meanmg, an intelligent man should
always understand 1t in such a limuted sense, even

though the words ‘mn some respects’ do not occur m
1t

YR aatata Mouwermr =m: o ogg n

syan nasty eva sanvam it misedha-kalpanaya dvi-
tiyah 1 161

TRANSLATION In some respects, everything 1s
Non-existent The second Predication consists in such
a negative statement

COMMENTARY A thing 15 never intended to be
non-existent 1n respect of its own Substance etc  But
1t cannot be said that the thing 1s not intended to be
Non-¢xistent 1 respect of the Substance of other
things, for, that would be depriving the thing of its
own defimte and determinate nature

Thinkers who fix upon the Existential aspect of a
thing as 1ts only aspect are not justified in contending
that the Non-existential aspect of thing 1s not proved
Reasoming will show that a thing 15 Non-existent 1n
some respects  That a thing has a Non-existential
aspect besides the Existential 1s practically admutted
when 1t 15 said that the Reason or the Hetu in a
syllomsm had the charactenstic of the Vipaksisattva
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(Non-existence-in-the Dissimilar-Abode.) It may be
contended that the Non-existence-in-the-Dissimilar-
Abodes is not a separate characteristic of the Mark;
it means the same thing as the Existence in-the-Abaode.
In other words, it is contended that the fact that Reason
exists when the Proven exists is identical (only other-
wise stated) with the fact.that when the Proven does
not ‘exist, the Reason does not exist. There cannot be
any aspect viz., the Non-existential over and above the
Existential. The Existential is the aspect which we
have; it is impossible for us to have what is Non-
existencial in a thing. The Non existential opposes
the existential. We cannot have the Non-existential
as an invariable associate of the existential in one and
the sime thing. We have never the impression that
a thing, i.c., the nature of a thing is Existent as well
as Non-existent. It is accordingly contended that the
Non-existential aspect of a thing is nothing other than
the Existential aspect. The Jainas oppose this view by
saying that to identify Existence with Non-existence
would be denying the three-fold characteristics of a
Valid Hetu; for, the Vipaksasattva, which is admittedly
one of the three characteristics of a Hetu would in that
case lose all its meaning and real utility. If Existence
and Nan-existence mean the same thing. no ope would
‘tend towards’ or ‘recede from® a thing. A real thing
which one ‘tends toward’ or ‘recedes from’ is not duc
simply to the extension of its Non-existence: nor is
Non-existence due simply to the exclusion of the
Existence of the thing. The existential and the Non-
existenital are thus different aspects in a thing, although
they are so connected that one is impossible without

the other,
13
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Just as Existence and Non-existence are two
different and real aspects in a thing, as shown above,
the other five, viz, Simultaneous Existence and Non-
existence, Successive Existence and Non-existence etc ,
which will be shortly described, are to be understood
as separate aspects of the thing

Tneeds  aavaaRta waa  fafufeaseear
FaE: 1o

sydd asty eva syan nasty eva i kiamato vidhi-
mgedha-kalpanaya titiyah 1 17§

TRANSLATION In some respects everything is
Existent, m some respects 1t 1s Non-existent The
third Predication consists i such affirmative and
negative statements, made one after the other

COMMENTARY  Everything 1s Existent with regard
to 1ts own Substance etc It 1s Non-existent with
regard to the Substance etc, of other things The
third Predication consists 1n making statements, viz,
that Everything e g, the Pitcher exists and that Every-
thing, € g , the Pitcher does not exist, one after the other

EaweaRaty grafglafdaserrar ag4.
ngs i

syad avaktaryam eveti yugapad vidlu-msedha-hal-
panayd caturthal Y 181

TRANSLATION  In some rtespects, cverything 1s
Inexpressible  The fourth Predication consists 1n such
affirmatne and negative statements made simula-
taneously
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CoMMENTARY: Here the thing is called Inexpres-
sible. It is evident that if we consider a thing to be
Existent and Non-existent at the same time, the thing
becomes incapable of being expressed in words, as no
word can signify both Existence and Non-existence
at the same time. If we call the thing, ‘existent’, well,
this word is not competent to signify both the attributes
viz., ‘existence’ and ‘non-existence’; for, the word
‘existent” cannot signify ‘non-existence’. If on the
other hand, we call the thing ‘non-existent’, it 1s clear
that this word is incompetent to signify both these
attributes as the word, ‘non-existent’ cannot signify
‘existence’. It is thus that if existence and non-existence
be simultaneously attributed to a thing, it becomes
incapable of being expressed in words.

Some thinkers choose to make this predication
the third and the third, already described, the fourth.

This is immaterial.

,?z'trav!&a wigaweanafa  fafuwegaar gmfe-

fufmiusermar s as=w: 11 g n
" syad ('m'y eva syad avaktavyam eveti vidhi-kalpanaya
yugapad vidhi-nisedha-kalpanay ca paficamale 1191

TRANSLATION: In some respects, everything is
Existent, in some respects, everything is Inexpressible.
The fifth predication consists in an affirmative state-
ment together with a combined affirmative and negative
statements made simultaneously.

COMMENTARY: A thing is Existent with reference
to its own Substance etc., as already shown and it is
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Inexpressible when Existence and Non-existence are
simultaneously attributed to 1t  The fifth mode of
Predication consists 1 stating that a thing 1s Existent
and that 1t 1s Inexpressible

A wEawanat  frduseraan gafy
fufmuseaaar 5 a%. 11 R0 1

syan nasty eva syad makimvyam eveti misedha-
kalpanaya yugapad-vidhi-misedha-kalpanaya ca
sasthalt 120 1

TRANSLATION In some respects, everythmng i1s
Non-existent, 1n some respect, evervtlung 1s Inexpres-
sible  The sixth Predication consists in a negative
statement together with a combined affirmative and
negative statements, made simultaneously

COMMENTARY A thing 1s Non-existent with refer-
ence to the Substance etc, of other things, as already
shown and 1t 1s Inexpressible when Existence and Non-
existence are simultaneously attributed to it The
sixth mode of Predication consists i stating that a
thing 1s Non-existent and that 1t 1s Inexpressible

TREEAT WA Wigawaanafa waar fafa
Fraumerar guatgfufaduseaar o ama: nog o

syad asty eva svan nasty eya syad avaktaviam een
Aramate vidh-misedha-halpanay @ 3 ugpad-vidiu-nisedha-
halpanay@ ca saptamah '+ 211

TrANSLATION  In some respects everythung s
Existent  1n some respects, everything 1s Non-cxistent.
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in some respects, everything is Inexpressible. The
seventh Predication consists in an affirmative and a
negative statements, made one after the other together
with a combined affirmative and negative statements
made simultaneously.

COMMENTARY: A thing is Existent with reference
to its own Substance etc., and is Non-existent with
reference to the Substance etc., of other things; it is
Inexpressible when Existence and Non-existence are
attributed to it simultaneously. The seventh mode of
Predication consists in pointing these out,

3

fafumam or =i s g g} u

vidhi-pradhana eva dhvanir iti na sadhufy | 22 1

TRANSLATION: The view that a Word is mainly
affirmative is not correct.

CoMMENTARY: Here, again, some one-sided views
are sought to be criticised in light of the Law of Seven-
fold Predication.

fageemiy aemasfafayas: w3

ni,sédlms,w?pi rasmad apratipatti-prasakrely 1231

TransLATION: For, then it would be unable to
express Negation,

‘ComMmrNTARY: This Stitra gives the reason for
what is stated in Siitra 22, above.
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AATHTFAAT cafrEanfias geawarg 0 Ry n

apradhanyenana dinams tam abludhatte ity apy
asdatam | 24|

TRANSLATION  The view that a Word expresses
Negation ndirectly 1s also unsubstantial

CovMENTARY  The reason 1s given below

zafasm faerdfmmarimafareannaanga-
9 10 Ry N
kvacir kadacir kathament  pradhanyenapran-pan-
nasyapradhanyanupapatteh 125 1

TRANSLATION  Because 1t 1n 1ts indirectness can-
not be concerved, unless 1t i1s somewhere, sometime
and somehow percerved n 1ts directness

CoMMENTARY  [f a phenomenon (e g, Negation)
be never percerved n its directness, if it remamns
always indirect, 1t must be said to be unknown and
unknowable Regarding such a phenomenon, 1t 1s not
even correct to say that 1t 1s indirectly understood, for,
we have never known 1ts true nature at all

The view, described and criticised 1n Siitras, 22-25,
1s the view held by persons according to whom, the
proposition embodied 1n the first predication 1s true
absolutely and not, in some respects only

fARuSIA O 5137 §Eafq QI aTEaEas HRE 1
msedha-pradhina eva sabda 1y apr pragukta-my ayad
apastam 1261
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¢ TrANSLATION: For the same reason the view
that Word is mainly negative is also unsound.

CoMMENTARY: The view that a Word is essentially
negative in significance, is held by those according to
whom the proposition embodied in the second Predica-
tion is true absolutely and not in some respects only.

FAGAATHH qarafaafy 5 aefm: u e 0

kramad ubhaya-pradhana evayam ity apina
: sadhiyah 1271t
. TRANSLATION: The view that both (Affirmation
and Negation) predominate in a Word, one after the
other is also not good.

COMMENTARY: The view, referred to, is the view
of the absolutists in connection with the third predica-
tion,

. wem fafufmaraa e waEaT -
: FE 1 3s o

7= -

_ P ~
yaiara-pr (4) rasya-

7,

asya vidhi-ni;
py abadhyaménatvar 1281

TRANSLATION: For, the fact that either one of
affirmation or negation predominates in a Word is not
Opposed to experience.

COMMENTARY: WE¢ all know that Words are
sometimes mainly positive and sometimes mainly
negative in their significance. Hence we cannot make
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a statement that all Words are firstly positive and then
negative or vice versa. ’

gafgfufrduerisdeaaras gamwt sfaast 7
HEEH 1R 1
yugapad-vidhi-nisedhatmano’rthasyavacaka evasau
iti vaco na caturasram 1291

TrRANSLATION: Nor is the view reasonable, that a
Word does not (i.e., cannot) signify an Object which has
simultaneously both a positive and a negative nature.

CoMMENTARY: The view referred to in this apho-
risen is the view of those absolutists according to
whom, the proposition of the fourth Predication is
absolutely true and not true in some respects only.

ACATIHATERATAAT=AALET 11 30 1
tasyavaktavya-sabdenapy avacyatva-prasamgat 1 30 |

TRANSLATION: * For, a thing cannot be fully
described even though the thing is, referred to by the
term lInexpressible.

COMMENTARY: This is the reason for the criticism
applied to the absolutist contention regarding the
fourth Predication.

facaraisdT ara®: AYATREAT ZAIEATHE YT
¥ gAFEsiT AETa: 1t 3¢ N

vidhyatmano'rthasya vacakal sann ubhayatmano
yugapad avacaka eva sa ity ekiinto’pi naikantalt v 311
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TRANSLATION: Also the one-sided view is not
attractive, that while a Word signifies an Object which
has a positive nature, it cannot signify the Object
because:the Object has both (a positive and a negative)
nature simultaneously, , .

CoMMENTARY: This relates to the absolutist view
regarding the fifth Predication.

fAEaTRT: 88 gARTTAIGET FraTeATAraEATr-
afy gezen sATEEETE 1t 3% 1)

nisedhatmanah saha dvayatmanas carthasya vica-
karvavacakarvablyam - api sabdasya ,
pratiyamanatvat | 3; |

)
i

TRANSLATION: ‘Because it is a matter of experi-
ence, that while a Word signifies a negative pheno-
menon, it does signify the phenomenon which has
both a positive and a negative nature.

COMMENTARY: This is the reason for the criti-
cism.

fraurnAlsdey  @raw: GRS qA9IEEE
varafracae § WoiEE 033 N
. nisedhatnana'rthasya vacakah sann wbhayamiano
yugapad-avacaka evayam ity api avadhirapanrna rama-
myam 1331
TRANSLATION:  Unattractive also is the view that

while a Word signifies an Object which has a negative
nature it cannot signify the Object because the Object
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has both (a positive and a negative) nature simulta-
neously. '

CoMMENTARY: This ‘relates to the absolutist
theory about the sixth Predication.

gaanfy g3gE 1 3w N

itarathapi savitvedandr | 34 |
\
TRANSLATION: Because it is known to do other-
wise also.

COMMENTARY: The reason for the criticism is
that our experience tells us that the function of a Word
is not so limited as contended in Sttra, 33. A Word
is known also to signify Objects having an affirmative
nature, a dual naturc and so on, as pointed out in the
various Predications.

FHAATFATWORAATEE] AT qIaEErassT
eafaataan gaafa f{=ar 13y o

kramakraméabhyam ubhaya-svabhavasya bhavasya
vicakas caviacakas ca dlivanir nanyatha ity api
mithya 35

TraNSLATION: Even the theory is wrong that
while a Word does nothing but expresses an Object
which has successively the dual natures (viz., the posi-
tive and the negative), it is unable to express the Object
because it has the same two natures simultancously
also.



Prawidpa-naya-tath élokalaikaral: 1V. 36,37, 347

CoOMMENTARY: This is the wrong theory about
the function of a Word, based on an absolutist concep-
tion of the seventh Predncanon

fafwarfzsmmamﬁz aw srﬁra' LECRT
vidhimatradi-pradhanatayapi rasya prasiddhel 1 36 1

“ CEY K ) B 0
TrRANSLATION: For, a Word is also known to be
mainly affirmative and so on.’
i l oy i
CoMMENTARY: This is the reason why the seventh
absolutist :theory about the significance of a Word is
also not acceptable. K 4
The Jaina view is that just as an Object has seven
aspects, the Word corresponding to it has.also seven
indications, each signifying one of the' said seven
aspects of the Object. ...+ -,

uFs aegfa- faa;wmaﬁrﬁ:wmmﬂuaﬁgwam
a?w;ftsmmaaﬂaa mwg’ﬁ'a %afa ] f:rmr:r N3l

ekatra vastuni vidlityamé ..s:d/:, i ta-dhar-
nmbhyupagmnelmnmvm—l;hang: -prasamgad asamgataiva
saptabhangiti cetasi na nidheyam 1371

TRANSLATION: 1t should never be thought in
mind that the theory of the Sevenfold Predication is
not satisfactory on the ground that there may be an
infinite number of aspects, positive and negative, of
one and the same thing and that there may be made an
infinite number of Predications, regarding the thing

accordingly.

0
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"COMMENTARY: The above objecnon js set aside
below. . )

ﬁi‘aﬁwmxﬁam sfqaaiy a@mmﬁa
3 TEIAFAT GHEIE 1 35 1

vidhi-nisedha-prakarapeksayt prati-paryayam  va-
stuny anamanam eva saptabhangindm sambhavat ¥ 38 1

TrANsLATION: Although regarding a thing, an
infinite number of Predications may be made, there
can be only seven Predications consisting in various
ways of affirmation and negation, regarding the thing
considered in one of its particular modifications.

CoMMENTARY: [t is true that with regard to a
thing considered as the sumtotal of its attributes and
modifications an infinite number of Predications may
be made: but if we single out any particular attribute
of the thing or any of its particular modifications and
consider it in relation to the thing, we shall see that
seven and only seven statements can be made.

affaatd sfaaraedgaimml aernfa daag

1n 3% it
prati-parvayam pratipidya-paryanuyogandam sapté-
niin eva sambhavar 1391

TRANSLATION:  For relations of any Mode to a
thing can be of seven sorts.

CovmiNTARY:  This explains why the Predica-
tions cannot be more than seven.
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%mwﬁz awed grfruafasmatme o ovo "

sesiim apz .mpmlmm M/)Imvd/m-m!- "
Jijllasa~/tlya/liat ’ 40 '
- oofy l ry
TRANSLATION: And those ‘arc of seven Sorts
bccausc thcrc can be only scven modes of qucsuomng
CoMMENTARY: This explams why the - above‘-’
mentloned Relatmns cannot be more than seven.

FAEN] IR o

e afy wafam'a acaaa a‘a%gag'wara ,
e LR R
s

IHSya api sapta-wdllan an sapmd/m,,,a Ilm‘am 1/0/1 -
samutpadar a4ty , ,

TransLaTioN: And that td0 again i‘sJolf seven
modes because there can be only seven forms of Doubt
(regarding) the nature of a Mode. _ :

COMMENTARY: This explains why the abbve-
mentioned questionings cannot be more than, seven.

aETfy geagwReafan: m}aw@wm m—rfa—

AT ¥R U
tasyapi sapta-prakdaratva-niyamafi sva-gocara-vasti’
dharmaném saptavidhatvasyaivopapatteli 1421
TRANSLATION: And that again is of seven sorts,
because a particular modification of a thing under
one’s observation is found to have seven forms.
(The substance underlying the above chain of
- reasoning is as follows: Let us take a thing, e.g., an
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Animal and one of its numerous attributes or'modes of
functioning, e.g., Existence. Experience will tell us that
Existence is not an absolutely fixed one manner of
functioning. In fact, it means not less or not more than
seven forms, i.e., Existence-in-some-respects, Non-
existence-in-some-respects, Both-existence-and-non-
existence-in-some-respects and so on. This being so,
when Animal and Existence are taken up for con-
sideration, seven forms of Doubt arise, due to the said
seven forms of Existence. These seven forms of Doubt

give rise to seven forms of Questioning. These seven

forms of Questioning end in finding out that Existence

and animal are related in seven ways. These Relations

between Existence and Animal when embodied in

statements are the Predications or the Bhangas. For

the foregoing reasons, Predications are seven only and

neither more nor less).

T aaayl ufaag asermEwm Geern-
TIATAT 1L ¥ U

iyam sapta-bhangi prati-bhangam sakaléidesa-sva-
bhava vikalddesa-svabhiiva ca 1 43 1

TRANSLATION: Each of these Sevenfold Predica-
tions is both a Synthetic and an Analytic onec.

CoMMENTARY: This is explained bclow.

s faesrrauniorargn: | wrefefacizgia-
TR ASGIOET anged gfaqes a9 asar-
EC T T
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pr -pratipanna@nanta-dharmdétmaka-vastunaf
kaladibhir abhedavﬂn -pradhanyid abhedopacarad v
yaugapadyena pratipadakam vacal sakaladesah 1 441

TRANSLATION: A Synthetic statement is the 'state-
ment presenting with the help of the Pramanas a Thing
which has an infinite number of (different)Attributes
and Modes at once as an undifferentiated whole, the
identity in respect of Time etc., being elther made
prominent in or bemg foisted upon it.

COMMENTARY: A thmg has an infinite number of
Attributes and Modes. The Praminas present the
Thing as a whole by identifying the Attributes and the
Modes of the thing with the Thing and by identifying
the different Attributes and the Modes themselves.
This identification is effected by the Pramanas either
by giving prominence to the fact of real identity or by
introducing a fact of identity where there are differences.
The result of the application of the Pramanads, when
embodied in language is the Sakaladesa or a Synthetic
statement.

The ‘Nayas, which according to the Jainas, are
also sources of valid knowledge, give, on the contrary,
prominence to the differences in the Thing and its
Attributes and Modes or introduce differences wherc
they are not manifest. A statement based on the
Nayas is the Vikaladesa or an Analytic one. When the
fact of identity among the Thing and its Attributes and
Modes is solely attended to and emphasised, the thing
can then be considered as a Totality, in which all its
different Attributes and Modes are simultaneously
gathered unified and identified and a statement regard-
ing the Thing is then Synthetic. In Vikalddesa and
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Analytic statements, the Attributes and the Modes of
the Thing are considered one by one separately.

In its synthetic aspect, a Word stands for a Thing
and all its Attributes and Modes simultaneously
because no difference in them is felt and all of these are
identified. When, however, these Attributes and Modes
are differentiated from one another, it is clear that no
one Word can express all of them simultaneously,
then each Word would be Analytic in character and
would stand for one specified and individual charac-
teristic or aspect of the Thing.

To understand the Synthetic and the Analytic
views of a Thing and its Attributes, let us consider the
judgment : ‘In some respect, a substance, e.g., an Animal
exists’. Here Animal is the Thing and Existence is one
of its Attributes. The significance of this judgment
may be considered through eight categories, viz.,
kala (time), atma-riipa (nature), artha (substance),
sambandha (relationship), upacara (modification), guni-
desa (location), samsarga (connection) and sabda
(expression in language). Now, when a Synthetic view
is taken of the judgement it means that [ike Existence
all the other Attributes of the Animal also are included
init. Thus by saying that the ‘Animal Exists’, we mean:

(f) At the time when Existence inheres in the
Animal other Attributes also do so. (i) Other Attri-
butes also are as many Attributes of the Animal as
Existence inasmuch as all of them have the nature
of Attributes in them. (ii7) Other Attributes and Modes
have the same substance Animal underlying them, as

Existence. (iv) The same relationship (i.c., identity in
some sensc) subsists between the other Attributes and
the Animal as that between Existence and the Animal.
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(v) Other attributes also modify the Animal in the same
way as does Existence, (vi)} Other Attributes inhere in
the same part of the Animal wherein Existence inheres.
(vii) Other attributés are conmected with the Animal in
the same way as Existence is connected with it.

(N. B) The difference between Relationship
(sambandha) and Connection (samsarga) is that whereas
in two Related phenomena the fact of Identity is pro-
minent although there is Difference, in two connected
phenomena, the fact of Difference is prominent al-
though there is Identity). (viii) The Word, Existence,
which here signifies Animal which has Existence, also
signifies the Animal which has other Attributes also.
This is the Synthetic view of a Thing and its Attributes,
which is based on.a consideration of their essential
Identity or where a consideration of their essential
Identity is not possible, upon a foisting of an idea of
Identity on them.

The identification of the various Attributes of a
Thing in the above way is possible where emphasis is
laid on the substantial aspect of the Thing and the
aspect of its varied Qualities and Modes is less pro-
minent. Where on the other hand, the latter aspect is
prominent, it is clear, the various Attributes and Modes
of the Thing cannot be so identified. Thus if the various
Attributes and the Modes appear prominently in their
variety, we by saying that ‘a Thing has Existence’
indicate.

(i) At the fime when Existence inheres in the
Thing, Attributes other than Existence cannot inhere
in it. (ii) Other Attributes cannot have the same nature
as that of Existence. (iii) Other Attributes cannot have
the same substratum as that of Existence. (iv) The same

14
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relationship that subsists between Existence and the
Thing cannot subsist between the other Attributes and
the Thing. (v) Other Attributes do not Modify the
Thing in the same way as Existence does. (v/) Other
Attributes cannot have the same abode as that of
Existence. (vii) The connection of other Attributes with
the Thing cannot be the same as that of Existence with
it. (viii) The Word Existence which signifies the Thing
which has Existence cannot signify the thing which is
possessed of Attributes, other than it.

afgudmsg faaere: 1wy o

tadviparttas tu vikaladesah t 451

TRANSLATION: Opposite to that is the Analytic
statement.

CoMMENTARY: Contrary to the Synthetic view is
the Analytic, which takes a Thing in its aspect of
variety; and where the Thing appears as a Unity, the
Analytic view may still consist in considering it to be
a Multiplicity. This has been shown above. It is the
Naya which studies the Attributes and the Modes of a
Thing in their variedness and leads us to an analytic
statement. This will be more fully considered, when
the nature of the Nayas will be considered.

ag st st e umanafaoeaata-
woga: sfafaandaaiaaty u v o

tad dvibhedam api pramanam atmiya-pratibandha-
kapagamavisesa-svabhdvariipa-samarthyatak pratiniya-
tam artham avadyotayati | 46 1
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TRANSLATION: Both these two kinds of the
Pramanas reveal their respective Objects by means of
their capacity to do so, when obstacles to them are

removed in a peculiar way.

" COMMENTARY: Both the Direct and the Indirect
forms of knowledge whose natures have been described
in the foregoing chapters reveal their Objects, e.g., a
Blue thing etc. This is due to their capacity (yogyata)
to do so.” The revelation of Objects by the Pramanas
becomes possible, only when the Obstacles-to-know-
ledge such as the ‘knowledge-Obscuring’ etc., are
removed ‘in peculiar manners, ie., when they are
‘annihilated’, ‘mitigated’ and so on.

", % agfaaRTRTaTE, it qrRE e €
wfarmEFA 0oy |

" na tadupapatti-tadakarat@bhyam, tayoh pirthakyena
samastyena ca vyabhicaropalambhat 147 )

TRANSLATION: They reveal the objects, not be-
cause they arise from the objects, nor because they
have a'form, similar to that of the objects. For, these
are also found to be connected with other phenomena.

"' CoMMENTARY: The Jaina theory has been stated
to be that the knowledge of an object is due to the
removal of its obstacles. Some object to this theory
of knowledge by saying that knowledge reveals an
object because the object gives rise to it; some again
contend that knowledge reveals the object because it
assumes the form of the object. The Jainas set aside
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both these views. When a pitcher is broken into pieces,
the state of the-pitcher-being-into-pieces certainly
arises from the state of the pitcher as a whole; but
none would say that the state-of-the-pitcher-being-
into-pieces is aware of the state of the Pitcher as a whole.
The fact that a phenomenon arises from another
phenomenon does not thus necessarily show that the
former is aware of the latter. Then again, a pillar is
of the same form as that of another pillar; but neither
of the pillars is aware of the other pillar, on that
account. A phenomenon having a form similar to that
of another, is thus not necessarily aware of that.

The Jainas next show that it cannot be contended
also, thatgknowledge cognises the object, because it
arises from the object as well as is of the same form
with it. A pitcher is of a certain form at a particular
moment. At the succeeding moment it is also of the
same form. The pitcher of this second moment certainly
qrises from the pitcher of the first moment and is of
the same form with it. But the pitcher of the second
moment is not aware of the pitcher of the first moment.
Thus it is that a phenomenon arising from another
phenomenon as well as having a form simifiar to that
of it, is not necessarly aware of it. Nor can the objectors
defend themselves by urging that a pitcher cannot be
aware of another pitcher because it is unconscious,
although the former may arise from the latter and
have a form similar to that of the latter; that know-
ledge, however, is a conscious process and is aware
of the object when it arises from the object and assumes
the form of the object. For, cases there are where
know]edge which arises from a preceding knowledge
and is of the same form with it, is not aware of it. Let
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us suppose, we are perceiving a certain object. As
soon as the object is perceived, the perception gives
rise to a feeling (of agreement with or of repulsion
from the object) and other conscious processes such
as after-sensation etc. Now, these subsquent conscious
states certainly arise from the perception "and are of
the same form with it; yet in these processes, you do
not get a consciousness of the original perception.
This shows that even a conscious process may not
know a process which generated it and which was of
the same form with it. "

In further criticism of the objectors’ view the
Jainas ask: What do you mean by saying that know-
ledge is of the same form with the Object? If you mean
by it that knowledge presents before the knower, the
form of the object, then your position consists in
begging the question, for, presenting before the knower
the form of the object means the same thing as reveal-
ing the object and your contention practically amounts
to this that knowledge reveals its object becanse it
reveals its Object. If on the other hand by ‘knowledge
being of the same form with the object’, you mean
that knowledge assumes the form of the object, we
ask: Does the whole of the knowledge assume the
form of the object or does 2 part of it assume the form?
In the first case, knowledge becomes unconscious like
its Object and cannot be a Pramana. If however, you
contend that only a part of the knowledge assumes the
form of a part of the object it would be impossible for
the knowledge which is admittedly not something
grossly material to know the grossly material object.
Moreover if it be possible for knowledge to cognise
an object, although but partially corresponding to it,
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why, then, a piece of knowledge must know all the
objects of the world at once; for, knowledge is partially
identical with all the Objects, in as much as it has the
fact of existence in common with all of them. If you
contend that although knowledge is partially similar to
all the existing objects, it cannot know them all at once,
as it is not similar to them with respects to the charac-
teristics peculiar to each, we answer: Well, let then
knowledge know simultaneously all Objects which are
similar to each other in form (which is admittedly) an
impossibility. If lastly you contend that knowledge
assumes the form of that object only, from which it
arises and thereby knows it, it may be pointed out in

reply (as in the previous paragraph) that in that case

the feeling and other subsequent conscious processes

e.g., an after-sensation etc., which arise from the percep-

tion of an object and which are of the same form with

the perception would have been conscious of that

perception (which is not the case).

Hence it is not proper to say that knowledge
becomes aware of its object because it arises from it
and because it has the same form with it, Knowledge
reveals its object because, as the Jaina theory is, the
obstacles to knowledge are then removed.

T SOTIRATEIRTISEHIR ATeIEafavar T
Tg4d: afeses:

iti pramaya-naya-tattvalokalamkare-agama-svarfipa-
nirnayo nama caturthal paricchedalt 1

TRANSLATION: Here ends the Fourth chapter of
the Pramana-naya-tattvalokalamkara, entitled the
Determination of The True Nature of The Agama or
Authoritative Knowledge.



CHAPTER V
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TRANSLATION: The Object of that (i.e., the Pra-
mina) is a Thing having a nature which has many
aspects, viz., the General and the Particular and so

on.

CoMMENTARY: The nature of the Pramana or
valid knowledge has been described in the foregoing
chapters. In the present chapter, the nature of its
object is indicated. According to Jainas, the object of
valid knowledge is always a unity of many apparently
varying aspects or characteristics, such as the General
and the Particular, the Existent and the Non-Existent,
and so on. The Jaina theory is thus opposed to the
views of those thinkers according to whom a Thing
or "object of valid knowledge is only the General
Essence or is only the Particularity or is both the
Generality and the Particularity in their mutual exclu-
siveness. -

The philosophers of the Yauga School maintain
that'the General and the Particular aspects of a Thing
are opposed to each other. Cow-hood is the generality
or the class-essence which is present in all, i.c.; many
individuals (sarvagata), while the particular cows, e.g.
Sabala, $abaleya, Bahuleya etc., are marked by parti-
cular characteristics distinguishing each of them from
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others of their class. The class-essence (s@midnya) and
the Particularity (videsa) are thus absolutely opposed
to each other; like, as the Yauga thinkers argue,
Water and Fire; a Thing cannot accordingly be looked
upon as a unity of such aspects or characteristics which
are absolutely opposed to each other, in this way.
In criticism of the above Yauga theory, the Jaina
philosophers ask: what do you mean by the Samadnya
being Sarvagata, i.e., by the all-pervasive character of
the Class-essence? You can mean that the Class-
essence permeates either the Individuals—of-the-class
(vyaktisarvagata) or all being (sarva-sarvagata). The
Jainas show how neither of the positions is tenable.
It cannot be said that the Class-essence, e.g., Cow-
hood (gotva) permeates the Individuals of the Cow-
species. For, in that case you must admit that when
a Cow-calf is being born the Class-essence exists in
the Individual Cows only. Now, the question is:
After the Calf is born, how does it get the class-essence ?
You cannot say that a class-essence is born with the
calf; for, according to you, the Class-essence is eternal.
Now, can the Class-essence of the Cow-hood be said
to come from another Individual Cow. For, in that
case the question would be: when the Class-essence
comes to the calf from the said Individual cow, does
it leave that Individual cow or does it not leave that?
The former alternative is impossible; for, in that case
the said Individual Cow would be devoid of the Class-
essence of Cow-hood. If you hold the second alterna-
tive position, we may ask: Does then the class-essence
come to the calf, accompanied by that Individual cow
or does a part of the class-essence come to the calf,
its remaining part remaining with that Individual cow?
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Now, neither’of the positions is maintainable; you
cannot say.that with the Class-essence the Individual
cow also comes to the calf; for, in that case, the calf
will be cognised as that Individual cow. Nor is it
permissible to think of parts in a Class-essence; for,
if the class-essence were constituted of parts it would,
like an Individual of the Class, be perishable, In this
connection, the Yauga philisophers defend their posi-
tion by-saying: “A knife, consecrated by incantations,
may be irivested with such a mysterions power that it
would enter the stomach and destroy the disease there,
but would in no way injure the stomach; in the same
manner we may think curious power in the Class-
essence which,  without moving from its locus, would
be present at theé place of the birth of the Calf which
originates from its own causes.” The Jainas urge that
the Yauga thinkers are compelled to resort to such
absurd explanations because their fundamental theory
is that the Class-essence is an absolute one and in no
way, 4 manifold. Reason however would show that
a Class-essence is in some respects a manifold. If the
Class-essence were rigidly one, it would be impossible
for it to go to-the Individuals of the different times and
places. If the nature of the Class-essence be contended
to be such that it'is apprehended to go to the Individuals
although it does not actually go there; what is the use
of admitting the Class-essence at all? Again if you
admit such a mysterious power, why, then, there is
no use in admitting the reality of more than one In-
dividual. For, let there be one Individual only and
let it be invested with the said mysterious power; this
one’ Individual by its mysterious power would then
manifest itself differently in different places and times
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and all the other Individuals would be but unreal and
unsubstantial. It is thus that the Class-essence cannot
be held to permeate the-Individual-of-the Class (vyakti-
sarvagata)

Nor is the position maintainable that the Class-
essence permeates all the being (sarva-sarvagata). For,
in that case, the Class-essence would be perceptible
even where the Individuals of the Class are not per-
ceived. If you say that in the absence of the Individuals,
the Class-essence is imperceptible because it remains
in an implicit state then, we may say that an Individual
of a given class also remains in an implicit state and
is not to be talked of as absent or non-existent there.
If you contend that when an Individual is not perceived,
it is to be understood that it is absent on the ground
that evidences proving its existence are wanting, we
may argue that when the Class-essence is not perceived,
it is to be understood that the class-essence also is
actually absent (instead of being in an implicit state
there) on the ground that the evidences proving its
existence are wanting. Again, you must admit that
when the Class-essence becomes manifest or explicit
in an individual according to you the whole natwre of
it becomes manifest; otherwise, the Class-essence
instead of being one would be of different natures,
viz., explicit and implicit etc,. and would thereby be
no Class-essence at all. So when that Individual is

absent, we must say that the Class-essence also is
absent there; the Individual is held to be absent of
non-existent there on the ground that it is not perceived
there; similarly, where the Class-essence is not per-
ceived, it must be held to be non-existent also. You
cannot say that where the Class-essence is not perceived
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it.is not absent but is present in an implicit state, An
implicit- state of the Class-essence can be talked of,
only if the Class-essenice were capable of being made
explicit in. (literally, by) the Individual. * The Class-
essence, however,' is of "one,, self-same eternal form
according to you; how, then can it become explicit at
one time-and implicit at another? In this connection
it ‘may-also be asked: Does the Individual do any
thing affecting the. Class-essence when it makes it
explicit or'does it do nothing? If you say that the
Individual does something affecting the Class-essence,
we ask: What is it? If the answer is that the Action
of the Individual consists in making the Class-essence
capable of being cognised, the question is: Is this
congnisability of the class-essence something different
from the class-essence or is it the same as the Class-
essence? . In case the Class-essence and its cognisability
remain’ different, from and unconnected with each
other, then practically nothing is® done, affecting the
Class-essence; it continues in the same state and in
its nature of essential incognisability. If, on the other
hand, you contend that the Class-essence and ;its
Cognisability are one and the same thing, then when
the Individual makes the Class-essence cognisable, the
Individual practically .makes or generates the Class-
essence, which means that the Class-essence is not
eternal, as contended by you. If again it be contended
that the Individual’s activity affects the Class-essence
in this sense-that it produces-the knowledge of the
Class-essence, then it may be asked: How do you
establish the independent. reality and the real existence
of the Class-essence itself? For, a knowledge of same-
ness.or similarity is derived from the Individuals. You
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cannot say that the Class-essence helped (salidya) by
the Individual yields this knowledge. Let us take the
example of the making of a pitcher; here we have the
potter and he is helped in his act by his stick etc.; the
stick etc., cannot make the pitcher; the making of the
pitcher necessitates the real existence of the potter.
But what do we get in the case of a knowledge of
sameness or similarity? It is the Individual which
yields the knowledge; so far as this knowledge is con-
cerned, we have no experience of any Class-essence
involved in it (like the potter in the matter of making
a pitcher) working in and through the Individual. It
is thus not correct to say that the Class-essence is
made explicit and that, by the Individual co-operating
with and affecting the Class-essence. Nor finally can
it be said that the Individual makes the Class-essence
explicit without cooperating with or affecting the
Class-essence; for, in that case, an Individual belong-
ing to the Class, say A would indicate the essence of
an entirely different Class, B. Hence it cannot be
maintained that a Class-essence is not absent but is
implicitly present in a place where its Individual is not
found; the correct position is that where the Individual
is non-existent, the Class-essence also is non-existent.
The doctrine that the Class-essence permeates all
beings, that the Saminya is Sarva-Sarvagata, is thus
wrong.
The Jaina theory is that the Class-essence is not
a strictly unitary identity which permeates a number
of Individuals but that it is in some respects identical
with each of the varied Individuals and that as such,
like the Peculiarity characterising and marking out
cach of the Individuals the Class-essence is, in some
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respects different in each of the Individual. A certain
Individual on account of its own peculiarity is judged
to be different from another Individual. In the same
manner, on account of the apprehension of the Class-
essence which consists in Similarity, we have such
ideas as this Individual is like that, ‘that Cow is like
that’ etc. It cannot be said that because the Class-
essence is identical with ,the: Individual, the. class-
essence is not a Generality or Class-essence. The Form
(riipa) of a particular thing is not separate from the
particular thing. Yet, it is never denied that Form is
a general quality attached to all things. The fact is
that although the Form of a thing is attached to it,
it is, in some respects, distinguishable from it also. In
the same manner, the Class-essence,. although it is
indentified with the Individual is in some respects
distinguishable from it also. It may be contended
here: If the Similarity is present in the Individual,
how is it that where an Individual is perceived it 1s not
then and there determined to be Similar (to another)?
The answer is given by the Jainas in the form of a
counter-question: The peculiarity of each Individual
being present, how is it that when an Individual is
perceived, it is not then -and there determined to be
Different from another? The fact is that the determina-
tion of Similarity as well as that of Disparity are both
dependent on the perception of a thing other than the
one under observation.

If, as the Jaina theory is, the Class-essence is not
absolutely opposed to the Particularity (i.e., the In-
dividuality) the Particularities also are not absolutely
opposed to the Class-essence. Of course as the Yauga
thinkers contend, if the Class-cssence were all-permea-
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tive (sarvagata) the Particularities on account of their
being attached to an Individual as such would have
been opposed to the Class-essence. The Class-essence,
as the Jainas have shown, is not all-permeative but is
attached to or rather identified with the Individual:
The Class-essence and the Particularity are thus in
some respect non-exclusive of each other and exist
as different aspects, viz., one and many respectively.
As unopposed to the Particularities, the Class-essence
may be looked upon as Many while as unopposed to
the Class-essence, the Particularities may be looked
upon as One. The Class-essence is viewed as one from
the standpoint of the Samgraha Naya, i.e., Collective
viewpoint (an abstract and partial view, after all).
From the standpoint of the Pram&na or comprehensive
viewpoint the Class-essence consists in Similarity and is
different in different Individuals, just like the peculiari-
ties distinguishing Individuals, one from the other. It
is thus that the Yauga theory of the Class-essence and
the Particularities being absolutely opposed to each
other is wrong. '
The example of Water and Fire introduced by the
Yauga thinkers does not also serve their purpose. It
will be remembered that the Yauga contention was
that the Class-essence and the Particularities were like
Water and Fire, absolutely opposed to each other. But
are Water and Fire absolutely opposed to each other?
As Water and Fire, they are no doubt opposed, but
as substances, they are not so opposed. Water and
Fire are thus not absolutely but only in some respects
opposed to each other and as such, the exapmple of
Water and Fire does not prove the absolute opposition
between the Class-essence and the Particularities.
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The Class-essence and the Particularities . being
thus not absolutely opposed to each other, the Jainas
point out that there is no difficulty for a- Thmg to be
of a General and a Particular nature C :
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TRANSLATION: Because it is perceived lo have a
nature similar to that of some things (i.e., things of
the same class) and a nature peculiar to itself;. and
because it is capable of producing effects by the modi-
fication of its nature which consists'in its persistence
through the giving up of its old form and the assuming
of a new form.

P - . It

COMMENTARY: It has been said that a Thing or
Object of knowledge has many aspects. ‘T}us is here
shown in two ways.

1. A being, a Cow, for instance, is found to have
some features which are similar to those of the other
cows; these similarities constitute what'is called the
Tiryak-sdmanya (Species-Idea) and make us apprehend
the being as a cow. Besides, this Tiryak-sdmanya,
again a cow presents some features which are pecuhar i
to its Individual self and on account of which it is
individualised as éabala éyﬂmala etc. This shows how
a being has two aspects, viz.,, General and Particular.



368 Pramana-naya-tattyalokalasikarab: V, 3.

2. A thing is found to be producing effects. It
is now in one form, then in another form and again,
in another form and so on. Its forms are changing,
the old being replaced by anew one. This is one aspect
of the thing, the aspect of its successive, varying and
manifold forms. But besides this aspect, the thing
presents another aspect, i.e., an aspect of persistence.
The thing persists in and through assuming the succes-
sive forms and gives rise to effects which are of practical
utility by modifying itself. This aspect of persistence
has been called the Urdhvatd-samanya (Substantial
Persistence). Here again, we meet with two aspects in
a thing, viz., one varying and the other persisting.

Besides the two pairs of aspects in a Thing des-
cribed above, there are various other such aspects
perceived in it, e.g.,, Existent and Non-existent etc.,
which are harmonised in the Thing. The Jaina theory
is thus fully corroborated by experience, the theory
that a Thing has many aspects (anekanta).

awg fEEER fedaarramsdaEmETE | 1y n

samdnyattt dviprakd@ram tiryak-samanyam firdivard-
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TrANSLATION: Generality is of two kinds, ViZ.,

the Species-Idea (tirpak-sdmanya) and Substantial per-
sistence (@rdhvata-samanya)

COMMENTARY: The object corresponding to the
perception of Similarity of a being with another is the
Tiryak-simanya (i.e., the Class-essence or the Species-
Idca). What is apprehended as persisting through the
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varied changes and modifications of ‘a Thing-is the
Urdhvata Samanya (i.c., Substantial Persistence). The
Siméanya or Generality is of these two kinds.
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prati-vy 'aA ti tulyd-parigatis tiryak-s@manyam, Saba:
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‘TRANSLATIONu The Tiryak-samanya or the Species
Idea consists .in similar features found in each of the
Individuals of a class; for instance, ‘Cow-hood’ in
$aba1a, $abaleya and other Jndmdual Cows
LR . Fan st i

- COMMENTARY: 'Featurcs found .in an Individual
which make. the Individual similar to the other In-
dividuals of: the Class constitute the Tiryak-Samanya
or the Species-Idea commonly called the Class-essence.

. The Saugata philosophers ‘deny the reality of the
Species 1dea. i They deny that there is any Saminya in
an Individual which presents it as similar to the other
Individuals. '

No doubt, an Indxvxdual c.g., a particular Cow
appears to' be similar to'the other Individual Cows, in-
as-much as every Individual Cow is apprehended as a
Cow. But to account for this apprehension of Simila-
rity, no real Saminya is necessary. The perception
that the Individual which is perceived is different from
all 'the other things of the world (anypa-vydvreef)will
suffice for our apprehension of Similarity. The features
found in an Individual under perception are absolutely
particular and peculiar to -itself, and it is impossible

)

15



370 Pramana-naya-tattvilokalaikarah: V, 4.

for the particular features of an Individual to be in
any way assimilated to the features' of -another In-
dividual. A real Samanya or a group of similar features
in the Individual is thus impossible.

- The Jainas criticise the above Saugata view in the
following way. You say that a thing is perceived to
have its nature receding from the nature of all other
things (anya-vydvrtti). The question is: Is this
‘Retrocession’ (anya-vyavriti) something objective or
something subjective? 1f you say that this Retrocession
which forms the nature of every Individual thing of
our experience is objectively real then you-cannot deny
the reality of the Samanya inasmuch as.this objective
Anya-vyavrtti is itself a Samanya which underlies a
number of Individual things. If on the other hand you
maintain that this fact of Anya-vyavrtii or Retroces-
sion of a thing and the consequent Samanya is nothing
more thdn a subjective ideal of the percipient, you are
to explain how this purely subjective idea appears as
an objective fact, outside and independent of the
percipient. If you contend that the said Retrocession
of a thing and the consequent Samanya is neither an
objective fact nor a subjective idea, you are still to
state whether it is something or it is nothing. If it is
something, it must be something either -objective or
subjective, and you are entangled in the difficulties,
just pointed out. If again it is nothing, how do you

account for its perception or apprehension as some-
thing? If you say that it is a creature of our pure
imagination (+@sana), then the difficulty is that in that
case, it cannot be, as it is, dependent on and connected
with the outside objects. And then again; Imagination
is always determined by the object and the state of
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things which have been actually perceived. So, if you
hold, as you do, the Sdmanya to be absolutely unreal
and non-existent, it would be impossible to have an
idea of it even in Imagination. Again, what does
Visana do in this connection? Does Vasana objectify
the Samianya, when it generates that idea? In that
case, Vasand goes into and permeates the Individuals
and becomes the real Samanya. If, on the contrary,
you maintain that Vasana only generates the idea of
the Samanya (without being the object of that idea),
you‘must’state what is the object of that idea. An
idea -without its object is impossible. The discussions
above have shown that there would be difficulties
unless the idea of the Samanya be supposed to have a
real objective Simidnya as its object. Coming back to
the doctrine of the Anya-vyavrtti, which according to
the Saugatas+accounts' for our idea of the Saminya,
the question is:. Does a thing recide from another
thing'which is dissimilar from it or which is similar to
it? Let'us consider the first position. According to it,
a deer, for instance would recede from a horse, a wave
efc., etc., and since according to the Saugatas,' the
Anya-vyavrtti or Retrocession of a thing from other
things gives rise to the idea of the Saminya or Simila-
rity, the deer should appear to be similar to the horse,
the wave etc. If on the other hand, you hold the
second alternative view, you thereby admit the objec-
tive reality of the Simanya or Similarity. The Saugatas
may contend that' on account of a peculiar faculty
(pratydsatti) of our mind, a thing appears to be similar
to another thing; and that the same peculiar faculty
may present a thing as similar to another, although the
espectiver natures of the two things have no real essential
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Similarity in them. The Jainas criticise this view
by pointing out that a theory on the same line would
obliterate the difference between the Conscious and
Unconscious beings.

The up-holders of the doctrine of the Non-dual
Brahma (Brahmadvaita-vada) maintain that on account
of Pratyasatti, beings appear to us to be Conscious or
Unconscious; they' further maintain that on account
of the same Pratyasatti, they may appear to us to be
Conscious or Unconscious although they are lacking
in natures. The Advaita theory, we may remember, is
that the things of our empirical experience have no
real natures of their own that it is the Brahma which
underlies them and forms their nature and that the
Brahma is different from both the Conscious and Un-
conscious beings of our experience. The Jainas have
shown that if the Brahma is neither Conscious nor
Unconscious, it is impossible for it to manifest itself
differently as either Conscious or Unconscious in and
through the beings of our empirical experience. The

same criticism would apply to the Saugata contention.
If there be no real points of Similarity or Simanya in
two or more things, it is impossible for them to appear
as Similars. The Jainas urge that there is no Svala-
laksana (Peculiarity) perceptible in a thing without a
Samanya (Similarity) being there. You cannot object
to the Jaina theory by saying that the Peculiarity
which makes a thing dissimilar from and the Simila-
rity, which makes a thing similar to, another are
opposed to each other. Like knowledge, a thing may
be a unity of two natures. '

Hence it is to be admitted that just as our idea
of a thing being Dissimilar to another is explained by
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the objective existence’ of a real Dissimilarity in’ the
things, our idea of a thing being Similar to another is
explamed by the objective cx1stence of a real Slmllamy
in the things. f
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{TRANSLATION: ‘Persnstent ‘Substance’” (Frdhvata-
sd@mdanya) is the substratum which remains the same in
all its modifications, antecedent and subsequent, as
for-instance, Gold which continues through (the orna-
ments e.g.) ka[aka, kankena’ et - .

[ AT e .

COMMENTARY:' 'Denvatzve)y, the words’ Drawa
(Substance) ‘means that which goes“to ' (i.e., stands
under or is modified into) the Modes. Modes and
aspects may and as a matter of fact, do change; but the
Substance underlying them remains the same. <" .

The :followers of Suddhodana’s son '(i.e., the
Buddhists) deny the reality’ of a Substance which
persists through all the times. According to them,
‘whatever is Existent is Momentary; the subject matter
of the dispute here, Sound etc., is Existent’ is the valid
argument, put in the syllogistic form in the Buddhistic
way.  In other words, there cannot be any real perma-
nent or persxstmg substance because everything (i.e.,
whatever .exists) ‘is Momentary. It will be seen thnt
in the above argument, ‘Existence’ is the Mark or
Hetn, ‘Momentariness or Impermanence’ is the Proven
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or Sadhya and ‘Sound’ etc., is the Abode or Paksa and
the Buddhist syllogistic argument amounts to this,
“All Existents are Impermanent: Sound is an Existent:
therefore, Sound is Impermanent.” The validity of
the argument depends on the validity of the first
general proposition and the Buddhists prove .t by
proving that the Mark here ‘Existence’ has all the three
characteristics of a valid Mark. They proceed in this
way. Existence is equivalent to ‘Productive Activity’;
whatever is Existent is Productive of some result
and whatever does not produce any result is not
Existent. Now, this Productive Activity is found by
direct experience to be present in Sound and such-like
things and phenomena; therefore, it can be said that
the Mark, Existence, in the given Buddhist argument,
has the characteristics of the Paksa-dharmata (Exist-
ence-in-the-Abode) and the Sapaksa-satta (Existence-in-
the-similar-Abodes). As for the characteristic of the
Vipaksa-asatta (Nonexistence in-the-Dissimilar Abodes)
it is shown in this way: Whatever produces any
results, produces them either successively (krama) or
all at once (akrama). Therefore, successiveness (krama)
and simultaneity (akrama) are what *pervade’ (vyapaka)
the ‘productive Activity’ or for the matter of that
‘Existence’. Now the Vipaksa in the given Buddhist
argument would be a thing or phenomenon which is
not Momentary like Sound but is permanent. The
Buddhists show that these Vyapakas (Krama and
Akrama, successiveness and simultaneity in the matter
of producing results) are not found in connection
with the Vipaksa,ie., a permanent Thing. How? If
the Thing is permanent and has the capacity to produce
all its results, then when the Thing is producing its
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present-time results, it would be producing its past and
future-time results ‘also along with the. present  results
simultaneously; but this is never-the case.  Therefore
a permanent thing does not produce the result simulta-
neously.. If, on the other hand, a Thing is .Permanent
and 'you say that'therThing, which is producing .its
present-time results,. has not the. capacity to produce
its past and future time results,then it would ever be
impossible for it to' produce those results, Hence it is
that' a permanent Thing .cannot Produce its -results
successively. .It is not'reasonable to say, the Buddhists
argue; that.a Permanent Thing has the .capacity 'to
produce all its results but that it does not produce
them all at .once, because the ‘Subsidiary conditions’
upon which it is dependent are not present.. For, why
should the permanent . Thing be dependent on these
Subsidiaries? Do the Subsidiaries generate the Thing?
Or, do the’Subsidiaries help the Thing? - Or do its
Effects or Results depend on' these subsidiaries? ‘The
first cannot be the case; the Thing is already taken as
determined either as eternal or as due to its own cause.
The second alternative .also 1is iunsubstantial.” All
depends on the capacity of the Thing itself. "It is said:
“If the Things is itself able (to produce its effects) what
is the use of the Subsidiary help?. If the Thing itself
is unable (to produce its effects), what is the use of the
Subsidiary help’? And for this reason, the third alterna-
tive also is untenable.! You cannot say that the Effect
is dependent on many conditions and does accord-
ingly require the Subsidiaries. * For, the Effect is not
an independent ' phenomenon; it ‘is nothing but the
Effect of the Thing. If it were an independent pheno-
menon it could not be called the Effect of Thing. If
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the Thing is absent, no amount of Subsidiaries can
generate the Effect. The result is that the Krama and
Akrama, successiveness and simultaneity, which are
Vyapakas of the fact of Productive Activity and
Existence are not found in experience in connection
with the Permanent Thing which is the Vipaksa. There-
fore we have here a case in which the.Vyapaka of the
Hetu is not found in the Vipaksa, from which it follows
that the given Mark, Existence or Productive ‘Activity,
has the characteristic of the Vipaksasatta. The.given
Reason is thus a fully valid Hetu, A Permanent Thing
cannot produce results and therefore cannot bey_an
Existent fact.

The Jainas criticise the above Buddhist theory of
the Impermanence of things by pointing out (i) that
the Reason or Hetu in the Buddhist argument is not
proved (asiddha) by direct experience, (ii) that it i$
‘doubtful’ (samdigdlm—anail\&nlika) and (iii) that it.is
opposed to what is to be proved (viruddha). !

