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FOREWORD

It is a matter of great pleasure for me to offer to the scholars
of Indian philosophy the present work entitled ‘Essays in Indian
Philosophy’ as the sixth book in the Sanskrit-Sanskriti Granthamala.
As its title suggests, it examines certain issues of Indian philosophy.
It deals with such topics as time, space, nirvana, I$vara, jiana-
darsana, Dharmakirti’s theory of knowledge, vyapti and testimony.

The work explains and anélyses the relevant texts. Its

exposition is text-based and authentic, interpretations though fresh
are coherent, and conclixsions are impartial and cogent.

The work will be welcomed by all scholars and advanced students
of Indlan phllosophy, embodying as it does a clear and lucid exposmon
of some of the 1mportant issues of Indian philosophy.

‘.Sansknt-Sanskntl Granthamala Nagin J. Shah
"23, Valkeshvar Society General Editor
, Ambawad1
. Ahmedabad-380 015

India

“March 15, 1998



INTRODUCTION

The present work is a study of some problems of Indlan phllosophy
The first essay gives an account of various Western and Indian views about
the nature of time. Some comparisons have been suggested. The.Jaina view
is extensively dealt with. Some Jaina thinkers maintain that time is an
independent substance while others contend that it is nothing but modes or ,
changes of substances. It is argued that ‘the former view is weak and
unsound.

‘The second essay studies the Jaina concept of space. Jainas hqld that
space is an mdependent substance existing in its own right. It i$ regarded as
a universal container in which all other substances are contamed Some
interesting questions are raised and answered - S

The third essay is devoted to the exposmon of the Buddhlst nirvina.
According to the Buddhist there is no atman over and aboye citta. For
them citta itself serves the purpose of atman. Citta séiled with adventitious

impunues like attachment etc. is caught in the cycle of birth and death.
‘When these impurities are removed from citta through spiritual practice, it -
attains nirvana which is nothing but extinction of personality
(pudgala) - personality constitued of five personality factors (skandhas),
viz. body and bodily traits, feelings, concepts and images, predispositions,
sensory experiences or percepts, which all are due td impurities. In nirvana
pure citta continuum without any personality exists. In this connection, the
well-known analogy of extinguished fire is clearly explained in right
textual context, and two kinds of nirvana viz. sopadhisesa and’ anupadhls‘csa
are shown to correspond jivanmukti and videhamukti. .

Here it is brought to our notice that our phxlosophers are not exact in
their use of terms. They do not employ them in their- technical sense only.
Jainas have used the term ‘atman’ for citta, thus creating an illusion or
misunderstanding that they belong to atman tradition. In fact, they are as
anatmavadin as the Buddhist. The terms ‘Gtman’, ‘citta’ and ‘manas’ are
indiscriminately employed by our philosophers, using ‘atman’ for citta and
‘citta’ for atman as also ‘citta’ for manas and ‘manas’ for citta. And
modern translators have made the situation worse by translating these three
terms as mind, blurring all the difference. Lack of exactness in the use of
terms has created so many problems which actually do not exist. ~

The fourth and fifth essays examine the Patafijala and early Nyaya-
Vaisesika conceptions of Isvara respectively. The relewant texts are
analysed and explained independently, without being guided (misguided) by
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the Sanskrit commentators and modern exponents. And it has been cogently

~ ~demonstrated that for Patafijali, Gautama and Vatsyayana Isvara is nothing
but a jivanmukta who is a spiritual teacher (guru) or preacher (upadesta)
par excellence.

The sixth essay deals with the problem of ] fiana-darsana. One meaning
of the term ‘darSana’ is sraddha. Another meaning of this term is a special
type of cognition. It is this meaning that is intended when the terms ‘jiiana’
and ‘dar§ana’ -are used side by side. Jiiana is a type of cognition and
darsana is also a type of cognition. So naturally there arises a question as
to what distinction between these two types of cognition is. To find answer
to this question, the Sankhya-Yoga, Buddhist and Jaina views on the
- problem of jidna-darsana are extensively and closely studied. That jiiana
and darsana are two fundamentally different faculties is accepted by the
thinkers belonging to these three traditions. The Sankhya-Yoga thinkers
recognised two fundamentally different tattvas, viz. purusa (=atman) and
citta. They attributed the faculty of darsana to purusa alone and the faculty
of jiidna to citta alone. The Buddhists rejected purusa (=atman) altogether
and attributed the faculty of darsana to citta. Thus, the citta recognised by
the Buddhists possesses both the faculties, viz. darsana and jfiana. Those
very reasons that urged the Buddhists to reject atman urged Jainas also to .
reject it. Jainas rejected atman, acceptmg citta alone. They too attributed
both the faculties to ciffa. Great pains have been taken to bring out clearly
the d15tmctmn between Jjfiana and darsana.

The seventh essay crmgally expounds Buddhist logician Dharmakirti’s

" theory of knowledge. The metaphysics of momentarism could not but reject
‘the validity of every cognition that grasps spatial and temporal extension
" and - consequently in that metaphysics can fit only the theory that nothing
- but pure sensation gives us true knowledge of reality. So; for the Buddhist
" perception is equivalent to pure sensation which is by nature free from any
" thought. Thus, the most conspicuous and ciucial feature of Dharmakirti’s
logic -is the. sharp distinction drawn between sensory experience and
thought.  Dharmakirti assigns an essentially negative rather than positive
. function to thought; in his eyes, thought is primarily meant to remove an
illusion and only incidentally to produce a conviction. However here
" another line of thought has also been operative. For what thought reveals
“.about an object is what is common to several objects; but Dharmakirti is
of the view that each object has just got one positive nature which it does
not share with any other; so according to him what several objects have in
common is not any positive feature but just that feature which excludes
them from a particular set of* objects (i.e. what jars have in common is
what excludes them from non-jars). In this way Dharmakirti also feels
justified in maintaining that bare sensory experience reveals the total nature
. of an object while a piece of thought concerning it reveals only an aspect
of this nature. For sensory experience reveals an object as a bare particular,
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i.e. as something excluded from everything else, while a piece of thought
reveals it as excluded from a particular set of objects; and Dharmakirti
suggests that ‘exclusion from everything else’ constitutes the total nature of
an object while ‘exclusion from a particular set of objects’ constitutes but
an aspect of this nature. Certainly, Dharmakirti has put right things in odd
manher. One can easily see that Dharmakirti has an -almost correct -
understanding of the relative roles played in the knowledge—situatioh by
bare sensory experience on the one hand and thought on the other, as also
of the type of objective features — whether excluswely negitiye or
‘otherwise — that thought manages to notice.

The eighth essay mainly deals with the problem of the acq\nsmon or
grasping of a universal necessary relation obtaining bétween two things or
two features. The Nyaya-Vaisesika, Buddhist and Jaina positions are
explained. And various’ solutions offered by different thinkers to solve- “the
problem of grasping the universal necessary relation (' vyiptt) are p;esented
and their defects are pointed out

The ninth and last essay expounds Jaina theory of testimony. Keeping
in ,view the main controversy regarding thé question as to whethet
testimony is an independent praman# the Nyaya, the Vaisesika, the
Buddhist and the Jaina views are discussed. The Naiyayikgs are of the
opinion that words are directly connected with things, of course, through
convention. They maintain that as soon as we understand the meaning of

"words we acquire the knowledge of facts and that the process of -
understanding the meaning of words is not inferential. So, they believe that
the knowledge through testimony is not inferential. The Vaisesikas, on the
other hand, maintain that the procéss of understanding the meaning of
words is inferential. Moreover, though they, like the Naiyayikas, accept
that the words are conventionally connected with things, they, unlike the
Naiyayikas, are conscious of the implications-of this conventional character
of the relation. Words are symbols and not signs. Hence, they contend that
words qua words enable us to infer only the intestion of the speaker and
not the fact. But they state that words qua utterances of a reliable person
enable us to infer facts. This view closely tallies’ with the view of
Dharmakirti, except the fact that Dharmakirti goes even a step further and
maintains that words are not in any way connected with things. The Jaina

logicians refute Dharmakirti's position that words could not directly lead to =

the knowledge of things. Jainas also refute the view that testimony is a
form of inference. It has been pointed out that all the differences shown
by the Jaina logicians between inference and testimony are trivial and do
not furnish a sufficient ground for their view that testimony is a source of
knowledge independent of inference. >
I am sure this work will prove useful to all those interested in the
study of Indian philosophy.
Nagi_n J. Shah
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NATURE OF TIME

“As | see it, we are unlikely to reach any definite conclusions on
these questions (Determinism vs. Freewill and the problem of causa-
tion) until we have a better understanding of the true nature of time™'—
these are the words of Sir James Jean, a great scientist. How can it
‘be possible for a person like me to determine the nature of time ? So,
my task here is to study what the great masters have said about the
nature of time. While doing so I shall make a special attempt to explain
the Jaina view at dength.

Western Views :

In the West, Aristotle maintains that time is closely connected
with. continuous movement. Time is the measure of this continuous
movement. In other words, time is a breaking up of continuous
movement (numefus motus). Movement presents two features : (i)
Movement is an uninteirupted progress of the subject from potentiality
‘to. actuallty Thus movemenf bears the characteristic of unity. (ii)
Movement, on the other hand, is also virtually multzp]e One can
divide it. into an indefinite number of parts. “Movement, then,
-subjected to a simple mental division becomes a number or a
~multitude.” Thus time is looked upon as made up of two elements,
the one formal namely number (numerus), and the other material
namely movement (motus).

In other words, we may say that according to Aristotle time is
'motxon that admits of numeration.’

In fact. concrete (not-abstracted. rather not subjected. to mental
divison) time and movement are identical. Continuous movement does
not at once appear under the formal aspect of temporal order. It has
first to submit itself to a process of mental division. This mental
division gives rise to the notion of succession. Nevertheless, this
Jdivision is not a real one, but belongs to the mental order and makes
no change in the objective reality of continuous movement.® [ would
like to suggest the comparison of this view with the one held by
Bergson.
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Descartes identified external reality with extension. Extension is
‘not identical with any of the quantitative determinations like shape,
size and figure. He. however, did not regard the quantitative
differences of physical things as unreal. They are the modes of matter;
they are due to the action of motion on matter. He thus came to admit
the reality of motion. But for him who has identified external reality
with extension it was logically impossible to derive it from external .
reality. So, he maintains that God originally 1mpaxted mofion. to
matter. Motion implies change and time. So, he has to admit the
reality of time. Since time, like motion, is out of place in- his
conceptual world view he had no option but to regard time also as
a miracle, pointing to the agency of God. Time, according to him, is
an infinite atomistic series of moments.* Why was he led to this
atomic view of time ? “In his anxiety to show that God was the
continuous support of the world of flux, Descartes was driven to the
atomic view of Time. He felt that if the future of the world depended
solely on its antecedent state, there would be nothing for God to do,
once the world had been created. Every moment Time seemed to
_ annihilate the world; therefore, continuous creative intervention of
God alone could guarantee the conformity of the future to the past.”
According to Spinoza there is only one eternal universal
substance ‘God or Nature’. This substance possesses, among other
infinite attributes, extension. Attributes appear in specific ways or
modes. Motion, according to him, is the mode of extension since
there can be no motion without 'extension. Logically we cannot deduce
this mode from the substance or extension. Hence it is unreal. He
seems to have been influenced by the method of geometry. This is
the reason why he maintains that things eternally follow from the
substance®; that causal relation is not temporal relation; that it is the
relation between the ‘constant and eternal things’.” This rules out all
change and evolution and consequently makes time impossible,
unwanted and unreal. Thus according to him temporal aspect of things '
is due to the modification of finite subjectivity. To reach truth means
to escape this limitation and see things sub specie aeternitatis. In this
sense time is unreal, it is the appearance which reflective knowledge
eliminates. This trend could be traced back in Parmenides and Plato.?
Descartes and Spinoza accepted only one ultimate substance and
tence they tad to malntain that extension (space) is one of the
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attributes of the substance. Leibniz ruled out the possibility of this
extension (space) by positing many atomic substances (monads) in
place of one substance.’ Space and time, according to him, are
confused ideas abstracted from our experience of things known
independently of space and time."

According to Newton, sensuous time and space are unreal. There
are absolute space and time which are not determined by their relation
to anything external. Space is characterised by reversibility; time is
characterised by irreversibility. In other words, through an act of will
~we might change our motion through space, yet on the other hand the
flowing .of time traniscends our act of will. Moreover, Newton’s this
concept of absolute time makes possible the case of absolute
simultaneity." -

For Kant space. and time. are neither confused perceptions nor
- absolutes. They are the necessary forms of perception. They are not

- realities or things existing for themselves, nor are they qualities or
relations belonging to things as such; they are forms or functions of .
the senses. We cannot think things without time, though we can think
time without things; hence time is the necessary precondition of our
percepﬁon of things, or of phenomenal world. Thus these forms are
not derived from experience, they are a priori.? Kant demonstrates
that space and time are vitiated by ‘antinomies’. This means that on
the supposition of the reality of space and time, it is possible to prove,
‘with equal cogency, several contradictory pairs of theses and
‘countertheses; such as that space has boundaries and has not, time has
“beginning and has not, etc.”* Bradley traces back all these paradoxes

* to the fundamental paradox in ‘term’ and ‘relation’. All relations are

" unreal as they involve infinite regress.'* According to him space and
.time ‘are mere appearances and product of nescience, so to say.”s A.

" E. Taylor; a follower of Bradley, distinguishes between perceptual
space and time on the one hand and conceptual space and time on
‘the other. Perceptual space and time we have in perception; and they
have reference to here and now. Conceptual space and time are

- constructed from the perceptual data. Neither of them is real.

Perceptual space and time are unreal because ‘they involve reference

to the here and now of a finite experience’; conceptual space and time
are unreal because ‘they contain no principle of internal distinction,

-and are thus not individual.’'¢
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Time (durdée) assumes fundamental importance in Bergson. -
Space and time are, according to him, diametrically opposite in
nature. Space is static, while time (durée) is the principle of creative.
evolution: Real time, according to him, is duration and not the
juxtaposition of discrete instants. Real time (durée reelle) is
‘heterogeneous’ and ‘continuous’. The real temporal process is. a
multiplicity of ‘interpenetration’. Real time flows in an-indivisible -
continuity. This real time we find in our experiences. It is Intellect
that makes cuts in it, spatializes it and falsely represents it as a
straight line with discrete moments as its points. Thus real time we.
cannot think, ‘we must live it because lifé transcends intellect.’"” .. i

As against Bergson, Alexander maintains that space and -time are -
so intimately " interrelated that one cannot be understood without
reference to the other. When viewed thus, the contradictions allegedly
found in them would no longer remain. Space-Time, says Alexander,
is the ‘stuff’ of which things are fashionéd. This is interpreted in the
sense that Space-Time is identical with Pure Motlon This again
amounts to saying that a thing is a complex of mdtions."® '

A. N. Whitehead is a philosopher of change par excellence. He .
agrees with Bergson on the point that our experience is of duration
and that instants are the abstractions made by science (i.e. intellect).
But he differs from Bergson in not declaring that only duration is real
and an ‘instant’ is a ‘fiction’ or ‘convention’ because he feels that in
doing so one cuts all connections between experience and
science — which he is not prepared to do.”

Now let us see, in a general way, what Einstein has said about
time. Wildon Carr writes : ‘The principle of relativity declares that
there is no absolute magnitude, that there exists nothing whatever
which can claim to be great or small in its own nature, also there is
no absolute duration, nothing whatever which in its own nature is
short or long. I co-ordinate my universe from my own standpoint of
rest in a system of reference in relation to which all else is
moving...Space and Time are not containers nor are they contents but
variants.’”® ‘The chief novelty of Einstein’s theory is the conception
of the relativity of simultaneity..If we grasp the relativity of
simultaneity, there is little difficulty in seeing that the measurable
physical duration (or elapsed time) of any event depends upon the
velocity of the centre from which it is measured...The theory of
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relativity not only takes for granted the irrevocability of the past, that
the status of events as past is unalterable but in making the velocity
of light a maximum it makes vision or other communication with the
past impossible. But it is at first surprising to learn that of two events
in distant parts of space, one may precede the other in one physical
system and follow it in the measurable determinations of another
system -that is moving relatively to the first. This seemingly
paradoxical situation, that event A may as truly be said to precede B
as to follow it, depending on the different referents, is limited by the
finite velocity of light as a maximum.’

‘Indian Views (except the Jaina) :

In the oldest times, we find the idea of Time as the highest
principle and power governing all things. In the Atharvaveda
(XIX. 53) we cqome across a hymn which extols Time as the basis of
all things; it creates’all things and it destroys all things. The idea of
Time further asserted ‘itself. We find discussed in philosophical works
the doctrine of Time (Kalavada) which traces all things back to Time.
In the mouth-of the upholder of this doctrine the following words are
put : “Time brings all creatures to ripeness. Time again destroys all
things, ‘Time keeps awake among the sleepy. It is hard to transgress
‘Time. Without Time not everi a bean is cooked, even when a man
‘has placed the pot in fire; therefore a man knows that it has occurred
through Time.” (Sastravartasamuccaya, 166). Time creates all things,
‘Time ripens all things and Time destroys all things. Time is all
~powerful. But in the days of philosophical systems the doctrine of
. Time (Kalavada) remains in the background and loses its importance
as the prime ground of all things. Some philosophical systems
altogether rejected Time and others that accepted it recognised it not

- as the prime ground of all things but merely as a condition of their
" temporal _aspect. We undertake the exposition of the various
“conceptions of Time, found in the different systems of Indian
“philosophy.

- In the Sarhkhya-Yoga system one finds varied views expressed on
the nature of time. Some maintain that time is altogether non-
existent; some declare that it is an evolute (parinamah prthagbhavah)
of Primordial Matter (Prakrti)**; some are of the opinion that
Primordial .Matter (Pradhana) itself is to be called time*; some

_expressly state that time is nothing but action.”® Some put forward the



6 INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

view that time is of two kinds - eternal (nitya) and fractional
(khanda); that eternal time is no more than gunas of Prakrti; the
fractional time, on the other hand, is produced from Ether (akasa)
through various limiting adjuncts.?® Still some others hold that time .
is nothing over and above the objects spoken of as past, present and
future.”” The view found in the Yogasiitra of Pataiijali is peculiar and

~ explained clearly in the commentaries thereon. According to this view
there is no time except moment. What is called time, rather duration, .
has no factual existence; it is only mental construction. Moment i§
real, duration is unreal. This has a striking similarity with the Buddhist
view that moment is real, the continuum (santana) is unreal. Let us . .
study this view in the words of Sir. B. N. Seal. .“Infinite time-is a .
non-entity objectively considered, being only a construction of the
understanding (buddhinirmana) based on the relation of antecedsnce
and sequence, in which the members of the phenomenal series are
intuited to stand to one another. These phenomenal changes as intuited
by us in the empirical consciousness fall into a series, which the
understanding conceives as order in.Time. The Time-series, then, is
a schema of the understanding for representing ‘the course of
Evolution. The schema of the understanding supervenes on the
phenomenal world as order in Time, and hence in' the empirical
consciousness the Time-series appears to have an objective reality,
and to form a continuum. As there is an ultimate and irreducible unit -
of extensive quantity (parimana) in the Gunas or infinitesimal Reals
of Prakti, which are without constituent parts, so the moment may
be conceived as the ultimate and irreducible unit of this Time-
continuum as represented in the empirical cousciousness. A.moment,
therefore, cannot be thought of as containing any parts standing in the
relation of antecedence and sequence. If change is represented by the
Time-series, a moment as the unit of time may be supposed to
represent the unit of change. Now all physical change may be reduced
to the motion of atoms in space, and we may, therefore, define the
moment as representing the ultimate unit of such change — viz., the
(instantaneous) transit of an atom (or rather a Tanmatra) from one
point in space to the next succeeding point. Even an atom has
constituent parts (the Tanmatras), and hence an atom must take more
than one moment to change its position. The motion of that which is* .
absolytely simple and without parts from one point in space to the
next must be instantenous, and conceived as the absolute unit of
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change (and therefore of time, ksana). If this is held to be an irre-
- ducible absolute unit, it will follow that what we represent as the
Time-continuum is really discrete. Time is of one dimension. Two
moments cannot co-exist; neither does any series of moments exit in
reality. Order in Time is nothing but the relation of antecedence and
sequence, between the moment that is and the moment that just went
before. But only one moment, the present, exists. The future and the
past have no meaning apart from potential and sub-latent phenomena.
One kind of transformation to which a thing is subject is that it
changes from the potential to the actual, and from the actual to the
sub-latent. This may be called the change of mark (laksana-parinama)
- as opposed to change of quality (dharmaparinama) and the change due
to duration or lapse of time (avastha-parinama). The present is the
mark of actuality, the future the mark of potentiality, and the past of
* sub-latency, in a phenomenon. Only one single moment is actual, and
the whole universe evolves in that one single moment. The rest is but
potential or sublatent.

Vijfianabhiksu- pomts out that this does not amount to a denial of
Time. It means that Time has no real (or objective) existence apart
from the ‘moment’. But the latter is real being identical with the unit
-of change in phenomena (gunaparinamasya ksanatvavacanat). But
even this is real only for, our empirical (relative) consciousness
(vyuuhtadar&ana) which intuits the relation of antecedence and
sequence into the evolving Reals (Gunas), in the stage of “empirical
intition” (savicara nirvikalpaprajia). The “intellectual intuition”
(nirvicara nirvikalpaprajiia), on the other hand, apprehends the Reals
as they are, without the imported empirical relations of Space, Time,
-and Causality.”®
It is interesting to contrast this view with the one upheld by
Bergson. According to this Sarmkhya view, the moment is real while
“the duration -is mental construction. Bergson’s view is quite opposite. .
There moment is unreal and duration is real. Moreover, duration of
the Sarmkhya seems to be a series of discrete moments; there is no
real ‘interpenetration’ between a moment that is and a moment that
just went before; that is, one does not ‘melt’ into the other, so to say.
On the other hand in Bergson’s durée moments are continuous
-forming one indivisible flow; its moments ‘melt’ into one another and
form an organic whole. I feel that this Sarnkhya view of time is not
in tune with their theory of change (parinamavada). They maintain
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-that the states or moments of a particular thing are not discrete but
continuous. According to this system, reality is neither a series: of
discrete momentary states (i.e. mere momentary modes) nor eternally
static substance but persistence of an eternal substance through its
various changing modes. So if they have declared’ unrelated sohtary
moment unreal and a contiunous flow of moments one ‘melting into
the other real, their view on the nature of time would have ﬁtted well
with their theory of change This view of theirs seems to have been
influenced by the Buddhist view that merely object moments arée real
and the continuum (santana) of these discrete ob]ect moments is
mental construction.”

Nyaya-Vaisesika View : According to this system, Time- ig ‘a
substance. It is one, eternal and all-pervading. It causes movement and
change. All perceptible things are perceived as moving, chdnging,
coming into being and passing away. They are produced and
destroyed. There must be some Force or Power which thus' brings
them into existence and moves them 4Il. The things themselves cannot -
do it. There must, therefore, be something which makes this
movement, origination and destruction of thing$§ possible. It is this

- something, this Power or Force, which is Time. As it moves and
changes things® it gives rise to in the percipient the notions, with
regard to those things, of past, present and future, of old and new.
This Time substance, though itself static, is the source of all changes
and motions. It is devoid of specific physical qualities like colour etc.
Hence it is not emanable to perceptual cognition. Nor could it be an
object of mental perception because mind cannot function
independently of external sense-organs in the. case of extemal things.

_ Its existence is inferred from the facts of consecution and simultaneity -
between phenomena. Had there been no Time we would have no
knowledge of consecution or simultaneity and there would be nothing
to account for our time-notions associated with all change.® Time
being one unique substance, name given to it is a proper name and
not a general term.> When Time is divided into many different times,
it is a metaphor.? In other words, distinctions in time like a minute,
an hour, a day and so on are apparent and due to certain conditions.
Similar is the case with the division of Time into past, present and
future. In accordance with the changes of things Time reveals itself
as past, present and future. Time that is all-pervading partless
substance appears as many in association with the changes related to
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it. These different times are mere representations produced by one
“single object only. They, being mere representations, are unable to
.give rise to a general concept.” From all this it becomes clear that
this system considers Time as all-embracing receptacle containing the
entire universe. It is interesting to note Raghunatha Siromani’s view.
According to him the essential nature of time is Divinity and nothing
distinct from Divinity (I$vara).*

Mimarsa View : The Bhattas mainly follow the Vaisesikas in
this connection.- The Bhattas too consider Time as a substance, all-
pervasive, eternal and deviod of physical qualities like colour etc.*
But as against the Vaisesikas they believe that Time is perceptible by
all the six sense-organs.* One would ask as to how that which is
devoid of physical qualities could be perceived by all the six senses.

_ Sastradipika solves the difficulty in the following manner. Time is not
perceived independently by the senses; but along with the perception
-of various objects Time is also perceived as their qualification by all
“the senses.” On the authority of Ramanujacarya we can say that the
~ Prabhakaras accept the Vaisesika view of Time in toto.® ‘
~ Advaita Vedanta View : According to this system Time is nothing
but nescience (avidya).®
Buddhist View :. At a very-early stage of Buddhism — when even
- the Pitakas were not compiled —a view that there is one unitary
: iminutable Time along with the conditioned empirical time was
prevalent, writes Ac. Narendradeva, among the Buddhists. He bases
hi$ inference on the fact that those early Buddhists accepted matter
- (rfipa) only as impermanent and all other subtle elements like citta and
vijfiana as immutable. He further states that the conception of time

" ‘as the cause of the production of impermanent things finds support .

in the early Buddhist literature.®
~.* _ Mahavibhasa refers to a view that regards time as immutable and
sariiskrta dharmas as impermanent. Moreover, according to this view
- time is ‘a receptacle with three divisions - future, present and
 past —organically continuous; samiskrta dharmas move in this
“receptacle; they having come out of the future enter the present and
having come out of ‘the present enter the past. Later on the one
immutable time seems to have been removed and there remained
merely the three ‘transitions’ (adhva). The Vaibhasikas think that all
the three transitions - future, past and present - exist. The distinction
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among them is based on the causal efficiency (karitra) of an element.
Causal efficiency (karitra) is of two kinds - one that determines the
general character of the remote fruit (phalaksepa) and the other that
actually produces the fruit (phaladana). All the dharmas, when they
are in a state of phalaksepa, are termed present. The states prior and
posterior to this state are devoid of phalaksepa-sakti. Prior non-
existence of this power is termed future; and postenor non-existence -
of this power is termed past. The future and the past exxst in the same
sense as the present exists. All the three times, rather ‘transitions’,
have the same nature always; merely their efficiency (karitra) differs.
While discussing the doctrine of the existence of three times (adhvay
it is said, in the Abhidharmakosa, that the future (effect) becomes
present through desantarakarsana. In the Vaibhasika list of seventyfive
dharmas Time finds no mention. But we may surmise that throtgh the
back door both the types of time —one unitary immutable and the
other conditioned empirical - enter the Vaibhasika philosophy.- One
unitary immutable time is accepted under the name of Amrta dhatu
(=Nirvana dhatu). The empirical time is accepted in -the guise of
- samiskrta laksanas which together, like Vaisesika time. constitute the
general cause of change." ‘

The Sautrantikas deny the objectlve realnty of the samskna
laksanas viz. production etc. The notions of production etc., they say,
refer not to a moment but to a series (of moments) which is a mental
construction.”> Again, they believe in the present time only, while the
other two divisions of time, namely, past and future, are regarded as
non-existent. Neither the past nor the future exists.” Even what is
called present is nothing over and above an element (dhanna) Hence
here the moment becomes a synonym of an element.* This is the'
reason why the author of Brahmavidyabharana writes as follows : In
the opinion of the Buddhists Time does not exist. A jar etc. which
is perishable by nature in the very act of emerging becomes the basis
for the assumption of moment (ksana). They assert that moment is
nothing over and above the objects such as a jar. There is no
independent time such as a ksana.®

Nagasena maintains that time is a product of ignorance. For the
enlightened there is no time. In the Abhidhammatthasariigaho we.find
stated that time is a subjective element, the concept (kalaparifiatti) by
which we in our internal intuition distinguish our first.and foremost
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states; that it is the sine qua non of the succession of mental states.*
*  The Madhyamikas maintain that even from the empirical point of
view Time is unsubstantial. It is admittedly not an object of perception.
They - past, present and future — appear to be existences due to our
tendency to objectify concepts. It is impossible to conceive time either
as a permanent immutable entity causing things or as an existent. The
reasons given against the first view are as follows. It cannot be a
cause. As the cause of the state of production (of a particular thing)
is eternal, that state the thing will have eternally. Again, the thing
whose cause is presumed immutable (Time) should really be uncaused
or caused at random. It is so because a cause to produce an effect must
transform itself into the effect and cease to exist. The arguments
adduced against the second view are as follows. The divisions of Time
- into the Past, Present and Future are vital to its conception. The
Present and the Futufe are what they are in relation to the Past; they
" should therefore exist in the past, for they are dependent on it. If so,
‘they too would be included in the past, or the latter would. be
- indistinguishable from the present and the future. If, to avoid this, it
were held that the present and the future do not exist in the past,
-~ relative to what are they the present and the future ? A non-relative
present or future i$ mot possxble and without distinctions, time too is
unavailable. The same arguments may be urged, mutatis mutandis,
' thh regard to the existence of the past or the present in the present
and the future, etc. Time might be thought to exist in relation to things
. that change. But as changing things (bhava) are untenable, the reality
*.of Time too is not established.” .
" Kamalasila shows the futility of time in the following manner.
“When the speaker addresses a person with the words ‘this is prior’,
‘this is posterior’ with reference to objects or events taking place
7~success1vely .a particular impression (abhoga) is formed in the mind
of the latter. This impression gives rise to the knowledge that things
- thus referred to are prior or posterior. Thus temporal order being
" otherwise explainable time is not accepted by the Buddhists. Again,
_as Time is partless according to those who accept it as real, the
concept of priority or posteriority is not applicable to it. If this priority
or posteriority, as they say, primarily belongs to actions and objects,
and only secondarily to time, then too, says Kamalasila, time is
unnecessary.* )
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Grammarians’ View : According to Patanjah Time is the
substratum of the world; it is an eternal (nitya), indivisible (akhanda),
all-pervadmg ruling (vibhu) principle (padartha). We cannot trace its.
origin. Nor can we divide it into parts. The principle by which trees,
grass, creepers and other corporeal (miirtimaf) substances . (dravya) are
seen sometimes to grow, sometimes to decline is called ‘Time. In
short, change is due to Time.” How partless Time possibly came to
be divided ? Patafijali replies that although it knows no réal
differentiation yet through the difference of . atmbutes its
differentiation is supposed (kalpana) as is also the case with all- |
pervading Ether (akasa). Fractioness unitary time, when all the- forms
of action (kriya) are associated with it, seems to take different shapes.
Associated to a particular form of action Time becomess day,
associated to another form of action it beomes night and so on.
Associated to different motions of the sun, Time takes dlfferent shapes
of day, night, etc.® .

Bhartrhari considers Eternal Verbum or Logos as the Absoute He
_maintains that this Absolute has the fundamentat Power, Time. The
notion of temporal order could not be accounted for without this
Power. According to him, thus, Time is not an independent and -
supersensible substance. It is a Power of the Absolute. But it is to be
noted that the Power and the Powerful are essentlally identical > This
Power has two aspects—pratibandha (also called jar3) and abhyanujiia
(also called krama). The first is-the preventive aspect and the second
is the permissive aspect. But for the first there would result chaos, all -
actions or effects being simultaneous. Thus a seed, a sprout, a stem
and a stalk — all would emerge and exist simultaneously. The second .
makes possible the projection of the sequenceless Absolute into -
phenomenal sequence of priority and posteriority.* These two aspects,
namely, pratibandha and abhyanujfia correspond more or less to the
two aspects, namely viksepa and avarana ascribed to Avidya by the
later writers on Advaita. Time (kalasakti) is looked upon as the
efficient cause (nimitta-karana) or the causal agent (prayojaka-kartr)
of the phenomenal world in its manifold phases of creation,
preservation and dissolution.”® As Time, with the help of its two
aspects, makes possible the temporal sequence in phenomenal world,
we superimpose on the Time itself the temporal sequence. Succession
or simultaneity are the attributes of actions or objects arfd not of Time

)
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but we superimpose them on Time because it is Time that presents
actions or objects in succession or simultaneity.* Again, though Time
is unitary we wrongly describe it as manifold after having identified
it with the actions and movements which it controls.s Similarly, our
description of Time as long or brief is not true. Though it is constant
and changeless, it appears to be of greater or shorter duration
according ‘as the series of actions brought about by it is long drawn
out or cut short.* Moreover, Time, in reality, is not threefold - past,
present and future. When an action ceases, Time is described as past,
when it is about to happen, it is said to be future; and when it
continues to flow on as a current, it is called present. Thus the
distinctions into past, future and present naturally pertain to actions,
while they are superimposed on Time.” The two aspects pratibandha
.and abhyanujfia are eternal.® Hence they co-exist. Co-existence of
these two mutudlly . opposite . aspects would give rise to the
-contingency of conflict between the two. The grammarians solve the
difficulty by stating that there is a chronological co-existence yet there
s a logical sequence between the two and cite a case of three gunas
of Samkhya Prakrti in their support.®
' Astronomers™ View : The view that Time is nothing but action is
ascribed to astronomers by some, modem scholars. But it seems that it
- is not their view. If at all it is their view, it is not the view of all the
-astronomers but only of the few. The Stiryasidhanta states that Time
is of two kinds - the one is rod-like indivisible and inflexible (akhanda-
. dandayamana) and without an end (aksayya), and the other is the one
. the nature of which is to measure (kalanatmaka). The partless rod-like
" Time is the cause of production, endurance and destruction of the
' .changmg world. The measurable Time can be demonstrated (nidrsya)
~ and is an object of perception.® This measurable Time is, again, of two
. kinds — tangible (miirta) and intangible (ammrta). The vital breath is
" ‘taken as the unit of tangible Time. The time necessary in a healthy body
for inspiration and expiration is called vital breath (prana). One vital
- breath takes about four seconds (of the Western division of time). The
~ ‘time-atom’, the ‘trutf’, is the unit of intangible time. It is the 33,750th
“part of a second.®

. Jaina View :
1. Time and Jaina Agamic Works
In the Avasyaka Cumi, three different views on the nature of time
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" are referred to. Some say that time is a quality®’; some maintain that
it is nothing but modes of the substance;® still some others opine that
it is an independent substance (dravya) in addition to the five, namely,
Jiva (Soul Substance), Pudgala (Matter Substance), Akasa (Space
Substance), Dharma and Adharma (substances serving as the media of
motion and inertia respectively)®. Out of these three views, the first
is, to the best of my knowledge, neither referred to nor explained
elsewhere in the whole of the Jaina literature. The last two views are
considerably old and find mention in the Bhagavatisitra®. The
Svetambara philosophers refer to both these views, though they favour
either of them. Digambara thinkers state and explain their accepted
view only according-to which time is an independent substarfce.

