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FOREWORD

The L. D. Institute of Indology has great pleasure in publishing Dr.
B. K. Matilal’s lectures on Anekdantavada delivered in the L. D. Lecture
Series in 1975. He is right in regarding anekantavida as the centra)
philosophy of Jainism. Anekdntavidda means ‘the doctrine of non-onesided- .
ness’, it is a philosophy of synthesis of opposite viewpoints in philosophy.
This type of synthesis always presents some problems. Jaina philosophers
knew this and to resolve them they developed a philosophic methodology
which consists of nayavdda (the doctrine of standpoints) and Syadvada
or Saptabhaigj (the sevenfold predication). The learned Doctor lucidly
explains anekdantavada and its methodology.

He identifies anekdntavida with a subvariety of vibhajyavada. His
elucidation of Buddha’s Middle Way as ‘exclusive’ middle while that of
Mahavira’s anekdnta as ‘inclusive’ middle is interesting. He demonstrates
how anekantavida resolves the paradox of causality, viz. satkaryavada-
asatkaryavada and vivartavada-ksanabhaigavada. His observations on Jaina
nayas in the light of Madhyamika dialectic are really illuminating. He
expounds the theory of Dravya, Guna and Parydya under the section
entitled ‘Existence and Substance’. While discussing the doctrine of
Sevenfold Predication, he clearly points out its similarity and dissimilarity
with Safijaya’s fivefold formula, Ajivaka’s ‘three-termed’ doctrine (traira-
$ika) and the Madhyamika tetralemma (catuskoti). Having given an account
of the traditional objections against this doctrine of Sevenfold Predication,
he answers the objections and logically defends the Jaina position.

I am grateful to Dr. B. K. Matilal for his lectures which he prepared
at our instance. They are published here in book-form. The book is
divided into fifteen sections instead of three lectures. I crave the indu-
Igence of the scholars for the delay in printing. I have no doubt ‘that 3
the students, teachers and others interested in Indian philosophy in
general and Jaina philosophy in particular will find this book interesting
and of genuine help in understanding central philosophy of Jainism.

L. D. Institute of Indology, ‘
Ahmedabad-380 009. Nagin J. Shah
15, February, 1981 Director
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PREFACE

Jainism is an old religion of India. It is one of the few ancient
religions of India, which is still very much alive. Several salient features
of Indian culture such as vegetarianism, non-violence, tolerance and
non-aggression, can be traced back many Jaina sources. It is, however, a
pity that Jainism has not aroused as much interest outside India as
Buddhism and Hinduism. In the field of philosophy, Jainism has added
a new dimension by propounding the doctrine of ‘non-onesided nature’
(anekanta-vada) of reality. This book undertakes to convey a precise
understanding of the central philosophy of Jainism.

I am very grateful to the Trustee and the Director of L. D. Institute
of Indology, Ahmedabad, for the honour they did me in inviting me to
deliver a course of lectures on Jaina philosophy in the summer of 1975.
This book is a slightly modified version of the lectures I delivered at .
the L. D. Institute of Indology.

I wish to take this opportunity to thank my wife, Karabi, and my
former student, Dr. J. L. Shaw of Victoria University of Wellington,
both of whom helped me in preparing the manuscript.

Toronto, Canada. Bimal Krishna Matilal
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INTRODUCTION

The central philosophy of Jainism is anekdnta-vada. 1t is a philosophy
of Non-radicalism. It is, in fact, a unique contribution of the followers
of Mahidvira to the philosophic tradition of India. Literally, the term
«anekanta-vida’’ means ‘the theory of non-onesidedness’ or, to be more
specific, ‘the theory of the many-sided nature of reality’. A serious study
of the Jaina doctrine reveals that it is a philosophy of synthesis-a
synthesized presentation of different metaphysical or ontological theories
of ancient India.

A synthesis of the opposite viewpoints in philosophy always
presents some problems. Jaina philosophers were well aware of such
problems. And in order to resolve them, they developed a philosophic
methodology that was unique to Jainism. This methodology, which will
be my chief concern in this essay, consists of the dual doctrine of the
Jainas : naya-vida (the doctrine of standpoints) and Syad-vada or
sapta-bhangi (the sevenfold predication).

The Jaina anekdnta-vada is as important a doctrine as the
S:ﬁnya-vdda or the ‘Emptiness’ doctrine of the Madhyamikas. These two
philosophic doctrines are also comparable in many ways. The ‘Emptiness’
doctrine has, however, been a much-discussed topic in recent times, but,
unfortunately, the Anekdnta doctrine has remained more or less obscure
to modern minds. It will certainly be philosophically fruitful to explore
this area of Indian philosophy. Just as the Madhyamika philosophers
utilized the methodology of the catuskoti ‘four-fold alternative’ in order
to vindicate the ‘Emptiness’ philosophy, the Jainas used their methods
of ‘standpoints’ (nayas) and seven-fold predication in order to defend
their Anekanta philosophy. I shall try to show here along with my
interpretation of the Jaina view that the seven-fold predication of the
Jainas is neither more nor less mind-boggling than the Madhyamika
doctrine of the four-fold alternatives.

My exposition will be based mostly on the available Sanskrit
materials on Jaina philosophy. But in reconstructing the history of the
Anekanta-vada 1 will take occasional help from the canonical literature
of Jainism as well as Buddhism. It may be noted also that the all-round
development of the Anekanta philosophy took place in the history when
Sanskrit came to be used by the Jaina writers. The Anekanta philosophy,
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being itself a synthetic development, historically presupposes the existence
of many rival and well-developed philosophical schools. In fact, the
Jaina philosophy unfolded itself in the context of many severe and
serious controversies among such schools as the Samkhya, Bauddha,
Nyaya, Mimamsa and Vedanta. Panditas Sukhlalji Sanghavi and Bechardasji
Doshi, two erudite (modern) scholars of Jainism, have described the
situation as follows :

. when (the) Samskrta language found a place in Jaina literature
and when along with the language the logical method as well as
the philosophical discussion was ushered into Jaina literature,
the discussion of this doctrine (anekanta-vada) gathered strength
and bulk, the details were then multiplied and rival currents of
thoughts, arguments and proofs also found a place, consistent
with their original nature in the discussion of this doctrine.!

The principle of anekanta can be briefly described as the accept-
ance of the manifoldness of reality. Jaina philosophers claim that no
philosophic or metaphysical proposition can be true if it is simply asserted
without any condition or limitation. If a proposition is asserted as
“x is £ then it becomes ekdnta ‘one-sided.” This means that the
proposition ascribes unconditionally a predicate-property to the subject
and thereby excludes other rival possibilities (contradictory predicates).
For Jainism such an unconditional assertion violates the principle of
anekanta. As far as the Jainas are concerned, if a metaphysical proposition
violates this principle, it is to be regarded as false.

When a proposition 1s unconditionaify asserted, it becomes fafsi-
fiable. An unconditionally asserted metaphysical proposition, such as
“x is £ ascribes the property ¢ f-ness” to the subject. And it can be
falsified when its contradictory ““x is not f”’ is shown to be true. Thus,
a metaphysical thesis of a particular school is usually rejected by a
rival school which puts forward a (directly or indirectly) contradictory
thesis. Jainism says that the lesson to be drawn from such age-old
philosophic disputes 1s the following: Each school asserts its thesis and
claims it to be the absolute truth, and thus it does not really wish to
understand the point that is being made by the opposite side. The rival
schools, by their arguments and counter arguments, only encourage
dogmatism and intoleration in philosophy. This, according to the Jainas,
is the evil of ekanta ‘one-sided’ philosophies. But the philosophic
propositions of rival schools could be integrated together under the
Anekanta system. In other words, these rival propositions can be said
to capture the truth when and only when they are asserted with proper
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qualifications or conditions. This is what the anekanta doctrine teaches.
How can one conditionalize one’s philosophic proposition ? Add a ““syat”
particle to the proposition and you have captured the truth!

Mahivira the Jina is usually acclaimed as the original propounder
of the anekdnta doctrine. But some Jaina scholars of today argue that
Jainism as a religion has pre-Vedic origin, and therefore its chief philo-
sophic doctrine, anekanta-vada must have been present in rudimentary
form from the very beginning.? I shall leave aside the dispute regarding
the pre-Vedic origin of Jainism. While ParSvanitha must have appeared
before the time of the Buddha, it has been shown by scholars with
considerable certainty that Mahavira was a contemporary of the Buddha.
It is also clear from the Prakrit and Pali sources that Par$vanitha
propounded the four fundamental rules of ethics ( such as not to kill,
not to steal, not to lie, and not to accumulate possessions and all of these
were accepted by both the Buddha and Mahavira ), he did not seem to
uphold any philosophical thesis such as the anekanta-vada. Thus, I shall
proceed with the hypothesis that the beginnings of the anekdnta doctrine
are to be traced in the teachings of Mahavira the Jina. Pandit Dalsukhbhai
Malvania has shown with considerable care how what was known as the
vibhajya-vada in the later part of the Sramana movement in India
culminated in the anekdnta-vida of Mahavira.3 I shall return to this
question presently.

It is commonly asserted by some modern Jaina scholars that
although systematic presentation of the anekdnta doctrine was not
available in the early texts, certain references, from the Rgveda onwards,
to the joint assertion of contradictory propositions in answer to various
philosophic questions, prove the presence or persistence of the anekania
doctrine throughout the ages.¢ Thus the Nisadiya hymn of the Rgveda,5
and various assertions in the Upanisads. such as ¢ it moves, it moves
not,”% and * more subtle than the atom and larger than the ubiquitous,”?
are quoted to show the hoary antiquity of the anekanta-vada. 1 am a bit
hesitant to accept this argument for the simple reason that the special
characteristic of the anekdnta doctrine will be misunderstood if merely
the joint assertion of contradictory predicates about an identical subject
be itself taken to be a vindication of anekdnta doctrine. Most writers on
religious and philosophical mysticism prefer to use contradictory predi-
cation as a means to bring about the ineffable character of what they
call the ultimate reality.8 But a mystic by asserting the ineffable character
of the ultimate reality does not necessarily become an anekanta-vadin
‘an upholder of the non-one-sided doctrine of reality‘. Besides, the Jaina
anekanta doctrine developed in the mileau of a multiple of rival currents
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of thoughts and views.9 Thus the doctrine presupposed at least the
systematic presentation of rival philosophic schools.

An additional point regarding the origin of the anekanta-vada may
be taken into account here. It is possible that the well-known moral
doctrine of Jainism, i.e. ahirnsd ‘non-violence’ was partly responsible
for the development of the anekdanta attitude in Jaina philosophy. Both
Pandit Mahendra Kumar Shastri and H. D. Kapadia dealt with this
point to some extent.10

Non-violence was the dominant trend in the whole of the $ramana
movement against the Brahmanas. The Brahmanas apparently supported
violence, i.e., killing of animals, in the name of rituals and religion.
Hence in a $ramana religion like Buddhism and Jainism, abstention from
killing anything (i.e., respect for life) was the first cardinal virtue to
be practised by everybody. In Buddhist scriptures, taking life of others
(cf. Prandatipdta) has been unequivocally condemned.!! It is enumerated
as the first in the Buddhist list of ten sinful ways of life.!2 The Buddha,
however, chose a middle course in the practice of non-violence as a way
of life as well as in the practice of asceticism and hardship in life.
As regards the eating of meat, there are some dubious references in the
Pali scriptures. These references can be interpreted as evidence for
proving that the Buddha accepted meat occasionally. The Buddha’s own
attitude regarding the practice of meat-eating was ambivalent. His policy
was, perhaps, what might be called today the line of the least resistance.

In the Jivaka-sutta of the Majjhima-Nikdya, the practice of meat-
eating was not itself condemned, but only in so far as the taking of
meat was in some way contributory to killing or giving pain. Jivaka
was the famous physician of King Bimbisara and Ajatasatru. He told the
Buddha that he had heard that many people killed living beings and
prepared food for the Buddha. He wanted to know whether it was true.
The Buddha replied that meat should not be eaten under three conditions,
viz., if it had been seen or heard or suspected that the animal had been
killed for the person and the meat was intended for him. The following
case was cited as harmless :

“Suppose a monk who practices the brahmavihara of love accepts
an invitation in a village. Does he think, “Verily this householder
is providing me with excellent food; may he provide me with
excellent food for the future.” ?

s

““Not so, O honorable one,” was the answer. “He eats the food
without being fettered and infatuated.”
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“What do you think, Jivaka ? Does the monk at that time think
of injuries to himself, to others, or to both ?

“Certainly not, O honorable one.”
“Does not a monk at that time take blameless food ?°’
“Even so, O honorable one.” 13

On another occasion, the Buddha took a similar position. When
Devadatta wanted to introduce stricter discipline into the Order, he was
willing to prohibit altogether meat-eating and fish-eating among the
monks. But the Buddha declined and said that acceptance of meat or
fish from the householder was blameless under certain conditions.

Thus we see that the Buddha prescribed the Madhyama pratipat,
the Middle Way, both in philosophy and practical behaviour. Just as
his philosophic view was one of avoiding of the evils of the extremes,
in practical behaviour (dcara) too, he preferred a middle course. Thus,
severe self-mortification in which the ascetics of those days used to
indulge, was for the Buddha, another name for violence, i.e., violence
done to one’s own self.

Mahavira, on the other hand, was a man of very strict principles.
He was never soft on the dcdara, on austerities, asceticism, and absten-
tions. He did not regard self-mortification as violence done to the self.
Relaxation in the principles of self-control was, for Mahavira, another
name for sustaining defeat in the hand of our internal adversaries (such
as passion and greed). On the notion of non-violence, however, Mahavira
added a new dimension of meaning, as we shall see presently.

The Jaina canonical texts emphasize that one should try to think
of all the living creatures as equal to one’s own self and therefore
should not try to harm anybody with the intention of harming. Thus,
the Acdrarnga notes as follows :

<All beings are fond of life, they like pleasure, hate pain, avoid
decay, wish to live long. To all, life is dear...All breathing,
existing, living, sentient creatures should not be slain, nor treated
with violence, nor abused, nor tormented, nor driven away. This
is the pure, unchangeable, external law, which the clever ones,
who understand the world, have declared.””14

This should not mean, as it is sometimes misinterpreted, that the
killing of any kind is sinful. Rather the doctrine of non-violence dictates
that we should live in this world in such a way that we do not have
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to kill any living being. We should cultivate a feeling of kindness and
compassion for all living creatures, and killing, or inflicting pain upon,
others will be allowed when and only when it is unavoidable.15

Mahavira carried this concept of non-violence from the domain of
practical behaviour to the domain of intellectual and philosophic discus-
sion. Thus the Jaina principle of ‘respect for the life of others’ gave
rise to the principle of respect for the views of others. In fact, the
essence of the anekdnta doctrine was embodied in this principle of respect
for the views of others. Thus Kapadia has noted :

“ . . . this doctrine of anekdnta-vada helps us in cultivating
the attitude of toleration towards the views of our adversaries.
It does not stop there but takes us a step forward by making us
investigate as to how and why they hold a different view and how
the seeming contradictories can be reconciled to evolve harmony.
It is thus an attempt towards syncretism.”’ 16

The philosophic positiBn of the Jainas in this way found expression
in the anekanta doctrine, a doctrine that was characterized by toleration,
understanding and respect for the views of others. This is a unique
character of Jaina philosophy and religion, which I find most admiring.
For, very seldom such a sincere attempt has been made to understand
the position of the adversary. Whether the fundamental assumption of
ontology (i. e., the thesis that reality is many-sided or things are basi-
cally of infinitefold nature) is correct or not, is another matter. But
certainly the professed catholicity of the Jaina outlook (an attitude which
the early Jesuits shared, perhaps, from a different motivation) can hardly
be denied.