The Buddhists have contended that Existence, the
Mark in their argument is equivalent to Productive
Activity and that this Productive Activity in things fis
apprehended by direct perception or Pratyaksa. But
what is the object of this Pratyaksa? Does it grasp the
‘cause? Or, the Effect? Or Both? If the Pratyaksa
grasps the cause only or the Effect only, it is clear that
the Productive Activity of a thing is not perceived.- In
order to have the perception of the productive Activity,
one must perceive both the Cause and the Effect and
determine ‘this is the Cause’ and ‘this is the Effect’:
It may here be said that since the nature of.a thing is
both the Cause and the Effect here, the perception of
the Thing either as the Cause or as the Effect would
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suffice for our perception of the Productive Activity of
a Thing. The Jainas point:out that this argoment is
wrong. ‘Fire is the cause of Smoke but suppose a2 man
does not know this. ‘Then because Fire, as:a matter of
fact, generates Smoke, would such a"man, when. He
sees Fire be able to determine the further fact that.it
isithe cause of Smoke or .when he sees smoke, the
further fact that it i$'the Effect of Fire? To apprehend
the Productive Activityiof a Thing, a perception of it
as. the cause-and a iperception of it as the ‘Effect are
both necessary, just as to'determine the fact that'a
particular Fire cause§ Smoke, a-perception of Fire as
the cause and a.perception of.smoke as the Effect are
necessary. Will then. the Buddhists admit the third
position' and say that perception grasps the Thing,
both as a Cause andias an Effect and in this way, the
Produictive *Activity- of the Thing? But this is impos-
sible, as a' phenomenon is but Momentary and cannot
have the duration for witnessing the two stagesof the
Causetand.the Effect. 1f the Buddhists admitted that
Perception had the persistence to apprehend the two
sucdesive aspects of causality then this would have
shown that there are cases (e.g., Perception) in which
their Hetu ‘Existence’,: implied (Persistence) what was
opposed to their Proven, Impermanence, and was in-
valid.for the purpases of their argument. Nor can the
Buddhists argue thatithe two perceptions of the Cause
and the Effect jointly give rise to the idea of the Pro-
ductive Activity of the Thing; for, this is not the same
thing as to say that perception apprehends the Pro-
ductive Activity. The Buddhists may contend thatas the
idea of the Productive Activity is due to the perception
of the Cause and the Effect, the perception may be
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said to give us the apprehension of the Productive
Activity. To this, the Jaina reply is that so far as the
Perception either of the Cause or of the Effect is con-
cerned, neither gives the apprehension of the relation-
ship of causality between them, so that the idea of
Productive Activity is not an exact picture of what we
have in Perception. Hence the Mark—Productive
Activity’ is ‘unproved’ or Asiddha in the Buddhist
Premises so.far as direct experience is concerned.
The Jainas next show now the Reason, ‘Produc-
tive Activity (Existence)’ in the Buddhist syllogistic
argument under consideration, is Samdigdha or ‘doubt-
ful’ so far as its competency to lead to the Proven
‘Impermanence’ is concerned. It is in this way. That
which is both Impermanent and Permanent is cer-
tainly opposed to what is purely Impermanent. Simul-
taneity (akrama) and successiveness (krama), as already
shown, are the Vyapakas or Pervaders of Productive
Activity, which is the Hetu in the Buddhist argument.
The Jainas show that Simultaneity and Successiveness
are not found (amupalabdhi) to be absent in what is
both Impermanent and Permanent. What follows
from this is that the Hetu, ‘Productive Activity’, is
‘Doubtful’ inasmuch as its pervaders, simultaneity and
successiveness thereby the Hetu itself, are not found to
be absent in what is both Impermanent-and-Permanent,
the Vipaksa of the Proven, Impermanent phenomenon.
The Jainas point out that successiveness (krama) in
Productive Activity consists in doing on producing
some other result after doing one result. A pitcher
though perishable is in some respects a persistent
thing also. Yet, when carried on the head of the
maidservant, the pitcher, being successively joined by
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attendant circumstances,, moves’ there and thereby
generates successive feelings of fatigue there, .this is
well known. It is thus possible for 2 Thing which is
both |Permanent-and-Impermanent-to be successively
(krama) productive of results (artha-krivakari). This
shows that there are cases in which the Vyapaka of the
Buddhist Hetu and for the matter-of that, the Hetu
itself does not recede (vyavrrti) from the opposite
(vipaksa) of the Proven., The Buddhist Hetu is con-
sequently a Samdigdha or -‘doubtful’ one. Here the
Buddhists will contend: *“An Effect comes out of the
capable nature (of a thing) which is characterised by
an activity-of-not-withholding (aksepakriya) the Effect.
Now, if the thing had, that nature previously also (as
the hypothesis of a ‘persistent thing’ assumes) how is
it that that Effect did not come out previously? It has
been rightly said, “Effects are delayed when the causes
are not near-at-hand. But if there is the capable cause
why will they be withheld from coming out ?"”" The Jainas
urge that the Buddhist’s contention is not sound. The
Activity of non-withholding-the-Effect (aksepa-kriya)
is not the invariable characteristic of the nature of a
thing, From the view-point of its ‘substantial capa-
city' (dravya-sakii), the nature of a thing is Capable;
from the viewpoint of its ‘modal’ (i.e., actual or active
capacity, paryapa-sakti) it is Incapable. Let us take
a Seed. When earth, air, heat etc., are applied to it,
it is then and then only, that there is generated in it a
peculiar nature consisting in ‘modal capacity” to pro-
duce the Shoot (i.e.; the Effect) actually. The Buddhists
here contend as follows:—*“When the Seed exists as a
Seed, you say that it has not the ‘modal capacity” which
is generated only when proper earth, water and air
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are applied to it. The question is: When the ‘modal
capacity’ is generated, is it different from the Seed-
substance or is it not different or is it both-different
and-not-different from the Seed-substance? - If''the
‘modal capacity’ is different from the seed, it is of no
use; it is even impossible to look upon it as an assistant
or co-worker ‘of the Seed; to be a co-worker its nature
and activity must have some points of identity with
that of the seed, which is impossible, if the ‘modal
capacity’ is essentially different from the Seed; it cannot
be said that co-operation between the Seed and the
‘modal capacity’ is made possible through a via media,
because this via media would suppose another and
that another, leading to an Infinite Regress. If secondly,
you say, the ‘modal capacity’ is not different from, i.e.,
identical with the Seed-substance, then it is that with
the generation of the ‘modal capacity’ the said sub-
stance is created, which is practically admitting the
doctrine of non-persistence or impermanence of
things. Nor lastly, can it be said that the ‘modal
capacity’ is both-different-and-not-different from the
substance; for, so far as this doctrine attributes im-
permanence to an aspect of a Thing, it is all right; but
the Doctrine reserves some aspect of the Thing to
which it does not attribute impermanence; and to this
extent, the doctrine is unintelligible and inconsistent.”
The Jainas criticise this Buddhist contention by saying
that they accept the third alternative, viz., ‘the Modal
capacity” is both-different-and-not-different from the
Substancé. There is no inconsisteney in the Jaina
theory. With regard to its substantial aspect, a Thing
is permanent; with regards to its Modal aspect, it is
Impermanent.. You cannot say that because the Thing
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is not different from its Modes (which are admittedly
Impermanent) the Thing is Impermanent. . Because the
Thing is in some respects differant from the Modes too,
Identity and Difference need not oppose each other.
In,our ordinary practice, we often attribute apparently
contradlc[ory phenomena .to one and the same Thlng
and that, qulte sensibly, as will appear from the follow=
ing lines in a poem’ “The heart is pressed by a solid
mass of anxiety but is not broken asunder; the enfeebled
body is under stupor but does not lose consciousness;
the internal heat is burning the self but does not reduce
it to ashes; the Cosmic, Arbiter, who cuts the vitality is
striking but is not cutting off the life.” The fact is that
a Persistent Thing is not intended to be identical with
its Modes in those very respects, in which it is said to
be different from these. ‘This is its essential substratum
and these are its Modes’—well, in this way a difference
is marked out while; by, saying,‘this is the.Thing’
Identity is emphasised in a Thing, Even the Buddhists
admit that the same Apprehension is ‘undetermined!
(avikalpa) and ‘determined’ (i(savikalpa)' ‘correct’
(abhranta) and ‘incorvect’ (bkrénta), both.an ‘effect’
(k@rya) and a ‘cause’ (kdrana).': 1t is thus possible for
Productive Activity to be present in a Thing which is
both-Impermanent-and-Permanent, through Simulta-
niety and successiveness. The Buddhist Reason ‘pro-
ductive Activity] is thus ‘Doubtful’, so far as the
Buddhist argument is concerned.. R
. Thirdly, the Jainas contend that Hetu in the
Buddhist argument is not only Asiddha and Samdigdha,
as shown above, but is Viruddha, or ‘opposed to the
Proven’. In other words, they hold that the Productive
Activity, cither simultaneous or successive, is impossible
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in a'Thing if it be Impermanent. Stccessiveness (krama)
is of two sorts, viz., 'Successiveness-in-a-position (desa-
krama)as found, e.g., in pairs of swimming water-fowls
arranged in a beautiful order and successiveness-in-
time (k@la-krama) as in the case of, e.g., honey, fruits,
snails etc., successively filling a pitcher. Successive-
ness of the Productive Activity of any of these two
kinds is impossible in a Thing if it is Impermanent.
If a Thing is Impermanent (ksanika or momentary, ds
the Buddhists say) it perishes as soon as and at ‘the
very place where it produces or gives rise to certain
phenomenon; it cannot persist in order to hold any
other phenomena in any other part of it or give rise to
any other effect in any other time. Successiveness in
Productive Activity is thus impossible in an Imperma-
nent Thing. Nor can it be said that simultaneity in
Productive Activity is possible in a Thing if 'it be
Impermanent. A thing is momentary (ksanika) and
without parts (anaitsa) according to the Buddhists.
If such a Thing give rise to varied effects simultaneously,
as contended by the Buddhists, are we to understand
that the-Knowledge-of-the-Thing is produced by the
very same nature of the Thing, by which nature its
form is produced or that the-form-of-the-Thing is pro-
duced by the very same nature of the Thing, by which
nature its knowledge is produced or that the know=-
ledge and the form of the Thing are produced respec-
tively by different natures of the Thing? 'In the first
case, the-knowledge-of-the-Thing becomes equivalent
to the-form-of-the-Thing because the knowledge is 2
product of the nature which produces the form. In the
second case, the-form-of-the-Thing becomes™ equivalent
to the knowledgc-of-the-Thing because the form
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is a product of the nature which produces the know-
ledge. In the third case, the Buddhist position regard-
ing the indivisible identity and one-ness of the pature
of the Thing consisting in the.form of the Thing s
contradicted. The Buddhists may here contend: The
nature of a Thing consists in the form-(#ipa) which is
an undiversified identical*whole; but.it is possiblé for
this nature of the Thing consistingiin the indiversified
form, to produce effects (e.g., knowledge etc.,) different
from'the form, when the (said nature of the) Thing is
attended with other circumstances (s@magribhieda). The
Jainas point out that this contention of the Buddhists
is tantamount to admitting that . this nature in: con-
nection with different attendant :circumstances pro-
duces different effect-phenomena and practically gives
a po-by to the Buddhist theory of Impermanence. It
is thus clear that Productive Activity, either Successive
or Simultaneous, is not possible in a Thing if it ‘be
Impermanent, Accordingly, the Buddhist Mark,
Productive- Activity, is ‘Opposed’ (viruddha) to the
Proven in the Buddhist syllogism. Another Argument
of the Buddhists!in support of their doctrine of the
momentary nature 'of Things is as follows:—Things
irresistibly and without ~being dependable on any
conditions or circumstances -tend towards annihila-
tion, just as the immediate and unconditional group of
causal+ 'conditions produce ' their effects unfailingly.
This shows that Things have Annihilation as their
essential nature- and are nccessarily Impermancnt
and momentary. That things irresistibly and of .and
by themselves, tend toivards Annihilation will be
evident from such facts as that a pitcher is found to be
destroyed when a man strikes it with a heavy stick.
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You cannot contend that Annihilation is not the nature
of the pitcher but that it happens to it on account of
outside conditions and circumstances.- For, if you say
that the pitcher has a nature (not consisting in Annihi-
lation) which the Annihilating conditions and circum-
stances, e.g., the heavy stick destroy the question arises:
Is that nature perishable? Or is it imperishable? If
it is imperishable, then no conditions or circumstances
whatsoever in the world would be able to destroy it.
If on the other hand the nature of Things is perishable,
then the destroying conditions and circumstances are
clearly useless and redundant. As it is said,” “1f-the
Thing is perishable by its nature, nothing is done' to
it by its destroying causes. If it is imperishable by its
nature, nothing is done to it by its destroying causes’’
Then again what is Annihilation, brought .about-by
the Annihilating causes? Is it something not different
from the nature of the Thing? In that case when there
is Annihilation, we have but the nature of the Thing:
but the nature of the thing having been due to itsjown
causes, the Annihilating causes becomes abortive:
Or, is Annihilation something different from :the
nature of the Thing? Now, if Annihilation be different
from the nature of the Thing, it must be either con-
temporaneous with or succeeding to it. The first can-
not be true; for, in that case Existence and Non-
existence, the Nature of'a Thing and .its Annihilation
could have been simultaneously perceived. - If then
Annihilation is a later event, the question is: When
Annihilation happens to the nature of a thing, what
does come upon it that it no longer generates its know-
ledge and no longer produces its cffect? When a
cloth is made from threads, none can prevent a pitcher”
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from generating its knowledge and producing its
effects. If then the event of cloth-making does not
stop the functions of the pitcher, there is no reason
why the event of Annihilation should stop the activi-
ties of a Thing. It may be argued that the event of the
cloth-making does not stop the functions of the pitcher
because the nature of the cloth is not opposed to the
nature of the pitcher but that the event of Annihilation
is something opposed to the nature of a Thing and
does consequently stop its usual functions. The argu-
ment is unsubstantial. For, the question is: What is
Opposition? Does the opposite mean the Annihilator?
Or does it mean Annihilation? If the Opposite mean
the Annihilator, then the position involves anavasthd
or Infinite Regress, without explaining what is opposi-
tion; for, an Annihilator means what effects Annihila-
tion, so that when it is said that the Opposite means
the Annihilator the position comes to this that Annihi-
. lation means what effects Annihilation and that you
go back and back always assuming the phenomenon of
Annihilation and never explaining it. Nor can it be
said that the opposite means Annihilation itself. It is
for this reason, Annihilation is a fact or phenomenon
which has been premised to be different from the
nature of the Thing, just as any other thing is different
from the nature of that Thing; how then is it that
Annihilation, and not any other thing, is said to be
‘opposed to the nature of the Thing? Ifit be contended
that Annihilation is said to be opposed to the nature
of a Thing because it effects some-thing with regard to
and is consequently related to the thing the question
is: What is this Relation? It is not a case of Causal
tionship (k@rya-kérana-bhiva). You can not say

16
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that Annihilation is the Effect of the pitcher; for, it
has been admitted that Annihilation is the Effect of
the Hammer-blow etc. Nor can you say that the rela-
tionship here is one of Contact (sarityoga); for, Annih.i-
lation is not a tangible substance that it may come in
contact with the pitcher; besides, if the relationship
were one of Contact here, we must have to admit that
Annihilation is contemporaneous with the nature or
existence of the pitcher. Thirdly, the relation here
cannot be one of Qualification (visesanabhava); because
this mode of relation admittedly is one that subsists
between the pitcher and the piece of ground which it
occupies. Lastly, the relation here cannot be one of
Non-difference (avisvagbhava); for, the question is:
Is this Non-difference absolute or is it partial (i.e., in
some respects only)? The first cannot be the case here
because Annihilation has been premised to be different
from the nature of the pitcher; nor can you say that
the pitcher is in some respects identical with its Annihi-
lation, because that would involve contradiction. All
this shows that the nature of a Thing is perishable
per se and that its Annihilation is not dependent on or
brought about by any external cause.

The Jainas meet the above argument of the
Buddhists by pointing out that the Buddhists fail to
see that reasoning on a line similar to theirs would
show that the causes and conditions, which are respon-
sible for the Generation of a Thing are but redundant
(leading to the conclusion that a Thing, is not momen-
tary and perishable by naturc) as the Buddhists contend
but that it is essentially existent and persistent. For,
it may be asked: What is the nature of the Thing
which is said to be generated by the generating causes?
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If that nature is existent per se then the generating
Causes are clearly unnecessary. If on the other hand
that nature of Thing is not existent by itself, then no
generating causes can change it and make it existent.
Besides, the Buddhists themselves do not admit that
a Thing which is non-existent by nature is produced
by the generating causes. Here the Buddhists may
argue as follows: A Thing which is not produced is
non-existent; a Thing which is produced, is existent;
so that the generating causes of a Thing cannot be
said to be redundant.

The Jainas point out that a similar line of argu-
ment would show that the annihilating causes of a
Thing are not redundant. In continuation of their
counter-argument in connection with the generating
causes the Jainas quote “If a Thing is existent by itself,
nothing is done to it by its so-called generating causes;
if on the other hand, a Thing is non-existent in itself
nothing is done to it by its so-called generating causes.”
Then again the question may be raised: What is a
Generator? Is it something not different from the
Thing generated? If so, then we cannot speak of the
Generation of the Thing. In order that there may be
the generation of the Thing, the cause of the Genera-
tion must in some way be different from the Thing
itself; if the Generation of a Thing be not different
from the Thing in some respects we cannot falk of the
Generation of the Thing but can only say this is the
Thing, which is not the same thing as to talk of its
Generation. Is then a Generator different from the
Thing which is generated? This also cannot be. For,
in that case, we cannot say that the Thing is generated.
Then again if you hold that a Thing is gencrated even
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though the Generator is different from that Thing, it
may legitimately be asked; why is this particular Thing
and not any other Thingin the World, generated by the
Generator ? If it be urged in reply that, that particular
Thing is Generated because that Thing is related to
the Generator, then the Jaina contention is that the
alleged Relationship is inexplicable inasmuch as (for
the difficulties discussed by the Buddhists, as shown in
the preceding paragraph) it cannot be considered to
be one of Cause-and-Effect, Contact etc. The Jainas
thus show that there is no utility in developing argu-
ments in the above Buddhists’ manner. The correct
position to be taken is as follows:—A Pitcher is
generated from Clay which is its material (updddna)
cause, when the stick, potter’s wheel etc., co-operate
with the said material cause; in the same manner, the
Annihilation of the pitcher arises from that same
material cause, when it is attended with the phenomena
of a strong stroke from a cudgel. The Annihilation
of the pitcher is not absolutely different from the
pitcher, inasmuch as the identical substance, clay,
underlies both; yet the Annihilation of the pitcher,
again is the Annihilation of the pitcher and not the
Annihilation of the cloth, because in the former case
there is the substratum, Clay, which underlies the
pitcher and its Annihilation, just as that Substance
underlies the pitcher and its Generation (the Substance,
Clay, having on the other hand nothing to do with the
cloth or its Annihilation or jts Generation). The
pitcher and its Annihilation, however, are not in every
way identical because in that case either of them would
be non-est and unreal. This position does not involve
any contradiction; because just as knowledge is one
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while there are variednesses in it,"the Substance under-
lying the Thing may be the same while there are various
modifications in it. If to say that Annihilation of a
Thing is in some respects, identical with the Thing were
to involve contradiction, then it may be retorted that
to say that the Generation of a Thing is the Thing
itself involves contradiction also. It is in this way that
the Jainas prove that Things cannot be said to tend
towards Annihilation irresistibly and without being
dependent on any conditions and circumstances.

The momentary nature of Things is thus not
proved, from which it follows that persisting in and
through the succeeding Modes, there is the one identi-
cal substance (urdivata-samanya) underlying all Things.

fasasf et qon: watmer 0§ 0

viseso’pi dviripo gunalt paryayasca 161
TRANSLATION: The Particular also is of two
sorts, viz., the Attribute and the Mode.

COMMENTARY: ‘Attribute’, (guna)- and *Mode’
(paryaya) are the two variations of Particularity (visesa).
Often-times, the word, Paryfya signified Visesa itself
but here it has a restricted meaning. Parydya here
means the Videsa which is an evolving or emergent one
as distinguished from Guna which is a co-inherent

Vigesa.

Tor: EEATl AT gurssHty fasmaeafemrani:

Itatl
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gunah sahabhavi dharmo yathatmani vijiana-vyakti-
Saktyadilh + 11

TRANSLATION: An Attribute is ca-existent with
the nature (of a thing) as for instance, the Actual and
the Potential knowledge etc., in a soul.

CoMmMENTARY: The Characteristic of an Attribute
is that it co-exists with and inheres in the object. Such
an Attribute is the actual consciousness which is
present in a soul at a particular time. The potentiality
of consciousness which becomes actual in future times
in a soul as well as the feelings of happiness, youth
etc., etc., are other Attributes of the Soul.

qataEy FAATE AT qHG gAGEWS N5 0

parydyas tu kramabhdvi yathi tatraiva sukha-
duhkhadil 18}

TRANSLATION: A Mode is the evolute; as for
instance, the feelings of pleasure, of pain etc., in that.

CoMMENTARY: The characteristic of a Mode is
that is it gradually evolves. Pleasure, Pain ctc., are the
Modifications in a soul; similarly, glee, sorrow etc.
are the Modifications in the soul. Attributes are what
co-exist with, i.e., are always present in the Object.
Happiness, cognition, power etc., are the Attributes
of a soul, because no soul is ever without them. Modes,
on the contrary, are the evolving and as such, transient
and temporary aspects of the object. Pleasures, pains,
glee, sorrow etc., which come and go, are the Modes
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in a soul. It may be said, however, that Attributes and
Modes are the same in some cases. How then are they
differentiated ?

The answer is that while Attributes inhere in a
thing at all times, Modes emerge from time to time.
It is to be observed in this connection that the Attribute
and the Mode do not differ from each other absolutely.
The position that they are identical with each other in
some respects is not inconsistent. They do not differ
in the manner a pillar differs from a pitcher; nor are
they absolutely identical. They are identical so far as
the DharmI their Abode (i.e., their underlying Sub-
stance) is concerned; they are different so far as their
respective characteristics are concerned.

The philosophers of the Yauga school object to
the above doctrine in the following way: if the Dharmas
(i.e., the Attributes and the Modes) be identical with
each other with respect to their Dharmi (i.e., the
Substance), it may be said that a similar line of argu-
ment would show that the Dharml in its turn, is
differentiated-in-itself.  This would go against the
doctrine established by Pratyabhijfii or conception
that the DharmI or the substance is one and the self-
same. The Jainas reply to this objection by saying that
the objection is not wholly baseless and that the’
doctrine implied in the objections is not wholly erro~
neous. For, according to them, the substratum is not
absolutely self-<identical but in some respects differen-
tiated-in-itself.  They contend that what is reaily
established by Pratyabhijfil is not that the Substratum
is absolutely self-same and self-identical but that it is
so, in some respects only.
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The Jainas substantiate their objection to the
doctrine of the absolute self-identity of Substance by
pointing out that if the Substance underlying the Thing
be as capable of functioning in the past and in the
future as it is at the present time it would have func-
tioned in exactly the same way in the past and in the
future, as it functions at the present time. If it be
contended that the substance is incapable of function-
ing in the past and in the future in the manner it
functions at the present time, then its functioning at
the present in the manner it does, becomes inexplicable.
Nor can it be contended that although the substance
is capable of functioning in the past and the future in
the same manner as it does at present, it did not do so
in past and the future, because its Assistants (apeksa-
niya, i.e., conditions and circumstances upon which it
counts and depends) were not present then and that
it functions at present in the matter it does because
these Assistants are now near-at-hand. For, in that
case the question may be asked: What is this Depen-
dence (apeksd) on the Assistants? (1) Does it mean
that the Substance is helped (1pakdra) by the Assistants,
when doing functions? (2) Or, does it mean that
whenever the substance functions, it is always attended
with the Assistants (anvaya)? (3) Or, does it mean that
it never functions without the Assistants (vyatireka)?
(4) Or, does it mean that the substance functions when-
ever there are Assistants and that it never functions
without them (anvaya and vyatireka)?
(1) Now, the first position is not maintainable.
The helping (upakdra) of the Substance implies help
by the Assistants; the help by the Assistants in its
turn, necessitates helping the Assistants by other
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Assisting circumstances and so on and so on, which
means Anavasthd or Infinite Regress. And then again
what is this help? Is it of the same nature as the
Substance? This cannot be. Substance. is already
existent while the Help is emergent. To say that Help
is of the same nature as the Substance is to look upon
the already existent Substance being thing emergent,
existence and emergence being opposed to each other.
Nor will it be reasonable to hold that Help is essentially
different from the Substance. A thing cannot be
affected in any way by the being or the non-being of
another thing which is essentially different from it.
The Help if it is essentially different from the
Substance, is absolutely of no use to it. You cannot
contend that the Help although essentially different
from the Substance, still renders some indirect
assistance (upakdra) to it, for, thereby you call in
Anavastha.

(2) It is also unreasonable to hold that the
Substance functions only when there are the Assistants.
The Substance is as it is; it does not change itself when
the Assistants are absent, so, it can certainly function,
even though these Assistants are absent. Consider the
position from another view-point. The Substance does
not change itself when the Assistants are absent; it may
be argued that hence the Substance does not function
when the Assistants are absent: then when the Assis-
tants are there, it functions; this means that when there
are the Assistants the nature of Substance is changed;
this change in the nature of the Substance is thus
causally connected with the presence of the Assistants:
and if this changed nature of the Substance is thus
causally connected with the Assistants it cannot let
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go those Assistants (i.e., the Assistants must thence-
forth be always there) because otherwise the sub-
stance would be devoid of its nature.

(3) The above shows how the contention that
the Substance never functions in the absence of the
Assistants is not maintainable (of course, if, as the
Yaugas maintain, the Substance be an absolute self-
identity) for, what does the contention, the substance
never functions in the absence of the Assistants, really
mean? It means that the nature of the substance con-
sists in an ‘absolute inactivity-in-the-absence of the
Assistants’ (tadvirah@kartr-svabhava). Now if this be
the immutable nature of the Substance, it can never be
functioning, even though at some time there may come
those Assistants to it, for, it is an unchangeable abso-
lute self-identity.

(4) In the same manner, the fourth alternative,
the Substance functions when there are the
Assistants and it does not function in their absence, is
also unacceptable, if the Substance be held to be an
absolute self-identity. You cannot attribute contra-
dictory natures or aspects to the Substance. If you
hold that the Substance functions in conjunction with
the Assistants, this means that the nature of the Sub-
stance is essentially connected with that of the Assis-

tants; and if so, how can the Substance be at any time
without them? Hence it cannot be said that the Sub-
stance may be with the Assistants and may be without
them, if it is a strict self-identity. It may be contended
that the contradiction may be avoided by introducing
the clement of Time. There is no contradiction in
saying that the Substance is with the Assistants at
some time and is without them at other time. The
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Jainas point out that this position also is unmaintain-
able. The Substance has been held by the Yaugas to
be an immutable self-identity; it is the same at all
times; it is not possible for it to be in union with the
Assistants at some time and to be without them at
some other time, which means a change in its nature,
Nor can it be contended that the ‘union-with-the-
Assistants’ and the ‘disunion-with-the-Assistants’ are
after all but the aspects (dharma) of the Substance,
aspects which are not essentially connected with the
Substance (dharmi) so that these aspects, direct as
they are, do not imply a change in the nature of the
Substance. The Jainas point out that assuming (though
thereby admitting) that the Aspects are essentially
unconnected with the Substance, it would not help
the matter at all; for, it is the Substance that functions
and produces effects and not the group of Aspects. If
then the Substance is the selfsame all along and if at
the time of functioning and producing effects, it can
function and produce the effects, it should also function
and produce those effects, in the previous times also.
To avoid the ‘differentiation-in-itself” you have kept
the Substance untouched by the Aspects and tried to
explain the facts of functioning and non-functioning
by attributing differences to the Aspects. But you can-
not avoid the contradiction if you admit, as you must,
that it is the Substance that functions and that the
Substance ‘sometimes functions and sometimes does

not.

1t is thus clear that if the Substance be held to be
absolutely immutable and self-identical, the position
becomes full of contradictions at every step. A Thing
has origin (uipdda) Decay (vyaya) and persistence
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(dhrauvya) and the Jainas maintain that this triple
character or aspect of the Thing is not possible, unless
the Thing be held to be both permanent (nitya) and
impermanent (anitya). So far as its underlying Sub-
stance is concerned, a Thing has neither Origin nor
Decay. This is clear from the unbroken continuity
(anvaya) perceptible in the Substance of the Thing. It
may be objected here that things like nails in the
fingers are cut off and grow again, so that a Continuity
is perceptible here also but that nobody looks upon
things like nails as permanent, on account of their
continuity. To this the Jaina reply is that the continuity
which is perceptible in things like nails is not real.
Closer observation (pramana) would falsify the un-
broken character of the continuity, found in them.
The continuity which is found in the Substance,
underlying a Thing is never falsified by experience;
the real character of the continuity of the Substance
underlying a Thing is firmly established by such valid
sources of knowledge (pramana) as correct Recognition
(pratyabhijid). Hence it is that a Thing has persistence
so far ag its underlying Substance is concerned.
From the view-point of its Modes, however a
Thing has both its Origin and its Decay. Modes have
a form which is exclusive (askhalita). This exclusiveness
of the form distinguishes a real Mode from what is 2
false or illusory experience. A real Mode has a form
which excludes other forms, a form which holds its
own until it is destroyed and replaced by other forms.
The experience of Yellowness in a white conch is not
the experience of a real Mode, because this Yellowness,
instead of being destroyed and then replaced by White-
ness, co-cxists with the latter. This, however, does not
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mean that the series of feelings, viz., Joy, Anger, In-
difference etc., possessed by a soul are not psychical
modifications and are of non-exclusive forms. They
are of exclusive forms, inasmuch as so long as any
of them possesses the percipient, it is not opposed by
any other feeling.

To the above Jaina theory of thc three—fo[d-
Character of Things, some object as follows: Are the
facts of Origin etc., different from each other or are
they not? If the facts of origination etc., are different
from each other, how can you speak of one Thing as
having three natures? If the facts of origination etc.,
are not different from each other, how can you speak
of one Thing as having three natures? The objection
is misconcieved. The three natures or aspects of the
Thing are different from each other in some respects
only. The fact that the three aspects of Origination,
Decay and Persistence are different in some respects
is not unproved’. That which was non-existent comes
into existence; that which is existent vanishes into non-
existence; the Substratum persists; well, these are the
three peculiar characteristics of the phenomena of
Origination etc., well-known to all. Then again the
three phenomena, although different from each other
in some respects are not absolutely so. They are all
connected with each other. There is no Origination
without Decay and Persistence; there is no Decay with-
out Origination and Persistence; and there is no
Persistence without Origination and Decay. The facts
of Origination, Persistence and Decay arc thus depen-
dent on each other and inhere in the Thing. Why then
can a Thing not have a triple nature? The following
poetic lines are also interesting in this connection:
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“When the pitcher on her head was destroyed, the
daughter was sorry; the son was glad; and the king
was indifferent”. In the same light the truth is to be
understood that a Thing has a triple nature; one of
its forms is destroyed; another is generated; the
Substratum underlying both the forms persists™. Thus
it is that a Thing is both permanent and impermanent
and as such many sided.

Similarly it may be shown that a Thing is many-
sided inasmuch as it is both existent and non-existent.
One may of course contend: Well, that is 2 Contradic-
tion; how can one and the same thing, e.g., a pitcher,
be both existent and non-existent? Existence and Non-
existence repudiate each other; otherwise, they would
have been identical phenomena; hence if a fact is
existent, how can it be non-existent? And if it is non-
existent, how can it be existent? The Jaina philoso-
phers point out that the contention is unsound. The

objection might have force, if it were held that a Thing
is existent in those very respects in which it is non-
existent and that it is non-existent in those very respects
in which it is existent. A Thing may be said to be
existent with respect to its (1) own Form, e.g., that of
a pitcher, (2) own Substance, e.g., gold, (3) own Place,
e.g., a city and (4) own Time, e.g., spring-season. There
would be no inconsistency or contradiction, if it is
said that the Thing, e.g., the pitcher does not exist
(1) as a cloth, (2) as made up of Threads, (3) as a thing
made in a village and (4) as a thing of the summer-
season. There are thinkers of the Saugata School who
deny that a Thing is non-existent with respect to the
nature of other things (parasattva), The Jainas point
out that the theory of these philosophers would lead
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to the conclusion that a Thing, e.g., the pitcher has the
nature of all things (sarvatmakarva). If absolute
existence is attributed to the pitcher, if, that is, the
pitcher be held to be existent with respect to the ‘nature’
etc., of other things also, just as it is existent in respect
of its own ‘nature’ etc., why, then would the pitcher
not have the nature of all things? It is this Pardsattva
or negation in respect of the nature of other things
that makes a thing ‘exclusively definite (pratiniyata).
The Saugatas may contend that there is nothing like
the Parasattva, that is to say, that no real content is
implied when a Thing is said to be non-existent in
respect of the nature of other things and that what is
said to be the Parasattva or negation with respect to
the nature of other things is but the Sva-Sattva or
affirmation with respect to its own nature. The Jainas
repudiate this contention by urging that ‘negation’
canaot be the same thing as ‘affirmation’ and that
consequently the Parfisattva does point to a real aspect
(of a thing) which is not the same as that implied by
the Sva-Sattva. The further contention of the Saugatas
in this connection is that the Parasattva is not cognised
separately; nor can it be said that it is not cognised;

hence this Parasattva is something like magic, a pure
negation after all, which is not expressible in words,

has no real content with reference to a thing and which

is not attributable to a thing. The Jainas argue that

if the Pardsattva or the negation of the nature of other

things is not attributed to a thing, then the thing cannot

be prevented from having ‘the nature of other things’
(parasattva) and this they show in this way. The
negation (asartva) of the ‘negation of its own nature’
(svasarrva) leads to the attribution of ‘its own nature’
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(svasattva) to a thing; in the same way, the negation
(asattva) of the nature of other things (pardsattva) in
a thing must lead to the attribution of the ‘nature of
other things’ ( para-sattva) to the thing. The Saungatas
try to meet this objection of the Jainas by saying: The
‘Positive nature’ (bhavariipa) of a thing or its ‘exclu-
sive definiteness’ (partiniyata) is not due to the ‘negation
of the negation’ (abha@va-nivrtti) of that nature but
the positive and the definite nature of the thing is due to
its own generating causes and conditions (samagri);
hence there is no need for admitting the Parasattva.
The Jainas set aside the Saugata view by urging that
without ‘negation’, i.e., the ‘negation’ of the nature of
other things’ (par@sattva) in the thing the positive and
the exclusively definite nature of that thing is never
possible, The nature of a thing, the Sva-sattva, is the
‘negation of the negation of itself’; the nature of other
things, the Parasattva is similarly the ‘negation of the
negation of the nature of these thing’. If then the
Par@sattva is not attributed to a thing, if that is, the
negation of the nature of other things is not attributed
to it, the Para-sattva, i.e., the nature of other things,
which has been shown to be similar in character to the
Sva-sattva, may as well form the nature of the

thing.

The thinkers of Yauga School maintain that a
difference is cognised between one thing and another:
in technical logical language, this is expressed by saying
that ‘mutual non-existence’ (parasparabhiva, or nega-
tion of each other), which is in every way different
from the nature of a thing is cognised; and this cogni-
tion of the ‘mutual non-existence’ gives us the know-
ledge of the thing as ‘exlusively definite’ (padartha-
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Dpratiniyama); hence there is no need for supposing, as
the Jainas do, that there is an element of non-existence
(so far as other things are concerned) in a thing. The
Jainas point out that this contention of the Yauga
School is not reasonable. If a pitcher be not the
negation of a cloth, then it may be looked upon as a
cloth. Again a pitcher is a pitcher because it is different
from the ‘negation of the pitcher’ (ghatabhiiva), now,
a cloth also is different from the ‘negation of the
pitcher’; hence a cloth also may be looked upon as a
pitcher. The Jainas continue their criticism of the
Yauga theory by pointing out that the Yaugas have
premised that it is the knowledge of the ‘mutual nega-
tion’ that distinguishes one thing from another. The
question, however, which arises in this connection is:
Are the two things which the ‘Mutual negation’ is said
to differentiate, one from the other essentially different
from one another? Or, are they essentially not different
from one another? You cannot say that the ‘mutual
negation’ differentiates the two essentially different
things; because the two things are, of and by them-
selves, different from one another (and it is consequently
meaningless to say that the ‘mutual negation’ which
js extraneous to both of them differentiates them).
Nor is the second alternative acceptable; because
between two things which are essentially not-different
a ‘mutual negation’ is impossible. Then again it has
been premised by the Yaugas that a Thing (bhiva) and
its Negation (abhava, ie., the parasparabhava or
‘mutual negation’ in this case) are different from one
another; the question, however, which crops up here
is: Is this difference between the thing and its negation,
due to the nature of the thing and its negation, or is

17
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this difference due to another Negation, intervening
between the thing and its negation? If you say that it
is the natures of the thing and its negation that dif-
ferentiates them, then, why do you not admit that it
is the natures of two things that make them different
and deny that the extraneous negation (the Paraspara-
bhava of the Yaugas) differentiates them? If, on the
other hand, you hold the second alternative view, then
there comes up the Anavastha or Infinite Regress; for
extraneous Negation which is to differentiate a thing
from its negation would require another negation for
its own differentiation from the thing and so on and
so on. All these difficulties (in the theory of the Yauga

philosophers) can be avoided, if instead of maintaining

that a thing is different from its negation in every way

(as the Yaugas say) it is held that a thing and its

negation are not different from each other in some

respects.

A thing which is a Mode, e.g., a pitcher or a cloth
has thus an aspect of Existence and an aspect of Non-
existence or negation. It is mot rightly conceived or
described, if it is said to be simply Existent. From the
view-point of its own Substance, a thing is certainty
Existent; but so far as the Substance of other things is
concerned, it has also an element of Non-existence or
negation in itself; the result is that a thing which is
thus a negation of things other than itself has no
chance of identifying itself with these other things.

It is clear that a thing has many aspects (anckanta)
viz., the Existent and the Non-existent. In the same
manner, an intelligent man should understand the
manifold character of similar other aspects of a thing,
should see, that is, how a thing is, for example, different
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from another thing (in some respects) as also not
different from it (in some respects).

T FRTTTETETE e AR JRgTEEatear
geem: afk=ad: |
iti pramana-nayatatvalokalan kare prameya-svarii-
pa-nirpayo nidma paficamal paricchedak |

TRANSLATION: Here ends the Fifth chapter of
the Pramana-naya-tattvalokalamkara entitled the De-
termination of The True Nature Of The Prameya (or
the Object Of Knowledge).



CHAPTER VI

FEAAOA SATSAA TIH FEH 1 ¢ 1
yat praminena prasadhyate tad asya phalam 111

TRANSLATION: What is effected by the Pramana
is its Fruit.

COMMENTARY: The nature, the number and the
object of the Pramana have been dealt with. The
Fruit of the Pramana, viz., the destruction of Ignor-
ance etc., is proposed to be discussed now.

g fEfaaamrada rom@w = 1} n

tad dvividham anantaryena paramparyepna ca 1t 2!

TRANSLATION: It is of two sorts, viz., the Direct
and the Indirect.

CoMMENTARY: These are described below.

FATAS GATA O S 103 1

latranantaryena sarva-pramanandan ajﬁﬁna—niv.rt/ilf
phalam '+ 31

TRANSLATION: As regards the Direct Fruit, the
Direct Fruit of all the Pramanas is the annihilation of
Ignorance.
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CoMMENTARY: It is to be understood that the
immediate (Direct) effect of all the Pramanas is the
certain knowledge about the self or the not-self, the
knowledge which consists in the destruction of all
forms of Ignorance, e.g., Viparyaya etc.

TTEIE FISAAE ATIREAETY 1) ¥ )
paramparyena kevala-jiidnasya ravat phalom auda-
sinyam 1 41

TRANSLATION: As regards the Indirect Fruits, the
Indirect Fruit of the Pure Knowledge is (a spirit of)

Indifference.

CoMMENTARY: Although all things are directly
cognised by the Omniscient Being, He has no desire
for the removal or the acquisition of anything; and
hence His is an attitude of absolute Indifference to-
wards all things. The reason for this is that His object
has been attained. The causes which bring about the
Sarthsdra (the Series of mundane existences) are to be
avoided and the ways and means which effect the
Moksa {or the final Liberation) are to be pursued.
Now, Omniscience having been attained, the Omni-
scient has not the causes of the Satsara to be avoided
by Him, nor the means and ways Tor the attainment
of the Moksa to be pursued by Him. There thus
remains nothing to be realised or striven after for such
a Being and hence, He is indifferent to all things.

STl EITEEETRETEE: 1t Y i
Sesa-pramandnam punar wpddina-hinopeksa-bud-
ddaval 151



406 Pramipa-naya-tattvalokalankarak: VI, 5, 6,7.

TRANSLATION: The Indirect Fruit of the re-
maining Pramanas is either a spirit of Appropriation
or a spirit of Avoidance or a Spirit of Indifference.

CoMMENTARY: Thus, if a thing is found'to be
pleasant, e.g., camphor etc., we want to ‘appropriate’
it; if it is found to be unpleasant, e.g., cold, charcoal
etc., we want to ‘avoid’ it; and if it is found to be of
no use or consequence to us, e.g., a blade of rotten
grass, we neglect it.

TEAT: TG AATAS o ARSI -
qua: U g W

tat pramanatalh syad bhinnam abhinnam ca, pramana-
phalatvanyathanupapattely | 6 |

TRANSLATION: As the Fruit cannot otherwise be
understood to be the Fruit of the Pramana it is in some
respects both separate from and identical with the
Pramina.

COMMENTARY: According to the philosophers of
the Yauga School, the Fruit is different from the
Pramiana while the Saugata thinkers maintain that the
Fruit is identical with the Pramfina. These are one-
sided views and the above aphorism indicates the
correct theory, the theory of the Jaina School.

IUEHIGATAT TATEEAT afga®o Jared-
famme gfa 7 famadllay, ww n

upadana-buddhy-adind pramanad bhinnena vyava-
hitaphalena hetor vyabhicara iti na vibhavaniyam ! 71
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TRANSLATION: The Reason (in the above Jaina
argument, the Fruit cannot otherwise be understood
to be the Fruit of the Pramana) should not be supposed
to be (fallaciously) connected also with the fact that
the Fruit is distinct and separate from the Pramina
because of the spirit of Appropriation etc.

CoMMENTARY: The Yauga philosophers contend
that the spirit of Appropriation etc., which characterise
the Fruit shows that the Fruit is distinct from the
Pramana. In order that the Fruit may be the Fruit of
the Pramana, the Fruit must be distinguished from the
Pramana. The Yauga philosophers show in this way
that the fact that the Fruit is the Fruit of the Pramana
leads to the position that the Fruit is different from
the Pramana and not necessarily to the theory of the
Jainas that the Fruit is both different from and identical

with the Pramiana.
AEFIAGAECENT TAIEATeREfeas: 0o |
tasyaika-pramitr-1adatmyena  pramanid abheda-
vyavasthitel 1 8 1
TRANSLATION: The Fruit is to be judged as not
different from the Pramana as both of them have the
same identical Knower. .

CoMMENTARY: The one and the same self that
modifies (parinati) itself into Knowledge also modifies
itself into the Fruit of Knowledge, Hence, Knowledge

and its Fruit are identical.
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pramanatayd parinatasyaivatmanah phalataya pari-
nati-pratiteh 1 9 1

TRANSLATION: Because the same self which is
modified into the Pramana is found to be modified
into the Fruit.

COMMENTARY: This is explained below.

a: wfey @ gaEe aficaweeay f w99-
wagifciawaformgaarg 1 go

yah pramimite sa evopadatte parityajaty upeksate
ceti sarva-sarivyavahiribhir askhalitam anubhavati 101

TRANsLATION: He that cognises does also ap-
propriate, renounce and neglect (the objects of his-
cognition, as the case may be): well, this is the in-
variable experience of all observers.

CoMMENTARY: No sane man feels that in the
process of his cognition one self works and that a
different self of his appears in his attitude of appropria-
tion, of avoidance or of neglect.

TALAT AW NG aediaTsa:
gEesaq U g M
itaratha sva-parayoly pramana-phala-vyavastha-vip-
lavalh prasajjyeta 1+ 111

TRANSLATION: Otherwise there would be confu-
sion between one’s own Knowledge and its Fruit and
those of another person.
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CoMMENTARY: If one and the same Self be not
supposed to underlie the Pramana and its Fruit, it
would be impossible to determine such things as this
Knowledge and the Fruit are mine, these are other
person’s etc., etc. Hence it is, that although the Fruit
is characterised by a spirit of Appropriation etc., it is
not different from Knowledge .

: mfwafaﬁ'@&wmwwﬁmmﬂrﬁaw
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ajii@na-nivytti-svarapena pramanad abhinnena saksat
phalena sddhanasydnekanta iti nasankanipam 1 12 1
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TRANSLATION: The Reason is not to be suspected
to be connected also with the fact of the Direct Fruit
being (absolutely) identical with Knowledge, consisting,
as it does in. the subsidence of Ignorance.
COMMENTARY: In the sixth aphorism above it
has been said that according to the Jainas, the Fruit of
Knowledge is in some respects different from and in
some respects not different - from Knowledge. The
Reason for the said Jaina proposition, as-given in
that Stutra was, “The Fruit cannot be otherwise un-
derstood to be the Fruit of the Pramdna. Some
thinkers contend that this' Reason is bad, as it does
not lead to the Jaina theory necessarily. The Reason,
ie., the fact that the Fruit cannot be otherwise
understood to be the Fruit of knowledge rather
proves that the Fruit is different from Knowledge,
a position which is opposed to the above Jaina
theory but with which nevertheless, the Reason given

'
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by the Jainas is said to be quite consistent. This
amounts to saying that the Jaina Hetu for the said
Jaina theory is vyabhicari, i.e., fallacious on account
of its being connected with the opposite of what the
Jainas want to prove. In the seventh Stitra and the
Stitras, following it, this objection of the opponents
has been considered and the Jainas have refuted the
charge that their Hetu is Vyabhicari.
In the present aphorism, the objection brought

by the ﬁz‘\kya School of thinkers against the Jaina
theory is considered. The Sakya philosophers point
out that the Direct Effect of all Knowledge has been
said to be the Annihilation of Ignorance. This shows
that the Fruit of Knowledge is absolutely ‘identical’
with knowledge. This amounts to saying that the Jaina
Hetu, viz., the fact that ‘Fruit cannot be otherwise
understood to be the Fruit of Knowledge’ is Anaikan-
tika; that is to say, that the said Jaina Hetu, instead

of being invariably connected with the Jaina theory,

viz., that the Fruit is in some respect different from

and in some respects identical with Knowledge, is also

consistent with the proposition, ‘the Fruit is absolutely

identical with Knowledge’, a proposition, opposed to

the theory of the Jainas. On this ground the Sakyas

maintain that the Jaina Hetu is fallacious and conse-

quently, the Jaina theory wrong.

The Jainas set aside this Sakya contention in this
Stitra and the Sttras, following it.

o faweaTfy SaTEan waTatETg 1o g: N

kathamcit tasyapi praminad bhedena vyavasthanit
1131
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TRANSLATION:  For, in some respects, it is judged
to be separate from Knowledge. .

CoMMENTARY:  This is explagneh below. .

ATEATLAATR THOFTAT: TR el

sadhyazsadhana-bhivena pramina- phalayol prati-

yamdanatvar | 14 1 R LI

TRANSLATION: ; Because, Knowledge and its Fruit
appear as ‘what effec;;,’ and ‘what.is, effected’. .,

. COMMENTARY:, That whlch ;appears as ‘what is
effected’ . (sadhya) and that wh1ch appears as, what
effects it (sadlzana), ie., by means of whlch somé-
thing is eﬁ'ected are dlﬂ"erent from’ each other, as for
1nstance the fact of ciiting and the aXe; néw, Know-
ledge .and .its, Fruit consisting;in the, subsideace of
Ignorance appear,as 'whiat effects (san’hana) and wbat
1s eﬁ”ected (sadhya) Ce s e e e
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" 1! TRANSLATION: * Becausé ' of the “instrumentability
of the-Pramana m‘bnngmg about certain Knowledge'
regarding the 'Self and the Not-self it is the ‘Sﬁdhana‘
or-the lnstrument that whu:h effects. '. ¢

COMMENTARY That which is' mstrumental in

bri'nging about some phenomena is called an Instru-
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ment (Sadhana or something which ‘effects’); as for
instance, an axe; now the Pramina is instrumental in
bringing about the certain Knowledge about the Self
and the Not-self and is an Instrument or Sadhana on
that account.

muemfafatmerEmfaard & g e,
soTfsTEREE 1 2% 1

sva-para-vyavasiti-kriya-riipdjrana-nivyttyakhyam
phalam tu sddhyam, pramana-nispadyatvat 1 16 1

TrRANSLATION: The Fruit described as the subsi-
dence-of-Ignorance, consisting in the fact of certain
knowledge regarding the Self and the Not-self is what
is effected; as it is what is achieved by Knowledge.

CoMMENTARY: That which is established by the
Pramana is something ‘effected’ (s@dhya); as for
instance, ‘a spirit of Appropriation’ etc., now, the
Fruit is what is established by the Pramana. Hence it
is not proper to say that the Fruit is absolutely ‘identi-
cal' with the Pramdna. Their absolute ‘identity’ would
negative their respective natures as Knowledge and
its Fruit. The Pramana consists in an exactly similar
‘form’ (sarapya) of the object, the Fruit in ‘under-
standing’ (adhigati) it; now, if the Pramana and thé
Fruit were ‘absolutely identical’ with cach other, we
could not talk separately of them, viz., of the Pramana
as consisting in ‘an exactly similar form’ of the object
and of the Fruit as ‘understanding’ it. In this connec-
tion, the opponents may contend that the Pramina and
the Fruit arc identical and that yet it is possible 10
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talk separately of them in this way. The Sarupya or the
‘exact form’, characterising the Pramana-is the retro-
gression from the inexact form (asarapya-vyavritiy and
the Adhigati or the ‘understanding’ characterising the
Fruit is the retrogression from the ‘not-understanding’.
(anadhigati-vyavreti). These two ‘retrogressions’ (vy@vs-
1ti) being different, it is possible for us to talk of the
Pramana and the Fruit as different, although™they are
absolutely identical with each other. The Jainas set
aside this contention by pointing out that unless the
Pramdpa and the Fruif themselves are essentially
different from each other it is impossible for us to
talk of their natures as different from each other.
Then again, it is not always very safe to talk.of a thing
through the fact of its being opposed to what it is not
(vyavrati). A Pramana, as alleged by. the other side, is
a Pramana because it,is opposed to ‘what- it is not’
(apramana) and the. Fruit of a Pramana is the Fruit
because it-is opposed to,what it is not (qphala); but
can we say that because a Pramana is different from
another mode ,of Pramana, the former must be Apra-
mana? Or, because a Fruit of the Pramana is different
from another kind of Fruit, the former must be an

Aphala? '

wrrgh wquﬁifwmi%ﬁfagé-.l e 11
pramdtur api sva-para-y }‘a\a:ltl-l\n_}ayalx katha-

‘mcidbhedal 1 17 1 L

. Transtamion: - The Knower also is distinct in
some respect from his act of I\nomnn for certain, the

Self and the Not-self.
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CoMMENTARY: It is incidentally pointed out in
this Sttra that not only is Knowledge (pramand)
distinet in some respects from dts Fruit (phala) but the
knower (pramiitd) also is to be distinguished from the
Fruit, which consists in the act of certain knowledge
of the Self and the Not-self.

FIFTAL: FEAEIIRTRAGEFAT 1L 25 U

kartr-kriyayoh sadhya-sadhaka-bhivenopalambhat
118 1 ‘

TRANSLATION: As an Act and its Doer are
observed to be related as ‘what is effected’ (sadhya)
and ‘what effects it’ (saddhaka).

CoOMMENTARY: What are observed as the Doer
and the Deed are different from each other; as for
instance, Devadatta and his Act of cutting wood: now,
the Knower and his Act, consisting in his certain
knowledge regarding the Self and the Not-self are
observed as the Doer and the Deed. (Therefore, the

Knower is distinct, in some respects, from the Fruit
of knowledge).

wat fg wew:, waeear, fF g e, -
frdetea gk 0

karta hi sadhakah, svatantratvat; kriyd tu sadhyd
kartr-nirvartyatyatr ) 19 1

TRANSLATION: Because of his independence, the
Docr is he who ‘effects’ (sadhaka) (something); the
Act on the other hand, is what ‘is to be effected
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(sddhya) because it is dependent on the Doer for 1ts
effectuation.

CoMMENTARY: He who with reference to an Act
is independent of it is the Doer, as for instance, the
cutter, with reference to the cutting of wood; now,
the Knower with reference to the Act of Knowledge
for certain of the Self and the Not-self is independent.
How is the independence of Doer proved? It is-in
this way. An Act cannot be effected by itself; its
effectuation is dependent on some being different
from it; in the matter of effecting an Act, the Doer is
thus looked upon as playing the main part (and may
accordingly be said to be independent of the Act).

The Act, consisting in the certain knowledge of
the Self and the Not-self, on the contrary, ‘is what is
effected’ (s@diya); because it is what is done by the
Doer (i.c., the Knower). Whatever Act is done by the
Doer is to be treated as ‘what is effected’ (s@diya); now,
the Act consisting in the certain knowledge about the
Self and the Not-self is found to be something which
is done by a Doer; and hence it is to be judged to be
something which is effected (s@dhya).

This Stitra explains why the Doer (kartd) is he
who effects (sadllala) (something) and the Deed Is
somethmg which is effected (s@diya) and proves that
the Doer is distinct from the Deed on th:s account.

7 5 frn fraem wrsnsza,ﬁm a1; s
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na ca kriya kriyavatal sakasad ablxmnan a, bhinnaiva
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TRANSLATION: The Act is not the same as the
Agent; nor is it different from him, To hold otherwise
would be by implication denying their natures as the
Act and its Agent.

COMMENTARY: The Saugata thinkers identify the
Act with the Agent. The Jainas reject this theory on
the ground that in that case the Agent alone becomes
the sole reality and not both of them; for, if, both the
Act and its Agent were equally real, one cannot talk
of their identity.

The philosophers of the Vaiesika and other
Schools, on the contrary, maintain that an Act is
‘absolutely different’ from the Agent. The Jainas
criticise this position also and point out that in that
case, one cannot say that a particular Act is a parti-
cular Agent’s Act; for, since the particular Act is
‘absolutely different’ from (i.e., absolutely unrelated
to) the particular agent, the Act might as well be
looked upon as the Act of any other Agent. It cannot
be said that jt is the ‘intimate relationship’, (samavaya)
which determines which Act is to be known to be
which Agent’s; for the Samaviya relationship is too
universal and pervasive to be capable of settling which
Act'is to be which Agent’s.

Accordingly, it is clear that to hold an Act and
its Agent as ‘absolutely identical’ with or as ‘absolutely
different’ from each other is to destroy their respective
characters. The correct position is that an Act and
its Agent are ‘in some scnse identical’ with and ‘in
some sense, different” from each other.

ST TR SN TR, G
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samvrttyd pramana-phala-vyavahdra ity apraméanika-
praldpal, paramarthatal svabhimata-siddhi-virodhit

t 211

i+ TRANSLATION: The contention 'that the theory
about (the reality of) certain Knowledge and its Fruit
is based on imagination is but unreasonable talk; for,
this view is opposed to be real establishment of itself,

CoMMENTARY: According to some thinkers, the
attempt on the part of the Syadvada (i.e., the Jaina)
School to establish that certain Knowledge (praména)
and its Fruit are in some sense identical with and in
some sense different from each other, is useless; for,
certain Knowledge and its Fruit are both imaginary
(s@mvrta). The Jainas criticise this position in the
following way. The thinker who looks upon the
Pram@na and its Fruit as imaginary must establish his
position positively. Now, how is he to prove his posi-
tion, through the Pramanpa (i.e., valid knowledge) or
through the Non-pramiana (i.e., invalid or no-know-
ledge? If through the latter, his disputation is value-
less and his position remains unproved. He can
neither say that he can prove his position through
Pramana, i.e., any of the recognised instruments of
valid knowledge. For, what would be the nature of
the Pramana tc be used by him? If the Pramina used
by him to prove the imaginary Character of the Pra-
mana and its Fruit be itself unsubstantial and imagi-
nary, his position is not proved and the opposite
doctrine that the Pramina and its Fruit are real is
substantiated. If, on the contrary, it is contended that
the Pramina proving the imaginary nature of the
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Pramana and its Fruit is real and substantial, then
the sophist’s own position, viz., the proposition that
the Pramana and its Fruit are never real or substantial,
is clearly contradicted.

Hence it is that the contention that the Pramana

.and the Fruit are all imaginary, is opposed to its own
substantiation.

A TEIET G AHGSITEgiY: RS yRaT-
Tafgdg: @iwasa: n R 0

tatah paramarthika eva pramana-phala-vyavaharalh
sakala-purusartha-siddhi-hetul svikartavyah 1 22 1

TRANSLATION: Hence it is to be admitted that
the Pramana and its Fruit have their real and essential

worth and that they are the causes of fulﬁlment of all
the objects of desire.

CoMMENTARY: The above is the conclusion of
the preceding debate.

ST TqEIaagremifga<ia aararay 11 R3 11

pramanasya svariipiadi-catustayad viparitam tada-
bhiasam v 231

TRANSLATION: A Pramina-Fallacy is what is
opposed to any of the four things regarding a Pramina.
e.g., its Nature cte.

CoMmENTARY:  True knowledge is to be attained:
this however is possible through the avoidance of
False or Fallacious knowledge. Hence what is Falla-
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cious knowledge is also to be understood. Now,
Fallacious knowledge is what is different from (viparita)
or opposed to the True Knowledge. In the previous
chapters, the Pramana has been considered with
reference to its Nature, its Number, its Objects and
its Fruit. The four broad classes of the Pramana-
fallacy would accordingly be: 1. Fallacies, regarding
the Nature of the Pramana; 2. Fallacies, regarding
its Number; 3. Fallacies, regarding its Object; and 4.
Fallacies, regarding its Fruit.

AN CHATA AT AT AT T AT (7114 FreTmaH -
AT NHE TTEATRTEL: N ¥ N

ajiiandtmakandtma-prakasaka-svamairavabhasaka-
nirvikalpaka-samaropah pr cya svarfipdbhasal
1241 .

TRANSLATION: The Fallacies, regarding the
Nature of the Pramana (i.e., Knowledge) are: The
view that it is essentially Unconscious; the view that
it does not reveal the Self; the view that it reveals the
Self only; the theory of the Undetermined Perception;
and the Fallacy consisting in Samaropa or Ignorance.

771 it i ae T ATEETmT g A aTa -
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yatha samnikarsadyasvasamvidita-pardnavabhiasaka
jﬁdna—dar.\’ana-w'paryaya-sar_n.(ayﬁnad/u’m'a:&)'a‘lz 1251

TranstaTION: (It would be Fallacious to regard
as valid Knowledge such phenomenon as) For instance:
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Contact etc. Knowledge, unconscions of the Self;
Knowledge, not revealing any Not-self; Pure Sensa-
tion; Iflusion; Doubt and Inattention.

CoMMENTARY: These are respectively the in-
stances of the five forms of the Fallacy or wrong view
about the Nature of the Pramina or valid Knowledge
described above. Samnikarsa or Contact (of a thing
with a sense-organ) has been shown to be nmo more
than a physical process; it is not a Pramana or a form
of valid Knowledge; to look upon Contact as Pramana
would be identifying Knowledge with an Unconscious
phenomenon and would be a Fallacy. Then again in
Knowledge, the Self is directly revealed; accordingly
any theory denying the reality or the knowability of
the Self would come under the second form of the
Fallacy regarding the Nature of Knowledge. Con-
versely, any theory denying the reality or the know-
ability of the Not-self or the external Real would be
the third mode of the Fallacy in respect of the Nature
of the Pramana. Fourthly, Pramaina is certain and
definite Knowledge; the Nirvikalpa, otherwise called
Daréana, which consists in ‘pure Sensation’ undeter-
mined or unmodified in any way, cannot give such 2
certain Knowledge of its Object; accordingly, tO
regard ‘Pure Sensation’ as a Pramana or a form of
valid Knowledge would be commiting a Fallacy re-
garding the Nature of the Pramana. Lastly, it need
scarcely be said that the three forms of Ignorance
(samdropa) do not give us any correct Knowledge; 10
look upon them as Praminas would be but fallacious.

AT TUTHARTETIIAA: 1 RE
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tebhyal sva-para-vyavasayasyanupapattel) t 26 1

TRANSLATION: For, they are not the sources of
the certain Knowledge about the Self and the Not--
self.

COMMENTARY:  This has alfeady been made clear..

QieqagETeaatia FaTATaY GoTATET 1R 1)
samvyavahirika-pratyaksam iva yad abhisate ta
tadabhasam 1 27 )

TRANSLATION: That which (falsely) appears as
the Practical-Direct Experience {sdmvyavahdrika-pra-
tyaksa) is a Fallacy with respect to that.

COMMENTARY: A more detailed description of”
the Fallacies regarding the Nature "of the Pramina is
hereby begun. The Pramiina has been said to be
either Direct (pratyaksa) or Indirect ( paroksa). The
Direct again is either Practical (samvyavaharika) or
Transcendental (paramdrthika). When an object
appears as an object of our Practical experience but
is really no such object at all we have a Fallacious.
Practical experience. It should be noted here that the
Fallacies of this kind come under two classes in as
much as the Direct-Practical experience is of two
modes viz., the Sensuous (the indriya-nibandhana) and
the Mental (the anindriya-nibandhana)

UGG TR, 3@ @ o U s 1
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TRANSLATION: For instance; To take clouds for
a Gandharva city or to feel Misery as Happiness.

CoOMMENTARY: The first instance relates to the
first form of the Direct-Practical experience, i.e., the
Sensuous and the second, to the second, i.e., the
Mental. As regards the Fallacies regarding Grasp
{avagraha), Attention (7hd) etc., their nature can be
-easily understood and they are not accordingly illu-
strated here.

TRATSFRITA T aETAEd TAIAEH N0R

paramarthika-pratyaksam iva yad abhasate tat
tadabhisam | 29 1

TransLATION: That which (falsely) appears as
the Transcendental Direct Experience (paramdrthika-
pratyaksa) is a Fallacy with respect to that.

CoMMENTARY: It should be remembered here
that the Transcendental Experience has been shown to
be of two kinds, viz., the Vikala (or Incomplete) and
the Sakala (or Complete).

[qT |:’al3 I@W tlﬂﬂ"tﬂ'ﬁalaé Iqag ‘Eg ﬂq;lqﬂga'
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yathd Sivikhyasya rajarser asamkhyata-dvipa-san-
dresu sapta-dvipa-samudra-jianam 1 30 i

TrRANsLATION: For instance: The (false) cogni-
tion in the royal sage Siva, of only seven islands and
seven seas in the countless islands and seas.
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ComMeNTARY: Clairovyance or Avadhijfiana is
one . of.the forms of the Incomplete Transcendental
Experience. The present instance is one of Fallacious.
Clairvoyance, called the Avadhi-Abhdsa or the
Vibhanga. It is said that king Siva had the Trans-
cendental Vision that there were only seven ‘seas and
seven islands in the Universe, although in reality
their number is incalculate.

It is to be noted in this connection that although
one can have fallacious Clairvoyance, it is impossible
for one to have Mind-reading (manah-paryaya) and
Omniscience (kevala), which are in any way Fallacious,
For, Mind-reading is due to practised self-control and
Omniscience, to the annihilation of all its obstacles;.
so that one can have either Mind-reading and Omni-
science in their correct forms or none of them at all;
a Fallacious Manah-paryaya or a Fallacious Kevala.
is impossible.

FMgya aegl afefawe eromaras 1 3¢ 1

ananubliiite vastuni taditi-jiidnam smaranabhisam-
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TRANSLATION: Fallacious Recollection consists.
in knowing a thing which was not previously perceived
to be something which was previously perceived.

COMMENTARY: Recollection Fallacy is the first
of the Fallacies regarding Indirect knowledge (paroksa).

wqﬁgﬁnﬁ%a—gﬁm@aﬁ!ﬁw naIkn

hhiit, ndal, iti

yathd 132!

nnai



424 Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankarah: I;'I, 32,33.

TRANSLATION: For instance: To take a congrega-
tion of sages which was never seen before for one which
was already experienced.

CoMMENTARY: This is an example: of the Re-
-collection (Recognition)-Fallacy.

ged 9Tid @ gaatafa, wfes 3 goa saie
A NG AAFAET 11 33 1

tulye padarthe sa evdyam iti, ekasmims ca tena
tulya ity-adi-ji@nam pratyabhijianabhasam 1 33 |

TRANSLATION: To identify one thing with another
which is only similar to it; and (conversely) to regard
one and the same thing as two similar things; cases

like these are examples of the Fallacy regarding
Assimilation.

COMMENTARY: Pratyabhijiiina (Assimilation or
Conception) as shown before, gives us the ideas of such
things as the Tiryak-Samanya or the Class-essence,
the Urdhvati-Samianya or the Substratum etc., etc. Two
things having the same Class-cssence, are not however,
identical; a thing having on the other hand the same
Substratum, continues to be the same identical thing.
To think otherwise, e.g., to identify two things which
arc only similar or to consider a thing which has the
same substance to be two similar things, would be
committing Fallacies regarding Assimilation. The
other cases of Fallacious Conception arc to be similarly
understood.
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TRERTEa 3% 1

. yamalaka-jatavat 1 34 1
TRANSLATION: As is the case of twin children.

CoMMENTARY: In the case of twins (i.e., boys
born of the same mother on the same day), people often
take one for the other and conversely, think the same
child to be other than by himself and to be like his

brother.

ATTAY TR TEIARTACHRATE: 103X
asatyam api vyaptau tadavabhisas tarkdbhasah
t 351

TrRANSLATION: Induction-Falacy consists in find-
ing Pervasion, where there is none such.

COMMENTARY: Pervasion or Vyapti means Avi-
nabhiva, i.e., the-absence-of-the-one-in- the-absence-of-

the- orher

§ Wl AESEEHGAT qEFASATAd: § 5
gfraar n3gn

sa Syamo Maitra-tanayatvad ity atra yavan-Maitra-
1anayal sa Syama ifi yathd 136

TranstATION: For instance: In the argument
“He is dark-complexxoned as he is the son of Maitra’,
the (inductive) proposumn (is fallcious) that ‘Who

ever is Maitra’s son is dark-complexioned’.
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COMMENTARY: Tarka establishes propositions of
Universal application. In the example, given above,
the proposition, “Whoever is Maitra’s son is dark-
complexioned’, is said to be such a Universal proposi-
tion. On examination, however, it will be found that
there is no necessary relationship between the ‘Son-
ship of Maitra’ and ‘Dark Complexion’. A dark com-
plexion is dependent on one’s mother’s vegetable diet
during her pregnancy etc. Hence our use of the process
of Induction would be Fallacious, if we lose sight of
this essential fact and establish such propositions as
“Whoever is Maitra’s son is dark-complexioned’. The
correct Inductive proposition would be to say ‘“Who-
ever while in his mother’s womb is constitutionally
modified by his mother’s Vegetable diet, is dark-
complexioned.