2. Arguments for the Time as an independent Sﬁbstaﬁ,cé

Now let us study the arguments put forward by the Svetainbara
and the Digambara thinkers to establish- time as an “independent
substance. (1) The existence of real time is established by the’
incessant minute imperceptible changes (vl'u‘tani)_ that go on in the
five substances; without it these changes would not take place as it
is their auxiliary cause.* To give a concrete example, we might say
that the stone under a potter’s wheel assists in the movement of the
" wheel. The stone here does not impart motion to the wheel, but
without this stone such a kind of motion would not have been
possible. Similarly, time assists or works as an auxiliary cause in the
changes produced in substances, though it does not work as a cause
proper in their production”. (2) Jainas- should accept Time as an
independent substance. Though spiritual and material sabstances are
regarded capable by nature to move and to rest, yet they have posited-
two independent substances Dharma and Adharma serving as the -
media or auxiliary causes of motion and inertia respectively.
Similarly, though the five substances are by nature capable of
transforming themselves into their proper modes some -auxiliary or -
general cause like Time should be posited to help them in their
transformations. Were they to reject Time as an independent
substance, they have no right to posit Dharma and Adharma. The case
of Time is on par with that of Dharma and Adharma.%® (3) Though
all the causal conditions are there, the mango-tree, etc. do not bear
fruits all at once; this suggests that there is Time substance, with
varied capacities, which the effects expect for their fruitidn®. (4) Time
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'substance is a controlling principle. Without it temporal order could
not be accounted for. Were it not an independent substance, all serial
effects would take place simultaneously and thus there would ensue
chaos instead of order.® (5) Without Time substance, how can we
have- particular divisions of Time ? Divisions imply something of
which they are the divisions.” (6) Simple uncompounded word ‘time’
presupposes an independent entity, namely, Time.”” (7) Activities like
cooking etc. are conventionally referred to as ‘cooking time’ etc. But ‘
in this conventional usage of ‘cooking time’ and so on, the name of
‘time’ is superimposed on activity. The term ‘time’ really signifies the -
existence of real time which is the-basis of this conventional time.”
(8) Those who maintain that time is nothing but movement of the sun
and other luminaries are not right. Mere movement of the sun and
- stars could not account for the changes in substances. Even in regard
to movement we say ‘it is past’, ‘it is present’, ‘it is future’.
‘Movements require the assistance of Time. Without it they are
impossible. Minute changes constituting movements could not .be
-explained if Time were not posited as an independent real substance. 74
(9) It is untenable to maintain that Space (akasa) can very well
perform the function assigned to Time. In other words, to reject Time
as an independent substance we cannot legitimately maintain that
. Space serves as an-auxiliary ‘cause of the minute changes (vartana) in
the five substances. Space merely contains or gives room to the
_ substances. It cannot be a causal condition of the minute changes in
",other substances. For instance, a pot can at the most support or
.“contain the rice but it cannot cook the rice; for that we need fire.”
_ (10) Some might even argue that ‘Existence’ (Satta) itself can perform
the function of time; and hence there is no need of positing an
- independent substance called Time. But this view is not sound. Minute
- ‘unpercepuble changes themselves constitute the nature of ‘Existence’.
" So, how could it be viewed as an auxiliary cause of minute changes.”
" (I1) A theory is propounded by some that time is nothing but activity
‘(kriya). Akalanka explains it as follows. Movement of an atom from
one spacepoint to the next spacepoint is called an ‘instant’. There is
nothing like a minute Time over and above this movement to measure
_ the span of this instant. The collection of these instantaneous activities
is called avalika, the collection of these avalikas is called ucchvasa

- and so on. There is no entity called Time. In our every day usage we

say ‘he sits as long as the cows are milked.” Here the usage of ‘time’
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is based on the activities. When one activity is circumscribed .or
limited by another activity, to the latter is applied the term ‘time’.
Thus time is nothing but activity.” Akalanka refutes this view in the
following manner. He admits that the usages like ‘he did it within a
wink of an eye’, ‘he did it within a breath’ are no doubt based on
activities. But he points out that our application of the term ‘time’ to
activities of ‘winking’, ‘breathing’ etc. could not be without any
ground whatsover. Take an example of our application of the term
‘dandr’ (‘staff-bearer’) to Devadatta. This application of the ‘dandi’ to
Devadatta could not be baseless. its basis is the relation obtaining
between danda (staff) and Devadatta. Similarly; we should maintain
that there is something like Time which, being in relation with
activity, makes possible our application of the term ‘time’ to activity.™®
Moreover, if we were to consider time as identical with activity, the
contingency of the absence or non-existence of the present. would
ensue. How ? In connection withe activity there are only two .
alternative states, namely, activity either done or undone. There is no
third state in its connection, namely, activity neither done nor undone.
- Thus activity is devoid of its present and hence it cannot provide the
basis for the usage of present. And past and future being relative to -
present, in the absence of present they too would be non-existent.”
It might be suggested that the collection of activities from the
beginning of the effect to its completion is' called present. But this
stand is very weak. The activities being momentary, how could there
be any possibility of thier collection ?® Again, if it were argued that
time is not accepted independent of activities on the ground that it
is not cognised as distinct from activities, Akalarka retorts that similar
logic should be applied by the opponent to activities. When done so,
even activities would suffer the same fate as that of time; they would
be nothing over and above agents or substances as they’ are not
cognised as distinct from them® The last argument adduced by
Akalanka against this theory is that an activity cannot limit or measure
another activity. Only persistent or perdurable thing can measure
another such thing. But activity being momentary how can it measure
another such activity ? A thing which itself is momentary can never
measure another momentary thing.® -
We have already stated that all the Digambara thinkers and a
section of Svatambara thinkers upheld the view that time is an
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_independent substance. But we should see whether there is any
difference of opinion between the Digambara thinkers on the one hand
and the concerned Svetambara thinkers on the other. Scholars
generally find differences between the two views® Let us see what
is the real position.

3. Time substance according to Digambaras

According to the Digambara thinkers, time is atomic. There are
innumerable time-atoms. Each time-atom occupies one spacepoint of
the cosmic space. Thus time-atoms are confined to cosmic space only.
They are not present in the space beyond cosmos.* They do not
combine to form molecules as the material atoms do. Nor do they
constitute one single whole as the spacepoints do. Thus they have no
_spatial extension (tiryakpracaya).” Only those substances that have

spatial extension® are. termed astikaya. Hence time is not counted
-among astikdya® Time-atoms go on assuming different modes all the
‘while. All these modes are not measurable. The smallest measurable
~mode of a time-atom is termed ‘samaya’ (instant) which is defined as
the time taken by a material atom to traverse a unit of space by slow
movement.* Each time-atom has infinite such modes.¥ Though these
‘modes are not simultaneous, a time-atom being a substance pervades
- all of them. That is, these modes are not discrete, without any
" permanent substance underlying them. This is the reason why time-
. atoms are said to have temporal extension or monodimensional .order
" (uxﬂhvapmcaya)88 Time-atoms are motionless® and hence each of

K ythem for ever occupy one particular space-point in cosmic space. They
are-immobile entities arranged in close proximity to one another, each
" occupying one- space-point in cosmic space. They are eternal as they
_ are atomic and do not form aggregates.” Origination, persistence and
. decay in their case are explained through the origination, persistence
" and decay of other things.” It is also said that they are eternal in the
sense that they never give up their own nature and that the origination
~.and decay in their case is due to the rhythmic rise and fall of their
~ agurulaghuguna (untranslatable term, lit. means neither-heavy-nor-

light-quality)®. Ac. Kundakunda maintains that a time-atom undergoes

origination, persistence and decay at one and the same moment.”
' Time-atoms are devoid of physical qualities like colour, etc. and
in this sense only they are called amirta®® They are sublte and
imperceptible.® Though other substances require time as an auxiliary
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cause in the emergence of their modes, time-atoms do not require any
other substance as an auxiliary cause in the production of their own
modes. .
Digambara thinkers recognize two types of Time — Absolute
(mukhya) and Conventional (vyavaharika). A time-atom with
immeasurable minutest modes is Absolute time. In other words, a
continnum of immeasurable minutest modes of a -time-atam . is '
Absolute time.* But modes of a time-atom, that are measured’ by
motion of a material atom or a heavenly luminary constitute
Conventional time.” Absolute time has no reference to motion of a .
material atom or a heavenly luminary whereas Conventional time. has
pointed reference to it. So, it is said that Absolute time does nét
requre motion of material atom or a heavenly luminary for its
manifestation. Absolute time is the auxiliary cause of the
immeasurable minutest modes of substances® whereas Conventional
time is the auxiliary cause of the measurable modes of substances. As ’
time-atoms are spread over the entire cosmic space, Absolute time ‘is
present everywhere in the cosmic space. As the motion of a materal
atom is available throughout the cosmic space, samaya division of
Conventional time is also present in the entire cosmic space. But as
the motion of the sun and other heavenly luminaries is not available
outside the space inhabited by human beings, the divisions of
Conventional Time having reference to this motion are confined only
to this portion of cosmic space.” Absolute time being what it is, usage
or division of past, present and future is metaphorically or secondarily
applicable to it; but it is primarily applicable to Conventional time.'®

4. Time Substance according to Svetambaras

A few out of these Svetambara thinkers 'wholrecognise time as
an independent substance favour the Digambara view. Ac.
Hemacandra is the foremost among them.!®® But others reject the
Digambara view. According to them time is not atomic. It is not a
manifold of atoms. It is one and pervades the entire cosmic space.
Though it is one whole, it can be said to have spatial parts. It has
extension over the cosmic space and the parts of this space covered
by it are obviously understandable in terms of the parts of time
substance. Consequently time substance is entitled to being
characterised as an extensive substance (astikaya). Tradition however
restricts the use of this notion to five substances, but this does not
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annul its extensity (tiryakpracaya or astikayata).'"” Though it pervades
‘the entire cosmic space, its divisions, viz. day, month, year etc. which
depend upon planetary movements are not possible outside human
region because planetary movements are available in human region
only.'” As it pervades the entire cosmic space, it is motionless.

Time substance is constitutionally dynamic in the sense that it
continuously undergoes changes by virtue of its intrinsic nature like
other substances. Changeless time substance cannot assist changes in
other substances. So, time substance is not changeless. Thus time qua
substance is one, but time qua modes is many. Though time substance
is changing, it never loses its identity. It permeates and pervades all
its modes. Thus time qua substance has temporal extension
(@rdhvapracaya) also.'® ‘

The ultimate measurable unit of time is called samaya (instant).
It is measured by the movement of a material atom over the space-
‘point. Hence it is defined as the time taken by a material atom to
traverse one space-point by slow movement. Time substance has
infinite samayas. As a samaya is an ultimate measurable unit of time -
_ substance, it is devoid of temporal parts. A samaya is not bereft of
time substance. But the time substance contained in it is indivisible.
Hence a samaya is devoid of substantial parts also. But as a samaya
. pervades the entire cosmic space of innumerable space-points, it may
be conceived as possessed of spatial parts. As it is possessed of a

-~ plurality of spatial parts, it is capable of being characterised as an

-"astzftzya. Again, it has manifold of capacities with which it assists
.-various changes proper to infinite number of substances. These

. qaba‘cities may also be conceived as its parts.'® All the samayas are

not absolutely discrete; they are related to one another by an
. underlying time substance.'®

"7 5. Relative Subtlety of Units of Time, Space and Matter

- - It is interesting to have some idea of the relative subtlety of units
~ of time, space and matter. A space-point (pradesa) is subtler than a
- time-point (samaya). It is contended that the number of space-points
of a small space of one angula is equal to the ‘number of time-points
of a countless number of cycles of time. But an atom of matter is
“substler than even a space-point. An infinite number of atoms can be

~. accommodated in one space-point. Thus a material atom is subtler

" than a space-point and a space-point is subtler than a time-point.'”’
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6. Time identical with Change

We have studied the view that Time is an independent substance
which assists changes in various substances. But according to the other
view time is nothing but modes or changes of substances. In other
words, Time is identical with change and nothing over and above
change. The minute changes and gross changes are merely the modes
of substances. And the Jainas being the upolders of the. theory of non-
absolutism (Syadvada), believe that there obtains a relation " of
identity-cum-difference between a substance and its modes. In other
words, according to them, modes are in a way identical with the
substance. Hence the name ‘substance’ (dravya) is secondarily applied
to them also. As a result of this, time which is nothing but modes
of substances is also called substance. The statement, occurring, in the
Bhagavatisiitra, that Jiva and Ajiva substances themselves are called
Time means that modes of these substancesare called Time; Time is
nothing over and above these modesd® Substances undergo- incessant .
minute changes by virture of their intrinsic’ nature. An independent
time substance is not required to assist them in their modification or
- change. These minute changes or modes are not measureable. So, the
Jainas seem to have conceived a mode sufficiéntly thick to be -
‘measured. This is called samaya or moment, the ultimate measurable
mode of a substance.!® This mode is measured by the slow movement
of a material atom over one space-point. Were the movement fast, the
thickness of the mode would get reduced to such an extent that it
would not remain amenable to measurement. What are called avalika,
mubhiirta, etc. are merely the long and short series of the ultimate
measurable modes. ,

The agrument that the case of an independent Time substance is
on par with Dharma and Adharma is not sound. Dharma and Adharma
are, of course, posited to account for motion and inertia respectively.
But motion and inertia of a substance are not eternal. Sometimes we
find a substance in motion and sometimes we find it at rest. This
suggests that there must be some condition of motion and inertia over
and above the substance itself. And hence the Jainas posited Dharma
and Adharma as conditions or media of motion and inertia. Those who
posit Time as an independent substance do so to account for mainly
the incessant minute changes. But according to the Jainas such
changes are eternal - without beginning and end. Hence it is not
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‘necessary to posit a causal condition to account for it. What is
¢ternal — beginningless and endless has no cause whatsover. Again, the
argument that without an independent Time substance the world could
not be explained; that in its absence, the seed, the sprout and the fruit
would emerge simultaneously —is also very weak. The order of the
universe is firmly based on the principle of causality. The temporal
order is reducible to causal order. Time as an independent substance
is superfluous. The description of Time substance as atomic seems
metaphorical. Each and every material atom could be called time-
atom. And this very well explains the scriptural statements regarding
the absence of its spatial extension (apradesi).'® The conception of
Time as an independent substance is vitiated by many contingencies.
The main one is as follows : Time is posited to account for the
- incessant minute changes in other ‘substances, but what would account
for the changes in the Time substance itself ? If it be said that the
" ‘modification of Time substance is natural and hence requires no other
causal condition, the same logic should be applied to explain
- modification of other substances. If some other auxiliary cause is
posited to explain changes in Time substance, it would involve infinite
regress. ‘Hence the vxew of an independent Time substance is weak
and unsound H .

. 7. Jaina Cycle of Time

- According to the Jainas, Cycle of Time ceaselessly and eternally

- ‘mbves on. It consists of two halves. One half represents the period

.'vof progress (utsarpini) with the gradual increase in happiness. And the

‘ther half represents the. period of decadence (avasarpini) with the

" gradual decrease in happiness. Each period is again divided into six

~ parts (aras). The period of decadence has the following six parts :

~.(1) The part characterised by the greatest happiness (susama-susama)

(2) The part characterised by some happiness but absolutely no
. misery (susama’)

' (3) The part characterised by excess of happiness over misery
(susama-dusama)

(4) The part characterised by excess of misery over happiness
(dusama-susama)

(5) The part characterised by some m1sery but absolutely no
happiness (dusama)
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" (6) The part characterised by the greatest miselyl(dusama-dusamé)
It is noteworthy that the Jainas have not recognised the possibility
of the following two parts : (1) the part characterised by absolute
absence of both happiness and misery, (2) the part chalactensed by
exactly equal quantities of both happiness and misery.  The
abovementioned six parts in the reverse order constitute the- six parts of
the period of progress. During the period of progress the bodily strength
bodily height and life-span gradually increase. During the period of
decadence the living beings gradually lose their bodily strength, bodily
height and life-span. Each such period of progress and decadence is ten
crores of crores of ocean Time. The two periods together constitute one
complete round of Time Cycle. This one round is called Kalpa. °
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JAINA CONCEPTION OF SPACE

1. Introductory

Regarding primary material elements (mahabhiitas), there were
two old views. One view recognized five mahabhiitas and the other
recognized four mahabhiitas.

" The five mahabhitas recognized by the first view were akasa,
vayu, tejas, ap and prthvi. They possessed the five special
qualities — - akasa Sabda, vayu sparSa, tejas ripa, ap rasa and prthvi
‘gandha. Those who followed this view counted akasa as a mahabhiita
with a special quality $abda. The Sankhya-Yoga, the Nyaya-VaiSesika
and the Prabhakara Mimarhsa accepted this view.

The old form of this view of five mahabhiitas was that the
_external material world, as also the human body, is composed of the
 five mahabhitas. The Sankhya adopted this old form of the view. That
is, accordmg to the Sankhya the five mahabhiitas are the material
_causes of all the material effect-substances (bhautika karya-dravyas).
* So, for the Sankhya, akasa, along with other four mahabhiitas, is the
matenal cause of effect-substances. The Vaisesika differs from the
. Sarikhya. The VaiSesika maintains that only four mahabhiitas viz.

-viyu, tejas, ap and prthvi are the material causes of material effect-
* substances. Akasa. is not a material cause of any material effect-
~ substance. It is simply the substratum (dravya) of the quality sabda.

This view of the VaiSesika somewhat undermined the status of akasa
" as a mahabhiita. The Bhatta Mimarisa gave the status of independent
*subtance to- Sabda, thus putting at stake further the existence of akasa
- as- a mahabhita. '

The four mahabhiitas recognized by that other old view were
_ vaya, tejas, ap-and prthvi. Those who followed this view maintained
" either that akasa is a form of matter, produced from the four
mahabhitas or that akasa is non-material non-spiritual suttance. The
" Theravadi Buddhists accepted the first alternative. For them akasa is
: samslata it is produced from the four mahabhiitas, thus it is a derived
" matter (upadiya riipa)'. But the Vaibhasika Buddhists, who too
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recognized the abovementioned four mahabhiitas only raised akasa to -
the status of asamskrta (eternal) dharma (element),’ thus putting at
stake its bhautikatva (materiality). So, for them, akasa is a non-
material non-spiritual (rather non-psychical) element. Jainas too follow
this old tradition of four mahabhiitas and hence maintain that akisa
is not pudgala (matter), it is an independent substance, :

The upholders of the view of four mahabhiiias maintain ‘that
sabda is not a quality; it is a mode or an aspect of these four
mahabhiitas. So, akasa was not needed as a substratum of s‘abdagima
Hence, before these philosophers there arose a question as to. what
function the substance akasa is required to perform. All these
philosophers declared that its function is to provide room to all other
substances. It functions as a cotainer of all other substances. It offers
obstruction to no substance. All bodies can move freely: in it: ‘

The first group of philosophers hinks that the akasa-mahabhiita -
which is the substratum of sabda eould not play the entirely different
role, viz. to function as a condition of our cognitiens of refative spatial

- positions of material bodies. They seized upon an old idea of dik
found in the Rgveda and the Upanisads. In the Rgveda dik was -
‘regarded as that which made possible our knowledge of relative
spatial positions of material bodies and gave rise to the notions of far
and near.’ These philosophers accepted dik o account for our
cognitions of relative spatial positions of material bodies. According
to the Sankhya dik is produced from akasa etc.* (i.e. five mahabhiitas)
along with the material bodies. In the absence of all ‘the material
bodies, there is no dik. In this sense, dik is dependent on material -
bodies. In other words, we may say that it is an aspect of material -
bodies. The Sankhya view of dik, understood and interpreted in this
way, comes very near to the Theravada view of akasa. The Vaisesika
view of dik differs from the Sankhya view of it in that the Vaisesika -
dik is not produced from akasa etc.; it is an eternal independent non-
material substance, it exists even before the production of material
bodies i.e. even in pralaya.

The sqgond group of philosophers maintains that their akasa
which allows material bodies to occupy their positions in it can vexy
well function as a condition of our cognitions of relative spatial
positions of these bodies. So, they have not posited dik as an
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independent substance besides akasa. For them the terms ‘dik’ and
‘akasa’ are synonyms referring to the same substance.

2. Jaina Description of Akasa

As we have already remarked, Jainas do not regard it as a mode
or an effect of mahabhiitas.’ For them it is an indepedent fundamental
substance: It is devoid of colour, odour, taste and touch. According
to Jainas sabda is a mode of mahabhiitas or matter (pudgala).’
Aggregates (skandhas) of atoms strike against one another and sabda
is produced from them. Hence sabda is not the nature of akasa, nor
_is it its quality. If sabda were its quality, the quality of akasa being

formless er nonphysical, it would not have been heard through the
organ of hearing, say the Jainas.” Akasa is infinite in extent} it is
_present everywhere, it stretches not only over the universe but also far
beyond it over the non-universe. All other substances are confined to
-the universe only. Thus no substance is so extensive as akasa is. The
pervasiveness of akasa is infinite. Akasa is one in number’ It is a
~.onemembered class, so to say. There is no possibility of increase or
~ decrease in its number. It is one and will remain one for ever.” It
is eternal in the- sense that it never gives up its mature."! As it is
present everywhere in the universe, the possibility of movement from
; one place to another is rejected in its case.”

'3 Functlon of Kkﬁsa

. '« The function of akasa is to offer room to other substances."* Other
. substances exist by their own nature. There is no doubt about it. But
" they require something to exist in. They do exist by themselves. But
‘wherein- do they exist 7 They exist in akasa. Their existence is not
‘the same as zkasa. Nor is akasa an aspect of them. It is a fundamental
. substance different from them. Thus akasa is a universal container in
which all ether substances are contained.
-  Some might argue against this Jaina position as follows : if a
- - substance requires another substance to exist in, then akasa itself being
. a substance - will also require some another substance. and this
substance in its turn will require the third substance to exist in and
so on ad infinitum. If to avoid this contingency the Jain@were to say
that akasa does not require another substance to exist in, then they
should apply the same logic in the case of other substances also. Thus
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the conception of akasa as a universal container is self-destructive.
Again, the Jaina view that akasa contains itself is beset with another
difficulty, viz kartrkarmavirodhadosa. It is a rule that in a particular
act the subject and the object cannot be one and the same. However -
sharp a knife may be, it cannot cut itself. However expert an acrobat
may be in the art of acrobatics he cannot climb. his own shoulder So,
akasa cannot contain itself. - ‘

. The Jainas overcome these difficulties as folldws : Not ah
substances require another substance to exist in. The less extensive
substance is contained in the more extensive one. This is the special .
relation that obtains between the container and the contained. Hence, .
if we conceive a substarice infinite in extent and maintain that there
is no substance more extensive than it — not even as extensive as it -, °
then this conceptxon logically compels us to conceive this substance
as requiring no other substance to contain it because there is 'no
substance more extensive than it to gontair it. Akasa is such a -
substance.”® Regarding Kkartrkarmavirodhadosa, it does not arise
because the function of akasa to contain substances is really passive.'s
Moreover, that akasa contains itself is- simply a positive statement of
the fact that akasa being of the infinite and the highest extension
cannot be contained in any other substance.

Can akasa function as a condition of motion ? The Jaina answer
-to this question is emphatic ‘no’. They contend that if it be also the
condition of motion, then wherever there is akasa, there should be
chance of motion; but neither a single Jiva, nor a single body nor a
single atom could step beyond the limit of universe (Ioka), though
there is akasa beyond the univere. If akasa were credited with the
function of assisting motion, then it being present in aloka (non-
Universe) also the division of Ioka and aloka would disappear, the
Ioka (Universe) would dissipate, the atoms would disperse in the
nfinite spate, they womld e very far from one another, they would
hardly come in contact with one another to form material bodies.”
Regarding the capacity of akasa to contain substances or their
instances, one should note that those that obstruct one another cannot
be containedgin the same portion of space whereas those that do not,
obstruct one another can be contained in the same portion of space.
Though space gives room to all substances or their instances, it never
contains the two mutually obstructing things in the same portion.
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4 . Units of Space (akasa-pradesas)

A primary indivisible atom of matter is the ultimate unit of
matter. And the space occupied by a material atom is the ultimate unit
of space. It is called pradesa (space-point)."* Though material atom is
physically indivisible, it is amenable to mental division because it
possesses ananta attributes or modes. As these modes or parts of a
material atom are inseparable from it and can only be mentally
abstracted from it, they are never found physically discrete in space.
So, a part of a material atom cannot serve as the defining measure
of the unit of space. The physically indivisible unit of matter, viz.
atom being discrete and concrete (as opposed to its abstracted part)
serves as a defining measure of the. unit of space.

Though akasa does never accommodate two material bodies in
the same spacepoints at a time, it, under certain conditions, can
accommodate two ‘upto ananta material atoms in one and the same
spacepoint at a time.'* This phenomenon becomes possible because
material atoms in their subtle states, are conceived as mutually non-
obstructive.® Again, this phenomenon definitely proves the fact that
a material atom is subtler than a spacepoint.”

- Akasa has ananta spacepoints.?> But this number ananta is fixed
in the sense that there is no p0531b111ty of increase or decrease of even
a single spacepomt

The spacepoints are concelved as inseparable parts or avayavas
of akasa. Thus akasa iS an avayavi — astikaya’®. Avayavas or parts
(pradesas) ‘of. akasa are as much objectively existent as Zkasa of which
they are parts. Were it not so, the two cities, say, Ahmedabad and
Poona which like the two mountains, the Himavat and the Vindhya,
occupy different locatlons of space, would, the Jainas affirm, tend to
be at one location, Wthh is an absurd position.* They maintain that
the partless akasa can never be a favourable receptacle for the objects
having parts. Thus they contend that akasa too must have parts; for,
when the table exists in space, it does not cover the whole space, as

in that case other things cannot exist at all anywhere; the table exists -

not in aM space but in that part of space where it does actually exist,
leaving room for the other objects to exist elsewhere; all this clearly
imply that space too has parts; space is an avayavi. To be an avayavi
does not necessarily mean that it should be produced from its
avayavas put together at some point of time.
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5 Divisions of akasa

Akasa is ananta (infinite) in extension. That portion of it, which
contains all substances is called Lokakasa (Universe-space) and that
portion of akasa, which has no substance to accommodate in itself is
called Alokakasa (Space-beyond-the-Universe). Akasa is one only.
Lokakasa and Alokakasa are not two individual akasas. Thus this
division is not in akasa itself but it is due to its relanon w1th other
substances.”

6. Lokakasa

Lokakasa has asamkhyata (mnumerable) epace—pomts % This
number is fixed. That is, there is no possibility of i increase or. decrease
of the space-points of lokakasa. Though lokakasa has asarikhyata
spacepoints, it accommodates ananta material atoms. The number
ananta is infinite times greater than the number asamkhyata. So there
arises a question as to how the space of asamkhyata space-points can
accommodate ananta material atoms. The-answer to this question is
there in the Jaina belief that, under certain conditions, one 'spacepoint
can accommodate more than one material atoms.”

There is no pOSSlblllty of expansion of lokakasa (universe-space).
There are two reasons for this. First, the lokakasa has fixed number
of spacepoints and these spacepoints cannot expand or contract.
Secondly, lokakasa can expand provided Ioka (universe) expands, and
loka can expand provided the bodies get exploded and thrown into
akasa which was till then empty; but this possibility has no room in
Jainism because according to this system the medium .of motion is
necessary for bodies to move from one place to another, and. this
- medium of motion is not present in empty space, it is confined to the
universe only. So no body crosses the limits of universe set up by the
medium of motion. Thus universe is not expandmg and hence
universe-space is also not expanding.

One may pose here another question — ‘Does the universe as a
whole move in the empty space with the result that though universe-
space is fixed in its extension this universe-space is not the same for
ever 7 He may further ask that as dharma (medium of motion) and
adharma (medium of rest) pervade the universe they cannot move in
the Universe, nor do they as individuals peel themselves off the
universe into the non-universe because they coristitute the nature of
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the universe, but what prevents them from moving with the universe
in the empty space ? These questions have not occurred to the Jaina
thinkers and hence they have not answered them.

The loka (Universe) is of the form of a standing human trunk
with two feet apart and two hands on hips.”® So, secondarily the
lokakasa (Universe-space) may also be said to possess this form.
Usually the formless is said to assume the form of its container. But
here the formless container is said to assume the form of its content.
Of course, lokakdsa cannot be said to assume this form at some point
of time® o . )

Like the aras (divisions) of Time Cycles, the different regions of
lokakasa are characterised by the different degrees of pleasure or
happiness. As we go higher from the lowest région of the lokakasa
the degree of happiness increases: The degree of happiness in the
lowest region of lokakasa is almost nil, whereas the degree of
happiness in the highest region of lokakasa is the highest — ananta. A
living being becomes more.-and more happy if he enters higher and
higher regions of lokakasa, but for the entry he should earn the
passport by his meritorious deeds. By good acts a living being eamns
the passport for the entry into higher regions -and by bad acts a living
being earrs the paSsport for the entry into lower regions.

7. Alokﬁkasa

As we know, akafa as a whole has ananta pradesas (space- pomts)
And alokakasa also has ananta pradesas. Having taken asarmkhyata
pradesas of Iokzka.s‘a from ananta pradesas of akasa as a whole, the
remaining pmdesfas of alokakasa are still ananta.

" Alokakasa is infinite (ananta) but this infinity is also fixed in the sense
that increase 'or decrease of a single space-point is an impossibility. Agam
no encroachment from Ioka on its infinity is possible.

Has alokakasa any form ? No. it has no form. But it may be
conceived as having the form of a parabola. Parabola is a symbol of
spatial infinity. So, we may say that infinity of alokakasa is
represented by a parabola put on the highest end of lokakasa. And we
may further say that its emptiness is represented by a sinya put in
the parabola. But we cannot say all this because the Jainas have
included the parabola (with a sinya in it) in the loka putting a
boundary line of Ioka over it.
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8. Application of Jaina Criterion of Reality

As akasa is a real (sat), it must conform to the definition of reality.
According to Jainism a real must possess a triple character of origination,
. persistence and decay. Ac. Kundakunda actually applied this criterion of
reality to Jiva, Pudgalaand Kala. But Pujyapada, Akalanka and later logicians
attempt to apply it even to Dharma, Adharma and Akasa. Of course, the
parinamas or changes of these substances had to be.shown not directly but
throughthose of living beings and matter. This difficulty is due totite peculiar
nature of Dharma, Adharma and Akasa which are one each, without any
movement and pervade the whole universe. Their association with the
different moments of Time also makes possible their modes_or changes
running parallel to the moments of Time. A mode of the entire space at time -
moment tis different from the next mode of the entire Space attime moment
t, because they are associated with two different time-moments. Except this
there is no other difference between two modes of space. Some might urge
that as there is no substance — not even Time substance - in alokakasa,
alokakasa should not undergo changes and consequently should not be
regarded as areal. The Jainas contend that lokakasaand alokakasabeing not
two akasaindividuals, the effect of the time substance is present throughout
the one akasa. Again, they maintain that entire 7kasa undergoes changes
through the rhythmic rise and fallin its agurulaghuguna(untranslatable term,
lit. neither-heavy-nor-light-quality).* - '
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ON BUDDHIST NIRVANA
1. Citta A o ‘

According to Buddhists there is no atman over and above citta.
For them citta itself is atman. Their cifta is momentary. A continuum
of cittaksanas maintains its identity. In other words, one continuum
remains always different from another; no cittaksana belonging to one
continuum can become a member of another continuum.. Moreover,
there is a strict order of cittaksanas of one continuum. No cittaksanas
belonging to one continuum can exchange their places or points. They
are governed by the principle of dependent origination (pratitya-
samutpada), that is, causation. Thus, a continuum of cittiksanas
closely resembles what the Jainas call- atmadravya and cittaksanas
what they call atma-paryayas.! As a matter of fact, even Jainas do .not
accept atma-dravya over and above citta-dravya. What they call atman
is citta only.? Their citta is parinaminitya® (variable constant). The
classical Sankhya philosophy posited atman over and above citta,
whereas the Jaina and the Buddhist' philosophers did not. The Jaina -
gave the name ‘atman’ to citta while the Buddhist mostly did not give
the name ‘atman’ to citta. This gave rise to the wrong belief that
Buddhists are anatmavadins while Jainas are atmavadins.

The Buddhist citta, like the Jaina atman, "is prakasasvaripa.
Again, like the Jaina atman, it is endowed with two faculties - jiiana
and darsana and hence two veils jieyavarana and klesavarana are
recognised by them.* These two faculties could be regarded as two
aspects of its parkasaripata which Jainas call upayoga.

To shine in its own light is natural to citta. But the defiling
elements like attachment, hatred, etc. are adventitious.> From the
beginningless time these defiling elements are mixed with citta-
continuum blurring its nature. Buddha’s preaching is centered on how
to remove these defiling elements and establish citta in its pristine
state. On the removal of defiling elements establishment of citta in
its natural state is called moksa or Liberation. Buddhlsts employ the
term nirvana for moksa.
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2. Description of Nirvana

Nirvana is"freedom from all misery. It is the highest peace.” On
this account it is called the higest happiness.® It is characterised by
the destruction of all desires.® Hence it is identical with the complete
cessation of attachment (raga).'° This seems to be the reason why the
citta attaining nirvana becomes ‘cool’."! Thus nirvana is unemotional
state. It is deliverance from all ties.? It is freedom from obsessions
of senuality (kamasava), of renewed existence (bhavasava), of
misconceptions about the world and about oneself (difthasava) and of
ignorance or nescience (avijjasava)'®. It is cessation of birth, old age
and death." It is called purity (suddhi)** and freedom from defilements
(asamkilittha).'s This is' the reason why it is identified with ‘freedom
from disease (abyadhi)’”’ or ‘health’ (arogya)'®. Buddhism aims at
purifying citta. As soon as the process of purifying citta attains its
completion, citta attains nirvana i.e. pure state. This process consists
of the cultivation of sila, samadhi and prajfia. It would be interesting
to compare this descnpuon of nirvana with that of santarasa given
below. :
- na yatra dullkham sukh_an'] na cinté

na dvesa-rzg'au na ca kacid iccha |
rasah sa santah Kathito mumndra.lh

-sarvesu bhavesu .s‘amapradhanah il

3. Nirvana isExtmctlon of Personahty (Pudgala)

All pure- citta-continuums, emancipated from all adventitious
defiling elements, are absolutely alike. They have no distinguishing
traits. They have no personality or individuality. But when they are
not pure, they do have personality which is imparted to them by
external factors. These factors are called skandhas (personality
factors). They are five, viz. rilpa (body), vedana (feelings of pleasure
or pain), safijiia (ideation, concepts, memory images, thoughts),
sariiskaras (predispositions or tendencies generated by the impressions '
of past actions bodily, mental and vocal and experiences) and vijiana
(experiences, sensations, ' percepts). The term ‘pudgala’ denotes
personality. An impure citta-continuum does have personality so long
as it is not purified. Nirvana being a pure state of cifta-continuum, in
it there are no personality factors and hence no personality. Jainacarya
Akalaika defines nirvana as an absence of five personality factors.'
Thus nirvana is an extinction of personality. Personality is a mask that

.-
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a citta-continuum wears in a mundane state. Personality is not
something over and above the personality factors. This is explained
by that famous illustration of a chariot. All the parts of the chariot
~are taken one by one and it is asked whether they are the chariot.
When all the parts are exhausted. there remains nothing that can be
called chariot. This shows that there is nothing like chariot over and
above the parts. Similarly, personality is not something. over and
above the five personality factors. Personality factors taken- together
are called personality.”® This Buddhist contention is in conformity with
their doctrine that there is no avayavi over and above avayavas. 1 But
there flourished some Buddhist philosophers®** who mamtamed that
personality is something above but not independent of the personality
factors. The chariot is something above but not independent of the
parts. It is above the parts because none of the parts, taken singly,
can perform the function of the chariot, not even all the-parts taken
together can perform that fungtion. Only when they are properly
assembled, they can perform the function of the chariot. Though the
chariot is something above the parts, its existence is not independent
of the existence of its parts. In the absence of parts, there can never
exist the chariot. - Similarly,  personality is somewhat above the
personality factors because it is also not the body, not the feeling, not
the concepts, etc. but the proper assemblage of them all. Though it
is above the factors, its existence is not independent of their existence.
It can never exist in the absence of the personality factors. In nirvana
there is absence of all the five skandhas (personality factors) and
hence there is absence of personality (pudgala).® This does not mean
that in nirvana there is -annihilation of a citta-continuum. The pure
citta-continuum without the mask of personahty does exist in
nirvana.” ‘

4. Analogy of Extinguished Fire Explamed

In Majjhima Nikaya 1, p. 486 a question is discussed as to what
happens to Tathagata after his death. In this context Buddha compares
Tathagata who has attained nirvana to fire that is extinguished when
there is no more fuel.