I
VIBHAJYA-VADA AS A PHILOSOPHIC METHOD

The Buddha was sometimes criticized for having instructed doctrines
which were apparently contradictory to each other. But the Buddha, in
reply, said to Potthapiada that he (the Buddha), contrary to the accusation
of his critics, had taught and laid down doctrines (dharmas) which were
capable of being asserted categorically (ekamsika pi) as well as he had
taught and laid down doctrines which were incapable of being asserted
categorically (anekamsika pi).'7 The word ‘“‘anekamsika’’ was probably
another name for anekdnta. K. N. Jayatilleke has argued this point quite
convincingly.18 If this view is true, then the ““‘anekamsika’’ method could
be taken to be the precursor of the Jaina anekanta doctrine.

In another place!9 the Buddha told Manavaka that he was not
an ekanta-vadin ( one who holds an extreme view ) but a vibhajya-vadin.
In the Sutrakrtanga, it is said that Mahavira also followed the method
called vibhajya-vdda.?9 Pandit Malvania has explained how the vibhajya-
vada was developed by Mahivira into the anekdnta-vada.2! Thus we
can say that both the anekamsika method and the vibhajya method were
forerunner of the anekanta-vada.

What were the meanings of these two terms : anekamsika and
vibhajya-vada? In his dialogue with Potthapada, the Buddha said that he
had followed the anekamsika method to answer the so-called ‘unanswer-
able’ questions. These questions were listed in the Arguttara as avydkata
‘unexplained’ questions.?2 The anekamsika method in this context seems
to mean an INDIRECT method of answering questions through analysis
and clarification of the senses of words contained in those questions.
The avydkata ‘unexplained’ or ‘unaswered’ questions were also called
thapaniya questions ( ‘questions to be set aside’ or ‘questions to be
rejected’ ) in the Argutrara. But these ‘unanswered’ questions were not
regarded by the Buddha as really unanswerable. It would be a wrong
interpretation if we believed that the Buddha left these questions entirely
unanswered. The Buddha used, in fact, the vibhajya method to give
answer to these questions.

We can explain the meaning of vibhajya-vada in the following
manner. The Buddha did not want to adhere categorically to any extreme
viewpoint or theory. He would not answer any metaphysical questions
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such as one about after-life or about the soul by a direct “Yes” or a
direct “No”. He would rather try to analyse (cf. vibhaga) the questions
and its various presuppositions and distinguish (also vibhaga) between
its different interpretations. And following this method of analysis and
differentiation, the method of ‘breaking up’ (vibhajya) the whole into its
component parts, one seeks a satisfactory answer to such avyakata
questions. Sometimes such a question may be resolved into a number
of separate questions answers to which should be sought separately.
(That explains why the Buddha remained silent when a ‘compounded’
question was put to him directly.) Sometimes, the questions may dissolve
itself in the face of an ‘analysis’ to which it would be subjected. In
the latter case, the questions can thus be identified as a pseudo-question.
In fact, this latter one was the method the Buddha seemed to have
followed in most of his dialogues. But only about the four noble truths,
suffering, its origin, its cessation and the way, the Buddha seemed to
have made categorical assertions. For according to him, these were the
most useful and most pertinent matters for the suffering humanity.

If the above is a reasonably clear and correct interpretation of
vibhajya-vada, then we can translate it as ‘the method of analysis and
differentiation’. Another sense, slightly different from the above, is
found in the Abhidharmakosa-bhdasya. Suppose a question is asked where
the subject-term is universally quantified, such as ““Are all men good?”’
or “Do all dharmas exist in relation to past, present and future ?”’ Here
it would be somewhat misleading if we gave a direct answer “Yes” or
“No”. But using the vibhajya method one could answer ‘““Some are good
while others are not” or “Some dharmas exist while others do not.”

Thus, in the Abhidharmakosa-bhasaya, Vasubandhu says :

“Those who say that everything exists, past, present and future,
are called the Sarvasti-vadins. But there are those who say that
only certain things exist, viz., the present karma as well as the
past karma which has not yet given its result, and other things,
such as the future karma as well as the past karma which has
generated already its result, do not exist. They are called
vibhajya-vadins.” 23
One may note that while the contradictory of a universal proposition,
“All s is p” is “Some s is not p” (viz., in Aristotle’s square of
opposition, the contradictory of an A-proposition is an O-proposition24),
the direct negative answer “No”” to the question “Is all s p?7° will
be at best ambiguous. For, this <“No” might be interpreted in ordinary
language as a reply that no s is p. Besides, this negative answer does
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not entail “Some s is p” (an I-proposition). Thus we see that the
vibhajya method is employed here to derive the correct answer to the
question that was posed : ‘“Some are, and some are not.”

Let us probe further into the nature of the questions that were
called avyakata (or avyakrta in Sanskrit). In the Ariguttara, the Buddha
classified “‘philosophical” questions under four groups :

1. Questions answerable directly (in the affirmative or in the
negative ) : Ekamsavyakaraniya.

2. Questions answerable by analysing and separating: (vibhajya-
vddena vyakaraniya)

3. Questions answerable by a counter—question : (prati-prasnena
vydkaraniya).

4. Questions answerable by silence or questions that should be
set aside (sthapaniya)

The commentary on the Arguttara illustrates each of these four
kinds of questions. Besides, an identical classification of questions is
also found in the Milinda-paiha as well as in the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya 25.
The set of examples found in different sources vary slightly from each
other. K. N. Jayatilleke has discussed these examples culled from
different sources, and has concluded that the third variety is only a
sub-variety of the second.26 I think this four-fold classification was a
later development of the earlier theory of the two varieties of questions
which should be answered by two different methods; ekamsa (those
answerable directly with Yes or No), and vibhajya ( those answerable
by analysis and ‘breaking up’ ). Thus, in addition to Jayatilleke’s surmise
I suggest further that even the fourth variety in the above classification
(e. g. sthdpaniya should be regarded as a sub-variety of the second :
vibhajya-vyakaraniya ( those answerable by analysis). From the Jaina point
of view, this suggestion will be welcome, for we see that Mahavira
also tried to answer the so-called avydkata ‘not to be answered’ questions
by following a sort of the vibhajya method and thereby laid the founda-
tion of his anekanta method. Even the Buddha was not altogether silent
about these question, as we shall see below.

Let us follow Vasubandhu’s explanation of this four-fold classi-
fication of questions—Vasubandhu describes them as follows:

¢ Will all beings die ?” This question should be answered directly:
‘Yes, they will’
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‘Will all beings be born (again)?” This question should be
answered through separation and analysis: ‘Those with defilements
will be born ( again ), but not those without defilements.’

¢ Is man superior or inferior ?° This question should be countered
with a different question ‘With regard to whom are you asking ?’
If he says, ‘Is man superior or inferior to the gods ?° then the
answer is : ‘Man is inferior to gods.” If he says, ‘Is man superior
or inferior to the lower beings ?” then the answer is: ‘Man is
superior to the lower beings.’

‘Is the being different from the (five ) aggregates, or identical 7
This question is to be set aside. For the ° substance’ of the
being does not exist, just as the dark or the fair complexion
of the son of a barren woman does not exist.”

Vasubandhu reports that Bhadanta Rama criticized this four-fold
classification. He apparently argued as follows: ¢ Will everybody be born?’
This question can be answered also directly: ‘No, not everybody will be
born.’ If (however) the question is rephrased as ‘Will those who die be
born (again) ?” one should then answer it by separation and analysis
( viz., ¢ Some will, but others will not.” ). Similarly, the third question
according to Rama, can also be answered directly: ‘Man is both superior
and inferior, superior to the lower beings but inferior to the gods.” The
situation is similar to the question ‘Is a piece of consciousness an
effect or a cause?” The direct answer is: ‘It is both, an effect with
regard to the preceding consciousness, and a cause with regard to the
following.” The fourth type of question, Bhadanta Rama says, was
unanswered (avydkata), and hence it should not enter into the discussion
where answering or explanation of different types of questions was
being considered.2?

Vasubandhu himself disagreed with criticism of Rama. According
to Vasubandhu, the questions regarding the conception of the four Noble
Truths, suffering, its origin, cessation and the way, as well as regarding
the impermanence of riipa etc., can be answered directly and definitely
( cf. ekaméa-vyakarana ). The second question can be rephrased as ‘Will
those who die be born again 7 And now this question is answerable
only by dividing (vibhajya) the class denoted by the subject-term into
two groups: those with defilements, and those without defilements. Thus
it is a proper example of the vibhajya method. The third question belongs
also to the vibhajya method. For the person who asks this question and
expects a direct answer cannot, in fact, receive any direct answer. One
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answers the question by dividing (vibhajya) the predicate-property, or rather
by specifying (visisya) further the predicate-property: speaking from the
point of view of the gods, man is inferior, but speaking from the point of
view of the lower beings, man is superior. Thus, we see that Vasubandhu
tacitly assumed the third variety to be a sub-variety of the second:
vibhajya-vdda.

From above we can gather that there were, at least, two sub-vari-
eties of the vibhajya-vada: (1) The first type operates by dividing the
subject class into sub-classes; (2) The second one operates by specifying
or relativizing the predicate. It seems to me that this second sub-variety
of the vibhajya method was adopted chiefly by Mahavira the Jina. And
thus, this was developed into the anakdnta method.



I
THE MIDDLE WAY AND THE ‘NON-ONESIDED’ WAY

The Majjhimanikdya (Culamalunkya-sutta) lists the ten avyakata
‘not to be answered or explained’ questions as follows :

1. Is the loka (world, man) eternal ?

2. Is the loka not eternal ?

3. Is it (the loka) finite (with an end) ?
4. Is it not finite ?

5. Is that which is the body the soul ? (Is the soul identical
with the body ?)

Is the soul different from the body ?
Does the Tathagata exist after death ?

Does he not exist after death ?

o o0 =N

Does he both exist and not exist after death ?
10. Does he neither exist nor not exist after death ?

Various speculations have been made with regard to these
avydkata questions. One explanation is that these questions were irrele-
vant to the practical teachings of the Buddha, viz., the four noble truths.
One can refer to the parable of the man shot with an arrow. When
that man is bleeding to death, it is irrelevant, and rather stupid, to
ask “Who shot the arrow 7 etc. For the immediate need would be to
pull out the arrow and save the man from dying. In another place, the
Buddha exposed how utterly senseless was the question about whether
the Tathdgata exists after death or not. Let me quote the dialogue in
full: Majjhimanikdaya 11. 22., Vacchagottasutta.

““The Buddha: ‘There is no need, Vaccha, to be confused, no need
to resort to ignorance. This doctrine is, Vacchd, very deep, difficult
to fathom, difficult to understand...Let me ask you questions, and
you, Vacchd, try to answer as clearly as you can. What do you
think of the following, Vaccha: < If a flame burns before you,
would you know, that the flame is burning before you?”
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Vaccha; ‘If a flame burns before me, I would know that a flame
is burning before me.’

B: ‘Let me ask again, Vaccha. Suppose you are asked, “Depending
on what does this flame that buras before you burn?’ Being asked
in this manner, Vacchia, what would you answer 7’

V: <If I am, Gotama, asked, depending on what does this flame
that burns before you burn 2> I would answer thus: * The flame
that burns before me burns depending upon the straw and.
the wood (as fuel).’ :

B: < If, Vacchd, the flame before you is extinguished, would you
know that the flame before you has been extinguished ?”’

V: °“If, Gotama, the flame before me is extinguished, 1 would
know that the flame before me has been extinguished’.

B: < 1f, you, Vacchi, are asked again: “To which direction has
the flame, that had been extinguished before you, gone ? Has it
gone to the east, to the south, to the west or to the north ?”’
what would you answer ?”

V: <It is not, Gotama, a proper question. For, Gotama, the
flame that burnt depending ( as fuel ) on the straw and wood has
now been burnt out for it has used up ( exhausted ) that fuel and
had not been fed with other fuels’.”

Vaccha, at this point, seemed to have understood the force of
this analogy. The Tathdgata exists depending upon various pratyaya-s
( conditions ) and when these ¢ conditions ¢ exhaust themselves death of
the Tathdgata arises, and it is foolish to ask where he goes after death
or whether he exists after death or not.

K. N. Jayatilleke has made alternative conjectures about the
interpretation of the avyakata questions. He seems to favour the view
that these questions are comparable to the metaphysical questions which
the Logical Positivists of the West have described as non-sensical.?8
Jayatilleke quoted also from L. Wittgenstein in support of his contention:
““Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.”” The positivists,
to be sure, described some metaphysical questions as meaningless, for
these questions did not seem to have any meaning under the Positivists’
theory of meaning. It is fashionable today among comparative philosophers
to compare the doctrine of the Buddha (or Nagarjuna) with the philo-
sophy of Wittgenstein. I am personally somewhat ambivalent of this
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comparison. For, despite the obvious parallelism between some cryptic
pronouncements of Wittgenstein and some statements of the Buddha, the
latter preached a definite goal-oriented doctrine ( the four noble truths)
and a definite way ( to achieve the goal of Nirvdna ). But it may be
difficult to construe Wittgenstein’s philosophic motivations to be
leading man towards such a goal as Nirvana. The Buddha, for example,
~ was definitely and seriously concerned with the human suffering (duhkha)
and the ‘conditioned-ness’ of human existence. Thus, if the metaphysical
assumptions, such as that of a soul, create and perpetuate suffering,
they, accoring to the Buddha, should better be avoided. But one sees
Wittgenstein as one who tried to destroy our intellectual confusion
created by our philosophic jargons and metaphysical beliefs.

Jayatilleke, however, points out the difference between the Buddha
and the Logical Positivists in a different manner (p. 475-6) :

“It is necessary, however, to draw a distinction between the
solution of the Logical Positivists and that of the Buddhist. The
Buddhist while saying that (it) is meaningless to ask whether one
exists in, does not exist in, is born in, is not born in, Nirvana,
still speaks of such a transcendent state as realizable. The mean-
inglessness of these questions is thus partly due to the inadequacy
of the concepts contained in them to refer to this state......... The
transempirical cannot be empirically described or understood but
it can be realized and attained.”” (Italics mine).

It is difficult to support the above contention. Jayatilleke seems
to be suggesting here, following probably the lead of T.R.V. Murti?2?,
that the Buddha, by not answering the avyakata questions tried to
impress upon us about the poverty of our language apparatus as well as
the consequent ineffability of the ‘transcendental truth”. The Buddha, in
my opinion, was seldom eager to teach his disciple about what was
called the transcendental truth. Much less can it be said that he believed
in any sort of transcendental truths. There is evidence to show that the
Buddha was against the mystical teachings which talked about the
highest bliss (ekanta-sukha) and other unverifiable (unspecifiable) prono-

uncements. We can thus refer to the Janapadakalyani-sutta of the Digha-
nikaya 1.95 :

“The Buddha continues : ¢ Just as if a man would say, “I desire
and am infatuated by the beauty-queen of this land.” And people
would ask him: “Well, friend, do you know whether this beauty-
queen of the land, whom you desire and wish to make love to, is
a Kgatriyi by caste, or a Brahmani, or a Vaiyi or a $udri ?”
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And when so asked he answers: ‘° No ”.

