The Jaina Conception of Liogic :
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Prof. M.P. Marathe, Poona University

When one begins to investigate the Jaina Conception of Logic and methodology,
a two-fold task seems to invite one’s attention : (a) to spell out suggestions of the Jaina
Logical Analysis for formal studies of conceptual and methodological framework, and
(b) to bring out some important hints of the Jaina investigations towards conceptual
foundations of social sciences-especially the Jaina Action Theory and analysis of the
concept of action it offers. A detailed account and analysis of both these issues is a
matter for a monograph on the subject. We do not wish to embark upon such a
massive investigation here. Instead we wish to highlight some useful hints important
in the study of the kind.

Background Remarks

In any methodological and/or conceptual investigation into Jaina thought certain
problems and issues need to be clearly formulated. For, a clearer formulation and
understanding of them is likely to help us in more than one way in a methodological
study. It is no use neglecting paying due attention to them on the ground that they
are either too general or perhaps ambiguosly considered. Some of them are : (1) The
Jaina view seems to be bipolar in its perspective-Dariana (Philosophy) and Dharma
(way of life). It needs to be investigated how far, deep and wide this bipolarity is.
A study of this kind is likely to shed some light on the Jaina Action Theory, granting
that it has one (2) ; Jainism does not accept the world to be merely permanent but
benefit of change. Nor does it take the world to be merely changing but lacking
permanence. It rather accepts change and continuity both to be important features of
the world. It needs to be examined whether they are considered to be structural
features of the world or functional ones and the possible grounds of considering the
case to be so need to be spelt out. Moreover, implications of the acceptable view need
to be brought out. (3) Jainism accepts two main kinds of reals: Jiva (living) and
Ajiva (non-living). It needs to be studied whether these kinds are merely commonsen-
sical or whether they really are non-discontinous and independent ones. Likewise, the
grounds of their being taken to be so need to be explained and examined. (4) It also

*Substantial part of this paper, under the same title, was presented to the Einstein
Seminar on ‘Jain Logic and Philosophy of Science’ organized by the Department of
Philosophy, University of Poona in April, 1979,
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needs to be considered whether both Jiva and 4jiva are real in the same sense, whether
both of them are rightly capable of being charaterised by Utpada (emergence), vyaya
(degeneration/decay) and Dharawvya (continuity) and if so on what ground/s. Similarly
it needs to be studied whether both of them have spatiality andfor temporality and
that too in the same sense. Consideration of problems of this kind, it needs to be
noted, has an important bearing even on methodological and conceptual investigations.
(5) It is often held that Anekantavada andfor Nayaada bring forth plurality of per-
spectives. But it is of great significance to explicate how and why subscription to
plurality of perspectives is both methodoligically and coriceptually rewarding. It also
needs to be considered whether and to what extent the different perspectives are consi-
stent with one another, Their consisteney needs to be established, not merely to be
assumed, (6) Ahimsa is said to be a structural principle of social organization. It also
is said to emphasize the need of co-existence rather than of competition. But it needs
to be brought out whether it was accepted as a policy or ideology or out of some other
pressing need action-theoretic or otherwise. (7) Regarding Sysdvada it is held that it
establishes compatibility of various statements. But compatibility, cotenability, consis-
tency etc. are logical issues and it needs to be shown that the propositions under consi-
deration are logically compatible, cotenable, consistent etc. We should not elevate our
policy of academic accommodatinity or even methodological helplessness to the level
of consistency. (8) It is claimed that Svadvada, Anekantavada and Nayavada have
important bearings of conceptual and methodological significance upon oneanother,
This needs to be spelt out and the issues involved, at least, need to be stated as clearly
and as precisely as possible. We do not wish to add more points on this count. The
points are made here with the intention of bringing them to the notice of persons con-
cerned with methodological investigations,