TATATIaged MAAGHETATAAS gy 1 39 1

paksabhasadi-samuttham jiignam anwmanabhasam
avaseyam | 37 !

TRANSLATION: Cognition arising from a false
knowledge about the Abode etc., is to be known as
Inference-Fallacy.

CoMMENTARY: Herewith is begun a considera-
tion of the various modes of the fallacious Inference or
Anuminibhisa. It may be noticed in this connection
that as Anumina or Deductive Inference is either ‘for
one’s own sake' ((svdrthdnumana) or ‘for the sake of
others® (pardrthanumiing), we may have two kinds of
the corresponding Anumina Fallacy.
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tatra pratita-nir@krednabhipsita-sidhya-dharma-vis-
esanas trayah paksabhdsalh 1 38 !

TRANSLATION: Fallacies regarding the Abode are
of three kinds viz., That in, which the Proven-pheno-
menon is ‘*known’; That in which it is ‘opposed’; and
That in which it 15 ‘undesirable’.

COMMENTARY: The Paksa or the Abode has al-
ready been described as something (e.g., the Hill) which
contains the ‘Phenomenon-indicated-by-the Proven’ (the
Sadhya-Dharma, e.g., Fire). The three characteristics
of a valid Abode, as already pointed out, are (1) that it
must contain a phenomenon the existence of which
there is ‘unkown’ (apratita); (2) that the fact of the
existence of the phenomenon in it, must be ‘unoppos-
ed’ (anirdkrta) to matters of observation and experi-
ence; and (3) that the existence of the Proven-pheno-
menon, in the Abode must be something. which is
desired’ (abiipsita) to be proven. Accordingly, the
corresponding fallacious”-forms of the Abode (the
Paksabhasas) would be the following three viz,, (1)
the Pratita-Sadhya-Dharma-Videsana, ie., that in
which the existence of the Proven-phenomenon is al- .
ready a ‘known’ fact; (2) the Nirikrta-sadhya-Dhar-
ma-Videsana, i.e., that in which the existence of the
Proven-phenomenon would be ‘opposed’ to fact of
experience; and (3) the Anabhlpreta-sﬂdhya-Dharma-
Videsana i.e., the Abode, in which the existence of the
Proven-phenomenon is undesired to be proved.
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SAaETEaa R R FATSSEATHATHRUES G0
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pratita-sidhya-dharma-visesano  yathdrhatan-prai-
yavadhdranavarjam parena prayujyamdnah samasti jiva
ity adi 1 391

TRANSLATION: One states to the thinkers of the
Arhata (Jaina) School such truths as that the Soul
exists etc., such a-statement would be an instance of

" the fallacious Abode-in-which the-existence-of-the-Pro-
ven-phenomenon-is-already-known.

CoMMENTARY: The Arhatas or the thinkers of
the Jaina School hold that all things, e.g., the Soul etc.,
are Anekanta in nature, i.e., that all reals have various
aspects. Hence they are prepared to admit every well-
reasoned truth. It is redundant accordingly to argue
or urge the matter of such truths as that the Soul exists
etc., before the Jainas, the truths being well-known to
them.

Accordingly to tell the Jainas such things as that
the Soul exists etc., would be to commit the Fallacy of
the Pratita-Sidhya-Dharma-Visesana which is other-
wise called the Siddha-Sadhana and the Prasiddha-
Sambandha.

Frormmman i samRETEe TR
fefs: arenmn AaErRTIER: 1Yo 1
nirakrta-sadhya-dharma-visesapali pratyaksanumd-

nigamaloka-svavacanadibhih sidhya-dharmasya nirdka-
randd ancka-prakaralt 1 40 1
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TrAnsLATION: The fallacious Abode in-which-
the-existence-of-the-Proven-phenomenon-is-Opposed is’
of many kinds, inasmuch as it may be ‘opposed’ to
Direct Experience, to Inference, to Authoritative truth,
to Popular understanding, to one’s own statement etc.,

etc.

ComMENTARY: The Fallacy, described above,viz.,
the Nirakrta-Sadhya-Dharma-Videsana, is of eight
modes inasmuch as the fact of the existence of the
Proven, phenomenon in the Abode may be ‘opposed’
to Direct Experience (pratyaksa), to Inference (aimu-
mana) to Authority (dgama), to Popular understanding
(loka), to One’s Own Statement (sva-vacana), to Re-
collection (smarana), to Assimilation (pratyabhijiiana)
or to Induction (farka). These are illustrated below,

SEmfTOFRETARRaey aa st gataear
sreRfa oo n

pratyaksa-nirékria-sadlhya-dharma-visesano  yathd
nasti bhiita-vilaksana atmeti | 41 1 ‘

TRANSLATION: There is no Soul, differing in
nature from the material Elements: this is an instance
of the fallacious Abode in-which-the-existence-of-the
Proven-phenomenon-is-Opposed-to-Direct-Experience.

COMMENTARY: Direct Introspection (sva-samve-
dana) tells us that there is a Soul over and above our
‘material Body ‘which is constituted of the Elements of
Earth, Water, Fire and Air. The proposition stated
above is contradicted by Direct Experience, just as the
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proposition, ‘Fire is not hot’ is contradicted by actual
Perception.

AR FaEaTd e aar Afe @EE
aTEN ar 1 ¥R 1

anumana-nirdkrta-sadhya-dharma-visesano  yatha-
ndsti sarvajiio vitardgo va ' 42 1

TRANSLATION: There is no Being who is Omnis-
cient or totally Passionless; this is an instance of the
Fallacious Abode in-which-the existence-of-the-Pro-
venphenomenon-is-Opposed-to-Inference.

COMMENTARY: That which is a defect or a priva-
tion is found on some Occasions to be radically re-
moved for its own causes, e.g., the mud or dust collect-
ing on gold which is found to subside. Now, obstacles
to Knowledge and Passionlessness are similarly found
to be defects which are removable. Accordingly, if all
the obstacles to Knowledge and Passionlessness are
removed from the Soul of a person, that person neces-
sarily becomes Omniscient and totally Passionless.
This is a truth established by reason (anumana) and the
proposition, there is no Being who is Omniscient or
totally Passionless, stated above being opposed to it, is
fallacious.

Another instance of such a Fallacy would be to
argue: ‘Sound is not subject of modification’. Because
‘Sound is subject to modification because it is a pro-
duct (the fact of being a product)’, being inscparable
from the fact of being subject to modification’.

STTRTACERRTERE e g s hraA
IAATH 1t X3 N
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agama-nirakria-sadhya-dharma-visesano yathd Jai-
nena rajanibhojanam bhajanivam 1 431

TRANSLATION: A Jaina should take meals at
night; this is an instance of the fallacious Abode, in-
which-the-existence-of-the-Proven-phenomenon -~is-Op-
posed to Authority.

COMMENTARY: There are authoritative texts in
the Jaina Scriptures to the effect that a Jaina should
never eat at night. Accordingly, the instruction to eat
at night is fallacious, being Opposed to the matter of
such texts. Another instance of such a Fallacy would
be to argue that ‘a Jaina should always long for enjoy-
ing the other people’s wives.’

aw-frorsaannaH e aut T greaiw: Sr-
TAASAIER: 1L ¥ U

loka-nirakrta-s@dhya-dharma-visesago  yathd  na
paramdrthikah pramidna-prameya-vyavahiral 1 441
1]

TRANSLATION: Knowledge and its Object are not

(transcendentally) real; this is an instance of the fallaci-

. ous Abode, in-which-the-existence-of-the-Proven-phe-
nomenon-is-Opposed-to-popular-understanding.

COMMENTARY: All people feel that the Pramanas
(i.e., the sources and instruments of Knowledge) are
real and that through them we are enabled to deter-
mine Truths (which are not only of practical value but
are transcendentally real), Hence the proposition stat-
ed in the Sttra is fallacious, as it is Opposed to the

intuition of all people.
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yadharma-visesana). For istance, if there are two
things which are only similar and if one mistakenly
bases some of his argument on the assertion that these
things are identical, his argument would be wrong as
his basal proposition is inconsistent with the Concep-
tion of one who rightly knows that they are only similar
and not identical (3) Thirdly, there is the Abode-Fal-
lacy-in-which-the-existence-of-the - Proven-phenomena-
in-the Abode-is-Opposed-to-Induction’ (tarka-nirakrta-
sadhya-dharma-visesana). If, for example, one bases his
reasoning on such a general proposition as ‘One who is
the son of a certain (given) person, must necessarily be
green-black’ his reasoning will be wrong to one who
knows that the general proposition upon which he
bases his reasoning is Opposed to the valid inductive
proposition that one because he is the son of a vegetari-
an mother, is necessarily green-black.

sHfRaaTeaastaaTa aar sargatf: mafas
wq wemrteamatas oF 8fF a=a: novg o

anabhipsita-sadhya-dharma-visesano yathi syadva-
dinah Sdsvatika eva kalasadir asasvatika eva veti vada-
taly 1 461

TRANSLATION: An upholder of ‘the theory of
Possibility’ (Syddvada) i.c., a Jaina says:* A pitcherctC.
are eternal or that they are non-cternal; this is an inst-
ance of the fallacious Abode-in-which-the-cxistence-of-
the-Proven-phenomenon-is-Undesired.

CoMMENTARY: This is the third and the last form
of the Abode Fallacy (paksabhisa). It consists in assert-
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ing a relation between the Abode and the Proven which
is ‘undesirable’. For example, if a Jaina, the funda-
mental principle of whose metaphysics is to attribute
non-absolute and relative characteristics to a thing
says that ‘things are eternal’ (leaving out of considera-
tion the aspect of their non-eternality) or that ‘things are
non-eternal’ (leaving out of consideration the aspect of
their eternality) he would be committing a Fallacy of
the above kind if he means seriously what he says. A
similar instance of such a Fallacy would be in the case
‘of a Tathagata (Buddhist) to say, ‘sound is eternal’.

The above are the only three forms of the Abode
Fallacy.

According to some logicious, there are three other
such Fallacies, which are as follows:

1. Aprasiddha-Visesana, ie., A (Fallacious)
Abode, in which-the-existence-of-the Proven-Pheno-
menon-is-Unrecognised.

2. Aprasiddha-Videsya, i.e., A (Fallacious)Abode,
which-itself-is-Unrecognised’.

3. Aprasidhhobhaya, i.e., A ¢ (Fallacious) Abode
which has both (the above two characteristics of) Un-
recognitions.

The Jaina commentator refuses to recognise the
above three as Abode-fallacies at all.

As regards the first, he says that it is no Fallacy.
The basal principle of all inference is that the existence
of the Proven-phenomenon (e.g., the Fire) in the Abode
(e.g., the Hill) must not be a known or recognised fact

before it is inferred; it is only a hitherto unknown or
unrecognised fact that can be the matter of an Infer-
ence. If an already known fact were the matter of
an Inference, the Inference would be tainted with
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the Fallacy, known as the Siddha-Sadhyata (i.e.
having for its conclusion what is already well-esta-
blished). The objectors however contend here that by
the Aprasiddha-Videsana, they do not mean that the
Proven phenomenon is Unrecognised to exist in the
Abode only but that they mean to refer to a Proven-
phenomenon, the existence of which is Unrecognised
in any place whatsoever. As an instance of such a
fallacious Proven-phenomenon, they refer to the fact
of Destructibility as understood by the thinkers of the
Samkhya School. According to the Samkhya philoso-
phers a thing when not in evidence, has only passed
into ‘the unmanifest state’ (tirobhdva); it has not been
destroyed: The Samkhya thinkers thus maintain that
the phenomenon of Destructibility is never known or
recognised to be connected with anything whatsoever.
Accordingly, if you want to prove ‘A is destructible’,
your argument would be wrong according to a Samkhya
thinker: the Paksa, A, in the argument would be a
fallacious Abode, the Aprasiddha-Visesana, inasmuch
as the Proven phenomenon viz. the fact of Destructibi-
lity is Unrecognised to have any connection, not only
with A, but with anything whatsoever. The Jaina com-
mentator points out that a Paksa is not necessarily
Fallacious in an argument, if the argument seeks to
conncct the Paksa with a phenomenon which is not
found in experience to be connected with anything
clse. The objector here is apparently a Buddhist and
the Jaina commentator substantiates his criticism in
this way. You, the Buddhist, prove by reasoning that 2
thing is momentary, i.c., impermanent, but if the Apra-
siddha Viéesana is a real Abode-Fallacy at all, is not
your argument about the Impermanent nature of 2
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thing vitjated by the above Fallacy of the Aprasiddha
Videsana? For, ‘absolute Impermanance’ the proven-
phenomena in your argument is not found in experi-
. ence to abide in anything whatsoever.

The Jaina commentator next points out that there
cannot be anything like the Aprasiddha-Videsya or
an Abode-Fallacy in which the Paksa or the Abode is
absolutely Unrecognised. It has already been shown
how in some cases the Dharmi, i.e., the Paksa or the
Abodeis hypothetically assumed (vikalpa), so that
there cannot be any Inference in which the Abode is
absolutely Unrecognised.

If then the Aprasiddha-Viesana and the Apra-
siddha-Videsya are no Fallacies there cannot be any
Fallacy of the nature of the Aprasiddhobhaya.

afazfaemisiasresdl gm0 ovo

asiddha-viruddhanaikantikas trayo hetvabhasah 147!

TRANSLATION: The Unproved (asiddha), the Op-
posed (viruddha) and the Doubtful (anaikantika) are
the three classes of the Mark-Fallacy.

COMMENTARY: The Mark or the Hetu has been
described as “that which is known to be inseparably
connected with the Sidhya-Dharma or the Proven-

-phenomena.” What is not correctly determined as
inseparately connected with the Proven and yet appears
as such is a Mark-Fallacy (ltelra‘l;lu?m_ or Fallacious

Mark).
geqrrrargaRta: TATie 7 ey asfag: nye
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the Fallacy, known as the Siddha-Sadhyatd (ie.,
ha.vmg for its” conclusion what is already well-esta-
blished). The objectors however contend here that by
the Aprasiddha-Videsana, they do not mean that the
Proven phenomenon is Unrecopnised to exist in the
Abode only but that they mean to refer to a Proven-
phenomenon, the existence of which is Unrecognised
in any place whatsoever. As an instance of such a
fallacious Proven-phenomenon, they refer to the fact
of Destructibility as understood by the thinkers of the
Samkhya School. According to the Samkhya philoso-
phers a thing when not in evidence, has only passed
into ‘the unmanifest state’ (tirobhiva); it has not been
destroyed: The Samkhya thinkers thus maintain that
the phenomenon of Destructibility is never known or
recognised to be connected with anything whatsoever.
Accordingly, if you want to prove ‘A is destructible’,
your argument would be wrong according to 2 Samkhya
thinker: the Paksa, A, in the argument would be a
failacious Abode, the Aprasiddha-Visesana, inasmuch
as the Proven phenomenon viz. the fact of Destructibi-
lity is Unrecognised to have any connection, not only
with A, but with anything whatsoever. The Jaina com-
mentator points out that a Paksa is not necessarily
Fallacious in an argument, if the argument secks to
connect the Paksa with a phenomenon which is {10!
found in experience to be connected with arllythmg
else. The objector here is apparently a.Bud_d.hl_st m}d
the Jaina commentator substantiates his criticism 1?
this way. You, the Buddhist, prove by reasoning that a
thing is momentary, i.e., impermanent, but if the Apra-

i i is a real Abode-Fallacy at all, is not
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your argument about the
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thing vitiated by the above Fallacy of the Aprasiddha

Videsana? For, ‘absolute Impermanance’ the proven-

phenomena in your argument is not found in experi-
. ence to abide in anything whatsoever.

The Jaina commentator next points out that there
cannot be anything like the Aprasiddha-Vifesya or
an Abode-Fallacy in which the Paksa or the Abode is
absolutely Unrecognised. It has already been shown
how in some cases the Dharmi, i.e., the Paksa or the
Abode'is hypothetically assumed (vikalpa), so that
there cannot be any Inference in which the Abode is
absolutely Unrecognised.

If then the Aprasiddha-Videsana and the Apra-
siddha-Videsya are no Fallacies there cannot be any
Fallacy of the nature of the Aprasiddhobhaya.

sfagfacgraricase gaEmT 0ove 0

iddha-viruddhanaikantikas trayo hetvabhasah 1 471
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TRANSLATION: The Unproved (asiddha), the Op-
posed (viruddha) and the Doubtful (anaikantika) are
the three classes of the Mark-Fallacy.

CoMMENTARY: The Mark or the Hetu has been
described as “that which is known to be inseparably
connected with the Sadhya-Dharma or the Proven-

- phenomena.” What is not correctly determined as
inseparately connected with the Proven and yetappears
as such is a Mark-Fallacy (hervabhisa or Fallacious

Mark),
TeaTRaTgaalE: S T Naaa wsfEg: s n
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yasyanyathanupapattip pramanena n;z rativate so’-
siddhal 1 48 1 .p g

-TRANSLATION: (The Mark) the inseparable con-
nection of which (with the Proven) is not determined
through the Instruments of valid knowledge (pramana)
is the ‘Unproved’ (asiddha).

CoMMENTARY: The Mark which is known to be
connected with the Opposite of the Proven is the ‘Op-
posed’ (viruddha) and the Mark, the inseparable con-
nection of which with the Proven is known to be Un-
certain is the ‘Doubtful’ (enaikantika). In these cases,
the nature of what appears as the Mark is known. But
there may be cases in which the nature of this Mark is
not correctly known. This happens when a man labours
under Ignorance (ajfiana), Dubitation (samdeha) or
llusion (viparyaya). In such cases what appears as the
Mark is the Unproved (asiddha).

¥ fifay samifagisaafaasT n ¥y n

sa dvividha ubhayasiddho’nyararasiddhas’ ca 1 49 1

TRANSLATION: That (the Unproved) is of two
modes, viz., the Unproved-to-both-parties and the Un-

proved-to-one-party.

CoMMENTARY: The fact of the inseparable con-
n of the Mark with the Proven ‘may be Un-
e Disputant (vddi) and the Opponent
ase we have the Fallacious Mark,
-parties (ubhayasiddha),

nectio
proved to both th
(prativadi) in which ¢
called the Unproved-to-both
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Where, however, the true character of the Mark is
Unproved to one of the parties only i.e. to either the
Disputant or the Opponent, the Fallacious Mark is
the Unproved-to-one-party (anpatardsiddha).

FamaEt wan qfor seEsaEETd i Ko

ubhayasiddho yathd parinami Sabdas’ caksusatvat
150

TRANSLATION: Sound is subject to modification,
because it is visible; here the Mark is Unproved-to-
both-parties.

COMMENTARY: It goes without saying that neither
the Disputant nor the Opponent will admit the Visibi-
lity of Sound, which is put forward as the Mark in
the given argument. Hence the Mark here is Un-
proved-to-both-parties,

SR aar smERa ety -
SECTATORIERE 11 48 1

anyatardsiddho yathd acetandstatavo vifiidnendri-
yayur nirodha-laksana-marapa-rahitatyat 1 S1 1

TRANSLATION: Trees are unconscious, because
they have not the death characterised by a suppression
of the power of cognition of sense-faculty and of

* vitality; here the Mark is Unproved-to-one-party.

CoMMeNTARY: The thinkers of the Tathigata
School hold that Trees are unconscious. The Hetu or
the Reason in their argument is that Trees do not die
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a death characterised by a loss of the power of cogni-
tlop, of sensibility and of vitality, as is the case with
-animals. Now, this Hetu may be admitted by the
Buddhists but the Jainas do not admit its validity.
According to the Jaina scriptures, Trees have life,
sense-faculties and the power of cognition (so that a
death characterised by a loss of these powers does
happen to the Trees). Hence the Hetu in the given
argument is Unproved-to-one-party, i.e., to-the-Oppo-
nent,
An instance of a Mark which is Unproved-to-the-
Disputant would be: ‘Happiness etc., are unconscious
because they have their origin’. Now, if the debate be
about the character of Happiness etc., and if the dis-
putant in the debate be a thinker of the Samkhya
School, the Validity of the Hetu (the fact of the origin
of Happiness etc.) is unacceptable to him, because the
Samkhya School of philosophers maintains that nothing
has ever an ‘origin’ (uiparti) but that it comes to
‘explicitness’ (Gvirbhiava) only.

The logicians of other schools, however, classify
the Asiddha or the Fallacy-of-the-Unproved-Mark in
the following way: o

1. The Svaruipasiddha, ie., a Mark which is

Unproved-by-its-pature or a Mark, the natqrc-oli
which-is-Unproved; as for instance, the Mark in the
argument, ‘Sound is impermanent, because it s
Visible. Now, it may be urged that the Mz}rk here i.e., ‘
Visibility inheres in such Abodes (adhikarana) as
Form etc., and as such, it should not be lookchdupon
as the Svarapasiddha but as the V)'adhlkafaqail dha,
ie,a Mark-which-is~Unprovcd-bccausc-ol‘-xts-u; xcr{r}g-
in-an-Opposite (i.c., Different) Abode. But the Up-
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holders of the Svartipasiddha theory point out that the
Mark (Visibility) in the given argument is not shown in
the argument as ‘inhering in a different Abode’. The
Mark in the given argument is rather shown as inher-
ing-in-the-Abode-Sound. We are to judge the Mark
as it is shown in the argument. Now, as Visibility
inhering-in-Sound is an impossible phenomenon the
Mark in the given argument is to be looked upon as
the Svartpfsiddha and not as the Vyadhikaranasid-
dha.

2. The Vyadhikaranasiddha, i.e., a Mark-which-
is-Unproved-because-of-its-inhering-in-an-Opposite(i.e,
a different)-Abode; as for instance the Mark in the
argument, ‘Sound is impermanent, because’ a Cloth is
a Product’. Some may here argue that as the fact of
being a Product which is the Mark in the argument,
inheres in Sound also, the Mark here cannot be said
to be the Vyadhikaranasiddha; but the unpholders of
the Vyadhikarapasiddha here point out that although
‘the fact of being a product’ inheres in Sound also, it
is not so shown in the argument. The Mark is rather
shown as inhering in a different Abode. We are to
judge the Mark as it is shown in the argument and
accordingly, the Mark in the given argument is the
Vyadhikaranasiddha.

3. The Vifesyasiddha, i.e., a Mark which is
Unproved-because-of-its-character-being-Unproved; as
for instance the Mark in the argument, ‘Sound is
impermanent, because when possessed of a class-
essence it is Visible,”

4. The Vifesandisiddha, i.e., a Mark which is
Unproved-because-of-its-quality-being-Unproved;  as
for instance, the Mark in the argument ‘Sound is
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Impermanent, because when visible, it is possessed of
a Class-essence’.

5. The Paksaikadeéasiddha, otherwise called the
Bhagasiddha, i.e., a Mark which is Unproved, because-
of-a-part-of-its-Abode-being-Unproved; as for instance
the Mark in the argument, ‘Sound is impermanent,
because it is adventitious’ (prayamanantarivaka), i.e,.
produced by efforts. Sounds which we make are no
doubt produced by us; so that the adventitious charac-
ter is admittedly present in these Sounds. But the
Sounds which arise from musical instruments are not
generated by us; these sounds cannot accordingly be
said to be adventitious. Thus, so far as these Sounds
are concerned, the Mark, i.e., the adventitious character
is not present in them and is accordingly the Bhaga-
siddha. It may be objected that these Sounds of
musical instruments are produced by the efforts of
God and are adventitious so that the Hetu is not Bhaga-
siddha in the argument. But the upholders of the
Bhagasiddha theory here point out that by ‘the adventi-
tious character’ of Sound it is meant that it is ‘subject

to modifications® (in intensity etc.,) inaccordance with
the modifications (in intensity etc.,) in the efforts of
its generator. God however is eternal; his efforts are
not subject to modifications from time to time; and
hence the Sounds of musical instrurpen.tst wh.xtch atrc

ittedly subject to modifications in intensity ctc.
::::(t)t bg, saidjto be due to the ei.Tc.:rts of God, ie,
adventitious; The Hetu, ‘the adventitious character’ is

asi . From another view-point alsq, it is
thus Bhgisiddh kas do not admit the

spasiddha. The Mimarhsa d
eB:i:t!c;:nce of God; they cannot admit that the Sound;
of musical instruments arc produced by the cfforts o
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God; so far as the Mimdmsakas are concerned, the
Hetu in the argument, viz., ‘the adventitious character’
of Sounds is thus Bhagasiddha.

6. The Asrayasiddha, ie., a Mark-which-is-Up-
proved; as because-of-its-locus-being Unproved; as for
instance, the Mark in the argument, ‘The Pradhana
(the one self-existent primal material cause of the
world according to the thinkers of the Samkhya School)
exists because the world has a cause which is subject
to modification”.

7. The Aérayaikadedasiddha, i.c., a Mark-which-
is-Unproved-becaunse-of-a part-of-its locus-being-Un-
proved; as for instance, the Mark in the argument,
‘The Pradhina (the cosmic material cause), the Purusa
(the souls) and the Tévara (God) are eternal, because
they are not created beings. The Jainas admit the
reality of the Souls but not of the Pradhana and of the
i$vara. So far as the Jainas are concerned, some (i.e.,
a part) of the loci, viz., the Pradhana and the Iévara
being Unproved, the Hetu in the argument is Aérayaika-
defasiddha.

8. The Samdigdhasdrayasiddha, i.e., a Mark-which-
is-Unproved-because-of-its-Locus-being-Doubtful; as
for instance, the Mark in the argument, (where an
animal is a Gavaya but the observer is doubtful
witetier e s & Cowand angus) Tine Cow s & wild $ovw,
because it is full of fear at the sight of man.

9. The Samdigdhasrayaikadesasiddha, i.e., 2 Mark
which is Unproved because of-a-part-oftits Locus-
being-Doubtful; as for instance, the Mark in the

argument, (where there are two animals one of which
is a Cow and the other, a Gavaya but the observer is
doubtful whether the two animals are Cows and
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argues) These two Cows are wild cows because they
are full of fear at the sight of man.

10. The Asraya-samdigdha-vrityasiddha, ie., a
Mark which is Unproved-because-of-the-operation-
of-the Mark-in-a-point-of-the locus-being-Doubtful; as
for instance, the Mark in the argument (where the
natures of both the locus, viz., a place alleged to con-
tain peacocks and the Reason, viz., the sound peculiar
to peacocks etc. are known but where it is doubted
whether there is really the operation of the Reason-
phenomena, i.e., the peacock-sound in the place and
yet this observer argues) This is a place having peacocks,
because it is filled with peacock-sounds.

11. The Aérayaikadeda-samdigdha-vrttyasiddha, i.e.
a Mark which is Unproved-because-of-the-operation-
of-the Mark-a-part-of-the Locus-being-Doubtful; as for
instance, the Mark in the argument, (where the natures
of both the Locus, viz., a Sahakara and a Karnikira
trees and the Reason, viz., the sound peculiar to pea-
cocks, are known but where it is doubted whether
there is really the operation of the Reason-phenomena,
i.e., the peacock-sound in a part of the Locus, i.e., in
either the Sahakdra or the Karnikdra tree and yet the
observer argues) Both of these two trees, viz,, the
Sahakara and the Karnikara, contain peacocks because
both of them are filled with peacock-sounds.

12. The Vyartha-videsanadsiddha, ie, a Mark
which - is-Unprovcd~because-of-ils-quahﬁcr—bcmg-usc-
less: as for instance, the Mark in the argument, Sound

s impermanent becaus¢ being possesed of a class-

nce, it is a product. ) ) ’
esse]?’. The Vvyartha-videsyasiddha, ic.. 8 Mark-
which-is-Unproved-because of its-character-being-use-
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less; as for instance, the Mark in the argument, Sound
as impermanent because being a product, it is possessed
of a class-essence.

14. The Samdigdhasiddha, i.e., a Mark-which is-
Unproved-because-of-its-being Doubtful; as for in-
stance, the Mark in the argument, (where it is doubted
whether what is observed is Smoke or Water-vapour
and yet, the observer argues) That place is full of fire
because it s full of Smoke.

15. The Samdigdha-videsyasiddha, i.e., a Mark-
which - is - unproved - because ~ of ~ its-Character-being-
Doubtful; as for instance, the Mark in the argument,
‘Even today Kapila is subject to attachment etc;
because being possessed of the character of Purusa
(i.e., a pure Soul) he has not right knowledge generated -
in him as yet.’

16. The Samdigdha-visesanisiddha, i.e., a Mark
whichis Unproved because-of-its-Qualifier-being-doubt-
ful; as for instance, the Mark in the argument, ‘Even
today Kapila is subject to attachment etc. because
being devoid of right knowledge, he is passessed of
the character of a Purusa.’ ,

17. The Ekade$asiddha, ie., 2 Mark-which-is-
partially-Unproved; as for instance, the Mark in the
argument, *A thing has prior Non-existence, because
it is characterised by annihilation and origination.

18. The Visesapaikadesasiddha, ie, a Mark
which is Unproved-because of-its Qualifier-being parti-
ally-Unproved; as for instance: ‘the Mark in the

argument, Darkness is of the nature of negation,
becanse owing to its being different from a substance,
an attribute and activity, it is an Effect.” It is to be
noted that so far as the Jainas are concerned the
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contention that Darkness is not a substance is Un-
proved.

) 19.. The Videsyaikadesasiddha, ie, a Mark
\thch is Unproved-because-of—jts-character—being-par-
tially-Unproved; as for instance the Mark in the
argument,.‘Darkness is of the nature of negation,
because being an Effect it is different from a substance,
an attribute and activity.

20. The Samdigdhaikadesasiddha, ie., a Mark
which is  Unproved-because-of-its-being-partiaily-
Doubtful; as for instance, the Mark in the argument,
‘That man is not Omniscient because he has the feeling
of attachment and because he is a speaker.” There is
nothing to show conclusively that the man is subject
to the feeling of attachment and hence the fact of the
man’s having the feeling of attachment, a part of the
Mark, is Doubtful.

21. The Samdigdha-visesanaikadesasiddha, i.c., a
Mark-which-is~-Unproved-because-of-its Qualifier-being
partially-Doubtful; as for instance, the Mark in the
argument, ‘That man is not Omniscient, because
being possessed of the feeling of attachment and
being a speaker he s possessed of the character of a
Purusa’. . X
22. The Samdigdha-vis’esyaikades‘.ﬁsxddha, ie.,
a Mark-wheil-is-Unproved-becausc-of-its character-
being-partially-doubtful; as for instance, the Mark in
the argument, ‘That man is not Omniscient because
being possessed of the nstgrc of :a{’::us«’l he has the

i ttachment and is a speaker. .
j-eem;gii.Of’I:'Ih:: Vyarthaikadcﬁx_siddha. ic.a Mark .\vh;'ch
is Unprovcd—bccausc—of-its-bcmg-panxzt!ll%fl-usclcsi :'sn igf
instance the Mark in the argument, at m
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region is full of fire because it is full of parceptible
smoke’.

24. The Vyartha-videsanaikadeéasiddha, ie., a
Mark which is Unproved-because-of-its-Qualifier-being
partially-Useless; for instance, the Mark in the argu-
ment, ‘Sound is an attribute because owing to its
having a class-essence and owing to its knowability it
is cognisable by one of the outer senses. It is to be
observed, here that'a class-essence like that of being a
from (rizpatva) although it is perceptible by one of the
outer senses is nevertheless not an attribute. Hence
that part of the Reason-premise is relevant, which
speaks of ‘having a class-essence’ (instead of being a
class-essence) as a subsidiary of the Reason for Sound
being an attribute. But Knowability is obviously
irrelevant as a subsidiary of the Reason for Sound
being an attribute.

25. The Vyartha-videsyaikadeéasiddhai.e., a Mark
which is Unproved-because-of-its-character-being~
partially-Useless; as for instance; the Mark in the
argument, Sound is an attribute, because being cogni~
sable by one of the outer senses, it is possessed of
Knowability and of a class-essence.”

In this way, the objectors go on mentioning and
illustrating various other modes of the Unproved
{asiddha) and ask she Jainas: Why are not these modes
recognised by you?

The Jainas answer that of the above alleged
Reason-fallacies those which are really the Fallacies
of the Mark or the Reason are included either in the
class of the Unproved-to-both-the-parties or of the
Unproved-to-one-of-the-parties the only two classes of
the Reason-fallacies recognised by the Jainas. As
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regards the Hetvabhasa, called the Vyadhi-karana, i.e.,
a Mark which is Unproved-because-of-its-inherence-
in-an-Opposite-Abode, the Jainas point out that there
are cases in which such a Mark is not Fallacious. Let
us consider the argument, ‘“The Son is possessed of the
Brahmana-hood because his Father has the Brahmana-
hood. Here the Reason, Brahmana-hood inheres in
the Father, an Abode different from the Abode of the
Proven. Yet the argument is often accepted as quite
sound, which would not have been the case if the Mark,
Brahmana-hood, inhering, as it does, in a different
Abode were Fallacious, i.e., Vyadhikaranasiddha. The
Objectors contend that if a Mark (Brahmana-hood)
inhering in a different Abode (Father) were a valid one,
then how is it that this Mark does not prove the
Brahmana-hood of, say, a dancer, a servant etc. as
well? The Jainas meet this contention by counter-
asking: How is it that an Abode, e.g., a Hill, in and
by itself, does not prove the existence of Fire there?
If it be said that the Hill, in and by itself, does not,
prove the existence of Fire in it, because there is
Vyabhicira or a relationship-which-is-inconstant’ bet-
ween Hill and Fire, the Jainas may reply that the
Brahmana-hood in a Dancer, a Servant etc. is Un-
proved, as there is no constant relationship between
Brahmana-hood and the being of a dancer, a servant
etc. The Brahmana-hood in the Father on the other
hand proves the Brahmana-hoodAof the Son, becausc
the former 15 necessarily suggestive (gamaka) of the
latter. The Objectors contend thfu if a Hetu or f}cns;an
is in all cases related to what is conncc'lcd m’!l‘l the
Proven, then a Hetu cannot be the \'}‘ndhlkﬂl;ﬂﬂ:;".";?;
inhcrcnl-in-a-diffcrcnz-Abodc in any case. The Jai
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point out that in cases where the Hetu is not related to
what is connected with the Proven, they are prepared
to admit that the Hetu is fallacious and that they would
not mind if the Hetu is called Vyadhikarana in such
cases, The Jainas hold that such being the charac-
teristic of a Vyadhikarana Hetu, Knowability etc. in
the above examples are instances of Vyadhikarana
Hetus and that Hetus which are Vyabhicar (i.e., con-
nected-with-what-is-other-than-the-Proven) etc. are not
to be looked upon as Vyadhikarana Hetus. Accord-
ingly if the objectors define a Vyadhikarana Hetu as a
Hetu which is stated to exist in an Abode, different
from the Paksa or the given in an argument, the Jainas
would point out that to that definition it should also
be added that such a Hetu is also to be Agamaka or
unsuggestive of the Proven. In other words, according
to the Jainas, a Vyadhikarapa Hetu is that which
exists in a different Abode and is unsuggestive of the
Proven. The objectors contend that this addition to
their definition isnot necessary; a Hetuis Vyadhikarana,
only if it exists in a different Abode. They point out
that in the argument about the Son’s Brahmana-hood
from his Father’s Brahmana-hood, the Hetu is not
really 2 Vyadhikarana; because the Hetu ‘because the
Father is possessed of Brahmana-hood’ implies ‘because
he is born of a Brahmana’, so that there is no question
of the real Hetu, existing in a different Abode in this
argument. When, however, the Hetu is found in a
different Abode, it is a Vyadhikarapa Hetu. The
Jainas, on the contrary, point out that unless an argu-
ment exposes explicitly the unsnggestive character of
the Hetu, the Hetu cannot be condemned as 2 Vyadhi-
karanasiddha Hetu. Let us take the Hetu, ‘because a
19
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cloth is a product’; it no doubt establishes ‘the cloth
is impermanent’; but unless the unsuggestive character
of this Hetu is clearly stated or understood there is
no reason why it should not by ‘implication’ establish
the further fact that ‘Sound is impermanent’ from this
fact, ‘the cloth is impermanent’; so that in relation to
the conclusion, ‘the Sound is impermanent’ you cannot
say that the Hetu ‘because a cloth is a product’ is
Vyadhikarana. You are always to carefully consider
whether the Hetu in an argument is suggestive of the
Sadhya. In the example given of the Vyadhikarana-
siddha Hetu, you are to consider, there cannot be a
rule that ‘because a cloth is a product’, a thing other
than a cloth is necessarily impermanent’; in other
words you are to find out that ‘the fact of a cloth being
a product’ does not necessarily lead to ‘the fact of a
thing other than a cloth being impermanent’; the Hetu
‘the fact of a cloth being a product ‘is not-in-constant-
relationship with® (vyabhicara) and is unsuggestive-of
(agamaka) the Sadhya, so far as the conclusion ‘a
thing other than a cloth’ is concerned; unless this un-
suggestive character of a Hetu is found out, you cannot
say that a Hetu is Vyadhikaranasiddha, even though
it exists in a different Abode. As a matter of fact, the
arguments, *There is Moon in the sky, because Moon
is found in the water’, ‘The éakata»constcllmion .\\1‘"
rise because the Krittikd-constellation is found to ris¢,
show that a Hetu may exist in a different Abode and
¢ not a Fallacious one of the class of the Vyadhi-

yet b i
karanasiddha. In other words, a (};Lcltu may g
thikarana and yet be not an Asiddha onc.
Yy at the Mark-Fallacy

The Jainas next point out th rk-F
known as the Adraydsiddha or a Mark which is Un-
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proved because-of its Locus-being-Unproved is not
really a Fallacy of the Mark. Such a Fallacy is alleged
to be committed in an argument (e.g., Omniscient Being
exists) in which the Locus of the Proven) the Dharmi
ie., the Omniscient Being) is unproved. The Jainas
urge that the Dharmi or the Locus cannot be said to be
absolutely Unproved. They proceed in this way: if you
ask: How is the Locus, the Omniscient Being proved ?
we may ask: How is that unproved? If it be said that
the Pramanas show the impossibility of Omniscience,
the Jaina thinkers point out that what the Pramanas of
the objectors deal with is not the matter of Omniscience
itself but the possible existence or non-existence of an
Omniscient Being. The fact of Omniscience itself is
taken for granted in the arguments of the objectors and
their arguments are aimed at establishing the non-
existence of Omniscience. The Jainas urge that if the
fact of Omniscience were not taken for granted in the
arguments of the Objectors, their arguments would be
absolutely pointless, the argument would be about
nothing, so to say, just like the brandishing of a sword,
in sky. In other words, the arguments of the objectors
would be Aérayasiddha, i.e., fallacious arguments in
which the Locus of the Proven is unproved. The argu-
ments of the objectors aimed against the theory of the
Jainas that the Locus cannot be said to be absolutely
unproved are thus fallacious. This is finely described
in the couplet: “If in your Anumina or argument,
there can never be a case in which the Locus is unprov-
ed, how can you say that there may be cases in my
Anumana in which the Locus is unproved? If in your
Anumana (i.e., the counter-argument used against the
Jaina theory that there cannot be any argument in
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which the Locus is absolutely Unproved), there is the
Fallacy of the Unproved Locus, then how can your
argument (which is admittedly fallacious) set aside my
(i.e., a Jaina’s) theory ?° The fact is, as the Jainas point
out, that the Locus (Dharma) in an argument cannot
be said to be absolutely Unproved by any one using an
argument. The existence or the truth of the Locus may
not be strictly proved but the Locus must be admitted
for the time being as a ‘Hypothetical Assumption’
or an Assumption-for-the-argument’s-sake (Vikalpa);
otherwise the very argument becomes impossible. The
assumption of the Locus in an argument which is an
unavoidable necessity does not however amount to its
demonstrative proof; the strict proof of the Locus
requires further Pramanas. The Objectors criticise
this theory of the Vikalpa or Assumption and contend
that if what is given by Vikalpa is to be tested by
Praminas, it may as well be said that what is given by
the Pramanas, is also to be substantiated by furthgr
Praminas and so on; to avoid this absurdity, onc1s
compelled to accept the matter of Vikalpa as true in
and by itself; the objectors point out that if in this way
Vikalpa or Assumption be a complete proof of _115
matter, any and every Reason, e.g., ‘the fact of bqng
visible” would be a good Hetu for the conclusion
‘Sound is impermanent’ the conclusion being true 10
and by itsclf because of Vikalpa. The Jainas urge, "}
reply, that this is a misconception of then aturc ©
ikalpa. .
Vi \}’)ikalpa docs not say that the Locus is an cx.ns(ctt:c!
fact; an argument would have been uscless, lf]l "
Locus were proved to be true by Vikalpa. An ana ‘if;
will here well explain the Jaina position. The Pratyaks
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or direct perception gives us the apprehension of the
Hill either as Firy or as Non-firy; but this does not
mean that our argument (anuming) about the Firy
character of the Hill is useless. The objectors may
contend here that the Pratyaksa gives us the apprehen-
sion of the Hill, devoid of any details whether as Firy
or as Non-Firy and that the Anumana establishing the
Firy character of the Hill is not useless. The Jainas
turn this line of the objectors’ argument against the
objectors themselves and point out that the Vikalpa
gives us the idea of the Omniscient devoid of the
details whether as existent or as non-existent and that
the Anumina trying to attribute any of these details
to the Omniscient is not similarly useless. If, however,
the objectors ask: How is this content or matter of
the Vikalpa, the Omniscient which is neither existent
nor non-existent conceivable? the Jainas would reply
by counter-asking: How is the content or the matter
of the Pratyaksa, the Hill, which is neither Firy nor
Non-Firy, conceivable? If again, the objectors main-
tain that the matter of the Pratyaksais this much viz.,
that is 2 Hill, the Jaina’s would similarly urge that the
matter of the Vikalpa also is just an idea of the Omni-
scient and nothing more than that. The Jainas point
out that in this way there is some similarity between
the matter of the Pratyaksa and the matter of the
Vikalpa. The difference between them is that whereas
the Pratyaksa being a Pramana or a source of true
knowledge its matter is real and true, the Vikalpa
being a more Assumption its matter is nothing more
than something assumed. The objectors cannot say
that the Vikalpa is useless to a reasoning man. For,
when a sophist, proud of his argumentative power,
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supports a false proposition, e.g., that there is such a
thing as the horn in an ass, no right-thinking reasoning
man tolerates it but puts forward reasons for setting
aside that false proposition; in such cases, the latter
must proceed by assuming the absurd thing and then
showing its absurdity. It is thus that the Vikalpa is
in many cases unavoidable to a reasoning man. The
objectors might say that where a sophist is found to
support a false proposition, the proper course for a
right-thinking reasoning man is to keep silence. The
Jainas point out that no reasoning man including the
objectors themselves, would ever keep silence when a
proposition which is false according to him is mooted
out before him but that he would at once adduce
arguments to refute it. This necessitates an Assump-
tion for-the-argument’s-sake (vikalpa) of the subject-
matter of the false proposition, for the time being
even by a right-thinking reasoner, This, however, does
not mean that the Vikalpa is enough and Pramana or
proof is not necessary. The Pramana is necessary to
establish the truth or otherwise of a matter under
observation. One may assume something; another may
assume its exact opposite. In such cases, Pramdna
comes in and decides for certain whether the subject-
matter of one Assumption or of the other is really
existent. The Objectors argue that there are cascs in
which the subject-matters of the Vikalpa are incapable
.of being proved by the Pramiina; in such cases, these

matters may be said to be cstablished by the

oot
subjec fien

Vikalpa or Assumption and good reasoners arc ©
found to accept the Vikalpa-proved character of these
subject-matters. The objectors thus show that thlj'
Vikalpa, if admitted to be a source of knowledge may
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be tantamount to proof in many cases and contend
that the Vikalpa may in this way attribute Visibility to
Sound. The Jainas admit that the Vikalpa may
attribute Visibility to Sound; but the real existence of
Visibility in Sound is not proved thereby. Visibility
in Sound is a mere Assumption, The Vikalpa or
Assumption, however, does not prove the real-exist-
ence of Visibility in Sound. If the Pram@na is brought
to bear on this subject matter of the Vikalpa, it will
be found that the Visibility in Sound is contradicted
by direct perception. The real existence of Visibility
in Sound is thus not proved by Vikalpa and there is
no sense in saying that the Vikalpa, as a source of
knowledge, if admitted, may establish Visibility in
Sound. 1t is in this way that the Jainas show that the
so-called Adrayasiddha is not a real Hetu-fallacy.

The argument that ‘there is the Pradhdna, because
the universe is due to a cause which has modifications’
is bad not because the Aéraya or the Locus is Unproved
but because the Hetu or the Reason, i.e., ‘the fact that
the universe is due to a cause which has modifications’
is Svartipasiddha or Fallacious ‘because of-its-nature-
being Unproved®. It is in this way that the fallacious
Hetu called the Asrayaikadeéasiddha, ie., a.Mark, ‘a
part of the Locus of which is Unproved’ may be shown
to be not a real Hetu-Fallacy. 1t will be remembered
that the so-calied’ Astayaikadesdisioala fltcy fas deen
illustrated as follows: *The Pradhiina and the Soul are
eternal; because they are uncreate’ (the reality of the
Pradhana which is one of the Loci in the argument,
being Unproved). The objectors point out that if in
this argument, the Afrayaikade§asiddha fallacy is not
admitted the Pradhina would become eternal like the
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$0ul. The Ja_inas refute this contention of the objectors
in the following way. In what sense, do you think the
Pradhéna to be eternal? If you say that the Pradhina
is eternal in the sense that it has an existence which
has ‘neither a beginning nor an end’, then it is clear that
the Hetu in the argument, ie., ‘the fact of being
uncreate’ does not necessarily establish (vyabhicara)
such an Eternality. A fact, e.g., absolute Non-existence
(or for the matter of that, an Absolutely Non-existent
fact) is obviously uncreate but it is not Eternal in the
sense that it is eternally Existent. If on the otherhand,
you mean by Eternality having no beginning or end’,
then the given argument is vitiated by Siddha-sadhyata,
i.e., an attempt to prove an addmited fact. If by the
Eternality of the Pradhana, nothing more is meant
than that ‘the Pradh@na has neither a beginning nor
an end’ then no argument is necessary to prove this;
for, the Jainas admit that the Pradhana as an Absolute
Non-existence, i.e., an Absolutely Non-existent fact,
has neither a beginning nor an end. An argument thus
becomes Fallacious not because the Locus or a part of
jt is ‘Unproved’ but because the Hetu in it is not
necessarily connected with the Proven. To this posi-
tion of the Jainas, the objectors (who are upholders of
the Asrayaikadesasiddha Fallacy) object by saying:
Take the argument, ‘Devadatta and a Barren Woman's
son are possessed of mouths; because they are spcalfcrs’;
surely, the argument is wrong, not becausce there is mz
necessary relationship between ‘possession of mouths
(Proven) and ‘the fact of being speakers® (the Mark)
but because a Barren Woman's son (2 part of the
Locus) is Unproved. The Jainas however urge that
even this argument is wrong because of the fallacious
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character of the Hetu in it. The ‘speakership of the
Barren Woman’s son’ is fallacious as a Hetu; there is
no evidence which would prove ‘speakership in a
Barren Woman’s son’. The Hetu being an impossibi-
lity, the argument based on it is wrong. The Aérayaika-,
desasiddha is thus not a real Hetu Fallacy.

The Jainas go on showing that the Samdigdha-
érayasiddha also is not a Hetu Fallacy. The Hetu
(e.g., Smoke) is what is invariably connected with the
Sadhya (e.g., Fire). The DharmI or the Abode (e.g.,
the Hill) in which the Sadhya-Dharma or the Proven-
phenomenon (e.g., Fire)'is to be established is other-
wise called the Paksa. If the Dharmi is Unproved, it
is a case of the Paksa-Fallacy. The Paksa is a well-
known fact (prasiddha). 1If its character as the Paksa
is ‘doubted’ (samdlgdlm) then jt is not a well-known
fact and as such, it is a fallacious Paksa. Accordingly,
what is called the Samdigdhadrayasiddha is not really
a Hetu-fallacy but a Paksa-fallacy.

The Samdigdhasryaikadesasiddha also is similarly
not a Hetu-Fallacy. It will be remembered that in the
cases of such a Fallacy, the nature of the Hetu as well
as the nature of the Locus are known but the argu-
ment becomes fallacious because it is based on a
Doubtful knowledge of the-operation-of-the-Reason-
in-the-Locus. The Jaina logicians point out that if
Paksa-dharmatva (Existence-in-the Abode} be admitted
to be a characteristic of a valid Reason, then of course
the Aéraya-Samdigdha-vrttyasiddha may also be admit-
ted to be a mode of the Asiddha or Unproved Hetu.
The Jainas, however, do not admit the Paksa-dharmatva
to be a characteristic of a Hetu and Aéraya-Samdigdha-
Vrttyasiddha is not a mode of the Asiddha Hetu
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according to them. Are we then to say, ask the objec-
tors, th'flt even if the fact of the ‘operation-of-the
Reason-in-the Locus’ (Gsrapavresi) is not ascertained
one is entitled to infer, for example, ‘the existence of
Peacocks in a certain place from the peacock sound’?
The Jainas answer that the inference is certainly wrong;
but this is not because the-operation-of-Reason-in-the-
Locus is doubted but because the Hetu in the argument
is not necessarily connected with the Sadhya and as
such is Agamaka i.e., not-leading-to-the Proven. And
it is for this reason:~ Peacock-sound as a Mark,
establishes the existence of the Peacock with which
fact as the Proven it is necessarily connected. Peacock-
sound, however, does not prove the existence of the
Peacock in a certain given place; if the Proven be, not
the existence of the Peacock simply but its existence
in a certain given place, then the valid Mark for such
a Proven would be, not the Peacock-sound simply, but
the Peacock-sound emanating from that given place.
The Peacock-sound thus does not prove the existence
of the Peacock in a certain place, not because it is an
Asiddha Hetu of the Asraya-Samdigdha-Vrttyasiddha
kind but because it is Agamaka.

In the same way, the Jainas urge, the alleged Hetu-
Fallacy of the Adrayaikadeéa-Samdigdha-Vrttyasiddha
mode is also to be understood as not a Fallacy of the
Asiddha class.

The Jainas point out that the alleged two modes
of the Fallacious Reason viz., the Vyartha-viesana and
the Vyartha-videsya, are not Asiddha Hetus. The
application of these two kinds of the Reason is qu}c
simply to want of skill on the part of the speaker \\lrl:,C_‘
makes him indulge in redundant and uscless wores.
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The alleged Asiddha Fallacies of the: Vyarthatkadeda-
siddha etc., etc., are also to be similarly understood.

Thus it is estabhshed that of the various modes of
the Asiddha described by the objectors, some are not
Asiddha at all and those which are really Asiddha come
under either the Ubhayasiddha (Unproved-to-both-the-
parties) or the Anyatar@siddha) Unproved-to-one-of-
the-parties), the two broad classes of the Asiddha
Hetus recognised by the Jainas.

It is contended by the objectors that there is not
really any Asiddba Hetu (j.e., Reason which is fallacious
because-of-its being unproved) which is Anyatari-
siddha or unproved-to-one-of-the-parties (either the
Disputant or the Opponent). They argue as follows:—
In a disputation, Pramipas or valid arguments are
cither put forward to establish what is Unproved-to-
one-of-the-parties by the other party or not so put
forward by him. If the Praménas are so put forward,
then there cannot be anything like an Anyatarasiddha
Hetu because the Pramina as convincing arguments
would make the Hetu ‘proved’ not only to the party
who puts them forward but to the other party also. If,
on the other hand, no Praminas are put forward for
the verification of the Hetu, then the Hetu is Ubhaya-
siddha or Unproved, not only to one of the parties
but ta both the parties. The objectors contend further
that the Anyatarasiddha character of a Hetu cannot
be also supported by saying that a Hetu is Anyatara-
siddha, at least so long as it is not established by the
Pramanas. For, such temporary ‘un-proof” of a Hetu
does not make it an essentially Unproved Hetu, You
cannot call a Hetu Anyatarasiddha by nature, even so
long as it is not cstablished, just as you cannot call a
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real Jewel a false stone, even so long as it is not found
to be_ a real Jewel. Lastly, the objectors point out
tha.t it is impossible for a disputant to use a Hetu
which is ‘proved’ to him but ‘unproved-to-his-oppo-
nent’, a Hetu which is thus Anyatarasiddha. For, as
soon as such a Hetu (i.e., a Hetu which is ‘proved-to-
the-disputant’ but ‘unproved-to-the-oppozent’) is used
by the disputant, the disputant is ‘worsted’ (nigriita),
for having used an Asiddha or ‘unproved’ Hetu.
According to the recognised rules of all disputations a
party who is thus ‘worsted’, is not allowed to prove
or substantiate his position (i.e., show that the Hetu
used by him is at least ‘proved’ to-him-though-un-
proved*-to-the-opponent’ and is on that account, an
Anyatarasiddha Hetu) after he is ‘worsted; because a
debate terminates as soon as one of the parties to the
debate is ‘worsted’. It is thus that the objectors con-
tend that there cannot be any Hetu which is Anyatard-
siddha or ‘un-proved-to-onc-of-the parties’.

The Jainas, on the contrary, urge that an Anyatari-
siddha Hetu is quite conceivable. A disputant may be
convinced of the truth of the Hetu used by him but
on account of his forgetting the evidence in support 0
the Hetu or other causes he may fail to substantiate
the Hetu before his opponent or enquirers and yct }}c
tenaciously refuses to acknowledge that his Hetu Is
Unproved: In such a case, the disputant is certainly
declared ‘worsted’, but he is ‘worsted’, not b’cc:lUSC
his Hetu is Ubhayasiddha (he himsclf at least is con”
vinced of the validity of his Hetu) but because it 15
Anyatardsiddha (unproved to persons, other than
himself). So, here at least is an instance of the Anya-
tardsiddha Hetu. Another instance of the Anyatard-
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siddha Hetu will be in the following case. Suppose, a
disputant uses a Heta which he himself does not admit
to be true but he uses it, knowing that his opponent
acknowledges it to be true. Take for example a debate
between a Simkhya philosopher and a Jaina thinker,
in which the former puts forward the argument,
‘Happiness etc., are unconscious, because like a pitcher
they have an origin,” A Jaina believes in the origina-
tion of a Phenomenon and consequently, the Hetu in
the argument may be ‘proved’ to him. But a Samkhya
thinker is opposed to the doctrine of the real origina-
tion of a phenomenon and hence the Hetu used by
him in the above argument is Unproved-to-himself.
The Hetu is thus Anyatarasiddha and the Samkhya
disputant using this Hetu is sure to be declared
‘worsted’.

The Jaina logicians point out in this connection
that any argument in which the disputant uses a Hetu
which is not admitted by him but which is admitted by
his opponent and which leads to a conclusion which
contradicts the opponents’ position is not necessarily
useless. Such a Hetu is called the Prasamga-Sadhana.
A Prasamga is a proposition showing the invariable
connection between its terms, a proposition supported
by the Pramanas which is meant to expose the contra-
diction involved in one’s opponent’s position. For
example, let us suppose that a Jaina puts forward the
argument:—*Whatever is absolutely self-identical can-
not inhere in many (i.e., more than one) things; as for
instance, an Atom; a Class-essence is such (i.c., abso-
lutely self-identical); how then can a Class)-essence
inhere in many (i.e., in the various Individuals of the
class) (implying thereby that the Class-essence cannot
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be absolutely self identical? In this argument, the
proposition ‘whatever is absolutely self-identical cannot
inhere in many is the Prasamga. There is a necessary
connection between ‘absolute-self-identity’ and ‘im-
possibility-of-the-inhering in-many’, which is apparent
because of (as it is technically expressed in the language
of the Indian logic) the non-observation (anupalabdiii)
of the ‘absolute self-identity’ (the vpapya) without ‘the
negation of inhering in many’ (the vyapaka). The fact
of the ‘absolute self-identity’ is the Prasamga-sidhana
here; it is a Hetu which is not admitted by a Jaina but
which is admitted by his opponent; the Jaina Jogician
uses the Hetu (though it is Anyatarasiddha inasmuch
as it is not admitted by him) to show that his opponent
who admits this Hetu cannot consistently maintain
that the Class-essence inheres in the Individuals of the
class. It may be asked: How is the Jaina logician
entitled to argue that the Hetu viz., the fact of ‘the
absolute self-identity’ which is not at all admitted by
him leads to (gamaka) an altogether different fact or
phenomenon (dharmantara) ‘the negation of the in-
herence in many Individuals’? In other words, the
objection is that the theory of the AnyatarZsiddha
Hetu makes the Prasamgasidhana inapplicable.
The Jainas contend that the above objection is
unreasonable. A Prasamga Hetu is the supposition of
a fact which supposition nccessarily involw_:s the
supposition of another fact; a Prasamgn-Hc_m is not
a Hety which deals with real facts of expericnce. A
Hetu which is a matter of real experience and Jeads to
another real fact of experience is the Maula Hetu,
otherewise called the Prasamga-viparyaya. Let us
analyse the Prasamga Hetu in the argument under
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consideration.  ‘Inherence in many individuals’ in-
volves ‘mani-ness’; a fact or being cannot ‘inhere in
many individuals’ if it is strictly ‘self-identical’; in
technical language, ‘maniness’ is thus the Vyapaka of
‘inherence in many.” A class-essence is supposed (by
the opponents of the Jaina School) to be ‘absolutely
self-identical’, it can thus be fixed to one Individual by
nature so that if the Class-essence is fixed to one
Individual, it cannot at the same time participate in
the nature of and inhere in another Individual. ‘Mani-
ness’ is thus the pre-condition (vyapaka) of ‘inherence
in many’. Now ‘absolute self-identity’ is opposed to
‘maniness’, The Class-essence to which the Opponents
attribute ‘absolute self-identity’ cannot have the charac-
teristic of ‘inherence in many’; because, as shown
above, ‘inherence in many’ involves (‘is pervaded by’)
‘mani-ness’ and ‘maniness’ (vyapaka) ‘receding from’
(i.e., being inconsistent with) ‘absolute self-identity’,
‘inherence in many’ (vydpya) becomes necessarily
jmpossible for the Class-essence. A Prasamga Hetu
(ie., ‘the absolute selfidentity® of the Class essence}
however, is not based on experience; it cannot accord-
ingly prove how ‘absolute self-identity’ is opposed to
‘inherence in many’. Here comes in the real experien-
tial Hetu, the Maula or the Prasamga-viparyaya Hetu
which consists in the positive experience of some
phenomena which ‘is pervaded’ by something opposed.
The argument, based on this Maula Hetu may be put
as follows:—‘Whatever inheres in many is many; as
for instance, the many palm fruits placed in many pots;
the Class-essence inheres in many Individuals’. The
conclusion follows that it is impossible for the Class-
essence to be ‘one, absolutely self-identical’. But the
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conclusion is not based ona Prasamga Hetu but on an
experiential fact, the Maula Hetu. What is the positive
Fxperience in this connection? ‘The Class-essence is
inherent in many Individuals’: this is the positive
experience.  ‘Maniness’ is opposed to (viruddha)
ftbsolute self-identity; ‘inherence in many’ involves
ie., ‘is pervaded by (vyapta) by maniness’; so that the
Maula Hetu consists in ‘a positive experience of some-
thing which is pervaded by something which is opposed
to what is premised (viruddha-vyaptopalabdhi). This
is the material Hetu, a fact of experience undeniable
by any of the parties to the Debate; for, both the
Jaina and the Yauga philosophers agree that the Class-
essence inheres in many. This Maula Hetu is the
experiential Hetu and it is what proves the real fact in
the real world, the fact namely, that the Class-essence
cannot be ‘absolutely self-identical’.