And people would ask him: < Well, friend, do you know what is
the name or gotra (family name ) of this beauty-queen whom you
desire and wish to make love to 7?7 Do you know whether she is
tall or short or of medium height, whether she is dark or pitch-dark
or dark-brown or of brown-yellow complexion { mangura = ‘“‘golden
in colour” T. W.Rhys Davids. In fact marigura refers to a river
fish of brown-yellow colour; see concise Pali-English Dictionary :
A. P. Buddhadatta Mahathera, Colombo, 1957 ) ? Or, do you know
in which village, town or city she dwells ?”

And when so asked, he answers, “No”’.

And people say to him, ““So then, friend, you do desire and wish to
make love to someone whom you do not know, nor have you seen?”’.

And when so asked, he answers, * Yes ™.

Now, what do you think of it, Potthapdda ? If this happens, would
not the statement of that man be nonsensical (appatihirakata=*without
good ground.”” Rhys Davids says “Witless” following Buddhaghosa’s
interpretation “‘patibhanavirahitam’’; Rhys Davids also suggests
‘“ not apposite’ ) ?

‘Yes, Sir. If this happens, certainly the statement of that man
would be nonsensical.’

‘Thus, Potthapada, to all those $ramanas and brihmanas, who say,
““The soul has perfect happiness and no disease (suffering) after
death” I say, ““Is it true that you, friends, preach and believe that
the person has perfect happiness and no suffering after death?”.

And when they are so asked, they answer, ““Yes.”

And I ask them again, ** Do you, friends, move about ( in this
world ) having known or seen any man perfectly happy ?”

And being so asked, they answer, “No.”

And 1 ask them, *“ Again, friends, have you yourselves experienced
the perfect bliss for a whole night or for a whole day, or even
for half a night or half a day ?”

And being so asked, they answer, ‘° No.”” Then I ask them thus,
“Do you, friends, know the way or the method by which one is
supposed to realize the perfect happiness 77



16 The Central Philosophy of Jainism

And being so asked, they answer, ‘“No.”

And 1 ask them thus, ““Have you, friends, heard the voices of those
gods who had realized the world of the perfect happiness, saying,
‘Be earnest, O men, and make direct efforts towards the realization
of the world of the perfect happiness. For we have made similar
efforts and have now realized the world of the perfect happiness.”

And being so asked, they answer, ““ No. ”

Now, what do you think, Potthapada ? If this is so, would not
the statement of these éramanas and brihmanas be nonsensical ?’

“Yes, Sir. If this is so, then certainly the statement of those
{ramanas and brihmanas would be nonsesnical.”

I think the above dialogue of the Buddha requires no comment.
The point of the simile is quite clear. In any case, the Buddha did not
leave the ten so-called avydkata questions altogether unanswered. Jayatilleke,
in his eagé:rness to show parallelism between the Buddha and Wittgenstein
( or the ‘P/ositivists) has unfortunately forgotten that the Buddha did
answer all the ten questions with the help of his vibhajya method. The
first six questions were rejected by the Buddha (and therefore, one
can say-that he answered them in the negative, perhaps, with a qualified
negation ), for they definitely run contrary to his philosophic position,
i. e. the Middle Way, madhyama pratipat. Thus, for example, if he
accepted that the loka (world ?) is finite he would be accepting the
annihilationist’s position and if he accepted that the loka is infinite, he
would be accepting the eternalist’s position. But his philosophic goal
was to steer clear of these extremes. For exainple, let us refer to the
following dialogue in the Lokdyatikasutta of the Samyuttanikaya XII, 47:

‘The Lokayatika brihmana asked the Buddha: “O Gotama, does
everything exist 2> ¢ Everything exists—this is, O Brahmana,
the first Lokayatika view.”

“ Again, Gotama, does nothing exist 2’ “Nothing exists—this is,
O Brahmana, the second Lokayatika view.”

“O Gotama, is all one ?”’ ““All is one —this is, Brahmana, the
third Lokayatika view.”

““ Again, O Gotama, is all separate 2> ** All is separate— this is,
O Brahmana, the fourth Lokayatika view. The Tathagata, O

' Brhamana, teaches his doctrine through the Middle Way (having
avoided all extremes), viz., depending upon avidya ( misconception)
samskara arises, and so on.”
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As regards the fifth and the sixth questions the Buddha gave his
answers in the Avijjapaccaya-sutta of the Samyutta-nikaya X11. 135:

“If it is accepted that the soul is identical with the body, then
there is no use of prescribing the discipline for Brahmacarya
(ascetic practices such as control of the mind). And if it is
accepted that the soul is different from the body, then there is no
use of prescribing the discipline for brahmacarya ( ascetic practices
such as control of the body ). Thus, having given up both the ex-
tremes, the Tathdgata instructs the doctrine through the Middle Way.”’

As regards the last four questions (seventh through tenth in the
above list), the Buddha explained his position in the Aggivacchagottasutta
of the Majjhima-nikaya 11. 22. 1 have already cited above the dialogue
between Vaccha and the Buddha. I have also explained the point of the
analogy of a burning flame and its extinction with the Tathdgata and
his death. By now it is clear that the Buddha, instead of maintaining
complete silence about the so-called avydkata questions, answered them
explicity with the help of his vibhajya method.

 Yalomitra quotes another dialogue of the Buddha in order to
illuminate his position on the avydkata questions:39

“Is it true, Gautama, that he who acts enjoys the result (also)?”
“ This, Brahmana, is unexplained.”

“Is it true that one acts and another enjoys the result ?”’
““This, Brahmana, is unexplained.”

“ You say that it is unexplained when I ask ‘Is it true that he
who acts also enjoys the result ?" You also say that it is unexplained
when I ask Is it true that one acts and the other enjoys the result ?
Now, certainly, what is the meaning of your statements ( answers )?”’

““ The statement * He who acts enjoys the result’ leads to eternalism.
And the statement ‘One acts and the other enjoys the result’
leads to annihilationism. Having recognized both these extremes,
the Tathdgata teaches the doctrine by the Middle Way.”

The above analysis shows that the Middle Way was similar to the
‘ non-onesided’ ( anekdnta ) way. For in both cases one is advised to
avoid the extremes (anta). But Mahdvira was not strictly a follower of
the Middle Way. For him, the ‘middle’ was also an anta, a side, as is
evident in the scheme, the left, the right and the middle. Thus from
the Jaina point of view the Buddha would still be an ekanta-vadin
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although he was a follower of the middle course. With regard to the
doctrine of the four Noble Truths and the impermanence of the five
personality aggregates, the Buddha held a definite position.3! In other
words, with regard to these questions the Buddha was an ekantavddin.
Similarly, I think the ‘dependent origination’ theory of causality in
Buddhism is asserted to refute the evil of both extremes (another illus-
tration of the middle course) : sat-karya (the effect pre-exists) and asar-
karya (the effect is newly created).

In fact, one can follow the ‘middle’ course in either of the two
ways. First, I can accept the middle course and reject the two extremes
(anta). Thus I merely suggest a third alternative which excludes the
other alternatives already suggested. Second, I can accept the ¢ middle*
course without necessarily rejecting the two extremes. In this case, my
alternative does not exclude completely the other alternatives. I merely
expand myself to embrace the two alternatives while myself remaining
in the middle. The first ‘ middle> way is based upon rejection and exclu-
sion, the second upon acceptance and inclusion. We may call the first
¢ exclusive ' middle, and the second the ‘inclusive ’° middle. The Middle
Way of the Buddhist was of the first kind. Mahavira’s anekanta-vada
( the ¢ non-onesided * doctrine ) was of the second kind.
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ANEKANTA : A DEVELOPMENT FROM THE VIBHAJYA
METHOD

Mahavira was described in the Satrakrtarga as a vibhajya-vadin.
But he developed the vibhajya method in a different line. It will be
instructive to collect from the Bhagavatisiitra different references to the
so-called avydkata questions ( mentioned above ) and to see how Maha-
vira answered them with his vibhajya method. This will reveal that the
vibhajya method received a definite form in the hands of Mahivira and
was finally transformed into the amekdnta-vida of the Jainas. In this
matter I follow closely the suggestion of Pandit D. Malvania. 32.

-

The first two avyakata questions were explained by Mahavxra in
the following manner : Bhagavati. 9.386.33

“Bhikkhu Jamali was asked by Honorable Gotama as follows :

‘Is the world eternal or is it non-eternal, Jamali 7 Is the soul
eternal or is it, Jamili, non-eternal ?” Being asked in this manner
Jamali was doubtful and wanted to know but was overwhelmed
with confusion. He was unable to speak in reply, and remained
silent. When Jamali was thus confused, the Venerable Mahivira
told the Bhikkhu Jamali thus : ‘I have, Jamali, many disciples
who are nirgrantha (‘without a stitch’) ascetics and not even
omniscient, but they are able to tell the answer as much as Ican.
Otherwise, they would not have spoken to you, as they have in
the present case. The world is, Jamali, eternal. It did not cease
to exist at any time, it does not cease to exist at any time and
it will not cease to exist at any time. It was, it is and it will be.

It is constant, permanent, eternal, imperishable, indestructible,
always existent.

The world is, Jamali, non-eternal. For it becomes progressive

(in time-cycle) after being regressive. And it becomes regressive
after becoming progressive.

The soul (i. e. living being) is, Jamali, eternal. For it did not
cease to exist at any time. The soul is, Jamali, non-eternal. For
it becomes animal after being a hellish creature, becomes a man
after becoming an animaland it becomesa god after being a man.”
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Several points may be noted in this connection. First, Jamali was
confused and remained silent in the beginning for the question had
several ambiguities. Mahavira boasted that not only he could answer it
but also most of his ordinary disciples could. (Was it an oblique refer-
ence to the ‘silence’ of the Buddha when he first tried to avoid answer-
ing such questions ?) The questions might have been ambiguous but were
not unanswerable,

Second, in the first four avyakata questions, the subject was “loka’”.
Since it ambiguously means both ‘the world’ and ‘the person’, Mahavira
used two separate sets of questions with two different subjects, ‘the
world’ and ‘the soul’, thus, perhaps foreshadowing the Jaina ontological
distinction between the living and the non-living (spirit and matter).
Resolution of ambiguities is, as I have already noted, part of the
vibhajya method.

Third, and this is more important, Mahavira, unlike the Buddha,
did not reject both of the seemingly contradictory predicates (‘infinite’
and ‘finite’) but rather accepted both of them and avoided the seeming
contradiction by showing (or exposing) the different senses in which
these predicates could be used, Thus, it could hardly be regarded as an
acceptance of a real contradiction. To use the later day philosophic
terminology of the Jainas, the world, from the point of view (naya) of
continuity, may be called eternal, but from the point of view of change
of its states, it is non-eternal. This probably foreshadowed also the
Jaina synthesis of the Buddhist doctrine of universal flux with the
Vedanta doctrine of the unchanging Brahman.

Regarding the third and the fourth avydkata questions, Mahavira
had the following to say : Bhagavati 2.1.90 (p. 420)

“There has been the following question in your mind, Skandhaka,
which you have thought about, considered, deliberated and posed
to ask: ‘Is the world finite (with an end), or is it infinite?” This
can be explained as follows: I have given instruction about the
world, Skandhaka, in four ways: They are: following the point of
view of the substance, that of area-measurement, that of time, and
that of modifications.

“Now, from the point of view of the substance, the world is one,
and therefore, finite (i. e. countable in number). From the point of
view of its area-measurement, the world is, again, finite (i. e. its
numerical calculation is possible), for its length and breadth are
each measured as asamkhyata 10,000,0002 yojanas. (This is following
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the Jaina mythological account of the universe found in Karmagrantha.)
And its circumference is measured again, as asamkhyata 10,000,0002
yojanas. (The latter asamkhydata number must be a greater number
than the former.)

“From the point of view of time, the world does not have an end
(i. e. infinite), for it did not cease to exist at any time, neither
does it ceasc to exist (now), nor will it cease to exist at any time,
it was, it is and it will be; it is constant, eternal, permanent,
imperishable, indestructible, and always existent.

“From the point of view of modifications, the world is infinite
(i. e. uncountable in number), for it has limitless modifications of
colour, smell, taste and touch, it has limitless modification in the
form of configuration, it has limitless forms of being heavy and light,
and limitless states of formless modifications (a-guru-laghu-paryaya).

“Therefore, Skandhaka, the world is finite from the point of view of
its substance, finite (i. e. measureable) from the point of view of its
area, (but) infinite from the point of view of time (duration) and also
infinite (uncountable) from the point of view of its modifications.”

Afterwards, the same questions were raised with regards to the
soul (jiva).

And Mahivira proceeded to solve them as follows : Bhagavati (p.420).

“There is another question (in your mind), Skandhaka, viz : is the
soul finite or infinite ? This can be explained as follows: A soul
is, from the point of view of its substance, finite (countable),
for it is countable as one. From the point of view of its area,
the soul is, again, finite (i. e. has measurable dimension), for it
has (according to the Jaina faith) asamkhydta number of parts, and
also occupies an asamkhydta number of space-points.

“From the point of view of time the soul has no end (i. e.
eternal), for it never ceases to exist and it is there always.
From the point of view of its modifications the soul is infinite,
for it has infinite modifications of knowledge, infinite modifications
of direct insight, infinite modifications of character, infinite modi-
fications of formless quality (a-guru-laghu-parydya).1t has no end.
Thus, a soul is finite in number from the point of view of its
substance, it is finite (measureable) also from the point of view
of its area, but it is infinite (continuous) from the point of view
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of time, and infinite (unlimited in number) from the point of view
of its modifications.”

It is clear from the above that when Mahivira tried to answer
the so-called avyakata questions through the vibhajya method, he had
analysed the different senses of, and thereby clarified the ambiguity

~ contained in, such predicate-expressions, ““infinite’ and **finite.” “Infinite”
may mean ‘limitless in number or measurement’ or ‘everlasting.’ Simi-
larly, ““finite” may mean ‘limited in number or measurement’ or ‘of
limited duration.” Notice that all these senses have been taken into
account in Mahavira’s method of analysis. One can thus agree with the
principle of Mahavira without necessarily agreeing with the Jaina mythical
account of the universe and man. Notice also that Mahavira’s analysis
differed from that of the Buddha in that the Buddha maintained his
doctrine of the Middle Way by rejecting the two alternative questions,
positive and negative, while Mahivira came closer to the anekanta-vada
by accepting both alternatives with proper qualifications and conditiona-
lization.

To the fifth and the sixth questions, Mahavira gave also positive
answers (cf. Bhagavati 13.7.494).34 For the last four questions too, Maha-
vira’s answer would be very definite, for he would say, following the
Jaina religious faith, that the Tathagata or the saint exists and reaches
the end of the universe after death.

The above sketch shows how the vibhajya method in the hands of
Mahiavira was transformed into the anekdnta philosophy of the Jainas. If
the vibhajya method is interpreted only as a method of analysis and
classification then the Jaina anekdnta method may be regarded as the
opposite of it, i.e., synthesis. But, in fact, the vibhajya method was a
generic name for any non-dogmatic and exploratory approach to philos-
ophic and metaphysical questions. It included both analysis and synthesis,
differentiation and integration.

