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Definition of perceptual cognition—3; division of perce-
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—1; division of the empirical into two—sensuous and quasi-
sensuous, further division of the two into two—sensuous cogni-
tion and scriptural knowledge and the distinction between the
sensuous cognition and scriptural knowledge—5;

Four divisions of sensuous cognition—6; refutation of the
contactory nature of mind and sight while demonstrating the
four types of contact-awareness in accordance with the number
of the senses except eyes and mind—7;

Treatment of object-perception—8; refutation of the view
point that itis not logically incoherent to say that ‘he cognises
the word’ from the point of view of the fact thata child’s cogni-
tion is that of general nature and for a man who is conversant
with the object, the cognition is special-9; refutation of the views=
point that the scriptural statement is not inconsistent because
as object-perception is preceded by intuitional cognition, intui-
tional cognition cognises indistinct general features whereas
the object perception cognises the form of the object as distin-
ct from other objects—10; the classification of the perception
into two; the transcendental and empirical and thereby justifi-
cation for the varieties of quick and otherwise, etc.—11.

Investigation of speculation—12; perceptual judgement
—13; retention and its three-fold classification—14; refutation
of the view-point that in accordance with the etymological
meaning, perceptual judgement is the determination of distin-
ction from the non-existent particular and retention is deter-
mination of the existent particular—15;

Refutation of the view point that the two forms of know-
ledge, the absence of lapse and the memory, as cogniser of the
already cognised, are not organ of knowledge and that no re-
tention is compatible,—186; non-occurrence of the determinate
perception etc. in a perverted or disturbed order or deficiently
and three hundred and thirty six varieties of sensuous know-
ledge—17;

Fourteen varieties of verbal knowledge—18;

Definition of transcendental perception and its classifi-
cation into three, as also the definition of clairvoyance and its
classification into six-19;

Definition of telepathy and its classification into two—20;
investigation into pure knowledge—21; refutation of the view-
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point that pure knowledge is born of mind only purified by the
qualities by spiritual practices—22; refutation of the Digam-
bara view-point that a person who takes morsels of food,
cannot have pure knowledge—23;

Definition of non-perceptual and its classification into
five and refutation of the view-point that memory is non-
organ of knowledge—24;

Investigation into recognition—25; refutation of Buddhi-
stic view-point that there is no such one knowledge as recogni-
tion—26; refutation of the view-point that recognition is pro-
duced by senses with the help of the memory, produced by the
awakening of the latent impressions, born at the time of first
sight at the time of the next sight—27;

Refutation of the Mimdmsa view-point that the know-
ledge of similarity is analogical and not recognition-28;

Refutation of the Naiyayika view-point that analogy is
the cognition of the relationship of word and its meaning
—29;

Investigation into reasoning—30; in support of the rea-
soning as organ of knowledge by refuting the vicw-point that
the concomitance may be said to be perceived by the sense
helped by repeated sight and by non-observation of any exce-
ption—31; refutation of the Buddhistic view point that reason-
ing is not an organ of knowledge as being in the form of an
after-thought coming after the direct perception—32; refuta-
tion of the Naiyayika view-point that reasoning is the refer-
ence to determinant concomitance when there is a doubt about
determinate concomitant and it is not in itselfan organ of
knowledge—33;

Definition of inference and its classification into two-34;
while defining cause, refutation of the Buddhist view-point that
the cause has three characteristics—35; elaboration of the
theory that subsistence in the subject is not a part of the infere-
nce—36; the incoherence of differentiating between internal
concomitance and external concomitance merely on account
of the difference in its subject, because concomitance is univer-
sal and refutation of the Naiydyika view-point that cause has
five characteristics—37;
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The discussion of the nature of probandum— 38; refuta-
tion of the view-point that only a doubtful thing can be esta-
blished as a probandum in a debate—39; the epithet of ‘not
refuted’ is given in connection with both the speaker and the
opponent whereas the epithet of ‘being desirable’ is said only
with reference to the speaker—40; from the point of view of
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While discussing the inference-for-others, refutation of
the Buddhistic view that the subject should not be expressively
said—47; refutation of the view point that the inference-for-
others is only that where a statement is given from the scrip-
tures of the opponent to prove a thing—48; the two ways of
using the cause—as concomitant with the probandum and as
being one-impossible-without-the-other—49; only two—the
statement of the thesis and the cause—are the parts of infer-
ence for others-50; for a person of dull wit, the use of illustra-
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the thesis etc. should also be made, and thus the cause can
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INTRODUCTION

About five years ago, I wrote in the preface of my work,
Jaina Ethics : *‘the metaphysical Reality or Truth of logical
coherence must remain merely a theoretical possibility unless
it is translated into good of life through right living. In fact,
the reality or truth is supra-logical and can be better realized
by living it practically than by speculating on it intellectually.”

Little did I know that I myself may have to write one
day on the ‘truth of logical coherence’ from the Jaina point
of view. I had an occasicn to guide a Faina nun in the intri-
cacies of the Jaina Tarka Bhdsd of Acdrya Yasovijaya. 1 was
attracted by the maturity and depth of the work. Therefore,
when Dr. R. C. Pandey, Professor and Head of the Depart-
ment of Buddhist Studies, University of Delhi, Delhi, sugges-
ted that I should take upthe translation of this work and when
M]|S Moti Lal Banarasidass offered to publish my translation
with annotations, I gladly took up the work.

This effort of mine is humble in more than one way. In
the first place, I have had no opportunity to study the subject
of Jaina logic at the feet of a qualified Guru and as Pt. Sukha
Lala Ji in his introduction to Faina Tarka Bhisa has observed,!
‘‘itis not possible to follow a work like Faina Tarka Bhaga with-
out having a certain back-ground of the subject” and as Dr.
Satakari Mookerjee has made the same observation regarding
the Pramana Mimamsa,® my attempt to write a commentary on
the Faira Tarka Bhasa is indeed a courageous step. My only
help, however, in this task have been the works of my prede-
cessors. Though all such works have been noted in the biblio-
graphy, special mention, however, may be made of the works
of Pt. Sukhalalji whom I have followed in my text and whose
notes on the Pramdpa Mimamsd have been my guide throughout

1. PP.8-9,
2. Mlookerjee, Pramdnamimdmsa, preface, p. XIL.
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the work. In fact for the depth with which Pt. Sukhalal Ji has
approached the problem of jFaina logic, it is very difficult for
anybody to write anything on Jaina logic without being largely
influenced by his works. No better compliments to Pt. Sukhlal
Ji can be paid than that of Dr. Satakari Mookerjee : *Pt. Sukha-
lala Ji is the most learned man in the Jaina community and
one of the foremost scholars of India. His knowledge of the
Buddhist, Jaina and Nyaya systems is astounding and this has
enabled him to edit the master pieces of Jaina Philosophy with
perfect mastery and accuracy. The world will remainindebted
to him for his contributions. He is one of the few intellectual
stalwarts in the traditional field of Sanskrit scholarship that
still are left to us’.2

The development of the art of logic is rather a late phe-
nomenon. This art of logic in India is invariably connected
with religion and spiritualism. Still it has been claimed that
itis a separate branch of learning.? The fact the science of
logic is claimed to be a source of equanimity in misery and
pleasure® brings in very near to spiritualism,* though this fact
has perhaps escaped the notice of the classical authors. The
ancient people, however, were conscious of the desirability®
as well as non-desirability® of logic. This contradiction can
be solved by understanding that the Reality is supra-logical but
not illogical. The orthodox authors have perhaps not mention-
ed clearly this point also. The logic can take us to a certain
point and is, therefore, useful, but because it cannot take us
beyond a certain point, it becomesuseless and it also becomes
harmful when we insist that it should lead us to the Ultimate
Reality. It may be said in other words that from spiritual
point of view the utility of logic consists in showing the futility
of logic for realisation of the Ultimate.