Buddha - O ! Vaccha, if somebody asks you in what direction
the fire extinguished in front of you has gone from here — east, west,
north or south, then what would you answer ?

Vaccha — Dear Gotama ! this is a wrong q'u.estion. ‘For the fire
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that burned because of fuel consisting of straw and wood, has
consumed this and not been given anything else is, therefore, called
‘extinguished (nibbuto) through lack of fuel (upadana).’

Buddha — Similarly, the form by which the Tathagata is being
recognised (by the people as ‘He is Gotama’), that recognisable (and
hence name-bearing) form of Tathagata is annihilated, its roots cut off,
uprooted, like a palm tree, from further growth and rebirth in future.
Tathagata is free from form and name, he is deep, immeasurable,
unfathomable just as a deep ocean.

To understand the -above discussion we should first study the
Buddhist conception of matter. According to Buddhism, all material
bodies consist of the same molecules (ripaparamanu). And a molecule
(ripaparamanu) consists of eight atoms, four primary and four
secondary. Primary atoms are.the solid atom (prthivyanu), the liquid
atom  (jalanu), the hot atom (tejasanu) and the moving atom
(vayvanu). The secondary are the atoms of colour, smell, taste and
touch. Primary or secondary atoms are not found outside a molecule
(ripaparamanu).. This means that in - their original state all
rilpaparamanus are absolutely alike.” They are homogeneous; there is
lack of differentiation. But the upadanas (conditions like fuel) impart
them different forms, viz. fire-fotrm, water-form, etc. So, when the
upaddnas ‘are *remOV_ed, destroyed -or consumed the different forms
disappear and rlipaparamanus attain their homogeneous state. When
the fire is extinguished, the fire-form imparted to rilpaparamanus by
the fuel (upadina) is annihilated and not the rilpaparamanus. Thus the
analogy is."complete; the fuel corresponds to personality factors
(skandhas), the fire-form to personality (pudgala), rilpaparamanus
divested of fire-form to the citta-continuum free from personality. As
the fireform is annihilated in the event of its extinction, the question
as to where ‘the. fireform goes is wrong; the fireform simply does not -
exist then. So there arises no question of its going to some place.

This explanation .is in harmony with the words of Buddha :
“Similarly, the form by which the Tathagata is being recognised (by
the people, say, as Gotama), that recognisable (and hence name-
bearing) form of Tathagata is annihilated, its roots cut off,....
Tathagata is free from form and name...” By the term ‘form’ is meant
personality (pudgala), by -the phrase 1ts roots’ the five personality
Tactors (skandhas) which give rise to personality and by the phrase
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“Tathagata free from form and name’ the pure citta-continuum which
is free from personality and hence has no name-label that is invariably
associated with the personality. Thus the words of Buddha mean: On
the death of the Tathagata, the citta-continuum becomes free from
personality and also from the name associated with the personality
because the personality is extinct. The personality has become extinct
because its roots viz. five personality factors are cut off. The citta-
continuum is not annihilated with the annihilation of the personality.
It continues to exist in its pure state. This pure- citta-continuum is like
a deep ocean. ‘ : -

As there is- no personality in the ‘pure citta-continuum that
continues to exist after the death of Tathagata, it is not_possible to
diffefentiate it from another pure citta-continuum, and hence there is
impossiblity of designating it by the name. Names are given to-
personalities and not to pure citta-continuums w’hich' lack
differentiating and distinguishing traits. Thus this passage undoubtedly
proves that in nirvana pure citta-contimium does exist but has no
personality that can differentiate it from another pure citta-continuum.
Personality (pudgala) is annihilated on the cessation of personalty
factors (skandhas), just as fire-form is annihitated on the consumption
of fuel. The citta-continuum without personality continues to exist
even after the annihilation of personality just as rilpaparamanus (rather
rilpaparamanu-continuums) without fireform continue to exist even
after the extinction of fireform. This is clearly accepted by Buddha
when he declares: “Tathagata (after death) is deep like an ocean.”
Analogy of*deep ocean is revealing. A deep ocean-is calm, free from
waves and agitation (ksobha). Similarly, the citta-continuum that
attains nirvina becomes ‘calm’ i.e. free from agitations. Skandhas can
easily be regarded as the agitating waves of citta-ocean. In nirvana
they are completely niruddha (destroyed)®. Thus the analogy of deep
ocean suggests not only cessation of personality factors entailing
extinction of personality but also existence of citfa-continuum free
from personality factors and hence from personality also.

When the fuel is consumed the fireform is extinguished. Similarly,
when the five personality factors (of Tathagata Gotama) cease to exist
the form or the personality which we recognise by the name Tathagata
Gotama become extinct, it does not exist. But if we say, ‘Tathagata
Gotama is extinct’, there is a danger of our giving rise to the
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misunderstanding that the pure cittacontinuum which was wearing
before the death of Tathagata Gotama, the mask of personality
designated by the name Tathigata Gotama is also extinct. And if we
say, ‘Tathagata Gotama is not extinct,” there is a danger of our giving
rise to the misunderstanding that even after the death of Tathagata
Gotama, in nirvana, the citta-continuum continues to wear the mask of
personality which it was wearing before the death and which was on
that account designated by the name ‘Tathagata Gotama.” This is the
reason why Buddha deemed it wise to observe silence when it was
asked what happens to the Tathagata after his death.”

5. Two Kkinds of Nu'vi'ma

Buddhism recognises two kinds of nirvana, viz. sopadhisesa and
anupadhisesa.”® Sopadhisesa means that which is characterised by the
upadhi (i.e. five skandhas) that continues to exist as residue (sesa). The
teym ‘Sesa’ suggests that the process of extinction has taken place and
as a result something has become extinct. The question arises as to
what has become extinct in. this kind of nirvana. We are told that it
is @savas (=kamasava, bhavasava, ditthasava, avjjasava)® that become
extinct. So, it is better to designate this kind of nirvapa by the term
asava-nibhana.*® The person who attains it is called arahanta® He has
his body and five sense-organs, experiences extemnal objects or receives
sensations, feels pleasures and pain, has impressions of past acts and
experiences, and thinks or remembers, etc. Thus he is equipped with
all the five personality factors and hence has his own distinct
personality. But he being free from asavas, has no desneshno clinging
to the world and to the renewed existence in it, no misconceptions
about the world and " himself, no ignorance and no immoral habits,
thoughts and emotions. He' is endowed with kindness. He is friendly
and compassionate to all living beings and works for their good.>? He
is imbued with the basic virtues, viz. ahiriisd, staya, asteya,
brahmacarya and -aparigraha® He closely corresponds to the
Jivanmukta of the Sankhya-Yoga and the tirtharikara (or arhat or
sayoga-kevali) of the Jaina. The asavaksaya corresponds to the
klesaksaya of the Sankhya-Yoga and the kasayaksaya (or
ghatikarmaksaya) of the Jaina. The Buddhist have recognised the
possibility of the existence of nirasrava skandhas, just as the Sarnkhya-
Yoga have recognised the possibility of aklista cittavrttis®* and the -
Jainas the niskasdaya yoga (=activities of body, mind and speech).®
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Thus the Buddhist conception of arhat, the Jaina conception of
tirtharikara and the Sankhya-Yoga conception of jivanmukta provide us
with the conception of Ideal Man. It is this asava-nibbana
(=sopadhisesa-nirvana) that is emphasised in an old Buddhist verse
quoted by Kamalasila in his Pafijika Commentary on Tattvasarigraha
of Sﬁntaraksna (ka. 544). The verse in point is as follows :

cittam eva hi sarhsaro ragadiklesavasitam | A

tad eva tair vinirmuktam bhavanta iti kathyate |

Anupadhisesa means that which is characterised by the absence

of the upadhi (i.e. skandhas) that is still existing as residue. Here the
five personality factors (=skandhas) become extinct. So it is better to
call this kind of nirvana the skandha-nirvana or the pudgala-nirvana.
It takes place only on the death of an arhat. Thus it.necéssarily
follows the sopadhisesa in due course. It is this nirvana that is.
explained by the fire analogy. It corresponds to the videhamukti of
the Sankhya-Yoga and the ayogakalvalya (or krtsnakmnaksayamuktz)
of the Jainas.

Notes

1. Jaina Darsana (Hindi) by Pt. Mahendrakumar, p. 148

2. cittamn cetana buddhi, tam ﬂvatattvam eva / Dasakaliyasutta-cirni
by Agastyasirhha, 4.4 - »

It is very important to note, in this context, the frequent use of
the terms ‘sacitta’, ‘acitta’, "pudhai—citta >, etc., in the Jaina
canoni®l literature. :

3. Permanence (mtyata) is twofold — the absolutely unchanging
permanence (kiltastha-nityata) and permanence amidst change
(parinami-nityata). The former seems to be an abstraction, the
latter to be concrete reality. ,

According to the Jaina theoreticians, Reality is neither
substance alone nor modes alone but is characterised by both. A
substance and its modes are not absolutely different, nor are they
absolutely identical. There obtains a relation of identity-cum-
difference between them. They are identical in so far as one is
not found without the other; they are different in the sense that
they can be mentally differentiated. The prev1ous mode is related
with the posterior mode; between them there obtams a relation of
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relative identity as between the cause-continuum and the effect-
continuum."One mode cannot be absolutely different from another
as there runs through them one and the same substance, a
situation which makes possible the psychical phenomena of
recognition and memory. There arises a question as to the precise
sense in which a substance can be said to be permanent (dhruva),
for we have been told that it itself changes in a way or that it
is identical with its modes in a way. The Jaina thinkers say that
a substance is permanent. in the sense that it never loses its
essence and not in- the sense that it is absolutely static. It
undergoes change no doubt but it retains its essential nature; it
is in this sense that it can be said to be permanent —not in the
senses of being absolutely changeless. From this it follows that
reality is dynamic, it is always in motion, in flux, it always every
moment transforms itself without giving up its essence. The
process of transformation involves origination, decay and
persistence. Hence reality is said to be of thls triple nature.

One may find hard to conceive a thmg which is both
permanent and changing. The idea seems to be that in an element
there are two aspects — one static and the other dynamic. But how
can it be visualized that some parts of an element remain static
when Others are. changing ? For, certainly all these parts are
-organically ‘related with one another and they form a unity. It is
impossible to point out physically a static part in an element. To
avoid this difficulty the Jaina thinkers might say that what is

called a static part of an element is not really static. but that the
element undergoes ‘homogeneous change’ with respect to this
part. But then we have to point out that the expression
‘homegeneous change’ involves a contradiction in terms. It seems
that in Jaina philosophy permanence has negative connotation. It
means ‘not to cross certain limits in the course of change’.

" There are certain limits that an element can never transgress
in the course of change. A thing, under appropriate conditions,
can change itself into any other thing, provided the latter is not
primarily and essentially of a different nature. That a material
thing can change itself into any material thing through proper
processes but it can never change itself into a conscious entity,
is an illustration in point. Viewed in this way, the Jaina theory
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of parinamavada and Buddhist theory of k_sar_zabhafzgavﬁda are
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T T RO Eh- AR ST Aa: | Tattvartha-Rajavar-
tika, p. 2

Tattvasanigraha, with Pafijika, ka. 336-349

Milindapanha, 11, pp. 25-28

For denoting personality terms. afta (atman), satto (sattva),
puggala (pudgala), jiva, vedagl (vedaka) are -employed in
Buddhist Pali literature.

Pramana-vartika, 1. 86-88, IL. 150-153

These Buddhist thinkers are called Vatsiputriyas. -

There was a view that personality (pudgala) of one citta-
continuum maintains its identity (of course through its own
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24.

25.
. & Co., 1958

26.

continuum which runs closely parallel to its citta-continuum) so
long as the citta-continuum does not attain nirvana; as soon as it
attains nirvana this identical personality (pudgala) gets totally
extinguished. This idea of pudgala (personality) very well
corresponds to the Jaina conception of karmana-sarira and
Sankhya conception of lirigasarira, .
Jayanta maintains that there are two views about Buddhist
nirvana. According to one view, in nirvana there is total
destruction of the continuum. According to the other view there
continues pure jﬁa'na-continuum in nirvana.

Pratnfugredanyat g @i | axegsSitsef weet ar gEe= |
Nyayamaiijari, IX Ahnika, L. D. Series No 115, p. 333

In fact, these are not two views about nirvana. One and the same
state of nirvana is here viewed from two different angles or
described negatively and positively. When described negatively,
it is the annihilation of the continuum of personality or pudgala.
When described posmvely, it is the continuance of the contmuum
of pure-citta.

Santaraksita in his Tartvasangraha (Ka 543) clearly states that

'mukti (Ultimate Release, nirvana) is nothlng but purity of citta

(dhi). Muktir nirmalata dhiyah.
Buddlnst Logzc by Stcherbatsky, Vol. I, p. 101, 190-191 Mouton

TR (aigr.),a@:#mmagvﬁwmmamm
UY3A QR SIEN: | Tartvartha-Rajavartika, p. 17

There is close resemblance between citta-vrttis of Pataiijala Yoga
and Buddhist skandhas. Yoga philosophy accepts purusa (soul)

" over and above and independent of citta. Purusa is absolutely

changeless (kitasthanitya), while citta is variable constant
(parinami-nitya). Vrtti means mode, transformation, change which
citta assumes or undergoes. Citta assumes the mode of happiness
(sukhakara-vrttiy, of unhappiness (duhkhikara-vrtti), mode of the
form of external object (jianavrtti, ghatajfiana, patajfiana, etc.),
mode of concept (vikalpavrttiy, mode of memory (smrtivrtti), and
so on. And so long as there arise vrttis in citta, purusa who is
closely associated with citta has to bear reflections of vrttis. This
is the bondage of purusa.
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Citta without vrttis can never be reflected in purusa. So, to
establish purusa in its reflectionless pure state, one should effect
complete cessation of all vritis (vrttinirodha). When all the vrttis
completely cease to exist, citta becomes calm, unagitated,
prasantavahi, and in the absence of vrttis purusa becomes free
from reflections (pure, isolated, kevala), and citta also. becomes

pure and isolated having no relation whatsover with purusa.

sattva-purusayoh suddhi-samye kaivalyam / Patafijala™ Yogasiitra
3.55. The Buddhists also talk of cessation (nirodha) of skandhas.
They frequently use the terms vedana-nirodha, etc. They too
maintain that when citta becomes free from skandhas, it becoines
pure and is established in its pure and pristine state. A§ they do
not accept purusa, further processes of reflection of skandhas in
purusa and cessation of the reflection are not reqmred in
Buddhism and hence are totally absent. For the Buddhist cessation
of skandhas resulting in the purity of citta is itself nirvana.
Majjhima-Nikaya, Culamzlumkya-Sutta.

The adjectives used to describe sopadhisesa-nirvana are note-
worthy. They are : sandzttluka ehipassika, ved1tabba (Ang. N. 1,
158f.) :

The term used for nirupadhisesa or anupadhisesa nirvana is pari-
nirvana. :

Pataiijali, the author of Yogasﬁtra,'rec_ognises five klesas, viz.
avidya, asmita, raga, dvesa and abhinivesa. Avidya corresponds
to avijjasava, asmita to difthasava, ré‘ga-dvesa to kamasava and
abhinivesa to bhavasava.

ffyd Fafoqraffog-aiefy feofis 9 | a9 Pradsa
st FITIE gETg diafeRy et ... 3ufteseA. .
TRIUEHERT JA |08 SURRRY add 3 Quimwy | o=
EAUERNT FAH,.. | 37 g i wammen i atreRny
fafong | Madhyamika-vrtti, p. 519

Itivuttaka.

AnguttaraN. 1 p. 211

MajjhimaN. 1 p. 523

JUT: FRIae: faer AfFATT | Yogashtra, 1. 5
HFTRAISHIEAT: qraUiiFataedy: | Tattvarthastitray V1. 5.
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CONCEPTION OF ISVARA
IN PATANJALA YOGA

Yogasittra

First we present before the scholars of Indian philosophy our
explanation of Patanjali’s three aphorisms on Isvara. While explaining
these aphorisms we shall use only those concepts that are found in
the Yogsiitra. By doing so we intend to keep our explanation as free
as possible from the later concepts. Let us take up the concerned
aphorisms one by one for explanation. ’

[1] klesa-karma-vipakasayair “aparamrstah purusavisesah isvarah |

1. 24. ‘ ‘
The extra-ordinary person who is untouched by klesas,
karmas, vipaka and dsaya is called Isvara. 1. 24.

We shall try to explain this aphorism on the basis of the concepts
or ideas found in other aphorisms.

Pataiijali tells us that during the pra_ctic'e of samprajiiata yoga if
one does not desire anything (or any siddhi) he surely atiains infallible
perfect vivekakhyati, and as a result of this he attains Dharmamegha
samadhi;' further he says that on the attainment of Dharmamegha
samadhi follows the destruction of klesas and karmas.> From this we
deduce that a viveki who has attained Dharmamegha samadhi is
always free -from klesas and karmas. (Bhasyakara Vyasa calls this
person a jivanmukta.®)

Pataiijali. states that klesas are the root-cause of karmasaya'. He
further declares that so long as the root (viz. klesas) exists, there will
be vipaka’® These two statements imply that in the absence of klesas,
there cannot be kammasaya and vipaka.

On the attainment of Dharmamegha samadhi a viveki becomes
free from klesas and karmas; and as soon as he becomes free from
klesas he becomes free from vipaka and asaya. From all this it
naturally follows that a viveki who has attained Dharmamegha
samadhi is untouhed by klesas, karmas, vipaka and asaya. Hence this
viveki can legitimately be called extra-ordinary person. By I$vara
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Pataijali seems to mean this viveki® We are not warranted by the
Yogasiitra to go beyond this. )
[2] The next aphorism is —
tatra niratiSayam sarvajfiabijam | 1. 25
In this (=I$vara) there is infinite (=niratisaya=ananta) jiana
which is the seed or germ of all-comprehending - (—sarvajna)
JjhAana. 1. 25. . . -

Regarding ananta-jfiana and sarvajna-]nana much confusxon and
misunderstanding prevails among scholars . who wrongly identify
ananta-jiiana with sarvajfia-jiana. This aphorism is- very important as
it removes the.mist of misunderstanding and confusion. It clearly
suggests that ananta-jiiana is not identical wih sarvajia-jfiana.

‘We shall have to turn to other aphorisms fer the clear
understanding of the difference between the two as also for the full
explanation of the aphorism on hand. :

Patafijali explicitly states fhat as soon as klesas and kaxmas get
destroyed on the attainment of Dbazmamegha samadhi, all the
avaranas and malas get completely removed and jfizna attains its
infinity (=anantya).” Thus ananta-jiana (or niratisaya-jfiana) is nothing
but niravarana-jiana. Jiana which is free from all obscuring veils and
impurities is ananta-jfiana.

Ananta-jfiana is not sarvajia-jiana. Patafijali says that all the
objects taken together are alpa as compared to the anantya of jiana
of the person who has attained Dharmamegha samadhi® What
Pataiijali wants to drive at is that however infinite all the objects taken
together may be, their infinity can never coincide with the vast
infinity of jfiana. :

From what we studied above it naturally follows that those who
say that jiana is infinite (=ananta) because it knows all things are
committing a blunder. Again, our study shows that Pataiijali does not
want to attach much importance to sarvajfia-jiiana. As we shall see,
he considers it to be simply a siddhi which a person who has attained
ananta-jiiana comes to acquire. And we all know Pataiijali’s attitude
towards siddhis.

Dharmamegha samadhi marks the perfection of vivekajiana. So,
perfect vivekajiiana can be regarded as identical with ananta-jfiana.
When all the avaranas and malas get removed the vivekajiana



CONCEPTION OF ISVARA... o 51

becomes automatically perfect and when vivekajfiana becomes perfect
there is remowal of all the avaranas and malas. This means that
(perfect) vivekajfiana is nothing but ananta-jfiana.

Thus to say that niratisaya-jiana (=ananta-jiiana) is the seed of
sarvajfia-jiana is the same thing as to say that sarvajfia-jAana is
vivekaja. Another name for sarvajfia jiiana is taraka-jiana. Pataiijali
explicitly states that taraka-jiana is vivekaja’. As he has placed it in
his treatment of siddhis, it becomes quite clear that he considers it to
be simply a siddhi. . i

Why is ananta-jiana i.e. vivekajfiana regarded as the seed of
sarvajfia-jfiana 7 There is a good reason for that. Pataiijali wants to
suggest that sarvajiia-jiiana does never automatically follow on the
attainment of ananta jfiana. As soon as one attains ananta-jiiana one
acquires the capacity (=labdhi) to know all, but he does not actually
know- all. He knows all provided he perfoerms samyama (dharana,
dhyana and samadhi) on ksana and ksanakrama'®, This means that the
capacity to know all functions under a specific condition. If jfiana
were to become automatically sarvajiia on its becoming ananta, then
ananta jiana would not have been regarded as the seed of sarvajfia
Jiana; in that case it would have been regarded as identical with
sarvajfia-jfiana. But this being not the case,. ananta jiiana is regarded
as the seed of sarvajia-jfiana. .

_ On the attainment of Dharmamegha samadhi all the klesas and
karmas get completely destroyed, and as soon as all the klesas and
karmas are destroyed the jiana becomes ananta because all the
obscuring. veils and impurities have already been destroyed. The
person who_has attained this ananta-jfiana acquires the capacity to
know all but this capacity functions only if he performs a special type
of samyama. ' .

All this discussion clearly suggests that a viveki who has attained
Dharmamegha samadhi is Isvara; and it is he who is described in the
aphorism on hand. Thus Isvara is not necessarily sarvajfia; he becomes
sarvajiia only when he performs that sarhyama. In other words, he has
the capacity to know all, but this capacity functions provided certain
conditions are fulfilled. This capacity to know all is a siddhi which
is the result of his attainment of anantajfiana. Thus he is invariably
characterized by ananta-jiiana but he is not invariably characterized by
sarvajfia-jiiana.
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[3] The next aphorism is —
pirvesam api guruh kalenanavacchedat / 1. 26
He (=Isvara) is the spiritual teacher of even the elderly
persons because he is not limited by time. I. 26.
(a) Here the rtole of Isvara as upadesta is suggested by the term
C ‘gurd’. ' i ,

(b) The phrase ‘piirvesam api guruh’ reminds -us of that-well known
verse from the Daksinamrtistotra attributed to Ac. Safikara, viz.
‘citrarh vatataror mille vrddhah sisyo gurur yuva’ etc. This idea
is very common in Brahmanic, Buddhist and Jaina religions.

(c) What is it that qualifies him to be a épin'tual teacher of even the
elderly persons ? The answer to this question is provided in the
‘remaining part of the aphorism viz. ‘kalenanavacchedar which
being in the fifth case-ending gives the reason for Isvara’s being’
the spiritual teacher of even the ‘elderly person. ‘

Let us try to understand the idea suggested by the term
‘kalenanavaccheda’ on the basis of another aphorism. Patafijali states
that for that person whose klesas and karmas are destroyed on the .
attainment of Dharmamegha samadhi and as- a result of this whose
jfiana has attained its infinity, gunas come to an end of the sequence
of change.!" That is, gunas stop evolving citta, indriya, Sarira, etc. for
that person. The series of round of rebjrth ends for him. For him the
cycle of birth and death ceases.”? He rises above time. Now he is not
limited by time. He becomes kalanavacchinna. Thus we equate
‘kalenanavaccheda’ with ‘gunanam parinamakrama-samaptify (V.
32).8 . : c
Now what this aphorism means is this — ‘As he (=Isvara) [having
destroyed klesas and karmas] has risen above the cycle of birth and
death, he is the spiritual teacher of even the elderly persons (who are
caught up in the cycle).’

The equation given above suggests that for Pataijali kala is
nothing but parinamakrama. Hence one who is untouched by
parinamakarama is untouched by kala or is not limited by kala.

Kalanavaccheda or parinamakrama-samapti is the result of
klesarahitya or vitaragata. Klesarahitya is nothing but- supreme
spirituality. So one who has attained supreme spirituality can be the
spiritual teacher of even the elderly persons.. It is this supreme
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* spirituality suggested by kalanavaccheda or parinamakramasamapti
that qualifies one to be the spiritual teacher of even the elderly
-persons. Only those who have crossed the ocean of samsara can show
others how to cross it. Only those who have stopped the cycle of birth
and death can show others how to stop it."

On our interpretation Isvara according to Patafijali is identical
with the viveki who has attained Dharmamegha samadhi, ananta-jfiana
and the capacity to.know all and is free from the cycle of birth and
death. As we have already seen, this viveki, according to Patafijali,
is free from klesas, karmas, vipaka and asaya. Thus by Isvara Patafijali
seems to mean that person whom Vyasa calls jivanmukta. We repeat
again that we are not warranted by the Yogasitra to go beyond this.

Elsewhere!* we have shown that Nyayabhasyakara Vatsyayana’s
conception of isvara cormresponds to that of jivanmukta viveki, and it
is only Prasastapada, the author of-the Padarthadharmasarigraha, who
introduced into the Nyaya-Vaisesika' system the conception of Isvara
as nityamukta, Similarly, we feel that Patafijali’s conception of Isvara
is identical with that of jivanmukta viveki and it is only Bhasyakara
Vyasa who introduced into the Yoga system the conception of Isvara
as nitya mukta.

Yogabhasya ‘ ’ .

Vyasa, the author of Bhasya on the Yogasiitra, introduces into the
Patafijala Yoga philosophy the idea of nityamukta one Isvara.

Isvara is free from bondage in all the three divisions of time. He
was not bound in the past, nor is he bound in the present, nor will
he be bound in- the future. This speciality differentiates him from
kevalins (the’ ordinary liberated souls) who have attained freedom
from bondage after having severed all bonds of bondage.' Isvara is
sadamukta.V’.

Vyasa states that isvara’s utkarsa is eternal. By utkarsa he means
sarvajiiatva (ommscxence) Isvara is omniscient always in all the three
divisions of time because he possesses always in all the three divisions
of time the supremely pure citta without any coverings that obstruct
knowledge. That he is omniscient is proved by scriptures. And
scriptures are authoritative and valid because they are composed by
the omniscient isvara. The interdependence of omniscience of Isvara
and authoritativeness of scriptures, being beginningless like the
interdependence of a seed and a sprout, is not a logical defect.’®
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The aisvarya (pre-eminence) of Isvara is supreme and hence
matchless. By aisvarya the unfailing will is here meant. The aisvarya
of any other being is not superior to his. Nor is the am’varya of any
- other being equal to his."” Why ? If the two persons’ aisvaryas are
equal then when at the same time and with respect to one and the
same thing both the persons entertain two contradlctory desires — as
for example, ‘let this be new’ and ‘let this be old’ - one’s desire will
be fulfilled and the other’s desire will remain unfulfilled: As a result
of this the latter’s aisvarya becomes inferior.® So, it is impossible for
two supreme aisvaryas to be equal. From this it naturally follows that
Isvara is one only.

In the world we observe that one person has a certam "degree of
knowledge, another person has a higher degree of knowledge the
third person has still a higher degree of knowledge, and so on. The
progressive development must reach its completion’ somewhere,
because this is the way of al progression. He in whom knowledge
which is subject to progressive development reaches the highest limit
is omniscient. Isvara is omniscient® . °

Vyasa maintains that Isvara who is perfect has no motive for
doing anything for his own betterment leading to perfection. But he
does have motive for undertaking activity for the betterment of living
beings, which ultimately leads to perfection. He imparts instruction in-
knowledge and in right-living to livirig beings, with the sole intention
of freeing them from the transmigratory wanderings and misery.?

According to Vyasa, Isvara is the Teacher of the ancient sages
also because he is not limited by time always —even in the past—
while those sages were then limited by time.?

Thus Vyasa made isvara nityamukta and consequently lokottara.
And on the basis of supreme aisvarya he established that he is one
only. It is not necessary to make him nityamukta in order to
differentiate him from other ordinary liberated souls (kevalins)
because his difference from them is well established on the basis of
the well recognised fundamental differentiating characteristic. The
other ordinary liberated souls have no citta at all. So, how
can they have supremely pure (prakrsta) citta and consequently
the supreme aisvarya which necessarily depends on supremely pure
citta 7 But isvara does have supremely pure citta and consequently
supreme aisvarya. It is accepted in the Patafijala Yoga philosophy that
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supremely pure citta without any obstructive veil is possible in more
individuals than one, they being jivanmuktas. Then, what is the harm
in accepting supreme aisvarya in them ? The acceptance of the
supremely pure citta in jivanmuktas necessarily entails the acceptance
of supreme aisvarya in them. Supreme aisvarya is not opposed to the
concept of many Isvaras.

It is noteworthy that Vyasa has not assigned the work of world-
creation to isvara. For him, Isvara is not even the dispenser of the
fruits of ‘the past actions performed by living beings. According to
him, isvara’s sole function is to impart instructions of spiritual living
which leads to the ultimate Release. :

Vacaspati and Vijianabhiksu

Now we. try to show what new ideas regarding isvara Vacaspati,
the author of the commentary” Tattvavaisaradi on Yogabhasya, and
Vijfianabhiksu, the author of Yogavartika, have introduced into the
Patafijala Yoga philosophy.

Vyasa is of the view that isvara is associated with supremely pure
citta always at all time. But Vacaspati finds some difficulty in
accepting this view. So he maintains that at the time of Dissolution
the supremely pure citta of isvara gets dissolved into the primordial
Matter (prakrti).* The question arises as to how it again gets
associated with -Isvara at the end of the period of Dissolution. What
is it that associates it with isvara ? The answer given by Vacaspati
is as follows. If is isvara’s resolve, before the commencement of.
Dissolution, that he must get associated with the citta at the end of
Dissolution. Impression of this resolve is there in the citta during the
entire period of Dissolution. On account of the nature of the resolve
the impression is revived at the end of the period of Dissolution and
as a result of it the citta gets associated with isvara* If Isvara’s citta
does not get dissolved irito prakrti at any time, not even at the time
of Dissolution, then it cannot be regarded as an evolute or an effect
of prakrti and consequently cannot be included in the fundamental
principle/real called prakrti. And it is not the other fundamental
principle/real purusa (sentient principle). Thus it will be neither prakrti
nor purusa. This will give rise to the contingency of its being an
independent third fundamental principle/real.”

Vijiianabhiksu refutes Vacaspati’s view. - He maintains that
isvara’s citta does not get dissolved into prakrti even at the time of
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Dissolution. The reason given by him is as follows. If we accept that
isvara’s citta gets dissolved into prakrti at the time of Dissolution and
remains dissolved into prakrti during the entire period of Dissolution
then we shall have to accept its conjunction with isvara taking place
at the end of the period of Dissolution. But the cause of the
conjunction of prakrti and purusa is avidya (Nescience). Thus
Vacaspati’s view involves contingency of isvara’s being infected with_
avidya. But Patafijala Yoga philosophy does not accept the possibilify
of klesas, viz. avidya etc. in isvara. Again, Vacaspati’s attempt to
explain the rejoining of the citta with isvara with the help of
impression of the citta is also not proper because Patafijali has rejected
the possibility of any impression (vasana, asaya) in isvara’s citta”

According to Vacaspati, fsvara simply removes obstructions, that”
are there in the process of proper fruits coming to living beings from
their past actions at proper time® Even Vijianabhiksu seems to agree
with Vacaspati on this point. Moreover, Vijiianabhiksu believes that
though isvara has strong desire to remove all miseries of all living
beings, he has to take into account deserts or past karmas of living
beings.”

Vacaspati introduces the idea of isvara as the creator and
destroyer of the world® Vijfianabhiksu supports him.3' Again, he
clearly states that creative agitation (ksobha)—that is, breaking of
prakrti’s state of homogeneous change (samyavasthabhanga) - takes
place as a result of isvara’s will. Someone may here raise a question
as to how one can maintain that prakrti’s independence is not at stake
even though prakrti starts to evlove into the world at the will of
isvara. In answer Vacaspati and Vijianabhiksu both state that isvara
simply removes obstacles that are there in the process of evolution.
In other words, it is only prakrti that has the capacity to evolve into
the world, and isvara simply awakens or activates this capacity by
removing obstacles. On the removal of obstacles, there takes place
heterogeneous change in place of homogeneous change in prakrti
giving rise to diverse effects.” '

While presenting the Patafijala yoga conception of isvara,
Vijiianabhiksu discusses the relation obtaining between isvara and jiva
(individual ordinary soul). According to him, there obtains the relation
of amsa-amsin (part-whole) between them. He gives an illustration of
fire and sparks to explain the relation. Jivas are the parts of which
isvara is the whole. Jivas are sparks of isvara.®
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Under the influence of Vedanta and later Nyaya-Vaisesika
thinkers, Vacaspati and Vijianabhiksu have introduced into Patanjala
Yoga philosophy some new ideas regarding isvara. These are the ideas
of isvara as the world-creator, as the dispenser of the fruits of past
actions and as the whole of which jivas are parts. These ideas are not
present even in Vyasa’s Yogabhasya.
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CONCEPTION OF ISVARA IN THE
EARLY NYAYA-VAISESIKA SCHOOL

 {
Does Kanada believe in the existence of Isvara (God) ?