Schematically we can represent the difference between analysis and
synthesis (involved here) as follows : In reply to the question “Are
all A’s B’s 7’ one can say : ‘““Some A’sare B’s, and some are not”. Here
we answer by discriminating between the two groups of 4’s, i.e., the two
subclasses of the class denoted by the subject term. This was what the
Abhidhdarmika Buddhist called one kind of the vibhajya method, i.e.,
analysis. In reply to the question “Is 4 B ?” one can also say: “It
depends.” In other words, it is said that A’s being B depends upon one’s
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point of view, and this also implies that 4’s not being B depends on
another point of view. In the second case, we try to synthesize the two
sides, positive and negative.

Mahavira thus developed a philosophy of synthesis and toleration,
which later came to be designated as the anekéanta-vada. The Buddha’s
method was one of withdrawal from philosophic disputes, for he avoided
committing himself to any extreme view. But Mahavira’s method was
one of commitment, for he attempted to understand the points of view
of the fighting parties (in a philosophic dispute) so that their dispute
could be resolved and reconciled. Thus, the essence of the anekanta-vada
lies in exposing and making explicit the standpoints or presuppositions
of different philosophical schools.
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DIFFERENT SENSES OF ANEKANTA

““Sugato yadi sarvajfiah kapilo neti k& prama
Tav ubhau yadi sarvajiau matabhedah katham tayoh.”

“If Sugata (the Buddha) is omniscient, how do we know that Kapila
is not (also omniscient) ? If both of them are omniscient, how is
it then that the view of the former differs from the latter 77

This verse quoted in Tattvasamgraha (verse 3148) was apparently
used to refute the Jaina doctrine of omniscience. But the same statement
can be used, perhaps with a shift in the emphasis or intonation, by a
Jaina to defend his anekanta doctrine. In fact, the anekdnta doctrine can
be vindicated if we assume the omniscience of Mahavira. Thus, Saman-
tabhadra has said: 35

“Since the doctrines of all ‘non-Jaina’ (tirthakrt) philosophers
contradict each other, none of them is trustworthy. Who, then,
could be the guru ‘instructor’ ?”

This also reveals the wonderful power of assimilation of the
Jaina doctrine. And thus I have called it a philosophy of synthesis and
reconciliation.

H. Kapadia analysed ‘“‘anekanta-vada’’ as ani-eka+anta+vada (‘‘not-
one-a side (an end)-a statement”). He explained the meaning as ‘‘many-
sided exposition”. He added : “Thereby it is implied that it is a state-
ment made after taking into account all possible angles of vision regar-
ding any object or idea.””’36 This explanation is somewhat inaccurate.
For ““vada” in this context usually means a theory or a philosophic
position (e.g., sat-karya-vada, Sﬁnya-vdda). Thus one can translate anekanta-
vada as ‘the theory of many-sidedness or manifoldness of reality.’

To be precise, anekanta-vada is to be contrasted with ekanta-vada,
which stands for a definite, categorically asserted philosophical position.
But aneka ‘many’ is not diametrically opposite of eka ‘one’, for many
includes one. Different ekdnta-vadas may thus be only constituents of the
anekanta doctrine. Dr. Satkari Mookerjee explained anekanta as the phil-
osophy of “non-absolutism.”” 37 But this seems hardly acceptable, for,
according to some, even the Madhyamika philosophy can be described
as one of ‘non-absolutism’. Dr. Y. J. Padmarajiah has translated
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anekanta-vada as ‘the theory of manifoldness.” 38 This is acceptable, but
unfortunately he has also used such terms as ‘indetermination’ or
‘indefinitness’ to refer to the anekanta doctrine. This is misleading. For,
as any Jaina scholar would point out, anekdnta is certainly not a philo-
sophy of indetermination or a philosophy of dubiety.

It is, in fact, useful to make a distinction between two senses of
anekanta-vada. The term is used, in the first place, to denote the Jaina
metaphysical doctrine, by which I mean the Jaina view of reality. Rou-
ghly, the Jainas believe that reality is manifold and each entity has a
manifold nature, consists of diverse forms and modes, of innumerable
aspects. In this sense, therefore, the term can correctly be translated as
‘the theory of manifoldness of reality.’ But the term ‘anekdnta-vada is
also used for the Jaina philosophic method-as a method which allows
for reconciliation, integration and synthesis of conflicting philosophic

views. In this sense, the anekanta-vada is the proper heir to the vibhajya-vada
of Mahavira

‘As a philosophic methodology, anekdanta-vada takes its flight, to
use Padmarajiah’s metaphor,3® on the two wings of naya-vada ‘the
doctrine of standpoints’ and saptabhargi ‘the doctrine of sevenfold
predication’. Anekdnta-vada is sometimes called ‘sydd-vada’, although the
latter term is usually reserved for ‘the dialectic of sevenfold predication’.
Mallisena in his Syddvada-mayijari explains (under verse five) sydd-vada
as anekanta-vada :

“The particle ‘syad’ signifies ‘manifoldness’: and so the sydd-
doctrine is the doctrine of manifoldness. And that means the
acceptance (of a view) that a single entity is variegated by a
plurality of attributes, namely, non-eternal and eternal etc.”’40

F. W. Thomas translates “‘anekanta”’ as ‘non-unequivocality’41,
But this is also vague. In Haribhadra’s Anekantajayapataka, several syno-
nyms of “anekdnta-vada” are found, such as: sanhara-vidat? (p. 26)
‘the philosophy of integration’; sarva-vastu-sabala-vada (p. 26) ‘the theory
of manifoldness of every real entity; akula-vada (p. 13) ‘the philosophy
of ‘that’ and ‘not that’; and sarmkirpa-vada (p. 13) ‘the philosophy of
intermixture’. These synonyms, to be sure, throw considerable light on
the nature and meaning of the anmekdnta-vada. (The word ‘dkula’ may
mean ‘confused’ but since anekanta is not the philosophy of confusion,
let us translate dkula-vada as ‘a position where conflicting views are
entangled or harmonized together’.)



VI
ANEKANTA AS A RESOLUTION OF THE PARADOX

OF CAUSALITY

The critique of causality was an important factor in the develop-
ment of the early philosophical thoughts in India. The first beginning of
Indian philosophy can be traced back to the cosmogonic hymns of the
Vedas. Notably the Ndsadjya hymn of the Rg-veda records two opposing
views about the origin of the Universe : The Universe came out of Being
or sat or the existent, and it came out of the non-existent or asat.
During the period of philosophic systematization, those two views
crystalized into two opposing philosophic positions on causality : sat-
karya-vada (of the Samkhya), which means that the effect pre-exists in
the cause, and asat-kdrya-vada (of the VaiSesika), which means that the
effect is a new creation. These two views actually present the two sides
of the ancient philosophical paradox of change and permanence. This
paradox is beautifully expressed in a line in the Bhagavad-gita.+3

“Whatever is non-existent or unreal does not come into
existence, whatever is existent or real does not go out of existence.”

Nagarjuna expressed the paradox as follows ;44

“If something exists by nature, it would never cease to exist.
For it is certainly not feasible that the nature will be otherwise.”

In the Samkhya system, Viacaspati-miéra formulated the problem
as follows :45

“The non-existent does not come into existence, nor the
existent cease to exist.”

What we have here suggests a striking similarity in the origin of
philosophic thought between India and Greece. In both traditions, it
is significant to note, philosophy began with a search for a unity that
would explain and give some coherence to the apparent incoherence of
a universe in a flux. Philosophy originated in India, as much as it did
in ancient Greece, when a purely mythological way of thinking was
succeeded by a deeper reflection on what was primary in our universe
of multiplicity and change.
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The Samkhya solution of the paradox of change is embodied in
its theory of real transformation ( paripdmavada). The paradox can be
restated as follows:If change (origin and destruction) is intelligible,
permanence is unintelligible, and if permanence is intelligible, change
is not. The Samkhya posited the persistence of what it called the
‘“unmanifest” or the “‘chief”’ matter. The ‘‘chief” in this system is said
to be undergoing modifications or change at every moment while it
itself remains unchanging or constant. It is conceived here as the un-
changing core of all matter, as the repository of all the potentialities
for change, as one that undergoes modifications. The ‘chief’ is existent,
thus the Samkhya avoids the anomaly of conceding the existence of the
non-existent (of na asato bhdvah). Origination is explained as the unfolding
of the hidden potentialities. Viacaspati-misra used the analogy of the
turtle body which can make its limbs explicit and also withdraw them
inside without really creating or destroying them.46

The Vaifesika solution leaned heavily on the other end of the
paradox : asafa eva bhavah ‘only such things come into existence as did
not exist before.” And the logical corollary to this position was : sata eva
abhavah ‘only what exists can be destroyed.’ Thus, while explaining Vaiée-
sika-sfitra 9.2 ““sad asat” (‘‘the existent becomes non-existent”’), Candri-
nanda notes : “The effect which is existent is destroyed in ‘posterior’
time and thus becomes non-existent.”’47 Permanence is a separate chara-
cteristic in this system. Only those things are permanent that can neither
be said to come into existence, nor cease to exist.

The Buddhist solution agrees partly with the Vaifesika and partly
with the Samkhya. The ‘dependent origination’ theory states that origin-
ation is conditioned by (i. e., dependent upon) other factors. As in the
VaiSesika, change here is accepted as real. But the Buddhists are much
more radical. Change (origin and destruction) is instantaneous and
automatic (and, in this regard, it comes closer to the Samkhya theory
of instantaneous transformation). Change is the order of nature. Only
sequence of events exists. There is nothing (no inner core) that changes
from one state to another, but there is change (origin and destruction).
The two states, the so-called cause-state and the effect-state, are non-
identical with each other (and, in this regard, the theory comes closer
to the VaiSesika). But the Samkhya notion of potentiality and the
Vaisesika notion of permanence or stability are both rejected in Buddhism.
The Buddhist theory of causation is drawn to its extremity in the
Sautrantika doctrine as universal flux. '
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The Vedinta school accepted the other extreme in making the notion
of permanence as ultimately real. It subordinated the notion of change
completely under that of permanence. While the early Vedanta (Badara-
yana and Bhartrprapafica) rejected the Sdamkhya dualism of matter and
spirit (making Brahman, the ultimate consciousness, the root of all things,
spiritual and material), it accepted the Samkhya doctrine of real trans-
formation or parindma. 48 Sarpkara carries this position to the further
extreme by declaring all change to be illusory and superficial (cf. vivarta-
vada). Stated simply, Samkara’s position was acceptance of one extreme
of the above paradox: If something exists, it should exist always. And
since only Brahman is the existent, it is eternal, everlasting and uncha-
nging. Hence change has to be ruled out as only appearance.

Now we can consider the Jaina resolution of this dispute about
causality with the help of their anekdnta method and anekanta philosophy.
The anekanta doctrine says that reality is both unchanging and evercha-
nging, for reality has manifold nature, infinitefold complexity. To use
the philosophical terminology of A. N. Whitehead, it is both a process
and a reality. Thus, what Whitehead says about the ‘chief task of meta-
physics’ will certainly be welcome to the Jainas :

““That ‘all things flow’ is the first vague generalization which the
unsystematized, barely analysed, intuition of men has produced.
Without doubt, if we are to go back to that ultimate, integral
experience, unwarped by the sophistications of theory, that expe-
rience whose elucidation is the final aim of philosophy, the flux
of things is one ultimate generalization around which we must
weave our philosophical system.” 49

The notion of ‘flux’, Whitehead continues, has been held up by
such philosophers as Heraclitus as one primary notion for further
analysis, while others dwell on ‘permanence’ of things, or on ‘things’-the
solid earth, the mountains, the stones, the Egyptian Pyramids,
the spirit of man, God. The first group has given us the metaphysics of
‘substance’, and the second group the metaphysics of ‘flux’. ¢But”,
Whitehead asserts, *‘in truth the two lines cannot be torn apart in this
way.” 50 This is almost an echo of what the Jaina philosophers say,
viz., the Buddhists have given us the philosophy of flux while the Veda-
ntins the philosophy of permanence, but in reality the two notions
cannot be separated.

The Jainas argue in the following way. The world has an aspect
that is seen as unchanging — this is its saf-aspect or svabhava-aspect or its
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“‘substance’’ aspect. The substantial essence of reality is permanent for
it defies all change. But if one puts too much emphasis on this aspect
one is driven to the extreme (ekanta) position of the Vedanta. A moder-
ately extreme (ekdnta) position is that of the Samkhya, which emphasizes
permanence but recognizes also change. If one puts too much emphasis
on the aspect of change, one is driven to the position of the (Sautrantika)
Buddhist, who denies completely the substantial aspect of reality. The
world is' only a process, a sequence of events. A moderately extreme
position in this direction is that of the Vaisesikas, for they accept both,
the notion of unchanging substances and that of qualitative change and
modifications.



VI

THE JAINA NAYAS AND THE MADHYAMIKA
DIALECTIC

It will be interesting to compare the Jaina doctrine of Nayas
‘standpoints’ with Madhyamika dialectic. The Jainas argue that different
philosophers, when they construct different philosophical systems, empha-
size different ‘standpoints.” The Jainas further point out that as long as
we emphasize one aspect or standpoint (say the standpoint of ‘substance’)
while being fully aware that this is only one out of many, equally viable,
standpoints, we employ a naya ‘a right philosophical method.” But when
we emphasize only one standpoint by excluding all others, we employ a
durnaya ‘an incorrect philosophical method.” The business of the anekdnta
philosophy is to expose a durnaya, and isolate and identify the nayas.

Following the above principle, the Jainas assert that reality appears
to be unchanging when we consider its ‘substantial’ aspect, but it seems to be
everchanging when we consider its qualities and modes. Other philosophers
suffer from partiality of their outlook while the Jainas try to overcome
partiality and one-sidedness and search for the totality of outlook,
for omniscience,

How does the Jaina position differ from that of the Madhyamikas ?
The Madhyamikas also emphasize the paradoxicality of change and conti-
nuity. But they derive a different philosophic conclusion from this premise,
for they do not share the same synthesizing and conciliatory (anekanta)
attitude of the Jainas. The inherent paradoxicality of the notion of
causation is, for the Madhyamikas, the ground for mistrusting the basic
premise upon which the thesis of causality is grounded : viz., a thing
exists by its ‘one-nature’ or essence (svabhava). Thus, the point is
driven home by the Madhyamikas that a thing is empty of its ‘own-nature’
or essence, and this culminates in their thesis of Emptiness’ (Sﬁnyatd).

To illustrate Nagarjuna's philosphic argumentation, let me quote
two verses from the Madhyamika-Karika :

“The ‘own-nature’ (of a thing) cannot be generated by causal
conditions (hetus and pratyayas). For if the ‘own-nature' is generated
by causal conditions, it would be (artificially) created.”

“Now, how could ‘own-nature’ be (artificially) created? For,
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‘own-nature' is what is non-artificial (un-created) and independent
ot others>5!