It is thus that both a Prasamga Hetu and a Maula
Hetu aim at the same conclusion, e.g., ‘The Class-
essence cannot be absolutely self<identical’.  The
former however is not an actually experienced fact;
and the argument based on it consists rather in 2
method of ‘Reductio ad absurdam’. The Maula Hetu
on the contrary is a fact of experience and leads directly
to the conclusion. It may be said that there is no use
in developing the Prasamga Hetu and that one should
always use the Maula Hetu. The Jainas point out that
the Prasamga Hetu is always connccted withthe Maula
Hetu. The Prasamga Hetu may not directly establish
a real fact but it always aims at that. The object of
both the Prasamga and the Maula Hetus is the same]
only the modes of approaching it are different in cach.
The Prasamga-Hetu is thus not uscless.
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It has abundantly been shown above that although
a Prasamga Hetu which is admittedly a mode of the
Anyatarasiddha Hetu is not useless, the Jainas do
nowhere mean to say that the Anyatarasiddha Hetu
can directly lead to (gamaka of) the Proven.

areafariady FraagRefatTaiiad ¥
famg: nyr n

sadhya-viparyayenaiva yasyanyathanupapattiradhy
avasiyate sa viruddhah 1 52 1

TRANSLATION: That (Reason) is opposed (virud-
dha), the invariable connection of which is known to
be with the opposite of the Proven.

CoMMENTARY: The Hetu which is called the
Viruddha is described here. It is a Hetu which (instead
of being invariably connected with the Sadhya) is
invariably connected with what is opposed to the
Sadhya but is used in an argument under a mistaken
idea that it is invariably connected with the Sadhya.

a1 freq ga gedisfrer ua ar, seafasrafe-
: G TIERT
yathii nitya eva puruso’nifya eva va pratyablijia-
nadimativat 1 53 1

TRANSLATION: As for instance: (the Reason in
the argument) the Soul is cternal or the Soul is non-
cternal because it is possessed of the faculty of concep-

tion ete.
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conclusion is not based on a Prasamga Hetu but on an
experiential fact, the Maula Hetu. What is the positive
experience in this connection? ‘The Class-essence is
inherent in many Individuals’: this is the positive
experience.  ‘Maniness’ is opposed to (viruddha)
absolute self-identity; ‘inherence in many’ involves
ie., ‘is pervaded by (vyapra) by maniness’; so that the
Maula Hetu consists in ‘a positive experience of some-
thing which is pervaded by something which is opposed
to what is premised (viruddha-vyaptopalabdhi). This
is the material Hetu, a fact of experience undeniable
by any of the parties to the Debate; for, both the
Jaina and the Yauga philosophers agree that the Class-
essence inheres in many. This Maula Hetu is the
experiential Hetu and it is what proves the real fact in
the real world, the fact namely, that the Class-essence
cannot be ‘absolutely self-identical’.
1t is thus that both a Prasamga Hetu and a Maula
Hetu aim at the same conclusion, e.g., ‘The Class-
essence cannot be absolutely self<identical’.  The
former however is not an actually experienced fact;
and the argument based on it consists rather in a
method of ‘Reductio ad absurdam’. The Maula Hetu
on the contrary is a fact of experience and leads directly
to the conclusion. It may be said that there is no use
in developing the Prasamga Hetu and that one should
always use the Maula Hetu. The Jainas point out that
the Prasamga Hetu is always connected with the Mm'xla
Hetu. The Prasamga Hetu may not directly establish
a real fact but it always aims at that. The object of
both the Prasamga and the Maula Hetus is the sam¢;
only the modes of approaching it are different in cach.
The Prasamga-Hetu is thus not useless.
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It has abundantly been shown above that although
a Prasamga Hetu which is admittedly a mode of the
Anyatarasiddha Hetu is not useless, the Jainas do
nowhere mean to say that the Anyatardsiddha Hetu
can directly lead to (gamaka of) the Proven.
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fagg: nyx u

sadhya-viparyayenaiva yasyanyathanupapattiradhy
avasiyate sa viruddhah 1 52

TRANSLATION: That (Reason) is opposed (virud-
dha), the invariable connection of which is known to
be with the opposite of the Proven.

COMMENTARY: The Hetu which is called the
Viruddha is described here. It is 2 Hetu which (instead
of being invariably connected with the Sadhya) is
invariably connected with what is opposed to the
Sadhya but is used in an argument under a mistaken
idea that it is invariably connected with the Sadhya.

77 fea ua geaisiier g an, yetrarte-
: HEAT 1 Y3 N

yathii nitya eva puruso’nitya eva va pratyabhijiia-
nadimattvat 1 53 1
TRANSLATION: As for instance: (the Reason in

the argument) the Soul is eternal or the Soul is non-
eternal because it js possessed of the faculty of concep-

tion etc.
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CoMMENTARY: In both the arguments, the fact
of the possession of the faculty of conception (and of
the similar faculties or recognition, of true cognition,
of false knowledge etc.,) is the Reason.

The first is said to be the argument of the Samkhya
thinkers “The Soul is eternal because it is possessed of
the faculty of conception etc.’; The reason, ‘the
possession of the faculty of conception etc.,” is however
a Viruddha Hetu here. For, a Being who is not of an
immutable nature, i.e., who is not eternal but is of an
ever-varying nature can be possessed of the mental
faculties of conception etc. The Reason in the given
argument is thus connected with the opposite of the
Proven. In the technical language of the Indian logic,
the Hetu here is ‘pervaded’ by (vyapta) what is opposed
to the Sadhya and is accordingly a Viruddha Hetu.
It may be asked: How is the Hetu, ‘the possession of
the faculties of conception etc.,” connected with the
opposite of the Sadhya, viz., ‘an ever-varying nature’?
The Jainas point out that if the Soul be supposed to

be of an immutable nature, it cannot have the said
faculties. For, in an absolutely unchangeable Being,
just as in the state of unperturbed deep sleep, there
can never be any ‘urge-towards outward’ (pravreti), as
manifested in our tendency to grasp or appropriate the
outside object; so that there cannot be in it any faculty
of conception or the like. If, on the otherhand, the
facultics of conception ectc., are attributed to it, the
Soul cannot be said to be of a fixed and unchangcab!c
nature. Nor can the Simkhya thinkers defend their
contention by saying that a Soul has different states
or conditions (avastha) and that the possession and the
non-possession of the different facwities arc due t@
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those states, For, the Jainas ask, do those states
pertain to the nature of the Soul or do they not? In
the first case, we have the self-same immutable Soul
only, different states of it are practically impossible.
And in this connection the further difficulty is: How
the fact of the difference in the states themselves to be
accounted for ? If on the other hand states do not form
the nature of the Soul, we have the states independént
of the Soul and cannot talk of them as states of the Soul.
The second argument, ‘The Soul is impermanent
because it is possessed of the faculty of conception etc.,’
is the argument of the Saugata School. In this argu-
ment also, the Hetu is a Viruddha Hetu. For, the
faculty of conception etc., is possible only in a Being
who is not radically changing every moment but who
preserves himself in his varied meodifications. The
Reason in the given argument is thus connected with
the opposite of the Proven, ‘is pervaded by what is
opposed to the Sadhya’. The Sadhya in the Samkhya
argument was an eternally immutable Soul while that
in the Saugata argument it is a being who is of momen-
tary existence only. ParinamI Purusa, ie., a Soul
which is undergoing change and modification every
moment but which nevertheless preserves its essential
nature in spite of those modifications, is obviously
opposed to both the Simkhya and the Saugata Sadhyas
and possession of the mental faculties is possible only
in the Parinimi Purusa. Hence the Jainas contend
that the Hetu in both the Samkhya and the Saugata
arguments is ‘pervaded’ by the Parinamil Purusa, as
self-preserving though changing Being, a Being, who,
as shown above, is opposed to the Sidhya of the
Samkhya and the Saugata arguments. :
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In criticism of the Saugata position, it is pointed
out that Recollection and conception are not possible
in a conscious Being who is absolutely destroyed as
soon as it comes into existence, even though this
conscious Being may belong to one and the same series
(eka-santana) with other such conscious Beings, just
as Recollection and Conception of the matters of one
mind are not possible in a different mind. Recollection
and Conception are possible only in a Being who is
both permanent and impermanent. There is no con-
tradiction if a Being is held as such, just as there is no
inconsistency in holding a thing to be both general
and particular (as we have seen).

Another instance of the Reason-which-is-opposed
would be the Reason in the argument; ‘That is a
Horse; because it has Horns.’

The Viruddha Hetus may be subdivided in the
following manner.

In the first group there are the Sapaksas (i.€.s
Similar Abodes of the Proven) and the Hetu is opposed.
In the second group, there are no Sapaksas and the
Hetu is opposed. Each of these two modes of the
Viruddha Hetu is of four kinds. In all, accordingly,
we have cight sub-classes of the Viruddha Hetu.
These arc jllustrated as follows. In the first four of
the following sub-classes, there arc Sapaksas of the
Sadhya and the Hetu is opposed to the Sadhya.

1) The Paksa-vipaksa-vyiipaka or the Fallacious
Reason of the opposed class, which ‘pervades’ the
Abode as well as the Dissimilar Abode of the Proven.
As for instance, take the argument; ‘Sound is cternal,
because it is a product’. In this argument as well as
the following arguments there are ‘Similar Abodes
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such as Ether etc.,, which are all eternal. ‘Product’
means what is the result of its own group of causes.
That which has both a beginning and an end, is ‘non-
eternal’; well, this is the meaning of ‘non-eternal’
according to some and only this meaning of ‘non-
eternal’ has application in this argument. “Prior non-
existence’ precedes the coming into existence of a
thing, has obviously no beginning (although it has a
termination) and is eternal on that account. And so
jt is also a Sapaksa, ‘Prior non-existence’ is certainly
not a ‘product’. Accordingly the Reason, ‘the fact of
being a product’ does not inhere in any Sapaksas,
including ‘Prior non-existence’. So, the first condition
of a Viruddha Hetu has been fulfilled in this argu-
ment; and this has been possible because ‘non-eternal’
has been taken in the sense, given above.

The sense of the word, ‘product’ has been given
above. Now if the given argument is to be an instance
where the Hetu is a Viruddha Hetu, that sense of the
word ‘product’ is to be stuck to. Some, however
mean by ‘product’ ‘that which has a beginning’. If
this meaning be applied to the word ‘product’, it
would be seen that ‘Posterior non-existence’ or what
follows when a thing is destroyed becomes a ‘product’.
‘Posterior non-existence’, however, is eternal; for,
although it has a beginning, it has no end. Accord-
ingly, the result of attributing this meaning to the
word, ‘product’ is that some eternal phenomenon (viz.,
‘Posterior non-existence’) becomes a ‘product’. The
Reason, ‘the fact of being a Product’ thereby comes to
inhere in a Sapaksa and being inherent in the Vipaksa,
as will preseatly be shown, becomes an Anaikantika
and not a Viruddha Hetu,
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Now, so far as the argument under consideration
is concerned, the Hetu (‘the fact of being a product’)
is present in the Paksa (viz., ‘Sound> which is attempted
to be proved Eternal) and also present in the Vipaksa
(viz., the Pitcher etc., which are admittedly Non-
eternal),

2) The Vipaksaikadesa-vrttih Paksavyapakah or
the Fallacious Reason of the opposed class, which is
connected with a part of the Dissimilar Abode and
which ‘pervades’ the Abode of the Proven. As for
instance, take the argument: ‘Sound is eternal, because
it being possessed of Class-essence is capable of being
grasped by our outward senses’. The Hetu ‘Percepti-
bility’ by outer senses here ‘pervades’ the Abode, is
existence in such Dissimilar Abodes as the Pitcher
etc., (which are non-eternal but perceptible by outer
senses) but not in the Dissimilar Abodes like Pleasure
etc.. (which are non-eternal but not perceptible by

outer senses).

3) The Paksa-vipaksaikadesa-vrttih or the Falla-
cious Reason of the opposed class which is connected
with a part of the Abode and a part of the Dissimilar
Abode. As for instance, take the argument: ‘Sound is
cternal, because it is capable of being modified by one’s
cfforts’. In this argument the Hetu (Modifiability) is
present in such Abodes as Sounds made by a man but
not present in such Abodes as Sounds of wind; is
present in such Dissimilar Abodes as the Pitcher etc.,
(which are ‘modifiable’) but not present in such Dis-
similar Abodes as Lightning etc., (which are not

‘modifiable’).

4) The Paksaikadeéa-vrttih Vipaksa-vydpakah or
the Fallacious Reason of the opposed class, which is
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connected with a part of the Abode and which ‘per-
vades’ the Dissimilar Abode. As for instance, take the
argument:—The Earth is eternal because it is a
creation’. The Hetu (‘the fact of being a creation’) is
present in such parts of the Earth as the Dvyanuka etc,,
(molecular combinations of Atoms) but not in such
parts of the Earth, the Abode, as the Atoms (which
are uncreate); the given Hetu characterises also all the
Dissimilar Abodes, e.g., the Pitcher etc., (which are all
non-eternal).

The above are the four modes of the Fallacious
Reason of the opposed class, in arguments in which
there are similar Abodes of the Reason. In the follow-
ing four modes, the arguments have no Similar Abodes.

5) The Paksa-vipaksa-vyapakah or the Fallacious
Reason of the opposed class which ‘pervades’ the
Abode as well as the Dissimilar Abode. As for instance,
take the argument:—‘Sound is the Peculiar characte-
ristic of Ether because it is knowable’. It would be
noted that there being no other peculiar characteristic
of Ether there canuot be any Sapaksa or the Similar
Abode of the Proven in this argument or in the follow-
ing three arguments: Now in the argument under
consideration, the Hetu (‘knowability’) is present in
the Paksa (‘sound’) as well as in the Vipaksa (‘material
form’).

6) The Paksa-vipaksaikadesa-vrtti or the Falfacious
Reason of the opposed class which is connected with
a part of the Abode and a part of the Dissimilar Abode.
As for instance, take the argument: ‘Sound is the
peculiar characteristic of Ether, because it is capable of
being modified by one’s efforts’. In this argument the
Hetu (Modifiability) is present in such Abodes as
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Sounds made by a man etc., but not in such Abodes as
Sound of wind etc., is present in such Dissimilar
Abodes as Material form etc., but not in such Dissimilar
Abodes as Lightning etc.

T) The Paksa-vyapaka-vipaksaikadesa-vrttih or the
Fallacious Reason of the opposed class which ‘per-
vades’ the Abode and is connected with a part of the
Dissimilar Abode, as for instance, take the argu-
ment:—Sound is the peculiar characteristic of Ether,
because it is capable of being grasped by our outward
senses’. The Hetu (‘capability of being grasped by
outward senses’) in this argument ‘pervades’ the Paksa
(sound); is present in such of the Vipaksa as ‘material
form’ etc., but not in such of the Vipaksas as Pleasure
ete.

8) The Vipaksa-vyapaka-paksaikadea-vritih or
the Fallacious Reason of the opposed class which
‘prevades’ the Dissimilar Abode and is connected with
a part of the Abode. As for instance, take the argu-
ment: ‘Sound is the peculiar characteristic of Ether,
because it does not consist in words’. The Hetu (‘the
fact of not consisting in words’) exists only in a part of
the Abode viz., in those Sounds which consist in letters
of the alphabet but not in any other Sounds. The
Hetu however, is present in all the Dissimilar Abodes
e.g., the Material form etc.

The above are the eight modes of the Viruddha
Hetu or the Fallacious Reason of the opposed class.
Some, however, contend that of the above eight, only
those four which “pervade the Abode’ are to be regard-
ed as the Viruddha Hetus and not those also which
are connected with a part of the Abode on the ground
that the latter are really modes of the Asiddha Hetu.
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The Jaina Commentator points out'that the conten-
tion is not sound. A Fallacious Hetu may have the
characteristics of both an Asiddha and a Viruddha
Hetu; that would not prevent it from being regarded
as a Viruddha Hetu. The Saugata logicians look upon
Dharmi-Svartipa-viparita-Sadhana and Dharmi-visésa-
viparita-sidhana as two other modes of the Hetvi-
bhasa. The former is a Fallacious Reason which
proves or establishes some fact which is opposed to
the nature of the Abode (Dharmi) of the Proven and
the latter is a Fallacious Reason which proves or esta-
blishes a fact which is opposed to a particular mode of
the Abode. The Jainas point out that these two are
not Hetu-Fallacies at all; a Hetu which is Viruddha is
one that proves or establishes a fact which is opposed
to the nature of the Proven (Sadhya). A Hetu is essen-
tially related to the Sadhya. If the Hetu were not to be
related to Dharmi-Svariipa-viparita also and to the
Dharmi-visesa-viparita, Anumana or Inference would
be impossible. Take for instance, the argument,
‘Sound is non-eternal, because it is a creation’. Here
the fact that ‘it is a creation’ leads to ‘non-eternality’
and is a valid Hetu on that account. If the Saugata
contention were to be accepted, the Hetu however
would not be a valid Hetu because it is proved to be
related on the one hand to the Dharmi-svariipa-vipa-
rita and to the Dharmi-vifesa-viparita, on the other.
That the given Hetu (that it is a ‘creation’) is related
to the Dharmi-svariipa-viparita, i.e., a fact whichis
opposed to the nature of the Abode, will appear from
the argument, ‘Whatever is a creation is not a Sound,
as for instance, a Pitcher’. Similarly, the argument,
“Whatever is a creation is not audible, as for instance,
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a Pitcher, shows that the given Hetu is related to the
Dharmi-Videsa-viparita also. As observed already,
the Hetu here, would not be valid if the Buddhist con-
tention were sound, in spite of the fact that the Hetn
(‘that it is a creation’) is essentially related to the
Sadhya (‘that it is non-eternal’). Obviously the Budd-
hist contention is unreasonable.

qEaTRATgIda: dfegad gt 1KY

yasyﬁnyathﬁmgvdpattih samdihyate so’naikdntikah
) 541

TRANSLATION: A Reason, the invariable relation-
ship of which (with the Proven) is Doubted is the
Doubtful.

CoMmeNTARY: The third class of the Fallacious
Reason is the Anaikantika or the Doubtful. A Hetu
which is sometimes found to be present on the pres-
ence of the Sadhya but which is also sometimes found
to be present on the absence of the Sadhya is the
Doubtful, inasmuch as its invariable and necessary
relationship with the Proven is Doubted.

q gur, faeimtmergfos: dfeaforafes
nyxu

sa dvedhd, nirnita-vipaksa-vritikah samdigdha-vipa-
ksa-vritikas ca 1 55 ¢

TRANSLATION: It is of two kinds, viz., that of
which the connection with the Dissimilar Abode is
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‘known’ and that of which the connection with the
Dissimilar Abode is ‘suspected’.

ComMmeNTARY: The above two the Nirpita-vipa-
ksa-vrttika and the Samdigdha-vipaksa-vrttika are the
two forms of the Anaikantika. The Anaikantika is
also known as the Samdigdha-vipaksa-vyavrttika, Sam-
digdhanyathanupapattika and the Samdigdha-vyati-
reka.

Fvivfraeaias o fre: o shaeng nysn

nirt_ﬁta-vipaksa-v_rttika yatha nityah Sabdal, pra-
meyatvat + 56 1

TRANSLATION: (The Fallacious Reason of the
Doubtful class) of which the connection with the
Dissimilar Abode is ‘known’ (is illustrated) as:—
‘Sound is eternal, because it is knowable.

CoMMENTARY: Tn the illustration ‘knowability’ is
the Reason. It is known to be present in the Similar
Abodes, e.g., Ether etc., which are eternal. It is also
known to be present in the Dissimilar Abodes, e.g., the
Pitcher etc., which are non-eternal. On account of the
presence of the Hetu in both the Sapaksa and the
leaksa bemg equally ‘known’ there arises naturally a
Doubt in one’s mind, is knowability necessarily connec-
ted with Eternality or is necessarily connected with
Non-eternality?. The necessary and the invariable
relationship of the Hetu with the Sadhya being thus
‘doubted’, the Hetu becomes Anaikintika. Another
example of the Fallacious Reason of the mode under
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Fallacious. Some logicians, however, attempt to prove
the validity of the argument by contending that ‘the
fact of being the result of a vegetable diet’ is not an
Upadhi. They point out that .as some of the sons of
Maitra are found to be connected with a vegetable diet
it may be said that ‘the fact of being the result of a
vegetable diet’ is associated with ‘the fact of being
Maitra’s son’ and as such, ‘pervades’ the Reason and
is not an Upadhi on that account. The contention is
not at all sound. The fact that some of the sons of
Maitra are found to be connected with a vegetable
diet does not prove that all the sons of Maitra are
necessarily and invariably connected with the veget-
able diet; that is, ‘the fact of being the result of a
vegetable diet” pervades the fact of being Maitra’s
son’. As a matter of fact, there is no essential and un-
conditional relation-ship between the two facts here.
To put it otherwise, it may be said that here also an
Upidhi intervenes. For it is not true to say that
because one is Maitra’s son, he must be the result of 2
‘vegetable diet’. The true fact is that becausc somce
sons of Maitra as the result of a ‘vegetable diet’ arc
found to be green-black, those grecn-black sons of
Maitra are to be held as the result of a ‘vegetable dict’.
There is thus no essential connection between ‘the fact
of being Maitra's son, and ‘the fact of being the result
of a vegetable diet”. The fact of being ‘the result of
a vegetable dict® does not *prevade’ ‘the fact of being
Maitra’s son® (there being the Upidhi of a green-black
complexion intervening) and is a rcal Upadhi on that
account. And the argument, *He is green-black because
he is Maitra's son® is invalid, the Reason in it being
Sopidhi or vitiated by a condition.
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It is also to be noted that even if a phenomenon
does not ‘pervade’ the Reason, it is not an Upadhi, if
it does not ‘pervade’ the Proven. An Inference about
Fire from the existence of Smoke is not invalid. For,
it would not be vitiated by the intervention of a pheno-
menon which is not invariably connected either with
Smoke (Reason) or with Fire (Proven). Such a pheno-
menon which does not ‘pervade’ the Proven although
it does not ‘pervade’ the Mark is not an Upadhi. Some
logicians call the Fallacious Hetu under consideration
the Aprayojaka or the Unconnected. The Aprayojaka
is a Hetu which is defined as one which falsely connects
itself with a Vyapti (a proposition of general applica-
tion which serves as the basis of an Inference), the
Vyapti being really connected with another phenome-
non. It is clear that this other phenomenon which is
essentially connected with the general proposition
upon which the Inference is built is the Upadhi, so
that what is a Sopadhi Hetu is but the Aprayojaka.

The Jaina commentator points out that the So-
padhi and the AprayOJaka are but the Samdxgdha—
vipaksa-vrttika in different nomenclature.

There are other Fallacious Marks of the Doubtful
mode, which can be conveniently brought under this,
i.e., the Samd:gdhavrpaksa-vrttlka These are as
follows: .

1. The Paksa-sapaksa-vipaksa-vyipakah, ie., the
Fallacious Mark which pervades the Abode, the
Similar Abode and the Dissimilar Abode. For instance
in the argument, ‘Sound is non-eternal because it is
knowable’, thé Reason (knowability) pervades the
"Abode (Sound) the Similar Abode (the thchcr) and
the Dissimilar Abode (Ether).
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2. The Praksa-vyapaka-Sapaksa-vipaksaikadesa-
vrttih, i.e., the Fallacious Mark which pervades the
Abode and exists in a part of the Similar Abode and
a part of the Dissimilar Abode. For instance, in the
argument, ‘Sound is non-eternal because it is directly
perceptible’ the Reason (Direct Perceptibility) ‘per-
vades’ the Abode (Sound i.e., all Sounds); it exists in
some of the Similar Abodes (Pitcher etc.) but not in
other Similar Abodes (Dyads and Molecules); it
exists in some of the Dissimilar Abodes (Generality
or Class-essence) but not in other Dissimilar Abodes
(Ether etc.). It should be noted that by Direct Percepti-
bility is meant here the Perceptibility by the sense-
organs of beings like us. This meaning of the word,
Direct Perceptibility would show that the Mark
(Direct Perceptibility) in the argument under consi-
deration, cannot be said to ‘pervade’ the Abode, all
the Similar Abodes and all the Dissimilar Abodes,
nor a part only of the Abode.

3. The Paksa-sapaksa-vyapaka-Vipaksaikadesa-
vrttih, i.e., the Fallacious Mark which pervades the
Abode and the Similar Abode and exists in a part of
the Dissimilar Abode. For instance, in the argument,
‘That is a Cow because it has Horns’, the Reason
(Possession of Horns) “pervades’ the Abode (the Cow
under observation) and exists in the Similar Abodes
(Other Cows); it exists in some of the Dissimilar
Abodes (a Buffalo etc) but not in other Dissimilar

Abodes (a Horse etc.) A

4. The Paksa-vipaksa—vyﬁpaka-Sapaksaikadcsa:
vittih, i.c, The Fallacious Mark which ‘pervades
the Abode and the Dissimilar Abode and cxists 1n 2
part of the Similar Abode, for instance, in the argu-
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ment, “That is not a Cow because it has Horns’, the
Reason (possession of Horns) ‘pervades’ the Abode
(the Gavaya which is under observation) and the
Dissimilar Abode (a Cow); it exists in some of the
Similar Abodes (a Buffalo etc.) but not in other Similar
Abodes (a Horse etc.)

5. The Paksa-sapaksa-vipaksaikadéa- vrttih, i.e.,
the Fallacions Mark which exists in a part of the
Abode, a part of the Similar Abode and a part of the
Dissimilar Abode, For instance, in the argument,
“The Earth is eternal because it is directly perceptible’
the Reason (Direct Perceptibility) exists in some part
(i.e., modes) of the Abode (e.g., the Pitcher etc.),
but not in the other parts (i.e., forms) of the Abode
(Atoms etc.); it exists in some part (i.e., forms) of the
Similar Abode (Class-essence etc,) but not in other
parts (i.e., forms) of the Similar Abode (Ether etc.);
it exists in some part (i.e., mode) of the Dissimilar
Abode (Bubbles etc.) but not in other parts (i.e., modes)
of the Dissimilar Abode (Water-molecules etc.). It
should be noted that by Direct Perceptibility is meant
here the Perceptibility by a sense organ which does
not come in contact with the object of perception,

* when perceiving it (We have seen that such a sense-
organ, according to the Jainas is the Eye, so that by
Direct Perceptibility in the argument, is meant Visibi-

lity).

» 6. The Paksa-sapaksaikadedavritir vipaksa-vya-
pakah, ie., the Fallacious Mark which exists in a
part of the Abode and a part of the Similar Abode
and which pervades the Dissimilar Abode. For
instance, in the argument, ‘Points of Direction, Time
and Mind are substances because they arc formless,

20
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the Reason (Formlessness) exists in some of the
Abodes (Points of Direction and Time) but not in the
other Abode (Mind); it exists in some of the Similar
Abodes (Ether) but not in the others (Attributes etc.)

7. The Paksa-vipaksaikadedavrttih Sapaksa-vya-
pakh, ie., the Fallacious Mark which exists in a
part of the Abode and a part of the Dissimilar Abode
and which ‘Pervades’ the Similar Abode. For instance,
in the argument, ‘Points of Direction, Time and Mind
are not substances, because they are Formless’, the
the Reason (Formlessness) exists in some of the Abodes
(Points of Direction and Time) but not in the other
Abode, Mind); it exists in some of the Dissimilar
Abodes (Substances like Ether) but not in the other
Dissimilar Abodes (things like Pitcher etc.); it ‘per-
vades’ all the Similar Abodes (non-substances like
Attributes etc.)

8. The Sapaksa-vipaksa-vyapakah Paksaikade-
davrtti, i.e., the Fallacious Mark which ‘pervades’
the Similar and the Dissimilar Abodes and which
exists, in a part of the Abode. For instance, in the
argument, ‘Ether, Time, Points of Direction, Soul
and Mind are not substances, because they are devoid
of the attributes peculiar to an impermanent thing’
the Reason {Absence of the attributes characterising
an impermanent thing) is present in some of the
Abodes (Time, Points of Direction and Mind) but not
present in other Abodes (Ether and Soul); it ‘per-
vades’ the Similar Abode (Attributes) and the Dissimi-
lar Abodes (Elements of Earth, Water, Fire and Air)-

As observed already, the above cight modes of
the Anaikfintika are included in the Samdigdha-vipaksa-
vittika form of the Anaikintika.
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The logicians of the Saugata School speak of
another Fallacious Reason of the Doubtful class,
which they call the Asadharanaikantika. It is illustra-
ted in the argument, ‘Sound is Eternal because it is
audible’. The Reason (Audibility), as they say, recedes
from both the Sapaksa (Similar) and the Vipaksa (Dis-
similar) Abodes and consequently generates Doubt in
us; hence it is also a Fallacious Mark of the Doubtful
kind, called the Asadharanaikantika by the Buddhists.
The Buddhist argument is not reasonable. The Reason
is here ‘the fact of Audibility’. If the given Mark is
intended for proving the absolute and unconditioned
Eternity of Sound, then it is a Falfacious Hetu of the
Viruddha (opposed) class, as it proves the Non-eterna-
lity of Sound in-some-respect. For, there is no Sound
which is not non-eternal in this respect at least that
before it assumes the nature of Audibility it has to
leave its prior nature of Non-audibility. If, on the other
hand the given Mark be intended for proving the
Eternity-in-some-respects. (i.e., if the Eternity of
Sound means that it is eternal not absolutely but
Eternal-in-some-respects) then the Mark is certainly a
valid Mark as it (i.e., Audibility) is invariably concern-
ed with Eternity in some respects. Hence Audibility,
put forward as the Reason for proving the Eternity of

. Sound is never an Anaikantika (Daubtful} Hetu as the
Saugatas contend.

The Saugatas speak of another sub-class of the
Anaikintika, which they call the Viruddhiivyabhicari.
It is ijllustrated in the arguments, ‘Sound is Non-
Eternal, because it is 2 Product like a Pitcher’, ‘Sound
is Eternal, because it is Audible like the Class-essence
of Sound.” The Jainas point out that the two Hetus
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in the two arguments prove that ‘Sound is of many-
sided (anekanta) natures’ i.e., that ‘it is bother Eternal
and Non-eternal’ and as such, the two Hetus are
quite valid Marks if the conclusion be, ‘Sound is
both eternal and non-eternal’, just like the Mark,
‘Modifiability’, in the case of the same conclusion.
But if the two Hetus are put forward as the Reasons
for such one-sided and absolute propositions as
‘Sound is non-eternal’ or ‘Sound is Eternal’; then
they would be Fallacious Marks either of the Viruddha
or of the Samdigdha Vipaksa-vrttih Anaikantika class.
Accordingly the Jaina commentator points out that
there is no Anaikantika Fallacy of the alleged mode of
The Viruddhavyabhicari.

Hence it is that the Hetvabhasas or the Reason-
Fallacies are of three classes only, viz., the Asiddha, the
Viruddha and the Anaikintika (i.e., the Unproved, the
Opposed and the Doubtful).

Some logicians contend that besides the above
three modes of the Fallacious Reason there is another
kind of the Hetvabhasa which they call the Akimcitkara
or the Useless. They point out that the Fallacious
Reason of the Useless kind is found in arguments in
which the Proven (sa@dhya) is either Already known
(pratita) or Falsificd-by-perception etc., (Pratyaksadi-
nirakrta). Examples of such Akimcitkara Hetus
would be the Reasons in the arguments—(1) *Sound
is Audible, because it has the class-essence of Sound;
(the Proven, i.c., the Audibility of Sound is well-known

fact); Fire is cold, because it is a substance; (the
Proven, the coldness of Fire is ‘falsified’ by perception);
(3) ‘A saint who practises vows must have intercourse
with women®, because he is a man (the Proven. the
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Vower’s having intercourse with women is opposed to
the moral injunctions in the Scripture).

The Jaina logicians do not accept the Akimcitkara
as a Hetvabhasa. They ask: Is the Akimcitkara Hetu
known to be essentially connected with the Sadhya or
is it not so known? If the Mark is known to be ‘essen-
tially connected’ with the Proven, then the arguments
would be vitiated not by any Hetvabhasa-but by the
Paksabhiasa or the Fallacious Abode. In other words
the first of the above arguments would be bad because
of the Paksabidsa known as the Pratita-sadhya-dhar-
ma-videsana or the Abode-Fallacy, in which the Proven
phenomenon is an *Already-known’ fact. In the same
manner, the second argument is bad because of the
Paksabhasa, known as the Pratyaksa-nirdkrta-sidhya-
dharma-viesana or the Abode-fallacy, in which the
Proven-phenomenon is falsified by perception. Lastly,
the third argument is bad because of the Paksabhasa
known as the Agama-nirakrta-sadhya-dharma-vide-
sana or the Abode-Fallacy in which the Proven-pheno-
menon is falsified by the Authoritative Scripturers.
And so on. In other words, the arguments are bad,
not because the Reason in them is Fallacious but
because the Abode in them is Fallacious. It cannot be
contended that in arguments where the Paksa or the
Abode is Fallacious, the Hetu or the Reason also must
be said to be necessarily Fallacious; for, in that case,
it may similarly be contended that in arguments where
the Paksa or the Abode is Fallacious the Drstanta or
the Example also must be said to be necessarily Fallaci-
ous. Thus, it is that if in an argument, the Hetu is
known to be necessarily connected with the Sadhya,
you cannot say that there is any Hetvabhasa or Fallaci-
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ous Reason although the argument may be bad on
other counts (e.g., paksabhasa). If, on the other hand,
in any argument, the Reason is not known to be neces-
sarily related to the Proven, you have certainly, the
Hetvabhasa, which however on examination will be
found, to come under any of the three modes of the
Reason-Fallacy recognised by the Jainas. For, ask the
Jainas, why is the ‘Invariable Relationship® (between
the Mark and the Proven in an argument) not known?
It is due to either Inattention (anadhyavasaya) or Con-
trary Experience (viparyaya) or Doubt (saisaya). It
cannot be due to anything else. Now, where the ‘In-
variable Relationship’ is not known owing to Inatten-
tion, we have the Asiddha-Fallacy. Where the ‘Invari-
able Relationship’ is not known owing to Contrary
Experience, we have the Viruddha-Fallacy. Where
again the ‘Invariable Relationship’ is not known owing
to Doubt, we have the Anaikantika-Fallacy. The three
recognised forms of the Hetu-Fallacy (viz., the
Asiddha, the Viruddha and the Anaikantika) thus
corresponding to only these sources of Ignorance, the
Akimcitkara, as a Hetu-Fallacy is clearly redundant.
Some, however, admit the Kalatyayapadista as 8
separate form of the Hetu-fallacy. It consists in using
a Hetu to prove a given Sadhya at a time when it no
longer has ‘the necessary connection® with the Proven.
The Jaina logician says that in the manner of what has
been said above against the admissibility of the Akim-
citkara-Fallacy, the Kalatyayapadista also may be
shown to be inadmissible as a separate kind of the
Mark Fallacy.
Lastly, the Prakaranpa.sama is put forward by
some logicians as a mode of the Reason Fallacy. It
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may be illustrated in this way; One says: ‘Sound is
Non-eternal because the characteristic of an eternal
thing is not found in it:’>—upon which his opponent
answers: ‘If Non-eternity can be proved in this way,
let the Eternity of Sounds be proved in the same way,
viz., ‘Sound is Eternal because the characteristic of a
non-eternal thing is not found in it’. Tt is said that the
first argument involves the Mark Fallacy of the Praka-
rana-sama, because it is established in a mode of reaso-
ning in which its antithesis, i.e., the second argument
also can be proved. The Jainas maintain that there is
no need for admitting the Prakarana-sama as a sepa-
rate mode of the Mark-Fallacy. The first argument
does not necessarily imply the validity of the second
argument. In fact, there can be no question about the
second argument after the first argument. For, is the
Mark in the first argument definitely known? In other
words is it definitely known that the characteristic of
an eternal thing is not found in Sound? If so, then the
. Non-eternity of Sounds is established beyond the possi-
bility of the validity of the second argument. If, on the
other hand, the said Reason of the first argument is not
so definitely known then it becomes a Fallacious Mark
of the Doubtful-Unproved (Samdigdhasiddha) kind (a
Fallacy, already recognised by the Jainas). If again,
the simple absence of the characteristic of an eternal
thing is attributed to Sound, without considering
whether it is possible (in some respects) for a Sound to
have that characteristic, then the Mark (the non-
cognition of the characteristic, of an eternal thing) in
the first argument becomes Vyabhiciri, i.e., inconstant
and unreliable for the purposes of a valid argument.
Besides, so far as the opponent to the first argument is
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concerned, his contention being that the characteristic
of an eternal thing is found in Sound, the Mark in the
first argument, i.e., the characteristic of an eternal
thing being not found in Sound, becomes necessarily
Svartipasiddha (i.e., a Fallacious Mark, the nature of
which is Unproved). :

In the same manner, the Mark in the second argu-
ment viz., the non-cognition of the characteristic of a
non-eternal thing in Sound, may be examined and it
may be shown that the second argument need not
imply the validity of the first argument.

Every argument is thus considered on its own
merit and the question of the Prakarana-sama as a
mode of the Reason Fallacy does not arise.

The Jaina position is thus vindicated that there are
three and only modes of the Hetu Fallacy.

AITFAW FEEIFATATEY FASFT: 1 45 1)

sadharmyena drstamabhaso nava-prakéaralt 1 58 1

TRANSLATION: In respect of Homogencity, the
Fallacy of the Example is of nine modes.

COMMENTARY: It has becen said before that an
Example is either Homogencous or Heterogeneous.
Hence the Fallacies with regard to Examples come
under two broad classes. Of these, Fallacies of the
Homogencous Example are of nine sorts which are
considered below.

qrmaafiees:, avaadiors:,  gwgaAaEe
dfnaaraual, diaaaaent, d@fedsmat, 3@ -
sagiswe Fara) faadaraasafa o w’ n



Praména-naya-tativalokalaikirak: VI, 59, 60. 489

sadhya-dharma-vikalah, sadhana-dharma-vikalak,
ubhaya-dharma-vikalalh, samdigdha-sadhya-dharma,
samdigdha-sadhana-dharmia samdigdhobhaya-dharma,
ananvayo’pradarsitanvayo viparitanvayas ceti 1591

TRANSLATION: These are: That which is oppos-
ed to the Proven-phenomenon; that which is opposed
to the Reason-phenomenon; that which is opposed to
both the phenomena; that which is Doubtful with
regard to the Proven-phenomena; that which is Doubt-
ful with regard to the Mark-phenomena; that which is
Doubtful with regard to both.the phenomena; that
in which ‘the two phenomena (of the Reason.and the
Proven) are Unconnected; that in which the connec-
tion between the two phenomena (of the Reason and
the Proven) is Unshown; that in which the connection
between the two phenomena (of the Reason and the
Proven) is shown in an Inverse order.

COMMENTARY: These are illustrated below.

FaTdeRa: mEtsuaeaTy gwaafafy awae-
fare: ge
tatrapauruseyaly sabdo’murtatvad dubkhavad iti
sadhya-dharma-vikalali 1 60 1

TRANSLATION: Sound is not man-made, because
it is formless; like Misery; this is an instance where
(the Homogeneous Example) is opposcd to the Proven
phenomenon.

COMMENTARY: In the given argument, Misery is
referred to as an (Homogeneous) Example as some-
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thing which is not man-made but as a matter of fact,
Misery is always man-made. Hence the Example is
opposed-to-the-Proven-phenomenon.

e sfcemat afmas gt aommEfali aee-
gafawe: 1 g N

manuvad iti sadhana-dharma-vikalalp 1 61 1

TransLATION: The Proposition being the same
as above and the Reason being also the same, (the
Homogeneous Example) ‘like an Atom’ is Opposed-
to-the-Reason-phenomenon.

CoMMENTARY: Thus let us have the argument:
Sound is not man-made because it is formless, like
an Atom. Now, in the Atom, there is ‘non-man-made-
ness’, ie., self-existence, the Proven phenomenon.
But ‘formlessness’, the Reason-phenomenon, cannot be
attributed to it, for, as a matter of fact an Atom has 2
form. Hence the Example is Opposed to-the-Reason-
phenomenon.

Fomafagaaasfase: 1 g3 n

kalasavad ity ubhaya-dharma-vikalah 1 62

TraNnsLATION:  Like a Pitcher. This is an instance
where (the Homogencous Example) is Opposcd-to-

Both-the-phenomena.

CoMMENTARY: Thus et us have the argufncm
‘Sound is not man-made: because it is formless; like 3



Praména-naya-tativalokalarkéral: VI, 62, 63, 64, 491

Pitcher. Now, in this argument, the Pitcher is referred
to as an (Homogeneous) Example, to which both ‘non-
man-made-ness’ and ‘Formlessness® are attributed.
But, as a matter of fact, it is man-made and has a form.
Hence the Example is Opposed to both-the-Proven-
and-the-Reason-phenomena.

IAOTHERAE Fageargaasaaiara §iqanggaaf
nes
ragadiman ayam vaktrivad Devadatiavad iti samdig-
dha-sadhya-dharma 1 63 1

. TRANSLATION: That man has passions etc.,
because he is a speaker; like Devadatta: this is an
instance where (the Homogeneous Example) is Doubt-
ful with regard to the Proven-phenomenon.

COMMENTARY: It is Doubtful whether Devadatta
has passions etc., or not; for, no one can have a direct
first-hand knowledge of another man’s minds and
because in Devadatta no mark or sign is observed
which is invariably connected with the existence of
passions etc., in him. Hence the Example is Doubtful-
with-regard-to-the-Proven phenomenon.

woaaid TrnfeATat fwatafy w@frawe-
Tl ngy 1

marana-dharmayam ragadimattvat Maitravad  iti
samdigdha-sadhana-dharma 1 64 1

TRANSLATION: That man is mortal; because he
has passions etc. like Maitra; this is an instance where
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(the Homogeneous Example) is Doubtful with regard
to the Reason-phenomenon.

COMMENTARY: It is Doubtful whether Maitra is
full of passions etc.

v gaent Irnfeaean ghafmEieatafa wt-
wEAT 11 gw 1

nayam sarva-dars'i ragadimattvat numi-visesavad
iti samdigdhobhaya-dharma 1 65

TransLATION: That man is not an all-seer;
because he has passions etc., like a particular vower;
this is an instance where (the Homogeneous Example)
is Doubtful with regard to both the phenomena.

CoMMENTARY: It is Doubtful if the particular
vower referred to has omnivision (the Proven-pheno-
menon) and the passions etc., (the Reason phenome-
non); for, no sign or indication is proved in him which
is invariably connected with the existence of omnivi-
sion or of passions etc.

wmfeaT, frafsa: gear aganfregauatea-
Fyag: Ngg N

ragadiman vivaksitah puruso vakirevad ista-purit
savad ity ananvayal 1 66 )

TRANSLATION: The person referred to has pas-
sions ctc. because he is a speaker; like a given person;
this is an instance where (the Homogeneous Example)
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is such that in it (the Reason-phenomenon and the
Proven phenomenon) are Unconnected.

CoMMENTARY:  Although the man of the Example
is a speaker and has passions etc., the Vyapti or the
Pervasion is not proved thereby, that speaker-ship and
passion are invariably and necessarily connected;
Hence the Example is invalid because it does not prove
the relationship between the Mark and the Proven.

aﬁw:ﬂﬁ:mmﬁm: ngen

" amityah sabdal krtakatvit ghatavad ity apradarsita-
nvayali 1 67 1

TRANSLATION: Sound is non-eternal; because it
is a product; like a pitcher; this is an instance where
(the Homogeneous Example) is such that it does not
show the connection (between the Reason-pheno-
menon and the Proven-phenomenon).

COMMENTARY. Here although there is ‘invariable
and necessary connection’ between ‘the fact of being a
product’ (the Reason-phenomenon) and ‘the fact of
Non-eternity’ (the Proven-phenomenon) the given
Example does not state the relation in so many words.
Hence the Fallacy.

It is to be observed that this omission to state the
invariable connection between the Reason and the
Proven in the Example-premise is not fatal to the
argument, [t is highly desirable, however, to show it
in the body of the Example-premise, in an Inference-
for-the-sake-of-others ( pararthanmumana), the goodness
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or the badness of which depends on the statements,
forming the various premises. Here the argument is
not bad, but its expression in words is defective.

The same thing may be said about the Fallacies of
the Example the Viparitanvaya, the Apradar§ita-
vyatireka and the Viparita-vyatireka, to be described
presently.

sife: wea: Fawean, Fafwed aq gas weafefa
faadmaa: 1 g5 0

anityal Sabdaly kriakatvat, yad anityam tat krtakam
ghatavad iti viparitanvayali | 68

TRANSLATION: Sound is non-eternal because it
is a product; whatever is non-eternal is a product; like
a Pitcher: this is an instance where (the Homoge-
neous Example) states (the invariable relation between
the Mark and the Proven) in an Inverse order.

In all statements of ‘the ground and consequent’;
that which is well-known should be stated as ‘the
ground’ and that which is not so well-known but which
follows from it should be stated as ‘the consequent’.
That the pitcher is a product is well-known to all; and
this is why ‘the fact being a product’ is put forward
as the Hetu or the Reason in the argument under
consideration; the fact of the ‘non-cternity’ of the
Pitcher is not so well-known and this is why it is put
forward as ‘the fact to be proven’ in the given argu-
ment. The rule is thus well settled that the well-known
should be stated as ‘the ground’ and what is not so0
well-known and has got to be proved should be sta}cd
as ‘the conscquent’ to it, In the Example premisc.
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however, in the argument under consideration, ‘the
fact of non-eternity’ (which is not a well-known fact
and is the proven in the argument) is put forward
first, as if it is ‘the ground’ and ‘the fact of being a

. product’ (which is a well-known fact and which is
the Reason in the argument) is stated next as if it is
‘the consequent’. The Example premise is thus Falla-
cious here stating the connection between the Reason
and the Proven in an Inverse order.

FERrTf TERTATE FEET 10 §R N
idharmyenapi drstantabhaso navadhd | 69 |

TRANSLATION: In respect of Heterogeneity also,
the Fallacy of the Example is of nine modes.

| sfrgarmatastgarmmatrastE st
W, dimameratas:,  diewmmmatas:, dfE-
Wgsisaaffsrfiicailsy  fGedaafa-
Ecia: SRTRCT Y - T

asiddha-sadhya-vyatireko®  siddha-sadhana-vyatire-
co’ siddhobhaya-vyatirekal, samdigdha-sadhya-vyati-
-ekah, samdigdha-sadhana-vyatirekah, samdigdhobhaya-
watireko’vyatireko’pradarsita-vyatireko  viparita-vyati-
ekasca 1+ 70

TRANSLATION: These are: That in which the
1egation of the Proven is Unproved; that in which the
1egation of the Reason is Unproved; that in which the
iwegation of both is Unproved; that in which the
1egation of the Proven is Doubtful; that in which the
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TRANSLATION: Kapila is not Omniscient nor an
authority; because he upholds the Doctrine of the
absolute unmomentariness; One who is Omniscient or
an Authority upholds the doctrine of the absolute
momentariness: as for instance, Sugata: this is an
instance in which the negation of the Proven (in the
Heterogeneous Example) is Doubtful, the non-existence
of the Proven-phenomena of inomniscience and non-
authoritativeness being Doubtful in Sugata.

COMMENTARY: Strictly speaking, the Example in
the above argument is Fallacious in a different way,
the Example which is Heterogeneous being one-in-
which-the negation-of-the Proven is Unproved. The
doctrine of ‘the absolute momentariness’ is disproved
by all modes of valid knowledge, so that Sugata who
upholds ‘the doctrine of the Absolute momentariness’
is unquestionably an inomniscient and unauthoritative
person. But one may not know the grounds on which
the doctrine of ‘the absolute momentariness’ may be
held to be unacceptable; such a person, instead of
speaking of Sugata as a man who is inomniscient and
unathortative, may speak of him as one whose omni-
scient and authoritative character are Doubtful. In
other words, although the Example-Fallacy here is
really one of the mode of the Asiddha-Sﬁdhya—Vya'i'
reka, (Vide Stitra 71, above) it is put in a different way
and described as onec of the mode of the Samdigdba-
Sadhya-vyatircka.

FERTE: wiafaha: g iy T

gAORaEEA: | Stavnreaedn stgefaf wigraaad-
safads: gt amierae faga: daar eyt
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anddeya-vacanal; kascid vivaksitakh puruso ragadi-
martvad yah punarddeya-vacanah sa vitaragas tad yatha
Sauddhodanir iti samdigdha-sadhana-vyatirekah Saud-
dhodanau ragadimattvasya nivrtteh samsayat 1 75 |

TRANSLATION: The person referred to is one
whose words are not to be accepted; because he has
passions etc.; one whose words are to be accepted is
free from passions etc.; as for instance, the son of
Suddhodana; this is an instance, in which the negation
of the Reason in the Heterogenous Example is Doubt-
ful, the negation of having passions etc., being Doubtful
in the son of Suddhodana.

CoMMENTARY: It is true that to persons who are
admirers of the philosophy of Buddha (son of Suddho-
dana) his words are acceptable. Still it may be said
that the fact of Buddha’s not having any passions etc.,
is Doubtful; because evidences for that are wanting.

T A #foe: semsseRsaf qHETaEiad-
frofufieaeemae awg daer: & ey 9™ -
Faat gaidatraiafameeeaay arayihy dim-
waeafats oft quRaEssit SRRFETAEET FEnSSER-
L Tl CC TG (R R O R R e B S
g 1 wg N

na vitaragalh kapilah Karuyaspadesv api parama-
krpayanarpita-nija-pisita-sakalanat yastu vitaragal sa
k;zrur;&xparle._s'u parama-krpayd samarpita-nija-pisica-sa-

kalas tad yathd tapanabandhur iti digdhobl, yavyal_i—
reka iti tapana-bandhau vitardgatvabhavasya karuya-
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spadesv api paramakrpayanarpita-nija-pisita-sakalatva-
sya ca vyavriteh samdehat 176 |

TrANSLATION: Kapila is not free from passions;
because he has not, out of pity, given to beings, who
deserve mercy, a piece of flesh from his body; one who
is free from passions, gives out of pity a piece of flesh
from his body to beings who deserve mercy; as for
instance, Tapana-Bandhu; this is an instance in which
the negation of Both (the Proven and the Reason) in
the Heterogeneous Example is Doubtful, the retroces-
sion of the fact of the want of passionlessness as well
as of the fact of giving out of pity, to beings who
deserve mercy, pieces of flesh from his body, in Tapana-
Bandhu being Doubtful.

COMMENTARY: The Heterogeneous Example in
the above argument is Tapana-Bandhu, who is no
other than Buddha; it is Doubtful whether Buddha
has passions or is free from them; it is also Doubtful
whether he out of pity gave to beings who deserve
mercy, pieces of flesh from his body or he did not so
give, evidences establishing the above facts one way or
the other being wanting.

7 dteeen: whmfafa: o gy 3 -
T | § 947 qRqSYE Teqeqfas®d: 1 vo N
na vitaragah kascid vivaksital puruso vaktrivat yalt

punar vitarigo na sa vakta yathopala-khanda ity avyati-
rekalt 1 77

TRANSLATION: The person referred to is not on¢
who is free from passions; because heis a speaker; one
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who is free from passions is not a speaker; as for
instance, a piece of stone; this is an.instance in which
(in the Heterogenous Example) there is no negative
relation ‘(between the Proven and the Reason)'.

CoMMENTARY: It is true that both the pheno-
mena, being passionate and being a speaker, are
absent in a piece of stone; still the Example of the
stone is Fallacious inasmuch as it does not establish
the ‘invariable and essential relationship’ between ‘the
fact of being free from passions’ and ‘the fact of not
being a Speaker’.

sffea: w153 PameREREcaTaiacataE:

Hes il

anityah Sabdah krtakatvad akas’avadzty apradarsita-
vyatirekali 1 78 1

TRANSLATION: Sound is non-eternal, because it
is a product; as for instance ‘Ether’: this is aninstance
in which (in the Heterogeneous Example) the negative
relationship (between the Proven and the Reason) is
Unshown,

COMMENTARY: In the above argument the Fallacy
consists in this that the arguer does not say in so many

words or express in explicit terms the well-known fact,
‘whatever is not non-eternal is not a product’.

afie: o2 FOTAIg qEFAS atNed  qATSSHI-
wfafr frdasafats: ne u
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anityah Sabdah krtakatvad yadakrtakam tan nityam
yatha akasam iti viparita-vyatirekah 179 |

TRANSLATION: Sound is non-eternal, because it is
a product; Whatever is not a product is eternal as for
instance, Ether; this is an instance in which (in the
Heterogenous Example) the negative relation (between
the Proven and the Reason) is shown in an Inverse
Order.

COMMENTARY: An Heterogeneous Example is to
show that the negation of the Proven is consequent on
the negation of the Reason. In the given illustration,
the relation has been shown in an Inverse order;
hence the Fallacy.

THT RS AN TR A qaeTATEt

5o Nl

ukta-laksanollamghanenopanaya-nigamanayor-vaca-
ne tadabhasau 1 80 |

TrANSLATION: Fallacies with regard to Applica-
tion and Conclusion consist in stating them in contra-
vention of the principles, implied in their definition.

COMMENTARY: It will be remembered that Appli-
cation has been defined as the process of applying the
Mark to the Abode of the Proven and Conclusion as
that of cstablishing the Proven. Fallacies would be
committed, if we forget the principles implicd in these
definitions.
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gt afvwHl w1e2: FaweTE O Taw: @ qftorEt
meqfwm‘?aw?gﬁrmw
s nsen

yatha parinami sabdah krtakatvad yah krtakal sa
parinami yatha kumbhal ity atra parinami ca Sabda iti
krtakas’ ca kumbha iti ca 1 81 |

TRANSLATION: For instance: Sound is subject to
modification; because it is a product; whatever is a
product is subject to modification; as for instance, a
Pitcher; (To say here) ‘Sound is subject to modifica-
tion’ or (to say) ‘a Pitcher is a product’ (would be com-
mitting the Fallacies of Application.

CoMMENTARY: In the first of the given cases, the
phenomenon of the Proven is applied to the Abode of
the Proven while in the second the phenomenon of the
Mark is applied to the Abode of the Example. Hence
there are Fallacious uses of the process of Application.

afersa walr aeTe Faw: wed gf aeneafe-
R FFA sl nex 1

tasminneva prayoge tasmat krtakal Sabda iti tasmat
parinami kumbha iti ca 1 82 1

Translation: In that very instance, (to.say) :So
Sound is a Product’ or (to say) ‘So a Pitcher is spbjcct
to modification’ (would be committing Fallacies of

Conclusion).
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CoMMENTARY: In the first of the given cases, the
phenomenon of the Mark is predicated of the Abode of
the Proven while in the second, the phenomenon of
the Proven is predicated of the Abode of the Example.
Hence these are fallacious uses of the process of Con-
clusion. In the light of the Fallacies described above,
Fallacies with regard to the remaining five limbs of a
Syllogism, viz., the Paksa-Suddba (i.e., the premise con-

sisting in the correction of the Abode) etc., etc., are to
be understood.

FATTEATAS AAHITATAES | 53 11

antipta-vacana-prabhavam jiianam agamabhasan
1 831

TRANSLATION: The Fallacy with regard to Autho-

rity consists in cognition arising from the words of a
false Authority.

CoMMENTARY: It will be remembered that an
Authority has been defined as a person who knows the
true nature of a thing and who describes jt according
to his knowledge, All other teachers are false Authori-
ties and their teachings are to be rejected as Fallacious.

A AESFEAFAT 7S qofFaeniy goan
faveasix: af @id T=ea ™ gEen: 0 sy
yathd mekala-kanyakayal kile rala-hintalayor mit-

le sulabhah pinda-kharjaral santi tvaritam gacchata
gacchata savakah 1 84
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TrANsLATION: For instance: On the bank of the
Mekalakanyaks, at the foot of the Tala and Hintala,
dates are found in abundance; make haste, Go on, Go
on, O Ye calves!

COMMENTARY: A person who is given to feeling
of attachment and who is unreliable, playfully uses the
above words in order to play with young calves, when
he has no other way of pleasing himself. His words
are unreliable and fallacious

THANET TANMAATICH SN T8 WRAISSHTEAA

th sy

pratyaksam evaikam pramanam ityadi-samkhya)
tasya samkhyabhasam 1 85 1

TRANSLATION: The Number Fallacy in respect of
the form of valid knowledge consists in such ways of
numbering as, e.g., ‘Direct Perception is the only form
of valid knowledge’. -

COMMENTARY: There are two and only two
Pramanas the Pratyaksa and the Paroksa as described
by the Jainas. To bold that the Pramanas are more or
less than the above two would be falsely numbering
them. “Thus the Carvakas say that the Pratyaksa is
the only Pramana. The Saugata (Buddhist) and the
Atom-eater (Vaidesika) say that the Pramanas are two,
the Pratyaksa and the Anumana. These two and Sabda
are the three sources of knowledge according to the
great sage (Samkhya). Aksapida (Nylya) adds Upa-
mina and makes Praminas four. Prabhikara adds



506 Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankarah: VI, 86, 87.

again Arthapattit o these four; and Bhatta admits all
these five and adds a sixth, viz., Abhava. The Jaina
Lord maintains that the Pramanas are two, ope is
“‘clear’ and the other is ‘not so clear’.

arana, fane g, aggd a1 @A tRaTtaeae
faumaE: 1w osg 0

samanyam eva visesa eva tad-dvayam va svatant-
ram ityadis tasya visayabhasalh 1 86

TRANSLATION: (To regard) the class-essence alone
or the particular alone or both of them, isolated from
each other (as the object of valid knowledge) would be
«committing the Fallacy with regard to its Object.

CoMMENTARY: The Advaita view is that the
Common Essence is the only reality. The Saugata view
again is that the Particular alone is the real. The view
of the Naiyayikas is that the Universal and the Parti-
cular are separable realities. According to the Jainas,
all these are one-sided views and as such, fallacious,
so far as the Object of valid knowledge is concerned.
To say that a thing is eternal or to say that it is non-
cternal or to say that the cternal and the non-eternal
are two independent and absolutely unconnected
aspects of a thing are similarly one-sided and fallacious
views.

afradg faadg a1 SoREs ae qETaATa
1neotl

abhinnameva bhinnameva va praminat phalam 1asyd
radabhisam v 87
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TRANSLATION: The Fallacy with regard to the
Fruit of valid knrowledge consists in thinking that the
Fruit is the same as valid knowledge or that the Fruit
is different from it.

COMMENTARY: The Buddhists hold that the Fruit
is identical with the Pram@na while according to the
Naiyayikas it is different from it. The Jaina thinker
holds that the Buddhist and the Naiyayika views are
one-sided theories and as such, involve the Fallacy
with regard to the Fruit of the Pramana. The one-
sided nature of these theories has already been proved.

oiat qH Ges: Qs !

iti pramana-nayatattvalokdlainkare phala-pramana-
svariipadyabhiisa-nirnayo nama sasthal paricchedah |

TRANSLATION: Here ends the Sixth Chapter of
the Pramana-naya-tattvalokalamkara, Entitled, The
Determination of Phala (The Fruit) And of Abhisa
(Fallacies), e.g., The Nature-Fallacy etc., with Regard
To Valid Knowledge.



CHAPTER VI

The nature of the Pramana which is one mode
of valid knowledge has been described in the fore-
going chapters. In the present chapter, the nature of
the Naya, the other form of valid knowledge, will be
described.

My I T e T e -
e @ sfrgeiarafeEs 7@ g

niyate yena srutakhya-pramana-visayikrtasyartha-
sydmsas taditaramsaudasinpatal sa pratipattur abhi-
praya-viseso nayaly 111 -

TRANSLATION: Naya consists in the particular
mental tendency of the knower which takes cogni-
sance of a part of an object known through the Pramana
called the Scriptural, ignoring (for the time being) the
other parts.