There is no clear mention of Isvara in the Vaisesikasttras' of
Kanada®. Hence the author of Yuktidipika, a commentary on the
Sanikhyakarika, explicitly states that according to Kanada there is no
Isvara (God)®>. And Garbe, a well known modern scholar of Indian
philosophy, maintains that the Vaisesikasitra originally did not accept
the existence of God*. But keeping in view the important place accorded
to God in the later Nyaya-Vaisesika school, the commentators wrongly
try to find out in the Vaiseskasiitra some implied acceptance of the
existence of God. Take the following two sutras : yato’bhyudayani-
hsreyasasiddhih sa dharmah /-tadvacanad amnayasya pramanyam |/
V.S. 1.1.2-3. The straight and clear meaning.of these two sitras is :
‘That by which one attains prosperity and beatitude is Dharma. Because
the Vedas deal with it (=Dharma), they are to be regarded as pramana
(authority ar valid)’. But the commentators explain the word ‘tadvacanar
as meaning ‘because the Vedas are the Word of Mahesvara’>. But this.
interpretation seems unwarranted and farfetched. In this connection
Prof. S. N. Dasgupta observes.: “The siitra ‘tadvacanad amnayasya
pramanyamni (I.1.3.)" has been explained by Upaskara as meaning ‘The
Veda being the Word of Isvara (= God) must be regarded as vilid,’
but since there is no mention of ‘Isvara’ anywhere in the text this is
simply reading the later Nyaya ideas into the Vaisesika”.®
Prof, Erich Frauwallner is of the view that the first four extant -
aphorisms of the Vaisesikasiitras are not original. Someone has com-
posed them keeping in view the beginning of Prasastapada’s
Padarthadharmasangraha, and having removed the original ones placed
them in their place. Prof. E. Frauwallner has restored the original
aphorisms on the basis of Udayana’s Kiranavali and Jaina-Haribhadra’s
Nyaya-pravesakavrtti. In these restored original aphorisms there is
nothing that can be interpreted in favour of the view that Kanada
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accepted the existence of I[svara. After quoting the beginning of
Padarthadharmasangraha Prof. E. Frauwallner writes : “It has always
been noticed that these words echo the beginning of the Satras but it
~ was seen as PrasSastapada’s dependence on the Satras. Now we would
rather judge the relation the other way round. "’ There is another sitra,
viz. ‘safijiakarma tv asmadvisistanam lingam’ (2.1.18) where the
commentators wrongly find the implied reference to Isvara (=God).
They explain the term ‘asmadvisistanany’ as meaning ‘Mahesvarasya'.
According to Upaskara the meaning of the sitra is : ‘Name and effect
are the mark of the existence of Isvara (=God).” He explains how
naming is a mark of the existence of Isvara as also how effect too is
a mark of the ‘existence of Isvara. Earth etc. must have a creator,
because they are effects like a pot etc. Thus according to Upaskara,
the siitra adduces two logical reasons to prove the existence of God.
While criticising the above interpretation presented by Upaskara, Prof.
S. N. Dasgupta writes : ‘Upaskara ’s interpretation seems to, be far-
fetched. He wants to twist it into an argument for the existence of God’ #
According to Dasgupta the meaning of the siitra is : ‘The existence of
others different from us (asmadvisistanim) has to be admitted for
accounting for the giving of names to things (safjiakarma). Because
we find that the giving of names is already in usage (and not invented
by us)’.’ The siitra has been explained by Candrananda as meaning
‘creation of nine names only by Mahesvara serves as a mark of the
existence of nine substances only’.'° Prof. Dasgupta’s above criticism
applies to this interpretation also. As matter of fact, the term
‘asmadvisistanam’ is to be understood in the sense of ‘of those
distinguished from us’ or ‘of those superior to us'. In Prasastapadabhasya
at one place we find the term ‘asmadvisistanam’ used as an adjective
qualifying ‘yoginanr .'' One important tenet upheld by the later Nyaya-
Vaisesika thinkers is that the initial motion of atoms is caused by Isvara
(God).”” But Kanada explicitly states that it is caused by adrsta (a
special quality generated in souls by their own actions)." Another
equally important tenet upheld by them is that God gives living beings
the fruits of their merits and demerits in the shape of enjoyments and
afflictions.”* But Kanada recognises no intermediary between merits
and demerits on the one hand and their fruits on the other. Still another
important tenet upheld by them is that the author of the Vedas is Isvara
(God).”* But Kanada says only this much that creation of the Vedas
presupposes Intellignce, that is, the Vedas are created by an intelligent
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person or persons.'® Prof. Dasgupta observes : ‘It is probable that
Kanada believed that the Vedas were written by some persons superior
to us (2.1.18, 6.1.1-2)".'7 It seems to us that Kanada shares the view
that the Vedas have been composed by Rsis to whom Dharma was
revealed (saksatkrtadharmanah). Prof. Dasgupta rightly concludes : ‘As
there is no reference to Isvara and as adrsta proceeding out of the
performance of actions in accordance with Vedic injunctions is made
the cause of all atomic movements, we can very well assume that
Vaisesika was as atheist or non-theistic as the later Mimarhsa philos-
ophers.’'® . -
. 18
What does Gautama, the author of the Nyayasttra,'”
o mean by ‘Isvara’ ?

‘Gautama makes only a casual mention of God, and some have
doubted whether the Nyaya was originally theistic.’*

In Gautama’s Nydyasitras, we find three aphorisms dealing with
Isvara. These three aphorisms?! explain the function of Isvara, regarding
actions and their fruits. First two aphorisms present the views of the
opponents while the third one presents Gautama’s own view. Let us
take them one by one, translate and explain them fully, taking the words
in their natyral. meanmg and dlsregardmg' the interpretations of the
commentators. :

Isvarah karanam purusakannaphalyadars‘anat 1 (4.1.19)

“‘Because.we- see the actions of living beings, bearing no fruits, it
is Isvara that is. to be regarded as the cause of fruits’.

The cause of fruits is not our actions, but Isvara. There is no
necessary cause-effect relation between actions and fruits. Fruits do not
depend on actions performed by living beings, but they depend on the
will of Isvara: “We should maintain this because we see that a human
being does not attain fruits even though he performs respective actions.
It is Isvara only who puts us in different situations and circumstances,
and gives us pleasures and pains, keeps us bound or makes us free.
These are not the fruits of our actions, but they are results of Isvara’s
will. Our actions have nothing to do with fruits we experience. The
theory of Moral Causation (Karma siddhanta) is wrong and unfounded.
Baliyasi kevalam Isvareccha.

" Na, purusakarmabhave phalanispatteh / (4.1.20)
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‘No, (Isvara is not the cause of fruits), because if a living being
does not perform actions, it cannot attain fruits.’

The principle enunciated in the preceding aphorism is wrong,
because if the cause of fruits were not actions, but Isvara, then we
should attain fruits without performing actions. We never reach the
desination, if we do not walk. We are not cured of the disease if we
do not take medicine. So fruits depend on actions and not on Isvara,
There is no need of Isvara. Actions done, fruits attained. If a seed of
a banyan tree comes in contact of the soil, water, etc., it will definitely
grow into a banyan tree; no agent is required. Depending on the cause,
the effect comes into being. If a person takes deadly poison, he will
certainly die, no agent is required to exert poison to do its work. If
oné performs an action, he will definitely attain its fruit:. Where is the
necessity for positing an agent Isvara ? , :

Tatkaritatvad ahetuh / (4.2.21)

‘Because Isvara exhorts one to perform actions and attain their
fruits, both the views enunciated in the preceding two aphorisms do
not have the support of a logical reason.’ :

This aphorism presents Gautama’s own view. It is as follows : The
two views which we have explained are wrong. One neglects and rejects
the necessary relation obtaining between actions and fruits, another
neglects and rejects Isvara. As a matter of fact, there does obtain a
necessary relation between actions and fruits. If one performs an action,
that action does give him its fruit. It is true that for fruition, action does
not require Isvara. But one should know as to which action be performed
to attain a desired fruit: A person desirous of a particular fruit should
have the knowledge as to which action entails which fruit. It is true
that deadly poison causes death. But one who wants to commit suicide
by taking poison should have knowledge that a particular substance is
highly poisonous. If he does not possess that knowledge, and as a result
takes any substance, he will not die. A particular medicine is very
effective on a particular disease. If with this knowledge a patient takes
that medicine, it will cure him of the disease, and it will not require
any doctor to exert it to work. The doctor is required only to impart
knowledge to the patient as to which medicine he should .take for the
cure of the disease he is suffering from. The patient earnestly desires
to get rid of the disease. But for that, what actjon is proper, that is,
which medicine is to be taken, he does not know. That knowledge is
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imparted to him by the doctor. Hence to attain a desired fruit, one should
have the knowiedge as to which action is proper for that desired fruit.
Regarding worldly matters, this knowledge is imparted by the experts
of the various subjects. But to become free from internal adventitious
impurities, viz. attachment, aversion, etc., one should seek the knowl-
edge as to what actions are to be performed at what stages, from the
person who himself has become free from these impurities through
spiritual discpline and attained inherent perfection, i.e. Isvara, also
called jivanmukta. There is a necessary relation between certain actions
and their fruit viz. mukti (freedom from impurities, liberation), but to
know this necessary relation we require Isvarai.e. jivanmukta. Thus the
only function of Isvarais to impart knowledge of this necessary relation
obtaining between concerned actions and their fruit, viz. mukti. Thus
[svara is a preacher (upadesta), a guide to show the path of liberation.
It is in this sense only that IsVara is regarded karmakarayita (causing
one to perform actions). He never forcibly causes one to perform actions.
A doctor simply shows the proper medicines, even then we say that the
doctor cured us of the disease. Similarly, Isvara too simply shows the
remedy (i.e. proper action) to get rid of the impurities, viz. attachment,
aversion etc, yet we say that Fsvara makes us free from impurities, he
gives us fruits, he favours us with his grace. In this sense only, Isvara
is phalakarayita. In the context, the desiredfruit is moksa (freedom from
impurities). Knowledge of what actions are proper for moksais imparted
by Tsvara to those desirous of moksa (mumuksu). By doing so, Isvara
makes the .sadhana of mumuksu fruitful. This is his grace. If he were
not to impart this knowledge to mumuksu, the mumuksu will not be
able to attain the desired fruit, viz. moksa. :

There is a necessary relation between actions and fruits. One
desirous of a particular fruit should know the necessary relation obtaining
between that fruit and the proper action. If he performs an action, with
that knowledge, he will definitely attain the desired fruit. As for instance,
there is a necessary cause-effect relation between smoke and fire. But’
so long as one does not know this necessary relation, one is not able
to infer fire from smoke. Only after acquiring the knowledge of the
necessary relation obtaining between smoke and fire, he can infer fire
from smoke. Similarly. to attain the desired fruit, viz. moksa, it is
absolutely necessary to acquire the knowledge of the necessary relation
obtaining between the desired fruit, viz. moksa and the proper actions.
This knowledge is imparted to living beings by Isvara.
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In the systems of Indian philosophy, the ultimate desired fruit is moska
(freedom from impurities, viz. attachment. aversion, etc.). To attain moksa,
the knowledge as to what actions one should perform at what stage is
absolutely necessary; this knowledge is imparted by, jivanmukta alone.”
Thus from the explanation of these three aphorisms it naturally follows
that according to Gautama jivanmuka himself is Isvara.

In the light of the above explanation, the meaning of the oftquoted
following verse becomes very clear : : :

Isvaraprerito gacchet svargam va svabhram eva va |

Ajfio jantur aniso’yam atmanah sukha-duhkhayoh |/

. Mahabharata, Vanaparva
. Translation : Impelled by Isvara, a soul moves to heaven or to hell.
No ignorant living being is the master of its pleasure or*pain.

The verse is generally quoted in support of the view that God’s will’
is supreme and all-powerful, our pleasure and pain depend on His will
and not on our actions or efforts But this is not the true import of the
verse. The true import of the verse is as follows :

The adjective ‘ajfia’ (=ignorant) qualifyfng ‘jantu’ (=a living being)
is very imporant as it provides us a key to the true import of the verse.

Pleasure and pain are fruits of actions performed by a living being.
If one wants to attain pleasure, one should know the actions that cause
pleasure. If one wants to attain (rather to avoid) pain one should know
actions that cause pain. But a living being by itself does not possess the
knowledge as to which actions lead to pleasure and which actions lead
to pain. Therefore, it is believed that a living being by itself is incapable
of attaining pleasure or pain, that is. it by itself is not the master of its
pleasure or pain. It is Isvara who imparts this knowledge to it. Isvara
preaches that these actions entail pleasure and these actions entail pain.
This knowledge urges a living being to perform those actions that cause
pleasure if it desires pleasure, or this knowledge urges it to perform those
actions that cause pain if it desires pain. It is only by imparting this
knowledge that Isvara impels a living being to move to heaven or to
hell. Heaven signifies pleasure and hell signifies pain.

oI

Nature of Isvara according to Vatsyayana, the author of the
Bhasya® on the Nyayastutra . _
As we have seen, Gautama accepted Isvara as one who imparts
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knowledge of the necessary relation obtaining between actions and
fruits. Vatsyayana clearly describes the nature of Isvara (4.1.21). It is
as follows :

(a) gunavisistam atmantaram ISvarah [ tasyatmakalpat kalpantaranupa-
pattih | adharma-mithyajiana-pramadahanya dharma-jiana-sama-
dhisampada ca visistam Atmantaram Isvarah | tasya ca dharma-
samadhiphalam animadyastavidham aisvaryam /

Explanation : Isvara is a soul. He is not an independent substance
different from soul-substance. Isvara is like mundane souls. He possesses
those very qualities which mundane souls possess. but his qualities have
some speciality. In a mundane soul the qualities have become perverse
and impure while in Isvara they are found in their pure, pristine state,
that is, Isvara has destroyed impurities that perverted these qualities. Let
us see how Vatsyayana puts this. .Mundane souls possess wrong cog-
nition/conviction (mithyajiana). vicious activity (adharma) and lethargy
(pramada), while Isvara has destroyed them. Because he has destroyed
them. he comes to possess knowledge/pure cognition (jAana), pure
righteous activity (dharma) and pure concentration (samadhi). Again, he
has gained eightfold miraculous powers as a result of his righteous
activity and pure concentration. Mundane souls do not possess all these
miraculous powers. Thus Vatsyayanahas clearly pointed out as to in
what way Isvara is different from mundane souls like us. But he has
not stated the difference of Isvara from the liberated souls because it
is quite obvious. Liberated souls are devoid of all the nine specific
qualities (visesagunas) of-soul-substance, viz buddhi (cognition), sukha
(pleasure), duhkha (pain), iccha (will), dvesa (aversion). prayatna (vo-
lition), dharma (merit), adharma (demerit), samskara (impression), that
is, they do not possess even pure cognition, pure activity, pure Concen-
tration and miraculous powers, whereas Isvara does possess pure cog-
nition, pure activity, pure Concentration and miraculous powers.

Thus, according to Vatsyayana, Isvara is that soul which having
destroyed-wrong cognition/conviction. vicious activity and lethargy has
gained pure cognition. pure activity and pure Concentration. From this
it naturally follows that Isvara is not nitya mukta i.e. free and liberated
for ever in all the three divisions of time - past, present and future. This
rightly suggests the possibility of a mundane soul becoming Isvara as
also the possibility of there being many Isvaras. From this we can safely
deduce that Isvara as described by Vatsyayana is none but jivanmukta.
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In connection with this passage from the text of Vatsyayana-Bhasya,
Prof. Ingalls observes “....one will grant that Vatsyayana’s remarks are
confusing. God has won his divinity through good works he has
performed. We must therefore suppose that there was a time when he
was not God’.>* The description of Isvara by Vatsyayana is regarded by
Prof. Ingalls as confusing because it is not in harmony with other aspects
of Isvara, as presented by later commentators in their explanation of the
following (b) (¢) (d) and (e) passages from the text of the ‘Bhasya, but
as we shall see in due course, the interpretation of the commentators
is twisted in the light of the later Nyaya-Vaisesika idea of Isvara (God).
(b) sankalpanuvidhayi casya dharmah pratyzitmavmind[lazmédhanna-

saficayan prthivyadini ca bhiitani pravartayati/evam ca svakrtabhya-

gamasyalopena nirmanaprakamyam isvarasya svak;‘_tzikannaphalam

veditavyam | ' : ,

Explanation : Commentators read in this passagé later Nyaya-
VaiSesika idea of Isvara (God). That is why they interpret the term ‘pratf
in the compound ‘pratyatmavrttin’ as ‘pratyeka’ (=each one) as also the
term ‘nirmanaprakamyam’ as ‘jagannirmfnaprakamyam’ (unfailing will
to create the world). So, according to them, the explanation of the passage
is as follows : '

The creation starts as soon as he wills to create the world. When
he wills to create the world, his merit following his will causes the
accumulated merits and demerits in each soul to start giving their fruits’
as also causes the physical elements (atoms) to integrate and produce
effects. His will to create the world is unfailing. This unfailing will of
his is the fruit of his. past good action.

Prof. Ingalls also accepts this interpretation and hence explains the
passage in the following words : ‘God acts upon the karmic accumulation
of each of us as well as upon the gross elements of the universe.
Accordingly, his omnipotence is limited by the fact that each of us must
receive the results of our former actions. Furthermore, this omnipotence
[if one should really grant it such a title] is the result of the karma (that
is, works) which God himself has accumulated. Finally it is said that
all God’s wishes are fulfilled...’®

But Prof. Ingalls is puzzled as to how Isvara who causes the
accumulated karmas in each living being to give their fruits as also
creates the world, himself be bound by the Law of Karma, and his
unfailing will to create the world, itself be the fruit of his past good
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action. That is why he finds Vatsyayana’s remarks confusing. He is at
sea because he cannot understand how God be regarded as winning his
divinity through the good works he performed in the past. This confusion
is the result of the wrong interpretation of the abovementioned terms.
It will be cleared off if we interpret these terms as follows :

Here the tern ‘parti’ is employed in the sense of ‘abhimukhya’ or
‘sannikrsta’, as in ‘pratyaksa’®. So ‘pratyatmavrttin’ is equivalent to
‘atmasannikrstan.” The meaning of the compound ‘pratyatmavrttin’ is
‘atmanari1 prati abhimukhyena samavayasambandhena yesam vrttih te,
tan pratyatmavrttin.’ Thus we explain ‘pratyatmavrttin
dharmadharmasaficayan’ as ‘accumulations of merits and demerits re-
siding in his soul by samavayarelation.’ The term ‘nirmana-prakamyam’
is to be regarded as equivalent to ‘ninmanakaya-prakamyan’’ meaning
‘unfailing will to create nirmanakaya - yogic bodies.’

Thus in this passage two ideas which have reference to Jjivanmukta
are presented. They are :

(1) A jivanmukta causes all his accumulated karmas to give their
fruits in the present birth which is his last birth. It is maintained that
he should experience all the fruits of all his accumulated karmas in his
last birth. Vatsyayana accepts the.existence of a jivanmukta. He says
: ‘bahis ca viviktacitto viharanmukta ity ucyate /7 (4.2.2.). He accepts
that a jivanmukta should experience all the fruits of all his accumulated
past karmas. Study his words : ‘sarvani pirvekarmani hy ante Jjanmani
vipacyanta’ iti / (4-1-64).

(2) To experience all the fruits of all his accumulated karrnas within
a short period of time he is required to construct yogic bodies. Vatsyayana
accepts this view. He says : ‘yogi khalu rddhau pradurbhiitayam
vikaranadharmi nirmaya sendriyani sarirantarani tesu yugapad jieyany
upalabhate/” (32.19) Also study Jayanta Bhatta’s words : ‘yogi hi
yogarddhisiddhya vihitanikhilanijadharmadharmakarma nirmaya
tadupabhogayogyani tesu tespapattisthanesu tani tani sendriyam sarirani
khandantahkaranani ca muktair atmabhir upeksitani grhitva
sakalakarmaphalam anubhavati praptaisvarya itittham upabhogena
karmanam ksayah/ (Nyayamaiijari, Kashi Sanskrit Series, Vol. II, p. 88)

Now we present our explanation of the passage. Itis as follows : There
inherently resides in him a special merit (dharma). He has acquired this
merit through good action performed in the past. This merit has twofold
fruit - 1) it causes all the accumulated merits and demerits inherently
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residing in his own soul to give their fruits and also 2) causes the plysical
elements to construct yogic bodies. But when does it give its twotold
fruit ? It gives its twofold fruit when he wills to experience all the fruits
of ali his accumulated merits and demerits and for that purpose also wills
to construct yogic bodies. That is why 1t is said to follow his will. Thus
his will to construct yogic bodies is unfailing, and' this unfailing will
of his is the fruit of some special good action he performed in the past.
His unfailing will to construct yogic bodies should be regarded as the
fruit of his past action because it is a rule-that whatever karma one
performs is never destroyed so long as he does not experience its fruit.
(c) aptakalpas cayam / yatha pita apatyanam tatha pltl‘bhllld isvaro
bhiitanam /

Explanation : Isvara is a reliable person (apta) One can trust him,
put faith in him. consider him to be an authority. Just as father is an
authority for his son, 31m11a11y Isvara‘is an authority for all 11v1qg beings.
Father guides his son. Isvara guides all living beings. Father advises his
son as to what is good for him and how to attain it. Similarly, Isvara
preaches all living beings as to what is fhe highest Good (Liberation)
and how to attain it. Vatsyayana intends to show similarity obtaining
between father-son-relation and Isvara-jiva-relation with regard to aptata
only. This analogy should not be stretched further. As for instance, just
as father generates son, similarly Is‘vara generates jivas, or just as son
is an amsa of his father, similarly Jjiva isran athsa of Isvara. This is not
intended by Vatsyayana. According to him, Isvara is such a person as
one can easily and safely rely on him, especially in matters relating to
the path leading to the highest Good. But how has Isvara gained this
aptata 7 He has gained it by destroying adharma. mithyafnana and
pramiada and thereby attaining dharma, jiana and samadhi.

Again this proves that Isvara is a jivanmukta who is an upadesta
par excellence.

Prof. Ingalls does not understand the intention of Vatsyayana. Hence
he misses the point and criticises Vatayayana’s this statement. His
criticism is as follows : ‘Again God is said to act like a father. But who
ever heard of a father who in dealing with his children could not
transcend their merits and demerits.’* Prof. Ingalls seems to be obsessed
with the later Nyaya-VaiSesika idea of God who gives to a living being
a proper fruit of its past action. who does not transgress the deserts of
living beings. '



CONCEPTION OF ISVARA ’ 69

(d) na catmakalpad anyah kalpah sambhavati/na tavad asya buddhim
vina kascid. dharmo lingabhiitah sakya upapadayitum/agamac ca
drasta boddha sarvajaata isvara iti / buddhyadibhis catmalingair
nirupakhyam isvaram pratyaksanumanagamavisayatitam kah sakta
upapadayitum

Explanation : Isvara is atman (soul) only. He is not an independent
substance different from atman because he does not possess any such
quality other than buddhi (intellect. knowledge) as could prove him an
independent substance other than soul-substance. Isvara possesses buddhi
and buddhi is a special quality (visesaguna) of atman. In scriptures too,
buddhi has been given as a quality of Isvara. Scriptures describe him
as drasta (seer), boddha (knower) and sarvajiata (omniscient). Thus even
scriptures have not mentioned any such quality as could prove him an
independent substance. If he were devoid of buddhi, etc. which serve
as logical reason to prove soul, he will become unreal, non-existent,
beyond the ken of perception, inference and scriptural testimony; as a
result, who will be able to prove him ?

Here Vatsyayana has accepted Isvara as sarvajfia. So the question
arises as to whether he regards jivamukta as sarvajia.

The person who knows all Substances with all their states - past.
present and furure. is sarvajia. By ‘sarvajfia’, generally what we mean
is this. We cannot definitely say as to whether Vatsyayana has in mind
this meaning of ‘sarvajia’ in this context. This much is certain that the
meaning of the term ‘sarvajna’ is different in different contexts in
Vatsyayana’s: Bhisya. ‘Sense-organs grasp their specific respective -
objects only, that is, eyes grasp riipa, tongue grasps rasa, so on and so
forth. On the other hand. dtman is sarvajia, that is, it grasps all the five
objects. viz. rupa rasa, gandha, spars"z and sabda. This is the reason why
atman is different from sense-organs.’ This has been said by Vatsyayana
at one place.” Here the context is that of fruits and actions. Hence in
this context the ‘sarvajiia’ rhay mean ‘a person who knows the necessary
relation obtaining between all karmas and their respective fruits’ and in
this sense a jivanmukta is definitely sarvajia. It may be noted that the
meaning of the term ‘sarvajia’ as ‘a person knowing all substances with
all their states - past, present and future’ is contradictory to Karma theory
which implies freedom of will.

(e) svakrtabhyvagamalopena ca pravartamanasya yad uktam pratise-
dhajatam akarmanimitte Sarirasarge latsarvam prasajyate iti/
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Explanation : If we do not maintain that a person who constructs
yogic bodies is able to do so on account of some good action performed
by him in the past, then it means that past actions are without fruits,
that is, no past action is the cause of the creation of yogic bodies. And
if we accept that no past action is the cause of the creation of yogic
bodies, then all those very defects that vitiate the view that no past action
is the cause of the creation of an ordinary body will also vitiate the view
that no past action is the cause of the creation of yOgic, bodies.

Thus according to Vatsyayana, Isvara is none but jivanmukta who
has gained dharma, jiiana and samadhiby destroying adharma, mithyajfiana
and pramada, who clearly knows as to which action entails which fruit,
who himself has travelled the entire path leading to liberation and hence
has direct knowledge of the path, who is an authority i in matters relating
to the path, who is an upadesta par excellence, who has risen above the
cycle of birth and death, who is not to be born again, wha by his unfailing
will constructs yogic bodies in order to experience all the fruits of all
his accumulated karmas and who by his unfailing will causes his
accumulated karmas to give their fruits. -

v

YPrasastapada’s introduction of God (Mahesvara) into the Nyaya-
Vaisesjka school

In the Nyaya-Vaisesika school the idea of Isvara as nityamukta and
creator of the world is for the first “time found in Prasastapada’s
Padarthadharmasangraha. He uses the term ‘mahesvara’ for Isvara. There
arises a desire in Mahesvara to create worlds so that mundane souls may
experience fruits of their past actions. As a result of his desire, the adrstas
(i.e. merits and demerits) of all mundane souls become prone to give
their respective fruits and come in contact with air-atoms. Due to the
contact of adrsta with air-atoms, there arises in air-atoms motion capable
of producing effects. By such motion air-atoms come in contact with
one another and dvyanukas are formed and then tryanukas are formed
and thus vayumahabhiita originates. In this very manner, ap-mahabhiita,
tejas-mahabhita and then prthivimahabhiita originate. After the origi-
nation of these four mahabhitas, by the mere will of Mahesvara a Great
Egg is created out of the tejas atoms associated with parthiva atoms.
Then Mahesvara creates Brahma, the Great Grand Father of all living
beings, along with all the worlds and allots him.the task of creating praja
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(living beings of various classes). Brahma possesses jiana (knowledge),
vairigya (non-attachment) and aisvarya (miraculous powers). Having
known the fruits of the actions performed by each and every soul in the
past, he creates prajapatis, manus, devarsis, pitrs, Brahmins, Ksatriyas,
Vaisyas, Stidras and all other living beings - all possessing jAana, bhoga
and ayus according to their past karmas. Having created them. Brahma
joins them with dharma, jAana, variagya and aisvarya according to their
past karmas®. When .there arrives the time for absolution (moksa) of
Brahma, Mahesvara desires to destory the worlds in order that living
beings tired of the transmigratory journey may take rest. As soon as he
desires to destory the worlds, all the effects gradually in due order
disintegrate into ultimate -atoms. Thus pralaya (Dissolution) takes place.
In pralaya there exist disintegrated and discrete atoms as also souls
associated with merit, demerit and past impressions.”

Thus according to }raéastapz‘laa, Creation and Dissolution take place
according to the will of Mahesvara. Mahesvara’s will is not the direct
cause of the initial effect-producing motion generated in atoms. His will
simply causes adrstas to give their fruits, and it is these adrstas - when
come in contact with atoms - that generate such motion. Again,
Mahesvara having created all the”worlds and Brahma, appoints Brahma
to create living beings of all classes, to give them fruits according to
their past karmas, thus to govern them and to* dispense justice according
to their desert. . .

By his will Mahesvara creates four Mahabhitas, the bhuvanas
(worlds or dwellin.};-places) for the living beings to dwell in and Brahma. -
Brahma creates all the living beings of all the classes and it is Brahma
only who allots jiana, dharma. vairagya, aisvarya, bhoga and ayus to
these living beings according to their past karmas. That is why Brahma
is called sarvalokapitamaha. After a definite period of time Brahma
attains moksa."Thus Brahma is different with different Creation (sarga),
while Mahesvarais one and nityaand hence common to all the Creations.
Mahesvara possésses will only, while Brahma possesses knowledge (of
the necessary relation obtaining between actions and their respective
fruits), non-attachment and muraculous powers. Mahesvara does nothing
during the long existence of Creation. Brahma govemns the creation so
long as it exists. In pralaya {Dissclution), tlie activity of giving fruits
to living beings according tc their nast karmas stops. Hence there is no
need of Brahm?z in pralaya. Neither Brahma nor Mahesvara is described
as upadesta or as \ edakarti.
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Later Nyaya-VaiSesika thinkers having removed Brahma, allot
Brahma’s task also to Isvara (God). Again. they maintain that it is Isvara
(God) only who gives fiuits to living beings in accordance with their
past karmas. Moreover. in later Nyiya- Vaisesika works it i$ established
that Isvara (God) possesses will and knowledge both.

From the above discussion we conclude that. upto. Prasastapada,
Nyaya-Vaisesika school was atheist and the term ‘Isvara’ was used in
the sense of jivanmukta only and not in ‘the sense” of- God. It is
Pragastapada who for the first time introduced the concept of God into
the Nyaya-VaiSesika school. There are scholars who agree with us on
this point.*” Perhaps to distinguish God from fsvara (=jivanmukta) of the
early Nyaya-VaiSesika school, Prasastapada employed the term

mahesvara for God, that is, for him ﬂvanmuktas are Js‘varas while God
is Mahesvara. :
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ON THE PROBLEM OF JNANA-DARSANA

We want to understand as to what the Jaina theoreticians mean by
the terms jAana and darsana when used side by side. To gain this
understanding we should study at least four items - (1) Different
meanings of the term ‘darsana’, (2) Sankhya-Yoga view of jAana-
darsana, (3) Buddhist view of jfiana-darsana and (4) Jaina authors on
the problem of jfana-darsana.

(1) Different Meanings of the Term ‘DarSana

(a) Darsana means sensory experience which is free from thouglits
or concepts (= vikalparahita = akararahita). It involves no synghesis of
the earlier experiences with’ the present one. “Cognition involving
thoughts or concepts (= savikalpaka = sakara = jiana) follows this
sensory experience. Thus here jfiana follows darsana.

(b) Immediately after the sensory experience if we stop the
operations of the concerned sense-organ and try to see the object of
sensory experience through mind we have a clear vision of it before our
‘mind’s eye’. This vision is regarded as darsana so long as it remains
free from thoughts or concepts. But as sbon as thought enters into it,
it no longer remains darsana but becomes jfiana (cognition involving
thought). Here too jiiana follows darsana.

(c) Vision that a-yogi has in non- -reflective (nirvikalpa) deep
meditation is also regarded as darsana. This darsana is usually described
as saksatkara. This non-reflective deep meditation invariably follows the
reflective one (savikalpa dhyana), if it takes place. Vision that a yogi
has in reflective meditation involves thoughts or concepts, hence it is
to be regarded as jiana. Here darsana follows jiana because non-
reflective meditation follows the reflective one.

(d) In Upanisads,' Jainism and Buddhism the term ‘darsana’ is also
employed in the sense of sraddha. Darsana or sraddha means an attitude
of the truth-seeker. It is natural inclination of citta towards truth. It is
manifested on the removal of adventitious defilement of attachment
which acts as a great and prime obstruction to the attainment of truth.
Thus darsana or sraddha here means purity, clanty or transparency of
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citta® resulted from renouncing the attachment to metaphysical views,
preconceived notions and inherited doctrines. For the truth-seeker this
is the must because only such a clear citta can grasp the truth when
confronted in the search. In this sense of clarity of citta, we may describe
this darsana as nirakara. It has no content. All the views, notions and
doctrines, for the truth-seeker, fall in one category. They all are sadhya
or pariksya, none of them is siddhanta (final truth).

Let us remember here that it is very difficult to free oneself from
the views and doctrines among which one has been brought up and which
one has indiscriminately accepted, not only accepted but have been made
so deeply rooted in one’s being that they have become a part and parcel
of one’s personality®. So, for truth-seeker the most difficult task is to
free himself from them. After freeing himself from them he should
examine them and accept them only if he finds them true.

Regarding the doctrines and views of others he should not accept
them on authority. That is, he should neither accept them nor reject them.
He may accept them provisionally to test and verify them. This is the
reason why our Acaryas appeal to us not to accept their statements on
authority, they ask us to examine them and to accept them if they are
found true and re}ect,them if they are found false.* This attitude that
they demand from their hearers is nothing but samyag-darsana. Let me
quote here the words of Ac. Haribhadra :

* paksapato na me vire na dvesah kapiladisu |

yuktimadvacanam yasya tasya karyah parigrahah II°

In different words Santideva has said the same thing. He says :

‘yal kificin, Maitreya, subhasitam sarvam tad Buddhabhasitam’ ¢

After reasoning and logical thinking if the truth-seeker finds the
doctrine or view to be most probably true, his darsana (= drsti = sraddha)
becomes szkara. He is convinced of the truth, but does not see the truth.
Mere reasoning and logic is not enough for seeing the truth of the
doctrine. For that the truth-seeker should take recourse to meditation on
that doctrine. When in meditation he sees the truth of the doctrine his
citta becomes free from or clear of (samprasada) whatever doubts it had
regarding the truth of the doctrine.” Thought (vitaraka-vicara) retires.
This clarity, as it is, is free from thought. In this sense we may describe
it as nirakara. Thus perfect drsti is nirakara, though it has full content
(plirnasatya).

So long as truth-seeker has not seen the truth he has readiness-to-
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accept-the-truth-when-confronted-in-the-search-for-truth (samyagdrstr),
but as soon as he sees the truth directly in deep meditation at the end
of his search his readiness-to-accept-the-truth-when-confronted takes
leave off as it has fulfilled its mission. So, someone may opine that
samyak-darsana in the sense of readiness-to-accept-the-truth-when-
confronted-in-the-search-for-the-truth ultimately becomes merged in
darsana in the sense of seeing the truth in deep meditation. Or, one may
say that it in the sense of samprasada (clarity due to removal of all doubts,
resulted from seeing the truth) stays along with darsana (seeing the truth).
On account of seeing the truth in meditation (pmasatyadarsana) this
clarity (pf@rnasamyagdrsti) is attained. Hence seeing- -the-truth
(prnasatyadarsana) takes place first and clarity (samprasada i.e.
purnasamyagdrsti) follows it. This seems to be the natural order in their
connection.® This is one view.