Nagarjuna, thus, carries this point to its logical extrme :

“If the natue or essence (of a thing) does not exist, what is it
then that will change ? And if the nature does exist, what again
is it that will change ?'52

Consistent with the attitude of the Buddha, who refused to be dragged
into the quicksand of philosophic disputations, the Madhyamika rejects
most philosphic positions by exposing their inherent contradictions and
anomalies and points out that tattva (truth) is not to be arrived at through
such philosophic disputations, for it is only revealed to the prajia or
insight. Similarly consistent with the attitude of Mahavira, who tried to
resolve the philosophic disputations by analyzing various shades of meaning
and implications of the concepts involved (see above), the Jainas tried
to reconcile between different philosophical schools and showed that the
difficulties involved in their ekdnta positions resulted from their hidden
assumptions and tacitly accepted standpoints.

A comment from Siddhasena is particularly illuminating in this
connection. He observes :53

“All the standpoints (nayas) are right in their own respective
spheres-but if they are taken to be refutations, each of the other,
then they are wrong. But a man who knows the ‘non-one-sided’
nature of reality never says that a particular view is absolutely
wrong.”

It should, however, be noted that Nagarjuna’s position of non-commit-
ment was not always expressed through negation or rejection. On rare
occasions, he seems to betray what may be called the Jaina spirit of
concession and neutrality. For example, consider: Mddhyamika Karika,
chap. 18, verse 8

“Everything is true; not everything is true; both, everything is true,
and not everything is true; or, neither everything is true nor is
everything not true. This is the teaching of the Buddha.”



VIII

SUBSTANCE AND QUALITY :
TWO MAIN STANDPOINTS

Siddhasena Divakara has pointed out that there are two funda-
mental nayas ‘standpoints’ that can be derived from the teachings of
Mahivira.5¢ They are expressed cryptically as follows: 1) Dravyastika,
the ‘““substance exists’ standpoint, and 2) Paryayastika, the ‘‘modification
exists” standpoint. The first has been called the standpoint of substance
and the second the standpoint of change or modification. Alternatively,
the first one may be called the viewpoint of generality, and the second
one the viewpoint of particularity or differentiation. All the other stand-
points, according to Siddhasena, fall under these two heads.

Traditionally, the Jainas talk about seven(or six) types of stand-
points. This was by way of taking into account the different philosophical
views prevalent in classical India. Siddhasena observed that the metho-
dology of standpoints was intended to explain the truths of the Jainu
canons :

“The ‘pure’ naya methodology consists in the exposition of the (Jaina)
canons. (But) if it is not correctly applied it ruins both parties.’*55

Siddhasena’s warning about the incorrect employment of the naya
methodology is reminiscent of a similar warning from Nagirjuna regar-
ding the misunderstanding of the ‘Emptiness’ doctrine :56

“Like a snake caught at the wrong end, or like a craft learnt in
the wrong manner, the ‘emptiness’ doctrine may destroy the stupid
person when it is misunderstood by him.”

Siddhasena was probably the first in the Jaina tradition to synthe-
size the Samkhya view with the Buddhist view: Thus, he observes :57

“The system of philosophy taught by Kapila is a representation
of the ‘only substance exists’ viewpoint, and that which is taught
by the son of Suddhodana (the Buddha) is an exposition of ‘only
modification exists’ viewpoint.”

Regarding the Vaifesika system, Siddhasena comments that it employs
both viewpoints. But still the Vaiesikas do not employ a pure, flawless
methodology :58



Substance and Quality : Two Main Standpoints 33

““Although the philosophical system of Kanada (Uliika) applies both
standpoints, it is also fallacious because the standpoints are emp-
loyed each independently of the other.”

The point of Siddhasena is that the VaiSesikas simply combine the two
standpoints, but do not synthesize them. The Jainas, on the other hand,
synthesize the two and build them into a coherent whole. Siddhasena
also claims that the VaiSesikas and the Buddhists are correct in so far
as they point out the faults and fallacies of the Samkhya view of causa-
lity and the Samkhya philosophers are correct in so far as they criticize
the Buddhists and the Vaidesikas. But when these two views of causality
(sat-karya and asat-karya) are adjusted together in compliance with the
anekanta method, the result will be the True Insight (samyag-darsana,
omniscience).%Y

Siddhasena, in fact, mentions six different standpoints as subdivi-
sions of the two fundamental standpoints : “Substance exists” and “modi-
fication exists.”” Thé two standpoints called samgrdha (the general) and
vyavahara (the practical) are included under the ‘substance exists’ stand-
point. The most general standpoint is that of the monistic philosophers,
for whom there is only one, undifferentiated reality, the ultimate reality.
The ‘practical’ standpoint is that of the pluralistic philosophers, who,
for the sake of convenience in everyday behaviour, classify reality into
two or several categories. The four standpoints known as rjusiitra (the
‘straight thread’), dabda (the verbal), samabhiridha (the ‘subtle’), and
eva;nbhiita (the ‘thus-happened’), are included under the ‘“‘modification
exists” standpoint.

The “straight-thread” standpoint is described by Siddhasena as
the very foundation of the ‘‘modification exists” standpoint. And the
‘verbal’ and other minor nayas are only subtle varicties of the ¢‘straight-
thread’* standpoint, its branches and twigs.60 The ‘‘straight-thread”
standpoint is the viewpoint of particularity. It looks at a thing with
regard to its present moment only. Thus, it reveals that a thing is in
perpetual flux. This is how the Buddhists propound their doctrine of
momentariness. In other words, this standpoint asks us to differentiate
the thing of this moment from the thing of the next moment. The
““verbal” standpoint asks us to differentiate a word having one particular
set of grammatical inflections (such as ‘gender’ and ‘person’) from the
same word having a different set of grammatical inflections. The ‘‘subtle”
standpoint differentiates between ‘synonymous’ words (having the same
denotation) on the basis of their etymological or functional meanings.
The ‘“thus-happened” standpoint takes the extreme form of particulari-
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zation. It differentiates between different uses of the same word at
different times or in different contexts. We can tabulate Siddhasena’s
scheme as follows :

Standpoints
I
¢“Substance exists” “Modification exists’
I .
The general The ‘practical’
I : l
(Vedanta, (VaiSesika, Samkhya)
Mabhayana Buddhism)

| I | I
The ¢‘straigh-thread” The “‘verbal’®> The ‘‘subtle The ‘‘thus-happened”

(Sautrantika) (Grammarians) (Etymologists) (Pragmatists)



IX
EXISTENCE AND SUBSTANCE

It will be interesting to introduce at this point the Jaina discussion
of the problem of existence and substance. The Jaina conception of
‘existence’ (sat) was intimately related to their notion of ‘substance’.
In fact, the Jainas redefined the notion of substance, in accordance with
their anekanta principle, as a combination of the notion of ‘being’ and
‘becoming’.61

The Tattvarthasitra 5.29 asserts :62 <“What there is, has the nature
of substance.” And in the next Siutra it is added : “What there is (the
existent), is endowed with the triple character, origin, decay and stability
(persistence).”” The Tattvartha-bhdsya explains that whatever originates,
perishes and continues to be is called the existent; anything different is
called the non-existent.63

In siitra 5.37, the substance is again characterized as follows :
“The substance is possessed of qualities (guna) and modes (parydya).”
Here, the broad category ‘attribute’ is apparently broken into two sub-
categories, qualities and modes. But the siitras do not give the definition
of modes (paryaya); sutra 5.40 defines quality (guna) as : “What reside
in a substance, and are themselves devoid of any quality, are called
qualities.” The Tattvartha-bhasya adds :64

“Though modes too reside in a substance and themselves devoid
of any quality, they are subject to origin and destruction. Thus,
they do not always reside in a substance. The qualities, on the
other hand, are permanent, and hence they always reside in a
. substance. This is how qualities are to be distinguished from
modes.”

Pajyapada, in his commentary Sarvarthasiddhi, is more specific about the
distinction of qualities and modes : 65

“A quality is (actually) the distinguishing character of one substance
from another. For example, the person (soul) is different from
matter (non-soul) through (its possession of) cognition etc.; the
matter is distinguished from soul through qualities like colour.
The generic attributes common to souls are cognition etc., and
that of non-soul are colour etc. The modifications of these quali-
ties, viewed in their particular nature, are called modes (parydya),
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. such as: cognition of a pot, anger, pride (in a soul); and intense
or mild odour, deep or light colour in the case of the non-soul.”

In the above analysis of the Tatfvarthasitra, we have at least two
compatible notions of substance: (1) substance as the core of change or
flux, and (2) substance as the substratum of attributes. Kundakunda
combines these two notions as he defines substance in his Pravacanasara :

“They call it a substance, which is characterized by origin, persis-
tence and decay, without changing its ‘own-nature’, and which is
endowed with qualities and accompanied by modifications. For the
‘own-nature’ of the substance is its existence (sad-bhava), which
is always accompanied by qualities and variegated modes, and
at the same time, by origin, decay and continuity. Here the great
Jina, while he was teaching his doctrine, had described only one
among various characteristics, namely, existence, for it is all-
comprising. The Jinas have truly declared that what is called the
existent is, in fact, the substance existing by its own-nature. This
is also established by the scripture. He who does not accept it is
only a non-Jaina (cf. para-samaya).”’66

The VaiSesika school emphasized rather the second aspect of the
substance, substance as the substratum of qualities and action. Thus,
Vaiéesika-siitra 1.1.14 defined substance as follows:

“The definition of a substance is that it possesses qualities (guna)
and action/motion (kriya), and it is the substratum-cause.”’%7

The notion of ¢‘substratum-cause’ (samavdyi-kdrana) is explained in this
context as that which as substratum gives ‘causal’ support to the changing
attributes, qualities and action.

Aristotle, in the Western tradition, was emphatic about both these
notions of substance : (1) as a core of change, and (2) as a substratum
of attributes. In Categories, he wrote :

“The most distinctive mark of substance appears to be that, while
remaining numerically one and the same, it is capable of admitting
contrary qualities. From among things other than substance, we
should find ourselves unable to bring forward any which possessed
this mark.”’68

This comment underlines both notions of substance mentioned above.

Aristotle, however, suggested also three other notions of substance, all
of which became very influential in later Western philosophty : (3) sub-
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stance as the concrete individual thing, (4) substance as essence, as one
having independent existence, and (5) substance as the logical subject.
From his remark that examples of substance can be “‘the individual man
or horse”,89 one can infer the third notion of substance, substance as
the concrete individual. But admittedly, Aristotle’s remark was too vague
to give us any definite conclusion.

The VaiSesika theory of substance included the concept of the
‘concrete’ individual, but it was extended to include such non-concrete
things as the bodiless soul, the sky, time and space. Thus,. the notion
of substance as a concrete individual thing is too narrow to accomodate
the VaiSesika view. Besides, one may reasonably ask: what constitutes
the concreteness ? The criteria of identification and individuation are
clear enough with regard to the standard things like man, table and horse,
but very unclear and problematic with regard to such non-standard
things as cloud, water and iron.

The idea of substance as the essence or the immutable core seems
to have been suggested by Aristotle in his Metaphysics.70 A natural
corollary to this notion is that a substance is independently existent.
Thus, existence, according to Aristotle, can be applied, in proper sense
of the term, to substances only, and qualities and relations have only a
secondary existence, a parasitic mode of being.

“Therefore, that which is primarily, i.e., not in a qualified sense but
without qualification, must be substance.”

The Jainas too, identify the - notion of **it is” (existence) with that of
substance, but they add also that ‘it is” or ‘it exists” means only that
it is endowed with the triple character of origin, decay and stability.

The Jainas explicated the notion of substance in such a way as
to avoid falling between the two stools of being and becoming. It was
a grand compromise of flux and permanence. The substance is being, it is
also becoming. Kundakunda observes : The substance has both natures :
from the standpoint of its ‘own-nature’, it is being (sat, ﬁnchanging),
and from the standpoint of its other ‘own-nature’, it has triple character,

origin, decay and continuity, i.e., fluctuations.”! Siddhasena Divakara
repeated the point more forcefully :

““There is no substance that is devoid of modifications, nor is
there any modification without an abiding something, a substance.

For origin, decay and continuance are the three constituents of a
substance,”72 Lo R

s
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It may be noted that the notion of continuity in the so-called
triple character of a substance is not identical with the notion of per-
manence of the substance. The former notion means persistence or
continuance (pravdhanityata). The latter notion means immutability. It is
the notion in the background of which the triple character of origination,
destruction and continuity becomes meaningful. ‘Continuity’, on the other
hand, is a notion essentially dependent upon origin and decay. Thus,
Kundakunda observes :

“There is no origin without destruction, nor is there any destru-
ction without origin, and neither is destruction nor origination
possible without what continues to be.”73

Amrtacandra Siiri, commentator of Kundakunda, explains that
when a pot is produced from a lump of clay, both the origin of the pot
and the destruction of the lump together maintain the persistence of the
clay-substance. In order to prove his contention, Amrtcandra uses the
following reductio (prasarga) :

“If we do not accept it as true, origin, decay and continuity all
three will then be really different from one another. In that case,
when the mere origin of the pot is sought after, then either
it will not originate for there will not be any (real) cause for its
origin, or there will be origination of the non-existent (an untenable
paradox). If the pot does not originate, no bhavas (things) will
originate. If there is origination of the non-existent (asat), then
the sky-flower etc. will come into being. Similarly, if mere destruc-
tion of the lump of clay is attempted at (to the exclusion of the
production of the pot), then either there will not be any destruc-
tion of the lump for want of any (real) cause for such destruction,
or there will be destruction -of the existent or being (another
untenable position).”74

The Jainas were well aware of the Madhyamika critique of the ‘own-
nature’ concept as well as of the problem involved in the doctrine of
permanent substance. It is true that the immutability of own-nature
invites a host of problems. But the notion of flux, the Jainas point out,
is not sacrosanct. Thus, just as the Buddhist argues that there is only
fluctuation from one state to another there being no permanent being,
the Jaina takes the bull by the horn and counterargues that if there is
no permanence there cannot be any change, any fluctuation, for it is only
the permanent that can change. It is only the persisting soul that can
transmigrate.
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In fact, the triple character that describes the Jaina conception of
substance has been dwelt upon by many later authors. Samantabhadra
points out that origin and decay relate to the specific nature of the
substance and stability to the generic nature.?5 Thus, if a golden pot is
destroyed and a golden crown is made out of it, destruction, origination
and continuity happen simultaneously and give rise to sorrow, joy and
indifferent attitude respectively in the mind of three different kinds of
people, those in favour of the pot, those in favour of the crown, and
those in favour of the gold stuff. Kumarila stated the point more
elaborately :

“If the (gold) plate is destroyed and (instead) a (gold) necklace
is made, then the person who wanted the plate will grieve, and he
who wishes the latter will be happy, but he who wishes for the
gold stuff (only) will neither grive nor be happy. Thus, the triple
nature of an entity is proved.”7%

Turning to the second conception of substance in the Tattvdrtha-
sistras (according to which substance is the substratum of qualities and
modes), we can say that it was probably derived from the Vaifesika
school. In fact, Tattvarthasiitra 5.41 defines quality :77

““Qualities are located in substances, and are themselves devoid
of qualities.”