COMMENTARY: By means of the Pramina, W€
come to know an object in its entirety and totality.
It is Naya which gives us knowledge of a particular
aspect or aspects, of a part or parts of an object,
already known through the authoritative (Sruta of
Scriptual) Pramina, as a whole, the other parts and
the aspects of the object being not taken into considcr?'
tion for the time being. It should be noted that 1o
Naya, the other parts and aspects of the object ar¢
jgnored at the time but not denied. If thesc wer®
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altogether denied, we would not have Naya, a form
of valid knowledge after all, but a Nayabhdsa or falla-
cious mode of cognition.
It may be contended here that since Naya also
gives us valid knowledge, it need not be separately
defined but ought to be included in the class of the
Pramana which gives certain knowledge about objects.
In other words, the contenders point out: The Naya
is (a mode, of) the Pramana, because it gives us valid
knowledge of its object; like the Pramina; if in spite
of the fact that the Naya gives us certain knowledge
about its object, it be maintained that the Naya is
not a Pramana, then there remains no reason why the
Pramana should be a Pramapa at all. The Jaina
commentator urges that the contention is not sound
_at all. The Naya determines only a part of its object
and cannot accordingly be said to yield a valid know-
ledge about an object. The objectors contend again:—
The part of an object which is the subject-matter of
the Naya, well, what is it? If the part of an object be
an object then the Naya yielding a valid knowledge
about a part of the object is a Praméina, for a Pramina
consists in rightly determining an object. If, on the
other hand, the part of an object be not an object,
then the Naya becomes a form of false knowledge; for
a false knowledge is knowledge about something which
is not an (real) object. The Jaina commentator points
out that this contention of the objector is also not
sound. The part of an object is but the part of an
object, it is neither an object nor a non-object. In
this connection, the commentator quotes the stanzas
of a poet philosopher:—*“The wisc say that a part of
an object is but a part of the object and is neither an
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object nor a non-object, just as a part of a sea is but
a part of the sea and is neither a non-sea nor the sea.
If the part of the sea be looked upon as the sea then
the remaining part of the sea becomes a non-sea or
the sea itself becomes a conglomerate of countless
seas, with the result that it is impossible for one to
know a sea (fully)”. In explaining the quoted passages,
the commentator says that if a part of the sea be
regarded as the sea, then either the other parts of the
sea are non-seas or we have a countless number of
seas (each of the parts being premised to be a sea);
that, if on the other hand, the part of the sea be not
a sea then the other parts of the sea are non-seas as
well and that the result would be that the application
of the term sea to a phenomenon becomes impossible.
The part of the sea is but a part of the sea and—nothing
morenor less. Inthe same manner, a part of an object
which is the subject-matter of the Naya, is but the
part of the object. The part of the object is not the
object, for, if a particular part of the object were the
object, then cither the remaining parts of the object
are non-objects or the object is but a countless number
of objects. Nor is the part of the object a non-object;
for, if a part of the object is a non-object, the other
parts of the object are also non-objects so that the
trcatment of anything as an object becomes impos-
sible. What then? A part of an object is but a part
of an object; it is perceived as such and it is never
perceived as something other than a part of an object.
The Naya deals with a part of the object. It yields
certain knowledge about a part of an object and as
such, it is neither Pramina (which is knowledge of an
object in its entirety) nor a mode of false knowledge.
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svabhipretad armsad itararmsapalapt punar nayabha-
saly 12

TRANSLATION: The Naya-Fallacy again consists
in denying the aspects other than the aspect with which
one is concerned (for the time being).

COMMENTARY: Naya does not mean to deny
absolutely other aspects of a thing. It simply emphasises
one or more aspects of a thing, for the time being.
Naya-Fallacy consists in such absolute denials. Such
absolute statements, as ‘a thing is eternal’, ‘a thing is
non-eternal’ etc., which we meet with in the philo-
sophical systems of the Tirthikas (thinkers of the Non-
Jaina Schools) are instances of the fallacious Naya.

T =@t e u3ou
sa vyasa-samasablyam dviprakdrah 1 31

TRANSLATION: It is of two kinds-The Expounded
(vyasa) and The Compounded (samdsa).

COMMENTARY: These two are the primary divi-
sions of the Naya, viz., the Expounded and the
Compounded.

TSR 1t ¥ N

vydsato'neka-vikalpal 1 4 1
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aspects which are outside the scope of the Dravya and
the Parydya. Accordingly these are not sub-classes
of the Naya over and above the Dravyarthika and the
Paryaydrthika.

RN TTAHAZEAFZITRIE F9T U € 1

adyo naigama-samgraha-vyavahira-bhedat tredha
161

TRANSLATION: The first is of three kinds, viz.,
The Naigama, (the Non-distinguished) the Samgraha
(the Generic) and the Vyavahara (the Practical).

COMMENTARY: The above are the three sub-
divisions of the Dravyarthika Naya.

amdmE e samvasEaRe a9t
T § AFAH WAL A9 )

dharmayor dharminor dharma-dharminos ca pradhi-
nopasarjana-bhavena yadvivaksapam sa naikagamo nai-
gamal 7.

TransLATiON: The Naigama signifies both of
cither two characteristics or of two substances or of 2
Characteristic and a substance holding up onc as the
chief and the other as 1ts adjunct.

CoMMmENTARY:  The Non-distinguished Naya I
the first kind of the Dravyfrthika Naya. It signifies 10
an undistinguished way two ideas, one of which is the
chicf and the other, an adjunct to it. It is of threc
kinds inasmuch as the two Ideas may be (i) ideas of
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Charactiristics, Features or Attributes, (ii) ideas of
Substances or of (iii) ideas of a Substance and of an
Attribute, Characteristic or Feature. These are illus-
trated below.

FEAAIATANTT €H/E: U5

sac caitanyam atmaniti dharmayolt 1 8 1

TRANSLATION: (In the statement) “In Soul, there
is an ever-existing consciousness”, (We have an
instance) of two characteristics (being signified in an
Undistinguished way, holding up one as’the chief and
the other as its adjunct). .

COMMENTARY: Here ‘consciousness’ and its ‘ever-
existence” are the two Characteristics (dharma). Of
these the former being used as a substantive appears
as the chief idea and the latter being used as an adjec-
tive appears as an adjunct to it. The two Attributes,
however, are conceived in a Non-Distinguished manner.
Hence in the given statement we get an instance of the
first Class of the Naigama Naya.

qeg vatmag weafafy afon: n] n

vastu parydyavad dravvam iti dharminoli i 9 1

TRANSLATION: (In the statement) ‘A thing is
substratum, modified’ (we have an instance) of two
substances (being significd in an undistinguished way,
holding up one as the chief and the other, as its adjunct).

COMMENTARY: Here ‘thing” and ‘substratum
modified’ arc the two Substances (Dharmi). Suppose
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one wants to say that a ‘Substratum modified” which
is the ‘thing’ exists. It is clear that in such a statement
the ‘Substratum modified’ is the chief idea, being used
as the substantive Subject, while the “Thing’ is an idea
subordinated to it, being used as an adjunct-relative.
Or suppose there arises a question of the form:—Is a
thing, Substratum modified’? We find that in the
statement embodying the question, the idea of the
“Thing’ is the principal one, being put as the subject-
substantive while that of the ‘substratum modified’ is
a subordinate idea being used as the adjunct-predicate
of the chief idea. The two substances, viz., the “Thing
and the Substratum modified” are in any case conceived
in non-distinguished manner. Hence in the given
statement we get an instance of the second class of
the Naigama Naya

FoT gat fauarasaeia gfa g adafioi: gl

ksanam ekam sukhi visayasakta-jiva iti tu dharma-
dharminolt 1 10 1

TRANSLATION: (In the statement) ‘A self en-
grossed in the affairs of the world gets happiness for 3
moment only’ (we have an instance) of a Characteristic
‘and’ a Substance (being signified in an Undistinguished
way, holding up one as the chief and the other as its
adjunct).

COMMENTARY: Here ‘self engrossed in the affairs
of the world’ is a Substance and ‘Happiness’ is_ a
Characteristic or Attribute. OF these, the former being
used as the substantive-subject js the chicf idea while
the latter being used as an adjunct-predicate, appears
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as the subordinate one. The said Substance and the
said Characteristic, however, are conceived in a Non-
distinguished manner. Hence in the given statement,
we’get an instance of the third class of the Naigama
Naya.

It should be observed here that in the statement
under consideration it is impossible to say that both
the Dharma (happiness) and the Dharmi (self) are
equally prominent in our thought. It is because one
of them is conceived as the chief and the other, sub-
ordinated to it that we say that we have an instance of
the Naigama Naya in the statement. Where, however,
an Object is perceived in which the Ideas of its Sub-
stratum and the Modification (i.e., Characteristic,
Aspect or Attribute) are equally prominent, the know-
ledge that we have is Pramana and not Naya.

THE TSI aRIrIFa e AT 09en

dharma-dvayadinam aikantika-parthakyabhi-samdhir
naigamabhasaly 1 11

TRANSLATION: The Fallacy with regard to the
Naigama consists in a tendency to absolutely separate
the two Attributes etc.

CoMMENTARY? To consider the two Attributes in
the first example, the two Substances in the second
example or the Substance and the Attribute in the
third example, as absolutely separate and distinct
from each other, would be a Fallacy, so far as the
Non-distinguished Naya is concerned.
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FATSTAT aRAIA qRIRHA AT
wamfz nog 1

yatha atmani sattva-caitanye parasparam atyania-
prthag bhiite ityadi 1 12 |

TRANSLATION: As for instance: (To consider
that) In the soul Existence and consciousness are
absolutely separate from (i.e., unconnected with) each
other etc., etc., (would be fallacious).

CoMMENTARY: To consider that the Attributes
(Dharma) of Existence and Consciousness inhere in
the Soul unconnected with each other; that the Sub-
stance (dharmi) of a Thing and Substratum modified
are independent of each other; or that the characteristic
(dharma) of Happiness’ and the Being (dharmi) of
self are distinct from each other, would be instances
of the Naigamabhasa.

It is to be noted that it is the Naiy@yika and the
Vaidesika systems of philosophy which commit this
fatlacy.

FIATOHTAIE A B0 1 23 1

sémanya-matra-grall paramarsall samgrahalt | 131

TRANSLATION: The Generic or the Samgraha-naya
takes account of the common or the gencral aspect
only.

ComMENTARY: The word, Samgraha, literally
means the view-point which considers the infinite
particularities as one identical aggregated w hole, i.c.. in



Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankarah: VII, 14, 15. 519

a homogeneous lump, as it were. The Samgrahanaya
consists in reconciling the particular aspects of in-
dividual things to their underlying common Features
and treating the former as a unity. When we have the
Samgraha or the Generic view-point we fix upon the
Generalities, e.g., Existence, Substantiality etc., the
Generalities as devoid of the infinite Particularities,
characterising the things.

EECCRIELTLHE S S fer ST
ayam ubhayavikalpal paro’paras ca 1 14 1

TRANSLATION: That is of two kinds, ultimate and
Non-ultimate.

COMMENTARY: These, i.e., the Para-Samgraha
and the Apara-samgraha are described and illustrated
below. -

- FefEeEtEEr AsAE: geeed aeTmiE-
HAAEA: 9T @95 0 gy 1
asesa-visesesvaudasinyam  bhajamanalh  suddha-
dravyam sanmatram abhimanyaménal paral samgrahal
1 15

TRANSLATION: The Ultimate or the Para-Sam-
graha consists in assuming an attitude of indifference
to the infinite Particularities (of a thing) and fixing
solely upon (its) barest substratum which is equal to
pure Existence.

COMMENTARY: This is illustrated below.
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fazas wefmofefs aan nogg

visvam ekam sad-avisesad iti yatha 1 16 1

TRANSLATION: For instance: The universe is
one; for there is no difference in the Being (of all
things).

COMMENTARY: Every thing is cognised to be
Existent in this respect, i.e., from the consideration of
the fact of Existence, the infinite number of objects
may be said to be but one.

TG TAGAT: Fhw TR aEaat-
AR 1 e it

sattadvaitam  svikurvanal sakala-visesan niraca-
ksanas tadabhasalh | 171

TRANSLATION: The Fallacy in regard to this (i.e-
the Samgraha-Naya) consists in maintaining the absq-
lute identity of all beings and denying all the Parti-
cularities.

COMMENTARY: The Samgraha Naya assumes 2
spirit of indifference to the Particularities, characteris-
ing the individuals, and fixing all attention, for the
time being, on their Common Feature. The Samgraha
Naya Fallacy on the contrary, assérts that the Common
Feature is alone real and that Particularities charactens:
ing the Individuals are unreal.

E1G 1 g= t
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. yathd sattaiva tattvam tatal prthagbhiuanim vise-
sanam adarsanat 1 18

TRANSLATION:  As for instance, Pure Existence is
the only reality; for, Particularities apart from that are
not apprehended. -,

ComMenTARY: The above is the position of all,
the Advaita Schools as well as that of the Samkhya
Philosophy. The Advaita and the SAmkhya systems
thus invalue Samgraha-Naya-fallacy. The :Advaita
position is opposed to the matters of our percepuon
and connative pursuxt

iG] sm—dwmmﬁr mﬁa—gi%g -
HfommaeraarT: gARaETg: U 93 U :
dravyatvadini avantara-samanyani manvanas-tad-
bhedesu gaja-nimilikam avalambamanah punar apara-
samgrahall 1 19 e .

TRANSLATION: The Non-ultimate or the Apara-
Samgraha consists in taking into consideration such
non-ultimate Generalities as Substantiality etc., and
assuming an attitude of mdlﬁ'ercnce to their various

'

.

modes. . . '

COMMENTARY: The scope of such Simidnya or
Generality as Satta or pure Being is the widest possi-
ble and accordingly it is called the Mahd-Simanya
or ultimate Generality, Generalities such as Dravyatva
or Substantiality etc., have within their scope individuals
lesser in number than those of the Mahd-sdminya and
arc called the Avintara Siminya or Non-ultimate
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Generalities, the Apara Samgraha or the Non-ultimate
Naya fixes its attention on these lesser Generalities,
neglecting for the time being the various individual
modes localising these Generalities.

AT e A R Feearaal-
feemfagar 10 1

dharmadharmakasa-kala-pudgala-jiva-dravyanam
aikyam dravyatvabhedad ityadir yatha 1 20 i

TRANSLATION: For instance: Principles of Motion
and Rest (Dharma and Adharma), Space (Akasa),
Time (Kala), Matter (Pudgala), Soul (Jiva): all these
substances are one, because all of them have Sub-
stantiality which is identical and so on.

COMMENTARY: All Substances cognised are cog-
nised to be Substances; in this respect, i.e., in view of
this cognition of all of them being that of a substance,
all the above-named six substances may be considered
to be one. In the same manner, a particular being, no
matter, whether conscious or unconscious, is known
to be a Mode. On this consideration all the various
modes, i.e.. the particular beings of the world may be
said to be one.

Feaatfes St ERaTfrgEmmeTAE:
ngu

dravyatvadikam pratijananas tadvisesan nilmuvanas
1adabhasah 1 21
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TRANSLATION: The fallacy with regard to this
(i.e., the Apara-samgraha Naya) consists in recognising
(the Generalities such as) substantiality etc., alone and
denying (the reality) of their Modes.

FAt FeaERd qvd qaisataTiaE gemmnag-
gmeafeafa 1 N

yatha dravyatvam eva tattvam tato’arthantara-
bhiitanam dravyanam anupalabdher ityadi | 22

TRANSLATION: As for instance: Substantiality is
the only Reality; because Substances other than it are
not perceived etc., etc.

CoMMENTARY: Here the fallacy consists in re-
cognising Substantiality as the only reality and denying
the reality of the various Substances, e.g., the Principle
of Motion etc.

The error involved in all forms of the fallacious
Samgraha is that its position is opposed to the Pramana
or valid knowledge which consists in an apprehension
of a thing as having both Saminya and Visesa, i.e.,
features common to 2ll the individuals of its class as
well as features characterising itself only, '

gaRw MedFammatE fidarag dae-
i fraa @ szag@re N3 N

samgrahena gocari-krtandm arthandn vidhi-phrva-
kam avaharapam yenabhisandhind kriyate sa vyavaharal

1231
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the Subtle (samabhiriidha) and the Such-like (evam-
bhiita).

CoMMENTARY: These are described and illustrated
below.

HH AANAAT qataErs Savaa: gEasii-
I FESEA: 1L RE

rju vartamana-ksanasthdyi-paryiya-mdtram pra-
dhanyatal sitrayann abhiprdya rjusittrah 1 28 |

TRANSLATION: The Straightly-expressed or the
Rjustitra Naya consists in a tendency to fix on or
emphasise only the Mode which is Straight, i.e., existent
for the present.

COMMENTARY: Rju means straight, i.e., clearly
manifest. The aspect of a thing as it is observed at a
present given moment is always clear. The aspects of
the thing as it was in the past or as it will be in the
future cannot appear to be so clear. The Rjusttra is
so called because it deals with that aspect of the thing
which manifests itself at the present and is consequently
Rju or clear. Although the subject-matter of the
Straight-expressed is still a Dravya or Substance, it
holds up the impermanent modes and aspects as
matters of principal interest.

AT gafaa: deaeieaTa: 1t R 1
yatha sukha-vivartali sampraty astiyadili 129

TrANSLATION: Forinstance, Now, there is pleasure.
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CoMMENTARY: Through the above expression,
only an evanescent Mode, viz., Pleasure consisting in
momentary satisfaction is mainly indicated while its
support or substratum, the soul is not presented or put
forward, owing to its indirectness. In other words, in
the given instances the substantial Reality is ignored
and a mode of it which persists for the present time
only is considered. Another instance would be, now
there is Pain.

THAT TSI FETATE: 1) 3o 1
sarvatha dravydpalapi tadabhasalr 1 30 1

TRANSLATION: The Fallacy with regard to that
(e, the Rjusitra Naya) consists in denying the
Substance in toto.

ComMENTARY: To lay exclusive emphasis on the
impermanent and the phenomenal aspect and to deny
the substantial reality involve the Fallacy with regard
to the Rjusiitra Naya.

QT FER@HAH. 1L 3¢ 0
vatha tathagata-matam 1 31 1

TRANSLATION: As for instance, the philosophy of
the Tathagata. :

CoMMENTARY: The Tathagata (Buddha) holds t'hc
momentary modes as the only reality and denies
altogether the reality of the permanent Subs}anc.:c
which underlies the Modes and the reality of which is
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demonstrated by the Pratyabhijfia (conception) and
other forms of valid knowledge. Hence his theory may
be said to be an instance of the Rju Stutra Fallacy.

FIEMENEA FAINE gfager: @eg: 0 3 N

kaladibhedena dhvaner arthabhedam pratipadya-
méanal sabdah 1 32

TRANSLATION: The Verbal or the Sabda Naya
attributes different meanings to a word in accordance
with the difference in tense etc.

CoMMENTARY: This Naya shows how the mean-
ings of words vary in accordance with the difference
in tenses, cases, genders, numbers, persons, prefixes etc.

a1 997 Wwaka wiysafa gl o 3z

yatha babhitva bhavati bhavisyati sumerur ityadi
133

TRANSLATION: For example: The Sumeru
Mountain etc., was, is and will extist in future.

CoMMENTARY: Here although the golden Moun-
tain so far as its substratum is concerned, is onc and
the same and idea of difference is sought to be indicated.
inasmuch as it is put in connection with Verbs, and in
different Tenses. A difference is sought to be introduced
in the meaning of a word, in accordance with a differ-
ence in cases, as for example, in the cxpressions, ‘He
is making the pitcher and the pitcher is being made
by him." Difference in the meaning of a word is 10
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be a:dmitted where it is used in different Genders as
f9r instance, in the word Tata (ordinarily meaning a
tiver-bank) which is sometimes used in the masculine
Gender (fafak) sometimes in the feminine Gender
(tar?) and sometimes in the neuter gender (tatam). The

abda Naya similarly ascribes different senses to the
Sanskrit words, viz., to the word, signifying, a wife,
Darah (which is always used in the plural number)
a_nd the word Kalatram (which is always used in the
singular number). ‘Come’, ‘I think you will go in a
car’, “You will not go’, “your father is gone’: in these
expressions there is a difference in the senses of the
errbs due to difference in their persons. The expres-
sions, ‘samtisthate’ (meaning joins®) and ‘avatisthate’
Smeaning ‘resides’) illustrate how the different Prefixes
sam’ and ‘ava’ cause difference in the meaning of the
verb ‘stha’.

. aﬁéﬂmaﬁawuwmﬁmm na¥ i
' tadbhedena tasya tam eva samarthayamnanas tada-
bhasal 1 34 1

TransLaTion: The Fallacy in regard to it (i.e.,
the Sabda-Naya) consists in maintaining a real differ-
_ence in objects in accordance with the difference in
Tenses etc.

CoMMENTARY: To conclude that, essentially dif-
ferent objects are implied from the fact of the expres-
sions being used in different Tenses etc., would be
committing the $abda Naya Fallacy.

2
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vt a9a wata Afsaft ghwfcaren frewen:
e Prdamdnfasufs fasonamaes fGam-
meaafzafE 1 3y ,

yatha babhiiva bhavati bhavisyati sumerur ityadayo
bhinna-kalah sabda bhinnam evartham abhidadhati bhin-
nakala-sabdatvat tadrk-siddhanya-sabdavad ityadi 1351

TransLaTION: For instance, in the expression,
‘Sumeru Was, is, will be’, the words used in different
Tenses refer to essentially different objects, because
they are words used in different Tenses; like other
words which refer to really different objects: well,
this way of thinking and similar ways of thinking
(involve the Fallacy of the $abda Naya).

COMMENTARY: Although the Verbs are used in
different Tenses they refer to one and the same object
so far as the substratum is concerned. To hold that
they refer to essentially different objects because they
are used in different Tenses is clearly a Fallacy. The
ground of the Fallacy, here, again, is its being opposed
to the Pramanas. Other examples of the Sabda Naya
Fallacy with reference to differences in Genders etc.,
may similarly be conceived.

matameRy fefeAdn femdmtdg anfase:
n3g N

paryaya-sabdesu nirukti-bhedena bhinnam artham
abhirohan samabhiriidhall | 36 i

TRANsLATION: The Subtle or the Samabhiriidha
Naya consists n attributing different meanings to
synonyms according to their derivations.
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COMMENTARY: The ,éabda, Naya indicates that
the object remains one and identical although different
expressions (synonyms) are used. The Samabhiriidha
holds that different objects are expressed by different
expressions (synonyms), neglecting for the time being,
the substantial identity.

TR AEAEE: JACTRITRT geaTlag @A

) ’ ‘n 3e N

indanad indrah Sakandcchakrah pirdaranat puran-
dara ityadisu yatha 1 37 |

. TRANSLATION: - For instance: Indra is one who
rains; Sakra is one who is potent: Purandara is one
who penetrates into (enemy) city; and so on.

COMMENTARY: Although Indra, $akraand Puran-
di_ll‘a are but synonyms for the lord of the Gods,
different meanings are attributed to those synonyms,
regarding to their etymological derivations.

. ntaae TR SEfgAR A

: : n3sn

paryaya-dhvaninam abhidheya-nanatvam eva kaksi-
kurvanas tadabhasal 1 38 1

TRANSLATION: The Fallacy in regard to it (i.c.,
the Samabhiridha Naya) consists in maintaining the
difference in objects in accordance with the difference

in synonyms.

CommENTARY:  This is illustrated below.
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g AH: GTET SAR: ﬂmfwmfwmqafw-
Rz FRITGIC Al 1 EA )

yathendrah Sakrah purandara ztyadayah sabda
bhinnabhidheya eva bhinna-sabdatvit kari-kuranga-tura-
nga-sabdavad ityadily 1 39 |

TRANSLATION: As for instance (to maintain that)
the words Indra, Sakra and Purandara etc., signify
really different objects; as they are different words;
like the words Elephant, Deer, Horse etc.

wiert Esgfaffraaatrartcerd aeacaarg-

TESAEEE: 1) Yo 1) ,
Sabdanam svapravriti-nimitta-bhivta-kriyavistam ar-
tham vacyatvenabhyupagacchann evambhiitalh 1 40 |

TrANSLATION: The Such-like or the Evambhiita
Naya maintains that words signify those objects which
have the activities denoted by them.

CoMMENTARY: The ‘Subtle’ standpoint, as we
have seen, calls the Lord of the Gods, Indra, no matter
whether he rains or not, and a particular quadruped,
‘Go’ (Cow), no matter whether it moves or not. The
Such-like standpoint, on the other hand, would call
the Lord Indra only when he is actually raining.
According to this Naya, all words have a dynamic
significance. Thus a ‘Go’ is so called because it goes,
an Aéva (Horse) because it moves fact; even the
qualitative expressions have a dynamic force, according
to the Evambhiita Naya. Thus a Sukla (whitc) thing is
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what has become ‘Sure’ (verified). Evenin such random
anq ~seemingly meaningless proper names as Devadatta,
Yajfiadatta, the Evambhiita Naya would pick out the
rf)ot‘, ‘D7’ (to give) and say that we have a dynamic
Slgr}xﬁcance there. Lastly, the Such-like standpoint
maintains that in words signifying 2 combination of
two or more things either externally connected
(samyogi) or intimately related (samavayi) as for
CXa}mple Dandi (one having a club) or Visanl (an
animal having horns) the dynamic idea of having or
being is prominent. .

It should be observed, however, that the Such-
Iike standpoint-imputes such dynamic significance to a
word, only as a matter of practice (vpavahiira) and not
as an absolute requirement (riscaya).

a¥rAgAATRR: TR I qei-

qaw: goeaT A ¥

ya(lxendimam anubhavann  indralt Sakanakriya-
parinatah Sakrah p{lrdﬁrar_m—pravﬂ!alz purandara ity-
ucyate 141 i v

TRANSLATION: As for instance; Indra is so called

because he rains; Sakra is s0 called because he exercises
power; Purandara is so called because he penetrates

into the (enemy) city.
frmsmfasd agg AeEETAaar sfafadeg TR
' nex n
Jriyd@'navistam vast Sabda-vacyatayd pratiksipams

tu tadabhasah 1 421
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TRANSLATION: The Fallacy in regard to it, (i.e.
the Evambhiita-Naya) consists in refusing to give the
object its usual name when it is not functioning.

CoMMENTARY: It is one thing to emphasise for
the time being the dynamic force of a2 word and another
thing (i.e., a Fallacy) to refuse to call the object by its
usual name on the ground that it is not actively dis-
charging the function, indicated by the etymology of
the word.

g1 fafpeeSeeg wewd avg T gEmerad
HEReeN gt ATy veafeenfz: 1 |

yatha visista-cesta-sinyam ghatakhyam vasme na
ghata-sabda-viacyam ghata-sabda-pravriti-nimitta-bhitta-
kriya-sanyatvat patavad ityadilh | 43

TrRANSLATION: For instance: To hold that the
thing called the ‘pitcher’ should not be so called when
it is not doing the particular function (indicated by the
word, ‘pitcher’); because it is then devoid of the
function indicated by the word, pitcher; like a cloth,
and so on.

CoMMENTARY: The above is a fallacy because it
refuses to call a pitcher a pitcher when it is inactive.
Such a position is opposed to the Pramanas or forms
of valid knowledge.

Y WER: NARsA ey gueaTadaan: 1 ¥y
etesu catviral pralhamc’rllza-nirﬁpagza-prarar,mtrt?ll
arthanayall 1 44
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TransLATION: Of these the first four are object-
Nayas as their nature is to determine objects.

fuTeg TN EEATEATAAAT T 1 YL M
Sesds tu trayah sabda-vicyartha-gocaratayd Sabda-
nayah 145

TrANSLATION: The last three are ‘word-Nayas’ as
they reveal the significations of Words.

qa: qaf A T, I g fcfatama:
1 ¥g
parvah pirvo nayal pracura-gocaral, paral paras
tu parimita-visayal 1 46 |

TRANSLATION: The contents of each preceding
Naya are fuller and fuller and those of each succeeding
one are more and more limited.

ComMENTARY: This is explained below.

TR AT AT g
wafaaa: n¥e u

i\
sanmatra-gocarat samgrahin naigamo bhavabhava-

bhimikatvad bhama-visayal 147 1

The contents of the .Non-dis-
tinguished which has within its scope the Existents as
well as the Non-existents are fuller than those of the
Generic which reveals only the Existents.

TRANSLATION:
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RERATRTHTE SAAL : GG 2 AR CATGITLAF-
@rE agfawa: 1 ¥z |

sadvisesa-prakasakad vyavaharatah samgrahal sam-
astasat-samihopadarsakatvad bahu-visayah 1 48 i

TRANSLATION: The contents of the Generic which
has within its view all the Existents are fuller than
those of the Practical which reveals only some modes
of the Existents.

TATEHATA: 1 ¥ W

vartamana-visayad rjusiitrad vyavaharas trikala-
visayavalambitvad analparthali 1 49 |

TRANSLATION: The scope of the Practical which
has for its objects the things of the past, the present
and the future is wider than that of the Straight-

expressed which considers the things of the present
only.

FretfeRe  frmdinehim:  wemegarefeda-
AEEeat g 1 Yo N

kaladi-bhedena bhinnarthopadarsinaly sabdad rju-
shitras tadviparita-vedakatvan maharthaly 1 50 1

TRANSLATION: The verbal significs different objects
in accordance with the difference in Tense etc., but the
‘Straight-Expressed’ indicates the opposite; hence, the
scope of the latter is wider.
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SR EAiEE: qefTeeTTRe -
FrgaTtaeaTy SatEE: 0ug '

'prati-paryﬁya-\’ bdam artha-bhedam abhipsat fsafn-
a{?lnrut_z’lzﬁc chabdas tadviparyay@nuyayitvat prabhiita-
visayah 1 51

TranstaTion: The scope of the ‘Subtle’ which
tends to attribute a different meaning to, each of the
synonyms is smaller than that of the Verbal which
does quite the different thing.

wefiafored ferfreraed sfaeTATATRE AREAH{ AEgTT -
qrfERTaEREFIgTIET: L ¥R

pratikriyam vibhinnam artham pratijananad evam-
bhntat samabhirtighas tadanyatharthasthapakatvan maha-
gocaral | 521

TranscaTion: The Such-like indicates different
objects in accordance with the difference in functioning.
The Subtle does guite the different thing and its
contents are consequently fuller than those of the
former.

EduceaiCIRTIEER .

am api svavisaye pravartamanan vidhi-

naya-vaky
pratisedhabhyam saptabhangim amevrajati 1531

TransLATION: A Naya statement also in its
application to its object, follows the law of the §cvcn-
fold Predication, through affirmation and negation.
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COMMENTARY:. ‘The Pramana considers an object
in its entirety; Naya, in its particular aspect and part.
Otherwise there is no difference between the Pramana
and the Naya. Hence the Naya like the Pramana,
makes seven forms of statement regarding its object;
and each of these statements begins with ‘Syat’, i.e., in
some respects.

SATEE B SEETHEH 1 WY N

pramanavad asya phalam vyavasthapaniyam | 54 |

TRANSLATION: Its fruit also is to be determined
in the same way as that of the Pramana.

COMMENTARY: Like that of the Pramana, the
immediate Fruit of the Naya is the destruction of
ignorance; so far as the particular aspect of a thing is
concerned. As regards its indirect Fruit, the Naya
also like the Pramana generates a spirit for appropria-
tion or a spirit for avoidance or a spirit of indifference
regarding the particular aspect of the thing which is
within its scope. Lastly, the Naya and its fruit are to
be considered both as distinct (in some respects) from
and identical (in some respects) with each other.

ST qenfenfag seRt uoyy u
pramata pratyaksadi-prasiddha atma 1 551
TRANSLATION: The subject of all forms of valid

cognition is the self, as known by Direct Perception
ctc.
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CoMMENTARY: The subject of all knowledge is
the soul, called the Atma in Indian Philosophy. It is
so called because it always goes through (atati) one
or other of its various modes (parydyas). The existence
Of.the soul is proved by the Pramanas both Pratyaksa
(direct) and Paroksa (indirect) according to the Jaina
school, . :

The Carvaka philosophers deny the existence of
a permanent conscious soul and argue as follows:—
Ea.rth, Water, Fire and Air are the four primordial
principles; when these principles combine in a peculiar
way, so as to form a (animal) body, they produce
consciousness; there is mo permanent Soul which
persists through the various births and re-births. They
quote Brhaspati as saying; “Farth, Water, Fire and
Air are the first and fundamental principles; their
combinations are the (animal) body, the objects (of
the senses). and the senses; consciousness is their
outcome.” In the said material Elements taken in-
dividually \no consciousness is found but they reveal
or make explicit consciousness in their combination.
Rice etc., do not show any intoxicating power in them
at first; but when they ferment and become wine,
they give indication of an intoxicating power; in the
same. way the above-mentioned Elements reveal con-

sciousness.

The Jaina pholosophers
position in the following way.
from before can alone be revea
If the material Elements when they form 3 body
reveal or make explicit consciousness, consciousness
must be supposed to be existent in the material Ele-
ments from before. The Cirvakas however cannot

criticise the Carvaka
That which is existent
led or made explicit.
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argue that consciousness is existent in the material
Elements from before. The Pratyaksa or our direct
perception does not show the existence of conscious-
ness in the material Elements; because consciousness
is something unsensuous and sensuous perception
cannot yield anything which is unsensuous. The
Carvakas moreover do not admit any form of percep-
tion which is not sensuous. Nor can the Carvikas say
that the existence of consciousness in the material
Elements from before, is proved by Anuméana or
inference. For, the Carvakas do not admit the validity
of inference as a source of knowledge. The Carviakas
however, contend that they admit inferences which are
of practical utility, such as the inference of Fire from
Smoke, and deny only those which deal with such
supernatural matters as the heaven, the unseen power
(apiirva) which generates in a next birth fruits of acts
done in a present life etc. etc. The Carvakas thus
contend that inference establishes the existence of
Consciousness in the material Elements from before
they form a body. In criticising this contention of the
Carvakas the Jainas point out that Consciousness, as
admitted by the Carvakas to be existent in the material
Elements before they form the animal body must be
something supersensous (alaukika) the reality of which
the Carvikas can never admit. The Jainas further
point out that if the practical form of inference may
prove the reality of such a supersensous thing as
consciousness, why, then the supersensuous thing like
the heaven etc., also may be admitted by the Carvakas
to be proved by the practical form of inference. Hence
it is that the Carvaka theory that the material clements
when they form a (animal) body reveal or make explicit
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Qonsciousness, -is untenable, ‘i.e., incapable of being
proved by the Carvakas. Nor is thé position maintain-
able that Consciousness which is not found in the
material Elemients taken individually, may. be revealed
or made explicit by those Elements when they combine
to form a body, just like the intoxicating power which
although it is not found in rice etc. may be found in
their combination. In criticising the contention of the
Carvakas, the Jainas ask:—What is the intoxicating
power? Does it consist in the nature or essence of the
thing forming wine which has the intoxicating power
or is it some super-sensuous power? The first cannot
be the case for.if the intoxicating power be the nature
of rice, water etc. then these things even when un-
combined should possess the intoxicating power. If
on the other hand you say that the intoxicating power
is something supersensuous, you cannot prove its
existence or emergence at any time, because any
Pramina which is to ‘prove it and which is not Pratyaksa
is inadmissible according to you (the Carvaka). The
Cirvikas urge that the Jaina objection to their theory
is unsound because the Jainas themselves admit that
the intoxicating power becomes. explicit when rice,
water, etc. are combined. The Jaina answer is that all
that the Jaina theory implies is that the intoxicating
power is something generated by rice etc. at the time
of their combination just as a pitcher is something
produced by mud, the stick, the potter etc. in their
combined activity. The Jainas do not admit that the
intoxicating power becomes explicit.  To become
explicit means to become perceptible; a thing which
becomes explicit is accordingly supposed to be exist-
ing even before it becomes explicit. A light reveals the
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objects which are already existent; rice, water etc.
(even in their combination) cannot be said to reveal
the intoxicating power because there is no evidence
to show that this intoxicating power is existent in
them from before they combine into wine. Intoxicating
power cannot thus be said to be explicit or revealed.
Hence the example of the intoxicating power is in-
competent to show how consciousness becomes ex-
plicit.
The Carvaka may turn round and contend that
Consciousness is produced by the Material Elements.
It may be urged, however, that if Consciousness is the
outcome of the material Elements, it may well be con-
ceived that the material Elements, even though un-
combined, would produce Consciousness. The
Carvakas contend, however, that Consciousness is not
the direct product of the material Elements but that it
is the product of the Body which is a combination of
those Elements. In criticism of this Carvaka conten-
tion, it is asked: Does that Body as a whole produce
consciousness or do its various parts produce it? The
first of the alternative positions is untenable, inas-
much as that would lead to the absurd position that
one should lose consciousness and die if a finger only
of his is cut off. The Carvika cannot avoid the difficulty
by saying that the severance of a part of the Body nced
not cause one's death; for, in that case, his opponent
may urge that the severance of one’s head from onc’s
Body nced not cause his death, Nor can the Carvika
maintain that cach part of the Body produces Con-
sciousness; for, in that case there would be produced
many consciousnessesin a Body, can, then the Clirvika
urge that although the Body consists of many parts,



Pramana-naya-tattvalokalankarak: VIIL 55. 543

ths:re is a unitary principle underlying them and that
this unitary principle accounts for the growth of one
consciousness in one Body. The Jaina thinkers point
out that this thedry of the unitary Principle under-
lying the parts of a Body contradicts the Carvaka
standpoint according to which, the body is only a
(loose) collection of paits. To admit the unitary
principle is to contradict the Carvaka position and to
subscribe to the Aksapada theory of the Avayavi.
Further to suppose Consciousness as the product of
the Body raises another difficulty. At the time of
death, the Body remains intact; why is it, then that
there is no Consciousness in a dead body? If it be
said that Consciousnéss is not produced in a dead
Body-because a disorder is caused in it by the dis-
harmony of Phlegm etc., the answer is that this is not
the case. The Phlegm étc., are harmonised in 2 dead
body and hence a dead body is really cured of all
diseases and ailments, as is clearly manifest from the
(authoritative medical) statement, “the harmonisation
of these (Phlegm etc.) is health; their increase or
decrease brings about ill health.” The fact that Phlegm
etc. are harmonised in a dead Body is apparent from
the fact that fever etc. are found to have subsided
from it. If the Carvaka position were correct, a dead
Body which, as shown above, is frec from all dis-
orders ought to have Consciousness. The Carvakas
may urge here: It may be that those factors which
cause disorders in a Body subside at the time of death
but that does not necessarily show that the disorders
caused by those factors subside with the subsidence
of those factors; fire, for example, causes many modi-
fications in a log of wood; but it is well known to all
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that these modifications in the wood do not disappear
from it with the disappearance of the fire but persist.
The Carvaka thereby contends that although Phlegm
etc., may be harmonised in a dead body, death created
by their disturbance does not subside from the dead
body. To this contention of the Carvaka, the Jaina
answer is as follows: Experience shows that some
disorders are curable; (e.g., the liquidness caused in
gold by fire subsides when fire is removed from it)
while some are incurable. All disorders caused by
Phlegm etc., are curable; otherwise the Medical Service
would be useless. Death (and the consequent loss of
Consciousness) is due after all to a disorder ke
weakness etc., caused by the disharmony of Phlegm
according to the Carvakas so that there is no reason
why death (and the consequent) loss of Consciousness
like any other diseases of the Body should not be
curable. The Carvakas point out that by means of
medical treatment disorders like weakness are found
to be cured, but that death is never found to be curable;
that this shows that death is a disorder which is not
curable. The Jainas urge in reply that a disorder in
the body is the effect of the disharmony among Phlegm
etc., this bodily disharmony by itself is never incurable;
so that, after all, disorders are curable; a disorder
becomes incurable for various reasons, e.g., when
proper medicines are not procured and so on. This is
corroborated by the fact that one person dics of one
disease while another person is cured of the very
samc discase; what does this show? This shows that
discases which are disorders caused by the disharmony
of Phlegm. ctc. arc curable and that these disorders
become incurable when other causes intervene. The
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Carvakas attribute death to a disorder arising from the
disharmony of Phlegm etc. The position is not correct.
The disorder which is death would not have been
incurable if it were 'due to the said physiological
disharmony alope. Death is an incurable disorder,
because Karma bringing about the termination of the
life of the suffering person intervanes. And the interven-
tion of Karma is possible only if there is a soul to which
the death-causing Karma attaches jtself and which has
re-incarnated itself after a pre-existence. Proceeding
further with the Carvaka contention, the question is:
Is the body an attendant cause (sahakari kiirana) or the
material cause (upddana-cause) in the production of
consciousness? If the body be said to be an attendant
cause (condition), what should be the substratum (the
material cause) of conciousness? The Carvakas do
not admit any substance besides the material elements.
An effect is never perceived which is without a cause.
So, the Carvakas are bound to admit a cause for
consciousness, a cause which is other than the material
elements; and this means that a particular mode of
consciousness arises from the soul, attended with 2
Body. Nor can it be contended that the body is the
material cause of consciousness. The material cause
and its effects are such that one is modified on the

modification of the other. Thread and cloth are sucha

cause and an effect respectively; because on the thread
becoming blue the cloth becomes blue, and on the
cloth becoming blue the thread becomes blue. Sucha
relationship does not subsist between the body and
consciousness. Such changes on the body as are due
okes upon it have no corresponding

to weapon-str 0 )
effects on the flow of consciousncss if the person IS
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otherwise deeply engrossed in the thought of something
else. Unconsctousness etc., however, which follow in
persons not so deeply engrossed, are due to nervous-
ness arising from the sight of the blood-flow and not
to any derangement in the body, just like the uncon-
sciousness which follows the fearful sight of the blood
flowing from another person’s body or the apprehen-
sion of a tiger nearby. Even if we admit that Un-
consciousness is due to a derangement of the Body, it
does not follow necessarily that the Body is the Material
cause of Consciousness. The fact that a particular
state of Consciousness (here unconsciousness) follows
a certain state of the Body, proves only that the latter
is only an attendant cause (sahakari-kirana) of Con-
sciousness. Fire melts Gold :—this shows not that the
Fire is the Material cause of Gold, but that the Fire is
only the attendant cause of melting. The modifications
in the Body are thus not essentially connected with the
modifications in Consciousness. It can be shown
similarly that modifications in Consciousness have no
corresponding modifications in the Body; Gladness,
sorrow, swoon, sleep, fear, grief, erudition etc. are
states of Conscriousness; these have no corresponding
changes in the Body. Hence the Body can on no account
be looked upon as the Material cause of Conscious-
ness. Another characteristic of a material cause is that
the Cause increasing, the cffect increases. The quantity
of Thread, for example, increasing, the quantity of
Cloth increases and hence the former is the Material
causc of the latter. But this cannot be said of the
Body with regard to Consciousness. Some of the sea
fishes have very large bodies; but they have very little
intelligence; some of the very lean persons are charac-
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teflsefi by excellent wisdom. In the next place, the
Carvika may contend that as a child is found to
advance in intelligence with the growth and the develop-
ment of his Body, the Body must be supposed to be
tht? Material cause of Consciousness (intelligence). The
Jainas point out that it shows rather that the Body is
only the Attendant cause (condition). Pouring of
water increases the growth of a shoot, but Water is not
for that reason, the Material cause of the Shoot: it is
only an Attendant condition. If the Body were the
Material cause of Consciousness, every increase in the
BOdy would have been followed by a proportionate
increase in Consciousness; but this is nobody’s ex-
perience. Another characteristic of the Material cause
is that it emerges into new forms after leaving its old
form. But this also does not apply in the case of the
BOdy. For, while the varied states of Consciousness
rise one after the other, the Body continues to remain
the self-same. Hence the Body cannot be said 'to be
the Material cause of Consciousness. The fact is that
Just as Fire is generated from nothing but' Fire latent
in fuel etc., Consciousness is generated out of some
latent consciousness; and this is admitting the reality
and existence of the soul in different words. The .
Carvikas may contend that Fire is seen to generate
from gross fuel (whichis a mode of the Earth Element)

and not from anything invisible and latent. But such
For, it shows that the

an argument is clearly suicidal.
Carvaka doctrine of the Four (indcpcndcm) Elements
is untenable and that the Jaina doctrine of one ultimate
Element (pudgala) is truc. According to the Jaina
theory, Fire, Water, Air and Earth are all essentially
but one, viz., Pudgala or Matter and this fact explains
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any of these, becoming the Material cause of any of
the rest. (But the production of Consciousness which
is something immaterial from Material Elements can
in no way be proved). Thus it is that Consciousness
is not produced by the Elements.
The further contention of the Carvakas-is that
knowledge is found to be concomitant with Matter.
For example, it is found that when a person has good
food and drink, there is good knowledge. When a
child’s body is purified by Brahmi Ghee, the child
becomes possessed of excellent wisdom. In rainy
season, filthy worms are generated by sweat etc. All
these facts show that consciousness is generated from
Matter. This contention of the Carvikas also is not
sound. The body is the seat of Energy, the senses etc.
‘When the Body is properly nourished, the senses also
are nourished thereby and their objects are more
clearly perceived and cognised thereby. This explains
the goodness of knowledge due to good food and drink
and to the application of BrahmI Ghee. Next, it is to
be noted that the Body is but ‘the Instrument of
experience’ (bhogdayatana) for the soul. It is the Soul
that assumes the Body for the purpose of feeling the
effects of its acts. The example of filthy worms does
not show that Matter generates Consciousness; it
shows how the souls that did bad acts assume filthy
bodies to expericnce the consequences of their bad
acts.

Are there any evidences for the existence of the
soul? Yes, the soul is directly perceived (pratyaksa)
in such forms of self~consciousness as ‘I am happy’ or
‘I am sorry” etc. Thesc forms of self-consciousness arc
not fallacious; for, there is nothing to contradict them,
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(i o s sy S s
4 § y syllogistic reason-
Ing etc. We do not get these forms of experience
through the mediation of any other experience. These
are clear and are accordingly Pratyaksa. These direct
fOrms_of Self-consciousness point inward and prove
the existence of the Soul. It may be contended that
Self-consciousnéss does not prove the reality of the
Soul;‘that it refers to a corporeal substance; that self-
consciousness is of the form ‘I am fat’ or ‘I am thin’
etc., ‘that the soul of course cannot be said to be fat
or thin and that as such, our self-consciousness instead
of proving the reality of the soul means really the
¢xperience of our Body, which alone is either fat or
thin. To this contention of the Carvikas the Jaina
answer is that even the forms of self~consciousness, ‘I
am thin’ or ‘I am fat> do prove the reality of the Soul.
These prove the existence of the Soul attended with a
Body which is fat or thin etc. If from the Conscious-
ness, ‘I am thin’ or ‘I am fat’, the element of self be
eliminated the consciousness means nothing and is
f{ﬂse. As a matter of fact, we have often the apprehen-
sion, ‘My body is thin’ or ‘My body is fat’. The experi-
ence ‘My’ refers to the Soul to which the Body is an
adjunct. The Carvikas may contend: We do also say
‘My’ soul. We do not mean, of course, that the word,
‘My’ refers to another soul transcending the soul, so
conscriousness of the form ‘My’ body does no more
prove the existence of a soul than the conscriousness,
‘My’ soul proves the existence of another transcend-
ing substance. The answer to the Cirvika contention
is that the two forms of consciousness viz. ‘My Body’
and ‘My soul’ are clearly distinguishable so far as
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their matters are concerned. When we say “My Body’,
we do perceive the existence of the Soul presiding over
the Body. In the case of the Consciousness, “My soul’,
there is no other consciousness besides the conscious-
ness of the soul. The expression ‘My” soul really
signifies only the self-consciousness, Le., the conscious-
ness that ‘I (The soul) am’ and is used for the purpose
of distinguishing one’s own self from that of the other
cople and convincing those other people of that
distinction. The body which is distinct from the soul
may no doubt be often identified with the Soul; but
this does not mean that the Body is the Soul. It often
appears that a person in referring to his servant who
is very intimate with him says ‘I’; in the same manner,
one may refer to his Body which is undoubtedly very
intimate with his self as ‘I". But the Body remains as
distinct from one’s real self, the soul, as ever. It is
thus that if in the consciousness, “My soul’, you isolate
‘My’ from “Soul’, the isolation or the distinction would
be wrong. ‘My’ and ‘Soul’ in the apprehension, ‘My
soul’ are inseparable and always to be identified. Even
assuming though not admitting, that identification is
fallacious, what about the consciousness of the form,
‘My Body’? In the case of the consciousness, ‘My
Body’ the two elements, ‘My” and ‘Body” are always
clearly distinguishable, the former refers to the soul
which presides over the latter and the Iatter is perceived
as something subservient to it. Hence it is that the
Pratyaksa or direct perception (sclf-consciousncss)
proves the reality of the soul. It may be asked: In
what form is the soul directly perceived? In answer 10
this question, the Jaina thinkers ask:—In what form
are the internal perceptions, e. g., Pleasure etc. had?
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If you say that a fecling of Joy etc. are the characteris-
tic of pleasure etc, we say that the soul as it appears
in the direct perception, is the support or substratum
of all our intermal perceptions. It has been said:
Pleasure etc. are not perceived in and by themselves
alone; there is the consciousness of the self as the
Feeler, always involved in them; and this proves the
soul. There is no consciousness of the form, ‘this is
pleasure’ like that of the form, ‘this is a pitcher’; such
consciousness is always of the form ‘I have pleasure®
and does consequently reveal the soul.

The Jainas go on showing how Anum@na (Infer-
ence) also proves the real existence of the soul. They
develop their argument as follows:—‘Consciousness
has for its substantial locus something which is differ-
ent from Body etc.; because owing to the contradic-
tion attaching to the supposition of its being there
(ie. in having Body etc. as its substantial locus) its
character as an effect cannot be otherwise explained.’
It is to be observed that the Hetu in this argument has
two parts, viz. (1) the character of consciousness as an
‘Effect,” (this part of the Hetu is called the Visesya or
the Substantive) and (2) the supposition that ‘consci-
ousness has for its substantial locus Body etc. being
opposed to facts of experience’ (this part of the Hetu
is called the Videsana or the Subsidiary). Now in order
that the Hetu in the given argument may be a valid one,
none of these parts should be unproved. The Jainas

show that the Videsya is not unproved. Each unit in

the conscious flow, e.g., the cognition of cloth, the
cognition of a pot ete. etc. is an impermanent and
emergent mode and as such is an effect. The Videsana
also is not unproved. Consciousness cannot be said



552 Pranm@na-naya-tattvalokalankarah: VII, 55.

to be the essential characteristic of Body or of a sense-
organ or a Material Object; because, a Body, a sense
organ or a Material Object is characterised by a form
and each of them is made up of Material Elements:
accordingly, Consciousness cannot be ascribed to the
Body etc. Thus, the given Hetu is not ‘unproved’
either in its Videsya or in its Videsapa. Put in simple
language, the argument is this: Units of Conscious-
ness are effects, as they emerge from time to time. All
effects must have a substratum or support. What,
then is the substratum for the units of Consciousness?
Material elements or Bodies cannot be the substratum;
for, these are gross and have forms and cannot be
essentially connected with Consciousness which has no
forms. Accordingly, we are compelled to posit some-
thing else, i.e., the soul as the substratum for conscions-
ness. Besides, it recedes from, i.e., is essentially un-
conected with the Dissimilar Abode (i.e., phenomena
which are located in such Loci as the Body etc.) from
Form etc. which are found in Body etc. and from such
facts as the fact of being a Body; accordingly, the Hetuis
neither Vyabhicari (variable) nor Viruddha (opposed).
Al this shows that the Hetu in the given argument is
free from all faults and the given argument conclusive-
ly shows that the existence of the Soul can be a matter
of valid Inference.

The Agama or the unimpeachable authoritative
texts also establish the real existence of the Soul. We
have for example such texts as ““the Jiva (i.e. the soul)
is characterized by the faculty of upayoga (i.e. cogni-
tion)™.

The validity of the Anumina and the Agama as
correct sources of knowledge has already been proved,
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so that it can safely be said that the soul is a real exis-
tent substance.

The Buddhist theory on the contrary is that the
soul is nothing but the series (Parampard) of the
successive moments of consciousness. The Jainas con-
tend that such a theory of the soul makes recollection
{smarana) and conception (pratyabhijiid) impossible. A
Sul?sequent experience cannot revive the idea of an
object which was experienced before, if the Buddhist
theory is accepted for there being no unifying reality
underlying and persisting through both (the antecedent
?nd the subsequent) ideas, they are as good as belong-
ing to two different series (samtand). An object, per-
ceived by one person cannot be recollected by another
person; this i obvious; for, otherwise, if an object is
known by one solitary person, it will be remembered
by all persons. If the Buddhist theory be correct and
one idea be self-complete and self-subsistent without
being related to another idea through the soul under-
!Ying both, then the two antecedent and subsequent
ideas are really two different ideas like the experiences
of two different persons and as such it would be im-
possible for any subsequent jdea to revive the antece-
dent one. Recollection would thus be impossible.
And if Recollection be impossible Conception would
also be impossible. Conception, as shown before, is
dependent on Perception and Recollection. On the
subsequent perception of an object, the tendency to
recollect (samskara) is moved, so to say, and the
person conceives “this is that’. So, if according to the
Buddhist doctrine, Recollection is impossible, con-
ception is likewise impossible. In defence of their posi-

tion, the Budhists point out: If two ideas belong to
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two different series (like the two experiences of two
different persons) one cannot certainly revive the other
because the prior idea in this case is not causally
connected with the subsequent idea. On the contrary
in the case of two ideas belonging to one and the same
series, they are causally connected and hence the revival
of the prior idea by the subsequent idea is possible.
The Jaina Philosophers contend that the case of the
two ideas belonging to the same series is no better
than the case of the two ideas belonging to two differ-
ent series. Two ideas may be causally connected; still
they may be different from each other so much so,
that the revival of the one, by the other is an impossi-
bility. Further, there is no rule that if two ideas be
causally related, the prior idea would be revived by
the subsequent. It cannot be said that if one idea is
the effect of the other, the former must revive the
latter nor that if one idea is not revived by another the
latter cannot be caused by the former. In the next.
place, it should also be noted that if the Effect-idea,
although different from the Cause-idea, must revive
the Cause-idea, the contents of a disciple’s mind should -
revive the contents of the teacher’s mind. The Budhist
thinkers contend that this is impossible because the
disciple’s knowledge and the teacher’s knowledge are
two different Series. The Jaina philosophers point out
that this Buddhist doctrine of the Series (sanudna) is
weak. Is the Series identical with the Moments (i.¢.,
particular points) of Consciousness? If so, nothing
is gained by invoking it, for the so called Series or
Santina is but a particular moment of consciousness.
If the Series be supposed to be different from the parti-
culars, the question is: Is this difference real or appar-
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ent? If the difference be not real the objection just
noted holds good. If, on the other hand, the Series be
held to be essentially different from the Particulars, a
question arises: Is the series evanescent or is it a
permanent Reality? If the Series be said to be moment-
tary, it is as good-as the particulars and the case is no
way improved thereby. If, on the contrary, You say
that the Series is a-permanent Reality well, this is
admitting the reality of the Soul in different words.
The Buddhists contend that by Santana or Series
they mean'the Relationship of Cause and Effect (karya-
karana-bhava) in which one of the relate is the Upa-
dana (ie., material or ground) and the other is the
Upadeya (i.e., effect or consequent). The Jainas point
out that unless there is the essential and unconditional
connection between two phenomena, it is impossible
to determine what is the Upadana of what. If the
Buddhist attempt to avoid the difficulty by saying that
the Upadana is that which produces the Santana, it,
may at"once be pointed out that their position involves
the fallacy of ‘Mutual Dependance’. The causality of
the Upadana consists in the fact of its producing ?he
Santina and the Santana-hood consists in its_being
produced by the Upadana. It may be urged in this
connection that ordinarily people understand by San-
tana, something which is caused by another thing
similar to or of the same class with it. For example, by
a Brihmana Santdna, one means the son (i.c., the
begotten) of a Brdhmana. Similarly, by a Sabda-
santana a sound is meant which arises from anotl'u:r
sound; by a PradIpa-santana, 2 Light is meant \Vh'lch
is produced from another Light. Now if the Buddhists
also mean this by Santdna, it is difficult to sec why
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existence be possible in the Buddhist theory, it cannot
avoid the difficulties of akrtabhyagama (experiencing
the fruits of what is done) and of krta-pranasa (not
experiencing the fruits of what is done). For, the con-
sciousness with or in which one does something (e.g.
worshipping the sacred shrine) is annihilated totally in
the next moment, so that the effect of doing that good
act is not experienced by the doer: and similarly, when
something is experienced, it cannot be said to be experi-
enced by one who did the act, of which that something
was the effect. To this charge, the Buddhists reply as
follows: The Relationship of Cause and Effect is the all-
determining law; the consciousness as of the cause and
the consciousness as of the Effect, all these moments of
consciousnesses are linked up in a beginningless chain.
In that chain or flow of the conscious Series, particular
moments of consciousness are bound up as causes and
effects of each other. This flow of the conscious
Series is called the Santdna. All our practical notions
regarding some moments of consciousness being the
Cause and some moments of consciousness being the
Effect are determined by this conscious Series or the
Santana. And in this connection the Buddhists point
out the difficulties of admitting a permanent Soul.
Does this permanent Soul, ask the Buddhists, undergo
any change when it experiences pleasure or pain? If
it does, then it is impermanent like skin etc. If on the
other hand, the Soul is absolutely unaffected by the
inflow of pleasure or pain how can we talk of its experi-
encing the fruits of its actions in the form of pleasure or
pain? In other words, if pleasure or pain does not
touch the Soul at all, an act becomes devoid of its
fruit; for, an Act and its fruit are always with reference
to their actual experiences. The Buddhists preach that
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at the very outset one should give up the belief in a
persisting Soul; this would destroy his ideas about ‘I’
and “Mine’ and would establish him in the beliefs, ‘I
am not’; “There is nothing mine’. The annihilation of
the ideas of ‘I’ and ‘Mine’ ultimately bring one to the
door of the Nirvana or Absolute Extinction. The
Nirvana is the final goal of all persons and a belief in
the non-existence of the soul is the way to it. The
Jainas criticise the above doctrine of the Buddhists in
the following way: The Santana is said to be a flow of
Moments related as causes and effects; how can it be
2 determiner of that relation? Then again, what the
Buddhists have urged against the doctrine of the Soul
does not really touch the Jaina position. The Jainas
do admit that the soul in some respects is imperma-
nent, “so, that, the Buddhist objection on the ground
that if the Soul is affected by pleasure and pain-it
becomes impermanent like skin, is pointless; The Jainas
hold that the Soul is permanent not absolutely but
only in some respect. The Buddhist contention, that
if the Soul be held to be eternal, there would be feel-
ings like, ‘this is mine’, ‘this is mine’ which feelings
would obstruct the way to the final Release, is also
groundless. Persons realising that this world is after
all no place for real bliss and treading the way to the
final emancipation which consists in transcendental
real and boundless bliss, well, these persons although
they have a firm belief in an eternal soul, haveno attac}]-
ment even to their own bodies; so that the Bud_dhxst
contention is unfounded that a person believing in an
eternal Soul must nceessarily have atlachm?:n!'and must
necessarily deviate from the path of the final liberation.
Then again if therc is no soul, who would work for
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his happiness in the next life? How is it possible for
conscious worldly being of momentary duration to be
a basis for the happy existence in future which is
really the existance of a different and subsequent cons-
cious being? Unhappy Devadatta is never found to
work for the happiness of Yajfiadatta. Misery of 2
moment is but momentary; it is annihilated with the
termination of that moment; why should then an
unhappy being work for securing future pleasure?
Lastly, the Jainas point out that the Santana has
already been shown to be nothing real. They contend
that if the Buddhists hold that the Sant@na is something
real, then this would be admitting the reality of the
Soul in different words.

AAAEAET: TICOTTHY Tt ATEATE AT TR AT
stfeets fam: digniosgeamsmg 1 ug

caitanya-svariipaly parinimi karta saksadbhokta
svadeha-parimanal pratiksetram bhinnal paudgalika-
drstavams’ cayam ) 56 )

TRANSLATION: That (i.e., the Soul) is essentially
consciousness; undergoes modifications; is a doer (of
acts); is the direct enjoyer (of the fruits of its acts); is
of the same extent as its body; is different in each indi-
vidual and being attached to material clements has
births and rebirths.

COMMENTARY: The above are the characteristics
of the Soul.

The Soul consists in consciousness and conscious-
ness is cognition of all things having forms or no
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forms; the Soul is undergoing modifications every
moment. It is active and always does acts which deter-
mine its future; It enjoys pleasure ete. directly, ie.,
actually (and not figuratively). It pervades and does
not extend beyond the body which it has assumed for
the timebeing. A Soul in one body is different from
that in another. It (in its mundane state) is bound up
with and subjected to the material element called the
Karma. The Soul which has been described as the
subject of knowledge in the preceding aphorism has
these characteristics.