There is another one which is quite right as it stands. Let us see
what this another view is. The attitude of the truth-seeker becomes
perfect when it becomes completely free from attachment and aversion.
It is raga and dvesa that come in the way of his disinterested,
dispassionate and impartial search for the truth. Thinner or subtler his
raga and dvesa become, more disinterested, dispassionate and impartial
his search for truth becomes. Without attaining the perfection (=highest
purity) of drsti (attitude) he cannot fully see truth even in meditation.
When he attains this perfection of drsti he fully sees the truth or
transcendental reality in trance or meditation. Truth-seeker first becomes
vitaraga. And as soon as he becomes vitaraga he fully sees the truth.
A man cannot assume the role of a truth-seeker unless and until he
decides to be disinterested, dispassionate, unattached and calm. He
becomes truth-seeker only if he determines to be vitaraga. To attain the
perfection of drsti he strives for getting rid of attachment (raga).
Gradually he progresses. He achieves perfection of drsti as soon as he
completely destroys raga and becomes vitaraga. This is the reason why
perfect drsti is equated with vitaragata. And vitaragata automatically
gives rise to and co-exists with the seeing of the truth (darsana).
According to this view, seeing-of-the-truth (plimadarsana) follows the
perfection of drsti (pimadrsti).’

We shall have no occasion to deal with this darsana as there is
no difference of opinion regarding it among the Jaina thinkers as also
among the thinkers of the Jaina, the Buddhist and the Sankhya-Yoga
philosophies. All consider this darsana to be the nature of citta



ONTHE PROBLEM OF JNKNA-DARSANA 79

(‘tattvapaksapato hi dhiyam (= cittasya) svabhavah’-Yogavartika 1.8).
It gets clouded by klesas or moha. Hence Sankhya-Yoga thinkers and
Buddhists have recognised klesavarana, and Jainas have recognised
mohaniya karma. All these three philosophies emphatically declare
that sadhana is required for the destruction of this avarana, i.e., for
the destruction of moha, the root-cause of all other klesas. On the
destruction of moha, knowing of the truth and seeing of the truth
automatically follow.
(2) Sankhya-Yoga View of Jiana-Darsana

According to Sankhya-Yoga citta gets transformed into the form of
its object. This is called ‘knowing by citta’, in other words, cittavrtti.
As soon as cittavrtti (= jiiana) takes place it is reflected in the purusa
(= Self). This is called ‘seeing by purusa’. Purusa directly sees cittavrttis
and only indirectly sees external objects.' (Hence sometimes in the first
sense purusa is called saksi and in the second sense he is called drasta.)"
Purusa is drasta (seer), whereas citta is jaata (knower). Purusa can see
but can never know. Citta can know but can never see. Such a clear-
cut dichotomy is found in this system. Though every cognition has both
these aspects, viz. seeing and knowing, seeing is attributed to purusa
alone and knowing is attributed to citta alone.”? Knowing and seeing are
always simultaneous because no cittavrtti remains unseen, even for a
moment, by purusa.’® All the cittavrttis are seen by purusa as soon as
they arise. Though there is no chronological order, logical order is there.
From the point of view of logical order, first a cittavrtti (jiana) takes
place and then its darsana by purusa.

As we 'have already said, the object of seeing is, truly speaking, the
cittavrtti alone and not the external object. Hence with the complete
cessation of all the cittavrttis, achieved by a yogi in the asamprajnata-
yoga, the seeing also ceases, and purusa remains as seer without seeing,
he never céases to be a seer (drasta). At this stage though he is drasta
he does not see because there is no object of his seeing.!* On the basis
of the absence of seeing, we should not think that purusa ceases to be
drasta at this stage. The purusa of the yogi who has attained this stage
is described as svariipamatrapratistha, kevala, mukta,' darsanasakti,'® etc.
From this exposition it follows that this yogi neither thinks nor speaks.
He has subtle bodily activites only. (Compare this yogi with the sayogi
kevali in the third and fourth stages of sukla-dhyana, of the Jainas).

Vivekajfiana is the clear form of purusa (as distinct from sattva),
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assumed by citta.'” Just as a citta assumes forms of the external objects,
even so it assumes the form of purusa also.” By assuming the form of
an external object it does not become that external object; similarly, by
- assuming the form of purusa it does not become purusa. When does the
citta assume the clear form of purusa ? When a yogi stops all the
cittavrttis pertaining to external objects as also when he makes his citta
prasanna (pure) by removing all the cittamalas, then only his citta
assumes the perfect form of purusa.’® And purusa sees this perfect form
of his assumed by this citta. This is called purusadarsana, atmasaksatkara.
This stage of yoga in which there is vivekajfiana and purusa-darsana is
called samprajfiata-yoga because at this stage citta clearly knows the
purusa and purusa clearly sees his own self through cittavrtti. The yogi,
in this stage, preaches the path of moksa.*® From all this it follows that
he has all the types of activities, viz. mental, vocal and bodily. (Compare
this yogi with the chadmastha vitaraga of the Jainas). His’ cittavriti are
aklista (pure).?' His citta knows external objects but all its knowledges
(cittavrttis) are permeated with vivekajfiana or purusadarsana. In this
sense only we should understand the statement of the Bhasyakara that
there is a conitinuous flow of pure vivekajfiana in the case of the yogi
whose vivekajiiana has become aviplava (firm and infallible).?

The citta that attains vivekajfiana becomes capable of knowing all
things with all their modes simultaneously, if it performs samyama (=
dharana-dhyana-samadhi all the three) on kganas and ksanakrama.>® That
is, though viveki’s citta attains the capacity (= labdhi, siddhi) to know
all, this capacity functions only if it performs a special type of samyama.
In other words, two things are necessary for citta to become sarvajfa :
(1) Vivekajiiana which is regarded as the prime cause because it makes
citta capable of knowing all. In this sense only sarvajiatva is described
as vivekajajiiana. (2) Special type of samyama. So, Vyasa, the author
of the Yogabhasya, is absolutely correct when he Ssays that viveki
invariably becomes kevall irrespective of his citta being actually
possessed of the aisvarya of sarvajiata.® For that viveki who assumes
the role of upadestafor Ioka-kalyanait is necessary to utilize this capacity
in order to generate faith (visvasa) in the hearers. For other vivekis this
is not necessary. (Compare the viveki who has assumed the role of
upadesta and hence utilizes the capacity to know all through the
performance of samyama of special type, with the tirtharikara of the
Jainas). Viveki’s cittacan know all, if it so desires, because it has attained
its true nature of anantya on account of the destruction of all veils as
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also because the jAeyas are alpa as compared with citta’s (or cittavrtti’s)
anantya.”> When citta becomes free from all veils, it being vibhu®
(ananta) becomes capable of getting transformed into the forms of all
objects; and if it so desires, it actually gets transformed into the forms
of all objects simultaneously, that is, it knows all (sarvajiata) and hence
the purusa sees all (sarvadarsana). Knowing-all (sarvajiiata) and seeing-
all (sarvadarsana) have no chronological order but they do have logical
order. From the point of view of logical order, knowing-all is prior to
seeing-all. Again, knowing-all belongs to citta, while seeing-all belongs
to purusa. - ’

We have already said that vivekajiana is the knowledge of atman
alone. In Sanskrit we may say : kevalasya atmanah jianam =
kevalajiianam - vivekajfianam. And there arises kevaladarsana as soon
as kevalajiiana takes place. Kevalajfiana and kevaladarsana arise first,
and sarvajiiata and sarvadarsana follow them if at all they take place.

Once a person has attained aviplava vivekajiiana his punarbhava
automatically ceases.” That is, even if he does not assume the role of
upadesta and for that purpose does not become sarvajfia-sarvadarsi as
also even if he does not enter into the asamprajiata-yoga, he is bound
to be videhamukta when his body falls in due course.?® This is the reason
why vivekakhyati alone is regarded as hgnopaya.” Thus sarvajiata,
sarvadarsana and asamprajfata-yoga are not absolutely necessary for the
viveki to attain the state of videhamukta. Those vivekis alone who want
to destroy the prarabdha karmas before their due time enter into.
asamprajfata-yoga. Yoga system has recognised the efficacy of
asamprajfiata-yoga to destroy the prarabdha-karmas.®

' (3) Buddhist View of Jaiana-Darsana

In the Buddhist Pali Pitakas the occurrence of the phrase ‘janati
passati’ is frequent. ‘The knowing and seeing One’ (janata-passata)* is
a remarkable and characteristic description of the Buddha. He himself
claims that he both knows and sees (tam aham janami passami ti).*> And
mostly Noble Truths and (Essence of) all things are given as the objects
of his knowing and seeing.®

This naturally suggests that in the case of the Buddha ‘knowing’
means ‘grasping by reasoning and thought’ especially in what is called
savitarkasavicaradhyana (= reflective meditation), and ‘seeing’ means
the clear .vision (of truth) which he gets in the following nirvitarka-
nirvicara dhyana (= non-reflective meditation) wherein, as its name
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suggests, ‘reasoning and thought’ are set at rest (upasanta).

The interpretation is corroborated by the statement of Abhidharmamrta
(15.8) : samadhim bhavayato jiana-darsanalabhah (By the constant
* practice of meditation one attains jiana (knowledge) and darsana (vision,
seeing). Thus knowing and seeing referred to here belong to the yogic
state. In Suttanipata 229 we are told that he (Buddha) sees four noble
Truths after having known them. Here it is suggested that knowing and
seeing are not simultaneous but that first knowing occurs and then seeing
follows. In the first dhyana (meditation) the object is known with the
help of reasoning and thought. And in the following non-reﬂectlve types
of meditation the object is directly seen.

At the stage of sensory cognition, caksu (eye) sees whereas mind
knows (Abhidharmakosabhasya 1.42-43). In fact, sensory cognition had
through five sense-organs can be called darsana (seeing). Bhadanta
Ghosaka in his Abhidharmamrta says that five indriya-vijianas (sensory
cognitions) cannot discriminate .or‘ determine, whereas manovijfiana
(mental cognition) can do this.* According to Sthaviras functions of
manovijfiana are santirana (investigating).and votthapana (determining).
(Abhidhammattha-samgaha 3.9-12). From this it follows that five
sensory cognitions which are necessarily devoid of thought are darsana,
while cognition involving thought is jAana.

Later on the Buddhist logicians regarded even the sensations had
through not only visual sense-organ but all the sense-organs (including
even mind as mind also was recognised as a sense-organ) as darsana.
They argue that as these cognitions are free from ‘reasoning and thought’
(= vikalpa) they can legitimately be called. darsana. Even these
cognitions grasp directly the thing-in-itself without the help of ‘reasoning
and thought’. (‘darsanam ca arthasaksatkaranakhyam pratyaksavyaparah'-
Dharmottaratkal.21. ‘pratyaksam kalpanapodham’-Pramanasamuccaya).
In addition to darsana had in non-reflective meditation, which exactly
corresponds to yogipratyaksa recognised by them, they accept
indriyajapratyaksa (= indriyajadarsana),®® manasa pratyaksa
(= manodarsana) and svasamvedanadarsana.* '

What is svasamvedana ? Svasamvedanahere means darsanaof ‘sva’,
and by ‘sva’ are meant ‘citta and caittas’. We reserve the discussion on
svasamvedana for the concluding portion of this section-on Buddhism.

Buddhist logicians are right in bringing under the head of darsana
indriyajapratyaksa, manasa pratyaksa, svasamvedana and yogipratyaksa
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on the ground of their being free from vikalpa (= reasoning and thought).
But if we view them from another angle we find that only svasamvedana
and yogipratyaksa can truly claim to be darsana because therein ‘seeing’
of the object takes place without the help of sense-organs and/or mind.
This is not the case with other two pratyaksas. If we view the situation
in this way the early Buddhists seem to be absolutely right in their stand
that there is only one case of ‘seeing’ (darsana), and that is ‘seeing’ in
non-reflective meditation which follows the reflective one. Objects of
darsana mentioned in the Pitakas betray the correctness of this view.
Again, the order of jAana and darsana, mentioned in the phrase ‘janati
passati’ clearly suggests the same thing, that is, that yogidarsana is the
only case of ‘darsana’. (We have kept svasamvedana out of the purview
as it requires special treatment).

Now let us take up the problem of knowing-all (sarvajiata) and
seeing-all (sarvadarsana). Let us first study Buddha’s two statements
recorded in the MajjhimaNikaya. They are : (1) natthi so samano va
brahmano va yo sakideva sabban fassati sabbam dakkhiti.....n’tan
thanam vijjati. (1. 127) (Tr. There is no sramana or brahmana who knows
all things simultaneously and sees all things simultaneously...for such
a thing is impossible.) (2) ye fé......evam ahamsu : samano Gotamo evam
aha : natthi so samano va brahmano va yo sabbaiifii sabbadassavi
aparisesatn fiinadassanam patijanissati, n’ctam thanan vijjati ti na me
te vuttavadino abbhacikkhanti ca pana mam te asata abhiitena ti
(loc. cit)). (Tr.. Those who say, “Sramar_ia Gotama says thus : there is
no sramana or brahmana who is all-knower, all-seer and having infinite
knowledge ‘and vision, for such a thing is impossible” are not reporting
me rightly and ‘are accusing me of saying what is untrue and false.)

From these two statements it becomes quite clear that Buddha
explicitly rejects knowing-all-simultaneously and seeing-all-simulta-
neously, but he-accepts knowing-all and seeing-all in some another sense.
He has not clearly stated as to in what sense he accepts them. But it
is not.very difficult to deduce from these two statements the exact sense
in which he accepts them. If we keep before our mind’s eye these two
statements, we at once see that there are only two alternative senses in
which he might be accepting them-(1) knowing all in succession and
seeing all in succession (2) knowing and seeing whatever one wants to
know and see, entering into the proper type of meditation. The first
alternative is to be rejected because all objects, being infinite,” cannot
be known or seen in succession one by one. So, it naturally follows that
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Buddha accepts knowing-all and seeing-all in the second sense, that is,
in the sense of knowing and seeing whatever one desires to know and
see by undertaking proper type of meditation. This means that through
“specific spiritual discipline one develops a capacity (labdhi or siddhi)
to know-all and see-all. But he never knows all things simultaneously,
nor does he ever see all things simultaneously. He knows and sees that
thing only which he desires to know at a pamcular time.- and ‘that too
only if he enters into proper meditation.

Like Patafijali and Vyasa Buddha accepts that one can attain the
capacity (labdhi) to know all and see all. But he differs from them in
holding that the person who has attained this capacity can never know
all things simultaneously, nor can he see all things simultaneously, but
he can know and see whatever he wants to know and see at that particular
time. As we have already noted, Pataiijali and Vyasa maintained that
the person who has attained this capacity can actually know all, things
simultaneously and can actually see all things simultaneously. But there
is one more point of agreement. According to Patafijali and Vyasa, the
person who has attained this capacity knows all things simultaneously
and sees all things simultaneously not always.but only if and. when he
performs a special type of samyama (= dharana, dhyina and samadhi
all the three). Even Buddha seems to maination that the person who has
attained this capacity can actually know and see whatever he wants to
know and see at a particular time provided he performs proper
meditations. Let us note one more point of agreement. All the three, viz.
"Patafijali, Vyasa and Buddha reject the possibility of actually knowing
all things successively and actually seeing all things successively.

This interpretation of ours is corroborated by the statements of later
Buddhist-authors. Nagasena in his Milindapariho says : bhante, buddho
sabbafifii’ti /| ama maharaja, bhagava sabbhafifili, na ca bhagavato
satatam samitam nanadassanam paccupafthitam, avajjanapatibaddham
bhagavato sabbafutafianam, avajjitva yad icchitam janati’ti IP® Again,
study the following statement of Santaraksita : yad yad icchati boddhum
va tat tad vetti niyogatah | saktir evamvidha hy asya prahinavarano hy
asau Il (Tattvasarigraha, karika 3626).

Buddha and Buddhism do not put undue emphasis on and do not
attach undue importance to knowing-all and seeing-all though they
accept them in the above sense. They, in opposition to Mimamsa,
maintain that man is capable of knowing and seeing dharma - spiritual
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matters. The Buddhists support their contention by the example of
Buddha who knew and saw dharma as such in the form of four Noble
Truths. Dharmakirti does not deny the possibility of knowing-all and
seeing-all in the sense in which they have been accepted by the Buddha.
But he lays emphasis on the need for knowing and seeing the essentials.
He little cares whither a person knows-sees or does not know-see the
things which are not connected with the religious pursuit.*” This attitude
of Dharmakirti is exactly identical with the one adopted by Vyasa with
regard to knowing-all and seeing-all. Vyasa explicitly declares that one
can become kevali even without actually becoming all-knower and all-
seer. , )

Now we take up the problem of simultaneity or succession of
knowing (jAana) and seeing (darsana). As we have already said, truly
speaking jiiana means knowing by reasoning and thought in reflective
meditation (savitarkasavicara samapatti) and darsana means seeing in
non-reflective meditation (nirvitarka-nirvicara samapatti). Non-reflec-
tive meditation invariably follows the reflective one, if it takes place.
So, it naturally follows from this that darsana (seeing) always follows
jiana (knowing). There is no possibily of their simultaneous occurrence,
nor the possibility of their co-existence, nor the possibility of the reverse
order, that is, darsana preceding jfiana.

But, as we know, Buddhist logicians*consider the six thought-free
(kalpanapodha) cognitions produced by six organs to be darsanas (cases
of 'seeing). So, it is.quite natural for them to mainatin that if jiana
(thought and réasoning = knowing) arises it arises in their wake. But
the logicians will not be satisfied with this general statement of the fact.
They say that this is true if we have in view the origination of two series
- one of seemg and another of knowing; the series of seeing arises first
and the series of knowing follows it immediately. That is, in such a
situation, in. the first moment there takes place seeing only pertaining
to that object:series and in the second moment there are both the seeing
and knowing of that very object-series. Thus there is a possibility of
simultaneous occurrence of both seeing and knowing from the second
moment onward even with regard to one and the same object (= object-
series). Again, seeing of one thing and knowing (= thought) of another
thing can occur simultaneously. Moreover, when the knowing 1i.e.
thought with regard to one thing is going on, there can take place seeing
of another thing. From this point of view, one may say that even at this
level knowing can precede seeing. Taking into account all these cases
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the Buddhist logicians declared that knowing and seeing can occur
simultaneously at this level.® They have not laid down any “condition
for their simultaneous occurrence. This suggests that two faculties of
- seeing and knowing, though quite different, rather being quite different,
can operate simultaneously.

- Moreover, these Buddhist logicians observe that two or more
knowings (= thoughts) can never occur simultaneously,* but two or more
seeings (darsana) due to six organs can occur simultaneously.® Thus they
maintain that all the six darsanas due to six organs can occur
simultaneously. Why so ? It is so because there are six instruments of
seeing but only one instrument of knowing. When all the six instruments
of seeing operate simultaneously six darsanas occur smultaneously But
mind (= manas) being the only instrument of knowmg (= thought =
Jjiiana), only one knowing or jfiana can take place at a time. Were there
two or more minds (instruments of t'hought) there ‘would have been a
possibility of occurring two er more knowmgs (= thoughts = _jfiana)
simultaneously. :

The six darsanas due to six organs can occur simultaneously. with
the occurrence of jfiana and can co-exist with jiana. But darsana in non-
reflective meditation, being what it is, neither occurs simultaneously with
the occurrence of jiiana nor does it co-exist with jfiana. (Let us remember
here that in case of momentary things simultaneous occurrence and co-
existence mean one and the same thing),

The Sankhya-Yoga-thinkers, as we have seen, maintain that each
and every cognition has both the aspects ‘seeing and knowing’. Buddhists
contend that no cognition has both these aspects. The cognitions that
go by the name of knowing (= jfiana = vikalpa) are totally different from
those that go by the name of seeing (= darsana = pratyaksa). They do
not accept internal fissure or dichotomy in one and the same cognition.
Barring non-reflective meditation they accept that seeing and knowing
can co-exist, that is, two cognitions of quite different natures can co-
exist. But they never accept that seeing and knowing both together
constitute one cognition. This characteristic of the Buddhist philosophy
has been clearly brought out by the Buddhist logicians in their exposition
of pratyaksa.

The Sankhya-Yoga philosophers regard the faculties of seeing and
knowing as fundamentally different from one another. Again, they view
them so fundamentally different that they could hot be attributed to one
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and the same principle (tattva). Hence they attributed the faculty of
seeing to purdsa and the faculty of knowing to citta. Even Buddha and
the Buddhists regard them as fundamentally different faculties, but they
do not consider them to be so fundamentally different that they could
not be attributed to one and the same principle (taftva). Hence they
attributed both these faculties to one and the same principle, viz. cifta,
rejecting purusa (= atman) altogether.

Again, Buddha and the Buddhists might have thought if jiana
(knowing), karma, klesa, bandha as also jianavarana, karmavarana,
klesavarana and moksa belong to citta, then why should one not
recognise citta alone and attribute to it even the faculty of seeing for
which alone Sﬁnkhya—Yoga thinkers recognise a separate tattva, viz.
purusa 7 They thought purusa is metaphysically rather ethically
useless. So, they totally rejected purusa, and attributed the faculty of
seeing to citta.

We are reminded here of the view that the original Sankhya accepted
only 24 tattvas among which purusa finds no place. This makes us think
as follows : In the time of Upanisads atman tradition became very strong.
We are told that atman is a principle even greater than buddhi (== citta)
(buddher atma mahan parah-Kathopanisasd). Under the strong influence
of the atman tradition the later Sﬁr‘\khya-j[oga philosophy made room
for purusa in the system; not only that but it accorded the highest place
in the hierarchy of tattvas. But if we study the Sankhya of 25 tattvas
we feel that purusa is only an appendix, it is not an integral part of the
system, the role it is -assigned to play is quite negligible. The Buddha
and the Buddhists seem to have realised this fact, hence they might have
re-established in its original pristine state the anatma tradition which got
corrupted, so to say, by the atman tradition of the Upanisads, or, in.
Buddhism we find a branch of original anatma tradition, remaining
uncorrupted by atman tradition and attacking atman tradition severely.
This seems t'(_> me to be the true significance of Buddhist anatmavada.
(We can say almost all this even in connection with the Jainas. The
Buddhist rejected even the term atman (purusa) with the rejection of
atma-tattva. But the Jainas accepted the term atman even though they
rejected atman-tattva. They applied this term to the citta-tattva. Doing
so they created an illusion that they really belong to the atman tradition.
We reserve the full discussion on this point for the next section on
Jainism).



88 INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Now we have arrived at a stage when we should discuss what the
Buddhist logicians call svasamvedana. In the Sankhya-Yoga, purusa
is described as prakasa-svartipa. This prakasa of purusa is absolutely
different from that of citta*® It is nothing but his darsanasakti or
drastrsvartipata. This nature of his is responsible for the phenomenon
of seeing. His faculty of seeing (darsanasakti) works provided there is
‘the object of his seeing. That because he is prakasasvarpa he sees
himself directly irrespective of the medium of cittavritris not accepted
by these philosophers. Though he is prakasasvariipa he can see himself
only through the cittavrtti of his form. Thus they do not accept
svasamvedana (= svadarsana). Hence they invariably describe the
purusa as ‘buddheh pratisamvedr* but never as svasamvedj. Similarly,
they do not maintain that citta can direct its faculty -of knowing to
operate upon itself. Thus there is no possibility of even sva Jnana in
the Sankhya-Yoga.

The Buddbhists too describe thexr citta (or Vynana) as praka@svampa
They declare in its connecuon svayam saiva prakasate.® When they
say this they do not mean any grahya-grahakabhava in it. They mean
the same thing by prakasasvariipata of citta as what the Sankhya-Yoga
thinkers mean by the prakasasvariipata of .purusa the only difference
being that prakasasvariipata of the Buddhist citta includes both darsana-
saktiand jAanasakti whereas prakasasvariipata of Sankhya-Yoga purusa
is the darsanasakti alone. Thus the thinkers of both these camps maintain
that prakasasvariipata transcends grahya-grahakabhava. Svasamvedana
is quite different from prakasasvarilpata as it involves grahya-grahaka-
bhava. j i

In Sankhya-Yoga all the cittavrttis are seen by purusa alone. No
cittavrtti remains unseen by purusa even for a moment. As the Buddhists
have rejected purusa altogether, they have no other alternative but to
declare that citta and caittas-directly see themselves.* That is, cifta
directs its faculty of seeing (drasanasakti) to operate upon itself. As in
Sankhya-Yoga so in Buddhism no caitta (= cittavrtti) remains unseen
even for a moment but in Buddhism the seer of it is citta itself whereas
in Sankhya-Yoga the seer of it is purusa. Thus rejection of purusa hy
the Buddhists seems to be the real ground for their acceptance ¢
svasamvedana. .

According to Sankhya-Yoga, in the samprajfiata-yoga, purusa
clearly sees himself not directly but through citta that has assumed his
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clear form. Thus there takes place purusasaksatkara in the samprajfiata-

yoga. Is there no possibility of cittasaksatkara which can be considered
on par with this purusasaksatkara ? According to Buddhism, when citta
directs its faculty of seeing to operate upon itself in the non-reflective
meditation, there arises cittasaksatkara in the non-reflective meditation.
This is also a case of svasamvedana, but this svasamvedana falls under
the category of yogi-darsana. Hence Buddhists have reserved the term
‘svasamvedana’ for that svasamvedana which is a permanent feature
of citta. .

In Sankhya-Yoga cittavrttis are always objects of darsana but never
objects of jizna. But the Buddhists find no difficulty in accepting them
as objects of jfiana too. According to Buddhists citta can direct its faculty
of knowing (jiina) to operate upon itself just as it directs its faculty of
seeing to operate upon itself. Like sva-darsana sva-jfiana is a possibility
in Buddhism, because BuddhiSm does not recognise the kartrkarma-
virodhadosa which is recognised by those systems that adopt anthropo-
morphic way of thinking.

As faculties (sakti) jfiana and darsana are two permanent features
of citta. From the point of view of the manifestations of the darsana
faculty we can safely state that darsana-manifestations due to six organs
do not constitute the permanent feature of cittabecause their occurrence
depends upon the operation of these six organs, nor does the darsana-
manifestation in non-reflective meditation constitute the permanent
feature of citta as it always follows reflective meditation (upanidhyana-
plirvaka). But tht darsana-manifestation called svasamvedana seems to
be a permanent feature of citta as it never depends, for its occurrence,
upon the operation of any organ. As svasamvedana involves grahya-
grahakabhdva the Vijiianavadin Buddhists do not consider it to be a
permanent feature, rather absolute feature, of citta. When citta transcends
even the grahya-grahakabhava involved in the svasamvedana it gets
established in .its absolute nature which is nothing but prakasaripata.
From the point of view of manifestations of jfiana faculty we can safely
state that no jiana manifestation constitutes the permanent feature of
citta as each and every jiana-manifestation depends upon the operation
of manas (= mind = organ of thought).

This suggests the possibility of darsana-manifestation of the form
of svasamvedana in Nirvana and the impossibility of jfiana-manifestation
in Nirvana. As faculty jiana will be there in Nirvana. Thus jiana and
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darsana are the two faculties constituting the nature of citta. Hence as
faculties they are always there in citta, even in the state of Nirvana.
- (4) Jaina Authors on the Problem of Jiiana-darsana

The hoary antiquity of Jaina conception of jAanavarana and

darsanavarana® clearly suggests the antiquity of the distinction between
jAiana and darsana. Again, the Jaina conception of ‘four infinities’
(anantacatustaya) as the nature of atman (= citta) points to their
distinction because these four infinities include the infinity due to jfiana
and the infinity due to darsana. These infinities get fully manifest when
atman (= citta) destroys all the concerned veils of karmas. Moreover,
the frequent occurrence of the phrases ‘janadi passadi’ and “janamane
pasamane’ in the Jaina Agamas goes to prove their distinction. Only
loosely speaking darsana is sometimes regarded as a case of jfiana but
truly speaking it is a faculty quite distinct from that of jfana.*® According
to Jainas atman (= citta) is prakasariipa ; they use the term upayoga for
this prakasa. Jianasakti (faculty of jiana) and darsanasakti.(faculty of
darsana) both together constitute the nature of this prakasa. That is, there
is no possibility whatsoever of prakasabeing bereft of these two faculties;
prakasa cannot be found alone without these two faculties,® nor can these
two faculties be found without this prakasa. In this sense only these two
faculties are regarded as identical with upayoga and hence identical with
one another. But as faculties they are always quite distinct from one
another.

" ‘Knowing and seemg One’ (]anamane pasamane) is a charactensﬂc
description of vitaraga Mahavira. The objects of his knowing and seeing
are usually lokaloka® and dhamma (Religion).”' One of the objects of
Buddha’s knowing and seeing is, as we know, all dharmas. By ‘ll
dharmas’ is meant the essence (viz. pratityasamutpada) of all dharmas
(= elements). Similarly, by lokiloka is probably meant the essence (viz.
uppannei va vigamei va dhuvei va = utpada-vyaya-dhrauvya) of all
things. Again, Four Noble Truths are recognized as an object of Buddha’s
knowing and seeing. Similarly, Dhamma is recogmzed as an object of
Mahavira’s knowing and seeing.

The order of the occurrence of knowing and seeing in the case of
vitaraga Mahavira is suggested by the order of their mention in the
Agamas. Again, there is a view that in the case of one wha has completely
destroyed all the concerned karmas darsana (= seeing) invariably follows
Jjhana (= knowing).” .
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If we take into account all this, in the case of vitaraga Mahavira
jiana seems to mean ‘cognition involving thought (vikalpa) in the
prthaktva-vitarkasavicara dhyana as also in the former stage of
ekatvavitarkanirvicara dhyana’, and darsana seems to mean ‘cognition
free from thought (vikalpa) at the highest point of ekatvavitarkanirvicara
dhayana when the mind ceases to function.” To use non-Jaina
terminology, in the context of Mahavira jiiana means ‘cognition that a
yogi has in savikalpaka samadhi’ and darsana means ‘cognition that a
yogi has in nirvikalpaka samadhi’* This suggests us the defining
characteristics of jAiana and darsana. Jhana is that cognition which
involves thought (vikalpa) whereas darsana is that cognition which is
free from thought>* .

But some Jaina thinkers hold that darsana grasps the universal (=
generic attributes = samanya) and jfiana grasps the particular (= specific
attributes = visesa).”> Upholders of this view have to reject the old
traditional view that in the case of Manavira darsana follows jfiana
whereas in the case of ordinary persons jAana follows darsana.’® They
declare that in the case of all persons without any exception jiiznafollows
darsana. Thus this view comes in conflict with the old traditional view
that in the case of vitaraga Mahavira darsana follows jfiana. So, we
should reject this view. It is interesting to note that this view betrays
Vaisesika influence. Other Jaina philosopheis criticized this view from
a different standpoint. They say : ‘A particular without the universal is
a figment, and so jfiana grasping a particular bereft of the universal is
invalid, nay unreal. Similarly, the darsana grasping the universal without
the particular is also unreal. Jizna and darsana both being valid and real
must grasp the reality which is of the nature of both particular and the
universal. Each of the two, jAiana and darsana, grasps reality as it is, that
is, a complex of universal-cum-particular. So, the view that darsana
cognizes the universal whreras jfiana cognizes a particular is not
acceptable.’” -These Jaina thinkers maintain that darsana cognizes the
atman i.e. citta (= sva) whereas jAana cognizes the external objects
(=para).*® This view also is not satisfactory because almost all the Jaina
acaryas are of the view that jiiana grasps both sva and para (jfianam
svapara-prakasakam). Each and every cognition, irrespective of its being
jiiana or darsana, grasps both sva and para. (There are only two
exceptions to this general rule. We shall have an occasion to deal with
these exceptional cases.) So, we are not in a position to accept even this
view that darsana grasps sva and jfiana grasps para. As a result of all
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this we feel that our interpretation of jiana and darsana is correct.
Siddhasenagani, the commentator on the Tattvarthabhasya, accepts this
interpretation® but he fails to see the real significance of this interpreta-
tion. On our interpretation jfiana is that cognition which involves thought
(= vikalpa), whereas darsana is that cognition which is free from thought
(= nirvikalpa). : '

We are very often told that in the case of ordinary persons darsana
is followed by jAana.® Our interpretation does not confliet with this
matter of fact. Pure sensations due to sense-organs are free from thought
(nirvikalpa); hence they can legitimately be described as darsana.
Cognitions involving thought (savikalpa) follow these pure sensations.

Thus, what is called nirvikalpa pratyaksa (= darsana) arises first and
savikalpa pratyaksa (= jiana), if it arises, arises after nirvikalpa
pratyaksa. But in the case of dhyanas there is a reverse order. Savikalpa
dhyana invariably precedes nirvikalpa dhyana.. This is the real
significance of the statement that in the case of a tirtharikara jiiana
precedes darsana whereas in the case of ordinary persons (= chadmastha)
darsana precedes jiana. Now we need not dilate upon this point.

We take up the problem of knowing-all (sarvajfiata) and seeing-all
(sarva-darsita). According to Jainas atman (= citta) becomes vitaraga as
soon as it destroys completely the mohaniya (deluding) karmas, rather
moha (Delusion). And on the destruction of moha all the veils obscuring
the infinity of jfiana as also all the veils obscuring the infinity of darsana
get automatically destroyed without residue. When all the veils obscuring
the infinity of jiiana are destroyed, the infinity of jiana becomes
manifest. (Here we are reminded. of Patafijali’s declaration that on the
removal of the veils of impurities the infinity of jAana gets manifest -
tada sarvavaranamalapetasya jiianasya anantyat..) When all the veils
obscuring the infinity of darsana are completely destroyed the infinity
of darsana becomes manifest. According to Jainas, all the veils obscuring
the infinity of jfiana and all the veils obscuring the infinity of darsana
get destroyed simultaneously.®® Hence the infinity of jAana and that of
darsana become manifest simultaneously. That is, both these faculties
become pure (suddha, aklista, niravarana) simultaneously. Thus, anantya
of jiana and darsana is nothing but their pristine nature free from all
obscuring veils. As a result of this anantya of jfiana and darsana, atman
(=citta) acquires simultaneously the capacity (labdhi, siddhi) to know
all things and the capacity to see all things. Though these capacities
(labdhi) are acquired simultaneously they do not operate simultaneous-
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ly.& Operation of the capacity to know all invariably precedes the
operation of the capacity to see all. The infinity of jAana is neither
. identical with the capacity to know all nor identical with actually
knowing all. The same thing can be said with regard to the infinity of
darsana. However infinite all the objects taken together may be, their
infinity can never coincide with the vast infinity of jfiana and darsana.
(Here again we are reminded of Pataifijali’s dictum... jiianasya anantyaj
Jjiileyam alpam). So, those who say that jiiana is infinite because it knows
all things as also that darsana is infinite because it sees all things are
committing a bluner. As a matter of fact, we should say that jAianaknows
all things and darsana_sees all things because jfiana and darsana have
attained their infinity on the destruction of all veils.