~ The Jaina logical and methodological investigation has three principal pillars .
Syadvad: or Saptabhangi, Nayavada and Anekantavada. Some remarks seem to be
in order before we proceed, although in our comments we wish to continue attention
only to some issues. On the Jaina view, number of things are real and each one of
them has number of dispositions (Paryayas) and properties (Gunas), some of which
decay and vanish in course of time but some others emerge through course of time.
Neither all the things nor their dispositions and properties—even all the dispositions
and properties of any one of them-are given simnitaneously. This situation brings
forth number of issues : (1) Are the various things said to be real or existent in the
same sense ? That is, can they be captured as values of the same kind of bound
variable ? If this is neither feasible nor defensible, then, does Jainism assume starata of
reals ? If so, on what basis ? If, on the contrary, they could be said to be values of the
same kind of bound variables, would this be consistent and defensible ? (2) If the
dispositions and properties of a thing emerge in course of time and if they are not
given simultaneously then this brings in an important distinction between potential and
actual. How does Jaina thought account for it ? Likewise, if some things emerge later
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in course of time then that brings in the distinction between actual and possible. Does
Jaina account turn out to be saitsfactory and consistent on this count ? ( 3) It is claimed
that a thing has, as pointed out above, dispositions -and properties. The question that
arises is : are they the structural features of things ? What is the ground to say so ?
Are such structural features too destroyed and if they are, would a certain thing be
that even while its structural features arc destroyed ? Basically, questions of the kind
we have mentioned bere figure in the Jaina ontological investigation, no matter whet-
her the real thatis considered is Jiva or ‘Ajiva. But they are not free from having
impart on methodological inquiry as well,

Syady+da or Saptabhangi . '

Syadvada or Saptabhangi is a theory that raises host of methodological andjor
conceptual issues, and we wish to draw attention to some of them : (1) 1t is often said
that Syadvada is more a matter of language and expression rather than of knowledge
and ontology. But it is also said that ‘Spyat’ means Anekanta and Anekanta is expli-
citly ontological and epistemological. Hence, the justifiability of the former
claim needs to be examined. (2) The notion of ‘bhange’ needs to be analysed
properly in order to point out whether it means modility or a type of proposition
of anything else asalso toshow whether and if yes on what ground, some of the
‘bhangas’ are basic and others are derivative. An examination and analysis of this
kind, further, needs to be shown to be consistent with the doctrine of Syadvada. 3) It
needs to be explored whether and how far possibilistic claims have a bearing on the
Jaina distinction between Jiva and A4 jiva, for such claims have a principal point where
a contest between actually real and an hypothetically possible prevails. Tt needs to be
brought out, through examination of the Jaina theory of reality, whether the Jaina
view expects to augment the realm of what is or what does happen by what can or
what might happen. Such hypothetical reach lack an objective foundation in the exis-
tential order and they cease to be independently of conceiving mind. Are some of the
reals. then, considered to be mind-dependent, or atfeast thonght-dependent ? Is this
contention an intended or an unintended consequence of the theory ? For, the claim ‘x’
is possible but not actual may be understood propositionally or ontologically. In the
latter case it raises the question of the exis~tential status of what is asserted by propo-
sitions. Further, ontological issues regarding possibility are those posed by modality
of de re type. But unactualized possibiles do not belong to the real world. though they
can be conceived, entertained. Thus they exist not unqualifiedly but in a realtivised
manner, as objects of certain intellectual processes. The possible, albeit unrealized,
states of affairs or things obtain an ontological footing. That is, they can be said to
exist appropriately in so far as they lie within generje province of minds which conceive
them. The analysis of the concept demands reference to workings of mind. [t, at
least, demands reference to thought process. The question is: have the Jaina
thinkers to say something of this kind ? Possibilities could be said to be mind-
dependent as the essential purport of the very conception of possibility is mind—
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involving, as unrealized possibilities can only be imagnined, supposed, but not handled,
seen or located.  Hypothetical possibilities are mind involving not by way of their
internal and constitutive properties but by way of external and regulative facts about
them. The very distinction between actual and hypothetically possible ceases to be
operative in a mindless world. This is, perhaps how the distinction seems to bear on