The doctrines that the Soul is a conscious subst-
ance in its essence (caitanya) and that it undergoes
modifications (parinami) go against the theory of the
N){iya School, according to which it is essentially un-
conscious and absolultely immutable.

_ In criticism of the first of the above two conten-
tions.of the Nydya thinkers, the Jainas point out that
if the Soul be not held to be essentially conscious it
would be unable to cognise the objects, just as the Sky
which is essentially unconscious cannot know them.
The Naiyayikas contend that the consciousness of the
Soul does not mean that consciousness is its very
essence but that consciousness comes to be intimately
joined,to it. In other words the Nyya philosophers
urge that the Soul is unconscious (jada) in its essence
but that it does not remain always unconscious like
the Sky; consciousness becomes attached to the Soul
in Samavaya or intimate relationship, so that although
essentially unconscious, it becomes conscious and
knows the things. The Jainas point out that this Nyya
contention does not improve matters in any way; for,
it is not explained why consciousness should be so

23
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generates in us the idea of its being attached to the
Souls only and not to Matter etc. and that the Class
essence of Materiality etc. generate in us the ideas of
their being attached to Matter etc. and not to Souls?
If it be argued that the Samavaya or the intimate
relationship between the Souls dnd Soul-hood that
generates the idea, then the Jaina criticism is that the
argument involves the fallacy of Mutual Dependence
(anyonya-samsraya) in this way: If there be that
peculiar idea or experience then there is that intimate
relationship between a Class-essence and an object;
and if there be that intimate relationship between a
class-essence and an object, then there is that peculiar
idea or experience. The Naiyayikas try to avoid this
awkward position by urging that peculiar idea or experi-
ence of us is due, not to the Samavaya relationship
but to a particular form of connection, called the Pra-
tyasatti, between the Class-essence and the object.
But what else can this peculiar connection (pratyasatti)
be, save and except the relationship of essential identity
in some respect’ (kathamcit tadatmya), if it is not
Samavaya? Hence it is, the Jainas point out, that this
essential identity ‘in some respects’ of the object and
its underlying class-essence, satisfactorily explains the
generation in us of that peculiar idea about their conne-
ction; that nothing else (except that essential identit){,
in some respects) can explain that peculiar jdea; that it
is difficult for the Nyfya thinkers to explain why 2
particular class essence should attach itself in Sama-
viya to a particular objcct only; that this difficulty
leads to the further difficulty of classifying the objects
(i-e. determining that these are Souls, these are Matters
and so on); that it is impossible for onc to feel or
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determine that our experience of ‘iha-idam’ (i.e., of
Consciousness being in us, the Souls) and not in Sky
etc. is due to the fact that Consciousness or the power
of cognition is attached to (and not essentially connected
with) the Souls. All these show that the Nyaya theory
about a Soul’s being conscious because of Consciou-
ness being attached to it (ab extra, as it were) and not
constituting the very essence of it, is wrong. The
philosophers of the Nyaya School appeal to self-consci-
ousness and contend that our self-consciousness is that
I am’ consciousness because Consciousness comes to
be intimately attached to my self. The Jainas point out
that our self-consciousness proves the fact just the
otherwise, viz., thatI am conscious not because consci-
ousness is joined to me who am unconscious in my
nature but because I am essentially conscious. The
Nyaya thinkers cannot say that one may feel that he is
conscious even though Consciousness may not be his
nature just as one may look upon his stick as his own
self; The Jaina thinkers point out that one’s Consci-
ousness of himself as an essentially conscious being is
inexplicable unless Consciousness is in some respects
identical with his very nature. The identification of
one’s self with his naturc does not support the Nydya
contention; for, such identification is but figurative
and not real. ‘T am conscious’: this self-consciousness
proves thé identity-in-some-Tespects of the Soul with
Consciousness. A Pitcher has not that self conscious-
ness, ‘I am conscious’; because Consciousness is not
its nature. This shows that unless the Soul be held to
be essentially conscious, it cannot have that form of
self-consciousness. The Nydya Philosophers defend
their position against this argument by saying that a
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pitcher has not the self-consciousness, because Consci-
ousness never comes to be attached to it. The Jainas
point out that the question of an essentially unconsci-
ous thing becoming conscious by being connected
with Consciousness, does not arise at all; for, the
position has already been set aside that one has ever
the feeling of being essentially unconscious but of
being conscious by being joined to consciousness.
The Soul, if it be unconscious by nature would be in-
capable of knowing things and if the soul be admitted
to be capable of knowing things, it must be held to be
conscious in and by its very nature. In the next place,
it is contended that if the Self-consciousness of the
form, ‘I am conscious’, were to signify the identity of
the self and consciousness, then the feeling I am
wealthy should also prove the identity of the Wealth
and the Wealthy Man. The Jainas point out that if the
soul werc essentially unconscious, it would be im-
possible for it to have ever the self-consciousness: ‘T
am conscious’, just as it is impossible for a pitcher to
be ever self-conscious. The Naiyayikas contend that
there is no inconsistency in the Soul being essentially
unconscious' and in its having the Self-consciousness
of the form, ‘I am conscious’. The Jainas set aside
this contention by saying that if the soul be essentially
unconscious, the Self-consciousness, ‘I am conscious’,
can never be generated in it. The Sclf-consciousness,
‘I am conscious’, involves the consciousnesses of (i) the
adjunct (visesana) Consciousness and of (ii) the sub-
stantive (visesya) the Self, as the Nyaya thinkers them-
selves suggest by admitting that the idea of the Subst-
antive is impossible without the idea of its Adjunct.
The Jainas ask: How then is the Self (the Substantive)
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.cognised and how is its Consciousness (the Adjunct)
cognised? The Naiydyikas cannot say that the Self
-and Consciousness are self-conscious and self-reveal-
ing, because they repudiate the doctrine of the Sva-
samvedana, ie., the theory that the Self, and Consci-
ousness (while revealing objects external to them) are
conscious in-and by themselves. Nor can the Nyaya
thinkers explain Self-consciousness by saying that the
Self and Consciousness are known (not in and by
themselves) but through a cognition different from
them (paratak). Because this latter Cognition is also a
conscious process ie. is a Substantive, characterised
by its Adjunct (Consciousness) and cannot be known
without its adjunct (Consciousness) being known, for
which, another conscious process is required: To say
that the Self and Consciousness are known (not imme-
diately: but) mediately through some conscious pro-
cess,:separate from them, thits leads to the fallacy of
the Anavastha or Infinite Regress. It is thus impossible
for the Naiyayikas to explain the Self-consciousness,
‘I'am conscious’. It is thus not reasonable to hold
that the Soul is essentially unconscious. oL
. The next contention of the Nyaya philosophers is
that the Soul is éver immutable and the Jainas cri‘tims_c
it in the following manner. According to the Naiyayi-
kas, the Soul, as we have seen, is essentially unconsci-
ous and becomes conscious when consciousness comes
16 be attached to it. The question then arises: If the
Soul when coghising, is the same as it was before it
cognised, how is it that it comes t0 cognise? Immiut-
ability of a substance'/(km/lasllrya) consists in strict

undeviation from its nature; how then can a Soul be
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ous at one time but modifies itself into a conscious
being subsequently ? .

The Jaina doctrines (i) that the Soul is an active
and real doer of acts and (ii) that it directly enjoys the
fruits of its actions, are opposed to the views of the
philosophers of Kapila’s School. According to these
thinkers, Activity (kartrtvam) is possessed by Prakrti
(the Unconscious Cosmic Force) and not by Purusa
(the Soul); the Soul is non-agent devoid of all attributes
and a (passive) enjoyer. The Jainas point out that
this theory is unsound.

The Jaina thinkers urge that if the Soul be held to
be a non-agent (i.e. devoid of all Activity) it would not
be an enjoyer as well. The Samkhya philosophers turn
round and say that if an (passive) Enjoyer (i.e., an
absolutely unaffected spectator) were held to be an
active Agent, a liberated being would also be an active
being. The Jainas ask; Why do you regard the libera-
ted being as inactive? If the answer of the Samkhya
philosophers is that a liberated being is inactive because
it does not create the earthly pleasures etc. for itself, the
further question is: Why does not the liberated being
create for itself the earthly pleasures etc.? If the
Samkhya philosopher’s reply is that the liberated being
does not create for itself the earthly pleasures etc.
because it no longer does those acts which produce
those pleasures etc. the Jaina thinker points out that

this involves the admission that at least in its Samsari
(unliberated mundane) state, the Soul is an ‘enjoyer’
only because it is ‘an active agent’. In other words tpe
Jaina position is that the Simkhya theory is inconsis-
tent; that if, as the Samkhya school maintain, the Soul
is an enjoyer it cannot be said to be absolutely inac-
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tive:; ; Kapila’s followers may however advance the
following syllogistic argument (to show that the Soul
is always inactive): ‘In its Samsari state (also) the Soul
does not do these acts which produce earthly pleasures
etc., because it is conscious like the Soul in its liberated
state’. 'The Jainas contend that this argument is not at
all sound, on the ground that an equally good-counter-
argument may be developed in the following manner:-—
“In its Samsari state (also) the Soul is not an enjoyer ,
of earthly pleasures etc.; because it is conscious; like
the Soul in its liberated state’. But this latter argument
cannot be accepted by the Samkhya philosophers
according to whom, the Soul is ‘an enjoyer, though
not an active agent’, The Samkhya thinkers may con-
tend that every one knows that the Soul is an enjoyer.
The Jaina philosophers also appeal to self-conscious-
ness and point out that the feelings, ‘I hear,” ‘I smell’
etc. show that the active character of the Soul is also a
matter of common experience. To meet this difficulty
the Samkhya thinkers urge that the feelings of the
alleged psychical activity which we have in our experi-
ences e.g. ‘I hear/ ¢ ~smell’ etc. are but fallacious
feelings. These feelings are due to Ahamkira (a sense
of ‘") which evolves'from the Pradhana (the unconsci-
ous Cosmic Force), the source and basis of all activity.
In other words, the Samkhya contention is thfn the
feelings of Activity which we have in our experiences
of T hear,’ ‘I smell’ etc. do not show that the Soul is
an active agent but that these are to be traced to the
active character of the unconscious cosmIC Forc’e. :'I'h.c
Jaina philosophers set aside this. view of }sapl]a s
followers by pointing out that arguing in the same line,
one may urge that the fecling of Enjoyer-hood is not
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‘due to the maturity of the Soul, as held by the Samkhya
‘philosophers but to that of the Pradhana. The Jainas
point out that it cannot be said that feelings of En-
joyer-hood are.not experienced as involving a sense of
egoism (ahamkara) inasmuch as in all such feelings
there is the sense, ‘I enjoy the sound’ etc. If the thin-
kers of Kapila’s school try to explain away this egois-
tic character of the feelings of Enjoyment by saying
that they are all fallacious feelings (i.e., if the Samkhya
thinkers argue that although there is that sense of ‘I’
in the feelings of Enjoyer-hood it is really the Soul
that enjoys) one may as well view the Samkhya theory
about our feelings of Activity being due directly to
Ahamkara and ultimately to the Pradhana as fallacious
also (i.e. one may say that the feelings of Activity in
our experiences ‘T hear’, ‘I smell’ etc. show that they
are not to be traced to the Unconscious Cosmic Force
but to the active nature of the Soul). If the feelings of
Activity have their source in Ahamkira (as Kapila’s
followers say), the feelings of Enjoyerhood also may
be said to emanate from the same source; The Samkhya
Philosophers try to distinguish ‘the feeling of Enjoyer-
hood’ from the other ‘feelings of active Energising’ by
saying that the former is Aupadhika and as such, to
view them as being due to Ahamkaira would be fallaci-
ous. They explain their contention in this way. Aham-
kara which consists in a sense of Egoism cannot be
said to be the nature of the Purusa or the Soul;
because, when finally liberated, i.e., when the Soul is
established in its true and essential nature, it has not
that egoistic sense. Hence the egoistic sense involved in
our ‘feclings of Enjoyerhood® is but Aupadhika or
applied and does not show that the feeling of Enjoyer-
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hood.has Ahmkara for its basis. The Jainas criticise
this Samkhya view by pointing out that the Samkhya
theory about the nature of a Substance is misconceived.
The School.of Kapila maintains that by the nature
(svabhava) of a thing is meant that which never leaves
it and which leaving it; the thing becomes unsubstan-
tial.!. According to the. Jainas, this view about the
nature. of a'Substance is wrong. The nature of a thing
is of two kinds; in one of its aspects the nature of a
thing is ‘general’ (samanya) and in its other aspect, it
is ‘particular® (visésa). The general nature of a thing
is its permanent (Sasvatika) nature while its particular
nature is temporary (kadacitka). This particular
nature is no doubt evanescent but all the same is a
.part or aspect of the real nature of a thing. According-
ly, if Ahamkara or egoism is found in the Purusa or
the Soul:(however, temporarily) it must be held to
constitute its nature; and if Ahamkara is thus a part or
aspect of the real nature of the Purusa you cannot say
that the egoistic sense (the sense of active agency) in-
volved.in the feeling of ‘Enjoyer-hood’ is but Aupda-
dhika'and fallacious. Hence the Soul as an ‘Enjoyer,’
is an active agent, ‘Enjoyer-hood’ is impossible with-

outs activity. ' -
-. 11 *The next contention of the Samkhya school, criti-
cised by the Jainas, is: The Enjoyerhood (bhokirtva)
of .the Soul is not real; pleasures and pains reflect in
the mirror-like Buddhi which is an evolute of Pmk:m
7and these reflections again reflect in the Purusa'whxch
is thus said to be the Enjoyer of pleasures and pains; as
2 matter of fact the Soul does not really and durcct.ly
enjoy but the Enjoyer-hood is rather foisted upon it.
The Jaina philosophers point out that reflections arc
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impossible in a substance, until and unless it under-
goes some modifications, corresponding to them. A
piece of glass miror is a thing, only by undergoing
some sort of modification. The soul is modified when
it enjoys; its enjoyer-hood is direct and real inasmuch
as it pertains to its very nature. In the same way it
may be said that if the Soul appears, as it no doubt
does, to be an active agent, activity belongs to its very
nature. . '

The Jaina theory that the Soul is of the same ex-
tent as its Body (sva-dehaparimana) contradicts the
Nyaya position that the Soul pervades all things (sarva-
gata). The Jainas urge that if the Soul pervades all
things, there would be no difference between one soul
and another. One Soul which Pervades all things
would do all the acts of other Souls and that, in this
way there are many Minds (manas) and in order that
these many Minds can be simultaneously touched,
one ordinarily supposes that there must be many
Souls as well. But if a Soul be supposed to pervade all
the things, there need not be many Souls. One Soul
would be simultaneously joined with all the Minds,
just as one and the same expanse of Sky touches the
numerous pitchers simultaneously. The Nyaya doc-
trine of the all pervasive Soul leads also to the conclu-
sion that one Soul is simultanously joined with many
Bodies and varied sense-organs thereof. In short,
there need not be many Souls (the doctrine of the multi-
plicity of Souls is admitted by the Nyaya philosopher
himself) if we are to accept the Nyaya doctrine of
the all-pervasive Soul. The Naiyayikas point out that
if the multiplicity of the Souls be not admitted, the
varied pleasures and pains, felt by different individuals
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would be impossible. The Jainas urge that this need
not. be impossible. The one expanse of Sky touches the
varied instruments at one and the same time, yet varied
sounds from these instruments always come ouf; in the
same manner, there may be but one all-pervading Soul;
permeating varied individuals who may nevertheless feel
varied pleasures and pains. If the Nyaya philosophers
contend that the variedness of sounds depends on the'
variedness of the causes of these sounds, we may say
that the variedness of the feelings also depends on the
variedness of their causes. If it be argued that the Souls
must be many as there are contradictory phenomena
joined with them, the Jainas answer that the same lin¢
of argument would lead to the multiplicity of the Sky.
The Naiyayikas urge that the Sky need not be many
for this reason that there are parts of the Sky. The
Jainas reply; why not admit different parts in 'the one
and the same all-pervading Soul, to account for the
varied phenomena connected with the Souls? ' The
thinkers of the Jaina School observe that even the facts,
e.g. that one individual is born while another individual
dies need not prove that there are different sou!s (if
Souls are supposed to be all-pervasive). The Sky con-
fined in one pitcher is destroyed (with the destruction
of that pitcher); at the very same time, it may be that
the confinement of the Sky in another pitcher is being
generated ; while at that identical moment the confined
Sky continues in another pitcher. These facts relating
to Sky-confinements (ghatakasa) at one and the same
time do not prove the multiplicity of the Sky and arce
possible even though there is but one expansc of Sky.
This analogy may be applicd to the case of the Sou!
also, to show that the births and deaths of individuals
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“need not prove the multiplicity of Souls, if the Soul be’
supposed to be all-pervading. The Nyaya thinkers
contend that there cannot be only one Soul, as Bond-
age and Emancipation would be impossible thereby.
The Jainas reply: The Sky is one; yet one part of it
may be in a pitcher (and thus in Bondage, so to say)
while another part may be freed from another pitcher
(Emancipated, so to say). The Jainas argue that if the-
Soul be supposed to be all-pervading there need not be
many Souls to explain the phenomena of Bondage and
Emancipation of individuals; the supposition of one
all-pervasive Soul is enough for the purpose. The
Naiyayikas contend that the Sky has many parts, so that,
although it is but one, one part of it may be limited
while another part may be free from the limitation:
The Jainas ask: Why not suppose different parts in
one and the same all-pervading Soul, to account for
the phenomena of Bondage and Emancipation of Indi-
viduals? The next argument of the Nyaya philoso-
phers against the Jaina theory is developed in the fol-
lowing manner:—(1) If the Soul be not supposed to
be all-pervasive, atoms lying far and distant from one
another cannot be joined to it; if the atoms be not
joined to the Soul the Body cannot be formed; and il
there be no Body, the Emancipation of the Soul
(moksa) becomes something which is cffected without
the instrumentality and mediation of any means (which
is inadmissible because Moksa is admittedly attained
through means in the shape of bodily efforts). (2) And
supposing that the Body is formed somchow, if you
hold the Soul to be of the same form as the Body, the
Soul must permeate cvery part and limb of the Body,
so that the Soul becomes a thing consisting of parts:
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and this means that the Soul is a product or something
which is brought about, effected or built up. Now, if
the Soul is held to be a product, the question arises:
What is the nature of the causes, producing or bringing
it about? Are the causes essentially of the same nature
with the Soul or are they essentially different from it?
The latter position is impossible as conditions or ele-
ments cannot move towards the production of some-
thing which is essentially different from them. If again
those operative causes be held to be essentially of the
same nature with the Soul, they must have Soul-hood
as their essence; and this means that it is the Souls
which bring about the Soul. But this is impossible as
it leads to the absurd position that in one and the same
Body there are many Souls, operating for the produc-
tion of the Souls. Even if the many operating Souls are
supposed to work for the production of the Soul, it is
not explained how these different and,unconnecteq-
with-one-another operating conditions can harmoni-
ously work and unify their operations.. And even if
such combination be considered to be possible in some
way, it is clear that the Soul, so brought about would
- be destroyed just as a pitcher, as soon as its parts arc
disintegrated and sundered from each other. (3) Next,
if the Soul be of the saine extent as the Body, the Soul
must have a shape; but if it has a shape, it cannot enter
the Body; for, one corporeal substance cannot enter
into another corporeal substance; this leads to the
position that there cannot be any soul in a Body. And
again, if the Soul is'of the same form as the Body, how
can it now permeate a child Body and then, an adult
Body? If you say that when & Soul permeates the adult
Body, it leaves aside its smaller form, then the Soul
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becomes impermanent like the Body, it leaves aside;
and the doctrine of future life and reincarnation be-
comes untenable. If on the contrary, you say that the
soul when parmeating the subsequent Body does not
leave aside but retains its previous form, the position
becomes absurd; for it is clearly impossible for the
Soul to assume a different form so long as its former
form persists, just as it is impossible for a Body to
assume a different form, so long as its former form
presists. (4) And lastly, the Naiyayikas urge that if
the Soul be supposed to be of the same form as’the
Body one is thereby led to admit that when a Body
is.cut, the Soul also must be held to be cut asunder.
The Jainas set aside all these contentions of the Nyadya
thinkers one by one, (1) They point out that the first
contention of the Naiyayikas is unwarranted. There
is no rule that anything to be drawn towards a thing
must have been actually attached to the latter. Any
piece of iron goes towards a magnet although it was
not joined to it. The Nyaya thinkers may contend that
if the atoms not in-formed by the Soul be supposed to
be drawn towards it in order to form a body, then
there would be no principle determining the number
of atoms so drawn or rather preventing all of them
from being simultaneously drawn and the body would
be of indefinite and infinite magnitude. The Jainas
reply that this difficulty cannot be avoided by supposing
the soul to permeate all the atoms (as done by the
Ny#iya School)). Ifit be contended that the number of
atoms to be drawn to the Soul for the purpose of form-
ing a particular body is determined by the Adrsta (an
invisible force, gencrated by the nature of acts done by
one individual), the Jainas reply that the doctrine of
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Adrsta is_quite consistent with their theory as well.
(2) The second argument of the Naiydyikas has not
much force. The Jainas admit that the soul has, in
some sense, parts and that it is the product or effect
also, in some sense. But this does not mean that parts
which are of the same nature with the Soul generate it,
.asin the case of a pitcher. Even in the case of a pitcher
it is not quite correct to say that the Pitcher is produced
by its parts, i.e., the pieces of the pitcher. The Pitcher,
in its complete form, comes out (i.e., is the product or
effect) of a thing having a round and thick shape which
thing again, in the turn comes out of a lump of clay,
attended with the efforts and operations of the potter
etc. The nature of what is a product consists in the
assumption of a new form on the renunciation of the
former form. This is a matter of experience and is true
of the internal facts as of the external. It is true of
course, that when its parts (i.c., threads) are joined
together, we have the experience of the cloth as the
effect or product; but this would not justify us in hold-
ing that in all cases an effect is but the conjunction of
its parts. Even if we hold that the effect is but the
union of jts parts, the unification of the Soul-parts
need not be impossible; the unification of the Soul-
parts does not require that the Soul is abso}ulcly im-
permanent; the unification of the Soul-parts is ?0551blc
if the Soul be supposed to be impermanent In some
respects only. (3) Thirdly the Nyya objection based
on the contention that if the Soul be of the extent of
the Body, it would have sshape’, is also groundiess;
for what is meant by having a ‘shape’? if the Soul
having a Shape means that it does not permeate all the
things of the universe (asarvagata) then the Jaina doc-

24
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trine is affirmed. If on the contrary, the Soul having a
shape means that it has a definite ‘form’, the position
becomes unwarranted. There is no rule that a subst-
ance not pervading all things must necessarily have a
definite ‘form’. Mind (manas) for instance, is non-
pervasive; yet it has mever a definite ‘form’. This
shows that it is possible for the Soul (even if it is.
non-pervasive, as is held by the Jainas) to enter the
Body, so that there is no reason why the Body would
be soul-less in the case of the Soul being non-pervasive,
as apprehended by the Nyaya thinkers. For, Mind is
admittedly a non-pervasive substance; so, if it can
enter body (as admitted by the Naiydyikas) there is
no reason why the Soul should be incapable of doing
so. The Jainas point out that there are cases in which
a substance having a definite form is found to enter
into another substance. Water, for instance, which
has admittedly a form (i.e., which is a corporeal sub-
stance) enters into substances like the ashes. Why
then, should not the Soul which has no definite form
at all enter into the Body? The next contention of
the Nyaya philosophers in this connection is criticised
by the Jainas in the following way. When the Soul
assumes the form of an adult Body, it is to be supposed
to have given up the form of the child body. But this
does not prove that the Soul is subject to decay and
destruction. This rather shows that just as a scrpent
can at times expand itself by spreading its hood and
can contract itself at times by contracting the hood,
the Soul may assume varied forms from time to time.
The modes or ‘aspects’ (paryaya) of the Soul change
from time to time but the Soul in its ‘essence’ (dravya)
remains eternal. No question of the impossibility of
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g::llélzgsnez;t;gx:lgf the Soul, as raised by the Naiyayikas
15 ar is connection. (4) As regards the Nyaya
objection based on the contention of the possibility of
the‘Squl being cut into two parts when the Body is cut,
the Jainas point out that when the body is cut into two,
the Squl also is, in some sense, cut into two parts. The
Soul is in the Body; when the Body is cut into two
parts, some parts or particles ( pradesa) of the Soul
remain in one part of the body and the rest remain in
the other. If it were not so the tremors found in the
sundered part of the Body are unexplained. It cannot
be seriously a{gued that it is impossible for one and
the same Soul to permeate the two parts of the sunder-
ed Body. The Jainas point out that it is quite possible
for one and the same Soul to permeate two sundered
parts of the same Body, just as it is possible for one
and the same Soul to underlie the varied Psychical
experiences. Here a question may arise in this way:—
If the Body is cut in two, the Soul is also cut in two;
how then can the Soul be unified subsequently? The
teply of the Jaina Philosophers is that when the Body
is cut into two parts, the Soul also is, in some sense,

cut jinto two but that this division of the Soul is not

?obSOIute. The division of the Soul not being absolute,

1t can be unified once more through the determining

infiuence of the Adrsta. It is thus that the Jaina philo-

sophers establish that the Soul is of the same extent as

that of the Body and as not all-pervasive. They put

forth the following syllogism. «“The soul is not all-

pervasive; because it is conscious; that which is not so

(i.c., that which is not all-pervasive) is not consicious;
as for instance, the Sky: the Soul is conscious hence it
is not all-pervasive.” The attributes of 2 particular
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Soul are found to be manifested in through the parti-
cular body only, in which it is encased for the time
being. Hence it is to be admitted that the Soul is al-
ways of the same extent as that of the Body, in which
it is encased for the time being.

The Jaina doctrine that the Soul is ‘different in
each individual’ (pratiksetram vibhinna) goes against
the Monistic (Advaita) theory of the Soul. The
Advaita position has been, refuted before so that its
refutation is not repeated here.

According to the thinkers of the Jaina school, the
Soul being attached (i.e., so long as it is attached) to
Matter undergoes ‘Re-incarnations’ (paudgalikadrsta-
van). This theory of the Jainas contradicts the conten-
tion of the Nihilists (Nistikas) according to whom
there is no Adrsta or law leading the Soul to its re-
incarnation in accordance with the acts, done by it in
its present life. In criticism of this doctrine of the
Nihilists, the Jainas ask why do you deny the Adrsta?
(1) Ts it because there is no Subject (of Re-incarnation)
which is the Aéraya or abode (place of functioning for
the Adrsta)? (2) Or, because the Adrsta is not an
object of direct Perception? (3) Or, because the reality

of the Adrsta is not warranted by Reason? (4) Or,
lastly because there is no positive proof for the Adrsta?
The Jainas proceed to examine the objections on these
counts in the following manner:—

(1) The first of the above objections is untenable
as the reality of the Soul, the Subject of Re-incarna-
tions, which is the field for the operation of the law of
Adrsta, has already been proved.

(2) As regards the second objection, it may be
asked; To whose perception is the Adysta or the law
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f9r the psychical rebirth, unmanifest? To the percep-
tion of the nihilist objector or to the perception of all
beings? If-the law of Re-incarnation is denied by the
Nxhlhst. on the ground that it is not manifest to his
p_erceptlon, then, he is bound to deny real existence of
his forefathers too; and mark the logical consequence.
If_tl}e forefathers of the Nihilist were non-existent, the
Nihilist himself becomes non-existent too; nor can it
be S'flid that the Adrsta is unmanifest to all men’s Per-
ception. For, the Jainas believe in the Omniscient
Kevalins to whose perception all matters here and here-
after 'are manifest (including the principle of the
Adrsta). : :
(3) The Nihilists develop their third objection in
the following manner:—Has the next world or incar-
na}ion of the Soul a cause? Or, is it uncaused some-
thing? The second cannot be the case; for this would
make the next world either eternally existent or eternal-
1y non-existent for the Soul. If then, it is maintained
that the next incarnation is an effect, consistently
following from a cause, the question arises to what is it
due?’ Ts the next Incarnation (Adrsta) due to another
(Previous or present) Tncarnation (Adrsta)? or, is it
due to emotions (kasaya) -8 of attachment, envy etc.
Or, is it due to acts €.8., Injuring others etc.? The first
of these positions involves the fallacy of the Infinite
Regressions (anavastha). As regards the Second alter-
native position, it may be said that asno worldly (Sam-
sar) man is ever frec from the Emotions, it would
always be impossible for a soul to be free from the
and through the

Karmas which are introduced in
Emotions. The third alternative is also anomalous in-
asmuch as our experience furnishes no fixed rule about
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our acts and their Fruitions; inasmuch as, that is, we
do not find that a certain act is sure to be followed by
a fixed fruit. No doubt, the rule has been laid down,—
that a virtuous act yields prosperity, while a vicious
Act brings about misery. But a vicious man is not un-
often found to be prosperous while a pious man is
found to suffer. There is thus no fixed rule governing
the acts and their Fruitions. In reply to these objec-
tions, the Jainas point out that all the three alternative
positions are to some extent admissible. It is admitted
that a Soul, led by the Adrsta or the law of the Act and
its Fruition, does acts of Injury etc., to others, blinded
by the Emotions of attachment, envy etc. Adrsta thus
underlies the acts and the consequent psychical re-
incarnations. Admittedly, the law of Adrsta, as the
first alternative position points out, involves Infinite
Regression but the Infinite Regression in this case as
in the case of the seed-and-the shoot (the seed preced-
ing the shoot, the shoot preceding the seed and so on)
creates no difficulty. The second alternative position
taken as it is, may imply that it is impossible for a
Soul to free itself from the Karma at any time whatso-
ever but it undoubtedly proves the law of re-incarna-
tion. It will, however be shown at the proper place,
that the final Emancipation is possible for a soul. The
third position does not really disprove the law of the
psychical Rebirth. A Soul’s Rebirth is due to its Act
and an act is sure to be followed by its fixed Fruit, this
is the principle of Adrsta. An Act and its Fruit are un-
avoidably fixed and determined. The instances of the
pious man suffering and the vicious man prospering do
not invalidate the fixed rule of conduct. The fact is
that the prosperity of the vicious man is not duc to his
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vicious acts but to his good act, done previously; he
will experience the Fruits of his present day vicious
acts in a future existence. Similarly, the misery of a
virtuous man is not the Fruition of the Virtuous Acts;
it is due to his vicious acts, done previously; his present
day virtue will bear enjoyable Fruits in a future life.
Hence the law of Adrsta, ie., the law of Acts and the
consequent psychical re-incarnations, is but inviolably
fixed.

(4) Lastly, the Jainas point out how the Nastika
contention that there is no proof for the Adrsta (or,
the law of the Act and its Fruition) is wrong. Accord-
ing to the thinkers of the Jaina School, the Agama or
the authoritative sayings and the Anuména or infer-
ence prove the reality of the Adrsta. Such sayings as
“Good fruits for good Acts. Bad fruits for bad Acts.”
are met with in the Agama. Inference also shows that
given the same usual conditions, if of the two pheno-
mena, one differs from the others in some respects, the
variations in the effects calls for a variation in the
causes. Take for instance, the case of twin sons of 2
virtuous lady. One of the sons is better off than the
other in respect of ‘health, wealth, power, knowledge
etc. You cannot explain this difference wlt!wut refer-

+ing to the respective acts in the previous lives _of lh.e
two brothers. The Nihilists attempt to exp}mn this
difference away by saying that his difference 13 due to
the Nature (svabhava) (of the embodied bemgs),' just
as it is Nature (svabhava) that accounts for the straight-
ness (in some) or the crookedncs§ (in somc) or oth.cr
peculiarities in the thorns, found in the thorny Fruits
growing in on¢ and the samc place, or just as it is
Nature that makes in one and the same pond, blue,
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white and red lotuses grow. The Jainas point out that
their various tendencies regarding their food, wound,
desirables etc., prove that the vegetables have life and
Soul in them. Accordingly, the example of the Thorns
and Natures is not good. These, according to the
Jainas, have the psychical principles in them and any
difference in their structures etc., is to be accounted for
by the Acts of their previous lives. The Nihilists in
support of their Nature-theory, refer to the expanse
of the Sky where varied forms of clouds float and con-
tend that just as these pieces of unconscious cloud are
differentiated from one another (in respect of their
Shapes and Forms) by Nature, it is Nature which
accounts for the differences between man and man.
The Jainas point out that differences between the
pieces of clond also are not accidental but are due to
causes which are cosmic (jagadadrstavasat): similarly,
differences between man and man call for an explain-
ing cause which cannot but be the Acts in pre-incar-
nation. In this connection, the Jainas ask: What do
you understand by Nature which is said to explain the
differences in the world? Itis (1) Causclessness (nir-
hetukatva) (2) or, is it the fact of being cause by Itsell
(sviatma-hetukatva) (3) or, does it mean the attribute
of a thing (vastu-dharma)? (4) or, does it mean the-
Particularity or the Peculiarity (vastu-visesa), attached
to a thing? (1) The first of the above views is unten-
able; for if what is called Nature be held to mean the
fact of not having a cause it is either eternally existent
or cternally non-existent (2) In the second case, i.., if
Nature he said to mean the fact of having itself as its
causc, the position contradicts the fundamental doc-
trinc of the Nihilists. They do not admit the real exist-
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ence of any essential Nature or Self or Soul that may
serve as a cause and supposing that such a nature or
Self is really existent how can it which has its existence,
be the effect of itself? (3) If,-thirdly, by Nature is
meant the Attribute attributable to a thing, the ques-
tion is: Is this Attribute visible or invisible? As
regards the first alternative, it would suffice to say that
an attribute is never visible. If then the attribute be
supposed to be invisible, it can be said to be something
real and existent, only if its reality and existence can
be a matter of Inference. Now, if the attachment of
something invisible i.e., an attribute to a thing is to be
inferred, it is better to infer the attachment of Adrsta
to the thing. (4) Lastly, if Nature means the Particula-
rity or the peculiar aspect of a thing, it may be asked:
does this Particularity consist in the element (Consti-
tuting the thing) or is it something other than the Ele-
ment? If you say that the Particulariy in the Thing is
something other than its Elements, it is further asked:
Has this particularity other than the Element of the
thing a (corporeal) Form or has it no Form? You
cannot say that such a particularity has a visible Form,
* because no such form is ever seen. If then the Parti-
cularity is to be supposed to be of invisible form, you
are practically admitting the Adrsta by giving a dxﬂ_’cr-
ent name to it. Next let us consider the contention
that the Particularity attached to 2 thing and other
than the Element of the thing has no Form. It is again
needless to point out that if Particularity ntt:fchcfi tp
a thing is other than the element of the thing it is
nothing other than the Adrsta. Lastly,' let us examine
the contention that the Particularity in the thing is
identical with the Element of the thing. How are we to
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explain the phenomenal varieties, such as one is a king
and the other is a pauper, although the two persons
are twins, born of the same mother at the same time?
The Elements here are similar (the two persons are
twins); then, why is the difference in the Phenomena,
i.e., in the respective lots of the persons? It is apparant
that nothing but the Adrsta (the effective force of the
actions done in their previous lives of the two persons
which is obviounsly different in the case of each of them)
can explain this. Those who deny the reality of the
invisible Adrsta contend that the Body of a child is
consequent on. another (previous) Body and no Adrsta
need intervene between the two Bodies. The body of a
young man which has the sense-organs is clearly known
to be consequent upon the Body of the tender age
having the same set of sense-organs and no Adrsta is
found to intervene here. In the same manner, it may
be said that a child Body having the sense-organs is
consequent upon the Body of the previous Incarnation
having the similar set of the sense-organs and that no
Adrsta need intervene here. In setting aside this conten-
tion, the Jainas point out that the Body of the previous
Incarnation is annjhilated with the termination of
that Incarnation; how then can the Body of the previ-
ous Incarnation be said to determine the (present)
Body of the child? The Body of the previous Incar-
nation is no more, when the period of that Incarnation
ends and there being no body then, the Body of the
foctus in the womb cannot be accounted for by that
Body of the previous Incarnation. What, then, is it
that determines the definite character of a child Body?
We have scen how it is meaningless to say that it is
nature (Svabhava) which determines the definite chara-
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cteristics of a child Body. Accordingly one is led to
conclude that what precedes and determines the child
Body, consists in Karma. The Jainas maintain that the
Adrsta is this Karma determining the Body and is
material (paudgalika) in nature. That Adrsta is Materi-
al will be evident from the fact that it, like the (gross
material) fetters (nigada) makes the Soul un-free and
bound down. Here some objectors contend that in
order that the Soul may be bound down and made un-
free, there need not be any Adrsta which is material in
nature. They point out that Anger etc., do admittedly
modify the nature of the Soul but are not material.
The Jainas reply that Anger etc., are Phenomenal modi-
fications of the Soul and are dependent and unfree in
their nature; what then is the cause of these pheno-
menal modifications which are essentially dependent
and unfree? It would be seen that it is Karma which
causes them and Karma is Paudgalika or material in
nature. The objectors point out that mental derange-
ments sometimes modify the Soul but that these der-
angements are not material. The Jainas urge in reply
that the psychical modifications consisting in derange-
ments may not be material in themselves; but these
derangements are caused by certain kinds of foods.
Hence it may safely be said that all modifications of
the Soul which consist in its dependence and loss of
freedom (pdratantrya) are caused by Matter. This
means that Adrsta which is responsible for the depen-
dent and unfree states of the Soul is material: This
Jaina theory of the Adrsta (that the Adrsta is material)
is evidently opposed to (i) the theory of the Yauga
School, that the Adrsta is a peculiar attribute of the
Soul, (i) the doctrine of the followers of Kapila that
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the Adrsta is but a modification of the Prakrti or the
Cosmic Force, (iii) the contention of the Saugatas
(Buddhists) that the Adrsta is but Vasana or the ac-
cumulated effect of our actions and tendencies and to
(iv) the contention of the Brahmavadins (Vedantists)
that the Adrsta is essentially the Avidya or Nescience.

TENTEIERIIEd AR Rl G-
W“‘I’l‘fﬁﬁé TRCR

tasyopitta-pumstri-sarirasya  samyag-jiana-kriya-
bhyam krisna-karma-ksaya-svarapa siddhily 1 57 1

TRANSLATION: That (i.e., the Soul) which has
assumed a male or female Body attains through Right
knowledge and Right conduct its Emancipation which
consists in the annihilation of all the Karmas.

CoMMENTARY: The above doctrine that even a
female can attain salvation (Moksa) is opposed to the
theory of the Digambara School of the Jainas.

Right knowledge (samyak-Jiiana) consists in an
understanding of things exactly as they are and Right
conduct (samyak-kriya) in such acts as the practice of
penances etc.  One attains the Moksa through Right
knowledge and Right-conduct.

It may be urged here that Right Faith (samyak-
darsana) also leads to Emancipation as it is distinctly
said Right Faith, Right Knowledge and Right Con-
duct constitute the way to Salvation. How is it then
that in the above aphorism, Right Faith is not men-
tioned? The answer is that Right Faith is not separate-
ly mentioned because it is implied in the mention of
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Right knowledge, the two being generally found
together.

It should be observed that there is a purpose in
mentioning Right-knowledge and Right-conduct separ-
ately. The author means to say that only the species
of Right conduct which is preceded by (i.e., attended
with) Right knowledge, is a means to Salvation and
not the conduct accompanied by False knowledge
such as feeding on root-fruits, mosses etc.

‘  The mention of ‘all’ in the annihilation of all
Karmas shows that the Emancipation, referred to here,
is not Emancipation-while-in-the-spans-of-mundane-
existence (fivan-mukei) but the final Emancipation
. which involves the radical destruction of all the eight
forms of the Karma (otherwise called the Adrsta)
such as the knowledge-enveloping etc. It will be seen
that this Jaina doctrine of the Moksa is opposed to
that of the Naiyayikas and of the Saugatas. Accord-
ing to the philosophers of the Nyaya School, salva-
tion involves the extinction of the Attributes (Gunas)
of the Soul, viz., Intelligence (buddhi) etc. The Bud-
dhists, on the other hand, contend that Emancipation
means the annihilation of the Conscious Series (jiana-
samtana). The Jainas oppose both the views and main-
tain that the destruction (ksaya) which is necessary for
attaining the Moksa, is not of the essential attributes
of the Soul (as according.to the Naiydyikas) nor of
Consciousness (as according to the Saugatas) but of
the eight kinds of the Karma which is opposed to the
nature of the Soul. It is to be stated also that for the
purpose of salvation, the annihilation of the Karma
must be on the one hand, final, total and perfect and
on the other, of all the modes of it and not of some of

them only.
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Some philosophers contend that Right Knowledge
alone is competent to bring about Emancipation and
that Right Conduct is not essential. They argue that
it is Right knowledge that yields the result and not the
Action. If it were not so, action would have yielded the
desired result although the Action proceeded from
wrong knowledge. It is said Knowledge yields a man
the desired fruit and not the Act; a man of false know-
ledge is never found to meet with the desired fruit. It
has further been said :—It produces fortune, wards off
misfortune, brings fame, wipes off stain and purifies
one by cleaning him thoroughly.” There are other
philosophers again who hold thatitis Action alone that
produces good results and not Knowledge. One may
know the nature of palatable foods etc.; but unless he
does (i.e., actually eats the foods) he cannot have the
pleasant tastes etc. It has been said: “‘Action yields a
man the desired fruit and not the knowledge; a person
cannot have pleasure with the more Knowledge about
a woman, a food etc., (without actively enjoying
them)”. It has further been said:—“Persons may be
fools, even though they have studied the scriptures; a
really wise man is he who does (good) Acts; mere
thought or knowledge about the medicine would not
heal a sick man.  The Jainas criticise the above two
positions in the following way. The argument that
knowledge alone produces a desired result is amply
refuted by the counter argument, put forward by the
other School, that “*a person cannot have the pleasure
with the mere knowledge about a woman, a food cte.
“The correct theory, however, according to the Jainas
is that Right knowledge attended with Right conduct
yields the desired result and not the Right knowledge
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alone and in its exclusiveness. The other pasition
about the exclusive efficacy of Action is also mistaken,
according to the Jainas., They point out that the con-
tention that a person cannot have pleasure with the
mere knowledge about a woman, a food etc., may be
effective against the view of the extreme rationalistic
school but does not affect the Jaina theory in any way.
The Jainas maintain that a desired and pleasureable
result is obtained by Right knowledge and Right con-
duct mutually relying on (and not excluding) each
other. You cannot say that an Action alone is the
cause of the pleasure derived from a woman or a taste-
ful food. You cannot say that at the basis of the
pleasure, there is no knowledge about the woman or
the food. It is only when the knowledge about
their nature is combined with the activity towards
them (i.e., the woman or the palatable food) that
the pleasurable feeling is experienced. If it were
not so, then, the same pleasurable feeling would have
been found in an insane, or unconscious person when
in actual physical contact with an attractive woman.
The extreme activistic disputant may here urge that
(in the case of the insane or unconscious man) there
is no real action (in his contact with the woman) (and
hence the absence of pleasurable feeling in him). Real
Action according to him, is that which is inseparably
connected with its (well-known pleasurable) result.
Such a real Action is absent in the insane or the un-
conscious man and accordingly the example of such
2 man does not show that to produce the desired
result, Action is useless but that there must be know-
ledge regarding the pleasant objects. The .Jainns point
out that against the extreme activistic view, the ex-
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treme rationalistic contention may be put forward in
similar manner, that the example of the man having
the mere Knowledge about a woman, a food etc., does
not show that Knowledge does not yicld the pleasur-
able result; because strictly speaking, the Knowledge
of such a man is no real Knowledge at all, the real
Knowledge being that which is inseparably connected
with its (well-known pleasurable) result. The fact is,
as is urged by the Jainas, that it is the result that deter-
mines the reality of both an Action and a Knowledge,
so that both Knowledge and Action must be held to
combine and co-operate with each other, in the matter
of producing a desirable resuit.
According to some thinkers, the Soul has nine
attributes peculiar to itself viz., Buddhi etc. Moksa
does not mean the annjhilation of all the Karmas only
as maintained by the Jainas but the absolute extinc-
tion of these psychical attributes. In support of their
theory, they develop the following argument: “The
Series (samana) of nine psychical attributes is absolu-
tely destroyed; because it is a series; that which is a
Series is absolutely destroyed; as for example, the
series (i.e., a Flare) of lamp-light; that isso; hence it is
absolutely destroyed.” There are such sayings as, “As
long as there is the Body, there cannot be the destruc-
tion of the feelings of pleasure and pain and the feel-
ings of pleasure and pain do not touch onc who is
disembodied.” There doctrines of the Vedinta School
also lend support to the above doctrinc of Moksa.
These thinkers (evidently of the Ny3ya School) explain
their theory by quoting: ‘As long as the psychical
qualilics e.g., Visani ctc., are not rooted out, ll}c'ﬂnal
annihilation of Misery is not possible. The origin of
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pleasure and pain is'due to virtue and vice; these are
the pillars and the mainstay of the samsara-house
(ie., the series of mundane existences). When these
are up-rooted their effects viz.,, Body etc. cannot be
produced and consequently the Soul cannot have
pleasure and pain. Thus the Soul becomes Free.
Desire, envy, effort etc., are what bind the soul to the
Instrument of Enjoyment; when this Instrument is
destroyed the Soulis not bound by those of its attributes.
Hence Apavarga or Emancipation results when all the
nine attributes of the Soul are rooted out. It may be
asked: In what condition does the Soul exist then?
The Soul in that state exists in its own pure essence; it
is then devoid of all attributes; the wise say that the
essence of the Soul is absolutely beyond the six waves
and is not tainted with the Pain and the Misery etc.,
due to its bondage to the sarnsdra. The waves refer to
the six passions, Viz., Lust, Anger, Conceit, Pride,
Greed and Vanity. It is further quoted from the
Purdna “Hunger and Thirst are what trouble the Life-
principle; Grief and Dullness trouble the Mind and
Old Age and Death trouble the Body. The Soul realises
its true state, when it is devoid of these six.”

To the above arguments, the Jainas reply as
Ffollows:—What do you mean by the Series [sainzug)
of the psychical attributes? Do you call them a Series,
because they are related as the material basis or ground
and the consequent or evolute (upadana-upideya) of
each other? Or, because they are related as the cause
and the effect (karya-k@rapa) of each other? Or
lastly because they are related as the precedent and the
subsequent’ (aparofpatti-mdtra) to each other? You
cannot take up the first position and say that of the
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nine psychical attributes, one forms the basis or the
ground from which another arises or evolves. For,
this involves the Fallacies of the unproved Locus
(@srayasiddhi) and of the Unproved-in-itself (svarii-
pasiddhatd).  Because it is the Saugata who maintains
that the Psychical phenomcna including the Buddhi
etc.,, form a series or Samtdna, because one of those
psychical moments is the material basis for the other,
following it. But the philosophers (apparently, of the
Nyaya-vaidesika School) whose view is being consider-
ed here cannot subscribe to this Saugata view; for,
according to them the psychical attributes and pheno-
mena do not arise or evolve from each other but from
the Soul as their ground or basis on account of various
reasons e.g., the Adrsta etc., the attritutes and the vari-
ous psychical phenomena being related to the Soul
sometimes in ‘intimate’, sometimes in ‘non-intimate’
connection. This also shows how the second of the
above three conceptions of the Samitina (so far as the
psychical attributes and phenomena are concerned) is
unacceptable to these philosophers; for, these philoso-
phers do not maintain that the psychical phenomena
of the Buddhi etc., are related as the cause and the
effect, of each other; they hold on the contrary that
when one moment or span of operation of the Buddhi
etc., comes to an end in the underlying Soul, it is from
that Soul (and not from the previous moment of the
Buddhi ctc.,) that the subsequent moment of the Buddhi
ete., arises; can it then be said that the Psychical Pheno-
mena of Buddhi etc., are to be Iooked upon as a series
(the third of the above three views of the Saritina)
because they simply follow each other? The Jainas
point out that cven this theory of the psychical attri-
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butes as a series is not maintainable. A Series, consti-
tuted of moments of individual phenomena which rise
one after the other, need not necessarily be terminable.
The thinkers of the opposite (i.e., the Nydya) school
may urge here that the Series which they have in their
contemplation is such that its individuals (do not
simply follow one another but) have one and the same
substance as their) stable basis and go on rising one
after the other; they contend that such a Series is not
interminable. In criticism of this theory (about the
annihilability of a Sasmtana) the Jainas point out that
if a Samtdna be taken in this sense, the argument of the
Naiyayikas, as put forth in the Syllogistic form (given
before) becomes fallacious. Because in that argument
the Example of the Sariitana that was cited to prove its
annihilability was ‘the flare of a lamp-light’. But the
flare of light is not a Saritana in the sense, just now put
upon the term. Therefore, the syllogistic argument of
the Nydya School under consideration becomes fallaci-
ous in the ground of its Hetu being wrong (vikala)
because of the Example being incompetent. Secondly,
if a Samtana be taken in this sense, it is not necessarily
terminable; there may be such Series which may never-
theless be everlasting, so that the Hetu in the Naiydyika
syllogism under consideration (because it is a Series)
becomes a Vyabhicari or Inconstant) one. Thirdly, it
may be pointed out that the Hetu (swintanarva) in the
argument is Anaikintika ie., of Doubtful validity,
because its retrocession (vydvreti) from the Opposite
of the Proven (vipaksa i.c., absolute non-annihifability)
is Doubtful; because, in other words, the fact that a
phenomenon may be a series, yet not be absolutely
terminable is not necessarily contradicted by the Pra-
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manas. Fourthly, the Hetu (swingnarva) is fallacious
on the ground of its being Viruddha or opposed to
what is to be proved (i.e., annihilability). Sound, light-
ning, conciousness, light-flare etc., which are alleged
to be Samitdnas or Series, absolutely terminable or an-
nihilable, are not really so. They are eternal, so far as
their substances (Dravya) are concerned, although as
Modes (Paryaya) they are non-eternal, perishing as
they do after giving rise to the succeeding Modes. The
Series of modes are nevertheless essentially connected
with the imperishable substance underlying them and
as such cannot be looked upon as absolute annihil-
ables. Origination (utpada), Annihilation (vyaya) and
Persistence (dhrauvya) constitute the nature of a thing
and these three are inseparably connected. This being
s0, you cannot abstract a phenomenon and talk of it as
absolutely annihilable because its very aspect of Anni-
hilability (vyaya) is essentially connected with its per-
manence (dhrauvya). Origination, Annihilation and
Persistence, the-three-in-one, constituents of a thing or
phenomena, are unreal like the horas in an ass, if they
arc absolutely separated from each other and consider-
ed as facts absolutely independent of each oth.cr.
Viewed in this light, the Jaina criticism (of the doctrine
that a Samtina or Series is absolutely annihilable) may
be shortly expressed in the Syllogism:—*“There is no
absolute Annihilation; because such an absolute Anni-
hilation would be unconnccted with Origination and
Persistence (which is impossible) like the horns iI[ an
ass.””  As regards the Nydya argument for the extinc-
tion of all psychical attributes in Moksa based on the
authoritative saying (quoted above, such as, ‘As long
as there is the Body ctc.,”) the Jainas urge that those
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sayings refer to mundane pleasures and pains which
are intermixed and which are the effects of good and
bad Acts to be experienced in succeeding worldly exis-
tences (births and re-births); these sayings have no
connection with the absolute Pure Pleasure attainable
at the state of the final Liberation as the result of the
absolute destruction of all the effects of all Acts. Accor-
dingly those sayings do not mean that the final Libera-
tion involves the extinction of all psychical attributes
and the consequent absence of all feelings of pleasure
in the Soul. The Jainas point out that this is the correct
meaning of those authoritative sayings will appear
from the following extract of the Moral Code (smirti)
“Know the final Liberation to be the state in which
there is the absolute (G¢yantika) pleasure (sukha) which
is intellectual (buddhi-grahya) and unsensuous (atin-
driya), a state inattainable by persons who have not
realised their selves.” It would be seen that the word
pleasure (sukha) in that extract is not to be understood
as meaning only the absence of Pain, for, there is no
reason why the plain meaning of the word pleasure is
not to be accepted.

In the next place, the Jainas point out that the
state of the final Liberation, as understood by the
thinkers of the Ny&ya schoal, is never a desirable ore.
For, who would like to be insensible to all-feelings of
pleasure like a picce of stone? The wise look upon the
fourth object of the human desire (Purugirtha, ie.,
Moksa) as a statc of ever-untarnished and natural
bliss in which there is joy which is incomparably supe-
rior to the limited and the terminable pleasures of the
heavens. I, however, the Soul is to become like a
piece of unconscious stone at the state of its Emancip-
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ation, well, the Samsara or the series of mundane exis-
tences is much more desirable than the Moksa; because
however undesirable the Satsdra may be, there are
still some moments of pleasure in it, though mixed with
pain. Consider, which is more desirable, Feelings of
limited happiness or Annihilation of all sense of happi-
ness?. The Philosophers of the Nyaya School however,
contend: Carefully considered, the Moksa (as under-
stood by them) is preferable. It is impossible to have
an enjoyruent of eternal happiness which is free from
all touches of pain. Pain, again, is admittedly some-
thing which is to be avoided at all costs. The two,
pleasure and pain, cannot be separated like poison
and honey in one and the same pot, thoroughly mixed
up. What then is to be done, for the purpose of avoid-
ing the pains of life? The Naiyayikas advise: Avoid
both pleasure and pain; and Moksa or liberation is
preferable because it consists in an absolute absence
of pain, pain which is essentially intolerable. It is better
to avoid the occasional little moments of pleasure than
to bear the heavy burden of pain. This view is criticised
by the Jainas in this way: What do you mean by
‘eternal’ in your expression ‘eternal happiness?” Does
it mean both beginning-less and endless? or, does it
mean cndless though having a beginning? Now, if by
‘cternal happiness’, you mean happiness which has no
beginning and no end in time, then such happiness can
not be an object of pursuit; for, being beginningless
and cndless, it is something already and always (auto-
matically) attained and realised. How then, can you
talk of the absence of such an eternal happiness that
should lead a person not to strive after the attainment
of cternal happiness? The meaning is that if cternal
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happiness means happiness which is both beginning-
less and endless in time then it is something which is
ever present and interminable; it is thus meaningless
to talk of its absence and to ask a man to terminate or
avoid it. The Jainas point out in the next place, that
the eternal happiness in its second sense, ie., in the
sense that it is endless though it has a biginning, is
something which one certainly strives after. You can-
not say that such a happiness is impossible; for, there
is nothing to oppose the view that such happiness is
possible. Such a happiness is interminable because
there is nothing to terminate it and it is in this way.
What terminates or destroys happiness is Karma; in
the state of Liberation, there is no Karma because
Liberation presupposes the radical rooting out, of the
Karma; and because in Liberation, there are no wrong
Belief (nithyatva) unrestraint (avirati) Passion (kasaya)
and Psychical torpor (yoga), their effect i.e., Karma
cannot reappear and be re-active and re-effective. The
Nyaya philosophers cannot contend that such an etern-
nal (in the sense of endless) happiness cannot arise in
the Soul in Liberation, as there cannot be any cause
for it; for, in Liberation there is the annihilation of all
Karmas and it is this absolute cessation of all Karma-
AR, Wik s the canse of that naver-eoding jny.
As regards the Naiyayika argument based on the in-
separable mixture of pleasure and pain, the Jainas
point out that they are inseparably mixed up, so far as
the worldly pleasures and pains are concerned. The
Jainas further admit that for that reason it is right for
one who wants Liberation, to avoid not only the pains
but the pleasures of the world also. But the joy in
liberation is absolute and js cssentially different from



600 Pramana-naya-tativalokalaikdrah: VII, 57.

the pleasures of life (which are inseparably mixed up,
with pains) and one in striving for Liberation really
strives after such an eternal happiness. As a matter of
fact, worldly pleasures are really pains (in disguise)
just like honey mixed up with poison and one in trying
to give up the worldly pleasures, really wants to secure
unmixed happiness. The motive of one who shuns a
cup of honey mixed up with poison, is not only to
avoid pain but to get pleasure also. In their life, all
animals want pleasure and try to avoid pain. Follow-
ing this psychological fact, it may safely be said that if
Liberation is a state to be striven after, it is because in
Liberation there is not only the cessation of all pains
but the enjoyment of positive happiness also. If it be
said that in Liberation there is the cessation of all feel-
ings of happiness also then, this would make Libera-
tion a state, to strive after the attainment of which, is
psychologically impossible. Hence it is: If Liberation
be such as it is conceived by the Nyaya thinkers (i.e., if
in the state of Liberation, there is the cessation of all
feelings of joy) no one would have striven after its
attainment; but, as a matter of fact, Liberation is
found to be striven after; therefore it is established
that Liberation consists in a fecling of joy; for, other-
wise the fact of one’s striving after Liberation becomes
impossible.

To the above argument of the Jaina School, the
Nydya thinkers object as follows: A person having
any feeling of attachment (Raga i.e., having any liking
for anything) cannot have Liberation. If then Libera-
tion be a state of joy, one striving after it, is guided by
a craving ic., a feeling of attachment and thereby
Liberation becomes in-attainable for him. Those who
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are acquainated with the nature of Liberation agree in
this that it is impossible for one who has any feeling of
attachment or craving, to attain Liberation, because
such a feeling is the cause of bondage. This argument
is not sound according to the Jainas. The feeling of
attachment or craving, which is connected with worldly
matters of pleasures like sound etc., is the cause of
bondage; because such a feeling leading, as it does, a
man to earn, protect etc., objects of the world, fastens
him to the Samsara. The craving for the eternal joy of
Liberation is no doubt a feeling of attachment (raga).
But it leads one to refrain from earning etc., all worldly
objects and to work on the ways to Liberation. With-
out this Rdga or feeling, the eternal joy of Liberation
is inattainable. Worldly objects cannot yield such eter-
nal joy and such an eternal joy is never, after its realis-
ation diminished or destroyed; so that as in the case of
the worldly pleasures, it is never necessary to engage
oneself in violent acts to regain or re-attain that lost
eternal happiness. Hence the craving for Liberation,
although Raga is no cause of bondage to the person
striving after Liberation. It is just a desire (spria-
ndtra) which again is negated when the person reaches
that ultimate state of Liberation. This is corroborated
in the authoritative saying,~*“The hest of the saints is
devoid of all forms of desire, whether in the world or
in the state of Liberation”. It must be admitted that
such a colourless desire cannot bind a man. For, other-
wise one may think that a saint of the Naiyadyika school
would be unable to attain liberation in as much as his
activities towards it are guided by a Desirc to avoid
(dvesa) pain. The Nyiya thinker contends that the
cause of one’s bondage to the world consists in Riga
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and Dvesa; that the saint avoids both of them; and
that it is not accordingly proper to say that such a
saint has the feeling of Dvesa, on the ground that he
wants to avoid the pains of the world. The Jaina philo-
sophers reply to this Nyaya contention is that the same
line of argnment would show that a saint on the way
to Liberation cannot similarly be said to be bound
down by the feeling of Raga.

Hence the Jaina theory is finally established that
the Moksa or the state of Liberation consists in eternal
and absolute joy arising from a destruction of all
Karmas and that it does not consist in the effacement
of the psychical attributes of Buddhi etc., ascontended
by the Naiyayikas.

The aphorism under comments contemplates the
capacity in Women to attain the final Liberation. The
Svetambara (literally, the white-robed philosophers)
doctrine of female Emancipation is opposed by the
philosophers of the Dikpata (literally, the Naked)
school. Prabhacandra of the latter School, for exam-
ple, develops the following argument “There is no
Liberation for the Females, because they are inferior to

Males, like the eunuchs etc.”” The Svetambara School
of the Jainas set aside the Digambara argument in the
following way:—JIf Females who are the Dharmis in
the argument are taken to mean Females in general
(s@manyena) then the argument is bad; because it
wants to prove something which is admitted to be
true in respect of a part of the paksa. The Svetam-
baras do admit that numerous Females who are
Abhavya (i.c., incapable by their nature to attain Salva-
tion), who are born in the Time Cycles of Dussama
etc., who are goddesses, or subhuman beings etc., can-
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not attain Salvation. The Svetambara commentator
asks: In what respects are the Females inferior to the
Males?