Now there arises a question as to whether or not such a person
actually knows all things simultaneously and sees all things simulta-
neously. Jainas are of the opinion that he knows all things simultaneously
and sees all things simultaneously.® Thus they differ from the early
Buddhists who maintain that such a person does never know all things
simultaneously, nor does he see all things simultaneously but he knows
and sees that thing which he wants to know and see at a particular time.
Jainas agree with the Sankhya-Yoga thinkers on the point that such a
person can actually know all things smultaneously and can actually see
all things 51multaneously But they differ from them in that they contend
that this person knows always all things simultaneously and sees always
all things simultaneously.® The Sankhya-Yoga thinkers, as we know,
maintain that he can actually know all things simultaneously and can
actually see all things simultaneously provided he performs samyama
(= dharana-dhyana-samadhi) on ksana and ksanakarama. Jainas reject
this proviso laid down by the Sankhya-Yoga thinkers. (Even the Buddha
and the Buddhists have accepted the proviso for knowing-all and seeing-
all though -tfie;y-have accepted knowing-all and seeing-all in a different
sense.) .

For the Sankhya-Yoga thinkers actual knowing-all and actual
seeing-all do not constitute the permanent feature of viveki. But for
Jainas they are the permanent features of viveki (= -vitaraga). This
naturally follows from their rejection of the proviso. It is really a problem
for us as to why the Jainas have rejected the proviso and as a result of
it maintained that their viveki (= vitaraga) or kevali knows all things
always and sees all things always. This seems to be the result of their
undue emphasis on sarvajiata-sarvadarsita. They shifted their emphasis
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from vitaragata to sarvajiiata-sarvadarsita. Hence they have gone to the
extent of saying that none can become kevali without becoming sarvajfia-
sarvadarsi. Thus they have gone even futher than the Sankhya-Yoga
thinkers who explicity declare that it is not absolutely necessary for one
to become sarvajfia-sarvadarsi for becoming kevali. According to the
Sankhya-Yoga thinkers viveki who has completely destroyed the veils
and in this sense has attained the anantya of jfiana can attain, the kevalf-
hood without actually becoming sarvajna Upadhyﬁya Yasovijayaji
criticizes this Sankhya-Yoga view.®

Jainas who value destruction of delusion more than the acquisition
of jiana and hence declare that the meagre jiina of alp"a’mo}u' (= one
under the slight influence of delusion) is superior to the vast jAana of
bahumohi (= one under the strong influence of delusion), 6 should value
vitaragata more than the labdhis which are simply the by-products of
this vitaragata. Their undue emphasis on sarvajfiata-sarvadarsita is not
in consonance with their spiritual and ethical outlook. Here the influence
of the conception of nitya jiiana of Isvara recognized by Pasupatas and
later Vaisesikas seem to be at work. Under the strong pressure of this
influence Jainas seem to have made sarvajiata-sarvadarsita to be a
permanent (nitya) feature of vitaraga and kevali. It is important to note
here that sarvajfiata (ommiscience) .in the sense of constant knowledge
of all the states - past, present and future - simultaneously of all things
necessarily entails strict predeterminism’ (niyativada) which gives no
scope to the freedom of will, recognised in all spiritual discipline as also
in karma theory.

Their rejection of the proviso has led to ‘the rejection of the
distinction between two faculties. viz. jiiana and- darsana. Once it is held
that vitaraga always knows all things simultaneously and always sees
all things simultaneously, that will naturally lead to the simultaneous
occurrence of sarvajfidna and sarvadarsana,®” and ultimately to their
identity. Here the distinction between jfiana and darsana gets altogether
effaced because they take place irrespective of the concerned
meditations, viz. savikalpaka and nirvikalpaka respectively. On the
distinction between these two meditations was based the distinction
between knowing-all and seeing-all. When the ground for their
distinction is rejected, their distinction cannot stay. It must vanish. Some
Jaina logicians contend that knowing-all and seeing-all are identical.®
Really speaking, with the rejection of their distinction they are rejecting
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both. How can there be knowing-all without savikalpaka dhyana 7 And
how can there be seeing-all without nirvikalpa dhyana 7 With the
rejection of these dhyanas, there cannot be the funictioning of these two
labdhis at all.

These logicians wrongly ask if there remains anything unknown to
vitaraga. If yes, then he is not sarvajia. If no, then what is the use of
seeing-all ? In other words, knowing-all is identical with seeing-all.®
But this logic is defective. Knower of all is not necessarily seer of all.
We should note that the objects that are grasped by his jfana are the
same in number (i.e. sarva = all) as those grasped by his darsana. Though
the objects are the same in number there is a difference in their graspings
by jAiana and darsana. The grasping of all objects by jfiana is not of the
nature of saksatkara whereas grasping of all objects by darsana is of the
nature of saksatkara. So, logicians should not reject the grasping which
is of the nature of saksatkara. They should not even reject the grasping
of all objects by jfiana because it is a necessary previous stage on the
basis of which is founded the grasping which is of the nature of
saksatkara. On studying the arguments given by these logicians for
identifying knowing-all and seeing-all we feel that they are obsessed with
the idea of nitya jiiana of Isvara recognized in some non-Jain circles.

As Jainas have rejected the proviso, those who strictly follow the
agamic view of . their successive oceurrence have to declare that their
alternative occurrence goes on perpetually, i.e. in all the old moments
will occur knowmg-all and in all thz even moments will occur seeing-,
all. (According to those who believe in the reverse order of their
occurrence, their .alternative occurrence goes on perpetually, i.e. in all
odd moments will occur seeing-all and in all the even moments will occur
knowing-all).” This.position is vulnerable and ludicrous. If they would
have accepted the proviso, their position would have become most cogent
and logicians' would not -have dared to attack it.

The yogi having avadhi-jiiana and avadhi-darsana as labdhis does
not always know and see all physical things falling within the spatial
and temporal boundaries; he knows and sees only that physical object
which he wants to know and see at a particular time, having entered
into proper meditations (‘upayoga lagakara’). This is what the Jainas
believe. Even in the case of knowing-all and seeing-all they should
accept the same procedure. They should say : In the case of knowing-
all and seeing-all there is no avadhi. That is, vitaraga can know and see
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all sorts of things of all times and climes; but he does not know and
see all of them always; he knows and sees that thing which he wants
to know and see at a particular time and that too after having entered
into proper meditations. '

Under the wrong conception of darsana as samanyagrahi and jAana
as visesagrahi Jaina authors are compelled to declare that avadhi-darsana
precedes avadhi-jiiana. But as avadhi-jiiana and avadhj-darsana are the
cases of yogi-jiiana and yogi-darsana respectively, their order of occur-
rence should be reverse, that is, avadhi-jiiana should always precede
avadhi-darsana. But we should acknowledge the fact that no-Jaina work
accepts this order of their occurrence. Of course, the order of janai pasai
terms used in connection with avadhi-jiiana and avadhi-darsana in the
Nandisttra corroborates our view.” _ .

According to Jainas manahparyaya-jfiana is_that y'ogic cognition
which cognizes the changes that take place in the subtle physical mind-
stuff when the jfiana faculty’of atman (= citta) operates. These changes
are not thoughts, because thoughts are the cittavritis (= jiianaparyayas)
that occur in the citta due to the functionifig of mind, the organ of thought.
We should bear in mind this distinction between manahparyaya and
cittavrtti. This means that a yogi can infer the cittavrtti of others by the
changes taking place in their mind-stuff; he can never see the cittavrttis
of others. Thus, in this sense there is no possibility of paracitta-darsana.
Paracitta-jiiana recognized by the Sankhya-Yoga and the Buddhist
thinkers is identical with what the Jainas call manahparyaya-jfiiana. Now,
we understand why the Jainas have not recognized manahparyaya-
darsana.”* By the changes taking place in the mind-stuff of others a yogi
can infer cittavrttis (jiana paryayas) as also the objects of these cittavrttis.
A yogi possessed of the capacity of avadhi-jiiana and avadhi-darsana
may know and see the physical mind-stuffs and changes taking place
in them but he is not able to infer from those changes the cittavrttis as
also the objects of those cittavrttis. This seems to be the true answer
to those logicians who are bent on wiping out the distinction between
avadhi jfiana and manahparyaya-jiiana.”

What are kevalajiiana and kevaladarsana 7 Kevalajiiana and kevala-
darsana are mostly taken to mean sarvajiiata and sarvadarsita
respectively. But kevalajiiana seems to be nothing but sva-jfizna (= atma-
JAana=cittajiana), and kevaladarsana seems to be nothing but sva-
darsana (= atmadarsana = cittadarsana). When the object of savikalpaka
dhyana is atman (= citta), there takes place kevalajiana. And the
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nirvikalpaka dhyana following this savikalpaka dhyana gives rise to
atmasaksatkara (= cittasasatkara) as its object is atman (= citta). This
saksatkara is really kevaladarsana. (Like Buddhists Jainas too maintain
that citta and its vrttis never remain unseen even for a moment. They
are seen by themselves. This is what is called svasamvedana. But this
is not to be regarded as kevaladarsana.) Study the following statements-
(1) ‘na havadi paradavvagayam damsanamidi vannidam tamha’, (2)
ditthi appapayasaya ceva’ . (Niyamasara gathas 160-161). We feel that
these two statements have in view the kevaladarsana. All other darsanas
see objects other thanm sva. It is only kevaladarsana that sees sva
(= atman=citta). From this it naturally follows that there is a jAdana which
precedes this kevaladarsana and this jAana should be regarded as
kevalajiiana because its object is sva. Like Buddhists jainas too hold that
citta can direct its faculties of. jiana and darsana to operate upon itself.

Avadhi . jiana, manabparyéyéjﬁa'na, sarva-jiana and kevalajiana
are the cases of yogi-jianas. Avadhi-darsana, sarva-darsana and kevala-
darsana are the cases of yogi-darsanas. We have an Agamic statement
that a person who has acquired any of the three jianas viz. avadhijiana,
manahparyayajiana and kevglajiiana is a kevali’* Hence the dictum
‘damsanapuvvam nanam chadamatthanam’ does not apply to these
jAanas.. These jhanas, being yogi-jiianas or keva]zjnanas invariably
precede their correspondmg darsanas.

- Darsanas (rather darsana-manifestations) due to six sense-organs
(including mind) are to be regarded as thought-free cognitions - pure
sensations.  Darsana due to caksu (visual sense-organ) is called
cakgudars‘ana and darsanas due to other sense-organs (including mind)
are called acaksudarsana. According to Jainas no two or more darsanas
out of these six can take place at a time.”” Thus they differ from the
Buddhists on this point and agree with the VaiSesikas. The Vaisesikas
could not accept the simultaneous occurrence of even the sensations due
to five sense-organs because they regard the contact of atoric mind with
the concerned sense-organ as necessary even for the rise of sensation
and mind being one in each body as also atomic cannot come into contact
with two or more sense-organs simultaneously. But what prevents Jainas
from accepting their simultaneous occurrence ? The mind of the Jainas
is body-sized, it is not atom-sized. Again, what compels the Jainas to
accept the operation of mind as necessary even for the rise of these pure
sensations due to five sense-organs ? We think there is nothing to compel
them. In answer to the question as to why two or more darsanas due
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to sense-organs cannot take place simultaneously Jainas say that there
is an Kgamic rule that two upayogas cannot take place simultaneously.
The term ‘upayoga’ yields more than one sense - (1) prakasaripata of
citta (= atma), (2) darsanasakti, (3) jﬁénas‘akn (4) manifestations of
darsanasakti, (5) manifestations of jAanasakti, (6) mental operation or
attention or concentration. In this context those who accept upayoga in
the sense of darsana-manifestations seem to be ‘wrong. I-n'tl_\is context
we should understand upayoga in the sense of ‘mental attention’. Though
mind is body-sized it can concentrate on or attend to one thing only at
a time. Mind cannot attend two sensations or things at a time. But this
does not mean that there cannot occur two Or more Ssensations
simultaneously. Two or more sensations due to sense-organs can occur
simultaneously because they do not involve any mental‘attentlon But
Jainas have not accepted this. Buddhists seem to be right in their stand.
The Vaisesika procedure of the origination of the sensory cogmuon being
what it is the VaiSesika phﬂosophers cannot help rejecting the
simultaneous occurrence of two or more pure sensations due to sense-
organs. Jainas have not thought over this préblem seriously. If they would
have done so, they would have been with the Buddhists™ because their
epistemological foundations are almost indentical with those of the
Buddhists. This will be clear from the concluding portion of this essay.”

Jainas do not accept the simultaneous occurrence of a darsana (rather
darsana-manifestation) and a jAana (rather jiAana-manifestation). This
view of theirs is not objectionable in the case of yogi-jiianas and yogi-
darsanas (otherwise called kevali-jfianas and kevali-darsanas). When it
is said that in the case.of a kevali the two upayogas cannot take place
simultaneously,” what is meant is that yogi-jiiana and corresponding
yogi-darsana cannot take place simultaneously. This is inevitable
because yogi-jfiana airses in savikalpa dhyana which invariably precedes
nirvikalpa dhyana in which arises the corresponding yogi-darsana. But
in the case of jiianas and darsanas of ordinary persons Jainas should have
maintained that a jiizna and a darsana can occur simultaneously. On the
contrary, Jaina logicians explicitly reject the possibility of their
simultaneous occurrence.” Here again they are influenced by the view
of Nyaya-Vaisesika thinkers. Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of mmd and its
function in the orignation of cognitions being what it is, the Nyaya-
Vaisesika thinkers reject the possibility of the simultaneous occurrence
of any two cognitions.*® Jainas are wrong in following the Nyaya-
VaiSesika philosophers in this matter. They should have agreed with the
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Buddhists who accept the possibility of simultaneous occurrence of a
jiana and a darsana of ordinary persons.®!

No two thoughts (jfianas-vikalpas) occur simultaneously. The Jaina,
the Buddhist and the Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers accept this.

In Moksa jiana and darsana become doubly ananta. In addition to
their being niravarana they become nirvisaya (= not paricchinna by any
object = aparicchinna = ananta). Sukha in moksa is considered to be
ananta on the ground of its being nirvisaya. The same logic should be
applied to jfiana and darsana. In Moksa cittais a knower without knowing
and a seer withour seeing.

The Sankhya-Yoga thinkers recognized two tattvas. viz. purusa
(= atma) and citta. They attributed the faculty of darsana to purusa alone
and the faculty of jiianato citta alone. Buddhists rejected purusa (= atma)
altogether and attributed the faculty of darsana to citta. Thus the citta
recognized by the Buddhists possesses both the faculties, viz. darsana
and jAana. Those very reasons that urged the Buddhists to reject atma
urged the Jainas also to reject it. Jainas rejected atma, accepting the citta
alone. The terms ‘sacitta’, ‘acitta’, ‘pudhai citta’® etc. frequently used
in old Jaina literature point to this fact. Jainas rejected atma-tattva but
retained the name ‘@tman’ which they gave to the citta-tattva. Hence
for them ‘@tman’ and ‘citta’ became interchangeable terms, synonyms®
meaning that very thing which the Sankhya-Yoga and the Buddhist
thinkers mean by the term ‘citta’ alone. We know that the citta of
Sankhya is vhriable constant (parinaminitya) and body-size
(s‘anrapanmanakaramatram) it can expand or contract itself according
to the size of the body which it inhabits (sarikocavikasi).®* The Jaina
descnptlon ‘of atma exactly tallies with this description of Sankhya citta.
As a matter of fact, Sankhya cittais totally accepted by the Jainas without
introducing any change in it; of course, they attributed darsana of purusa
to citta as they have totally rejected purusa or atman. Thus Jainas are
as anatmavadr-as the Buddhists. But by giving the name atman to the
citta they have created an illusion that they belong to the atman tradition.
This Jaina position will be clear if we contrast it with the VaiSesika and
the Sankara Vedanta positions. The Vaisesika thinkers rejected citta
altogether and attributed its faculty of jiana (along with other citta-
dharmas) to absolutely changeless purusa. They neglect the faculty of
darsana, they do not refer to it, so we can say that they do not accept
it. According to them jiiana is the quality of purusa. They maintain that
by (sariravacchinna) atma-manah—samyoga (nimittakarana) jiana is
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produced in purusa (samavayikarana). On this account purusa does not
lose its absolute changelessness (kitasthanityata) because according to
these philosophers jfiana (guna) is ditferent from its substratum (dravya)
atman. As a result of this view of theirs, though jAana is a quality of
purusa it is absent in moksa because of the absence of its nimittakarana,
viz. sariravacchinna atmamanah-samyoga. Sankara Vedantins rejected
both citta and citta-dharmas. They do not attribute any citta-dharma to
purusa. Their purusa is simply cit of the nature of darsana which is
loosely called jiana. Thus Jainas and Bauddhas form one group as
against the group of Vaisesikas and Sankara Vedantists. Thus we have
before us two clear-cut traditions, viz.' atman tradition. and anatman
tradition. Sankhya of 24 tattvas, Jainism and Buddhism clearly represent
the anatman tradition whereas VaiSesika philosophy and Sankara
Vedanta represent the atman tradition. Sarikhya of 25 tattvas represents
the compromise of these two fundamentally different t'radit,ipns.

Notes
1. In Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.4.5 and 4.5.6 there oqéurs the famous
sentence : atma va are drastavyah Ssrotavyah mantavyah

nididhyasitavyah | It refers to the four stages of darsana, sravana,
manana and nididhyasana (= dhyana). Here the term ‘darsana’ is
employed in the sense of sraddha. This is corroborated by two trios
mentioned in the two sentences (7.18-19 and 7.25) of Chandogya
Upanisad. In 7.18-19 there occurs : namatva vijanati, matvaiva vijanati
...nasraddadhan manute, sraddadhad eva manute. Thus here the trio
of sraddha, manana and vijAana is mentioned. In 7.25 we have : evar
pasyan evarh manvana evam vijanan. Here the trio of darsana, manana
and vijAanais mentioned. The first trio-corresponds to the second one.
Hence the first member of the first wio viz. sraddha exactly
comresponds to and is identical with the first member of the second
trio viz. darsana. Sraddha grows as it passes through the stages of
Sravana, manana and nididhyasana. Thus there are four stages of
sraddha, viz. Sravanaplrvavartini, sravananuvartini-mananaplrva-
vartini, manananuvartini-nididhyasanaptrvavartini and nididhyasana-
nuvartini. In Upanisads we come across sentences and phrases that
point to the four stages of sraddha. Jainism explicity recognises two
stages of sraddha, viz. naisargika and -adhigamika. The first
corresponds to Sravanapiuvavartini sraddha and the second to
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Sravananuvartini-mananapirvavartini sraddha. Jaina Devagupta in his
commentary on sambandhakarika on Tattvarthabhasya writes :
naisargikad avaptasraddho’ dhyayanadibhir adhigamikam 3apnoti [
Janias do not talk of the remaining higher stages of sraddha, but they
implicitly accept them. In Buddhism we find references to all the four
stages of sraddha. In the following passage of Carkisutta (MajjhimaN.
2.173), there is reference to sravanapirvavartini sraddha.
saddhajato...dhammam sunati | We have references to manananu-
vartini-nididhyasanapiirvavartini (the third stage) sraddha. It is called
akaravati saddha (MajjhimaN 1. 320). Here the term ‘gkara’ is used
in the sense of ‘supporting logical reasons’. This sraddha is also
described as ‘avetysprasada’ (Abhidharmakosa 6.75). In Abhidharma-
kosabhasya (8.7) we have reference to nididhyasananuvartini sraddha
(ie. the fourth stage). The following is the passage in point : tasmat
tarhi sraddha prasadah |<tasya hi dvitiyadhyanalabhat samahita-
bhiiminihsarane sampratyaya utpadyate so 'dhyatmaprasadah | This
sraddha is adhyatmaprasada. It is interesting to note that like many
important technical terms, this term adhyatmaprasada also occurs in
Pataiijala Yogasutra 1. 47.

. HgT 9qY: 991 | Yogabhasya 1. 20; Puggalapaiiittitika, 248;
7€) qW: YUTE: | Abhidharmakosabhasya, 11. 25;

g AT U SRIRTEAREUT | Dhammasarigani Atthakatha, I11. 213,

* y@RYsAEEEY | Sphutartha, VIIL 75;

q@ﬁﬁﬁaﬁml Abhidharmadipavrtti, p. 367.

. Study the Jaina conception of abhigrahika mithyatva.
. Umasvati has in view this stage of darsana when he describes it as

apayariipa : - aqmmwwg‘{hq, srqr: ARy |

Tattvartha-bhasya, 1. 8

. Lokatattvanirnaya, 38
. Siksasamuccaya (Ed. P. L. Vaidya, Buddhist Sanskrit Text Series’

No. 11), p. 12. =

a9 G | Majjhima Nikaya, 1.114.

. ST AT, G 813 WY T | qeit dvman o i strorfar ket el
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21. I =T (RITSTRAST | Yogasitra, 1.5; FRTSGH: FHITAT=IEE:
T, eatfaferman iRt RsEas: | Yogabhasya, 1.5

22.. ﬁﬁmﬁﬁmxmaﬁmﬁtﬁmml
Yogabhasya, 2.26
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23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.
30.

31.
32.
33.

T efe gefeniamEE S RAwS I | Yogasdtra, 3.54; &I-
mzﬁmﬁémm | Yogasiitra, 3.52

TARTHAEATAT Fled Wd RITETHeE a1 fEsrsgaaiE: g an | a2
TSI T GAUET FTIREAT | Yogabhasya, 3.55

2T G SUTHAT e JEH~ATE 399e9 | Yogasitra, 4.31

Some regard citta as vubhu whereas others citta as body-sized and
its vrtti as vibhu. (Yogabhasya 4.10). Those who uphold the first
view mean to say that citta being vibhu knows distant things; not
only that but when all impurities are removed from the citta it can
know all things simultaneously. Those who uphold the second view
seem to mean sQmething special by the vrtti. Every now and then
Yoga system declares that citta resembles a magnet (cittam
ayaskantamanikalpam). So, here by vrtti they seem to suggest
cetasika force. A magnet has magnetic force; similarly, citta has

‘cetasika force. Though citta is body-sized, its cetasika force (vitti)

is all-pervasive. Though this cetasika force is by nature all-pervasive
it is not capable of functioning everywhere if the citta is impure.
The cetasika force becomes capable of functioning everywhere
simultaneously as soon as the impurities are removed from the citta.

agnie. (= f%l%whwvﬁ) AfarEs: FANT FSHRN HiAT JG= |
FUATGIETS FHET: T &1 9= | Fved g shese Rgr
ﬁwm|m?m%ﬁﬁwmm%m EAE G
At wfaq Iar g¥ad 31 | Yogabhasya, 4.30

AT S gRe T F1AT 2 werdata Rigrr 7 e |
Yogasarasaigraha, p. 11. | STEIITAEr A aUHI AT FATE: |
Yogavartika, 2.15 ‘

fasemfafaetar e-ar: | Yogasitra, 2.26

LE] amwmﬁﬁ?r@mww@w AReuFRA iR 3fa g fo: |
Yogavartika, 1.1 -

MajjhimaNikaya, 2.3

MajjhimaNikaya 1.329

srfear= = v | Suttanipata, 229 | gouiyg g T SIorEET |
Ibid, 478

Buddhist philosophers declare that pratityasamutpadata, the nature of
all things, is not the .object of sense-perception; it is known by rea-
soning-and-thought and seen in non-reflective meditation.



104 INDIAN PHILQSQPHY
34, wEREIT T AR BEET | T v fRgE15.10

35. According to Sankhya-Yoga manas (= mind) is an organ of knowing
= thought = vikalpa (‘manah sankalpakam’-Sankhyakarika 27). In
Buddhism it is recognized as an organ of both seeing and knowing.
According to Sankhya-Yoga mind is not required for seeing. But
according to the Buddhists in all cases of seeing mind is not required
(i.e. only in some cases of seeing it is required) whereas in all cases
of knowing mind is invariably required. Hence it i§ primarily the
organ of thought. There arises a question as to how one and the same
organ can work in the production of two quite heterogeneous effects
- seeing and knowing. Logic demands that the Buddhists should not
accept seeing due to mind. This seems to be the real ground for

. the rejection of manasa pratyaksa by some Buddhlsts Jainas too
regard mind as an organ of both seeing and knowmg (= thought)
Hence they have recognised seeing due to mind (manodarsana
falling under the class of acaksurdarsana). We find no Jaina author
who rejects darsana due to mind whereas we find at least a few
Buddhists who are hesitant to accept darsana due to mind. It is very
important to note that manas is not citta; it is simply an organ which
citta utilises for thmkmg (= knowing).-

36. For the details of all these pratyaksas one may refer to ‘Akalarika’s
Criticism of Dharmakirti’s Ph110sophy (L. D. Series No. ll) PP-
200-218. -

37. It is interesting to note here the declaratlon of Pataiijali that ‘jieya
is alpa’ (Yogasitra 4.31).

38. Milindapanho (Ed. Vadekar; Bombay, 1940) p. 105.

39. TEEIRATI Wﬁﬁlﬁﬂml 7
FrageIigE T8 7 SIS ||
g uwIg a1 A7 AT de iy g 9vag |
a0 geeft J_Q TEUIEAR || Pramanpavartika, 1. 33, 35
[Tr. Therefore, think about his knowledge of what one should do
(to remove internal impurities). At what stage is his knowledge of
the number of worms useful to us (who desire emancipation) 7 He
may or may not see far but he does see the desired essentials (i.e.
essentials desired by those who want to remove impurities). If the

far-seeing one is the authority (in these spiritual matters), then we
who desire emancipation should worship vultures.]
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41.
42.

44.
45.

46.
47.

48.

49,

50.
51.
52.

53.

frFAfEayM.. T g8aa= | Manorathavrtti, 11. 502-503

FerereaT: FMTTRA: | Pramanavartika, 11. 502

aﬁ:&ﬁﬂTﬁ’ﬂ'ﬁ T gareaad | Manorathavrtti, 11. 505-506

aq- guTfEadEife, 7 RRfEgar: v gmageatiiia a9-Td) Nyayabindu-
tikatippani, p. 29

) agwsnﬁmm | Sankhyasitra, 1.145

W@W | Sankhyapravacanabhasya 1.145
Yogabhasya, 1.7
Pramanavartika, 11. 327

T RSO | Nyayabmdu 1. 10

In the Sankhya-Yoga philosophy darsana belongs to purusa. Purusa
being absolutely changeless nothing can obstruct his darsana. Hence
these thinkers have not recognized any obstructive veil with regard
to darsana. They have recognized obstructive veils with regard to
jAana which belongs to citta alone (tada sarvavaranamalapetasya
jianasya...Yogasitra 4.31). The Buddhists have recognized

- jiieyavarana. The term Jncyavarana suggests both the avaranas, viz.

jAanavarana and darsanavarana. But the Jainas have explicitly
posited two avaranas, viz. jnanavarana and darsanavarana. '

oA FATFTRT axAfes i | gETa: (RAEEad ate
.ashwmaﬁsrﬁql Tattvarthabhasya-Siddhasenaganitika (= TBST),
29

W@wﬁmuﬁq@mm&ﬁ ma‘rs:xsw‘mmf@nqga
Wﬂmwmwf-—dt\{a msmmﬁﬁm—q KECGRICLEL
TBST, 29 =

a1 Nt = Rl SOt el | Dasakaliyasutta, 4.45

Sﬁyagada,‘ 1.2.2.31 and 2.6.50

sreare AR Y ErCE A i e afe R e
o, q W@?ﬁm@ fedfoaaa W, | Karmagrantha-
svopajiatika, 1.3

When Up. Yasovijayaji discusses the view of successive occurrence
of kevalajfiana and kevaladarsana he gives this as one of the possible

alternatives. He says : 379 ffdcrsramirerssreusicieeiTg gos
FAATAIANT..... | Jianabinduprakarana (Singhi Jaina Series-16), p. 38.
Up. Yasovijayaji is absolutely right in conceiving this alternative
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but he seems to be wrong in rejecting it.

54, @ IuAm R msma|mﬁwq,%m&wm|
SERRErgaa:, fAfdeed gk | Tattvarthabhasya, 11. 9; TBST, 1L 9

55. < grHuURTE g fafeR o | Sanmaﬁtarkaprakaraaa, 2.1
S GTVURTET ST O gHTET | STfrafig 12 ZHuiHfe Hourg EH
Brhaddravyasarigraha 43; also Karmaprakrti, 43; Pancasangraha
1.138; Gommatasara Jivakanda,481.

56. ITANTHAY FA: - YIHTHRR: qmmsﬁ uqaﬁmﬁm T
Frafgeam ke awfa | TBST, 1L 9. '

57. T T SHIOT ST (TR TR s g et Wﬂf?a@rsaaﬁrum|
wmmmwmmlﬁwqm
guvy | Dhavala, 1.1.4

58. mmﬁﬁwwﬁumm, mmashﬁrﬁrﬁam Ibid,
1.14

59. See foot-note No. 54

60. Wmmmml Ji anabmdu-prakarana, p. 43

61. wswmmmmwm| Tattvarthabhasya,
X.1
62. mmmnwmmﬁm ST FRVTZERUIIRY, Fg Fereorr-

QUES FHA = &4 | Kasayapahuda (The D. Jain Sangh Grantha-
mala) 352

63. ... ¥af T GEETTES RS FEAEH ésat«mﬁ SgEHAgEETT
vafq | Tattvarthabhasya, 1. 31

64. ... aTRFFHATGENS & g6 Hafm g avﬂma | Pravacanasara-
Tattvadipika, 1.47

65. “?mm ar ﬁémmmaaﬁ a1 ‘HeEgEsa: yieET

Yoy IawgEy, fAES FadgrER S SR I: |
Patafijalayogadarsana-vyakhya, Vibhutipada.
66. Pt. Sukhlalji’s Commentary on Tattvarthasttra (L. D. Series No. 44)
pp. 18-19.
67. e A3 U0} FAAVIIORH W07 < T |
. RurRuaTEd ST 923 98 qUIsd || Niyamasara, 1597

68. TT FIATH R FererARR ARAT T TeETA R TR, ... |
Jfanabinduprakarana, p. 33 o '
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69.
70.

72.

73.
74,

75.

Sanmatitarkaprakarana, 2.13

B, grd FadagEeE g3 adisafar, fadestaa gfa, o
gaweHa@aq | TBST, 1. 31

1. ...30fRurmor.. SWE Y| Nandisutta (Mahavir Jain Vidyalaya Ed.) p. 11
According to the Sankhya-Yoga thinkers, purusa is the seer and citta
is the knower. Objects of purusa’s seeing (darsana) are the cittavrttis
of his own citta. Purusa can never see the cittavrttis of the citta that
belongs to another purusa. This philosophy recognizes the
possibility of the jfiana of paracitta (rather paracittavrtti) but it
rejects the possibility of darsana of paracitta (rather paracittavriti).
Buddhists have attributed both knowing and seeing to citta. Yet they
seem to hold that one citta can know paracitta but it cannot see
paracitta. Seeing of the citta amounts to ‘experiencing the citta -
svasamvedana. How can‘one.experience the paracitta ? This same
logic has compelled the Jainas to reject manahparyayadarsana. We
feel that the Jaina term manahpazyayajnana is somewhat
misleading.

FEATRGIHT Jo 2¢ |
qaY Faef - AR, mmaaqm%s—el?ﬁ FaavThaet | Sthana-
ngasitra, 3.4.220

m@amﬁwwawz‘rﬁl

© EET d WTEFIE[ LRCH Pf"%ﬁf HI4&Il Pravacanasara, 1. See

76.

77.

also Tartvarthaslokavartika, 1. 30

Prabhacandracarya, the author of Nyayakumudacandra, seems to
accept the’ possibility of the simultaneous occurrence of pure
sensations (darsanas) due to five sense-organs. He says : &Md-

TNy gl gAeafagfaagaq | Nyayakumudacandra, p. 271
The Sankhya-Yoga thinkers have recognized pure sensations. They
do not call them darsanas. They call them indriyavrttis. These
indriyavrttis are to be regarded as pure sensations so long as they
do not give rise to cittavrtti (= buddhivrtti = adhyavasaya) and hence
do not involve thought due to mental operation. Two or more
indriyavrttis due to five jiianendriyas can occur simultaneously. This
is what they believe.

m&iﬁtmﬁwwﬁgmmﬁwﬁaﬁl | Sarikhyakarika,
29. waisHAnAfRagf: | Sankhyasitra, 2.32
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78. HoIEH FHaferedT e A Aeft TS | AvasyakaNiryukti, 973

79. Tattvarthaslokavartika, 1. 30
Anantavirya seems to accept the possibility of simultaneous
occurrence of a pure sensory cognition and a conceptual cognition.
He goes even a step further and declares that there can take place
savikalpaka perception of one thing and thought of another thing
simultaneously. He says : A J&1 Miaferay 7 a1 31’&%3?"!:11 ?FR:I
g, ITNTEAIR R =, A HYUENTSE ?mz%‘ A {Ra. .
Siddhiviniscayatika, p. 113
Akalanka, the author of Siddluvzms‘caya holds thlS view. See
Siddhiviniscaya p. 112.

- Ac. Hemacandra also accepts this view. ' He wntes in hlS

Pramanannmamsa d. 1.26) as follows : 9 Wﬁm EEY
REE SR cifte W srﬁvs'@zﬁmm@mm 1w f&

ﬁﬁ'ﬁq sri%mmﬁq freed, 7 < 93f3 7 forew: |
This view of Akalanka, Anantavirya and Hemacandra accepts the
possibility of simultaneous occurrence of a savikalpaka perception
of one thing and a thought of another thing. This practically and
theoretically amounts to the acceptance of simultaneous occurrence
of two thoughts. This seems to.be an objectionable stand that they
have taken. They should not have gone to such an extent. But their
theory of pramana seems to have férced them to do so.