that between Jiva and Ajiva unless of course the distinction is very common-sensical
and naive or linguistic- The domain of the possibleis a realm that is accessible to
intellgeing organisms alone. The robust realism of physical objects just will not
extend into the area of the hypothetical. The existential objectivity and autonomy of
the real world does not underwrite that of the hypothetical possibility. The distinction
between hypothetical real and actual real may in a sense remind us of the distinction
between attribution of a property to and possessing a property by a thing. The condi-
tions of possibility seem to exceed the bounds and limits of factuality, the former being
anchored in conceivability. Do, thus, Jainas mean to hold that reality of certain
possible states of affairs resides in the reality of possibility-involving process ? Constru-
ction of verbal expressions and assumption of either their reference or existense of
reference are quite different and the former does not entail the latter. When possibi-
lity of a thing is its only reality, this reality inheres in a possibilistic intellectual process
and here actuality (of intellectual process) is prior to possibility as its conceivability,
Dependence of unrealized possibilities of language seems to give them objective ontolo-
gical foothold. This is how ‘possibility existed but nobody thought of it at the time’
(Syat asti avaktayyah) or ‘there are possibilities no one will ever conceive of’ (Syat
avaktauyah) would make sense. Actuality is prior to potentiality or even to possibility
in an important sense, But possibility of a thing is posterior to possibility of a process
or of a thought-conceptual possibility. But substantive possibility is conceptually
consequent upon functional possibility, and functional possibility of this kind is a
contingent possibility. Even if existential possibility isa hard care, it should lie
grounded in the former. Perhaps, unrealized possibility is identified by defining des-
cription while existential possibil ity by ostensive process. By way of individuation,
however, the former is descriptively incomplete. Unrealized possibilities exist merely
as actual potential objects of thought. They cannot be picked nor can they be identi-
fied in this world. The question is : is something of this kind that jainas want to
uphold ? It needs to be investigated. But so understood, Jainism turns out to be a
conceptualist view where to be is to be conceived. Hence, to say that ‘Something is
possible but not conceived’ is viable, but ‘something is possible but not conveivable’ is
not. (4) Consider another issue. [t is too well-known that Jainism accepts rebirth.
The question is : does this raise a problem of transmundane identity ? At least of
transmundane sameness ? Intramundane and transmundane identifications are not the
same, though there are obvious similarities between the two. For, in both identifica-
tions are made within some context and for some purpose. There is, however, a diffe-
rence. Intramundane identifications apply to commensurable objects, but transmundane
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identifications to incommensurable objects. Is fainism aware of this? ‘This could
perhaps be taken to be an unintended consequence of the theory. But it needs to be
established that such in fact in the case. Further, two incompatible proportions are
incommensurable but not conversely. Two objects are, on the contrary, incommensu-
rable if and only if they ary correctly described by two incommensurable propositions.
In transmundane identification of incommensurable objects belonging to different
possible worlds their differences seem purposefully to be ignored. Does Jainism do
something of this kind-say for being able to uphold its doctrine of Moksa ? Moreover,
transmundane identification seems to bring in relative essentialism, an outcome of
moderate proginatism. Does Jainism subscribe to relative essentialism and in conse-
quence also to moderate proginatism ? Was this, again, intended or unintended conse-
quence of the theory ? What ground is there to hold whatever view that seems plau-
sible ? Has this further any connection with Ahinsa brought into epistemology and
logic from social theory ? For, toleration of views might pass for academic accomoda-
tion but that can hardly be taken to be the ground for their contenability.
Even if transmundane interrepresentability relation is admitted this does not lead to
identity of objects. But then did Jainism conture between transmundane intereprese-
ntability with identity ? If so, the confusion, however unintended, is inexcusable. For
while transmundane interrepresentability isa teleological and non-logical relation
between incommensurable individuals, identity is a non-teleological and logical relation.

Now, take two statements: (1) necessarily everything is identical with itself
x = x or 0 (Vx) (x = x) and (2) the given thing is identical with itself : e = e—Even
if e = m holds, it is a contingent fact and hence the argument [] e =e
m=e/..0m=e
is clearly invalid. Moreover, representability relation and its cognates relate not only
synchronic objects but also diachronic objects, Is this what seeme to have misted
Jainas ? Again, diachronic objects lead to the formulation of attributes which charact-
erise objects changeable in more than one way. Is this what led Jainas to talk in
terms of alternative number of ways in which a thing can change ? What is the evid-
ence for saying so? (5) Lastly, to hold that objects have some of their properties
exsentially while others contingently leads to the thesis that some objects exist in
more than one possible world. This, is turn, also leads to the fact that there is no
reason to hold that objects exist only in one world. The thesis that every object has
every property essentially is a theory of world-bound individuals along with the
counter part theory as a version of it. Jainism does not seem to hold that every object
has every property essentially. But every object has every property essentially, But
then does Jainism accept the theory of world—bound individuals ? If so, is such a theory
methodologically thenable ?

Many issues of this kind crowd the head of an investigator intending to under-
take methodological examination of some of the important Jaina theories and their
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statements. To the extent to which they have not been resolved, it is very diff icult
to say in advance anything pertaining to the role of the Jaina logical analysis for for-
mal studies of conceptual framework as also of its implications for social sciences-
espesially action theory and analysis of conception of action. Earlier, we start realising
and attempting to answer problems of this kind the better; otherwise there seems to be
no way of getting out of the cobweb of confusions, '
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