1. Mookerjee, Pramanamimamsa, preface, p. XIV.
. Cf Nydyabh@sya. 1.1.1.

8. Arthafdstra, 1.2 saaRsvazd ¥ Ifgnaeamafa Also Nitivikyd-
myta, 5.56. =waAg 7 fedrafa arvqada fawda

4. Gita, 2.38.

5. Ramayana (Ayodhya kipda), 100.39; and Makdbhiratd (Sdntiparva),
180.47.49. and Manusmrti 11.106.

6. Ydajitavalkyasmrti, 1.3 and Arthasdsira, chapter 2.
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Whatever the position, it is a fact that there has been a
a tussle between the two view-points—the pro-logic and the
anti-logic. The Jainas, true to their philosophy of neutrality,
kept themselves aloof from all tussles in the beginning, but
ultimately they had also to develop a science of logic of their
own. This became necessary to defend oneself from the attacks
of the opponents, who had begun challenging the rational-
ity of the Jaina viewpoint. Not only this but it might have
been also felt that a creed needs to be presented in an appeal-
ing form so that it could become popular. All scholars of
philosophy, therefore, devoted themselves to the science of
logic.

As far as the Jainas are concerned, they could find the
basis for their system of logic in their scriptures themselves.
It is but natural, because any thinking is, after all, based on
some logic; that it may not have been systematised, is a diffe-
rent question. The Faina logicians rightly caught the spirit of
Jaina scriptures when they said that the main theme of the
Jainism is non-absolutism (anekdntavdda) and that every state-
ment is to be accepted only relatively true (syadvada).

Pandit Dalsukhbhai Malavaniya has shown how we can
find the germs of non-absolutism in the Jaina scriptures! and
we need not repeat it here. Similarly, he has also dealt with
the seven-fold statement, as found in the Yaina scriptures?
The theory of the partial point of view (Text, chapter II) has
also its origin in the Jaina scriptures.?

The other topics discussed in our fext are also mostly
dealt with in the Faina scriptures, The five types of knowledge
(Text, pp. 2-8) are mentioned by the Bhagavatisitra® and the
Sthiningasitra,® in addition to the Nandisifra which discusses
only the varieties of knowledge in detail. Our author, Yasovi-
Jjaya, has mainly followed Visesivaiyakabhasya in this context.
As regards other topics, Anuyogadvara® mentions four types of

Agamayuga ki Jaina Darsana, Agra, 1966, pp 51-91.
Ibid, pp. 92-115.

Tbid, pp. 114-124.

88.2.317.

Sitra, 77.

Sitra, 59.

oo 8
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organ of knowledge (Text. 1.3 and 1-24). The three types of
the inference, mentioned in the Faina scriptures! are replaced
by two varieties of our text (1.34). The same is the case with
Hindu logic also where the Nyayasiitra gives the same three
varities? as given in the Jaina scriptures and the later books like
Tarkasangraha mention the same two varieties as given in our
Text. The Faina scriptures also mention five types of causes®
(Cf text 1.52 and 1.54). The other tradition mentioned in the
Sthanangasitra® is nearer to the description of our text. Our
text (1.50) has accepted only two parts of syllogism whereas
Bhadrabdhu in his Dasavaikilikaniryukti® has given a syllogism
consisting of ten parts. The art of debate, which occupied an
important place not only in the Jaina scriptures® but in the
ancient Hindu logic also’, was later on neglected in both
the traditions. We, therefore, refrain from giving the details
about this aspect.

The above account is based on the Faina dgamas which
assume their present form in 533 A.D. (according to the
followers of Skandila) or 466 A.D. (according to the followers of
Nagarjuna).® There are some authors, who are placed earlier
than this period, and who have contributed to the development
of Faina logic. The first of such authors is Kundakundacirya who
is generally placed in the middle of the 3rd century A.D.?

Acarya Kundakunda justified!® the special meaning attribu-
ted to the term ‘direct perception’ by the Jaina logicians.
(Text—1.3 and 1.4) As regards the concept of omniscience
(Text 1.21) he made the remarkable statement that from real
point of view the omniscient knows only the self.!! As regards
the seven-fold siatement, Kundakundicirya agrees with

Agama Yuga Ki Jaina Darsana, p. 148.
Ny#yas™tra. 1.1.5.

Agama Yuga Ki Jaina Dargana, p. 151-152.
See Ibid, p. 150.

Gatha, 92 T and also Gatha, 137.

Agama Yuga Ki Jaina Darsana, Chapter 1V,
Cf. Nayasiitra, 1.1.1,

Bhargava, D., Jaina Ethics, p. 228. For detail see pp. 223-228,
1bid, p. 247.

Pravacanasara, 1.37,58.

Niyamasdra, 158.

APP R
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out fext (1.63) in placing the inexplicable mode of saying at
the fourth place! but in the Pravacanasira® he himself places it
in the third place.

Next comes Umdsvimi (known as Umaszati in the Svetim-
bara tradition) who is placed in the third century A.D.* He
mentions along with the organs of knowledge the partial view
point also.* He, however, mentions only five view points® in
place of seven in our text (2.1). This is, of course according
to the Svetdmbara reading. The Digambara reading is different
and gives all the seven view points. Umasviti, in his auto-
commentary on the Tattvarthasiitra, explains that the partial
view points do not represent any Jaina subjects or non-Jaina
schools but are only the different aspects of looking at an ob-
ject.® After Umasvdti come Acarya Siddhasena and Samantabha-
dra, both of whom could be placed near about fourth century
A. D. Here we need not go into the controversy as to who of
them preceded. It appears that this controversy has assumed
a sectarian colour, as all the Suetambara scholars insist on the
precedence of Siddhasena whereas the Digambara scholars insist
on the precedence of Samantabhadra. The question is considered
to be important because one, who preceded of the two, would
be given the credit of laying the foundation of Jaina logic.
We, however, do not enter this controversy.

The definition of the organ of knowledge in our Text (1.
1) was given by Siddhasena.” He also gave the definition of
cause® which is substantially the same as given in our Text.
(1. 85). He also made distinction between internal concomi-
tance and external concomitance ( Text; 1. 37), The distinction
of the empirical and the transcendental perceptual cognition
(Text, 1.4) was also made by him for the first time. Besides,

1. Padcdstikaya, 14.

2. 2.2%

3. Bhargava, D., Jaina Ethics, p. 251.

4. Tattvarthasitra, 1.6,

5. Ibid, 1.34, dnaagugsqagred qaasgaar: |
6. Auto-commentary, Ibid., 1.35.

7. Nydyfvatdra, I

8. Ibid, 22.

0. 1bid, 20.
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he also wrote on such famous topics of logic as inference-for-
the-self and inference-for-others. the fallacies of the thesis,
cause, homogeneous example and heterogeneous example and
the resultant of the organ of knowledge.

The other work of Siddhasena, Sanmati prakarana, describes
the partial view point, knowledge and indeterminate intuition
and the different schools from the point of view of non-abso-
lutism. The inclusion of different non-Jaina schools in diffe-
rent partial view points was first initiated by Siddhasena® (Cf.
Text 2—11).

Samantabhadra in his Aptamimamsa has laid emphasis on
non-absolutism and seven-fold statements. His definition of
organ of knowledg e is very much similar to that of our Text
(1. 1).2 The main emphasis of Samantabhadra has been to show
the irrelevance of absolutism. In this description he has shown
the irrationality of the non-Jaina system as also the possibility
of reconciliation of contradictory view points. Another impor-
tant work from our point of view is the Visesavaiyaka bhagya of
Finabhadra Gani who flourished from 484-588 A.D.* Much of
the description of § types of knowledge in our Text is nothing
but a summary of the Visesdvafvaka-bhagya brhadvrtti. Similarly
the portion on partial point of view is also influenced by it.