80. Six Philosophies of India, Vol. II, Nyaya-Vaisesika. (Gujarati),
Nagin J. Shah, pp. 170, 467-469.

81.The Sankhya-Yoga thinkers accept the p0551b111ty of simultaneous
occurrence of a pure sensation (indriyavrtti), a thought
(samkalpa=manovrtti) and a judgement (cittavxtti:buddhivmi =
adhyavasaya).
JI=EI g I | Sankhyatattvakaumudi, 30 ...J<T GeadTA=A-
AgcATREHTEEEET gag O aigHaf |

82. Dasakaliyasutta, 4.4.8

83. fad Sawn gy, @ Sfiacma | Agastyasirihactimi, Dasakaliyasutta, 4.4

84. TRUTERIAGHd G o e rmEiee gfheE: |
Yogabhasya 4.10. THR @rgeat gl | Yogavartika, 4.10

-
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ESSENTIALS OF DHARMAKIRTI’S
' THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

(BASED ON THE PRAMANA VARTTIKA)

Dharmakirti (c. 550-600 A.D.) is a brilliant Buddhist logician. In
this article we shall study his views regarding the main problems
pertaining to his theory of knowledge. :

While discussing what constitutes the object of perceptlon
Dharmakirti considers a prima facie view. To put it in simple language,
this view maintains that the object of perception is a physical aggregate
which is something over and above the individual atoms that constitute
it.! As against this view, Dharmakirti submits that the object of
perception are these atoms themselves, which as a result of combining
with one another develop the capacity to become visible instead of
remaining invisible - his paint being that a physical aggregate is nothing
over and above its constituent atoms?. In reply to a query of Dharmakirti
the oppanent suggests that a variegated celour-patch which is something
over and above its constituent colours is a case of an aggregate standing
over and above its constituent elements. Dharmakirti refuses to agree
and argues thait a variegated colour-patch too is nothing over and above
its constituent colours®. At this stage the opponent raises a point which
gives an altogether new turn to the controversy; for he says that if a
vanegated colour-patch is not something unitary then our cognition of
this colour-patch too cannot be something unitary (and it goes without
saying that a piece of cognition is something unitary)*. Dharmakirti
meets the point by urging that there is something essentially enigmatic

sboiit 4 thing Bazsming an ject 8F eapnition Wwaumueh a8 thiv thing

exists outwards while cognition is something oriented inwards’. His
concluding argument is that since we know one object as different from
another on the basis of our cognition of these objects and since our
cognition-of an object is something essentially enigmatic, there in fact
exist neither objects different from one another nor pieces of cognition
different from one another, but just something which is essentially single,
devoid of any difference (this something to be called vijiiapti - meaning
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“cognition as such™)®. This is the ultimate view of reality as Dharmakirti
sees it, and he tells us that if he nevertheless continues to speak of things
existing independent of cognition (and pieces of cognition noticing these
things), it is because he has deliberately turned a blind eye towards this
untimate view’. Elsewhere too he declares that the view according to
which there exist no objects independent of cognition is the learned
man’s view® (the implication being that the view according to which
there exist objects independent of cognition is the common man’s view).
And yet the fact remains that Dharmakirti’s almost entire treatment of
logical problems - which practically constitute his one subject-matter
- works on the supposition that there exist objects mdependent of
cognition (it is only in the case of a few minor problems that room has
been made for alternative theses that do away with this supposition).
With a view to demonstrating the validity of this basic assessment of
Dharmakirti’s performance, a summary review of his treatment of logical
problems is undertaken in what follows.

Svalaksana is Dharmakirti’s word for a thing as a umque—pamcular
— that is, as a particular object existing ‘at a particular place at a
particular point of time. And it is Dharmakirti’s view that svalaksanas
alone constitute real reality’. In most contexts of logical discussion,
svalaksanas are supposed to be physical, but actually to say that a
svalaksana is necessarily physical would mean endorsing materialism,
a doctrine refuted at length in “the, very first chapter of the
Pramanavarttika. So, a svalaksana can be either a physical object existing
at a particular place at a particular point of time or a mental state
occurring at a particular place or at a particular peint of time. A mental
state!® can be of the form of a cognition, a feeling, a conation or the
like; but in a broad sense each is said to be of the form of cognition
(jiianariipa) because each is cognised itself (sva-samvidita) just like a
.piece of cognition strictly so called. The mental state$ belonging to one
particular individual form a series where an immediately preceding
member acts as chief-cause (upadana-karana) in relation to the
immediately succeeding one, all members being strictly momentary in
duration. A physical object too is of the form of a series of strictly
momentary states where the relation of chief-causeship obtains in a
similar fashion'!. The one common feature of all physical svalaksanas
- afeature in the absence of which a thing will be no physical svalaksana
- is the ‘capacity to act on sense-organs and-thus produce sensory
experience in the cogniser concerned’'”. By way of contrast a thing could
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be a mental svalaksana; but in most cases while contrasting a physical
svalaksana to’something else what Dharmakirti has in mind is a different
thing altogether. The reason is that for all practical purposes Dharmakirti
understands by svalaksana a physical svalaksana and contrasts it with
samanyalaksana which is another crucial concept of his logic'®. If
svalaksana alone constitutes real reality then the conclusion is automatic
that a samanyalaksana lacks real reality'*. But what is samanyalaksana ?
By samanyalaksana, Dharmakirti understands an abstract generic feature
which real things are found to exhibit now here now there, and he denies
real reality to it not because real things do not really exhibit it but simply
because it is not itself a real thing - which is a truism. As a matter of
fact, Dharmakirti’s own treatment of perception and inference - the only
two means of valid cognition recognised by him - goes to make clear
as to how vital a role is played by samanyalaksana in each. Thus
perception is here identified with the bare sensory experience which an
object produces in the cogniser concerned, but it is at once admitted that
perception thus understood serves no practial purpose unless followed
by the attribution of an abstract generic feature - a samanyalaksana -
to the object perceived. Similarly, inference is an impossibility unless
the relation of invariable concomitance is observed to obtain between
the probans and the probandum cencerned, but this relation obtains not
between a probans and a probandum conéeived as two particular things
but between them as possessed of this or that abstract generic feature
- this or that samanyalaksana. Yet Dharmakirti feels that there is nothing
anomalous about his emphatic denial of real reality to a samanyalaksana,
and there are two reasons for this. First, Dharmakirti finds it rather easy
to point, out loopholes in the concept of samanya as upheld by the
plulosophers belonging to the Nyaya-Vaisesika and Mimamsa schools,
and this misleads him into thinking that all talk about ‘an abstract generic
feature really characterising a real thing’ must be erroneous. Secondly,
Dharmakirti - feels, mistakenly of course, that there results nothing
incongruous in case an abstract generic feature is conceived negatively
rather than positively; e.g. on his view it would be erroneous to suppose
that all cows share in common the positive feature ‘cowhood’ but not
atall erroneous to suppose that they share in common the negative feature
‘absence of non-cows’, a misconceived view.

Some details of Dharmakirti’s treatment of perception (pratyaksa)
and non-perceptual cognition (anumana) are also noteworthy. Thus he
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defines perception as that type of cognitive activity which is altogether
devoid of kalpana. Now kalpana is Dharmakirti’s word for thought and
since bare sensory experience (also bare self-cognition) seems to be the
only type of cognitive activity altogether devoid of a thought-element
the surmise is natural that Dharmakirti equates perception with bare
sensory experience (also bare self-cognition). The surmise is amply
‘confirmed by what Dharmakirti says in this connection. Here it will be
useful for us to confine our attention to the case of bare sensory
experience (taking note of the case of bare self-cognition when
necessary). Dharmakirti argues that a svalaksana is really real because
it possesses the capacity to perform a function (anhfakﬁ,?ékéﬁw@,
‘capacity to perform a function’ being his equivalent for ‘capacity to enter
into a causal relationship’.’> And by way of denying real reality to a
samanyalaksana he says that it is not possessed of the capacity to cause
cognition, the idea being that the capacity to cause cegnition is the
minimum condition that a really real object must satisfy.'¢ A physical
svalaksana satisfies this condition by acting on a sense-organ and thus
producing sensory experience concerning itself while a samanyalaksana
fails to satisfy it because it becomes an object of cognition without
actually causing: cognition.” Kalpana, to be equated with- thought, is
Dharmakirti’s word for the type of cognition which makes a
samanyalaksana an object of itself, and so the net purport of his
argumentation is that thought concerning an object is not caused by this
object while sensory experience concerning an object is caused by this
object. It can easily be seen that Dharmakirti is here drawing our attention
to the important fact that sensory experience is an essentially
physiological process and thinking an essentially psychological one, the
former governed by the physiological laws of sense-object interactivity,
the latter by the psychological laws of ‘association of ideas’. This
becomes evident from Dharmakirti’s repeated emphasis that there is
much arbitrariness about a piece of thinking and little of it about a piece
of sensory experience. Thus two persons even when seated at the same
place at the same time will think of very different things depending on
their respective life-histories, but they will have the same sensory
experience in case the same physical object acts on the same sense-organ
of theirs.’®* Dharmakirti has also given consideration to the nature of
cognition as such, a nature to be shared both by sensory experience and
thought. In this connection two points have been emphasised and they
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need separate treatment :

(1) Thusin Dharmakirti’s view a piece of cognition has impressed
upon itself the form of its object; in other words, identity of form
(sartipya) is the relation that obtains between a piece of cognition and
its object. In the case of sensory experience, the object is active on its
part and so it is this object that is supposed to impress its own form
on the corresponding piece of cognition; but in the case of thought this
much alone can be said that the cognition concerned has somehow got
impressed upon itself the form of its object. Here Dharmakirti has
polemised at length against the philosophers who maintain that a piece
of cognition is devoid of form in the sense that it has got impressed upon
itself no form of its object. His point is that one piece of cognition cannot
be distinguished from another unless two happen to bear the form of
their respective objects.!”” Dharmakirti specially emphasises that on the
rival view all cases of memory should turn out to be identical; for, so
runs his arugment, a piece of memory cognises a past cognition, but if
one piece of past cognition does not differ from another, one piece of
memory too should not differ from another.® :

(2) Then Dharmakirti is _of the view that a piece of cognition is
necessarily self-cognitive, and this is how he argues his case : ‘All our
dealing with the things of the world is based on our cognition of these
things, but our cognition cannot play this role if it itself remains
uncognised. And it will not do to say that one piece of cognition is
cognised by a subsequent piece of cognition, for this subsequent piece
of cognition too cannot play its role if it itself remains uncognised. So
one is bound-to face the contingency of an infinite regress unless one
concedes that a piece of cognition is riecessarily self-cognitive,* Here
too Dharmakirti has polemised at length against the rival philosophers
and here too he has made special reference to the phenomenon of
memory. Thus. he pomts out that the cognition of a word takes place
by way of recalling the earlier heard cognitions of the different letters
that go to constitute this word, but that no such recall can take place
unless the cognitions in question were cognised at the same time they
took place; but, so runs his argument, if each of these cognitions is
cognised not by itself but by another cognition, then what should take
place, though it never does take place, is that the cognition of the first
letter of the word is followed by the cognition of this cognition; then
follows.the cognition of the second letter to be followed by the cognition
of this cognition, and so on and so forth.?
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Besides, another point has been made. Since it is always possible
to have memory of a past cognition and since no such memory can take
place unless this past cognition was cognised at the time it took place,
this past cognition - unless selfcognised - must have been immediately
followed by a cognition of itself; and since the consideration that applies
to the original cognition also applies to the cognition of this cognition,
this second cognition must have been immediately followed by a
cognition of itself, and so on and so forth. The result would:be, so thinks
Dharmakirti, that on the rival view one should spend one’s whole life-
time cognising an object, then cognising this cognition. then cognising
this new cognition, and so on and so forth.? )

One aspect of Dharmakirti’s discussion on the nature of cognition
as such deserves separate consideration. For in the relewvant portion of
the Pramanavarttika, Pratyaksapariccheda (vv. 300-541), he has come
out with a detailed and repeated defence of idealism?*. The venture is
rather intriguing because it puts in serious jeopardy the findings in
Dharmakirti’s own earlier treatment of logical problems. Thus the most
conspicuous and crucial feature of Dharmakirti’s logic is the sharp
distinction drawn between sensory experience and thought, a distinction
which crucially hinges on a clear-cut admission of the reality of physical
objects; on the other hand, the central aim of idealism is to deny that
there exist any real physical objects. Little wonder that it is the same
language Dharmakirti uses both when speaking about thought in the
context of logical problems and when speaking of sensory experience
in the context of his defence of idealism.”® For example, he earlier tells
us that the sensory experience of fire is different from the thought of
fire because the former takes place when fire as a physical object acts
on an appropriate sense-organ while the latter takes place when some
association of ideas reminds one of fire; but later he argues that the
sensory experience of fire too takes place not because of the presence
of fire as a physical object but because of some sort of association of
ideas. Likewise, Dharmakirti earlier makes a serious attempt to
distinguish a genuine sensory experience from an illusory one by
pointing out that the former takes place in the presence of a
comresponding physical object, the latter in the absence of any such
object®; but later he argues that an alleged genuine sensory experience
too takes place in the absence of any physical object, thus emphatically
falling prey to illusory sensory experience”. All this makes it incumbent
on a serious student to sharply distinguish Dharmakirti the logician from
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Dharmakirti the idealist. Tradition itself, Buddhist as well as Brahmanical,
distinguishes between Dharmakirti’s theses developed from the stand-
point of Sautrantika realism and those developad from the standpoint
of Yogacara idealism, and broadly speaking it is the former that
characterises Dharmakirti the logician, the latter Dharmakirti the idealist.
Indeed, almost all characteristic theses developed by Dharmakirti in the
field of logic have to be understood exclusively from the standpoint of
realism. There is perhaps only one thesis that constitutes an exception
in this connection, for in its case Dharmakirti has thought it proper to
formulate an idealist version along with the realist one. This is his thesis
on pramanaphalabhava i.e. on what constitutes a means of valid
cognition and what constitutes its result. It is of a highly technical
character but deserves notice because of its availability in two versions.
Thus, adopting the realist standpoint, Dharmakirti argues that since a
piece of valid cognition manages to ‘apprehend its object bacause it bears
the form of this object, here the means of valid cognition is ‘this piece
of cognition bearing the same form as its-object (arthasariipya)’, and the
result produced is ‘this piece of cognition apprehending its object
(arthadhigati)’®. But from the idealist standpoint there exist no objects
independent of cognition, while it is owing to the agency of nescience
that a piece of cognition gets split into something-that-is-grasped
(grahya) and something—tha-t-graspsLgrihaka); so that what this piece of
cognition apprehends is nothing- but itself. Hence, adopting this
standpoint, Dharmakirti maintains that in the case of a piece of cognition
the means of .valid cognition is ‘this piece of cognition assuming the
form of somiething-that-grasps (grahakabhava)’, and the result produced
is ‘this piece of cognition apprehending itself (svasamvadana)'®, the
object of valid cognition being ‘this piece of cognition assuming the form
of something-that-is-grasped (grahyabhava).” For the rest, in the manner
already hintad, Dharmaklrtl the idealist simply seeks to puncture what
Dharmakirti the logician so strenuously seeks to establish. It is difficult
to fathom the precise intentions that lay behind Dharmakirti’s adopting
so anomalous a procedure, but that there was something essentially
extralogical about them ‘seems certain, for otherwise it remains
incomprehensible why the master-logician should indulge in the wanton
game of intellectual suicide. Within the Buddhist camp idealism was
certainly a Mahayana novelty, but realism was as old as Buddha himself
and its latest outstanding defence had come from the Sautrantika school.
So in defending idealism Dharmakirti was perhaps only paying homage
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to the fashion of the day, but when the question was of raising a well-
constituted edifice of logical doctrine he based himself on the solid
ground of Sautrantika realism. But then the realist position itself suffered
from an inherent difficulty which idealists- exploited to the full. The
difficulty pertained to the problem of envisaging a tangible relationship
between a piece of cognition and the physical object that serves as its
object. If, as was maintained by the realist, cognition and things physical
belong to two different realms of reality, it is really difficult to see how
the two stand related to each other. The idealist came out with the
agrument that since all that we know of physical things we know through
cognition, there is no warrant to suppose that there at all exist physical
things mdependent of cognition. This was a wreckless selution of a
genuinely difficult problem, but the realist alternative v1rtually amounted
to confessing that the relation between cognition and things physical is
a relation sui generis, an alternative equally suspect. So the controversy
went on and on. It is not accidental that in the discussion noticed by
us in the beginning of the present investigation, Dharmakirti deserted
the realist position only when he realised that there was something
essentially enigmatic about the relation alleged to obtain between a piece
of cognition and its object.’And in his subsequent defence of idealism
he adopts the usual idealist practice of taking full advantage of the very
difficulty here brought to light. So Dharmakirti the logician’s account
of cognition as such deserves some futher consideration.
Dharmakirti has attributed to cognition two essential characteris-
tics, viz. (1) its bearing the form of the object concerned and (2) its
cognising itself. Now cognition being ex hypothesi something non-
physical and its object being something physical it has to be admitted
that cognition can bear the form of its object only in some figurative
sense, the net import of Dharmakirti’s. thesis being that a piece of
cognition must possess some such characteristic as makes it the
cognition of this object rather than that; and as thus put, the thesis is
thoroughly unexceptionable though also platitudinous. So according to
Dharmakirti the only essential characteristic of cognition is that it
cognises itself (Dharmakirti himself emphasizes the point by saying that
the relation of ‘bearing the same form’ is possible between any two
objects whatever, so that this is not what distinguishes a piece of
cognition from what is not cognition)®. But the difficulty with this
characteristic is that it contains reference to.cognition itself and so
cannot serve as a defining characteristic of cognition. Thus judged from
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the standpoint of formal correctness, Dharmakirti’s definition of
cognition turns out to be defective. Yet in the course of describing
- cognition he has said things that prove to be of material worth in the
task of defining cognition. A tolerably correct definition of cognition
should be ‘the activity on account of which a particular sensory
stimulation becomes the signal for a particular motor response.” Thus
when, taking its clue from the sensory stimulation caused by a physical
object, an organism acts in relation. to this object and finds it useful,
this clue becomes a confirmed signal for the presence of the object
thus proved to be useful; likewise, when under similar conditions the
organism finds the object harmful, the clue concerned becomes a
confirmed signal for the presence of the object thus proved to be
harmful. In both cases appropriate relationships are established between
the concerned elements of the sensory-motor apparatus; it is the
employment of these earlier established relationships that constitutes
memory, an activity which plays so crucial a role in converting a ‘trial
and error clue’ into a confirmed signal. This much is broadly true of
all living organisms but in the case of man something qualitatively new
emerges as a result of the employment of words. Thus through a mere
verbal instruction a man can be taught to treat a particular sensory
stimulation as a signal for the presence of a particular object, useful
or harmful, though in this case too better results follow when verbal
instruction is accompanied by the actual causing of the concerned
sensory stimulation. All this is directly relevant for an intelligent
appreciation of Dharmakirti’s position. Thus he is of the view that the
sensory stimulation produced by an object in a person makes this person
cognise this object in its entirety. But Dharmakirti has himself taught
that right cognition is that which enables one to undertake successful
activity in relation to its object, while it seems obvious that bare sensory
experience &nables one to undertake successful activity in relation to
its object only when elements of this experience are recognised as a
signal for the presence of this object. The anomaly has not escaped
Dharmakirti’s own attention but his solution of it is extremely
roundabout. For this is how his thought runs : “When an object produces
sensory stimulation in a person this person certainly comes to cognise
this object.in its entirety, but soon after he falls under an illusion and
unless this illusion of his is removed he is not in a position to undertake
successful activity in relation to this object. Thus after a jar has
produced sensory stimulation in a person he falls under an illusion and
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says to himself, ‘the object lying there is not a jar’, this illusion of his
is removed by somehow producing in him thought to the effect ‘the
object lying there is not a non-jar’. Similarly, after seeing smoke-on-
the-mountain a person falls under an illusion and says to himself, ‘this
mountain possesses no fire’; this illusion of his is removed by somehow
producing in him thought to the effect ‘this mountain .is not a non-
‘possessor of fire”. In the former case the illusion is removed by pointing
out such elements of sensory experience as signalize the presence of
a jar; in the latter case the illusion is removed by pointing out such
elements of sensory experience as signalize the presence of smoke and
then recalling the universal rule, ‘Wherever there is smoke there is fire’.

This is the intended meaning of Dharmakirti’s famous couplet : tasmad
drstasya bhavasya drsta evakhilo gunah / bhranter’ nisciyate neti
sadhanam sampravartate //*', a meaning through which the strength as
well as the weakness of his position stand out most eonspicuously.
Dharmakirti very correctly rgalises that sensory stimulation produced
by a physical object is the indispensable starting point for all cognition
concerning this object, his mistake lies in identifying this sensory
stimulation with an all-comprehending cognition concerning this
object; similarly; his description of how elements of sensory experience
become a signal for the presence of the corresponding physical object
is essentially correct, his mistake lies in supposing that this signalling
activity is always preceded by an illusion concerning the identity of
this object. Here we also get an inkling as to why Dharmakirti assigns
an essentially negative rather than positive function to thought; in his
eyes, thought is primarily meant to remove an illusion and only
incidentally to produce a conviction. However, here another line of
thought has also been operative. For what thought reveals about an
object is what is common to several objects but Dharmakirti is of the
view that each object has got just one positive nature which it does
not share with any other; so according to him what several objects have
in common is not any positive feature but just that feature which
excludes them from everything else (i.e. what jars have in common
is what excludes them from non-jars). In this way Dharmakirti also feels
Jjustified in maintaining that bare sensory experience reveals the total
nature of an object while a piece of thought concerning it reveals only
an aspect of this nature. For sensory experience reveals an object as
a bare particular, i.e. as something excluded from everything else, while
a piece of thought reveals it as excluded from a particular set of objects;
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and Dharmakirti suggests that ‘exclusion from everything else’
constitutes the total nature of an object while ‘exclusion from a
particular set of objects’ constitutes but an aspect of this nature. All
this is very much confusing, but is the true indicator of the somewhat
odd workings of Dharmakirti’s mind. Perhaps, the most odd is his
contention that bare sensory experience reveals a thing’s total nature
whose partial aspects are alone revealed by thought, only a little less
odd his contention that thought notices as belonging in common to
several objects features that are exclusively negative in import.
However, reading between the lines one can easily see that Dharmakirti
has an almost correct understanding of the relative roles played in the
knowledge-situation by bare sensory experience on the one hand and
thought on the other, as also of the type of objective features - whether
exclusively negative or otherwise - that thought manages to notice.
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ON VYAPTI

Paksadharmata and Vyapti are the two logical grounds of
inference. That is to.say, in case we happen to possess the knowledge
that two objects or objective characters (say, x and y) are such that
y exists wherever x does (vyaptijiiana) and also the knowledge that a
particular thing possesses X (paksadharmatajiana), there ensues the
inferential knowledge to the effect that this thing possesses y. We infer
fire on the hill from the smoke rising from it. Thus for this inferential
knowledge viz. ‘there is fire on the hill’ to be valid we should first
be certain that the smoke in question rises from the hill; and this
knowledge we get through perception. From this it will be clear that
paksadharmatajfiiana is usually a judgment of perception. Hence the
problem of the acquisition of the knowledge that a particular mark
(middle term) resides in the subject or locus (minor term) in which we
want to prove the presence of‘the major term does not present any
serious difficulty. But merely -this knowledge does not validate
inference. In addition to the knowledge of paksadharmata we should
possess the knowledge of vyapti, that is, the knowledge that the middle
term’is invariably connected with the major. We can infer fire from
smoke only .wheh we know that smoke is invariably connected with-
fire. An inference requires the knowledge that there obtains a universal
relation between the concerned middle term and major term. Now, in
connection with vyapti we will have to consider three questions: (i)
what do we exactly mean by universal relation (vyapti) ?; (ii) how many
types of universal relations are there ? and (iii) how do we come to
acquire the knowledge that a particular relation is universal ?

To take the first question, vyapti is the technical name for the
relation obtaining between the middle term and the major term while
this relation is of such a nature that the middle is never present where
major is absent. Thus vyapti is not a simple assertoric judgment but
it is a necessary judgment. ‘Smoke is accompanied by fire’ is an
assertoric judgment while ‘smoke must be accompanied by fire’ is a
necessary judgment. Vyapti is a necessary judgment having the form

‘this happening that must happen.’ If the relation between the middle
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and the major terms were not necessary, how can the conclusion be
certain ? That the relation between the two terms is necessary implies
that it is universal. Thus vyapti is a necessary and universal statement
of the relation holding between the middle and the major, e.g. ‘all men
are mortal.’ It is not a summary statement of some totality of observed
events. ‘All men are mortal’ is not the ‘short-hand’ of ‘John is observed
to be mortal, Lucy is observed to be mortal, Dick is observed to be
mortal, etc.” It does not refer merely to the observed cases but to the
unobserved ones as well. Vyapti contains a leap from the observed to
all, observed and unobserved. It contains a prediction of the unknown
events on the basis of the known ones. What is the justification for
taking such a leap ? Or how do we acquire the knowledge of all events
on the basis of the observation of some of them only ? This is the
fundamental problem which has proved ‘dispair of philosophy.” Before
we take up this problem for discussion it would be proper to consider
the second question, viz. whether the number of umversal—»necessary
relations is fixed.

Dharmakirti holds that there are only tWO necessary connections
— causality and essential identity.' What is the logic behind the accep-
tance of these two necessary connections only ? This logic is as follows.
That one thing is necessarily connected with another means that the
existence of the former is necessarily dependent upon the existence of
the latter. Now one thing’s existence could necessarily depend on the
existence of another only under two conditions. One thing’s existence
necessarily depends on another’s if the latter causes the former or if
the latter is a part of the essence of the former. There is no other
condition that makes the existence of one thing necessarily depend on
the existence of another thing. Hence Dharmakirti asserts that the
relation of causality and that of essential identity are the only two
necessary relations.?

In the Stutras of Kanada we find a tendency to reduce the necessary
connections to a fixed number.> But it is given up later on.* The
established tradition of the Nyaya and Vaisesika schools is to regard
the necessary connections as innumerable and inexhaustible.® Hence
they repudiate the Buddhist view that there are only two necessary
connections — that of causality and that of essential identity.

In order to show that there are necessary connections other than
those of causality and essential identity they cited many instances of
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inference that are ordinarily deemed valid but the relation between the
major term and the middle term of which is not ordinarily recognised
as either that of causality or that of essential identity. Thus, for example,
the rise of the sun in the morning is inferred from its rise on the previous
day; high tide in the sea is inferred from the rise of the moon; the
forthcoming appearance of the krttika constellation is inferred from the
appearance of the bharani constellation; impending rainfall is inferred
from the movements of ants and also from some peculiar overt features
manifested by fish, etc. All these are instances of invariable sequence
which is not founded on causality. Again, we infer the particular taste
of a fruit from its particular colour. Yet the relation obtaining between
the two is not founded on causality because they arise simultaneously
whereas causality is a relation of necessary sequence. Nor could it be
held that in this case there obtains the relation of essential identity
because; so would say the Nyaya-Vaisesikas — the taste in question
and the colour in question are two quite different qualities residing in
one substance.®

The Jaina logicians in general and Akalanka in particular cite
similar cases in order to refute the Buddhist logician’s position.
Akalanka’s criticism is based on a general understanding that the
simultaneous occurrence of two things does not necessarily suggest that
they are gssentially identical and that the successive occurrence of two
things does nat necessarily suggest that they are causally related. As
for the vyapti based on essential identity, Akalanka does not deny that
it is a case of necessary simultaneous existence of hetu and sadhya.
But he goes on to point out that there are cases of necessary
simultaneous existence of hetu and sadhya where the relation between
hetu and sadhya is not that of essential identity; nevertheless these
latter are the cases of valid vyapti according to Akalanka. Thus
Akalanka finds out- instances where two phenomena are invariably
simultaneous But have no relation of essential identity. Though at this
juncture he refers to the inference of a particular flavour from a
particular colour yet he is conscious of the fact that it could not be
of much help to him because on the non-absolutistic theory of Jaina
metaphysics he could not deny that there does obtain the relation of
identity between the flavour in question and the colour in question. As
they are inseparable and are. the qualities of one substance they will
have to be treated as somewhat identical. So, he gives other instances
of inference ordinarily accepted as valid — in which the objects denoted
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by the major and the minor, though simultaneous, are not essentially
identical. We infer the downward movement of one scale of a balance
from the upward movement of the other scale. In this case though the
two movements are invariably simultaneous the relation between them
cannot be construed as that of essential identity. This seems to be the
case because the two movements have different substrata.’

Coming to the cases of vyapti based on the relation. of necessary
succession between hetu and sadhya, Akalarika points out.that even if
some of these are the cases of causal relationship between hetu and
sadhya the others are not. Thus he finds out instances where though
two things are invariably successive yet they are not causally related.
Such for example is the inference of the previous appearance of the
bharani constellation and the forthcoming appearance of the rohini
constellation from the rise of the krttika constellation. The krttika
appears invariably after the appearance of the bharani and the rohini
appears invariably after the appearahce of the krttika. Yet they are not
causally related with one another. Merely on the ground that the krttika
appears after the appearance of the bharani we could not assert that
the krttika is caused by the bharani. Cénainly, the stars forming the
constellation bharani do not generate the stars forming the constellation
krttika. Thus Akalanka proves the possibility of there being necessary
sequence even without causality ® Like the Nyaya-Vaisesika logicians
the Jaina logicians refute the Buddhist position but unlike the Nyaya-
Vaisesika logicians they recognised only four necessary connections.
They are; (1) Relation of simultaneity based on essential identity,
(2) Relation of simultaneity which is necessary ‘without any apparent
reason, (3) Relation of succession (sequence) based on causality, (4)
Relation of sequence which is necessary without any apparent reason.’

In reply to this usual criticism the Buddhist logicians point out
that the alleged additional necessary relations are traceable to causality,
if causality is rightly understood. We infer a particular taste from a
particular colour. Here the two are simultaneous, yet there obtains
between them no relation of essential identity. The necessary
dependence of one on the other and vice versa is due to the fact that
both of them are the co-effects of certain causal conditions that are
available when the fruit in question attains the requisite stage of
ripeness. The necessary sequence of the appearance of the bharani, the
krttika and the rohiniis caused by certain cosmig changes. The relation
between certain overt features manifested by fish and the forthcoming
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rain is necessary because they are the co-effects of atmospheric
changes. In this manner all these necessary relations can be reduced
to that of causality.'” This shows the insight of the Buddhist logicians
into the nature of causality. It is their fundamental tenet that between
two independent phenomena there can be no necessary relation other
than that of causality. [ Dharmakirti has repeatedly stated this in his
Pramanavartika as we have seen earlier.] This helps them to be
thorough in their study of causality. Moreover, the emphasis put on
causality in the Pali canon might have stimulated the Buddhist
philosophers to probe deep into the phenomenon of causality.

As we shall see, this Buddhist position ‘somewhat helps the
Buddhists to answer the third and difficult question, viz. how do we
acquire the knowledge that a particuar relation is necessary and
universal.!! Those who posit innumerable necessary connections cannot
say that a particular relation is necessary because it is based on either
causality or essential identity. Even the Jaina logicians are here not
in a better position than their Nyaya-Vaisesika counterparts. The former
have accepted two types of necessary connections in addition to those
based on causality and essential identity; but the acceptance is without
any (apparent) reason. A relation cannot be established as necessary
merely by swearing that it is necessary. o, the Nyaya-Vaisesika and
the Jaina logicians have to find out other means of justifying the
necessity of a particular connection.

Some hold. that the knowledge of necessary connection (vyapti)
is acquired: by a single act of sense-perception. For example, the
necessary connection between smoke and fire is grasped at the time
of the very first observation of the two together.'> On the very face
of it this view is untenable. The object of sense-perception is something
existing at the present time and place while the necessary connection
between smoke and fire expresses their relation in all times and places.
So, we cannot grasp the necessary relation between two things at the -
time of the first observation of the two together.'*> Some have modified
this view. According to them, though it is not possible for a sense-organ
to grasp the necessary connection at the first observation, it can do so
~ at the time of the final observation. Why ? It is so because at the latter
time the capacity of the sense-organ is much more enhanced as a result
of repeated observations. Thus at the time of the final observation the
relevant sense-organ, assised by the revival of the memory impressions
of previous observations, grasps the necessary connection between two
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things.'* This view also is unsound and for the following reasons.
Auxiliary conditions can only enhance the natural capacity of a cause
proper to produce the effect concerned but they cannot generate in this
cause proper quite a new capacity or nature that may enable it to
produce an effect not proper to its type. The nature of perception is
- to grasp objects here and now. And auxiliary conditions like revival
of the memory impressions formed as a result-of repeated observations
can enhance the capacity of perception to grasp such objects but
certainly they cannot change the nature of perception and enable it to
grasp objects remote in time and place."> According to some, it.is mental
perception that grasps necessary connections;'® but this view also fares
no better than the one just considered, because in the case of external
things mind cannot function independently of the sense-organs while
necessary connections (in the case of external things — which are-the
things usually considered in this connection) are somet’hing external.”
Mind even when assisted by repeated observition cannot perceive
necessary connection. Répeated observation may at the most produce
in a mind the habit of expecting an event at the time of perceiving
its usual attendant. It cannot validate the idea of necessary connections.
‘Logically, multiplication of instances is superfluous, for, an inductive
inference which cannot be derived from one instance cannot be derived
from a thousand instances.” Experiences, positive and negative, cannot
establish the necessary connection.'® Nor could it be held that it is
inference that grasps necessary connections. For, it might he asked as
to which inference grasps a necessary connection — the inference
requiring the knowledge of necessary connection or another one. The
first alternative involves the fallacy of mutual dependence; the second
involves an infinite regress.”” The Jaina philosophers opine that
reasoning (tarka) based on the observation and non-observation of the
co-occurrence of two objects together gives us the knowledge of a
necessary connection between the two.?° But this opinion could not be
justified. How can tarka based on a limited number of observations and
non-observations of two objects together give us certain knowledge to
the effect that one of them must always accompany the other ? The
Jainas seem to have been conscious of this difficulty as they often say
that at the time of realising the necessary connectiori between two
objects a man attains the status of a mystic.>' Some Naiyayikas are of
the view that a relation must be treated as n&cessary if our doubt as
to its necessity were to bring our everyday behaviour or practice to
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a standstill. As for instance, if one doubts that smoke is necessarily
produced by fire he would not try to get fire for the purpose of igniting
his cigar.?? But this view is not sound because our practice is not based
on the absolute certainty of knowledge. Do people have the absolute
certainty that the train by which they travel shall not meet with an
accident ? They do not have. Yet they travel by the train. This shows
that certainty is not essential for our everyday practice.® The
Naiyayikas seem to be conscious of the fact that the method »f
agreement, the method of difference, the joint method of agreement
and difference, the non-observation of any contradictory instance
(vyabhicaragraha) and even the method of practical contradiction
(tarka) could not give us the knowledge of necessity or absolute
certainty. So, they posited a type of extra-ordinary (alaukika) percep-
tion which involves no sense-operation and yet grasps the necessary
and’ universal connections. To this perception they give the name
samanyalaksana. This perception enables a cogniser to become directly
aware of all the past, future and present instances of a class of objects
through observing the ‘universal’ commonly residing in the objects.
When we perceive fire and smoke we also perceive the universals
‘fireness’ and ‘smokeness’ and through this latter perception we
percelve all the actual and possible instances of fire and smoke. 2 But
this viéw of the Naiyayikas is nothlng more than a hypothesis
formulated in order to solve the problem of induction. It is not a fact
of experience,” Not only the Naiyayikas but the Jainas also posit some
extra-ordinary experience supposed to grasp necessary connections.
Even the Buddhist philosopher Prajiiakaragupta offers a similar
explanation. According to him yogic perception is the means of
cognising necessary connections.’* We shall call these theories by one
name ‘intuition theories.” As it was impossible for these ancient
philosophers to give up the ideal of certainty and necessity, they took
refuge under the shelter of intuition. But to take shelter under intuition
is to escape from the difficulty rather than solve it. Again, the intuition
of any and every individual person does not possess so much
authenticity and universality as to be made the basis of a sound and
commonly accepted philosophy. That the connection is necessary
cannot be established either by non-observation or by observation — this
is endorsed by Dharmakirti. The observation of positive instances
(sapaksas) is not enough to prove that the relation is universal and
necessary. The mere non-observation of one object without another in
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a limited number of negative instances too cannot assure us that there
will be no instance in future of the presence of the former in the absence
of the latter. But, he says, when it is known that A is either the cause
or the nature of B then, since it is inconceivable that a thing can ever
come into existence without its cause or can ever exist without its
nature, we know the necesasary connection of B with A.” Here
Dharmakirti assumes two things : (i) Every thing has a cause. (ii) The
same cause always uniformly produces the same effect.' We may grant
that there is a general or broad regularity in the universe, that is, no
thing is causeless (or natureless). But even then how are we to know
that the cause which we have discovered in a particular instance will
necessarily be the cause of similar things also in future ? To be more
clear, we may admit that every event has a cause. Evéry event may
have a cause, but the same cause need not always produce the same
effect, nor the cause of the same effect be always the same. The human
will, for example, is a cause but it does not always act in the same
way under the same circumstances; to-day in a given situation I may
act meanly; but it is possible that in a situation of the same kind I may
act better to-morrow. To take another instance, it is not logically
necessary that heat should cause bodies to expand rather than contract.
We may accept that every event has a cause, but whether causes act
uniformly, whether the same cause in the same situation always has
the same effect can never be determined with certainty. Similarly; we
can never assert with certainty that the spécific gravity of mercury will
always be 13.6 a number which is found to constitute the nature of
mercury in observed cases.