(1) Itis said that Females cannot have the Three
Jewels of Right faith, Right Knowledge and Right
Conduct which are necessary for the attainment of
Liberation and that therefore they are inferior to the
Males. As regards the question why the Females can-
not have the Three Jewels, it is said that as they put on
cloth, they are wanting in Right conduct. The conten-
tion is wrong. Why should the wearing of cloth by
Females be against the Rightness of their conduct?

(i) You cannot say that simply because cloth is
in contact with their Body, the Right Conduct in the
Females is impossible. The Earth etc., are in contact
with the person of every one but the practice of Right
Conduct is not impossible for any one on that account,

(ii) Nor can you say that cloth is a constant thing
with a Female and therefore Right Conduct is impossi-
blein her.

(@) You cannot say that a woman is essentially
or constitutionally incapable of doing away with the
covering cloth. Women are not unoften found to
sacrifice even their lives so that it is unreasonable to
hoid that & woman is unable so do away with the cover-
ing cloth, especially the woman who strives after the
attainment of the absolute and the infinite joy of Liber-
ation. Even in these present days, Female mendicants
are actually found who are totally naked. This goes
to show that it is not impossible for a2 woman to do
away with the covering cloth. Cloth is thus not essen-

tial to the nature of a woman and as such, its wearing
need not interfere with her Right conduct.
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(b) Nor can it be contended that although cloth
may not be essential to the nature of woman, even a
Female saint is bound to wear it, having been enjoined
to do so by the teacher and thereby her Right Conduct
is bound to be vitiated. It is true that the GreatTeacher
laid down the strict injunction that a Female saint
shall never be without her covering cloth. But the
Great Lord laid this down because so far as a Female
was concerned, the wearing of cloth according to him,
Was an upakdrana or upakgrg to her Sarhyama (prac-
tice of Restraint) and not an Adhikarana. It has been
said, ‘what helps the practice of Restraint is an Upa-
karana which is thus a means for doing good Acts
(dharma); what is other than this Upakarana has been
called by the Venerable Lord, an Adhikarana’, which
is thus what is used for the purpose of injuring animals.
Now, if the Lord meant the wearing of cloth by a
Female to be a help to her practice of Restraint, how
can you say that cloth is an impediment to a woman’s
Right Conduct? It cannot be said that the Lord en-
joined simply that a woman should wear a cloth and
that He nowhere asserted that it is a help to her prac-
tice of Restraint. The wearing of cloth is, as a matter
of fact, a help to a woman’s practice and preservation
of her Restraint and the all-knowing Lord must have
meant this in His injunction. The sight of the naked
limbs and parts of 2 woman’s body excites a man’s
mind whereupon the passion-overpowered man over-
whelmes the naked woman, just as a horse falls upon a
mare. This is a well-known fact, which shows hoyv
the character and the conduct of a naked woman is
sure to be jeopardised in this world. A woman is
naturaily weak and the wearing of cloth is necessary
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for th_e safety of her character and conduct. It cannot
be said again that the compulsory wearing of cloth
s'hows that a woman is constitutionally weak and is
liable to be overpowered and that accordingly Libera-
tion which involves the tremendous exertion for des-
troying the huge mass of the Karma, overpowering
the beings of the three regions, is inattainable by such
a frail being as a woman. Because there is no such rule
that only those who are possessed of a great physical
strength can attain Liberation. There are paralytics,
dwarfs and actually diseased persons who can easily
be overpowered ever by a woman; they are Males no
doubt, but are weak. If physical weakness were a
hindrance to the attainment of Moksa these men,
although Male persons they are, must be held to be
debarred from attaining Liberation. This is, however,
neither party’s case, so that the conclusion must be
that just as a physically weak man can attain Libera-
tion, a woman, although wearing a cloth, is capable
of attaining it. The objector may ask: If it is possible
for a woman wearing cloth to attain Liberation, why
should not a house-holder also who wears cloth attain
it? The Svetambara’s reply is that a houscholder
wearing cloth would not attain Liberation because
ke has a love or liking (uomarva literally a fecling of
ownership) for his cloth. This feeling of ownership
(mamatva) is a mode of the feeling of attachment
(parigraha). 1f one has the feeling of ownership, he is
pot absolutely free from the feeling of attachment,
even though he may remain naked; for, even a naked
Man has a feeling of attachment to his body. A Female
saint, on the contrary, is absolutely free from the feel-
ing of attachment; she no doubt wears a clath, but
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has not the least feeling of attachment to it, just as a
(Male) saint has not the least liking for a house or a
place of living although he lives in a village, in a house
or in a forest. The fact is that those who have con-
trolled themselves successfully have never a feeling of
attachment (mirccha) for anything whatsoever. It is
well said; “How can those women who have the in-
tense liking for that absolute joy which arises from the
beatitude of Liberation, have feeling of attachment
for anything of the world, those women whose heart
is never troubled or perturbed at (coming across) an
enjoyable thing, at a disease, at a lonely place, at a
crowded spot, at {the company of) a good man or a
bad man?’ It is distinctly said in the Authoritative
Scripture, “Even in respect of their bodies (these saint-
ly women) never feel that they are their own.”

(¢) The foregoing argument shows also the
unmaintainability of the contention that cloth is a
constant thing for a woman because of her liking
for or attachment (miirccha) to it. A woman on the
way to Lijberation can have no real feeling of attach-
ment to her cloth; she has no attachment ever to
her body; she is absolutely free from the feeling of
attachment.

Accordingly it can on no account be contended
that because a woman puts on a cloth, she is wanting
in Right Conduct and thereby in the Three Jewels.
This goes to show that a woman cannot be said to be
inferior to a male person on the ground that she is
wanting in the Three Jewcls.

(2) It is argued that a Female is inferior to 2
Male because she is wanting in a particular (i.c.,
proper) capacity (for attaining Moksa).
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(i) A woman cannot go down to the Seventh
Hell and is accordingly judged to be wanting in ‘
particular capacity’. The Svetimbara thinker criti-
cises this contention by asking; Is a woman unable to
g0 down to the Seventh Hell in that birth of hers in
which she is to attain Liberation or is she, as a general
rule, unable to.go there? If you say that a woman is
wanting in ‘the particular capacity’ (and is therefore
inferior to a male and incapable of attaining Moksa
on that account) because she is unable to go down to
the Seventh Hell in that birth in which she is to attain
Liberation, well, this may apply in the case of a male
also; a male person about to attain Liberation cannot
go down to that Hell; but nobody thinks that he would
be unable to attain Liberation on that account. The
objectors explain their second alternative position in
this way. As a general rule a woman is unable to go
down to the Seventh Hell; this shows that she has not
the capacity to do acts which would take her to that
hell; by analogy it may also be argued that she has
similarly not the capacity to do acts which would yield
Liberation to her. Male persons, on the other hand,
like Prasannacandra and other Royal Sages who have
attained Liberation had both the capacities viz., the
capacity to do the extremely wrongful acts and the
capacity to do the extremely good acts which yield
Liberation; accordingly a Female is inferior to a Male
and is unable to attain Liberation. The Svetimbara
thinker sets aside this contention by saying that the
proposition in the general form is not at all true that
because a person has not the capacity tq do the cx-
tremely wrongful acts, the person must be judged to be
wanting in the capacity to do the extremely good acts.
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Will not a similar line of argument lead to the position
that because a person is incapable of doing the acts
which secure the best of the blissful states (i.e., the
Moksa) heisto be thought to beincapable of doing the
extremely sinful acts which yield the worst of states
(i.e., the fall into the nether-most Hell)? But this posi-
tion is admittedly not correct; for, this would lead one
to hold that any Abhavya (a Being who is constitu-
tionally incapable of attaining the final Liberation at
any time) would never have to visit the Seventh Hell.
(ii) In the next place, a woman is judged to be
wanting in ‘the particular capacity,” because, asis alleg-
ed by the Digambara philosophers, she is found not to
attain the Labdhis (i.e., extreme proficiencies in certain
matters); this shows that she is incapable of practising
self-restrainst etc., which bring about those attainments.
1t is contended that if the Females are incapable of
such minor forms of self-restraint etc. as bring about
the Labdhis which are after all but mundane matters,
they must be held to be incapable of practising the
extreme forms of self-restraint etc., which yield the
super-mundane Moksa. The Svetambara commenta-
tor points out that this contention is not sound. The
fact that the Females do not attain the Labdhis does
not show that they are essentially incapable of attain-
ing anything great. Then again, the scriptures do not
say what the Labdhis are attainable only by the prac-
tice of self-restraint etc. According to the scriptures,
these “Labdhis are due to the rise, the annihilation, the
mitigation, the partial mitigation and annihilation of
the Karma.” The status of a Cakravarti (imperial con-
queror), of a Baladeva (the elder brother of a Vasu-
deva) or of a Visudeva (A good king with supernatural
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powers and weapons) are also Labdhis, but these
arg not necessarily due to the practice of self-restraint.
Even if we suppose that the Labdhis are due to the
practice. of self-restraint, the question is: Are the
Females incapable of attaining any Labdhi at all or
are some particular Labdhis only denied to them?
The first position is not maintainable; because it is
only some of the Labdhis e.g., the status of a Cakra-
varti etc., which are denijed to the Females, while there
are many Labdhis of which they are found to be pos-
sessed. Now if the Second alternative i.e., the position
that some Labdhis are denied to the Females, be accep-
ted this-would not show that they are wanting in ‘the
particular (i.e., proper) capacity (for attaining the
Moksa). There are admittedly Male persons who are
not Kesavas (ie., Visudpvas) and who are certainly
wanting in the Labdhis peculiar to the Vasudevas; all
the same, these persons are nevertheless, held to have
‘the particular capacity’ (for attaining Liberation).
Moreover, it is also an admitted fact that a person,
although he is neither a Tirthmakara nor a Cakravarti
and is wanting in the attainments peculiar to them has
nevertheless ‘the particular capacity’ (for attaining
the Moksa). Why then should a Female, because she
is wanting in certain Labdhis be held not to have
the particular (Proper) ‘Capacity’ (for attaining
Liberation) and to be ‘inferior to a Male’ on that
account?’

(i) Itis contended that a Female is to be judged
to be incapable (of attaining Liberation), because she
never acquires the complete Scriptural knowledge.
The Svetambara contention, on the contrary, is that
the non-attainment of the complete Scriptural know-

25
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ledge does not necessarily prove any inherent ‘Incapa-
city’ in a Female for getting Liberation.

(iv) Lastly, it is urged that that a Female is want-
ing in the proper ‘Capacity’ is evident from the fact that
many forms of penances and austerities are forbidden
to her. The Svetambara reply on this point is that
this does not prove a Female’s ‘Incapacity’ for attain-
ing Liberation. It shows only that the Scriptures have
prescribed for the Females those practices which are
suitable to their nature. It has been said, “In the
sacred writings, there are various forms of penances
effecting the Sammvara (the stoppage of the inflow of
the Karma in the soul) and the Nirjara (the partial
annihilation of the Karma) just as there are varied
forms of the treatment of a disease, of which some are
efficacious to some people (and others, to others)”

So the Females cannot be said to be ‘inferior to
men’ (and as such, incapable of attaining Moksa)
either on the ground that they cannot be fully possess-
ed of the ‘Three Jewels’ or that they are wanting in _
the ‘proper capacity’ (for attaining Liberation).

(3) 1Itis contended by the thinkers of the Digam-
bara School that the Females are to be considered as
‘inferior to the Males,” as they are never saluted by the
latter. The Svetimbara commentator points out that
this contention is weak. Is it the case that the Females,
as a rule, are never saluted by the Males? You cannot
say this; for the mothers of the Tirthamkaras are
saluted even by the foremost of the gods, not to speak
of the ordinary males. Nor can it be said that the
Females are to be Judged as inferior to the males
because they are not saluted by the male persons of
superior qualifications. The Svetambara thinker points
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out that a disciple is not sauted by the preceptor; are
we to judge from this that the disciple is necessarily
inferior to the preceptor and is debarred from attain-
ing Liberation on that account? The scriptures say
otherwise; for, we find in them instances of many
disciples like Candarudra etc., attaining Liberation.
Accordingly the alleged fact of the Female not being
saluted by a male person does not necessarily show
that the former is inferior to the latter and is incapable
of attaining Liberation.

(4) Itis said that a Female is not found to effect
smdrana and similar Teaching acts and is to be conse-
quenly Judged as inferior to a Male. The Svetambara
commentator points out that this fact like the fact dis-
cussed in (3) above, does not prove the inferiority of a
woman to a Man. The Digambara objector attempts
to improve his position by saying that a Female may
be capable of effecting Smarana and similar teaching
acts but so far as a Male person is concerned, she does
never do them and is consequently to be held as inferior
to him. This contention also of the Digambara School
is unfounded, inasmuch as there is.no inconsistency if
one holds that a woman well-versed in the authorita-
tive Scriptures would on fit occasions effect Smirana
and similar acts in connection with a Male person who
is just on the way to a religious life but is still subject
to unrestrained impulses.

(5) The next argument is that the Females are
inferior to Man as they are lacking in ‘Excellent
Wealth® etc. (maharddhi). The objection is met by the
question, what are these Excellent Wealth etc., psychi-
cal or external? The former cannot be the case, as it
has been shown that the Females can attain ‘the Three
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ledge does not necessarily prove any inherent ‘Incapa-
city’ in a Female for getting Liberation.

(iv) Lastly, it is urged that that a Female is want-
ing in the proper ‘Capacity’ is evident from the fact that
many forms of penances and austerities are forbidden
to her. The Svetambara reply on this point is that
this does not prove a Female’s ‘Incapacity’ for attain-
ing Liberation. It shows only that the Scriptures have
prescribed for the Females those practices which are
suitable to their nature. It has been said, “In the
sacred writings, there are various forms of penances
effecting the Sathvara (the stoppage of the inflow of
the Karma in the soul) and the Nirjara (the partial
annihilation of the Karma) just as there are varied
forms of the treatment of a disease, of which some are
efficacious to some people (and others, to others)”

So the Females cannot be said to be ‘inferior to
men’ (and as such, incapable of attaining Moksa)
either on the ground that they cannot be fully possess-
ed of the ‘Three Jewels’ or that they are wanting in
the ‘proper capacity’ (for attaining Liberation).

(3) It is contended by the thinkers of the Digam-
bara School that the Females are to be considered as
‘inferior to the Males,” as they are never saluted by the
latter. The Svetambara commentator points out that
this contention is weak. Is it the case that the Females,
as a rule, are never saluted by the Males? You cannot
say this; for the mothers of the Tirthamkaras are
saluted even by the foremost of the gods, not to speak
of the ordinary males. Nor can it be said that the
Females arc to be Judged as inferior to the males
because they are not saluted by the male persons of
superior qualifications. The Svetdmbara thinker points
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out that a disciple is not saluted by the preceptor; are
we {0 judge from this that the disciple is necessarily
inferior to the preceptor and is debarred from attain-
ing Liberation on that account? The scriptures say
otherwise; for, we find in them instances of many
disciples like Candarudra etc., attaining Liberation.
Accordingly the alleged fact of the Female not being
saluted by a male person.does not necessarily show
that the former is inferior to the latter and is incapable
of attaining Liberation.

(4) Itis said that a Female is not found to effect
smarana and similar Teaching acts and is to be conse-
quenly Judged as inferior to 2 Male. The Svetimbara
commentator points out that this fact like the fact dis-
cussed in (3) above, does not prove the inferiority of a
woman to a Man. The Digambara objector attempts
to improve his position by saying that a Female may
be capable of effecting Smirana and similar teaching
acts but so far as a Male person is concerned, she does
never do them and is consequently to be held as inferior
to him. This contention also of the Digambara School
is unfounded, inasmuch as there is no inconsistency if
one holds that a woman well-versed in the authorita-
tive Scriptures would on fit occasions effect Smarana
and similar acts in connection with a Male person who
is just on the way to a religious life but is still subject
to unrestrained impulses.

(5) The next argument is that the Females arc
inferior to Man as they are lacking in ‘Excellent
Wealth’ etc. (maharddhi). The objection is met by th_c
question, what are these Excellent Wealth etc., psych_:-
cal or external? The former cannot be the casc, as it
has been shown that the Females can attain ‘the Three
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Jewels’ e.g., Right Faith etc. As regards the external
acquisitions, it is pointed out that the Ganadharas (the
leaders of the divine religious assemblies) were not
possessed of these external greatness of the Tirtham-
karas and that the ordinary Ksdtriyas were lacking in
the external belongings of the Cakradharas. But were
the Ganadharas and the Ksatriya followers of the
Tirthamkaras debarred from attaining Liberation
because of their non-possession of those external
acquisitions? The Digambaras state here that by non-
possession of the ‘Excellent Wealth (maharddhi)’ they
mean that no Female can be a Tirthamkara. The
vetdmbaras challenge the truth of this contention
and say that the above Digambara proposition is un-
proved. They urge that there is nothing inconsistent
in a Female’s attaining the status of a Tirthamkara.
It is rather reasonable to hold that if a Female is duly
pious and so on she may be a Tirthamkara.) As a
matter of fact, the Digambara contention thata Female
cannot be a Tirthamkara has always been stoutly
challenged by the Svetimbaras who maintain that
there is absolutely no reason why we should conclude
that a Female cannot be a Tirthamkara.

(6) The last argument in support of the proposi-
tion that a Female is inferiour to a Man, is that the feel-
ing of deceitfulness (;naya) etc. are found in an increas-
ed degree in the former. The Svetambara thinker
points out that these feelings are found in both males
and Fem Ies in all and equal degrees. The Scripture
also says, It is said that such failings sometimes
predomx ate even in the Carama-$aririns (Persons who
are in },gthc last mundane incarnation i.e., who would
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attain .salvation as soon as they leave their existing
bodies) Like Narada etc.

Hence the reasoning that Females cannot attain
Salvation, as they are inferior to men, is not sound..
The arguments against the Svetimbara doctrine of the
Female salvation may thus be shortly put:—*Salvation
involves the fullest possible development of any psychi-
cal capacity is impossible in a woman, which is eviden-
ced by the fact of a woman’s incapacity to go down to
the Seventh Hell, which involves the fullest possible
development ‘of the vicious tendency. This position
has already been examined. It may be pointed out in
this connection that the contention that the fullest
development of any psychical capacity is impossible
in a Woman, is sufficiently contradicted by the admit-
ted fact that when the deluding (mohaniya) Karma
exists: in a woman in its extreme form she has the
Female cravings (striveda) etc., in their extreme form.
Another argument against the doctrine of the Female
salvation, viz., ‘A Female cannot have emancipation;
because she has the spirit of appropriation (parigraha)
like 2 House-holder® has been considered. It has been
shown how the cloth worn by a ‘Woman, far from
being an article of her liking, is only a thing to the
.devefopment of tle viTtoe dmd’ a5 sual, & mever @
thing to which she may be said to be attached. Ttlxesc
are in short respectively the arguments against
(badhaka) the doctrine of the Female salvation and
the Svetambara counter arguments (wddhira) setting

ide. :
them’l'?lsc $vetambara argument in support of (sadhaka)
the doctrine of the Female salvation may thus .be
short by put:~—A Female of the Human specics
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(sometimes) attains Liberation; because such a Female
develops in her the exact cause of the liberation; just
like a Male person. The exact or the unfailing cause
.of liberation just consists in the possession of the
“Three Jewels’ of Right Faith etc., in their absolute
purity. That these Three Jewels may be possessed by
a Woman has already been stated, so that the Reason
in the argument for the Female salvation cannot be
said to be ‘unproved’ (asiddha). This Reason, the pos-
session of the Three Jewels is not present in the Eunuchs
(who do not attain Liberation and who are thus
Vipaksas in the argument) and it, thus receding from
the Dissimilar Abodes like Eunuchs, as it does, is
neither ‘opposed’ (viruddha) nor ‘doubtful’ (anaikan-
tika). The Svetambara argument for the doctrine of
the Female Salvation may also be put in this way:—
‘Some Females, of the human species on account of
their having the exact cause of Liberation, do attain
Liberation; because they have the right to take to the
state of a homeless wandering recluse; like a male
person’. The reason in this argument, viz., ‘a female’s
having the right to adopt the order of the wandering
mendicants’ is not ‘unproved’ (asiddha), The Scrip-
tures lay down, ‘“‘a pregnant woman or a2 Woman who
has an infant to maintain, shouid not enter the order
of homelessness™. This clearly lays down that a woman
has the right to enter the order of the homeless saints.
It excludes certain classes of women from the order and
by implication upholds the right of the rest. Even now
are found Females who have plucked off their hair
and who carry with them the Kamandalu (Wooden
waterpot) and other belongings of a Yati or homeless
ascetic, which shows that Women have certainly the
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right to adopt the status of a religious wanderer. It
follows from this that the final Liberation is possible
for 2 Woman.

Thus the reality and the existence of the Soul with
the nature and characteristics, as described above is
firmly established.

;9T 1
iti pramana-naya-tattvalokalamkdre nayatma-sva-
riipa-nirpayo nama saptamal paricchedalt :

TRANSLATION: Here ends the Seventh Chapter of
the Pramananaya-Tattvalokalamkira, entitled, the de-
termination of The Nature of Naya (or the Partial
Knowledge) and of Atma (The Soul).



CHAPTER VIII

FregaidRTIHaasg T Sipaaeayeaa-
AT AU 9t 1 g 1
viruddhayor dharmayor eka-dharma-vyavacchedena

svikrtatad-anya-dharma-vyavasthapanartham sadhana-
dusana-vacanam vidah 11 1

TRANSLATION: A Debate consists in the system
of argumentative statements, pro-et-contra, for estab-
lishing the subject-matter of one proposition (which is
maintained by a party) by refuting the subject-matter
of the other, the two subject-matters being opposed to
each other.

COMMENTARY: The nature of the Pramiapa and
the Naya has been described. A Viada or Debate con-
sists in the application of propositions based on the
Pramdna and the Naya for determining the nature of
an object. The word, ‘opposed’ in the text signifies
that the subject-matters of the two propositions have
not been finally determined by the Pramanas before
the Vada begins. An instance of two such mutually
opposed matters, expressed in two propositions would
be, (i) ‘A thing is absolutely eternal’ and (2) ‘A thing
is eternal in some respects only’. But the two proposi-
tions (i) ‘A thing has qualities’ (Guna) and (2) ‘A
thing has modes (Parydyas)’ are not mutually opposed.
“Two phenomena, in order that they may be opposed
must be attributed to one and the same Locus (adhi-
karana) and to one and the same Time (kala). The
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proposition ‘Intelligence (buddhi) is non-eternal’ and
the proposition ‘Soul (@tma) is eternal’ are not opposed
to each other, because they refer to different substances
(Adhikaranas or Loci). And similarly the propositions,
“This thing was formerly inactive’ and, “This thing is
now active’ are not mutually opposed, as they refer to
different Times (kalas).

In this connection the Jaina commentator criti-
cises the view of the Nyaya Commentator, according
to whom “the two subject-matters in dispute in a
debate (1) should have the one and the same Locus
(2) should be mutually ‘Opposed’ to each other,
(3) should be of one and the same “Time’ and (4) should
be thoroughly ‘Unknown (anavasita) at the time the
Debate commences”. The Jaina commentator points
out that the third requirement viz., that the two subject-
matters in a Debate should be ‘Opposed to each other’
involves the first two requirements so that the separate
statements of the first two requirements either involve
tautology or carry no sense. As regards the fourth
requirement viz., that the ‘nature of the two subject
matters must be ‘thoroughly unknown at the time the
Debate commences the Jaina thinker’s view is that this
is not an invariable requirement. He admits that when
the subject-matter in a Debate is something about the
One-completely-devoid-of-all-forms-of-attachment (VI-
tarfga, the supramundane Liberated Being), it is true
that the debated matters are not fully understood at
the time the discussion begins. But in a Dcbate where
one party’s aim is simply to gain a victory over h.is
Opponent it cannot be said that the subject-matiers in
dispute are thoroughly unknown; for, such a disputant
would never enter into a debate unless he understood



618 Pramdna-naya-tattvalokalasikarah: VIII, 1.

at least his own position thoroughly. Then again, the
matters in a Debate regarding even the Vitaraga,
referred to above, may be undetermined at the time
the Debate begins but they may not be thoroughly un-
determined; for, such a Debate may arise when one
of the parties to the Debate has a reasonable doubt or
but a hazy conception about these matters. In a debate
where one of the parties wants simply to gain a victory
over his opponent, he is, as already pointed out,
thoroughly acquainted with the nature of his own
stand-point. The Disputant (vddi) in such a case is
from the very start convinced of the validity of his
own contention through the Pramanas e.g., of the pro-
position that ‘Sound is eternal,” and advances the argu-
ments in support (s@dhana) of his contention to set
aside the possible counter contention of his Opponent.
The Opponent (prativadi) again may similarly be con-
vinced from the very start of the Debate, of the validity
of his own theory, e.g., the proposition that ‘Sound is
non-eternal,” and put forward his arguments in reputa-
tion (dasana) of the Disputant’s contention. This is
the way in which the victory-seeking Debates are
carried on. In such debates, it cannot be said that the
matters in dispute i.e., the respective positions of the
parties are thoroughly unknown to the parties at the
start of the Debates.

The meaning of the Sutra under consideration is
thus as follows:—The two respective positions of the
two contending parties to a Debate should be such that
when attributed to one and the same object at one and
the same time the two positions would oppose each
other. An instance of two such mutually opposed
positions, as already referred to, would be, ‘An object
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i§ absolutely tatern_al’ ; ‘the very same object at the very
time when it is said to be absolutely eternal is in some
respects only eternal’. In a Debate, the Disputant
maintains one of these two mutually opposed positions
viz., either that ‘An object is absolutely eternal’ or that
‘An object is in some respects only eternal’ and his
Opponent holds the other view. Each party goes on
putting forward arguments which support his own
position and which refute the position of the other
party. A Debate is constituted of such argumentative
propositions, constructive (s@dhana) on the one hand
and destructive (diisana) on the other.

The argumentative propositions, both when con-
structive and when destructive, must always be correct,
i.e., based on the Pramanas. They should never be
fallacious. An argumentative proposition, when con-
structive, establishes a debater’s own theory; and when
destructive, it refutes his Opponent’s position. It is
obvious that a fallacious argument is incapable of
either supporting one’s own theory or setting aside the
view of his adversary. .

It may be asked, however: How can the Opponent
bring forward an argument against a doctrine which is
established by the arguments of the Disputant? How
can one and the same doctrine be established and
refuted? The answer is that the establishment of a
theory by the Disputant is provisional only and its
refutation by the Opponent is similarly not final, while
the Debate goes on. The Disputant advances argu-
ments in his own way and in accordance with a parti-
cular intention and so does the Opponent. As there
is no finality (unassailable determination or unassail-
able refutation of cither of the theories) during the
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course of the Debate, there is nothing inconsistent in
its continuation.

sTeEaHET foiy:, acafaiigs o o

prarambhakas’ catra jigisuly, tattva-nirninisus ca
121

TRANSLATION: In a Debate, the party who begins
is either one-who-wants-a-victory (jigisu) or one-who-
wants-to-determine-a-truth (tattvanirninisu).

CoMMENTARY: The party who begins the Debate
and whose object in opening the Debate is simply to
defeat his opponents, is called the Jigisu. He generally
begins with proud and pompous challenges, such as
“Q weak animals, at once leave this forest; for the Lion
is come”. “O you, thinker of the Sitapata (white-
robed) School: Why do you delude these innocent
disciples of yours by a display of your false bearing?”
“There is no Soul: Adrsta (the law that every act is
sure fo be followed by its fruit) is not proved. Future
life is impossible”. The Jigisu may also begin the
Debate by exciting the king in the following way,
without challenging his opponents directly: “In your
council, there is no one who is truly learned”. As
stated above, one who wants to determine truth
(tattvanirninisu) may also begin the Debate. He begins
in this way: “Well, fellow pupil! Is sound cternal in
some respects only or is it eternal absolutely 7’ Instead
of beginning in a doubting mood, he may also begin
as a potential truth-determiner in the following manner:
«Sound is eternal in some respects”.
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It may be that the Opponent is a, hxghly cultured
man and the Debate goes on with that wise and erudite
Opponent who argues with a collection of Disputants
on the other side. These Disputants arguing with that
single wise Opponent may be simple seckers of victory

(Jigisu) or seekers-of-truth (tateva-nirpinisu). The wise
Opponent though alone meets the Disputants and
through his knowledge and learning set aside the
views of the Jigisu Disputants or explains the truth to
the Tattva-mrnmlsu Dzsputants as the case may be.
On some occasions again, the Opponent may be one
who is a seeker of truth and may be met by a number
of Disputants. In this way, in a debate there may be
often-times more than one Disputant beginning the

Viada. . -

?amem-aawmw mvmgswnm CiNEG ]
fregfemityg: nzn’

svikrta-dharma-vyavasthapanartham xadlzana—dusa-
nabhyam param pardjetum icchur jigisuh 13 1

TRANSLATION: A seeker-of-victory (jigisu) is one
who wants to defeat another by advancing arguments
of proof and refutation in order to establish his own

contention.

© CoMMENTARY: A debater who is a Jigisu, puts
forward, for-instance, his contention that ‘Sound is
cternal in some respects’. Hel!would try to establish
his contention by advancing arguments which would
suppart his own proposition and arguments which
would go against the theory of his Opponent.
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a9 qed wiafasemfagweaffirg: oy u
tathaiva tattvap pratitisthapayisus tattva-nirpintsult
141

TRANSLATION: A seeker-of truth (tattva-nirninisu)
is one who wants to establish truth in those ways.

CoMMmENTARY: The second class of Debaters are
persons who are seekers of truth and who try to
establish truths, e.g., ‘Sound is in some respects eternal’
in the very same ways as a Jiglsu, i.e., by advancing
arguments of proof and refutation.

FWFEME@RAA G T N Y
ayam ca dvedha svatmani paratra ca 1 5 1 -

TrANsLATION: That is of two classes, viz., ‘In
himself®, and *In-others’.

CoMMENTARY: A Debater who is a Tattva-
nirninisu enters into a debate either for determining a
truth when his mind might have been in doubt or for
making others understand the truth out of kindness for
them. A sccker-of-truth may thus belong to one of
the two classes.

It may be said, however, that a Debater who wants
to convince others of some truth (a Tattva-nirpinisu of
the sccond Class) is but a Jigisu; for the Members
(sabhya) present in the hall of the debate would declare
his victory as soon as he convinces his Opponent of
the truth of his position. But the thing is that the
Tattva-nirpinisu is never desirous of obtaining a
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spectacular victory; he enters into the Debate simply
out of kindness for others whom he wants to teach
some truth. As the desire for victory is absent in him,
he cannot be called a Jigisu, although he actually
gains a victory and people call him victorious. There
is nothing inconsistent in his being victorious and
being not a victory-seeker. It is often found that a
person may not desire a thing; but owing to favourable
or unfavourable decrees of fate, hundreds of such
things are forced upon him and felt and enjoyed by
him, The fact is that the direct motive of a Jigisu in
entering into a Debate is to gain a victory while that
of Tattvanirginisu is to convince others of some truth.
Incidentaily of course, the Iatfer gains a victory but
as it was not the direct object of his entering into the
debate, a Tattvanirpinisu cannot be regarded as a

Jigisu.
arer: farmfE: wog
. adyal Sisyadile 1 6 1
TRANSLATION: The Disciples etc., belong to the
first class. :

CoMMENTARY: The Debaters who are after dis-
covering the truth themselves, the Tattva-nirpinisus of
the first Class are the Disciples, Fellow-students,

Friends etc. ,

fehtal it N

dvifiyo gurvadilt 1 71
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TRANSLATION: The preceptors etc., belong to the
second Class.

ComMENTARY: These debaters of the second
class of the Tattvanirpinisu, try to convince others of
the truths they know.

s fzfay: smmfmaame 3=t 9 ns i

ayam dvividhah ksdyopasamika-jiiana-sali kevali
ca 18

TRANSLATION: The second class has two groups:
viz., persons who are possessed of knowledge, arising
from the partial annijhilation and mitigation (of Karma-
forces) and persons who have the Pure Knowledge.

COMMENTARY: As said already, Teachers etc., are
the Tattva-nirninisu Debaters of the second class.
Teachers are persons who are possessed of knowledge
and as knowledge may be of two kinds so far as its
genesis is concerned, Teachers also are of two kinds.
Thus knowledge may be due to the partial annihila-
tion and mitigation (ksayopasama) of the knowledge-
obscuring (jiianavaraniya) Karma. Sensuous cognition
(mati) Scriptural knowledge (sruti) Clairvoyance (ava-
dhi) Telepathic knowledge (manali-paryiya) are modes:
of such knowledge. The first groups of Teachers are
possessed of any or all of these modes of imperfect
knowledge. Perfect knowledge, on the contrary, the
Kevala, is duc to the complete annihilation of the
knowledge—obscuring Karma and the Teachers who
are possessed of such knowledge are Omniscient Beings.



Pramaga-naya-tattvalokalaikarah: VI, 8, 625

It thus appears that in a Debate, the person who
opens it, may be one of these fours: (1) A Jiglsu
(2) A Tattva-nirpinisu-in-himself* (3) A Tattva-nirni-
nisu-in-others, who is possessed of imperfect know-
ledge and (4) A Tattva-nirninTsu-in-others who has
Pure Knowledge. It should be abserved that the class
of Jigisu-disputants has not all the sub-classes which
the class of Tattva-nirpinisu-disputants has. Thus, for
instance, a Jigisu would never attempt to gain a victory
over himself, sorthat ke cannot be a Jiglsu-in-himself.
The Kevall ie., the Omniscient Being, again, is a
Vitardga (devoid of all earthly desires and inclinations)
and never has the urge for defeating another; a Jigisu
cannot accordingly be a Kevalli. Gauda, Dravida etc.,
are names of countries; it would be unscientific to
class the Disputants as Gauda Disputants, Dravida
Disputants. Such a principle of classifying the Dis-
putants would not be consistent with the principle of
distinguishing the respective Limbs or parties to a
Debate (to be presently described) and the sub-classes
under such a classification would be endless.

A Jigisu is thus of one class only. He is a man
possessed of imperfect (ks@yopasamika) knowledge,
wanting_to gain a victory over another.

Then again, a Tartva-nirpinisu-in-mimsefl s not
the two subgroups which a Tattva-nirninIsu-in-others
has. For, a Kevali, the Omniscient Being, who has
already known all the truths, can never be under a
necessity to determine a truth for himsclf. A Tattva-
nirninisu of the first class, i.e., in-himself is thus always
a ';;ersén who has imperfect (ksdyopasamika) know-

ledge.
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T SRS s @ ] N

etena pratyarambhako’ pi vyakhyatali 191

TRANSLATION: By this, is also explained the’
nature of the person ‘who answers’.

CoMMENTARY: The person who opens the Debate
is the Arambhaka (one who begins) and the person
who opposes him is the Pratydrambhaka one who
answers. These are figuratively described as two con-
tending Elephants. The Pratyarambhaka has exactly
those four sub-groups which the Arambhaka, as shown
above, has. Now, the Arambhaka and the Pratya-
rambhaka being of four classes each, there may be
sixteen forms of the Viada or debate, so far as the
nature of the contending parties is concerned. Really,
however, there are only twelve kinds of the Viada in-
asmuch as (i) a Debate with a Jigisu as the Disputant
and a Tattvanirninisu-in-himself as the Opponent
(ii) a Dcbate with 2 Tattvanirninisu-in-himself as the
Disputant and a Jigisu as the Opponent (iii) a Debate
with a Tattva-nirninisu-in-himself as the Disputant
and a Tattva-nirninisu-in-himself as the Opponent and
(iv) a Debate between two Kevalins are impossible.
Thus where the Disputant is a Jigisu, the Opponent
may be cither (i) a Jigisu, or (2) a Tativa-nirpinisu-in-
others who is possessed of imperfect knowledge or
(3) a Kevall, but never a Tattva-nirninTsu-in-himsclf.
Secondly, where the Disputant is a Tattva-pirninIsu-
in-himself, the Opponent is cither (4) a Tattva-nirni-
nlsu-in-others, who is possessed of imperfect know-
ledge or (5) a Kevall, but never a Jigisu or a Tattva-
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nirnin¥su-in-himself. Thirdly, where the Disputant is
a Tattva-nirninisu-in-others who is possessed of imper-
fect knowledge, the Opponent is either (6) a Jigisu or
(7} a Tattva-nirnipisu-in-himself or (8) a Tattva-
nirninisu-in-others who is possessed of imperfect know-
ledge or (9) a Kevall. Lastly, where the Disputant is a
Tattva-nirninisu-in-others who is a Kevall the Oppo-
nent may be either (10) a Jigisu or (11) a Tattva-
nirninisu-in-others who is possessed of imperfect know-
ledge or (12) a Tattva-nirninisu-in-himself, but never
a Kevali.

Thus so far as the respective parties to a Debate
are concerned, it may be one of the twelve forms.

AN S agKEnT 9giE 0§, SaAEt-
SUGENTY FaIIeaaeqTigEheamg: 1 go 1

tatra prathame prathama-trfiya-turlydnam catu-
ranga eva, anyatanasydpy angasyapaye jaya-pardjaya-
vyavasthadi-danisthyapattelh 1 10

TRANSLATION: (The trapslation is not literal but
it correctly represents the meaning of the Sttra). Where
the Disputant is a Jigisu and his Opponent is either a
Jigisu or a Tattva-nirpinisu-in-others who Is possessed
of imperfect knowledge or a Kevali, the Debate must
have four limbs; for, in the abseace of any onc of
these Limbs, the decision about victory, defeat etc.,

becomes impossible.
COMMENTARY: It has been said above that where

the Disputant is a JigTsu, his Opponent is either a
Jiglsu or a Tattva-nirninisu-in-others who is possessed
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of imperfect knowledge or a Kevall. In such a debate,
there must be four Parties (literally, Limbs). There
must be the two Parties viz. the Disputant and the,
Opponent. This goes without saying; for no Debate
is possible without them. The other two Limbs of a
Debate, to be described later on, are also indispensable
in such a debate, where the Disputant is a Jigisu. In
a Debate where the Opponent is a Jigisu like the Dis-
putant, the presence of the other two Limbs or Parties
is necessary for preventing the obstruction of the deci-
sion about victory or defeat caused by the fraud,
wrangling etc., of the two contending Debaters as also
for awarding rewards etc., Even in a Debate in which
the Opponent is either a Tattva-NirninTsu-in-others
who is possessed of imperfect knowledge or a Kevali,
the two Limbs other than the debating Parties are
necessary, if the Disputant be a Jigisu. These two
Limbs are necessary for preventing the commission of
fraud and wrangling etc., by the Jigisu Disputant. The
Jigisu Disputant himself also insists on the presence of
those two Limbs in order that he, when victorious may
be duly honoured and awarded the rewards. Thus it
is that in a Debate of the kind under consideration,
there must be the four Limbs or Parties.

It should be observed in this connection that if
one of the debating Parties is a Tattva-nirninisu-in-
himself there cannot be a Jiglsu either as the Disputant
or as the Opponent. One not knowing the truth in
himself would not feel tempted to teach his JigTsu anti-
party; nor would he be able to determine the truth for
himself by entering into a Debate with a Jigisu. For
similar reasons, if one of the debating Parties is a
Tattva-nirninisu-in-himself, there cannot be a Tattva- -
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nirpinIsu-in-himself, either as the Disputant or as the
Opponent.

In other words there cannot be a real debate
where one of the debaters is a Tattva-nirpinTsu-in~
himself and the other is either a Jigisu or a Tattva-
nirninisu-in-himself and the question of the Limbs in
the Debate does not arise in such a case.

fodid qatae iy gosg: Sl swgeie g
dvitiye triiyasya kadacid dvyangal kadacit try-
angah 111 ) - -

TRANSLATION: (The translation is not literal but
it correctly represents the meaning of the Sttra). When
the Disputant is a Tattva-nirninIsu-in-himself and his
Opponent is_a Tattva-nirninisu-in-others who is pos-
sessed of imperfect knowledge, the debate has in some
cases two Limbs and in some, three,

COMMENTARY: It has been said above that where
the Disputant is a Tattva-nirninisu-in-himself his
Opponent is either a Tattva-nirpinisu-in-others who is
possessed of imperfect knowledge or a Kevali. In the
first case, the Debate is either two-limbed or three-
limbed. If the Opponent is fully competent to convince
the Disputant, there need not be the other two Limbs,
viz., the President and the Members; because in such
a Debate the motive of the two debating Parties in
holding the discussion is simply to learn and to teach,
irrespective of any victory or defeat on any side and
there is no chance of any fraud or quarrel nor any
question of awarding rewards. But if in such a Debate,
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the Opponent in spite of his best efforts is unable to
determine the truth, Members are required to deter-
mine it and the debate becomes thereby three-limbed.
It should be observed that as there is no chance of
quarrel etc., between the debating Parties and no
desire for getting any reward in any of the debating
Parties, there need not be any President in such a
Debate, although the two debating Parties may want
the presence of Members; the debate in such a case is
three-limbed and not four-limbed.

qAT FAFEIATA 1 g3 1

tatraiva dvyangas turiyasya 1t 12 |

TrANSLATION: (The translation is not literal but
it correctly represents the meaning of the Stitra). Where
again the Disputant is a Tattva-nirninIsu-in-himself
and his Opponent is a Tattva-nirninisu-in-others who
is possessed of perfect knowledge, the Debate has two
Limbs.

COMMENTARY: In such a Debate, the Omniscient
Teacher is fully competent to determine the truth, so
that the Vada has two limbs viz., the Disputant and
the Opponent only; there need not be any President or
Members here.

A TANTEAT A qEEd 023 U
tritye prathamadinaip yatha-yogam phrvavat 1 13 1

TrANSLATION: (The translation is not literal but
it corrcctly represents the meaning of the Saitra). Where



Pramdzxa-naya-lalndlnk&laizkdmlu Vi, 13, 14, 631

the Disputant is a Tattva-nirninisu-in-others who is
possessed of imperfect knowledge, (i) the Debate has
four. limbs, if his opponent is a Jiglsu; (ii) the Debate
has sometimes two Limbs and sometimes three Linibs,
if the Opponent is either a Tattva-nirninisu-in-himself
or a Tattvanirninisu-in-others who is possessed of
imperfect knowledge; (iii) the Debate has two Limbs
if the Opponent is a Tattva-nirninisu-in-others who is
possessed of perfect knowledge.

ComMENTARY: The reasons for the respective
numbers of the Limbs in the three cases of the Debate
as contemplated in the Sutra, will be found in the Com-
mentaries of the Sutras preceding it.

Such is the wonderful nature of human ignorance
that an ignorant man would consider himself a wise
teacher and would go so far as to eater into a Debate
with the Omniscient Lord to teach him some truth!
Yet such is the infinite mercy of the Lord that he would
tolerate the impertinence of such a man and teach him
the truths which he ought to learn! -

FOA ST 0 eE 1

turiye prathamadinim evam 1 14 1

TransLATION: (The translation is not Iiteral but
it correctly represents the meaning of the Sitra),
Where the Disputant is a Tattva-nirpinisu-in-others
who is possessed of perfect knowledge, (i} the q_ebate
has four Limbs, if his Opponent is a Jigisu; (ii) the
Debate has two Limbs if his Opponent is eithcr‘ a
Tattva-nirninTsu-in-himself or a Tattva-nirninIsu-in-
others who is possessed of imperfect knowledge.
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the Opponent in spite of his best efforts is unable to
determine the truth, Members are required to deter-
mine it and the debate becomes thereby three-limbed.
It should be observed that as there is no chance of
quarrel etc., between the debating Parties and no
desire for getting any reward in any of the debating
Parties, there need not be any President in such a
Debate, although the two debating Parties may want
the presence of Members; the debate in such a case is
three-limbed and not four-limbed.

AT FAFEATE 1 g3 1

tatraiva dvyangas turiyasya 1 12 1

TRANSLATION: (The translation is not literal but
it correctly represents the meaning of the Sutra). Where
again the Disputant is a Tattva-nirpinisu-in-himself
and his Opponent is a Tattva-nirninTsu-in-others who
is possessed of perfect knowledge, the Debate has two
Limbs.

COMMENTARY: In such a Debate, the Omniscient
Teacher is fully competent to determine the truth, so
that the Vada has two limbs viz., the Disputant and
the Opponent only; there need not be any President or
Members here.

A TEATEHAT AR qEad 093
triiye prathamadinam yatha-yogam parvavat 1 13 1

TraANSLATION: (The translation is not literal but
it correctly represents the meaning of the Stitra). Where
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the Disputant is a Tattva-nirpinisu-in-others who is
possessed of imperfect knowledge, (i) the Debate has
four limbs, if his opponent is a Jiglsu; (ii) the Debate
pas sometimes two Limbs and sometimes three Limbs,
if the Qpponent is ejther a Tattva-nirninisu-in-himself
or a Tattvanirninisu-in-others who is possessed of
fmperfect knowledge; (iii) the Debate has twao Limbs
if the Opponent is a Tattva-nirninisu-in-others who is
possessed of perfect knowledge.

COMMENT»}RY: The reasons for the respective
numbers of the Limbs in the three cases of the Debate
as contemplated in the Satra, will be found in the Com-
mentaries of the Stitras preceding it.

Such is the wonderful nature of human ignorance
that an ignorant man would consider himself a wise
teacher and would go so far as to enter into a Debate
with the Omniscient Lord to teach him some truth!
Yet such is the infinite mercy of the Lord that he would
tolerate the impertinence of such a man and teach him
the truths which be ought to learn! -

| g AR 1 e¥

turiye prathamadinam evain 1 14 1

TrRANsLATION: (The translation is not literal but
it correctly represents the meaning of the Sitra).
Where the Disputant is a Tattva-nirpinIsu-in-others
who is possessed of perfect knowledge, (i) the debate
has four Limbs, if his Opponent is a Jigisu; (i) the
Debate has two Limbs if his Opponent is cither a
Tattva-nirpinisu-in-himself or a Tattva-nirninisu-in-
others whao is possessed of imperfect knowledge.
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CoMMENTARY: The reasons for the respective
numbers of the Limbs in the two cases of the Debate
as contemplated in the Sttra will be found in the com-
mentaries of the previous Sitras.

FifanfaTraE AR 02y

vadi-pratividi-sabhya-sabhapatayas’ catvary angani
1151

TRANSLATION: (The translation is not literal but
it correctly represents the meaning of the Sutra). The
Disputant, the Opponent, the Members and the Presi-
dent are the four Limbs (i.e., Parties) in a Debate.

CoMMENTARY: This is clear.

HFAFHRTETET  Aeoviaueaan arfzafa-
arfeEt o gg

prarambliaka-pratyarambhakav eva malla-prati-
mallanyayena vadi-prativadinauw 1 16 1

TRANSLATION: The Disputant and the Opponent
are like two wrestlers, the first begins and the other
answers.

CoMMENTARY: The Viadi (Disputant) and the
Prativadi (Opponent) arc like two contending fighters.

AT Tqqereanms faqears foataramml:
FF U g0 1
pramanataly  sva-paksa-sthapana-pratipaksa-prati-
ksepavanayolt karma 1 17 1
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TRANSLATION: What each of them is to do is
both to establish his own postion and to refute that of
the other in accordance with the Pramianas.

CoMMENTARY: Each of the Disputant and the
Opponent must do both the things: on the one hand,
each of them must establish his own position and on
the other, refute the theory of his adversary. The
simple establishment of one’s own position without the
refutation of the objector’s theory or the simple refuta-
tion of the adverse theories without the positive estab-
lishment of one’s position is valueless, inasmuch as no
truth is firmly and, convincingly established thereby.
It is not uncommon, however, that when the first Party
has stated and supported his position and it is time for
the second Party to refute the first Party’s contention,
the Second Party being unable to do so keeps silence;
in such cases, the first Party’s theory is established and
this establishment of the first Party’s theory is by itself
the refutation of the Second Party’s case. Similarly,
when one Party shows that the contention of his
adversary involves contradiction or fallacies like that,
this refutation of his adversary’s theory is by itself-the
establishment of the Party’s own position.

afasfrrffrgraacadoaTnargarasta-
WEATHRHTEAEREAIAHAT Tl 10 g5 1)

vﬁa’x’-pratirEdi—sia‘dlenra-laltva—uadi;i_zatm—ri/x&rmj&-
bahusrutya-pratibha-ksanti-madhyasthyair ubhayabii-
matal sabhyal 118 1

TRANSLATION: The Members are such as arc
approved by both (the Disputant and the Opponent)
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and are well aware of the nature of the positions of the
Disputant and the Opponent, have the power of reten-
tion, are erudite (intellectually) brilliant, forgiving and
strictly impartial.

COMMENTARY: Preferably, the Sabhyas (Members
who are to manage the debate, should be three, four
or more in number. Where so many Members are not
available, one or two may do. The Members ought to
fulfil the following six requirements:—1. First of all,
they should be fully conversant with the nature of the
theories of the contending Parties. One may be very
erudite, yet not conversant with the nature of the
contending Parties’ respective theories. Unless the
Members are fully aware of the nature of the Debaters’
theories, they are incompetent to determine whether a
Party’s arguments are right or wrong. 2. Again, mere
knowledge in the Members is useless so far as their
judgement about the rightness or the wrongness of the
Parties, arguments are concerned unless they have the
power of fully understanding and mentally retaining
the arguments, advanced by the contending Parties.
3. Sometimes, the Debating Parties may, in order to
make a parade of their knowledge, incidentally talk of
matters which are not stirctly relevant; the Members
must be well-versed enough to judge the value of these.
4. The Members must themselves be intellectually
brilliant; otherwise they would be unable to decide the
soundness or otherwise of the arguments, evolved by
the Parties in accordance with their respective intel-
lectual brilliance. 5. A contending Party may somec-

times use harsh words; even in such a case, the Members
must maintain an equable temper and be forgiving.
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They should on no accasion get angry or lose temper;
for, this would prevent the determination of the truth
as the upshot of the debate. 6. Partiality in Members
would fead them to decide the rightness or the wrong-
ness of the arguments advanced by the contending
parties, in an untrue manner; accordingly, the Members
must be strictly impartial.

Lastly, the Members in a Debate ought to be
persons whom both the Disputant and the Opponent

have faith,

FTATESEFEE 9T FAHT 1) 93 1
vadi-prativadinor yathayogam vada-sthanaka-katha-
visesangikaranagravadottara-vada-nirdesal sadhaka-
badhakoktiguna-dosavadhiranam yathavasaram tattva-
prakas katha-vir nam yathi-saibhavan sabha-
yam katha-phalakathanam caisam karmani 1 19

TRANSLATION: Their businesses are to make the
debating parties accept the usual prescribed forms in
regard to the points at issue, to determine their right
to the priority or the posteriority of speech, to find out
the merits and the demerits of the supporting and the
contradicting arguments, to stop where necessary the
Debate by revealing the truth and to declare truly the
result of the Debate before the assembly.

CoMmMENTARY: The Members are to make the
parties to the Debate agree to the prescribed formula,
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viz., that they are to indicate the points at issue un-
ambiguously etc. The Members are to determine which
of the parties is to begin and which, to reply. They
are to measure the relevancy and the irrelevancy of the
arguments, advanced by the Debaters and to decide
which arguments support the theory of a party and
which go against it. Where one of the parties, on
account of dullness or obstinacy does not accept the
theory of his opponent although well-established -by
him and not stop from further arguing, or where both
the parties go astray from truth and continue arguing
pointlessly, it is the Members who stop them, by them-~
selves revealing the truth. And finally the Members
declare the victory of or the defeat of the parties in
their Debate which is thus set at rest by their declara-
tion. These are the duties of the Members.

IR SRTATIEaATe: Tamid: (o N

prajia-jiaisvarya-ksama-madhyasthya-saripannal
sabhapatih 1 201

TransLATION: The President (sabhapati) is to be
a man _of knowledge, of commanding authority, of
forgiveness and of impartiality.

CoMMENTARY: The Members, as described above,
are themsclves incapable of any fraudulent dealing, but
a Disputant or an Opponent, if he is a Jigisu, may
often act deceitfully, so much so that at times even the
Members are imposed upon and confounded. Hence
in such a Debate, an intelligent President is indis-
pensably necessary, to detect the fraudulent dealings of
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any party. The President should not only be an intelli-
gent man but he must also be'a man of comn{anding
authority, At the same time, he should not be of an
irritable temper. Want of forgiveness in the President
destroys the Debate itself. The President should be
strictly impartial. If he be partial in any way, the
Members become cowed down so that the Debate
becomes scandalous and the Members become in-
capable of declaring the real truth found out as the
result of the Debate.

a‘rﬁ‘«ml‘«fmmﬁ'@fﬁ'ﬁ
‘ B TR Y

vadi-sabhyabhihitavadharana-kaloha-vyapohadikan
casya karma 1 21 |

1
_ ,TransLATION: His: duty.is to determine the
matter stated by contending parties and the Members,
to reconcile disputes etc., etc.

COMMENTARY: The President is to determine the
meaning of what is stated by the debating Parties and
the Members. He is to stop the quarrels, if any, between
the contending Debaters. The Disputant and the
the Opponent might, for example, have agreed at the
time they entered into the Debate, that the Defeated
Party would be the disciple of the victorious Party; at
the end of the Debate, it is the duty of the President
to see that the Parties fulfil what they stipufated at the

outset. The President jis to distribute the rewards

also.
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aferirgasten araravame vgat awead | R] 1L

sajigisuke’smin yavat-sabhyapkesam sphiirtau vakta-
vyam 122

TRANSLATION: In a debate, which has one or
more Jiglsus. Parties may talk as many times as they
can, provided the Members suffer them to do so.

CoMMENTARY: A Debate may have one or more
Jigisus on one or both sides. A JigIsu wants to have
victory by establishing his own position and refuting
his opponent’s theory. In such a Debate, there is no
fixed rule as to the times, the victory-seeker is to speak.
The Members watch his power and skill regarding his
establishment of his own theory and his refutation of
his Opponent’s contention, so that a Debate in which
there is a Jiglsu, the Jigisu may go on speaking as many
times as he can, until he is stopped by the Members.
The Members allow the speaker to go on, so long as he
talks relevantly but when his tatks are irrelevant, they
stop him.

A Disputant may be an aggressive Jigisu, so much
so, that he directly enters into the Debate-struggle by
attacking his Opponent’s theory. In such a Debate,
the aggressive Disputant has the right to begin. 1f the
Disputant do not take an aggressive attitude like that,
the Members may ask him to take an aggressive atti-
tude, in which case also, he has the right to begin.
Thereupon, the Disputant in the presence of the
Members and the President, must state before the
Opponent, the arguments in support of his theory, to
the best of his intclligence, unreservedly. If, for some
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reasons, the Disputant be unable to open the Debate
in the above manner, then the Members who are
strictly just and impartial, are to ask the other side to
begin the Debate, in order that the respective powers
and skill of both the Disputant and the Opponent, in
establishing and refuting theories may be tested.

It may be said that as the Disputant instead of
beginning the Debate keeps silence in the above case,
he should be taken as one vanquished so that the
Opponent should not be called upon to begin the
Debate (as stated above). The view, however, is not
correct. Because the Opponent has his own theory and
if he too, like the Disputant, does not support his
theory, he cannot be said to be victorious, or in other
words, the position becomes this that the Opponent is
neither victorious nor defeated. In such a case, it is
accordingly creditable for the Opponent to begin the
Debate, when the Members calt upon him to do so.

Where, however, both the Parties viz., the Dis-
putant and the Opponent refrain from opening the
Debate, they do practically avoid it and are to be ordered
out from the debating hall by the Members.

A Disputant should put forward his Reason in
such a way that thereby either his own theory is posi-
tively established or his adversary’s theory is negatived.
An example of the former manner of arguing is, ‘A
living Body has a soul; because the phenomenon of
having life etc., is otherwise’ un-obtained’; an exam_ple
of the latter manner of arguing would be, ‘This living
Body is not without a soul; because (of the Reason,
stated above). .

While putting forward his arguments, a debater
should avoid irrelevant matters (arthantara), as much
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as possible. It is true that the introduction of irrelevant
matters does not always render impossible the estab-
lishment of one’s own theory or the refutation of his
adversary’s position and thereby does not always stop
a debate. Still it is to be remembered that in a Parartha-
numana or ‘argument-intended-for-others’ the speaker’s
merits and faults are also taken into consideration, so
that a Debater should always try to leave no scope for
adverse criticism and should always talk of that much
as is clear (avadata).
Take for instance the case of a Debater who wants
to prove the ‘Impermanence of Sound’. He goes on
saying: ‘At the outset the Air which is called Prina is
pushed upwards from the navel. This Air is then
located in one of such places as the Heart etc., by efforts.
The Air thus located, affects that locus. From that
place, Sound is generated.” Thus making an elaborate
statement about the place of the genesis of Sound,
as described in the Siksa-siatra and a further statement
about the manner in which the Sound enters one'’s
Ears, he puts forward the Reason (for his theory), viz.,
that ‘such a Sound is impermanent because it is the
result of the effort’. And thercafter, he introduces
his Examples of Clothing i.e., Cloth ete., arc produced.
He thus cannot finish his opening arguments within
a reasonable time. How will his Opponent then have
an opportunity to spcak? This manner of arguing is
certainly to be avoided.
Then again, the rule is not to be forgotten that
‘ong is to usc words just to convince others’. Accord-
ingly, a Debater is to talk of that much only, as is
desired by others. It is often found that of two Debaters,
one who talks of his own lincage ctc., is disregarded by
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?he audience who insist on arguing on the point at
issue only. }

.+ What then is meant by avadita (ie., clear) the
matter in which a Debater is to confine his talks’? A
matter is Avadata i.e., clear and relevant, which when
talked of by a Debater does not give rise to the least
trouble or difficulty in the minds of his attentive
audience. A debater should remember that the in-
telligent .persons who are listening to him attentively
are extremely tender-hearted because of their constant
attachment to real wisdom and are hurt.-as soon as
any obstacles are put in the way of their determining
the point at issue in the Debate by the introduction of
irrelevant matters etc., by the Debater. Accordingly a
Debater’s arguments in support of his own proposi-
tion or in refutation of his adversary’s theory should
always be free from the fauits of introducing irrelevant
matters (arthantara), of being insufficient (wyanat@), of
being painful (k/istard) and of other faults.