Another author who laid down the foundation ofa regu-
lar system of Jaina logic was Adkalanka who has been placed in
about 760 A.D.* Akalanka has the same place in the Jaina
philosophy as Diandga and Dharmakirii in the Buddhist phi-
losophy. dkalanka’s influence on our author is seen specially in
the description of partial point of view. It is also to be noted
that the division of our Text into three chapters—organ of
knowledge, partial point of view and symbols—is also taken
from Akalanka’s Laghiyastrayt. After Akalanika came Vidyinanda
who commented upon both—Samantabhadra and Akalarika. His
influence on our Text is clear on the chapter on partial point
of view. He has been placed in the 9th century A.D.®
Sanmati prakarana, 3.47-49.

Svayambh istotra, 63.
Vidydbhdsana Satisacandra, History of Indian Logic, p. 181.

Ibid, p. 185,
Vidyiabhasana, S. C., A History of Indian Logic, p. 186.

S e
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Acarya Manikyanandt who wrote Partkyamukha, a standard
Text book on Faina logic, came after Akalaika and is plac-
ed in 10th century A.D.! Anantavirva who wrote Prameyaratna-
mala, a commentary on Parikgamukha,says that he churned the
nectar of Logic—out ofthe ocean of the speech of Akalaika.?
The book is divided into six chapters. In the first chapter the
division of Pramana has been given in the same way as in our
Text (1.24). The definition of inference of our Text (1.34)
has been directly taken from Partksamukha.® Manikyanandt has
given like our Text many subdivisions of cause. He writes a
different chapter on fallacy giving examples of fallacies of
eight types of organs of knowledge. Our Text has followed
Akalanka in dividing his chapter whereas in style it comes
nearer to the Sutra style of Partksamukha.

Manikyanandi is followed by great commentators Prabha-
candra (11th century A.D.)® who wrote Prameyakamalamartanda |
on Parikgamukha and Nyayakumudacandra on Laghiyasirayt. These
commentaries are very voluminous and deal with the non-
Jaina systems in detail. Our author has a limited purpose of
presenting Faina logic in concise form in the new terminology
of neo-logic and, therefore, he could not make much use of
these commentaries in his work. Similarly the influence of the
voluminous commentary (1000 A.D.) of Abhkayadeva Siri on
Sanmati Tarka is also negligible.

The greatest influence on our Text is, however, that of
Pramananayatattvalokalaikara of Deva Suri (1086-1159 A.D.%)
Our Text can, in fact, be said to be just a recast of this work.
It may be argued that if it is so, our author cannot be said
to be an original thinker. I would like to reproduce the words
of Dr. Satakari Mookerjee in this connection. *‘As regards the
originality of thought which isso highly praised in Europe and
in the modern universities of India, our ancient writers did
not set an inordinate value on it. It was as much a matter of

I, Sdstri Kaildacandra, Faina Nydya p. 38.

2. WRAGAMSWESE I7 diwar 1 Aanafrargd qed a9 arfrsaata o
—Prameyaratna-mila, 2.
Sitra 9.

Sastri, Kaildsa Chandra, Faina Nydya, p. 39.
Vidy#@bhiisana, S. C., A History of Indian Logic, p. 193,
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Acarya Manikyanandi who wrote Partksamukha, a standard
Text book on Faina logic, came after Akalanka and is plac-
ed in 10th century A.D.! Anantavirya who wrote Prameyaratna-
mdla, a commentary on Pariksamukha,says that he churned the
nectar of Logic—out of the ocean of the speech of Akalaika.?
The book is divided into six chapters. In the first chapter the
division of Pramana has been given in the same way as in our
Text (1.24). The definition of inference of our Text (1.34)
has been directly taken from Pariksamukha.® Manikyanand? has
given like our Text many subdivisions of cause. He writes a
different chapter on fallacy giving examples of fallacies of
cight types of organs of knowledge. Our Text has followed
Akalanka in dividing his chapter whereas in style it comes
nearer to the Sutra style of Partksamukha.

Manikyanandi is followed by great commentators Prabha-
¢andra (11th century A.D.)® who wrote Prameyakamalamartanda |
on Pariksamukha and Nyayakumudacandra on Laghiyastrayt. These
commentaries are very voluminous and deal with the non-
Jaina systems in detail. Our author has a limited purpose of
presenting Faina logic in concise form in the new terminology
of neo-logic and, therefore, he could not make much use of
these commentaries in his work. Similarly the influence of the
voluminous commentary (1000 A.D.) of Abhayadeva Siri on
Sanmati Tarka is also negligible.

The greatest influence on our Text is, however, that of
Pramananayatattvilokalaikara of Deva Sari (1086-1159 A.D.%)
Our Text can, in fact, be said to be just a recast of this work.
It may be argued that if it is so, our author cannot be said
to be an original thinker. I would like to reproduce the words
of Dr. Satakari Mookerjee in this connection. *‘As regards the
originality of thought which isso highly praised in Europe and
in the modern universities of India, our ancient writers did
not set an inordinate value on it. It was as much a matter of

I, Sdstri Kaildfacandra, Faina Nydya p. 88.
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Vidyabhisana, 8. C., A History of Indian Logic, p. 195.
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minorimportance with them as originality of verbal expression.
A serious work of philosophical topic did not hold an isolated
position in India. It was rather a link in the expanding chain
of philosophical speculation. And what was the object of seri-
ous concern was fidelity to the fundamentals of the schools and
originality was more or less suspect with adherence of the
system as rather furnishing a pit for error and misconception.
We must not, therefore, expect either originality of expression
or of thought in the sense of abrupt departure from the funda-
mental tenets which give the school a stamp of the distinctive
individuality.”? .

Deva Suri also wrote an auto-commentary Syadvada-ratna-
kara on Pramananayatattvilokilankira. The influence of
Deva Suri’s word on Jaina-Tarka bhdsa can be very well known
by looking at the footnotes of this work edited by Pandit Sukha
Lal Fi.

Except some other minor Faina logicians who preceded
Yajovijaya mention may be made of Hemacandra Suri and Hari
bhadra Stri. Hemacandrasiri’s work Pramana Mimzrmsa (1088
11772 A.D.)? has been very ably commented upon by Pandita
Sukhalalji and translated by Satakari Mookerjee. Haribhadra Suri
(about 1120 A.D.)? is said to have written 140 works. He is
said to have written a commentary on Anekdnta Fayapataka.
Mention may also be made of Dharmabhiigana (1600 A.D.)* who
is the author of Nyayadipikd and has been mentioned by name
in our Text (1.33. L.25).