This seems to be an echo of the Vaifesika definition of guna or quality.
It is also significant that one of the most important Jaina ontological
concepts, i.e. mode or modification, is not even defined in the Tattva-
rthasitras. The Jaina ontological principle of anekantata ‘non-onesided-
ness’, however, is not compatible with the rigid Vaidesika notions of
substance and quality. Thus, Siddhasena has added that it would be as
good as a heresy in Jainism, if one intends to make the notion of subs-
tance absoluty different from that of quality. Moreover, Siddhasena has
argued, the supposed distinction between qualities and modes (tacitly
accepted by both Umasvati and Kundakunda) should also be discarded
altogether in order to remain true to the Jaina spirit.”8

Siddhasena’s philosophic insight in this regard was commendable.
According to him, reality should be viewed from the two important
standpoints, being and becoming, permanence and change. That is why
Lord Mahavira acknowledged only two rayas or standpoints : “substance
exists” and ‘‘modification exists”. If x is an element of reality, then,
according to Siddhasena, x can be viewed as a SUBSTANCE from the
standpoint of being, and as a PROPERTY from the standpoint of be-
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coming. The standpoint of ‘becoming’ (modification) reveals that every-
thing originates, stays and perishes; the standpoint of ‘being’ (*it is*)
reveals everything exists eternally without birth or decay.”’? And, Siddha-
sena asserts, there cannot be being without becoming, or becoming without
being; therefore, a substance (=reality) is defined as the combination of
being with becoming, i.e., origin, decay and stability.89

Siddhasena connects the ‘being’ aspect with generalization and the
‘becoming” aspect with particularization. It is pointed out that in our
ordinary description of things, we necessarily combine the general with
the particular. From the point of view of the highest generalization, a
thing is described as <‘it is’> which reveals the permanent being, the
substance. But when, in ordinary descriptions, a thing is called a piece
of wood, or a chair, or a red chair, we have an intermixture of ‘being’
and ‘becoming’ aspects. In so far as the thing is identified as a nonfluc-
tuating substance, it is the ‘being’ standpoint. And in so far as the
attributes of the thing, such as being a piece of wood, being a chair,
or redness, are revealed by the description, it is the ‘becoming’ stand-
point. Qualities are nothing but modes or states of the substance. In
any' characterization or description of the thing there is thus an overlap
of ‘being’ and ‘becoming’ standpoints, until we reach the ultimate
particularity, pure ‘becoming’, i. e., the point-instants (ksanas) of the
Buddhists. 8!



X
THE SEVEN STANDPOINTS

Tattvarthasiitra 1.6 says that philosophic understanding is generated
by both pramanas (means of knowledge) and nayas (discussion of stand-
points). In other philosophical schools, it is asserted that reality is reve-
aled through pramanas or means of knowledge (cf. pramanadhina vastusiddhih).
Thus the Jainas requisition the service of the doctrine of standpoints,
in addition to that of pramadnas, for the ascertainment of reality. A thing,
according to the Jainas, has innumerable characteristics, and a pramana
may not reveal its detailed features. Thus the standpoints, by putting
emphasis on one aspect or the other, can help us to grasp reality completely
and in a proper manner.

What is the distinction between a pramdna and a naya? A pramana
reveals the thing as a whole cf. (sakala-grahin ) while a naya reveals only
a portion of it (amsa-grahin). A naya is only a part of a pramdna and
hence it cannot be identical with the pramana. A pramana is compared
to an ocean while nmayas or standpoints are like ocean-water kept in
different pitchers.82

Akalanka has described the standpoints as the hidden intentions
or presuppositions of inquirers, different points of view of persons sear-
ching for the truth.83 Akalanka further states that a pramapa results in
knowledge while a standpoint is only a view of the knower. Each viewer
views a thing from a particular point. Thus, the nature of the thing that
is revealed to him is necessarily conditioned or colored or limited by his
particular point of view. This amounts to saying that only a partial aspect
of reality is revealed to him. As long as he is not conscious that he views
reality only from one among infinite number of points of view, his
metaphysical thesis will remain ‘one-sided’ ekanta. To remedy this defect,
the Jainas teach the doctrine of standpoints. Thus, Siddhasena notes-in
his Nydyavatara (verese 29):

“Since a thing has manifold character, it is comprehended (only)

by the omniscient. But a thing becomes the subject matter of a

naya, when it is conceived from one particular standpoint.”

How many points of view are there from which one can view
reality ? Since a thing has infinitefold constitution, according to the
Jainas, there should be an infinite number of points of view. Siddhasena
accepts this theoretical possibility :84
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“There are just as many nayavadas (standpoints) as there are ways
of putting a (philosophic) proposition. There are also as many
nayas as there are views of the non-Jaina philosophers.”

I have already discussed briefly Siddhasena’s six—fold classification
of nayas on standpoints. But traditionally the Jainas accept a seven-fold
classification. Tattvartha-siitra 1.34 mentions five kinds of standpoints.
However, sitra 1.35 mentions two sub-varieties of the naigama
(the ¢ common *) and three sub-varieties of the §abda ( the verbal ). But
generally all Digambara texts talk about seven standpoints, which are
enumerated as follows: naigama (the ¢ common ), samgraha (the general),
vyavahara ( the practical ), rjusiitra ( the ‘straight-thread ), the Sabda
( the verbal ), samabhiridha (the subtle ), and evambhuta (the ‘‘thus-
happened’ ).

Viadideva, following Akalanka and others, presents the following
scheme of classification:85

Standpoint
J

l | ol

Substantial Maodificational
(Being) (Becoming)

|

o) @) G)
The common The general The practical
(‘non-distinguished’)

|
“The soul has “A thing exists” <A thing is
consciousness.” either eternal

or non-eternal.”

4) ) (6) (7)
The ¢straight-thread”” The ‘verbal’ The subtle The ¢“thus-happened”
|

“Everything is in flux”

According to another scheme, the first four standpoints (1 through 4)
are classified as the standpoint of ‘things’ while the last three (5 through 7)
are classified as the standpoint of ‘word’ (cf. artha-naya and S$abda-naya).
It is claimed that the last three standpoints are concerned with only the
linguistic uses. They pay attention to the distinction reflected in the
grammatical inflections as well as in the specific uses of words. Using
modern terminology, one may say that the first four are concerned with
ontological distinctions while the last three with semantic distinctions.

Kundakunda (as well as others following him) speaks of another
scheme of classification of standpoints. This is the dual classification of
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nifcaya ‘the standpoint of determination’ and vyavahdara <the standpoint
of worldly behaviour.’86 This dual classification has no direct connection
with the usuval seven standpoints of the Jainas, but it corresponds to the
well-known distinction of two levels of truth in Madhyamika Buddhism,87
the standpoint of wultimate reality (paramartha) and the standpoint of
conventional reality (vyavahdra or samvrti). Almost the same distinction
can be found in the Advaita Vedanta school of Samkara, viz., the disti-
nction of the ultimate existence (paramarthika-sattd) and the phenomenal
existence (prdtibhasika-satta). And perhaps the same distinction can be
traced in the Upanisadic distinction of the ‘subtle’ (sikgma) reality and the
‘gross’ (sthiila) reality. Yogacdra Buddhist, in a similar vein, distinguishes
between the teachings of the Buddha which have direct meaning (njtartha)
and the teachings of the Buddha which have hidden or implicit meaning
(neydrtha). Thus, according to the Yogacdara, in such Sutras as the
Sandhinirmocana and the Prajndpdramitd the Buddha instructs the ultimate
reality directly while in other places he gives instruction about the ulti-
mate reality only indirectly. As far as the Jainas are concerned, the
standpoint of ‘determination’ (niscaya) describes the soul as independent,
seif-existent and uncontaminated by matter. This is the truth in the
ultimate sense, a goal to be arrived at the final stage. But the standpoint
of ‘worldly behaviour’ (vyavahara) describes the soul as one that is
involved in karma as well as in the birth and re-birth cycle (samsara).

The traditional seven standpoints may be understood in the
following way: Naigama ( the common, the non-distinguished ): It is a
method of referring to an entity where its generic and specific charac-
teristics are not distinguished from each other. It is an imprecise state-
ment, but not an incorrect one, for it is convgationally accépted.
( Naigama means a village or market place hance a’ “Market place”
statement 7) e. g., ¢ Here is a brahmana-monk.” Strictly speaking, a monk
cannot be a brahmana for he is supposed to give up his caste-privileges.
But the above statement is easily understandable as it refers to one who
was a brahmana before he became a monk.

Vadideva, however. explains this standpoint in a different manner.
He cites such examples as “In soul there is an ever-lasting conciousness.”
Here, although “‘everlasting’ has been used as a qualifier of ““consciousness”
there is, in principle, no substantive-adjective relation between the two.
The two attributes, everlastingness and consciousness, are conceived as
the adjective and the substantive in a ‘non-distinguished ’ manner in the
above construction.
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The meaning of ‘‘naigama” thus changed in the course of its
development. When the ¢ practical > standpoint came to mean imprecise
but popular statements, ‘‘naigama’ was interpreted as the ( universal-cum-
particular ) combined way of referring to things. It came to mean a
deliberate ambiguity. Probably this is why Siddhasena omitted this
standpoint from his classification.

Sangraha ( the general ): It emphasizes the generic character of a
thing. E. g., “ The universe is one, for it has universal existence.” The
speaker only considers the highest generic feature of things: existence
( or sattva ). He is indifferent, for the time-being, to other specific claims.
But if it is stated in absolute terms, as the thesis of Vedanta, for example,
it turns into a pseudo-standpoint ( cf. samgrahabhdsa ). Vidideva notes
other sub-varieties of samgraha depending upon the more general and
the less general.88

*

The word ‘“ samgraha ” means also ¢ collection ’. Thus, this stand-
point implies a method by which we collect and bring together disparate
entities under one class or notion. Thus, it indirectly refers to the
doctrine of universals (samdnya) of the VaiSesikas, according to which
one posits, on the basis of cognitive pattern, such class-properties as
‘substance-ness or cow-ness.

Vyavahara (the practical): This standpoint originally meant the
practical, conventional mode of speech. Probably at that stage this stand-
point was indistinguishable from the vyavahdra standpoint mentioned
above in connection with the niscaya standpoint,

Later on, the c‘practical’ standpoint was interpreted as a comple-
mentary method of the ‘general’ (semgraha) standpoint. We collect
disparate items through the ‘practical’ method under a comman denomi-
nator, a class, and through the ‘practical’ method we classify the colle-
cted items under sub-classes or sub-types keeping their specific characters
in mind. E.g., ‘“Whatever exists is either a substance or a mode,” or
“A substance is either conscious or unconscious.” Such classificatory
exercise is helpful for understanding and exploring philosophic truths.
Thus the ¢ general > standpoint implies collection and subsumption while
the ¢ practical ’ standpoint implies classification and differentiation. But
if classification is intended to separate the entities ultimately (ekantatah)
from each other, then this becomes a pseudo-standpoint (nayabhdsa).
Vadideva mentions that the Carvaka view is an example of this pseudo-
standpoint.89
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Rju-siitra ( the ‘straight-thread’) : This standpoint asks us to
consider reality as the direct grasp of the here-and-now. Siddhasena has
called it the prototype (miila) of the ““modification exists” standpoint.
It emphasizes the here-and-now aspect of a thing. It reduces reality to
the point-instants, to ever-fluctuating moment. vidideva points out that
“rjw’ means also ‘the clearly manifest’ : e.g. “(Here and) now there is
pleasure-moment.” Thus, the evanescent modes (parydya) and states
(bhava) are held as matters of principal interest under this standpoint.

The Sautrantika Buddhists take this standpoint as their starting
point and are finally led to its logical extreme, i.e. the doctrine of
universal flux, according to which, there is no enduring substance, no
soul, but only flows or currents of events. This is an “events only ”
ontology. Each event is claimed as unique and momentary. Thus, according
to the Jainas, the Buddhists became ‘one-sided’ ( ekanta-vadin ), and the
standpoint they used degenerated into a pseudo-standpoint.

Sabda (the verbal) : In the ‘verbal’ standpoint, we proceed to
consider (with the help of words) the distinction based upon the tensed-
predication or upon the variation of grammatical inflections. Consider
the following two sentences : '

(1) The king sees the boy ( rdja pasyati mdnavakam ).

(2) The boy sees the king ( manavakah pasyati rdjanam ).

The Sanskrit grammarians ( Pdniniyas) argue that although the
same nominal stem ‘rdjan’ (‘king’) is used in both cases, it is proper to
distinguish between the different functions of the word in both sentences
indicated by their different grammatical inflections. The inflections are
only phonetic representation of the different syntactic relations (in the
English equivalents of these two sentences the said syntactic relations are
revealed in their different syntactic structures). The grammarians point
out that following the ‘verbal’ standpoint one should realise that different
syntactic relations will have different semantic interpretation.

This standpoint also indicates that the use of three different
tenses in the predicate portion with regard to the same subject should
be taken to imply distinction in the subject-term. A mountain, for exa-
mple, persists through the three time-stages, past, present and future, and
hence we say, ‘It was, it is, and it will be”. Through the ‘verbal’ met-
hod, we may consider the subjects of these three tensed-predications as
distinct from one another. Thus, we can say, “The past mountain is, the
present mountain is, and the future mountain is (i. e., exists).” This may
simplify the notion of tensed-predication or tensed-existence.
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Samabhiriidha (the ‘subtle’) : This standpoint asks us to make a
subtle distinction in the meanings of words which are supposed to denote
the same object. Such distinction can be based upon the etymological
derivations of words concerned. Words like “‘rajan’’, ““nrpa’’, and “bhipa’”
refer to the same person, the king, but each has different etymological
formation and hence different meanings, i. e., different cognitive meanings.
These cognitive meanings appear when we consider their etymology :
“rdjan” means one with the royal insignia, ‘“nrpa” means one who
protects men, and ‘bhlipa” means one who protects the earth.

This standpoint probably assumes that all words are derived from
some root or other, and hence must have some etymological meaning. 90
If we follow this principle strictly, we will have to admit that there can
be very few, if any, true synonyms in a natural language. Even if we do
not believe in the theory of etymology, this standpoint is not thereby
rendered pointless. For, we can easily re-interpret this standpoint as
pointing out (partly in the same way as G. Frege did 2!) that there may
be two different linguistic expressions (names or phrases) referring to the
same entity but having different meanings or senses. Vadideva warns us
that if we construe the difference in meanings as implying real difference
in things, we will be indulging in a pseudo-standpoint. 92

Evambhiita (the ‘thus-happened’): This standpoint carries the pro-
cess of the previous ‘subtle’ standpoint a little further. It restricts the
meaning of a particular word to its particular use. Thus each particular
use ol a word is supposed to have, according to this standpoint, only
one unique meaning. This standpoint asks us to apply the word ““pacaka”
(=a cook) to a person when and only when he is actually cooking, not
when he is sleeping or walking. In other words, a cook is called a cook
because he cooks, and not because of any of his other activities. But if
we think, for the above reason, that a cook does not remain a cook if
he is not cooking at the present moment, we will reduce the above
standpoint to a pseudo-standpoint. 93

A pramana, asIhave already noted, is concerned with the revealing
of the object in its totality. A standpoint, as discussed above, reveals
the thing only partially. A thing has manifold character, but when it is
ascertained on the basis of one of its characters, it is a standpoint. A
pramdna can be reached through aggregation of all the constituent stand-
points. E.g., “The soul is eternal” is a statement of a standpoint, for it
considers only one aspect. ‘ The soul is multiformed, for it has multifar-
ious properties like eternity and transience.’’ This amounts to a pramana.
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE JAINA DIALECTIC

The philosophic methodology of the Jainas makes use of the doctrine
of standpoints in the above manner on the one hand and the doctrine
of Sevenfold Predication ( saptabhargi ) on the other. The doctrine of
Sevenfold Predication is also called the doctrine of syat ( syad-vada),
for it makes use of the convenient particle SYAT in all the seven varieties
of a particular predication. According to the Jainas, each proposition
( of any philosophic importance ) should be subjected to this sevenfold
formulation in order to remove the danger of ¢ one-sidedness’ (cf. ekantata)
or dogmatism in philosophy.