To this Dharmakirti’s reply is as follows. Whatever is a cause of
a particular type of thing remains for ever the cause of that type of
thing. To think otherwise, namely, that one type of cause does not
always produce only one type of effect is to go against logic. Y cannot
be treated as an effect of X even in a single case if all Y is not an
effect of some X. It is so because we call X the cause of Y, only if
X invariably produces Y. Moreover, to say that at times Y is produced
by X and at times it is produced by something other than X, that is
non-X, would mean that Y possesses two contradictory natures. Again,
this would suggest that the nature of a thing does not depend on its
cause; and to grant this suggestion would mean that the thing comes
into existence without any cause. This, in turn, would make it eternal
and consequently devoid of efficiency which is the criterion of reality.
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So, one type of effect can never be regarded as being produced at times
by this type of cause and at times by that type of cause. When we feel
that there are instances of one type of effect at times being produced
by this type of cause and at times by that type of cause (e.g. scorpions
being generated at times by cowdung and at times by scorpion-parents)
our feeling is not justified. We commit a fallacy of non-observation.
The two effects produced by two different types of cause are not really
of one type. We are deceived by their outward similarity. A close
scrutiny and examination may reveal the traits which turn them into
different types.?

But this does not solve the problem. We ask Dharmakirti as to how
he determines that there obtains a causal relation (i. e. the relation of
necessary sequence) or an identity relation (i. e. the relation of
necessary simultaneity) between two things. Experience cannot give
us the knowledge of necessary squence or necessary simultaneity. It
gives us the knowledge of mere sequence or mere simultaneity. Thus
the notorious problem of induction remains unsolved. It is not easy for
Dharmakirti to show how one acquires the knowledge of causality or
identity, i. e. of necessary sequence or necessary simultaneity. But he
does not take recourse to the idea of a direct transcedental perception
of these two necessities as was done by othér philosophers including
even Prajnﬁkaragupta Looking ‘to the general trend of his philosophy
we may surmise that the following might be the solution at the back
of his mind. Buddhist logicians hold that we directly perceive nothmg
but point instants; thus on their view perception is nothing but a running
multiplicity of sensations without any connections or order in them.
It is only the Intellect (vikalpa-buddhi) that constructs a system or order
out of them through the . instrumentality of the two necessities in
question. Thus these two necessities are not derived from experience
but in fact ‘precede experience and make the world orderly and
intelligible. In this sense they are apriori. This means that according -
to the Buddhist logicians there is no uniformity, universality and order
in the universe. It is the Intellect (vikalpa-buddhi) that imparts order
and uniformity to the world. They are superimposed by it on the
external reality. The universe is really not a cosmos but a chaos, so
to say. The pure sensations as such represent what reality is and they
being chaotic what they represent should also be regarded as chaotic.
Some one might urge here that the Buddhist logician too should be
regarded as considering the world to be uniform and regular because
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they too uphold that one point instant is always caused by the point
instant immediately preceding it. The Buddhist logician would however
argue that this is a generalisation which intends to predicate of the
unique particulars something that is common to them, while as a matter
of fact the particulars being unique have nothing common to them. Thus
it involves a selfcontradiction to make any generalisation in the case
of the unique particulars, and any attempt to do' so should be viewed
as futile. The causality (relation of necessary sequence) that is said to
obtain between two point instants is as unique as the point instants
themselves. In this sense, it seems, causality is not denied by the
Buddhist logician. It is rather the empirical causality that he refuses
to treat as real. We ordinarily conceive causality .as a relauon over and
above the relata and subsisting in them but in reality — so says the
Buddhist logician — causality is identical with the concerned couple of
point instants and it does not subsist in the two because the two are
never simultaneous.”” The Buiddhist logician’s denial of causality
(empirical) may have a further implication. Causality (empirical)
without uniformity and necessity is incoficeivable. Causality means the
principle that the same cause always produces the same effect on
different occasions. But in the world of unique particulars how can this
principle have its sway ? As soon as we think away the uniformity and
necessity suggested by the words ‘same’ and ‘always’ occurring in the
statement of causal principle causality-loses all its meaning. To say
that though a thing does have a cause it does not have the same cause
always is to give up causation in favour of chance. And as it is
impossible to think of any uniformity or necessity in the case of unique
particulars it is better to deny causality outright and declare it to be
unreal. Causality does not have its sway in the realm of reals — particulars.
Could this not be the implication of the Buddhist logician’s denial of
causality in the case of real things themselves ? Thus it is the empirical
causality and not the transcendental causality, that is denied by the
Buddhist logician.*® Uniformity and order as such are the creation of
Intellect (vikalpa-buddhi). Intellect creates and superimposes them on
the particular discrete reals where they are virtually absent. So, it is
only the concepts that are necessarily related with one another and not
the external things themselves. And ultimately, what we infer is also
a concept. We mistake this concept for something real. Yet this mistake
leads to successful purposive action because the concept in question
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is generated only by some select individuals and no others, that is, by
the individuals that are capable of performing the action in question.

Thus according to Dharmakirti, the necessities are apriori. They
are present to the Intellect or mind prior to all experience. He holds
that our mind is so made that from the very beginning it faces nature
in the expectation that the latter will be uniform. The experience here
plays only a psychological part, that is, it simply makes us conscious
of a notion which the mind already possessed. In other words,
experience is but an occasion for calling forth this notion into
consciousness.’! This apriori view of Dharmakirti is a natural deduction
from the metaphysical doctrine of momentarism'and its epistemological
counterpart, viz. sensationism.
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JAINAS ON TESTIMONY

The necessity of testimony is felt by all the Indian philosophers
because all of them, alike, believe in the objects that are amenable
neither to perceptual nor to inferential cognition. All would join hands
with Vatsyayana' who observes that objects like svarga etc. could be
known only through testimony. But this does not mean that testimony
cannot give us knowledge of perceptible things. It does. But, then, why
should we make use of testimony in objects which are perceptible ?
The answer to this question is not a difficult one. Man cannot progress
if he were to depend on his own experience in all matters of perceptible
objects and were not to accept the results of his predecessors; he would
have to start anew every generation. Again, were he dependent upon
his own experiences alone for his knowledge, his stock of knowledge
would be very meagre, hi$ mental outlook would be narrow and he
could neither impart the results of his experiences to others nor could
he become acquainted with their achievements. Hence the necessity
of testimony to know even objects which are perceptible.

Testimony is defined as a ‘word’ of an authority.? What are the
characteristic_i’eaturés of an authority ? Is it possible to know these
features ? Is testimony a form of inference ? If it is, how is it reduced
to inference ?If it is not, what are the fundamental differences obtaining
between the two that render such reduction impossible ? How do we
know the- validity (pramanya) of testimony ? These are some of the
" main topics of discussion that will engage one’s attention while on an
investigation, on testimony. It is intended to discuss the problem
concerned under the two main heads : (A) Treatment Qf testimony upto
the time of Jinabhadra, and (B) after the time of Jinabhadra. Under.
the second head, the views of the non-Jaina schools of Indian
philosophy would also be taken into account.

(A) Treatment of Testimony upto the time of Jinabhadra

The Anuyogadvarasiitra recognises two types of agamas (scrip-
tures), viz., empirical (laukika) and transcendental (alaukika). The non-
Jaina sastras like the Vedas, the Mahabharata, the seventytwo sciences
and arts are included in the first category. The second type comprises
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the Jaina Sastras only. With regard to the first type of §astras, it is stated
that they are the fanciful creation of perverse persons. But the §astras
falling under the head of transcendental dgama are composed by
omniscient beings. It seems that in very early times only the words
of Jina (omniscient person) were regarded as pramana (valid), but
gradually even the words of srutakevalin and dasapiirvi came to be
regarded as pramana.’ Of course, the words of the latter were regarded
as pramana not independently but on the ground that they were always
in consonance with the agamas by Jinas. It is a belief among the Jainas
that only the Caturdasapiirvadhara and Dasaptirvadhara are invariably
possessed of the right attitude;* hence there is no possibility of their
stating things that may go against the agamas by Jinas. Eventually, even
the instructions of sthaviras, not found in the agamas but -visualised
by them on the strength of their genius, also came to be regarded as
pramana.® Thus, the alaukika agamais further divided under two heads,
angapravista and arigabahya.,One important thing to be noted here is
that in the Dasavaikalika-Niryukti it-is explicitly stated that though the
words of a Jina are infallible and valid, gne should give logical reason
(hetu) and illustration (udaharana) in their support.®

The above “discussion shows that the pramanya-apramanya of
agamas depend on the right or wrong attitude of the author. But there
is another criterion also for its determination. All words are neutral, that
is, neither pramana nor apramana. It is the attitude of the knower that
makes them pramana or apramana. Thus, pramanya or apramanya of
words depends upon the attitude of the knower. If his attitude is right,
whatever he knows becomes right and if his attitude is wrong, his
knowledge derived from right scriptures also becomes wrong. Similarly,
if the result of the knowledge of the mithya (laukika) sruta (false
scriptures) by a mithya-drsti (person of perverse attitude) tums out in
the end to be the abandonment of the perversity, the mithya-sruta (false
scripture) is to be considered as samyak-stuta (right scripture).’

Umasvati gives the following synonyms of sruta : aptavacana,
agama, upadesa, aitihya, amnaya, pravacana and Jinavacana. He
recognises two types of scriptures, viz., arigabahya and arngapravista.
Samayika etc. are included in the first type and the twelve arngas are
included in the second type. What is the basis of this distinction 7 The
distinction is based on the types of teachers.?

Regarding agama, Kundakunda observes ~ ‘He who is free from
all defects and is possessed of all pure qualities is the supreme authority.
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The defects are hunger, thirst, fear, anger, attachment, delusion,
anxiety. old age, disease, death, perspiration, fatigue, pride, indulgence,
surprise, sleep. birth and restlessness. One free from all these defects
and possessed of sublime grandeur such as omniscience is called the
perfect One. Words proceeding from his mouth, pure and free from
the flaw of internal inconsistency are called agama (verbal testimony).
In that agama, the principles are enunciated.”® For him, absence of
hunger, thirst and- such things constitute some of the marks of an apta
(reliable person). Kundakunda’s definition of apta is based on the
Digambara tradition. It is noteworthy that Kundakunda recognises
coherence or internal consistency as the essential feature of a true
scripture. : :

The systematic treatment of Jaina logic starts from Siddhasena
Divakara. In his short treatise entitled Nyayavatara, he defines sabda
or verble testimony as a valid khowledge ‘which arises from a right
understanding of the words (tattvagrahitaya) that express the real object
and are not contradicted by perception and one’s own accepted
system.'® Words characterised by the two. above-mentioned character-
istics come from the mouth of an apta - authority. And the purpose
of verbal testimony is to insfruct, to relate the nature of reality, to be
beneficial to all and to remove false notions.!!

In the Dasavaikalika-Niryukti, it is said that Zgama stands in need
of no proof; it is self-established; hetu and udaharana are necessary
only to elucidate the Zgama. It did not occur to the persons of this period
that even the agamaneeds to be examined. They thought that they were
composed by.an omniscient person and hence infallible. But how could
one know that they were really composed by an omniscient person when
the author had left the world long ago ? Some such cosideration seems
to be at the back of Kundakunda’s mind when he states that the words
of an apta are.free from.internal inconsistency. He means to say that
a particular work should be considered to have been composed by an
apta if there do not occur in it contradictory statements. But is it not '
possible to speak the untruth consistently ? Again, is it not possible
to have coherence in the body of knowledge inspite of its being wholly
wrong ? So, it seems that Siddhasena Divakara took a step in the right
direction when he stated that verbal testimony to be pramana must not
be in conflict with perception in addition to its being self-consistent
or coherent.'” Later logicians like Samantabhadra,'’ Akalanka!* etc.
tollow him in this matter and add that it should not be contradicted
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by reason (yukti). Another statement of Siddhasena Dlvakara is
significant. He says : Words expressing the real object and consistent
with perception as well as with the whole body of the speaker's:
knowledge generate valid knowledge in the hearer provided he
understands the import rightly. Even the words of an apta may cause
wrong knowledge if the hearer is not a proper person. Thus, to generate
valid knowledge in the hearer, words should not only come from a
reliable person but should also reach a person who is'.capable of
understanding their true import.”* We surmise that the two ways of
determining the validity of agama are assimilated here into one by
Siddhasena Divakara in his characteristic style, which renders his
difinition a considerable advance on the agamlc treatment of the
problem.

In Jinabhadra little that is important is to be found on the subject.
It is indeed surprising that at one place he states explicitly that agama
is a case of anumana.

(B) Treatment of Testimony after Jmabhadra

In Indian philosophy, there has raged a controversy on the point
whether testimony is an independent source of knowledge or is merely
a case of inference. The Vaisesika and the Buddhist philosophers regard
it as a case of inference, while others, including Jaina logicians,
consider it to be an independent source. :

For a clear understanding of this controversy, it is necessary to
know how we derive knowledge by testimony. First, we have the
auditory or visual perception of the spoken or written sentence. Then
we try to understand the meaning of a sentence. For understanding the
meaning of a particular sentence, the knowledge of three things is
necessary, viz., that the words constituting it expect one another
(akanksa), that they have mutual fitness (yogyata), and that they are
continuous with one another in time and place (sannidhi). And, the
knowledge of the expectancy, fitness and propinquity of the words in
a particular sentence requires the application of general rules for their
determination. But the mere understanding of the meaning of a sentence
does not lead directly to the knowledge of things. For the knowledge
of things what is necessary is the knowledge that the speaker is an
authority even if he may not be so actually. As soon as on€ understands
the meaning of a sentence and knows the speaker to be an authority,
there arises in him the knowledge of things. Afterwards, if he wants
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to ascerain the validity of the knowledge, he will have to examine
whether his understnding of the meaning of a sentence is correct and
whether his knowledge of the speaker’s authoritativeness is true. Of
the two, it is the second that requires close scrutiny and critical
exmination. So,. the question as to how we can determine the
authoritativeness of a speaker is of prime importance in testimony.

There are four conditions that characterise an apta : (1) He should
know correctly the fact stated by him. (2) He should have no desire
to deceive others. (3) He should have a desire to speak out the truth.
(4) He should have his sense-organs in perfect order. Out of these four,
the first two are really important. Capacity to know things as they are
and absence of the disire to deceive others are invariably related with
freedom from narrow love and harted.”” Dharmakirti is right when he
observes that universal love is the prime condition that makes a man
reliable and truthful, i.e., 3pta.'®'A man impelled by universal love
would never think of deceiving others and would always exert himself
to know as precisely as possible the ways of freeing man from worldly
misery. Even the Jainas hold the same view."

It is interesting to note thax the conditions regarded necessary to
make a person an authority are more or less similar in all the systems
of Indian philosophy. But opinions are divided on the question as to
how to ascertain whether a particular person is an authority or not. A
Jaina logician'Akalainka recognises the possibility of the knowledge of
internal quality, viz., absence of narrow love and hatred which, as we
have already seen, makes a person an authority. He opines that man’s
good and bad overt behaviour is governed by and caused respectively
by his internal good and bad qualities. And hence from the good overt
behaviour we can infer the internal good quality, viz., absence of
narrow love and hatred. But Dharmakirti is of the opinion that the
character of man is not easy to discern. The overt behaviour mainly
depends on liuman will, and if a man wills to behave in such a fashion
as would not disclose his internal qualities he can do so. He may be
a hypocrite. He may put on the air of a righteous man, while he may
not be so in reality. Even a villain may pretend to be virtuous. So, overt
behaviour cannot always enable us to infer correctly the internal quality
and ultimately the reliability or otherwise of a person.® So, he supplies
us with another criterion for the ascertainment of authoritativeness or
reliability. It is coherence in the body of what he has said and written !
and non-contradiction of it by perception and inference.?> Even
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Akalanka accepts this,” but he criticises Dharmakirti’s view that
internal qualities could never be inferred legitimately from overt
behviour. A well-examined overt behaviour would always enable us
to infer its cause, viz., the internal quality. It is a rule that a well-
scrutinised effect would never frustrate our efforts to infer its proper
cause. . . '

Of course, votaries of every system regard the scriptures of their
faith as valid on the ground that they are not composed-by persons
smitten with narrow love and selfishness. The Mimarmsakas consider
the Vedas as authorless and thus above the possibility of composition
by a person with defects.> The Nyaya-Vaisesikas maintain that they
are composed by God who knows things as they are and is beyond
attachment and hatred. The Jainas and Buddhists consider their
scriptures to be the words of their masters who have freed themselves
from the clutches of internal enemies and, as a result, developed
transcendental vision. : .

Now, let us consider. the point- whether the knowledge derived
through testimony is inferential. The Ny3ya logicians hold that words
are directly connected with things, though this connection with things
is conventional or arbitrary. But that does not mean that words do not
generate knowledge of things in those who have learnt the convention.
They do generate the knowledge of things in persons acquainted with
convention.?® But they do not generate valid knowledge. In other words,
they are not responsible for the generation of vaildity or invalidity in
the knowledge. Validity and invalidity depend on gupa and dosa
respectively. Here in the present context, authoritativeness or otherwise
of the speaker constitutes, respectively, the guna and dosa of the cause
of the knowledge.”” Thus, the attitude of the Nyaya logicians is that
as soon as we understand the meaning of a sentence, we acquire the
knowledge of things and if it is a sentence of an authority, the
knowledge is valid. And, as, according to them the process of
understanding the meaning of a sentence is not inferential,*® even the
knowledge of things through words should not be regarded as
inferential. They consider the process of understanding the meaning
to be quite different from that of perception, inference and the rest.
The knowledge of things through words is an independent source of
valid knowledge.

The Vaisesika philosophers consider the knowledge of things
through words to be a case of inference on the following grounds.

.
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(1) According to the Vaisesika philosophers, the process by which
we understand the meaning of a sentence is inferential. Suppose
somebody tells one that ‘the river is fordable’. What kind of knowledge
does one have when one understands that sentence ? Is it inferential ?
If so, what is the probans ? And, what is the probandum ? As the syllogism
has been stated in the Dipika in support of the Vaisesika view, it would
appear that the probandum is the total meaning of the entire sentence,
i.e , of the whole group of words contained in the sentence, “The river
is fordable’. The group of words is the subject (paksa). The conclusion
(nigamana) is : ‘This group of words possesses a connected meaning,
1.e , refers to the connection of the meanings of the words of this group.’
The probans or mark is the fact that this is a group of words which have,
in respect of one another, expectancy, suitability etc. The universal
proposition expressing the invariable concomitance of the mark with the
probandum is : ‘Whatever is'a group of words which have, in respect
of one another, expectancy, suitability etc. refers to (or means) the
connection of the meanings of these words’. An illustration to show that
this universal proposition is true is any sentence employed by the person
who attempts to understand the sentence, ‘The river is fordable’.?* Thus,
it is by the process of inference that, after having heard the sentence,
‘The river is fordable’, one understands the total meaning of the sentence.

The ;generally accepted view that we arrive at the meaning of a
sentence by applying rules of syntax and grammar, it seems, is here
expressed in a different manner. Since the essence of inference is
arriving at knowledge through the application of a gereral rule to a
particular-instance, this process of understanding the meaning which
involves the application of general rules to a particular instance should
be deemed inferential. :

(2) Like the Naiyayikas, the Vaisesikas, too, hold that words are
directly connected with things and that the connection is conventional.
But unlike the Naiyayikas, they are able to understand the implications
of this conventional character of the relation. As the convention is
dependent upon or governed by human will or desire, word qua word
cannot generate the knowledge of things. Word qua word can generate -
only the knowledge of the intention of the speaker to convey a particular
information in a person who has learnt the convention. It might be urged
that if smoke can generate the knowledge of fire in the person who
has learnt that smoke is a sign of fire, why should the word not generate
the knowledge of the thing in the person who has learnt that that word
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is a symbol of that thing ? This is so because a sign has always a physical
and natural connection with the thing it signifies, while the symbol has
merely a mental and arbitrary connection with the thing it symbolises.
So, the sign gives us the knowledge of the thing. while the symbol gives
us the knowledge of mental image or concept of the thing that is in
the mind of the speaker. On this account through word qua word we
cannot have knowledge of a thing, but only the concept of it in the
mind of the speaker or, in other words, the intention of the speaker
to convey a particular information. And, the word and the concept being
invariably related, we infer the concept from the words. That is to say,
from words qua words we infer only the intention of the speaker to
convey a particular information.* T

(3) At times, they observe that through words we gef the knowledge
of things, but they add that this knowledge is inferential. They consider
knowledge to be inferential because words give us the knowledge by
the force of universal connection just as smoke gives knowledge of fire
by the force of universal connection between smoke and fire. Sentences,
when understood, serve as invariable marks of external things and facts.
Though these marks have no natural relation with things, as shown
above, they enable us to infer things, with certain qualifications viz,
that they are conventionally connected with things and that they are
spoken by an authority. The adding of qualifications to the ‘mark’ does
not prevent the case from being an inference. Even such an inferential
mark as smoke used in inferring that there is fire on the hill is a valid
mark only with certain qualifications, e.g., the smoke rising upward
in an unbroken connection with the ground.* |

Thus, from all this it follows that according to the Vaisesika
philosophers, knowledge through words is inferential. Words qua words
enable us to infer the intention of the speaker, while the words qua
utterances of an authority enable us to infer the things. In other words,
according to the Vaisesikas, the mere understanding of a sentence
cannot lead to the knowledge of things. For that the knowledge of the
authoritativeness of the speaker as also the knowledge of the universal
rule that the sentences spoken by an authority, when understood. do
invariably point to facts, is necessary. Mere statement of an authority,
unless we possess the knowledge that it is an invariable mark of the
thing, does not generate the knowlede of that thing, just as smoke qua
smoke does not generate the knowledge of fire unless we know it to
be an invariable mark of fire. The Vaisesika view that there are only
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two sources of valid knowledge, viz., perception and inference, and
that testimofiy is a case of inference is an original one but their
explanation of how testimony can be reduced to inference seems to
be borrowed from the Buddhist logicians. The fact that the Vaisesika
explanation tallies closely with the Buddhist one and that only in those
Vaisesika works that are later than Dinnaga and Dharmakirti do we
find the attempt to explain how testimony be reduced to inference
corroborate our presumption.

Let us now see in what ways the Buddhist logicians reduce
testimony to inference. For them, words have no connection whatsoever
with the external things.’> Were they connected with the things, there
would have been the relation either of causality or of essential identity
between them. But there obtains neither of the two relations between
the two. Words are not even conventionally connected with the things.
They are conventionally connected with coricepts. That is why it is said
that words call forth concepts in the mind and concepts call forth the
words. And, it is only on this account that words qua words give rise
to cognitions that bear no form of the external things at all.** For
example, the words ‘there are hundreds of elephants dancing on a
finger-tip” have no corresponding actual fact outside. Of course, the
Buddhists would not deny the fac'. that on hearing these words we are
able to form or construct an image. or coricept, in our mind, of hundreds
of elephants dancing on a finger-tip. But this concept or image is not
an external fact.

This’ natuxally means that from words we can infer the concept in
the mind of the speaker. In other words, though the words and verbal
statements are not connected with things and facts, they are invariably
connected — for the persons who have leamt the relevant convention — with
the concepts, rather the intention of the speaker. The verbal statements
are the effects of the intention of the speaker. So, they enable us to
infer the intention of the speaker.> But, do they enable us to infer the
intention of the speaker in general or a particular intention ? It is said
that they enable us to infer both. The verbal statements qua verbal
statements enable us to infer the intention in general, but the verbal -
statements qua utterances of a normal man enable us to infer the
particular intention also. The verbal statements qua verbal statements,
that is, verbal statements as are not determined to be of normal persons,
enable us to infer merely their desire to speak. They cannot enable us
to infer the desire to give expression to a particular information. This
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is so because there are verbal statements that have no particular
intention, I.e., desire to express a particular information, as their cause.
For example, a drunken man or a mad person speaks sentences without
any particular intention. He has merely the desire to speak but not a
particular desire, i.e., the desire to convey a particular information.
Thus, verbal statements qua verbal statements enable us to infer only
the disire of the speaker to speak but the verbal statements qua
utterances of a normal man enable us to infer his desire to convey a
particular thing.* The desire of the speaker to convey a particular
information is not always generated by actual fact. So, the knowledge
of intention could not enable us to infer the fact.*

We should note that the inference that enables us to infer only the
intention cannot be regarded as a source of knowledge Or .pramana,
because it does not give us the knowledge of things and facts while
a source of knowledge (pramana) glves us the knowledge of things and
facts. We may call this inference of intention from words a source of
knowledge (pramana) only by way of courtesy, considering the
intention itself to be the fact. Thus, on the basis that verbal statements,
when understood, enable us to infer the intention of the speaker, the
Buddhist logicians could not regard this verbal knowledge to be a case
of inference which is a source of knowledge of external things and facts.

The Buddhist logicians know this and are conscious also of the
force of the objection. They, therefore, go one step further and observe
that words or verbal statements not only indicate the speaker’s intention
but also enable us to infer the things and facts provided they are known
to be spoken or written by an authority because it is a general rule that
the words of an authority always correspond to facts.”’

They further observe that it is ingrained in man to take for granted
the authoritativeness of a person or a scripture whose words are in tune
with his desires or interests. Man accepts preceptors-and scriptures as
authoritative on matters pertaining to heavenly happiness and hellish
tortures and the ways and means to attain and avoid them, respectively,
because he craves for the one and shivers merely at the thought of the
other, and there is no other valid knowledge to contradict them. But
if a man is determined to lead his life in accordance with the words
of the scriptures or the preceptors (i.e., in accordance with the
knowledge derived through those words), he should first examine and
ascertain their authoritativeness which has so far been taken for granted.
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It is on the authoritativeness that the validity of the knowledge derived
through words depends.*®

Thus, for the Buddhist logicians, this is the process by which
knowledge of facts or things through words and sentences is arrived
at. Veroal statements are invariably connected with the intention of the
speaker to convey a particular information. So, they enable us to infer
merely the intention of the speaker. But as soon as they are known to
come from the mouth or pen of an authority, they enable us to infer
not only the intention but also facts because the intention of an authority
to convey a particular information always coincides with actual facts.
Now, the validity of this knowledge can be ascertained only after having
examined and ascertairied the authoritativeness of the speaker or writer.
How the authoritativeness of a speaker or a scripture could be
ascertained is an important problem which has already been discussed.

The Jaina logicians refute the Buddhist view that words do not lead
directly to the knowledge of things. They observe that words are
connected with things. Of course, though words and things, like Krttika
and Sakata constellations, are not related by natural and physical relation,
they do have some invisible relation between them.*® Again, they observe
that though words have neitlfer the relation of causality nor that of
essential identity with things, they do have.yogyata-sambandha with
them. The: Buddhist logicians might urge that in the absence of these
two relations how even this relation could be possible ? The Jaina
logicians observe that this relation is seen between the visual sense-organ
and its object even in the absence of those two relations. Even the
Buddhist logicians have recognised it. Were they to reject this, their
position would come in conflict with experience and with their doctrine
that the senseorgan is not in bodily contact with its object (aprapyakarita).*®
It might be urged that if there is yogyata-sambandha between a word
and its object, the object can as well serve as a denoter and the word
as a denoted. This objéction, say the Jain logicians, is illffounded, because
capacities of things are definite. Some might say : If words are’
inherently capable of generating knowledge of things, they would
generate it even in a man innocent of language. In reply, it is said that
this does not happen because words generate knowledge of things only
in those who have learnt the language or the convention. Convention
means the man-made rule that a particular word would denote a
particular thing. Just as smoke could not enable a man, who does not
know that smoke is an invariable mark of fire, to infer fire, even so a
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word could not enable a man who has not learnt the convention to know
the thing.* Someone might here insert a suggestion that convention being
dependent upon and governed by the human will and human will being
free. even the thing may become the denoter and the words the denoted.
The Jaina logicians observe that just as an invariable relation between
smoke and fire is natural, even so the relation between a word and a
thing is natural. Convention merely makes us conscious of that relation
in the same way as repeated observation makes us conscious of the
invariable concomitance between smoke and fire.” Granted that there
obtains a natural relation between them, one might, here, raise a question
as to whether words generate knowledge of certain things or of all things.
If the first alternative is accepted, nothing other than those certain things
would be cognised through words even if hundreds of conventions are
formed. If the second alternative is accepted, then, through a single world
all things would be cognised at a time and consequently our activity with
respect to a definte object would become impossible because all words
would be capable of generating knowledge of all things. The Jaina
logicians reply that this difficulty would not arise because though every
word is capable of being related to any object, yet it would denote that
object only with which it is conventionally connected.* Thus, words
being connected with things enable us to know the thing. It might be
objected that if the words were having yogyata-sambandha with things,
as the visual organ has with its object, then words would generate
knowledge of external things without requiring any convention as the
visual organ does. In answer, it is said that word is a jAapaka-karana
(revealing cause) and hence it requires the assistance of convention while
visual organ is a karaka-karana (generating cause) and hence it does not
require any convention to generate the knowledge of its object. The
visual organ, being the karaka-karana of the knowledge of its object,
generates it even when the cogniser has not learnt that there obtains an
invariable relation between the organ and the knowledge generated by
it. But words, like smoke etc., being just jAapaka-karanas cause the
knowledge of objects only when one has learnt that there obtains an
invariable relation between the mark and the marked.* The entire trend
of the argument makes it clear that even the Jaina logicians, like the
Nyaya logicians, are of the opinion that as soon as we bear the word,
the knowledge of the thing is generated in us, and if the speaker is an
authority, valid knowledge or the knowledge of things as they are is
generated.
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The Jaina logicians maintain that words enable us to know not only
the intention df the speaker but external things also. The mere ground
that the knowledge through words does not, at times, correspond to facts
is not sufficient to establish that all knowledge through words is such
and that words could not enable us to know things at all. They observe
that if this be the reason for the Buddhist logician’s acceptance of the
position that words do not enable us to know things and that they enable
us to know only the intentions of the speakers, they are labouring under
a misapprehension because, sometimes, words, as in the case of
gotraskhalana (mistake-of pronouncing a different family name from
the intended one) etc., are not used by the speaker according to his
intention to convey some particular information and hence knowledge
derived through words would not then correspond even to his intention
to convey some particular information. But the Buddhist logicians deem
it possible to know the intention through words inspite of the fact that
all words are not used in accordance with the intention of the speaker.
Similarly, they should recognise the possibility to know things through
words even though all words do not describe the things as they are.?
Again, those who think that words enable us to know intentions only,
have to face an inconsistency when they state that Sugata is an authority
as his words are true to facts, while others are not so as their words
are not in accordance with facts; as also when they determine as to
what statements are necessary for proving the fact syllogistically and
what statements are not necessary for that.*” This shows that the Jainas,
like the Nalyaylkas maintain emphatically that words lead to the
knowledge of things directly.

But the question remains as to whether this knowledge of things
derived through words is'inferential. The Jaina logicians do not regard
this knowledge to be a case of inference. The reasons given by them
are as follow : (1) The objects of inference and testimony are not
identical. The object of testimony is an unqualified thing while that
of inference is the thing qualified by an attribute desired to be proved
in it.** (2) Even their causes are not identical. Presence of the middle
term in the minor term etc. (paksadharmatvadi) that are the necessary
conditions of an inference are not applicable in the case of testimony.*
(3) The relation that obtains between the probans and the probandum
is different from the one that obtains between a word and its object
because the former relation necessitates the physical presence of the
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probandum where and when its probans is physicaily present, while
the latter relation does not do so. The place where the word resides
is not the place where its object resides, and tae time when the word
exists is not the time when its object exists. Yet, the word invariably
points to the object meant. Again, the word of an authority is said to
have an invariable relation to the thing or fact only in the sense that
‘the thing is invariably present there and then where and when the word
means it to be.** (4) Word is a symbol. while smoke etc. are signs.
Word works as a symbol of a particular thing, provided men by common
consent will it to be so, while smoke etc. do not work as signs of water
etc. even if men by common consent how-so-often will them to be so.
This is the difference between symbol and sign.’! (5) Testimony is ot
a-case of inference because words as spoken of an aushority generate
valid knowledge, while in inference the mark generates the valid
knowledge on the strength of invariable concomitance.s? .

The grounds on which the Jaina logicians refute the view that considers
testimony to be a case of inference aré not strong enough. Even they
themselves acknowledge that the residence of a logical reason (hetu) in
the subject of inference (paksa) etc do not constitute the nature of a valid
mark. According to them, the essential nature of a valid mark is its
invariable concomitance with the thing it signifies. And, invariable
concomitance is the basis of testimony. A word always means its object,
and a word of an authority always corresponds to actual fact.

Though this invariable relation is based on convention, it could
not prevent testimony from being a case of inference. For inference,
it is the invariable relation between the mark and the object it signifies
that is necessary and not a particular type of invariable concomitance.
Otherwise, there would be as many independent sources of valid
knowledge as there are types of invariable relations.

Only the word qua utterance of an authority generates knowledge
of fact. Thus, here, word serves as a mark of a fact with certain
qualification. But on that ground it could not be regarded that testimony
is not a case of inference. As a matter of fact, adding of qualifications
to the mark could not prevent the case from being an 1nference as is
shown earlier.

All the differences pointed out by the Jaina logicians between
inference and testimony are trivial and do not make sufficient ground
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for their view that testimony is a source independent of inference. What
Akalanka, the eminent Jaina logician, has observed in the context of
analogy (upamana) applies equally to testimony. He says : If merely-
on the strength of such trivial differences among various pieces of
knowledge we were to regard them as independent sources, then there
would be innumerable independent sources.> This is a healthy attitude
and the Jaina logicians should have maintained it even in the case of
testimony.
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