And lastly comes our author Yafovijaya Gani (1608-1688
A.D.)® whose date and life history can be fortunately known
from Sujasavelibhasa, a work written in ancient Gujarati
by his contemporary Kdntivijaya Gani. He was born in Kanodum
near Kalola in Gujarata and died at Dabhoi in 1688 A.D. His
father’s name was Ndrayana and mother’s name was Sobhagade.
He was a disciple of Naya Vijaya who was third in line to
Harivijaya (1526-1595A.D) who was contemporary of Moghul

1. Mookerjee Satakari, Preface, Pramipa Mim&rhsi, p. X,
9. Vidyd bhisana S. C.. A History of Indian Logic, p. 205.
3. Ibid, p. 208,
4. Ibid, p. 215.
5. Ibid, p. 217.
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Emperor, Akbar. Hari Vijaya’s disciple was Kalyana Vijaya.
Kalyana Vijaya’s disciple was Labhavijaya. And Yafovijaya’s
teacher Naya Vijaya was the disciple of Labhavijaya. A busi-
nessman, Dhanaji Suri, sent Yafovijaya to Kdsifor higher studies
in 1626 A.D. He made a special study of logic there and got
the titles of Nyaya Viiarada and Nydyicirya.® He himself says
that he has written one hundred works. A list of seventy-two
works of Yafovijaya has been given by Pandit Sukhalal Ji.
Forty of these works are fully available, seven works are partly
available and twentyfive works are not available at all, Out
of these works written by Yafovijaya, it would be noticed
that sixteen works are on Jaina logic, out of which only eight
are available today. Out of these Nayarahasya has been
referred to in our fext also (p. 20.6.8). Out of the remaining
works, MNyaye-khanda-khidya is written on the style of
Khandana khanda khddya and Agtasahasrt vriti is a gloss on the
Agtasahasrt of Vidyiananda. Nydyakhandakhddya deals with
soul, emancipation, momentariness, origination, destruction,
non-absolutism, class and individual, space and time, determi-
nant concomitantand determinate concomitant etc, It mentions
amongst others, Samantabhadra, Gandhahasti, Sammati, Miira,
Bhatta, s'ridflam, Udayana, Narayanacarya, Siromani, Didhiti-kara
Vardhamdna, and Guninanda. Similarly Astasahasri-vivarana men-
tions Vacaspati, Mandana MiSra, Prajhakara, Hemacandra, Vakca-
kravarti, Vedanti-pasu, Kusumahjali, Gurumata, Muraribhaifa,
Murari, Mifra, Gautamiya, Bhaflacirya, Farannaiydyika, Raghu-
deva Bhattacarya, Bhiiganasara etc. This shows the compara-
tive and critical outlook of Ya$ovijaya. It isremarkable that
he wrote not only on Agfasahasrt which is a work by a Digam-
bara author, who has been criticised in our fext also (1.2),
but also commented upon a non-Jaina work, Yogasiitra of
Patafjali. This indicates his non-sectarian approach. Another
work is Nydyaloka, whose contents are given as follows by Dr.
Vidyabhtisana : soul, emancipation, inference, testimony, direct
knowledge, indirect knowledge, validity of internal things,
inherence, negation, ether, substance, etc.? This work also refers
1. Jaina Tarka-Bhdsd, p. 30. verse 4.

2. Vidydbhisana S. C. A History of Indian logic, p. 220.
3. Ibid, p, 219.
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to many Faina and non-jaina works.!

Coming to Faina-tarka-bhagd we have already noted
above that it takes its scheme from Akalaika. The title of this
book is common with the work of the same name of Moksikara
and Kefava Miira. The Buddhist- Tarka-Bhiga of Moksikara is
divided in chapters. The names of the three chapters in
Jaina Tarka Bhaga are, as already indicated, taken from Laghi-
Jastrayt of Akalarika, but the last chapter on symbol does not
follow Laghtyastray but the Svetambara tradition as given in the
Visesivaiyaka-Bhisya. As regards the work of logic, two works
—Nyayakusumanjali the Tattvacintamani-have been made use of.

I have separately assessed the value of those portions of
Jaina-Tarka-Bhiga, where Yasovijaya has contradicted the
view points of his opponent.? My conclusion is this that Yaso-
vijaya has mastered not only the Faina work but also the non-
Jaina works. His representation of the view points of his oppo-
nents is honest and faithful. His view point is objective and
his style is distinctively his own. His method is direct, and he
does not believe in pedantry. While summarising, he leaves
the non-essential and concentrates on the essentials. At places
he has shown his originality also, even though his aim was to
write a handy text book for beginners. As an instance, we may
refer to the Text where validity of recollection has been esta-
blished (1.24). At places we also find that in his zeal to sum-
marise, he has not only made his work too difficult but also
neglected the essential part of the original work from which
he was summarising.

With these words I invite my readers to go through the
work. I have tried to be as authentic as possible in my trans-
lation and notes and I do hope that the book, though small in
volume, would prove a safe guide for the beginners and a study
of this book alone would serve as a good introduction to other
higher works of Jaina logic.

Dayanand Bhargava

1. Vidyabhdsana, 8. C. History of Indian logic, p. 210.
2. Journal of the Department of Sanskrit, University of Delhi, Vol. 1.
No. 1, December, 1871.
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1. This suggests why synonyms are called parydyavici in
Sanskrit. It means that no two words carry exactly the same meaning;
they only indicate the diffcrent modes (parydyas) of an  object.
Thus the word ‘parydya’ of Jaina philosophy has been used in its
technical sense, in the word ‘parydyavici’
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1. The idea is that the now - Jaina systems of philosophy are also
partly true, but they are false inasiuch as they overlook each other
Cf Gommatasira, Karmakinda, £ig3.
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Mahimahopidhyaya Sri Yasovijaya’s

JAINA-TARKA-BHASA

OR

A Manual of Jaina Logic

1. On the Organ of Knowledge :

After bowing to Jina, who is saluted by the groups of
Indras, and who gives instructions in the real nature of things,
I compose the Manual of Logic, that consists of (three parts
viz.) the organ of knowledge, the partial truth, and the differ-
ent ways of putting a thing.

[ 1. The investigation into the definition of the pramdna in general].

_ *1. Pramipa is the definitive cognition of the self and the
others.

Here ‘self” is the very nature of the knowledge itself, the
‘others” are objects other than that, and ‘the definitive’ 1is that,
which ascertains both of them as they are.

Herc the word ‘cognition’ is used to avoid undesirable
extension to indeterminate intuition. The word ‘definitive’ is
used to avoid that (undciira.blc extension) to doubt, error and
indecision. The epithet ‘self and the others’ has been used to
indicate the nature (of the pramana) and by way of refutation
of the Mimarmsakas etc. who hold the non-perceptibility of
knowledge and of those who believe in the non-dualistic exis-
tence of knowledge etc. and deny the existence of external
objects.

Now, il right cognition ( itself ) is meant to be pramana,
then what else is to be said as its resultant ? Correct; but its
resultant is the definite cognition of the sell and objects.
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Now, in this way, the quality of being definitive cognition of
the self and others, will not exist in the praméana; the pramana
being definitive cognition of others and the resultant being
definitive cognition of the self; if one argues like this, the
answer is : no, because it will be rationalised by partial
identity of (the two) the pramina and its resultant.

Thus, it is concluded that the function-sense only, when
engaged in its conscious activity, is the pramana, because the
self, unappropriated by its conscious activity, does not reveal
its objects like touch etc., because (otherwise) a man in deep
sleep would also have that ( cognition ) by the sense-object-
contact with soft cotton ete.

»2, Some say that the sense qua attainment, characterised
by the capacity of apprehending the objects is the pramana,
as “the capacity of the self, in the form ofapprehension
of the object, is mentioned as the instrument and this
is not relatively contradictory”. (TSV., 1.1.22) this is not
correct, because the resultant of sense gua attainment is mediated
by the instrument which is conscious activity, and becauseif by
accepting the non-perceptibility ofthe capacities, the non-perce-
ptibility and perceptibility of the knowledge of the instruinent
and the resultant (respectively) is accepted, it will amount to
acceding to the view point of Prabhikara. If one argues that
even the capacity of knowledge is perceptible, through the sub-
stance, in its substratum, which it pervades, i.e. the self, it cannot
be so; if it were perceptible through the substance, it will not
be in order to hold it as self-illuminating as is the case with
happiness etc.; moreover the mention of instrument in (the
sentence) ‘I know the pitcher through knowledge’ would be
illogical; (for example) there is no mention of the neck and
earthen bowl at the time of the perception of the pitcher,
even though they are perceptible through the substance,

[2. Having defiined perceplual cognition, its division into two,
empirical and transcendental: ]

*3 That cognition is of two kinds: perceptual and non-
perceptual. Perceptual is that which as an effect depends
on the senses or the self which is called ‘aksa’, a stock-word in
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the category of Unidi words, in the sense of ‘permeating i. e.
pervading all objects in the form of knowledge.’