The sevenfold predication was historically a later development in
Jainism, for we do not find it clearly mentioned in the early canons.
A. N. Upadhye, however, has located references to the .three primary
predicates ( instead of seven ) in the Bhagavati-Siitra.94 Umasvati did
not make any explicit reference to the seven alternative predicates.95
But Kundakunda mentioned the full-fledged seven alternative predicates
in his Papcastikaya.%®

As forerunner of the sevenfold formula of the Jainas, we have two
similar formulas explicitly mentioned in the earlier literatures. The first
was the fivefold formula of Safijaya found in the Pali canons. In the
Samaiiniaphala-sutta of Dighanikaya I, Safijaya is reported to have deve-
loped a fivefold formula to answer some metaphysical and moral ques-
tions, such as ‘“whether there is another world or not” or ° whether
something is right or wrong”. E. g.,

(1) Question: “Is it this (or so) ?” Answer: ‘'No.”

(2) Q: “Is it that (or thus)?” A: “No.”

(3) Q: ““Is it otherwise ( different from both above ) 2 A: “No.”
(4) Q: “Is it not (at all there) > A: “No.”

(5) -Q: “Is it not that it is not ( at all there) 7 A: “No.”97

The first three alternatives in the above formula, ‘‘this-that-or-other-
wise,” can be easily reduced to two alternatives if we use the contra-
dictories such as *‘‘this-or-not this,” or ¢ this-or-otherwise.”” Thus
the fourfold alternatives of the Buddhists (later of the Madhyamikas)
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can be seen as an improved and more precise formulation of the earlier,
rather imprecise, fivefold formula. The Madhyamika denial of the
fourfold alternative was:

(1) Question: ‘* Does the effect come out of itself:” Answer: “No.”
(2) Q: “Does it come out of the others 7 A: “No.”

(3) Q: “Does it come out of both itself and other 7 A: “No.”
(4) Q: “Does it come out of neither (self or other)?” A: “No.”98

It should be noted that the Buddhist answers to all these alternative
questions were, like the answers of Saiijaya, in the negative.

Scholars like Hermann Jacobi have surmised that Mahavira established
the sevenfold syat predication in opposition to the ‘* Agnosticism ™ of
Safijaya.99 There seems to be some truth in this claim. For Mahavira
adopted the method of answering all metaphysical/philosophical
questions with a qualified yes. But, as 1 have already noted, there is no
textual evidence (ecither in the Pali or in the Prakrit canons) to show
that Mahavira had actually used the sevenfold syat predication. K. N.
Jayatilleke has apparently been very critical of Jacobi’s view in this
matter. He has been eager to show that the two (the Jaina formula and
the Safijaya formula) ¢ seem to have a common origin.”’100 In his
eagerness to show this ‘‘common origin” Jayatilleke has mistranslated
syat as “may be.” I find the argument of Jayatilleke unconvincing as
a rebuttal of Jacobi’s thesis, viz., Mahavira’s philosophy was formulated
in opposition to the philosophy of Safjaya. It is undeniable that while
the former preferred a conditional affirmation of the answers to questions
about after-life etc., the latter preferred a straightforward denial.

Although Safijaya resembled the Buddhist in giving negative answers
to the metaphysical questions, we should note that Safijaya’s philosophic
conclusion was different from that of Nagarjuna. Out of respect for truth
and out of fear of, and distaste for, falsehood ( cf. musavada-bhaya )
Safijaya adopted a non-committal attitude towards questions about after-
life etc. His position was that definite knowledge about such matters as
after-life was impossible to obtain, and he had the boldness to confess
it. Thus, I think the Pali commentator was a bit unfair when he called
him an ‘‘eel-wriggler.”

Nagarjuna's position was slightly different from that of total non-
commitment. From the denial of the fourfold alternative, Nagiarjuna was
led to a definite philosophic conclusion that these questions about after-life,
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cause etc. were only pseudo-questions or that the concepts (regarding
which such questions were asked ) were only pseudo-concepts. They are,
therefore, “‘empty” of their ¢ own-nature ’, of the essence. In this way,
Nagirjuna was led to his ‘“‘emptiness” doctrine, while Safijaya was at
best a Samsaya-vadin, an agnostic.

In fact, it can be asserted with some confidence that the ¢ three-
termed” doctrine ( cf. trairaSika ) of the Ajivakas foreshadowed the
seven-fold predication of the Jainas.10! This Ajivaka sect, established by
Gofila, declared that everything is of triple character, viz., existent,
non-existent and both; living, non-living and both living and non-living.
This doctrine of triple character of every entity is more akin in spirit,
and logically closer, to the later Jaina doctrine of sevenfold formula
as well as the anekanta ‘ non-onesided > view of reality. For basically,
the Jaina considers only three possibilities: positive, negative, and both
positive and negative. The seven possibilities, as we shall see presently,
were developed out of the three basic possibilities along with a more
subtle distinction introduced in the third possibility, viz., both positive
and negative.

In the fourfold alternative of the Madhyamika, the fourth possibility
is that of a ‘‘neither... nor....”” The question was formulated as *Is it
neither 4 nor not-47” And the answer was given in the negative by
Nagdrjuna (as well as by Safijaya ). In the Jaina scheme, however, this
question is not even formulated. Thus, we may say that ‘¢ neither 4 nor
not-A’’ is not even accepted as a possibility in Jainism. The reason
may be that the *“neither 4 nor not-A” alternative is one of strong
denial or negativity (cf. prasajya-pratisedha ). 1°2 But since Mahavira,
unlike the Buddha, did not follow the line of direct denial but rather
the line of conditional acceptance, the followers of Mahavira were certainly
true to the spirit of their master in leaving the *‘neither 4 nor not-4”
alternative out of their consideration. Besides, this point underlines
another logical distinction between the Jaina position on the one hand
and the Buddhist or the Safijaya position on the other. The former
apparently violated the principle of non-contradiction (since it accepted
contradictory possibilities ) while the latter, in conceding a ‘*neither A
nor not-4” possibility, seemed to run against the principle of excluded
middle.

It may not be inappropriate in this connection to clarify my posi-
tion on the interpretation of the Buddhist tetralemma (catuskoyi). I have
said earlier that the Maidhyamika negation involved in the tetralemma
should be interpreted as a prasajya pratisedha (a strong negation of the
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predication which would not commit one to the assertion of the opposite).
In fact, my interpretation is based upon the explanation given by the
commentators of Nagarjuna. For example, Candrakirti comments upon
the first verse of the Madhyamikakarikd as follows :

“Q: ‘Now, if it is asserted that the effect is not produced from
itself, it will follow that the effect is produced from other things;
and this will be undesirable.’

A : “No, this will not follow. For the ‘strong form of negation’
( prasajya pratisedha ) is intended here. And even the production
of the effect from other things will be refuted.” 103

J. F. Staal has agreed with me regarding the use of the ‘strong
form of negation’ in the Madhyamika tetralemma. But he has commented
further that my ¢ logical attempts to save the catuskoti from inconsistency
(along with that of some others) ““are further marred by my “failure
to distinguish clearly between the principle of non-contradiction on the
one hand and, the two principles of excluded middle and of double neg-
ation on the other.” 104 To clarify my position I can only repeat what
I have stated already in the preceding paragraph. The Madhyamikas,
insofar as they concede that the fourth possibility in the tetralemma is
a refutable thesis or position, seem to run against the principle of
excluded middle. But, of course, the Madhyamikas would reject any
plausible philosophic position (including the ¢ neither 4 nor not-4”
type ). And they can avoid inconsistency as long as they can maintain
their own non-committal attitude toward acceptance of any philosophic
thesis.

In my previous discussion of the Buddhist tetralemma and negation,
I did not explicitly mention the expression ‘¢ the principle of excluded
middle”, but I did say that the Madhyamikas would seem to violate
“our generally accepted logical principle which may be stated as
“Everything is either P or not P’.”’ 105 Now the formulation ‘Everything
is either P or not P’ is virtually equivalent to what is called the ‘tradit-
ional formulation’ of the principle of excluded middle : ‘Everything is
either A or not-4’. 196 Evdently, this traditional formulation lacks the
precision now achievable by means of the axiomatization and formalization
of theories. But the above will at least show that what I had in mind
when I mentioned ‘‘our generally accepted logical principle” was the
principle of excluded middle.” And thus, it may be pointed out that I, at
least, did not confuse between the principle of non-contradiction and
the principle of excluded middle in my discussion of the Buddhist negation.
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Further, it may be noted that the Indian logicians, whose view I
usually try to explain and interpret, did clearly distinguish between the
principle of non-contradiction and the principle of excluded middle.
Thus Udayana, for example, emphasized in his Nydyakusumasjali: chap III,
verse §: '

“If the two positions mutually oppose ( contradict ) each other, there
cannot be any third alternative. And the two contradictory (opposing)
positions cannot be unified or accepted together, for the very state-
ment of them together will destroy each other.”

Here, obviously, the first part is concered with a ‘traditional’ formulation
of the principle of excluded middle, and the second part with the prin-
ciple of non-contradiction.
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THE MEANING OF SYAT

The uniqueness of the Jaina formula lies in its use of the < syat”
particle in the predication. That is why the sevenfold predication of the
Jainas is sometimes called Sydd-vada. In ordinary Sanskrit, ¢syat” is
used sometimes to mean ‘perhaps’ or ‘may be’. In fact it is one of the
three words used to answer a direct question: “Is 4 B?”’ viz., “Yes”

r “No” or “Syat (may be)”. But the Jainas used this particle in a
very special sense. It is a particle that indicates the anekanta mature of
a preposition.07

Etymologically, “syat” is derived from the root as-potential/optative

third form, singular. Bhattoji Diksita explained the optative suffix, [lin
in one context, as expressing probability ( sambhavana). Thus, under
Panini-siitra 1.4.96, the example “sarpiso’ pi syat” is explained as: “There
is even a chance of (a drop of ) butter.” But the Jaina syat is even
different from this use of syat in the sense of probability. The Anekanta
doctrine, to be sure, is neither a doctrine of doubt (or even uncertainty)
nor a doctrine of probability. Thus, “syar”” means, in the Jaina use, a
conditional YES. It is like saying, “in a certain sense, yes.”’ It amounts
to a conditional approval. The particle syat, in fact, acts as an operator
on the sentence in which it is used. It turns a categorical (““ A is B ”
into a conditional: “If p then A4 is B.”

There is also a concessive use gf “syat” frequently found in philo-
sophical Sanskrit, viz., ““sydd etat.” This expression means: * let it be
so, (but)....” The use of syat in this context implies that the author
(or the speaker ) only provisionally concedes the position of the oppo-
nent, for he tries at the moment to raise a different (and perhaps, a
more serious ) objectlon to rejéct the opponent finally. But the Jaina
use of the particle syat in the sevenfold formula is a much more refined
sort of concession to the opponent. It concedes the opponent’s thesis
in order to blunt the sharpness of his attack and disagreement, and at the
same time it is calculated to persuade the opponent to see another point
of view or carefully consider the other side of the case. Thus, the Jaina
use of “syat” has both; it has a disarming effect and contains
(implicitly ) a persuasive force.

Samantabhadra has commented upon the meaning of *syat” as
follows : 108 ‘
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“When the particle syat is used by you (Mahavira) as well as
by a. {ruta-kevalin (e. g., a saint) in a sentence, it indicates,
in connection with other meanings, non-onesidedness; it qualifies
(since it is a particle=nipata) the meaning (of the sentence
concerned ).

In the next verse (V. 104), Samantabhadra notes that sydt is ordinarily
equal to such expressions as “‘kadacit” and ‘kathasicit”. But even these
terms, ‘‘kaddcit” or ‘‘Kathaficit’” do not have in this context such vague
meaning as ‘somehow’ or ‘sometimes’. They mean: ‘in some respect’ or
‘from a certain point of view’ or ‘under a certain conditin’. Thus the
particle ‘‘syd!’’ in a sentence qualifies the acceptance or rejection of the
proposition or predication expressed by the sentence.!09



XIII
EXPLANATION OF THE SEVEN PREDICATES

““ From a certain point of view, you (Mahavira) accept, “It is,” and
from another point of view you accept, It is not.”” Similarly, both
“jt is” and °cit is not,”” as well as ‘‘it is inexpressible.”” All these
(four) are approved (by you) with reference to the doctrine of stand-
point ( naya) only, not absolutely.” ( Aptamimamsa, v. 14)

In this way, Samantabhadra has formulated the first four of the seven
alternative predicates, We can symbolize these four basic propositions
4+, <2, “+’ and ‘O’. The fourth predication, ‘it is inexpressible,” is
actually interpreted as the joint (combined) and simultaneous (cf. sahdrpana)
application of both the positive and the negative. The fourth is distinct
from the third proposition because in the latter there is joint but
gradual ( one after another, non-simultaneous= kramdrpana ) application
of the positive and the negative. Since it is believed that the language
lacks any expression which can adequately express this simultaneous and
combined application of both the positive and the negative characters,
the Jainas say that they are obliged to name this predicate ‘‘inexpressible”
and we have symbolized it by ‘0’ accordingly.

Although the predication “‘inexpressible’” (or ‘0’ ) has been reached
in the above manner ( as is evident from the Jaina texts ), the Jainas,
however, regard it still as a unitary predicate, a unit, like the positive
or the negative (i. e., it is’’ or ‘it is not’ ). Probably, it was thought
that since the two components, positive and negative, are here perfectly
balanced and totally neutralized, being applied simultaneously (in the
same breath ), the predication had lost its compound character and
melted into one unitary whole. In other words, a predicate that was
compound in character in its inception ( or when it was first thought out)
turned into a non-compound, primary predicate because of its internal
structure, so to say. I have thus used the neutral symbol, <07, to
indicate it.

The Jainas have, in this way, three primary and non-compound
predicates, positive, negative and the neutral (+, —, 0). Now it is easy
to see how the Jainas reached the seven possible varieties. Let the three
predication-units be represented by x, y, and z. A simple mathematical
computation will generate only seven varieties, if we use these three
units in three ways, one at a time, two at a time and three at a time:
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X, ¥, Z, Xy, Y¥Z, ZX, XYz
+5 = Oa i_, —0’ +0, j_,o

Note that combination in this formula is comparable to the arithmetical
conjunction or the truth functional ‘and’ such that the internal order in
a combination is immaterial, there being no need to distinguish between
‘xy’ and ‘yx’. In mathematical terminology, this is called the commutative
property of conjunction.

The Jainas, however, enumerate the above combinations in a slightly
different order (adding *‘syat” to each):

1. “From a certain point of view, or in a certain sense, + x
the pot exists.”