(1) The first of the above-mentioned faults (art/an-
tara) has already been described. (2) The defect of
Insufficiency (nyiinatd) arises in a Debate where a
lesser number of statements are made than are pres-
cribed. A Naiydyika maintains that a syllogism should
have five limbs; hence, his argument would be wrong,
if he states e.g. four of those limbs only. (3) An argu-
ment again becomes Painful (klista), when the parts of
it which are related or stated out of their orders.
Take for example, the argument; ‘Whatever is a pro-
duct: And that is a product: Like a Pitcher: Is acco.rd-
ingly impermanent: Is impermanent: Because of being
a product; Sound is impermanent’. (4) In the next
place, an argument should be free from the defect

26
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known as the Neyartha, i.e., Something, the signi-
ficance of which is not apparent but is to be gathered.
Take, for instance, the argument: ‘Sound is imperma-
nent; because it is that which has two ‘Ka’s in it.” The
Debater means to say that 2 Sound is impermanent
because it is a product, ‘Krtaka’, an expression which
has two ‘Ka’s as its component letters. (5) Another
defect in an argument is to use expressions which are
grammatically wrong (vyakarana-sariskara-hina). (6)
An argument should always be cogent and must not
contain a statement which is ‘incapable’ (asamartha) of
proving the point at issue. This defect is illustrated in
the argument: ‘That Reason does not establish the
given Proven; hence that Reason contradicts the given
Proven’. (7) Another defect in an argument would be
to use Indecent (asli/a) expressions. (8) Redundant and
meaningless expressions (nirarthaka) should be avoided
in arguments. (9) Lastly, the Debater should sce that
his argument does not present the important part of a
proposition in an improper manner or assign to it a
secondary place (aparamyrsta-vidheydrsa). For example
his argument should not be like this: ‘Non-eternal-
Sound, because of its being a product’. Here ‘non-
elernity’ is to be established about ‘Sound’; and
accordingly, ‘non-eternity’ is to be predicated in a dis-
tinct manner and not jumbled together with ‘Sound’ in
a compound expression like ‘Non-eternal-Sound’. The
substantive i.c., Sound about which the predication is
made, should also be stated first. Thus, the argument
should have been put in the form, ‘Sound is non-
cternal; because of its being a product’.
The above are some of the defects which a Dis-
putant should always try to avoid; otherwise he would
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be considered as not worthly of being respected.
The Opponent, in order to establish his respectability
should expose the above defects, if any, in the
argument of the Disputant and at the same time be
careful about putting forward reasons in support of
his own theory and in refutation of that of the Dis-
putant. The Opponent would not be declared victorious
if he does nothing more than exposing the above
Defects in the argoment of the Disputant; for, as
Akalanika has said, if any and every defect in ome’s
argument were to establish his defeat, repetitions and
rhetorical inaccuracies also’in one’s argument would
then ensure his defeat in a debate,

A question arises as to, whether a Disputant, while
stating his Reason in his opening argument should at
the same time also ‘purge it of faults (kantakoddhira,
literally, ‘rooting out the thorns’). The answer is that
it may be left to his option. If he does not do it, there
is neither any merit nor any wrong, attributable to his
act. If he does not ‘root out the thorn’ he misses an
opportunity of showing his skill; accordingly, not ‘to
root out the thorn’ cannot be said to be a merit in his
argumentation. At the same time, it cannot be looked
upon as a defect. For, an argument becomes defective,
only when it dacs not refute the charge of being falla-
cious, actually levelled against it by the objector; so
long, however, as that charge is not actually leyellcd
against it by the objector, it is under no necessity of
refuting the charge and does not become defective, for
not refuting it. It may be objected that although the
Reason put forward by the Debater may be a compe-
tent one, he, by not proving its competency, allows 2
Doubt to appear regarding it and thereby begins with
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a Reason which is ‘unproved’ so that it is-incumbent
on a- Debater to begin by purging the Reason of
‘faults’. The objection is unfounded. For, in whom
is the Doubt raised, in the Disputant, in the Opponent
or in the Members? The Doubt cannot be in the mind
of the Disputant, for he enters into the Debate with
firm faith in the competency of his Reason, even if it
has not the competency. In the case then, where the
Reason has the competency, is the Disputant to estab-
lish that competency of the Reason by adequate proofs
for the purpose of removing the Doubts in the minds
of the Opponent or of the Members? Now, if the
competency of the Reason is thus to be established by
adequate proofs, the adequacy of the proofs, again,
are to be established by further proofs; if this is not
done, there would again arise doubt. And if this is
attempted to be dome, further proofs of these proofs
will be called for, and so on, involving Anavastha or
Infinite Regression. The objectors may contend that
the attempt to show the competency of the Reason
need not involve Infinite Regression. The reasoning of
a Disputant is Paridrthdnumina or ‘reasoning intended
for others’ in the case contemplated here. In Svarthd-
numina or ‘reasoning by and for one’s own self’, the
Sidhya or what is to be proved follows from the Hetu
or the Reason and the Hetu is known for certain, by
perception etc.  In such a reasoning, there is thus no
Anavasthd. The objector states that like the Svirthd-
numina, the Pardrthinumina also in the case under
consideration need not involve any Anavasthd. This
contention of the objector is not serious. In the
Sviarthinumina, as stated above, the Hctu is known
by perception ctc; where there is a sufficient repetition
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is self-proved and becomes compefent to prove the
Sadhya, without the necessity of its competency being
shown to the arguer. In the same manner, in the
Pararthanumana also, there need not be any necessity
of the competency of the Hetu being shown.by the
Disputant; the Hetu may appear to be self-proved to
the Opponent and the Members, when there is a
sufficient repetition of the experiences of the Hetu in
them. The objector, however, argues that in a Parartha-
nuména, where there is no repetition of the experiences
about the Hetu, the Hetu is not self-proved but depends
on extraneous considerations for a belief in its compe-
tency; in such a case, the objector contends, the compe-
tency of the Hetu is to be shown by the Disputant in
his argument for enlightening the Opponent and the
Members about that competency. In answering this
contention of the objector, the commentator asks:
What, if the competency of the Hetu is not shown?
The objector answers, of course, that in that case,
Doubt arises, as said already. The commentator meets
this objection in this way: Where there is competency
in the Hetu and the competency is not shown to the
other party, you say that the other party fails in under-
standing the competency; can it not be said similarly
that even if there is doubt in the mind of the other
party, the Disputant, unless the Doubt is expressly
communicated to him, will fail to know its existence
there, and as such, will be under no obligation to
dispel it in his opening argument? ¥ the quector says
that the Disputant should by his own {n!clhgcncc guess
the presence of that Doubt in the mind of the other
party, it may be urged that the other party should by
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his own intelligence guess the competency of the Hetu
and need not expect an explicit establishment of it
from the Disputant at the very outset. If the objector
contends that the other party may want to examine
the Disputant’s capacity to establish the competency of
his Hetu and may not, for that reason, presume that
competency, it may similarly be urged in reply that
the Disputant also may want to test the other party’s
capacity in objecting to the competency of his Hetu
and may not, for that reason, presume a Doubt in
him. The objecter points out that the other party may
choose not to state his Doubt at the very outset but
may choosc to state it when his turn to ‘argue’ (i.c.,
to rcfute) comes, when he may put it forward as a
part of his argument to criticise the theory of the
Disputant. It may be urged in reply that when the
Opponent has stated his Doubt explicitly it would
then be for the Disputant in his next turn to reply (and
not, until then) to support his Reason and to remove
that Doubt in explicit language as a part of his argu-
ment for refuting the refutation of his theory by his
opponents. Besides, it should also be considered that
Doubt may arise on various grounds; one of these
grounds may be removed by the Disputant by guessing
it and by supporting his Reason, at the outsct; but
may arisc in the other party on another and still another
further ground; how will the Disputant be able to
puess all of them by and from himself and remove
them all at the outset? In fact, if he attempts to do
like thit, he will never be able to begin the format
formulation of his theory at all, Even if the Disputant
shows the competency of his Hetu at the outset his
Opponent on account of his extreme partiality to his
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own view may refuse to be convinced and allow the
Disputant to begin the statement of his theory. It is
often found that an Opponent misinterprets not only
the Disputant’s Reason but also the proofs that suppoart
that Reason. Accordingly, it may safely be said that
no fault attaches to the argument of a Disputant, if he
states his Reason and does not go on stafing at the
outset the proof supporting that Reason.

There is thus no merit neither any wrong in the
Disputant, if does not “root out the thorns” at the
outset.

If the Disputant chooses to ‘root out the thorns’
at the outset, he should confine his discourse only to
these points about which there may be a reasonable
Doubt or a real Dispute; if he proceeds in this way,he
is accepted as an intelligent man. This does not mean
that he is at the outset to deal with all the points which
are capable of being doubted. or disputed. Points of
Doubt or Dispute are numerous; who can ascertain or
set aside all of them at the outset? Accordingly a
Disputant is to deal with those points which are promi-
nent or which his intelligence may enable him to guess
at the outset. An opening argument attempting to do
more than this is vitiated by ‘faults’ like ‘the statement
consisting in proving what is already proved’. If the
Disputant goes on re-establishing what is already well
established, people not knowing when he would stop,
naturally become impatient. For, the Disputant after
supporting the Hetu by one set of proofs may choose
to support it by another set of proofs; he may do the
same thing with respect to the Sadhya also. The

result wonld be that there would not be any end to his

opening address. Hence it is that to support that
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his own intelligence guess the competency of the Hetu
and need not expect an explicit establishment of it
from the Disputant at the very outset. If the objector
contends that the other party may want to examine
the Disputant’s capacity to establish the competency of
his Hetu and may not, for that reason, presume that
competency, it may similarly be urged in reply that
the Disputant also may want to test the other party’s
capacity in objecting to the competency of his Hetu
and may not, for that reason, presume a Doubt in
him. The objecter points out that the other party may
choose not to state his Doubt at the very outset but
may choose to state it when his turn to ‘argue’ (i.e.,
to refute) comes, when he may put it forward as a
part of his argument to criticise the theory of the
Disputant. It may be urged in reply that when the
Opponent has stated his Doubt explicitly it would
then be for the Disputant in his next turn to reply (and
not, until then) to support his Reason and to remove
that Doubt in explicit language as a part of his argu-
ment for refuting the refutation of his theory by his
opponents. Besides, it should also be considered that
Doubt may arise on various grounds; one of these
grounds may be removed by the Disputant by guessing
it and by supporting his Reason, at the outset; but
may arise in the other party on another and still another
further ground; how will the Disputant be able to
guess all of them by and from himself and remove
them all at the outset? In fact, if he attempts to do
like that, he will never be able to begin the formal
formulation of his theory at all. Even if the Disputant
shows the competency of his Hetu at the outset his
Opponent on account of his extreme partiality to his
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own view may refuse to be convinced and allow the
Disputant to begin the statement of his theory. It is
often found that an Opponent misinterprets not only
the Disputant’s Reason but also the proofs that support
that Reason. Accordingly, it may safely be said that
no fault attaches to the argument of a Disputant, if he
states his Reason and does not go on stating at the
outset the proof supporting that Reason.

There is thus no merit neither any wrong in the
Disputant, if does not “soot out the thorns” at the
outset.

If the Disputant chooses to ‘root out the thorns’
at the outset, he should confine his discourse only to
these points about which there may be a reasonable
Doubt or a real Dispute; if he proceeds in this way,he
is accepted as an intelligent man. This does not mean
that he is at the outset to deal with all the points which
are capable of being doubted or disputed. Points of
Doubt or Dispute are numerous; who can ascertain or
set aside all of them at the ontset? Accordingly a
Disputant is to deal with those points which are promi-
nent or which his intelligence may enable him to guess
at the outset. An opening argument atiempting to do
more than this is vitiated by “faults’ like ‘the statement
consisting in proving what is already proved’. If the
Disputant goes on re-establishing what is already well
established, people not knowing when he would stop,
naturally become impatient. For, the Disputant after
supporting the Hetu by one set of proofs may choose
to support it by another set of proofs; he may do the
same thing with respect to the Sadhya also. Thf:
resnlt would be that there would not be any end to his
opening address. Hence it is that to support that
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which is well-established is useless and should not be
done by a Debater.

At the same time, the Debater should see that in
order to'prove his theory (s@dhya), the Reason that he
puts Torward should be stated as something which is
already well-established. If the Reason be not presented
as something which is already well established the
argument comes to appear as an attempt to prove ‘an
unproved something by an unproved something’.
Where, however, the Hetu, although presented by the
Disputant as something already well established appears
to be of doubtful or of disputed validity, it is in such
cases that the supporting of the Hetu becomes neces-
sary. It is thus manifest that a matter should not be
proved to one who knows it to be already well estab-
lished. Consider, for instance, the case of a Buddhist
Debater who contends before a MImimsaka, ‘Sound
is non-eternal because it is existent’. Now, suppose
the Buddhist Disputant takes pains to prove that Sound
is “existing’ because of its being possessed of ‘practical
utility’ (artha-kriyg-karitva). The Buddhist argumenta-
tion is valueless and of no credit to the Debater, in-as-
much as the Mimamsaka agrees with the Buddhist in

maintaining that ‘existence’ implies ‘practical Utility’.
The Buddhist’s supporting the Hetu in his argument
amounts to proving what is already proved.

A Disputant is on the other hand admired by the
Members if he purges at the outset, his Hetu, of any
grounds of Doubt which he apprehends to be possibly
involved in it.

Thus it is that a Disputant may be compared with
a physician. Some physician may treat a discase, the
presence of which in the patient be from his previous
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experience, guesses to be possible; some physician
again treats the actual disease which he finds in the
patient; lastly, there may be a physician who treats a
disease, the presence of which in the patient is not a
fact because of its impossibility or of its actual absence.
The first of these physicians is the best of their class,
the second is next to him, the third isbad. In the same
manner, one Disputant who is considered to be the
best begins his argument by clearing his Reason of all
faults that may possibly be urged against it; the next
best Disputant is he who in his opening argument
clears his Hetu of the faults that are actually urged
against it by others; and the Disputant who in his
argument tries to clear the Hetu of the faults that are
neither actually urged against it by others nor can
possibly be urged by them is bad.

The rule in the debate has thus been stated by the
author of the Satgraha Sloka:—

“A Disputant should state his Reason at the out-
set in order to establish his theory. If he wants to
show his intelligence (and thereby to win the admira-
tion of the persons present) he should clear the Reason
of the faults”.

‘When the second turn, i.e., the turn for the Oppo-
nent comes, the Opponent also like the Disputant, for
the purpose of showing his theory to be faultless,
should state his Reason and present it as something
well established. He is to do two things viz,, sctting
aside his adversary’s theory and establishing his own
theory. There are cases in which both of these two
things may be effected in one and the same argument.
Suppose, for instance, a Disputant puts forward the
argument, ‘Sound is eternal, because it 15 2 product”,
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The Opponent may point out that the Reason in this
argument is a ‘contradictory’ (virnddha) one; that, in
other words, the fact of Sound being a Product proves
that Sound is ‘non-eternal’ If the Opponent succeeds
in this his contention, he thereby in and through his
this one argument (1) sets aside the Disputant’s theory
that ‘Sound is eternal’ and at the same time (2) estab-
lishes his own theory that ‘Sound is non-eternal’. And
not only does the Opponent win the victory in this
way but he wins it with considerable credit (praudhata).
In such a case, the Opponent’s mode of reasoning may
be compared with a combatant’s killing his adversary
with the adversary’s own weapon and at the same
time, saving his (i.e., the combatant’s) own life thereby.
}f on the other hand, the Opponent shows that the
Reason in the Disputant’s argument is ‘unproved’
(asiddha) or ‘doubtful’ (anaikantika) and at the same
time substantiates the counter-argument of his, ‘Sound
is non-eternal; because it is existent”, he wins the
victory only. If lastly, the Opponent is satisfied with
merely pointing out that the Reason in the Disputant’s
argument is Unproved or Doubtful and does not
attempt 1o establish his own theory that ‘Sound is non-
eternal’, he does not win any victory but is entitled to
respect and honour. In this connection, one should
note what Udayana has said viz., that the Opponent
should clearly understand the contention of the Dis-
putant and refute it and then positively establish his
own theory; if the opponent does not establish his own
position but remains content with simply criticising the
Disputant’s theory, he cannot be said to be victorious,
although he may be looked upon as a praiseworthy
(slaghya) hero, who, though not defending himselfl
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lilsmtl;eltf nevertheless stri!(es. at his adversary. Hence it
1at an Opponent wishing to have a victory with
credit, sho.uld state that the Reason in the Disputant’s
a‘rgume'nt is a Contradictory one and should substan-
pate thlS. as best as he can. If the Opponent succeeds
in showing that the Disputant’s Reason is a Contra-
dictory one, he is under no necessity of bringing for-
ward any fresh argument for establishing his own
theory; for, it is then redundant.

In the third turn, the Disputant may set aside the
Opponer}t’s criticism that the Disputant’s Reason is &
.Contradlctory one. In that case, when the fourth turnt
i.e., the next term for the Opponent comes, what the
Oppon.ent is to do, is to support his own previous
fefutat.wn of the Disputant’s Reason on the ground of
its .bfamg Contradictory. The Opponent is not to
criticise the Disputant’s Reason on any other ground
and establish his own theory in any other way. The
0?ponent is to stick to his opening criticism that the
Disputant’s Reason is Contradictory; for, otherwise
there would be no end to the Debate. Let us take up
the argument of the Disputant, Sound is eternal;
because it is @ product’. The Opponent raises the
objection that the Reason (i.e., the fact of being 2
product) in the disputant’s argument is Contradictory.
Now, the Opponent is to stick to this his criticism that
the Disputant’s Reason i Contradictory,
the Debate; in other words all his arguments arc to
be directed to this point and to this point only, that
“the fact of being @ product’ feads to ‘the fact of being

non-eternal’; the Opponent should not develop any

other argument 10 show that the Disputant’s Reason
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is otherwise fallacious also or to establish the Oppo-
nent’s own theory.

Suppose however, that in the fourth term, the
Opponent does not act in the above way i.e. does not
confine himself to supporting his criticism that the
Disputant’s Reason is contradictory. Suppose, the
Opponent instead of criticising in the fourth term the
Disputant’s criticism in the third term of the Oppo-
nent’s criticism in the second term attempts to refute
the validity of the Disputant’s Reason on fresh grounds
and to establish his own theory on other Reasons.
What will be the result? The Disputant will criticise
these fresh grounds and Reasons of the Opponent;
thereafter the Opponent will have recourse to other
supporting Reasons; and in this way, Anavastha or
endless Regress will be inevitable.

The Reason in the Disputant’s argument viz., ‘the
fact of being a product’ is at first criticised by the
Opponent as Contradictory, inasmuch as it proves
‘the fact of being non-eternal’. If, however, the Oppo-
nent gives up this criticism at the next term and instead
of basing the Contradictoriness of the Disputant’s
Hetu on ‘the fact of being a Product’ bases it on such
other grounds as the fact of being Existent:—well,
then, the Disputant will be at liberty to give up, in his
next turn, ‘his original Reason ‘the fact of being a
Product) and put forward fresh Reason e.g., ‘the fact
of being recognised etc.,” for supporting his theory
about the cternity of Sounds. And in this way, again,
another endless Regress becomes inevitable. .

Thus the fundamental rule for every Dcbater is
that he should never give up his position about the
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Reason once taken by him either about its affirmation
or about its refutation and take up another.

As in the case of the Disputant’s Reasonl being a
Contradictory one, so when the Paksa or ‘the Abode
9f what is to be proved’ in the Disputant’s argument
is shown to be falsified by Pratyaksa or direct percep-
tion, the Opponent succeeds in setting aside the Dis-
putant’s theory and establishing his own theory in
one and the same effort i.€., through one single argu-
ment. Sometimes however, the refutation of the Dis-
putant’s theory and the establishment of the Oppo-
nent’s own theory require two distinct efforts from

the Opponent. In such cases, the order is that the

Opponent is to set aside the Disputant’s theory first

and then to establish his own theory. Suppose, for

instance, the Disputant contends, ‘Sound is eternal;
is knowable’. Here

because it is visible’ of ‘because it
ent is first to refute the Disputant’s argu-

the Oppon
ment -by showing that the Disputant’s contention 18
the Oppo-

‘unproved’ and doubtful’ and thereafter, I
nent is to establish his ownt theory by supporting 1; b'y
such argument, as <Sound is non-eternal because it is

a product’.
y be said that when the Disputant’s

Here it ma
theory has been successfully demolished by the Oppo-
the Opponent to adduce

pent it is not proper for

arguments for the establishment of his own theory;
for, there can no more be any dispute with one who
is already vanquished “a further fight with one 'who
has entered the devouring mouth of Death, is neither
seen nor ever heard”. This is true if in the Disputant’s
Reason, the fallacy of Comradictoriness has been

successfully urged, but not in the case of any other
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A Debater is not entitled to give up his first-stated
Reason, when it is found fault with by his adversary
and for proving his thoery, to rely on a fresh Reason
even after setting aside the Reasons of the adversary,
for his own theory; for, as has already been pointed
. out, in such a case, there would be no end of the
Debate. Hence it is that a Debater’s victory in a
Debate is impossible, unless and until he sets aside
the objections to his own Reason, raised by his adver-
sary even though he succeeds in showing that his
adversary’s Reason is Contradicted. That victory is
assured when the Debater refutes his adversary’s
criticism of his Reason and points out that the adver-
sary’s Reason is Contradicted. Of all victories that is
the most glorious, which is won by one, setting aside
the theory of the adversary and establishing one’s own
position.

In the third term, thus, the Disputant is to criti-
cise the Opponent’s criticism of his theory and to re-
establish it by supporting his first-stated Reason. The
duties of the Debaters in the fourth, the fifth and other
terms, are to be determined in a similar manner.

FAHRRAMEIGE qrag aeatoE araeesia 9
Gl SIS WY

ubhayos tattva-nirninisutve yavatr tattva-nirnayam
yavat sphiirti ca vacyam 1 23

TRANSLATION: Where both the Debaters are
Tattvanirninisu i.c. desirous of determining the truth,
the Debaters are to argue, so long as the truth is not
determined and so long as argument is possible.
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COMMENTARY: As observed already one of the
Parties in a debate may be a “Seeker of the truth in
and for himself” and the other, a “seeker after con-
vincing others of the truth’; or both the Debaters may
be Tattvanirninisu-in-others ie. they must be after
convincing their other side of the truth. In such a
Debate, the Debate is to continue until the Truth is
finally determined provided the Parties be able to carry
on the Debate until the Truth is determined. If the
Parties are unable to determine the truth finally, the
Debate is to continue, so long as they can argue
honestly.

. .
Y aRTTReTTE TR areaeT i
qramed: afegs: 1
iti praména-naya-tattvalokalamkare vada-svariipa-
nirnayo namdstamal paricchedaly

TrANSLATION: Here ends the Eighth C_hapter of
the Pramana-Naya-tattvalokalamkidra, entitled The
Determination of The Nature Of The Vada (or the

Debate).
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GLOSSARY

A

Abhasa 507 *

Abkliva 80, 90, 94, 95, 96, 176, 307,
308, 309, 310, 312, 401, 506

Abhdva-navrtt 400

Abhava-pramana 176, 177

Abhavya 602, 608

Abhidhana 654

Abbhipsita 427

Abhivyakti 287

Abhranta 178, 381

Abhyssa 33, 32

Abhygsa-dass 75, 84

Adharma 522

Adhigati 412, 413

Adhikarana 440, 604, 616, 617

Adrsta 376, 577, 579, 580, 581, 582,
583, 585, 586, 587, 588, 589, 594,
620

Advaita 372, 506, 521, 580

Agama 90, 96, 177, 266, 267, 269,
272, 276, 278, 284, 285, 325, 358,
429, 552, 583

Agamaka 449, 450, 458

Agama-pramana 433

Aghati-karma 161

x irakrta-sidh:

Jh

Aksepa-kriya 379
Aksi 89
Alavkika 540
Anabhipreta-sidhya-dharma-vice-
saua 427
Anabhigsita, 18
Anabhivyakti 287
Anabhyasa-dasa 75
Anadhigata 17
Anadhigati~vyiivrtti 413
Anadhyavasiya 14, 29, 37, 48, 49,
486
Anxkantha 20, 410, 437, 438, 469,
474, 475, 482, 483, 484, 486, 595,
614, 650
Anarhia 382
Anaupidhika 197
Anavasita 617
Anavastha 30, 200, 309, 385, 393,
402, 567, 581, 644, 652
Anekéinta 484, 332, 368, 402, 428
Anindriya-nibandhana 421
Anindriya-pratyaksa 89, 99
Anirdhrta 427
Anitya 396
Antarvyipti 219, 220
Anu 188

31, 33, 45, 76, 90, 91,

&
videsana 483

Agnitva 303, 304

Aham\ara 569, 570, 571

Ahira-paryipti 161

Aitihya 4, 90, 96

Ajiana ¥33

Akalamka 643, 654

Akada 104, 105, 522

Alhyati 39, 43

Alifcithara 484, 485, 486

Akrama 374, 376, 378

Akrtabhyiagama 558

Alsa 89

Alsapida 319, 317, 505, 543

93, 96, 97, 177, 180, 183, 184,
185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190, 191,
201, 202, 209, 213, 214, 25, 221,
244, 247, 239, 254, 258, 261, 265,
267, 275, 276, 278, 282, 285, 286,
287, 289, 291, 309, 310, 3L, 3123,
324, 426, 429, 430, 451, 453, 473,
540, 551, 552, 583

Anuminabhiisa 426

Anupalabdhi 226, 248, 256, 257, 255,
259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265,
375, 462

Anupalabdhi-hetu 261

Anupalambha 184
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Anupiirvi 285

Anutpatti 94

Anuvada 654

Anvaya 239, 240, 241, 305, 392, 396

Anvaya-vyapti 186

Arnvaya-vyatireka 239, 241

Anyapoha 35, 230

Anyatariisiddha 439, 459, 460, 461,
462, 465

Anyathanupapatti1 93

Anya-vyavrtti 369, 370, 371

Anyonya-Sarhéraya 564

Apara-Samgraha 519, 521, 522, 523,
524

Aparinama 94

Aparotpatti-matra 593

Apauruseya 273

Apavarga 593

Apeksaniya 392

Aphala 413

Apoha 322

Apramana 73, 74, 75, 170, 185, 283,
332,413,432

Aprameya 70

Apramrsta-vidheyamsa 642

Aprasiddha-visesana 435, 436,437

Aprasiddha-videaya 435, 437

Aprasiddhobhaya 435, 437

Apratita 427

Aprayojaka 71, 479

Apta 271, 272,273

Apu 272

Apiirva 540

Aramd4, s

Arambhaka 626

Arcata 12

Ardrii 253

Arhat 163, 184, 283

Arhata 428

Arsa-sarhvedana 27

Artha 12, 49, 352

Artha-knyd 191

nina 78, 79, 83, 84

Artha-kryii-kiirasa 39, 379, 638

Arthintara 630, 641

Arthinupapidyaminatya 91.92

Arthapatti 68, 86, 90, 91, 92, 93, 282,
283, 285, 286, 293, 298, 506

Arthapatti-utthapaka-artha 91

Artha-prikatya 68, 86, 87

Arthitva 31, 32

Arthyamana 49
-Arya 278, 284 .
Asadharananaikintika 483
Asamartha 642

Asariipya-vyavrtt1 413
Asarvagata 577
Asata 161
Asat-khyati 42, 61
Asat-pratipaksata 193, 195, 202
Asattva 399, 400
Asiddha 18, 20, 376, 378, 381, 437,
438, 440, 447, 450, 457, 458, 459,
460, 472, 473, 484, 486, 650
Asiddha-sadhya-vyatireka 498
Aswddhati 211
Astddhi 614
Askhalita 396
Aslila 642
Asraya 455, 580
Asrayaikadetisiddha 443, 455, 456,
457
Asray digdha-vrttydsiddha 444,
457,458
Asrayasiddha 310, 443, 450, 451,455,
594
Asraya-vrtt) 458
Asva 532
Asvini 19
Asat1 539
Atindriya 597
Atprasakti 239, 240
Ativyipaka 17
Atma 94, 539, 615, 617
Atma-riipa 352
Atyantabhava 231, 308, 315
Atyantika 597
Aupidhika 570, 571
Ausnya 263
Ava 529
Asadiita 640, 641
Asvadhi 98, 624
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Avadhi-jiiana 423

Avadhita-visayatva 193, 195, 202

Avagraha 108, 422

Avintara-siminya 521

Avasthii 466

Avastu 35, 310

Avatjsthate 529

Aviya 109

Avayasva 67, 225

Avayavi 67, 543 .

Avidya 588

Avyikalpa 381

Avindbhiva 425

Avirati 599

Avnbhiva 440

Avicuddha 244, 256, 257, 258, 259,
260, 261

Aviruddha-anupalabdhi-hetu 256

Aviruddha-kirana-anvpalabdh 259

Bhanga 335, 350

Bharani 19, 324

Bharga 295, 256

Bhasa 297

Bhasi-Vargand 286, 297, 298

Bhatta 3, 66, 93, 506

Bhita-Prabhakara 213

Bhava 307, 308, 312, 401

Bhava-riipa 400

Bhisendriya 15

Bheda 39, 43, 46, 297

Bhedakhyit: 39, 43

Bhogayatana 548 ’

Bhoktrtva 571

Bhrinta 381

Bhiyodarsana 92

Brahma 60, 62, 64, 65, 302, 372

Brahmadvaita.vada 372

Brahmana 93, 94, 195, 292, 448, 449,
555

Brit -santdna 555

Aviruddha-hiry 259
Aviruddha-svabhava-anupalabdhi
7

25
Aviruddha-ppalabdhi 232, 245, 246,
24

7
Aviruddha-upalabdhi-hetu 233, 244,
247

Aviruddha-vydpaka-anupalabdhi
258

Avisariwiida 33
Avisaruvidaka 33
Avifesana 278
Aviévag-bhiva 386
Avyipaka 17

B
Biatiaka ab, &4 77 7R S0 & &
87,613
Badhaka-bhiva-jiidna 72, 82. 83
Bahirindriya 102
Bahirvyipti 219, 220
Bihuleya 293, 359
Baladeva 608
Barga 295
BhAgasiddha 442, 413

Brithmi-ghee 548
Brhaspat1 3, 539
Buddha 499, 500, 527
Buddhi 14, 31, 32, 571, 589, 592, 594,
601, 617
Buddhi-grahya 597
Buddhist 3, 11, 12, 14, 18, 29, 30, 31,
32,33,34,35, 36,37, 105,106,177,
178, 179, 180, 183, 184, 185, 186,
193, 196, 198, 199, 200, 202, 210,
211, 213, 233, 234, 235, 236, 321,
322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328,
329, 330, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377,
378, 379, 380, 381, 382, 383, 386,
387, 388, 435, 436, 440, 474, 483,
507, 553, 555, 556, 557, 558, 559,
KA ARG AR

[

Cantanya 561
Caitra 69, 166, 271
Cakradhara 612
Cakrala §4
Calraiartl 608, 609
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Canda-rudra 611

Carama-ariri 612

Carvika 3, 4, 90, 189, 190, 191, 505,
525, 539, 540, 541, 542, 543, 544,
545, 547, 548, 549

Caura 321

Cidriipa 69

Citra 260, 261

Da 533
Dandi 533
Dardh 529
Darsana 34, 35, 36, 108, 420
Dasaratha 212
Desa-krama 382
Devadatta 491, 532, 560, 91, 92 269,
414,456
Dharana 110
Dharavihika-pratyaksa 170, 171
Dharma 85, 189, 150, 191, 192, 193,
204, 223, 391, 395, 452, 515, 517.
518, 522, 604
Dharma-kirti 185, 201
Dharmintara 462
Dharmi 189, 190, 151, 199, 205, 206,
207, 208, 209, 210, 244, 309, 311,
391, 395, 437, 451, 473, 497, 515,
517, 518,602
Dharmi-svaripa-viparita 473
Dharmi-svaripa.viparita-sidhana
473
Dharml-viiera-viparita 473, 474
Dharml-viiesa-viparita-sidhana 473
Dharmottara 6, 12
Dhrauvya 396, 596
Dhvani 289, 290
Digambara 4, 588, 608, 610, 611, 612
Digdela-vyapadewa 105
Dugniga 201
Dikpata 602
Doxa 42,44, 45, 74, 80 81,82, 654
Drivida 628
Dravya 373, 512, $13, 513, $24, 896,
578

Dravyartha 512
Dravyarthika 512, 514
Dravya-Sakti 379
Dravyasthita 512
Dravyastika 512
Dravyatva 303, 521
Dravyendriya 15
Drona 96

Drstanta 213, 222, 244, 292, 311, 485
Drstanta-suddhi 272
Draya 35

Duhsama 602

Diasana 618, 619
Dvesa 601

Dvyanuka 25, 471

E

Ehadesasiddha 445
Eka-santina 468
Evambhita 526, 532, 533, 534

G

Ga 286, 287, 289

Gamaka 202

Ganadhara 2, 202, 273, 448, 462, 465,
612

Gandharva 422

Garga 96, 295, 296,

Gauda 625

Gaub 302

Ghatabhava 401

Ghatiikira 573

Garayd8,90,91, 173,174, 175,443,
481

Girim 3

Gdmisam 3

Go 270, 293, 294, 295, 297, 298, 304,
532

Go-abdatea 294

Go-tva 172, 293, 360

Grihaka 78

Guna 23, 74, 76, 77, 80, 51, 82,
331, 389, 513, 589, 616

Gumdeia 352
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H

Hetu 14, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,50, 71, 72,
93, 187, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192,
193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199,
200, 201, 202, 208, 209, 210, 211,
213, 214, 221, 222, 227, 236, 237,
242, 244, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251,
252, 253, 255, 261, 263, 264, 267,
270, 278, 279, 282, 292, 299, 310,
324, 336, 337, 373, 374, 376, 378,
381, 410, 437, 439, 440, 442, 443,
448, 449, 450, 452, 455, 456, 457,
458, 459, 460, 461, 462, 464, 465,
466, 467, 468, 469, 470, 471, 472,
473, 474, 475, 476, 479, 483, 484,
485, 486, 488, 494, 551, 552, 595,
596, 644, 645, 646, 647, 648, 649,
652

Hetu-suddhi 222

Hetvabhisa 38, 437, 448, 473, 484,
485, 486

Hintala 505

I3

Tha 110, 422
Tha-idam 565

lhedam 562

Indea 3, 531, 532, 533
Indriya 15, 16
Indriya-nibandhana 421
Indriya-pratyaksa 29
Yia3

Tivara 443

ltam4
Maretara-bhava Z3U

J

Jada 69, 561
Jagadadrstavadit 584
Jaghanya 222
Jaimini 80, 331
Jatatva 303

Janaka 32, 33

Jayanta 304, 305

Jigisu 620, 621, 622, 623, 625, 626
627, 628, 631, 636, 638 .

Jihma 296

Jijiiasa 72, 73

JHijiiasitatva 32

Jina 212

Jinadatta 173, 177

Jiva 111, 333, 522, 552

Jivanmukti 589

Jidna 49

Jrdnadvaita 14

Jaiana-santina 589

Jagnavaraniya 97, 624

Jiidpaka 202

JAata s
Jiatiram 4
Jiatdram visva-vastunah 4
Jaatatva 202

K
Ka 302

Kadicitka 571

Kila 194, 352, 522, 616, 617

Kila-Arama 382

Kalamara-sthayi 513

Katasura 281

Kalatram 529

Kalatyayapadisfa 486

Kalpa 280, 28]

Kamandalu 614

Kaniida 266, 267

Kanhana 373

Kantakoddhira 643

Kama 280

Kanyakubja 335

Rapifa 7, 203, 45, P8, 500, NS,
569, 570, 71, 387

Kiiraka 104, 105

Karana 233, 237, 243, 245, 251, 259,
263,381

Karana-anupalabdht 257

Kirana-guna.jaing 77, 82

Karana-hetu 236, 243, 245

Kirana-wiruddhahirya-upalabdhi
255
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Kiarana-viruddha-upalabdhi 255
Karika 281
Karma 60, 97, 112, 161, 545, 561,
581, 582, 587, 588, 589, 592, 599,
601, 605, 608, 610, 613, 624
Karnita 109
Karti 415
Kartrtvam 568
Kanya 161, 163, 233, 237, 243, 245,
250, 259, 263, 381
Kirya-anupalabdh: 257
Kiirya-aviruddha-upalabdhi-hetu
247
Kirya-hetu 245
Kirya-hiirana 236, 385, 593
‘Kitrya-hirana-bhina 555
Karya-kirya-aviruddha-upalabdhi
247
Kirya-viruddha-upalabdh: 254
Karya-syapaha-anupalabdhu 261
Kardya 581, 599
Kizmira 166
Kataka 373
Kathampeit tadiatmya 564
Kciava 609
Kevala 423, 624
Kesatanvaya 202
Kesala-vyatireht 207
Kevali 625, 627, 628, 629
Kevalin 581, 626
Khari 96
Khyat 35,43
Kh<a 641
Klistati 641
Krama 374, 376, 379, 382
Krama-bhini 513, 523
Krtaka 642
Krta-pranisg $5¢
Krttha k3, 450
Kriyh %6
Kundovinsths 65
Keanka 182
Kratnya 612
Foeava $x9
Kaayopatam 634
Redyeopaianaha 629

Kumara-sambhava 275
Kiitastha 567

L

Labdhi 15, 608, 609
Lanka 213

Lata 109

Laukika 273

Linga 93

Loka 429
Lohottara 293

M
Madhavi 106
Madhyama 222
Midhyandina 280
Magha 253
Maharddhi 611, 612
Mahi-siminya 521
Mamatya 605
Mantra 69, 425, 426, 476, 477, 478,
491, 392
Maina 188
Manah-paryaya 423, 624
Manas 16, 89, 99, 572, 578
Miinasa-pratyakea 29, 70, 94, 97
Mantra 104, 105
Manu 280
May 624
Maula-hetu 462, 463, 404
Mayi 612
Mckala-hanyaki <05
Mimimsaka 14, 16, 17, 66, 67, 68,
69. 70, 75, 77. 78, 80, 81, 82, 83,
&4, 85, 86, §7, 90, 100, 176, 432,
3, 640
Muthyitva S99
Mleccha 273, 284
Moha 181, 162, 163
Mohaniya 613
Moksa 273, 405, 574, &8%, S50, $92,
574, 596, S97, S4%, (01, (DS, (O,
€07, 608, ()
Mrgaarah 252, 253
Mrgzitres 282
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Muhiirta 245, 246, 252, 260
Miirecha 606
N

Nah 4

Naigama 514, 515, 516, 517

Naigamabhisa 518

Naiyyika 14, 24, 26, 27, 28, 173,
174,175, 176, 193, 197, 203, 304,
305, 306, 307, 308, 309, 310, 311,
312, 313, 314, 316, 319, 320, 506,
307, 518, 561, 562, 563, 564, 566,
567, 572, 574, 576, 577, 318, 579,
589, 595, 598, 601, 641

Nirada 613

Nastika 580, 583

Naya ), 5, 6, 351, 354, 615, 616

Nayabhisa 509

Nayirtha 642

Nigemana 214, 220, 222, 244

Nigamana-Zusddhi 222

Nigada 587

Nigrhita 460

Nirihrta 18

O-tva 294

P

Pada 286
Padartha-pratiniyama 400, 401
Paksa 18, 19, 20, 187, 188, 189, 190,
193, 194, 198, 200, 201, 205, 206,
207, 208, 209, 211, 14, 222, 223,
278, 3M, 427, 436, 437, 449, 457,
470, 471, 472, 483, 602, 653
Pak-Fbhisa 427, 432, 434, 485, 486
Paksa-dharmatyva 188, 189, 190, 193,
194, 198, 203, 213, 270, 374, 457
Paksaikadesasiddha 442
Pak=aikadela-vrtuh-vipaksas
wvyapaka 470
Paksa-sapak<aikadesa-vrttih-
vipaksavyapaha 481
Paksa-sapaksa-vipaksa-vy ipaka 479
Paksa-sapak=a-vyapaka-vipakearha-
desa-vritih 480
Paksa-¢uddhi 222, 504
Paksa-vipahsaihadesa-vritih 470,471

Nirakyta-sadhya-dhi
427, 428

Nirarthaka 642

Nirjars 616

Nirhetukatva 584

Nimnita-vipaksa-vritha 475

Nirvana 559

Niscaya 533

Nileita 93

Nisedha 227

Nisedha-sadhaka 227

Nitya 396

Niveiii 15

‘Niyama 76, 77

Nyaya 3,23, 24,26,90, 100, 173,202,
243, 220, 222, 303, 309, 313, 317,
476, 561, 562, 563, 564. 565, 586,
561, 572, 513, 574, 576, 577, 598,
579, 589, 592, 595, 596, 597, 598,
599, 600, 601, 617

Nyiya-Vailesika 573,59

Nyfinats 641

Pak=z-vipaksaikadesatisih-
sapaksa-vyapaha 482

Paksa-vipakea-vydpaka 468, 471

Paksawvipaksa-vydpaka sapaksaiha
dega-yrui 450

Paksawvyipaka- sapaku-wpalqua-
desa-vrit 480

Paksa-vyipaka-vipakaaitadelasrui
472

Panasa 269

Para 49, 77, 80, 81, 82

Piramdrika 95, 427

Paramirthika-pratyaksa 422

Parampara 271, 553

Parartha 187, 188

Parirthinuming 209, 212, 222, 426,
493, 640, 643, 635

Pardnha-pratyakea 262

Para-camgraba 519, $29

Para-sattya 399, 200

Puarisatona 398, 399, 400
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Parasparabhava308,315,400,401,402
Paraspardsrayatva 327
Paratah 567
Piratantrya 587
Parigraha 605, 613
Parinima 561
Parinami Purusa 467
Parinat: 407
Paroksa 17, 49, 66, 68, 89,90, 91, 97,
98, 421, 423, 432, 505, 539
Paropagama 207, 208
Paryaya 389, 512, 513, 514, 524, 539,
578, 596, 616
Paryartha 512
Paryayarthika 512, 514, 525
Paryaya-éakti 379
Paryayastika 512
Paryiya-sthita 512
Pata 24
Pandgalika 587
Paudgalikidrataviin 580
Phala 414, 507
Prabhacandra 602
Prabhakam 3, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45,
46, 47, 292, 293, 505
Prabodha 166
Pradesa 579
Pradhéna 443, 455, 456, 569, 570
Pradipa-santina 555
Pradhvamsa 44
Pradhvamsabhava 229, 308, 315
Priigabhiiva 228, 306, 308, 315
Prajipati 276 277, 280
Prakarana-sama 486, 487, 488
Prakasa 67
Praketi 568, 571, 588
Pramina 1, 5, 6, 13, 14, 15, 16. 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 28,
29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 36, 37, S8,
69,73,74, 75,88, 89, 90, 91,94, 95,
96, 165, 170, 171, 173, 175, 176,
177, 178, 179, 183, 184, 185, 186,
189, 190, 200, 201, 206, 207, 208,
277, 283, 285, 309, 323, 324, 331,
332, 351, 355, 357, 359, 366, 396,
404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 411,

412, 413, 414, 417, 418, 419, 420,
421, 431, 432, 433, 438, 451, 452,
453, 454, 455, 459, 461, 505, 506,
507, 508, 509, 510, 517, 523, 525,
530, 534, 538, 539, 541, 596, 616,
618, 619, 633

Pramana-niicaya 79

Pramanika 183

Pramati 414

Prameya 78, 71, 72, 403, 432,433

Prana 640

Priapaka 33, 34

Prapafica 60, 62, 63, 64

Pripyakari 26, 99, 100, 102, 103, 14,
105, 106, 107

Prasanga 461, 462

Prasanga-hetu 463, 464, 465

Prasanga-sadhana 461, 462

Prasanga-viparyaya 462, 463

Prasanna-candra 607

Prasiddha 457

Prastddha-sambandha 428

Pratibandha 183, 293

Pratibha 27, 90, 96, 97

Pratijiia 213, 244

Pratiksetram vibhunna 580

Pratiniyata 399, 400

Pratisedhya 257, 258, 259, 261

Prausiddha 247, 248, 249, 256

Pratita 18, 484

Pratita-sidhya-dbarma-visesana 427,
428, 485

Prativadi 19, 20, 438, 618, 632

Pratyabhijia 17, 45, 91, 95, 166, 172,
173, 175, 176, 177, 179, 180, 181,
213, 265, 274, 286, 287, 289, 291,
391, 396, 424, 429, 528, 553

Pratyabhijia-nirikrta-sidhya-
dharma-vitesana 433

Pratyaksa 17, 23, 29, 33, 36, 37, 5%
76,89,90, 94,97, 98, 164, 165, 178,
179, 180, 181, 183, 184, 185, 189,
191, 207, 212, 234, 249, 274, 275,
278, 282, 285, 287, 309, 376, 421,
429, 432, 452, 453, 505, 539, 540,
541, 548, 549, 550, 653
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Sabda-santana 555
Sabdatva 291, 292, 203, 294

GLOSSARY
Pratyakeabhasa 432
Pratyaksadi-niraketa 494
Pratyaksa-nirakrta-sidhya-dharma- Sabhapati 636

vilesapa 485
Pratyarambhaka 626
Pratydsatti 371, 372, 564
Pratyaviya 306, 307
Praudhaci 650
Pravartaka 33, 34, 45
Pravrtti 41, 79, 84, 328, 466
Priyascitta 306
Prayatnanantariyaka 442
Pudgala 547
Punarvasu 245, 246, 252
Purandara 531, 532, 533
Purusa 443, 445, 446, 568, 570, 571,

593
Purusértha 597
Piirva-bhadrapada 260, 261
Piirvacara 233, 236, 237, 246, 252,

260, 261
Piirvacara-anupalabdhi 257
Parvacata-hetu 246

Pirva-phalguni 246, 252, 253
Pusya 246, 252

Raga 600
Riaiga-dvesa 4
Riga-dvesa-vije
Riiga-dvesa-vijetiram 4
Ramata 13

Revati 324

Rju 526

Rju-siitea 525, 526, 527, 528
Rohini 252

Riipa 25, 26, 228, 270, 365, 383
Riipatva 447

Rsi 273

s
Sabda 267, 269, 289, 290, 323, 324,
352, 433, 508, 525, 528
fabdanim Saiketa-vizaya 513
#abda-naya 529, 530, 531

Sabhya 622, 634

Sadhaka 414, 415, 613

Sadhana 219, 278, 311, 411, 412, 618
619

Sidharmya 244

Sadhya 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 50, 190,
191, 192, 193, 195, 196, 197, 198,
199, 200, 201, 202, 203, 24, 205,
206, 209, 210, 211, 214, 219, 236,
237, 248, 269, 292, 311, 374, 411,
412, 414, 415, 450, 457, 458, 465,
466, 467, 468, 473, 474. 475, 484,
485, 486, 643, 645, 647, 648

Sidhya-dharma 189, 190, 201, 244,
427, 437, 457

Sidhya-dharmi 92, 189

Saha-bhivi 513, 524

Sahacara 163, 164, 233, 242, 246,
253, 260, 261, 265

Sahacara-anupalabdhi 257

Sahacara-hetu 242, 243, 247

Sahakari 78

Sahakiri-harana 548, 546

Saharsam hesante harihariti Ham-
mira-harayah 296

Sahiya 364

Sakala 422

Sakalideda 351

Sakata 83, 450

Sakra 1, 2, 3, 531, 532, 533

Sakra-plijya 3

Sakya 410

Sam 4, 529

Samabhinidha 526, 530, S3

Samagr? 400

Samagri-bheda 383

Samianya 10, 11, 172, 185, 136, 293,
294, 297, 303, 360, 369, 320, 371,
372, 513, 521, 523, 571

Saminya-videwitmaks 293

Samianyena 602

SamAropa 28, 29, 33, 36,37, 4%, 419,
420



]

674 PRAMANA-NAYA-TATTVALOKALARKARAH

Samartha 2(1

Samisa 511

Samavaya 55, 290, 416, 561, 563, 564

Samavayt 533

Samaya 303, 321

Sambandha 352, 353

Sambhava 4, 90, 96

Samdeha 438

Samdigdha 299, 378, 381, 457

Samdigdha-anatkantika 376

Samdigdhaikadesasiddha 446

Samdigdhanyathi&nupapattika 475

Samdigdha-sadhya-vyatireka 498

Samdigdhasiddha 279, 280, 445, 487

Samdigdhasrayarkadesasiddha 443,
457

Samdigdhasrayasiddha 443, 457

Samdigdha-vipaksa-vrttth Anaikan-
trka 484

Samdigdha-vipaksa-vritika 475, 476,
479, 482

Samdigdha-vipaksa-vyavrttika 475

S: dt ites ! tasiddba

446
Samdigdha-vitesanisiddha 445
Samdigdha-viiesyasiddha 445
Samdigdha-vyatireka 475
Samgraha 514, 518, 519, 520, 521,
523,524
Samgraha-naya 366
Samgraha-iloha 649, 655
Samjnd 174
Samhalana 175, 177, 178, 180
Simkhya 3, 100, 436, 440, 443, 461,
4bb, 487, 503, 521, 368, 369, 370,
371
Sampradiya 279
Samsira 405, 593, 598, 601
Samsarga 353
Samsari 568, 569, 581
Samsaya 14, 29, 37, 47, 110, 486
Samskiira 32, 110, 166 290, 553,
Samskira-hina 642
Samtana 553, 554, 555, 556, 557, 558,
559, 560, 592, 593, 594, 595, 596
Samtinatva 595, 596

Samptisthate 529

Samviidaka 34, 85, 87

Samviidi-vedana 78, 82, 83, 85

Samvara 610

Simvrta 417

Samvyavahirika 97, 421

Simvyavaharika-pratyaksa 421

Samyak-darsana 588

Samyak-jiidna 588

Samyak-hriyi 588

Samyama 604

Samyoga 23, 25, 54, 386, 562

Samyogi 533

Sanketa 9, 10, 13, 303, 331

Sanmiitra 14

Sannikarsa 14, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28,254,
420

Sapaksa 194, 200, 201, 468, 469, 471,
475, 483

Sapaksa-Satta 193, 194, 200, 201,
374

Sapaksa-vipaksa-vyapakah
Paksatkadesa-vritih 482

Sapta-bhainga 334

Sapta-bhangi 333

Sitriipya 412, 413

Sarvagata 359, 360, 366, 572

Sarva-sarva-gata 360, 362, 364

Sarvatmakatva 399

Sajvauka 571

Sat-khyit 61

Sattd 521

Saugata 193, 211, 321, 369, 370, 371,
372, 398, 399, 400, 406, 416, 467,
458, 473, 483, 505, 36, 583, 533,
594

Savala 359, 367, 369

Savaleya 293, 359, 369

Savihalpa 381

Saviserana 278

Scsa 5

Siddha-sidhana 428

Srddha-sadhyarta 309, 436, 456

Sikai-sitra 640

Sitapata 620

Siva 422
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Staghya 650

Smaraga 95, 166, 265, 429, 583, 611

Smarana-mmkrmvs\»dhy:\-dharma-
Visesana 433 .

Smyti 597

Soma 280

Sepadhi 476, 478, 479

Spasta 89

Spastata 97

Sprha-matra 601

Srotra 200

Srotriya 273, 276, 217, 278, 279, zsa
281, 282, 283, 285, 332,

Sruta 508

Sruta-pramina 1

Sruti 624

Sth 529

Sthiila 513

Stri-veda 613

Suddhi 226

Suddhodana 373, 499

Sugata 498

Sukha 597

Sukla 532

Sumeru 528, 530

Sunya-vadm 49

Sitra 341, 342, 346 409, 410, 414,
415, 431, 433, 498, 618, 627, 629,
630, 631, 632

Sva 85, 86

Svabhava 233, 236, 237, 243, 248,
257, 264, 574, 583, 586

Svabhava-anupalabdhi 257

Svabhava-hetu 235, 244

Svabhx‘w:\-viruddhl 219

labdhi-h

248, 254
Smblnw:k'\ 271, 302
Sva-deha-parimina 572
Svakdra 322
Svalaksana 179, 329, 330,372
Ssarga 295

Svirtha 187, 188, 192
Svarthanumana 209, 212, 426, 644

Svariipasiddha 440, 431, 455, 488
Swarapasiddhiata 594

675

Sva-satavedana 29, 30, 31, 429, 567

Sva-sattva 399, 400

Sviltt 260, 261

Svatma-hetukatva 584

Sva-vacana 429, 433

Sva-yogyati 102

Svetambara 24, 161, 162, 163, 602,
603, 605, 607, 608, 609, 610, 611,
612, 613, 614

Syidvada 313, 417, 424

§yuma]a 367

Syit 333, 538

Tadatmya 7

Tadotpatti 7

Tad-viraha-harty-svabhiva 393

Tila 505

Tapa 264

Tapana 276

Tapana-bandhu 500

Tarka 96, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186,
192, 265, 426, 429

Tarka-pramana 216

Tarka-pirakria-sidhya-gharma-
vifesana 434

Tata 529

Tatah 529

Tatam 529

Tathagata 100, 183, 435, 439, 527

Tathya-padirtha-khyiti 42

Tati 529

Tattva 4

Tictha 3

Tirthamphara 2,
610, 612

Tipthesa 2,3

Tirthika 511

Tirobhiiva 436

Tiynkesiminya 172, 173, 367, 368,
369, 424, 53

Tiya 245, 246

Titterl 280

Tryanuhka 25

Tuccha 80

4, 8, 167, 271, 609,
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)
Ubhaya 20
Ubhayisiddha 280, 438, 459, 460
Ubhaya-vikala 292, 311
Udayana 650, 655
Uddhiira 613
Uha 182
Upacira 266, 352
Upacarita 36
Upadina 388, 545, 555
Upadina-upideya 593
Upadarsaka 33
Upadhi 196, 197, 476, 477, 478, 479
Upakiira 392, 393, 604
Upakarana 15, 604
Upalabdhi 226, 232, 244, 248, 249,
251, 252, 253
Upamina 90, 91, 173, 174, 176, 309,
505
Upamarda 41, 44
Upanaya 214, 220, 222, 244
Upanaya-iuddh 222
Upasarga 352
Upayoga 15, 16, 552
Orddhvati-simanya 172, 173, 177,
368, 369, 373, 389, 424, 513
Utkreia 222
Utpada 395, $96
Utpatt 330
Uitambhaka 316
Vuard-ehadrapadh 260, 261
Luaracara 163, 233, 236, 237 252,
260, 261
Uttaracasa-anupalabudhy 287
Untaracara-hetu 236
Unard-philgunt 246

v
Vacaka 182, 271, 309, 322, 329, 330
Vacana 246

Vacaspatn 3

Vacya 182, 271, 303, 322, 3%
Vacyasdala 7

Nada 610,620, 626, 670, 637

Vi 19,20, 438 f18, 612

Vatry 200

Vaidharmya 244
Vaiparitya 39, 43
Viikya 286
Vaisadya 97
Vaisesika 3, 267, 268, 269, 270, 326,
416, 100, 213, 505, 518
Varna 286
Viasana 36, 180, 370, 374, 592
Vastu-dharma 584
Vastu-viteza 584
Visudeva 608, 609
Veda 3, 273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 278,
279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285
Vedaniya 161
Vedaniyakarma 161
Vediinta 60, 592
Vedintin 60
Vediintist 62, 63, 64, 65, 588
Vedic 3, 274, 283, 284, 285, 286
Vibhanga 423
Vidhiiyaka 62
Vidheya 263, 265 .
Vidhy 227, 232, 233, 244, 262
vidhi-siighaka 227, 228
Vija 4
Vyitlya-upidina 557
Vikala 422, 595
Vikalideia 351
Vikalpa 20, 21, 184, 194, 207, 309,
310, 313, 323, 374, 378, 379, 437,
452, 453, 454, a9, 470, 372, 474,
475, 483, 595, 614
Vipakaaihadesa-rttr Paksa-
syhpakash 470
Vipaksinupalambha 93
Vipak«dsattva 193, 194 196, 197,
202, 324, 336, 337, 378, 376
Vipahaaayipaka.pakeakadeia-
srtih 472
Vipartia 39, 42, 43, 419
Viparita.akira 322
Viparitadhy ate 38, 42, 46, 47, 62
Viparitinvays 4724
Viparita.pratyaya 42
Ninaryaya 14, 29, 37, 3%, 43, 48, 40%,
FAL AL



Viruddha 20, 248, 249, 250, 252,
253, 256, 262, 263, 264, 265, 376,
381, 383, 437, 438, 464, 465, 466,
467, 468, 469, 472, 473, 483, 484,
486, 552, 596, 614, 650

Viruddha-kirana 249

Vixuddha—kﬁmnﬁnupalabdhi 263

Vimddha-kﬁrya-anupalabdhi 263

Viruddha-kirar_m-upalabdhi 251

thddha—kérya-upalabdhi 251

Viruddha-pirvacara 249

Vimddha«pﬁwacara-upalabdhi 252

Viruddha-sahacara 249

Viruddha-sahacara-hetu 265

Vlruddha-sahacara—upalabdhi 253

Viruddha—svnbhﬁva-anupalabdhi 264

Viruddha-upalabdhi 232,247, 249

Viruddha-uttaracard 249

Viruddha-u\(amcara-upulabdhi 253

Viruddha-vyabhicart 483,484

Vimddha—vyﬁpla—upalabdhi 250, 464

'Viruddha-vyép:\ka-anupalabdhi 264

Viryantardya 97

Vigani 533

Visaya 108

Visewa 11, 296, 360, 389, 513, 529,
571

Visesana 279, 551, 552, 566

Vitesana-bhava 386

Viws.ax_\aikadcéﬁsiddha 445

Visesanasiddha 441

Visesya 551, 552, 566

Vi-’scﬂyaikndeﬁf\siddha 446
Viesyasiddha 441

Visnu 302

Vigva-vastu 4
Vigya-vastunah 5
Vitariga 617 618, 625
Viveka 39

Viveha-khyati 38, 39
Vyabhicara 448, 450. 456
Vyabhicir 279, 410. 449, 487, 552,
595 .

Vyadhikarana 445, 449,450
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A thesis on which the author was awarded a
degree of Doctor of Philosophy by the University of
Oxford, in 1955. Although the work mainly of Jaina
Philosophy, it includes treatment of many other
schools of Indian Philosophy, as well as consideration
of Western Philosophical Theories where these have a
bearing on the subject of the thesis.

Select Opinions.

Dr. A. N. UPADHYL, M.A. D.Li,, Dean, Shivaji University,
Kolhapur.
“ftisa ial contribution ds our und:
ing of Jaina Philosophy in Western terminology”.
“The author justly claims that Jainism represents the
most consistent form of realism in Indian metaphysics. The
presentation of details is welt documented, often with rather
longish foot-notes; and the author argues his case with




confidence, yet with caution. ‘This dissertation deserves
careful reading by all serious students of Indian Philosophy.
It is hoped that sooner or later the contribution of Indian
systems to the present day thought is duly assessed by the
study of such monographs. The printing and get-up of the
book are quite worthy of its contents™.

Prof. Vasuptv S. AGRAwALA, Hindu University, Banaras.

“This is a very special field of scholastic dissertation
requiring an intimate grasp of Indian dialectic method of
discussion and arriving at the Truth; and it 15 very assuring
to see that the author is thoroughly at home in his field of
study and original sources of medieval Indian Philosophy of
the Buddhist, Brahmanical and Jain disciplines. Dr. PADMA-
RAJIAH writes with great clarity and compactness and appears
to be extracting the cream of his sources. He is a master of
both the Eastern and Western Philosophical doctrines between
which useful comparisons are instituted. Of such a brilliant
and well-equipped scholar much more could have been
obtained but it seems his life was cut short. I am glad to see
that his Research Dissertation completed for the Oxford
University has now been suitably published by the Jain
Sahitya Vikas Mandal”.

G. G. VISWANATHAN, University Librarian, U.P. Agricultural
University (Distt. Nainital).

“This valuable work on the philosophical concept of
Jainism will prove to be a very valuable addition to the
existing collection of books on various branches of Indian
Philosophy in this Umversity library™.

Dr. J. C. JAIN, M.A., Pr.D., Bombay.

“I shall certainly be pleased to recommend it to others”.

Dr. Sttva NATH, M.A,, D.pri., Shanti Niketan, W. Bengal.

“The book has been written with a sound and profour!d
scholarship; and I not only hope but also belicve that it will
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secure its elevated place in the field of Jainology in India and
abroad”.

Dr. P. 5. Jamm, M.A,, Ph.D., Schoot of Oriental and African
Studies, University of London, W, C.

“It is an excellent work, complete in its bibliographical
references and comprehensive in its treatment of a difficult topic
hitherto much neglected in the West. I had the good fortune
of personally knowing the late Dr. PADMARAJAH and am
very happy that his work has at last been published in an
admirable manner. .....I have no doubt that this work will
prove to be indispensable for students as well as scholars
engaged iv a comparative study of the Indian and Western

Schools of Philosophy™.

‘Bulletin of the Schools of Oriental and African Studies’,
University of London, London W. C.

“THe book represents an excellent advance in our under-
standing of the inner Jogic of the Jaina position™.

-, Dr. F. R. Hanat, Hamburg.,

“The world of Scholars certainly will congratulate you
for the publication of this book™.

Dr. Kl BRunN, University, Hamburg,
“[ have read with special interest his lucid discription of
the doctrines of Anekanta-Vida, Syidvida and Nayavida”.

S. TAKEMURA, Shimokyo-ku, Kyoto, Japan.

“{ am quite willing te recommend it to those who are
in search of a standard book on the Phifosophical thoughts
of Jainism™.

Prof. N. Tsuy, Japan Acadeny, University of Takyo, Japan.

“§t is a valuable contribution 1o the understanding of
the Jain Philosophical thought and will dJoubtless serve, as
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Prof. FARUWALLNeR’s preface warrants it, as an excellent
guide for an advanced study of Jainism for many years to
come”.

Dr. WALTHER SCHUBRING, Hamburg.

“His comparative study about Jaina Philosophy will no
doubt be much appreciated and receive attention in many
quarters”.