Not that in this way the title of ‘perceptual’ will not apply
to visual intuition (of limited extension) and clairvoyance etc.
and sensuous knowledge etc, because this is only its etymologi-
cal meaning; its usage being in the sense of clarity, implied
by it as one united word giving a single meaning. And
‘clarity’ means, revealing in a greater degree than that revea-
led by inference etc. ; (thus)there is nothing wanting here.

That which is hidden from sense is non-perceptual i. .
indistinct cognition.

*4, The perceptual cognition is of two types : the empiri-
cal and the transcendental. The empirical (samvyavaharika)
is based on unhindered transaction (sarhvyavahara), character-
ised by day-to-day talk of engagements and withdrawals, e. g.
perceptual cognition of ourselves. As it takes effect through
the activity of the self, mediated by sense and mind in reality,
it is non-perceptual, because the fact of mediation is here the
,same as in the knowledge of the fire by smoke. Moreover, it
is in reality non-perceptual, because here also boubt, error and
indecision are possible as in non-existent, inconclusive, and
contradictory inference-fallacy and like a correct inference it
also admits of the possibility of certainty preceded by agree-
ment (intimation) and memory.

[3. The investigation into empirical perceptual cognition, and the
distinction between sensuous and scriptural knowledge. |

*5. This (empirical perceptual cognition) is of two kinds:
sensuous and quasi-sensuous. The sensuous is effected by
eyes etc. and the quasi-sensuous is born of mind. Though
mind functions even in the sensuous cognition, yet as it is the
extraordinary cause there, it is no fault (to call it sensuous).

Both of these are of two kinds : sensuous cognition and
scriptural knowledge. Sensuous cognition is conditioned by
a sense and the mind and is not based on word, whereas
that which is based on word is scriptural knowledge.

By the term ‘based on word’ is meant the knowledge in
the form of the inward repetition of a word like ‘pitcher is
pitcher’, having established the connection between the word
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and its import either from the instruction of others about the
intimated object or from the scriptural books. If one should
say that in this way only perception would be sensuous cogni-
tion and not speculation etc. etc. because they are accompan-
ied by the mention of word and are therefore to be included
in the scriptural knowledge; it is not correct; because though
at the time of intimation, speculation etc. are based on
word, yet they are not based on that at the time of transaction,
because by virtue of the skill through practice, itis found
that even without basing onword, a variety of speech is
preceded by the chain of manifold thinking. Since in Angas
Upangas etc. and in the perception of word etc. there is no
basis of word, it is sensuous cognition, but inasmuch as there

also the meaning is known on the basis ofwords, it isscriptural
knowledge.

[4. Four divisions af sensuous cognition, viz. percepltion etc.]

*@, Sensuous knowledgeisof four kinds : perception, spec-
ulation, perceptual judgment, and retention.

The lowest knowledge is perception. It is of two kinds :
contact-awareness and object-awareness. Vyaiijana is that
which menifests the object; (in the first place) it is the physical
sense-organ shaped like Kadamba flower etc. and characterised
by the particular power of cognising the objects of sound etc.,
(secondly) the substance transformed into sense-data such as
sound (-atoms) etc, and (thirdly) the relation of the two (men-
tioned just now).Soit(vyafijandvagraha)is a compound in which
the middle word has been dropped i.e. contact of vyaiijana with
vyafijana. Then if one arguesthat thisisignorance because no
knowledge is received at that time, like the contactof ear and
sound in the case of a dealjit is not so;itbeing the instrument of
knowledge, is by transference of epithet, called knowledge,
because atit’s culmination is seen knowledge in the form of obj-
ectperception, or cven at that time an indistinct knowledge can
be inferred like the dream-knowledge etc. which can be in-
ferred by particular type of gestures etc. (and ) because it
cannot be marked—like one spark of fire—on account of its
subtleness.

[6. In support of the non-contactory nature of mind and sight,

-while demonstrating the four types of contact-awareness. |
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*7. That(contact-awareness) is of [our kinds in accordance
with the difference of senses except sight and mind, which being
Ofnnn—comactory nature cannot have any contact-awareness;or
otherwise, if they were the subject of favour and injury of the
object known, there should have been wetness and burning at
the sight and thought of water and fire. Ifitis argued that
favour and injury of the eyeare found at the sight of the sun and
the moon etc., it is not correct, because it is not found at the
time of their first sight; and because when seen constantly the
injury by the ray of the sun, which comes into contact can be
accounted for, as also the sense of favour because of lack of
injury at the sight of the moon etc. which are possessed of natu-
ral qualities of gentleness etc.

At the thought of the dead or lost things, and the thought
of the union of the loved ones and procurement of riches, the
injury and favour, indicated by weakness and emaciation of
chest etc. and by the beaming face and horripilation etc.,
do not belong to the mind; but to the self through the help of
mind-qua-substance in the form of multitude of desirable or
undesirable material atoms transformed into mental form;
just like through the checking of wind in the heart and medi-
cine; the contactory nature of mind is not proved by them.
If it is said that if the mind does not contact its object by
approaching it, how does the feeling that ‘my mind has gone
to Meru mountain etc.’ come to a sleeping man; it is not true;
because the dream of going of mind to Meru mountain etc.
is false like that of the body, or otherwise there would be
(undesirable) situation of the occurrence of favour and injury
caused by the fragrance of flower etc. and the fatigue caused
by travel etc.

If it is said that favour and injury by the sight of the bath-
ing of Jina, experienced in dream and by non-attainment of
the desired object ( respectively ) are seen with reference to
the awakened person also, we answer that they may be seen
because of the science of dream, but the result of the action, viz,
satisfaction etc., is not there by the science of dream as to
prove the contactory nature of mind in the form of contact-
ing the object.
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If it is said that the result of action in the form of discharge
of semen virile is found in dream also; that is due to intensity
of desire, and not due to the action of inter-course with the
women, so where is the fault ? If it is said that listening to
song etc. in cases of somnambulism, there is contact-awareness
of the mind also, it is not so, for in that stage thoughone
thinks oneself tobedreaming, yet one perceives through ears
etc. alone. Because, on the authority of the statement like
‘one who is negligent, does not know' because all being
involved in the world have their activity of consciousness
spread over infinite time-points, and because at every
time-point, it receives mind-substance, even though
not contacting the object, how the mind without leaving
the body, will not have contact-awareness at the time
of thinking about heart ete. which are in its vicinity; listen;
mind is cogniser and not cognitum; contact-awareness is
there at the time of cognising the cognitum and it has no
scope, therefore, at the time of receiving matter constituting
mind, nor has it any scope at the time of thinking about heart
etc. which are in its vicinity, because the distinction of working
in close contact or otherwise (not working in close contact) is
decided from the point of view of external ohjects, or also
because of the skilled cessation and subsidence of karmic veils
of mind, there is no cognition of the object, and because even
at the time of functioning of the senses of ear etc., the
funcioning of mind is accepted only after the contact-aware-
ness, because the meaning of the word mind (manas) ‘thinks
over(nranyate)the objects’, or ‘by it are thought over(manyante)
the objects,” conforms to its etymology, and because just as
the language cannot function without indicating the meaning,
similarly mind cannot function without thinking over the
object. Thus it is concluded that eyes and mind have no
contact-awareness.