2. “From a certain point of view, the pot does not exist.” - y

3. *“From a certain point of view, the pot exists and from + xy
another point of view, it does not exit.”

4. “From a certain point of view, the pot is inexpressible.” 0 z

5. ““From a certain point of view, the pot both exists and +0 xz
is inexpressible.”

6. “From a certain point of view, the pot both does not -0 yz
exist and is inexpressible.”

7. “From a certain point of view, the pot exists, does not +0 xyz
exist, and 1s also inexpressible,”

One may note that predication no. 3 in the above list is not the third
neutral predicate but a compound one combining the first and the second.
In predication no. 4 above, we come across the third primary predicate,
“inexpressible.” :

While explaining the seven predicates, Vidyananda has noted as
follows: 110

““Someone says, let there be only four types of proposition. This
is not tenable. For there are three ( further ) possibilities by combining
the positive, the negative and both of them with the “inexpressible.”
Thus we have sevenfold predication: (1) affirmation, (2) denial, (3) both
affirmation and denial, (4) the joint and simultaneous affirmation and
denial, (5) affirmation, and the simultaneous affirmation and denial,
(6) denial, and the joint and simultaneous affirmation and denial,
(7) affirmation, denial, and the joint and simultaneous affirmation and
denial.”
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It is obvious, however, that the fourth predicate here ( ‘the joint and
simultaneous affirmation and denial’ ), which is Vidyananda’s explanation
of the term ‘““‘inexpressible” ) must be taken to be a unitary whole, a
primary predicate. For otherwise it would be difficult to explain the
sevenfold combination with Mathematical computation. And Vidyananda
himself has emphasized that there are seven and only seven alternatives
in the Jaina system.

A common objection against the Jaina sevenfold formula has been
that instead of accepting only seven alternative predicates in this manner,
one might go up to a hundred or a thousand (i. e., to an unlimited
number ). Thus a critic like Kumarila has said, ‘““Even one hundred
alternatives can be generated through generous use of the method used
( by the Jainas ) to generate only seven alternatives.’!1!

But certainly this is not a fair criticism of the Jaina method. It
is based on a misunderstanding. Thus, Vidydnanda goes on to point
out that there may be an infinite number of properties or predicates
that are ascribable to a subject. The Jaina Anekanta doctrine of reality
only welcomes such attribution. For, according to the Anekanta doctrine,
a thing or entity is supposed to possess infinite or innumerable aspects
or characters. But the sevenfold formula (i. e., the seven alternative
formulations of predicates using the three principal modes, positive,
negative and the neutral ) will be applicable to each attribution of a
property, i. e., to each individual predication. In other words, as long
as we accept only three basic qualities of one individual predicate
( positive, negative and the neutralized ), we will get only seven possible
combinations.!!12,



XIV
TRADITIONAL OBJECTIONS

Critics of the Jaina sevenfold formula have mentioned many faults
or anomalies that are supposed to arise if the doctrine is accepted as a
philosophic method. The Jaina writers beginning from Akalanka and
Vidyananda have analyzed these objections and tried to answer them in
detail. Let us make a brief survey of these objections and answers.

Samkara in his Brahmasutra-bhdsya'!3 mentions, among other things,
two specific problems involved in the Jaina position: virodha ‘contradic-
tion, and samsaya ‘doubt’ or ‘dubiety.’ Santaraksita adds another, samkara
‘intermixture.11'4  Akalanka notes seven demerits of the anekanta
doctrine in his Pramanasargraha: dubiety, contradiction, lack of confo-
rmity of bases (vaiyadhikaranya), * joint fault” ( ubhaya-dosa), infinite
regress, intermixture, and absence ( abhdava). Vidyananda gives a list of
eight faults; he omits ‘‘joint fault” from the list of Akalanka, but adds
two more: ‘cross-breeding’ (vyatikara) and the lack of comprehension
(epratipatti).!1'5 Prabhacandra mentions also a list of eight, but he
replaces ‘lack of comprehension’ by the above-mentioned < joint fault’”118
Vadideva drops ‘‘absence’ (abhdva) from the list of Prabhicandra and
makes it a list of seven faults.!17 Most of these faults or defects are
only minor variations of the three major problems faced by the Jaina

doctrine of the sevenfold predication: intermixture, dubiety and
contradiction.

Vyoma$iva has mentioned another unique problem of the anekanta
doctrine.!18 He says that a free (liberated=mukta) person will not really
be liberated under anekanta doctrine. For he will be considered, from
one point of view, both liberated and not liberated, and, from another
point of view, simply not-liberated. Besides, if the statement ¢ the thing
has anekanta nature” involves an unconditional predication, then it
falsifies the amekanta doctrine, for, according to the anekanta principal
no philosophic predication should be unconditional or unqualified. But
if the above predication is conditionalized with the syat operator following
the Jaina anekdnte principal (viz., “in a certain sense, the thing has
anekdnta nature ““and” in a certain sence, it does not have anekdnta nature,”
and so on), then we will be led into a paradoxical situation or circularity.

The above problem of anekanta is reminiscent of a similar problem
or paradox posed against the “Emptiness’”” doctrine of the Madhyamika.-
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Nagarjuna discussed this problem at the beginning of his Vigraha-vydvar-
tani. If the statement ‘‘everything is empty” is itself empty, then it
falsifies the ““Emptiness’ doctrine, and if that statement is not empty,
then there is at least one thing that is not empty which also falsifies the
doctrine. Niagarjuna explained this paradox and answered the objection
against his doctrine quite satisfactorily from the Madhyamika point of
view.119 As far as I can see, it is not impossible to construct a similar
defence of the Jaina doctrine of anekanta philosophy or sydd-vada to
answer the criticism of Vyoma$iva.



XV
IN DEFENCE OF THE JAINA POSITION

Of all the charges against the anekanta philosophy or the sevenfold
syat predication, the charge of contradiction or self—contradiction is
certainly the most serious one. For a philosopher, to contradict himself
is like writing or stating something and then cancelling it altogether.
Do the Jainas really suffer from this offence ? Could the Jaina view be
defended against the charge of self-contradiction or inconsistency ?

Let us focus our attention on the sevenfold predication. It is, however,
clear from the interpretation of sydt particle given above that the first
predication does not really contradict the second. The Jainas avoid
contradiction by adding the syat particle. The sydt operator turns the
categorical proposition into a conditional, and thus the logical forms
of the first two are: ’

(1) If p then a is F.
(2) If g then a is non-F.
Or, more fully:

(3) For all x, if x is considered from standpoint 1, x is eternal:
[(x) (Fxp Gx)]

(4) For all x, if x is considered from standpoint 2, x is not eternal:
[(x) (HxD -Gx)]

It is clear that neither (1) and (2), nor (3) and (4) are, in any sense,
contradictories. Thus, I think that when the Jainas say that from the
standpoint of persisting substance, the person is eternal, but from the
standpoint of modal changes ( cf. parydya ), the person is not eternal,
they do not make any self-contradictory assertion.

How about the third and the fourth predications? The third, to be
sure, is the joint ( but non-simultaneous ) assertion of the first and the
second. But if the first and the second are not contradictories, then the
third (which is only the truth-functional conjunction of the first and
the second ) will not be self-contradictory. In other words, the third
predication can be easily seen to be free from contradiction in this way.
The fourth predication, however, presents a problem. For it seems to
apply two incompatible predicates, eternal and non-cternal, to the subject
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in the same breath or simultaneously. Although the statement is conditiona-
lized with the syar operator, it only means that under certain condition
a thing will have two contradiciory characters. Thus, the speaker here
may be taken to have contradicted himself and said nothing. ( This may
partially justify the use of ““inexpressible” to denote this predication, for
two contradictory predicates are supposed to cancel or earse each other)

In defence of the Jaina doctrine, we can make two points here.
First, by simple application of contradictory predicates to a thing in the
same breath (or simultaneously ) the speaker does not land himself
into a self-contradiction. For there is always the chance of there being
some hidden meaning which the speaker can explain in order to resolve
the apparent self-contradiction. For example, we can say of a man, “He
is both over six feet tall and under six feet tall,”” and then explain that he has
a disease which makes him stoop, but that if he were cured and were able to
stand upright, he would top the six-foot mark.!20 Mahavira himself followed
a similar line of explanation in order to elaborate upon the apparently
contradictory assertions like ‘the person is both eternal and non-eternal.’!2!
In this way, I think the Jainas may somehow answer the charge of
self-contradiction against the fourth predication.

This leads to our second point. The basic assumption in Jainism
seems to be the anekdnta ( non-onesided ) nature of reality. A thing is
supposed to have infinite-fold character or innumerable aspects or
properties. If this premise is conceded then, of course, it becomes
possible to apply all kinds of predicates ( including contradictories ) to
the thing depending upon one’s point of view or standpoint.

One obvious difficulty in the above concession is this: If it becomes
possible to apply incompatible predicates to the same thing, then it
defeats the purpose of predication. For, one important function of
describing a thing or a person with predicates is to distinguish it from
other things, to exclude it from other groups ( cf. the apoha theory of
the Buddhist). 122 The Jainas, however, might reply that the fourth
predication “the thing is, in a sense, inexpressible” is not intended to
distinguish the thing from other things, but to include it in everything
else. For, remember, the Jainas would be prepared to apply this predi-
cate “‘Inexpressible ”” (if we call it a predicate) to everything without
exception. This statement is actually in the same level with statements
of other schools like ‘“‘everything is empty” or “everything is existent
(sar).” The idea of the Jainas is probably that in such predication the
purpose of description might fail, but the purpose of stating a truth
will not fail.
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To sum up: The anekanta—vada is thus a philosophy of synthesis and
reconciliation since it tries to establish a rapproachment between
seemingly  disagreeing philosophical schools. Jaina  philosophers
contend that no philosophic proposition can be true if it is only uncondi-
tionally asserted. They say that the lesson to be drawn from age-old
disputes and controversies regarding philosophic or metaphysical propo-
sitions is the following. Each school asserts its thesis and claims it to
be true. Thus a philosopher does not really understand the point that is
being made by the opposite side. Rival schools only encourage dogmatism
and intoleration in philosophy. This, according to the Jainas, is the evil
of ekanta ‘one sided’ philosophies. Even the conflicting propositions of
rival schools may be in order, provided they are asserted with proper
qualifications or conditionalization. This is what exactly the Anekanta
doctrine teaches. Add a syat particle to your philosophic proposition
and you have captured the truth,

Non-violence, i. . abstention from killing or taking the life of
others, was the dominent trend in the whole $ramana movement in India,
particularly in Buddhism and Jainism. I think the Jainas carried the
principle of non-violence to the intellectual level, and thus propounded
their anekdanta doctrine. Thus the hallmark of the anekdnta doctrine.
was toleration. The principal embodied in the respect for the life of
others was transformed by the Jaina philosophers at the intellectual
level into respect for the views of others. This is, I think, a unique
attempt to harmonize the persistent discord in the field of philosophy.
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Vasubandhu : Abhidharmakosa-bhasya, Paficama-KoSasthana, p. 797-8,
verse 22 : (Follow the translation given on p. 9-10)
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Majjhimanikaya, 11.22 Vacchagotta sutta :
(Follow the translation given on page 13.)
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(Follow the translation given on pages 14-16.)
D

wrferd fagfa | sta @ Sl SRt dW owET L. L Yo L L L -
awd fafee @1 Srerafad) e wodd oaga —

N O O A ) R
“geawedt’ fa @, sgw, JTIwd SrEEE |
“fF da, W7 e, g Ao R ?

“ged Flt fa @, aew, gfaaid SvTd
“TF T @ W TaE, geaiws a0
“gewwd’ fa @1 sEw, At g
“fE 9T W Aaw, @ gad e

‘g QA9 T @ AR agerdE ST 0 O X ATEI, 9 SRy S
WA JAET gvH (T — wfasemrew  gar,  @wresear feem . . . Yo
TIATE FAE JRATEUET Sl g | afaem 9 sdwfaaaiosET ger-
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e, gt faesmofadat . . . Jo calarn Faoww gRaEEue )
g 'fa ‘

Samyuttanikaya, X11.47 Lokayatikasutta :
(Follow the translation given on page 16)

T oF § a0 fa ar, farg, fefesar afa smafaaar & @f; s=5 dF
usy g3 fq a1, fasg fefeznr wfa sgrafaara 7 difa o &, faag e
R ATITE TSAT qAFET °eq i
Avijjapaccayasutta :

(Follow the translation given on page 17)
E

FavE et - feeg A Taw | FOfa, @ afaadgay ? sergaag e
a9 FAM 970 gfadaeqmy ? qeganag aEv | @ SO, 9 gfEaeay’ gy
oz Cyeamgaaay Rt asfE, Ceamm: Ff, e wRwEaewd oft g e
ganag’ gfr a=f; @@ #1sT weEmw wedl Wiawer wifvew: ? @ w46, ®
gfagdeay’ sfq agor ! omveamm 9, oer w0, s sfeded o o8-
g aify; AlEEerE qumEt gegwa sfaer of i (9) =fn

YaSomitra, Sphurartha, paficama-koSasthana, p. 798 :
(Translation on page 17)
F
gy B JEET ! sErEy @y wAe ?oqree Sy saret | osmEe Sy
SATT ! QT W ¥ AT SO e et UF g9 gt @ sty s
FAAQATION J(Q AT ERAT, W GAQE el Naweq fafafy amanmstragy
gfaoiie wfaess ) swmefa gaor W wgEi Swle sor oF aam —afg o
sl | oW agy siqAmey guon fwiar SSWen § o 9y ud ame qmfoay
SET O g, Al AT O e WiE WIfaee ST v g, 9w @Y s ! s
FATE UM, 0 FATE 0 WAL, O FAg O Afqewy, Ay 9 wag o whews 7 93
forgy amaT sEET IEaT dafesy frew | ST A wATet | e st sl
IEfquit wag | gwafauy wiaer SETiaely wag, qee iy sEEt ] S T #ang
ot sty fore, sreTaT Sy sl ! s Avgn wiww fafesife wivar sve
A AUEy wiaar 239 Wz
Bhagavatisitra, (Pupphabhikkhu, ed.), 9.386, p. 609-610 :
(Translation on p. 19)
G
g sy, § fa 7 & "@gar! wavarey sewhay fafo afan s9wo g9
afescar - fF @y @ sy S
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Bhagavatisitra, 2.1.90, p. 420 :
(Translation on p. 20-21)

H
SRR HEL I REE SR
TE F ST 9 geatd FeEia U3 N
geumEY fi agrE Tafg sty i
AR AR QIESATATiE ¥ I
3z fafaemeau rquie affa qe |
safsaal @y ov fSuraaERer T 1Y
T4 geratag gfefa fon qeeay sl |
fag au AR Geef @1 a1 fg aEmen e n
Kundakunda, Pravacanasara, Ch. ii, verses 3-6 (Translation on p. 36)
I
afe e g aaisd: dgre swn feafatcmta o g afa fg
¥ O AR FEAE TR A AW e WA | g O AT aA
FEMETITA!  GAUHT STAIAAART ST | e al AT ATE AR :
mlam%wmqﬁwwqmmﬁwmnmaqamu

Amrtacandra Siri, Comm. on Pravacanasara, (A. N. Upadhye’s edition) :
Ch. ii, under verse 8, p. 125 (Translation on p. 38)
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