[6. Treatment of object-perception. ]

*8. Object awareness isthe cognition of the general features
without any distinction of form, name, genus, activity, quality,
and substance. How then the scriptures say as ‘he has cognised
word’, there is the non-existence of the absence of the
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mention of ‘word’ etc.; no; because only the speaker says
‘word’, or because it is meant for not distinguishing it from
the form and taste etc. Ifthe determinate knowledge that
‘this is word’, were there in object perception, then since the
word ‘word’ takes a period of less than forty-cight minutes
(but more than one time point) to pronounce, the one time-
pointedness of object-perception would be shattered. One
may say : the cognition of both—the general and the special—
may be included in object-perception, and later on may be
considered the beginning of speculation in the form that *here
are, generally speaking, sweetness etc. the qualities of the
sound of bow-string;’ it is not so; because if it is cognition of
the special as distinguished from non-word, it would be
perceptual judgement, because the cognition of the little can-
not be firmly established from the point of view of the further
and further species. Moreover, the knowledge ‘this is word’
is not logically justifiable without the speculation in the formofl
thinking of word, as distinguished from lorm etc. and specu-
lation is not possible in uncognised object, and, therefore, its
place would have to be accepted before the time of object-
perception accepted by us, and that ( time ) is the time of
contact-awareness, devoid of the knowledge of object, andsoon
and so forth. Afterwards-because the speculation regarding the
qualities other than that of sound is mentioned as ‘which word
is this,” the object-perception should be accepted in this form
alone that ‘this is word,” il it be argued; no; the word’ is said
by the speaker only, at the time of object-perception, the
scriptures mention only indeterminate learning of word, and
because the indeterminate is general in form, and the
formless conscious activity can cognise that much only.
And if the cognition of indeterminate word is accepted in con-
tact-awareness, it would also become object-perception,
because it cognises the object.

*9. Some say: from the point of view of a child who
is just born and is devoid of the ideas of intimation etc.,
cognition is that of general nature, but for a man who is
conversant with the object, the cognition is special, and there-
fore from this point of view it is not logically incoherent to
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say that ‘he cognises the*word’, it is not so; in this way for more
intimately conversant, it would be, beyond the determinate
knowledge of word, a cognition of many-many specials. And we
cannot say that ‘this is desirable,’ the scripture does not speak
of any adjective (but says unqualifyingly) that ‘one does not
know which word is this,” even the wisest cannot cognise the
further and further qualities without gognising the word, which
is qualified.

*10. Others say that the scriptural statement is consistent
because object-perception is said to be preceded by intuitional
cognition, and intuitional cognition, cognises indistinct gene-
ral features, whereas the object-perception cognises the form
of the object as distinct from other objects; this is incorrect;
Does the intuitional cognition precede contact-awareness, or
is it identical with it ? The first alternative is not possible, be-
cause it (intuitional cognition) is not possible without the
relationship of the object and its awareness. Nor is the second
alternative possible, because at the last moment of the contact-
awareness, object-perception takes place and there is no place
for intuitional cognition. Nor is the tkird alternative possible,
because then it (intuitional cognition) would be just another
name for contact-awareness, and because it is devoid of object
~cognition, intuitional cognition is not" possible in it. More-
over, how can intuitional cognition, without speculation,
lead to object-perception ? And how can speculation and
perception, which last separately for innumerable time-points
(and one time-point) occur simultaneously ? This should be
thought over. Ifit be said that since even perception has
been shown as having the varieties of quick and otherwise
(slow) etc. it also lasts for innumerate time-points and is not
incoherent with having the particulars as its object; it is not
so; in reality, these are the varieties of perceptual judgement,
and have been described as varietics of perception on the
basis of secondary usage of the effect in the cause, because
the particulars cannot be the subject in reality in such cases
where particulars are not the subjects. ;

*]1. Or perception is classified into two : The transcend-
ental and empirical. The former cognises only the gene-
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ral features, the latter has the particulars as its subject;because
the speculation occurs in the form of curiosity regarding the
further and further qualities over and above that; otherwise
as 1t would lead to the non-occurrence of speculation without
perception, itis here alone that the varieties of quick and
otherwise (i. e. slow) can be justified, and it is because of this
that the practice of the chain of further and further knowledge
should be understood.

[7. Investigation of speculation, perceptual judgement and reten-
tion, respectively. ]

*12. Speculation is inquisitive pursuit(for the knowledge)
of specific details, i. e, it removes the points of disagreement
and applies the points of agreement, e. g. ‘this must be nor-
mally sound as being capable of reception through ears etc.’
or ‘this must be the sound of a conch as it is possessed of the
qualities of sweetness etc.’ This is not doubt, because that
consists in knowledge of various objects of opposite nature in
the same subject, and because this, being inclined towards
definiteness, is different.

*13. Perceptual judgement is the determination of the
specific characteristic of that which was speculated upon. e.g.
“This must be sound only,” or ‘this must be the sound of
conch only.’

*14. ‘'TI'hat(perceptual judgement)being firm-fixed is reten-
tion. It is classified into three: absence of lapse, memory and
memory-impression. Absence of lapse is absence of removal of
uninterrupted conscious activity on one object. Memory is the
unfoldment of that very conscious activity on the object after
an interval as ‘it is the same.’ Memory-impression is the
impression which causes memory and is carried by perceptual
judgement. Since both types of perceptions are included in
perception and three types of retention in retention, the
division (of sensuous cognition into four) is not disturbed.

*15. Others, who follow only the etymological meaning
viz. that perceptual judgement (apdya) is removal (apanay-
ana) and retention (dharapa) is retaining (dharana), say
that ‘perceptual judgement is the determination of distinc-
tion from the non-existent particular and retention is
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the determination of the existent particular’ ; this is not
so, Dbecause perceptual judgement sometimes coming from
thinking of the distinction from others, sometimes from agree-
ment with existing qualities and sometimes from both, has no
varieties, being only of one variety, which is certainty;
otherwise memory (which being incapable of being included
in ‘retention’, in the sense taken just now) would be excessive
and there would be the incoherency of sensuous cognition
having five varieties. Now, if it be said, that the retention,
accepted by you, does not exist at all, and, therefore, the four-
fold division is undisturbed; because on the cessation of cons-
cious activity, what is retention ? Absence of lapse, defined as
the uninterrupted conscious activity, does not differ from
perceptual judgement. And what is accepted as memory-
impression for numerable or innumerable time at the conclus-
ion of the conscious activity regarding pitcher etc., and the
memory in the form of ‘it is the same’, it (both of them) is
not retention, which is a variety of sensuous cognition, be-
cause the conscious activity of sensuous cognition has already
ceased, and even in the case of conscious activity occurring
after an interval of time, memory would be included in
retention, where agreement with the existing qualities would
predominate; it is not so; as after the working of perceptual
judgement is seen, the working of its current for a moment,
therefore, absence of lapse (will have to be accepted in
addition to perceptual judgement), and as joining the inde-
terminate intuition of the present and the past as ‘this is the
same’, and the resultant of the previous perceptual judgement,
memory (will also have to be accepted in addition to per-
ceptual judgement) and also the memory-impression in the
form of impressions causing that (memory) (will have to be
accepted in addition to perceptual judgement).

#»16. Ifit be said that the two forms of knowledge, the
absence of lapse and the memory, as cogniser of the already
cognised, are not organ of knowledge; and as for memory-
impression, these are the three options : is it destruction-cum
subsidence of the knowledge-obscuring karman of memory,
or is it the power to generate that knowledge or is it a thou-
ght about that object ? Now, the first two options are
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incompatible, because they are not (included) in the form of
knowledge, the varieties of which are under discussion here.
The third option is also incompatible because memory-im-
pression is desired to last for numerable or innumerable
time, but thought about an object cannot last for this much
time, and, therefore, no retention is compatible; it is not so;
being the cause of memory-impressions of different natures of
clear, clearer and clearest type, and because of its being
cogniser of newer and newer objects, absence of lapse (is
the cogniser of the uncognised) and so also, being the cogni-
ser of previously uncognised oneness of the object, memory
is the cogniser of the uncognised, and by transference of
epithet of the effect to the cause, though itself the memory-
impression is not knowledge; yet its categorisation as the
variety of knowledge is not incompatible, because it is the
power which generates that knowledge in the form of des-
truction-cum-subsidence of the knowledge-obscuring karman
of memory.

*17. And these determinate perceptionetc., do not occur
either in a perverted or disturbed order, or deficiently, be-
cause it is the nature of the cognised to generate cognition in
this very way. Sometimes, in case of a man who is habituated
to it, only perceptual judgement, and in case ofan object where
the memory-impression is strong, only memory is noticeable;
even there the order of determinate perception ete. is not
noticeable on account of subtlety like the piercing of the
hundred petals ofa lotus. Thus sensuous knowledge has
twenty-eight varieties; object-perception etc. (by ete. we
include speculation, perceptual judgement and retention)
being multiplied by six—mind and (five) senses,(thus twenty
four) plus contact-awarenss having four varieties (there being
no contact-awareness of mind and eyes). Or these varieties
multiplied by the twelve varieties—many, multiplied, quick,
independent, determined, and constant (these six) and their
opposites—work out to be three hundred and thirty six in

all. These varieties many etc., are from the point of view of
cognizant; €. g.—some one knows much, listening to the
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group of different sounds, knows that there are “so many sounds
of conch and so many sounds of drums’ i. e. in this way, he
distinguishes separately between the differcnt types, on acco-
unt of the speciality of destruction-cum-subsidence of karmans.
The other, on account of lesser destruction-cum-subsidence of
karmans, even though in the same place, knows less. One,
on account of the brilliance of the destruction-cum-subsidence
of karmans, knows multi-typed, knowing even the single
sound of conch etc. as possessed of many qualities of agree-
ableness etc. The other knows non-multi-typed, knowing as
possessed of few qualities of agreeableness etc. One knows
quickly,cognising immediately. The other knowsslowly,cognis-
ing only aftera long thought.One knows independently, cognis-
ing by its very form without any sign., The other knows
dependently cognising only by the help of some sign. Some-
times itis determinate, being cognised as not possessed of
contradictory qualities. The other is indeterminate, being
cognised as possessed of contradictory qualities. One is
constant, being cognised always as much etc., the other is
inconstant, being cognised sometimes as much, sometimes not
as much, The varieties of sensuous knowledge have been said.

© [8. Investigation of wverbal knowledge after classifying it into
JSourleen varielies].
+18. The varieties of verbal knowledge are given. Verbal
knowledge is of lourteen types: alphabet, discursive, right,hav-
ing beginning, having end, containing repetitions, and inclu-
ded in the main scripture(these)together with their opposites.
Then the alphabet is three-fold: script, alphabet, and poten-
tial auditory attainment. The script alphabets are the different
types of scripts, the alphabets are the spoken akara etc.—
these two are called knowledge only by transference of
epithet. The potential auditory attainment is the conscious
activity towards listening through mind and senses or the
destruction-cum-subsidence of the veil of that (verbal know-
ledge). This potential auditory attainment is not impossible
cven without receiving instruction from others, because atten-
tion is seen at hearing of a sound even amongst innocent
children, who have received no instructions, and amongst
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cows etc. and because even the one-sensed creatures receive
indistinct sounds. A non-alphabetical verbal knowledge is
sighs etc. because it also causes real functioning knowledge
because from it also arises the knowledge that one isin
misery etc. Or being useful in knowledge, though all the
activities are verbal knowledge, yet here (in sighs etc.) alone
is fixed the conventional usage, as famous amongst those who
are well versed in scriptures. The knowledge of those
possessed of mind is discursive. The opposite of it is non-
discursive. What is included in the main and subsidiary
scriptures, is right; the mundane is false. Thinking from the
point of view of the knower, there is option—even the false
knowledge acquired by a person of right vision is right
knowledge, because of its suitable adjustment as an incorrect
statement, whereas even the right knowledge, acquired
by a man of perverted vision, is wrong knowledge. Having
a beginning— (it has a beginning ) substantially with
reference to an individual, territorially, in Bharata and
Airavata, periodically, the ascending and descending rounds
(of the circle of time),and psychically, the efforts ete. of those
instructors. Having no beginning—(it has no beginning)
substantially with reference to different individuals, territori-
ally in Mahavideha, periodicallv quasi- ascending and
descending rounds (of the circle of Time) and psychically,
destiuction-cum-subsidence in general. Similarly, the varieties
having end and having no end should be thought of. Repeti-
tive is the same reading, generally in the drstivada(the twelfth
and the last, and now supposed to be lost, limb (anga) of the
scripture). Non-repetitive is the unsimilar reading in the
Kilikasruta (a Jaina scripture). ‘That is said to be included in
the main scriptures, which is composed by the ganadharas
(divect disciples of the Tirthankaras). Thatis said to be
excluded from the main scriptures which is composed by the
elders (of the monastaries). In this way, the empirical percep-
tion in the form of sensuous and verbal cognition together
with their varieties, has been investigated into.

[9. After classifying the transcendental perceplion into three, the
investigation of clairvoyance at the oulset ].
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*19. That which for its genesis depends only on the
activity of the soul is transcendental (perception). It is three-
fold: clairvoyance, telepathy and perfect knowledge. Having
all those objects which have forms as its subject and depending
only on the Self is the clairvoyance type of knowledge. Itis
six-fold:following, augmenting, and extinguishing together with
their opposites. Following is that whish follows even to the
place other than that of its genesis,like the light of the sun;just
as the light of the sun arising in the east spreads to the west also
and, illuminates the territory there, similarly this also though
generated in one place, illuminates the objects to the man
even when he moves, Non-following is that which illuminates
the objects only in the place of its genesis, like the knowledge
of an astrologer (who answers questions); just as an astrologer
answers the question asked only at certain places, similarly it
also illuminates objects only at authorised places. Gradually
increasing from the place of its genesis is the augmenting, like
the [ire, placed in the multitude of dry and increasing fuel
and enkindled by the burning of the lower and upper pieces
of wood of Premna Spinosa; just as fire enkindled by effort,
increases at gaining of fuel, similarly by virtue of extremely
auspicious actions, this also wugments after genesis. Decreasing
is that which gradually decreases in its scope after genesis,
like the flame of fire on the removal of the mass of the fucl-
matter; just as the flame of fire, with its fucl removed,
decreases, this also decreases. Distinguishing is that which
after its genesis, perishesabsolutely like the wave of the water;
just as the wave of water, just after its genesis, disappears
completely similarly this also. Non-existinguishing is that
which lasts upto death or upto the attainment of pure-know-
ledge, like the sex-consciousness; just as the male-sex-cons-
ciousness etc. lasts as long as the male form etc. of existence
endures, similarly this also.

[10. Investigation into Telepathy]

*20. That which has a direct cognition of mind only is
telepathy. Here it should be noted that it can directly cognise
only the psychic modes and cognises the external objects only
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through inference of the logical impossibility of the one in
the absence of the other. It is two-fold : straight-intelligence
and wide-intelligence. Straight i. e. cogniser of the general
intelligence, is the straight-intelligence. Here ‘general’ means
lesser particulars than those (known) by wide-intelligence;
otherwise, il we accept only cognition of the general (and no
particulars), it would be the same as the indeterminate in-
tuition of the psychic modes. Wide,—i. e. cogniser of the
particulars, intelligence is the wide-intelligence. By straight-
intelligence is known that one has thought about pitcher ete.
whereas wide-intelligence cognises it, as possesszd of hundreds
of modes. Both of these cognitions are called partial percep-
tions as having partial objects as its subject.

[11. Investigation inlo Pure-knowledge]

*21. That whicli has a direct cognition of all substances
with modes is called pure-knowledge. Therefore, it iscalled
perfect perception.  As its cause—the destruction of veil—is
one; it has no variety. Here the veil is karman only, because
our knowledge, which does not work in its sphere, is veiled
(and) if all things cannot be its sphere, it would lead to the
absence of the knowledge of necessary concomitance; and in
the absence of veil, absence of lucidity would be incoherent.
On the destruction of veil by right faith etc. which are
opposite to karman, the pure knowledge is attained (or prov-
ed).

*22. Some say, ‘it is born of mind only purified by the
qualities by spiritual practices’; it is not so; even the mind,
purified by qualities, cannot generate it like the knowledge of
the objects of five senses.

#23. The Digambaras (a sect of Jainism) say that a person
who takes morsels of food, cannot have pure knowledge; it is
not so; because the taking of morsels of food, is caused by
hunger creating karman, and the rise of unpleasant-feeling
karmans etc. have no contradiction with pure-knowledge,
because it has contradiction only with destructive karmans. If
it be said that it is not generated from that (karman) which is
like a burnt rope, it is not so; for in this way there would be
no mundane existence from the similar age-determining karman.
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Moreover, how can there be existence of gross-body of the
Lord without the food of morsels ? If its possibility without
that be accepted on account of infinite energy, it would lead
to the absence of taking of food even in the worldly state,
because of the conviction of immeasurable power (in that
state also); this all has been explained elsewhere. Thus per-
ception has been described. .

[12. After defining and classifying non-perceptual into five, in-
vestigation of recollection].

*24. Now non-perceptual is described—non-percepiual
is that which is not clear. And it is of five kinds : recollec-
tion, recognition, reasoning, inference, and verhal testimony.
Recollection is the cognition generated only by experience as
‘that is the image of the TIrthankara (Lord)’. This is not
non-organ of knowledge, because ofits coherency like perception
cte. If it be said that it is non-organ of knowledge because it
makes the part of the past indicated by ‘that’, as a subject of
present; it is not so; because it is not a rule that the time of
qualified be always [elt in the qualification. If it be said that it
is a non-organ of knowledge because of its dependence on the
cognitive organ of experience; it is not so; because (in that
case) even inference would not be organ of knowledge, on
account of its dependence on the knowledge ol necessary
concomitance etc. Ifit be said that inference is dependent
on the other only in its genesis, but it is independent in its
cognition of the subject; it is not so; even recollection depends
on experience in its genesis only, and as far as its cognition of
the subject is concerned, it is also independent. Il it be said
that recollection, which knows only that which has already
been a subject of experience, is not independent even in
the cognition of the subject; then, as cognising the objects
which have already been the subject of the knowledge of
necessary concomitance etc., the inference also cannot be
the cognitive organ in any case. Ifit he said that the infere-
nce invariably makes an uncognised object as its subject, then
it is the same case with recollection which makes the object,
hitherto unknown as ‘this is that’, as its subject.
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[13*  Investigation into recognition ]

*25. Recognition is the synthetic knowledge, caused by
experience and recollection, and cognising the similarity
(between the two) and identity (of one person at different
ages) etc., e.g. ‘“This body of the cow is the same,’ ‘gavaya(the
Gayal) is like cow’, ‘he is the same Jinadatta’,'he is saying the
same thing’, *a buffalo is different from the cow’, ‘this is away
from that’, ‘this is near that’, ‘this is longer or shorter than
that’ etc.

*26. The Buddhists hold that there is no one knowledge as
recognition because it consists of two varieties in the form
of this and that which are obvious and obscure respectively;
it is not correct: because it is experienced as one like the
knowledge of the picture even though it differs in form, and
because, in fact, this is one as being obscure in form and gen-
crated from its own source and because the indication ‘this’
is the cause of recognition. Ifit is said that this recognition
does not cxist because of the absence of its subject; we say :
no; because it has as its subject the particular object which
is one consisting of the former and the latter modes. There-
fore, the view ‘that this is, in fact, a couple of knowledge in
the form of experience and memory not touching anything
unperceived hitherto’ is refuted; because in this way there
would be the unacceptable position of the elimination of all
qualifying knowledge. Yet some hold the view that this
is perceptual cognition, because it conforms to the conco-
mitance in agreement and disagreement with the senses; this
is also not so; because the confirmation to the concomitance
in agreement and disagreement with direct perception cannot
be proved, because the confirmation to the direct perceptual
cognition and memory(both)of the recognition is experienced,
otherwise, there would be an undesirable occasion of its
occurrence at the time of first sight of the object.

*27, And, if this be said that recognition is produced
by senses with the help of the memory, produced by the
awakening of the latent impressions, born at the time
of first sight, at the time of the nextsight; it is incorrect;
because direct perception is pot dependent on memory.
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Otherwise, if we accept its mental cognition depending on
the memory of concomitance etc., there would be an undesira-
ble occasion for the elimination of the inferential knowledge
of fire in the mountain. Moreover, it is an additional
type of cognition because we have a different leeling of ‘I
recognise here,” this refutes the view that ‘this is a qualified
direct perception with the knowledge of its qualification at
the approximity of the senses with the objects qualified’;
because we don't have it in ‘he is like this’ etc. and because
we experience a synthetic order in memory and experience.
*28. Here, the Bhatta school holds,*Let recognition be one
knowledge, but the knowledge of similarity at the sight of
gavaya and at the memory of cow is analogical. It is said :

“Therefore, whatever is remembered is qualified
by similarity. Therefore, the similarity of the standard
or the standard of similarity itself is its subject. Though
the similarity is directly perceived and the cow is
remembered yet the guality of being qualified cannot
be proved from any other organ of knowledge and,
therefore, analogy is an organ of knowledge;”(SV., up.,
37-38)

this is not so; there is a synthesis between the body
qualified by similarity and seen and between the cow which
is remembercd, and the synthetic knowledge that ‘gavaya is
similar to cow’ does not overlap the limit of recognition.
Otherwise, in such cases as ‘the buffalo is dissimilar to cow’
there would be an excess to analogy because this is not the
subject of similarity and, therefore, there would be disturbance
in the number of organs of knowledge.

*20. This refutes the view point of Naiyayikasalso who hold
analogy to be cognition of the relationship of word and its
mecaning as this is to be indicated by the word gavaya caused
by the knowledge of the meaning of the analogical sentence
‘gavaya is like cow’ and based on the act of looking at a body
qualified by similarity, because it does not exceed the limits of
the recognition being synthetic of the indicativeness of the word
‘gavaya’ in the object by saying that whatever qualities were
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described in the analogical sentence are found in the indi-
cativeness of that word. Therefore, those who have a
knowledge of the meaning of the sentence that ‘‘swan is
one which discriminates between the water and the milk"
can have the knowledge that this is to be indicated by the
word ‘swan’ at the sight of an individual qualified by discrimi-
nation between water and milk. If we were to accept an
extra organ of knowledge except recognition for the know-
ledge that this is to be indicated by the word ‘gavaya’, then
we would have to search for another organ of knowledge to
know that ‘this is subtler than that,” at the sight of a bigger
fruit—bilva (Aegle Marmelos)—of a person who has the
impression of the sight of a smaller fruit—amalaka (Emblic
Myrobalan). If these were to be accepted as mental(cognition)
then there would be an occasion for accepting even analogy
as mental. Therefore, in short, recognition should be accepted
in the knowledge “I recognise”.

[14. Investigation inte Reasoning)

*30. Reasoning is the logic about the probandum and pro-
bane relationship etc. with reference to all places and types, for
example, wherever there is smoke it is always when there is
fire or it is not without fire; all words of ‘pitcher’ indicate
pitcher; all pitchers are indicated by the word pitcher etc.
Thus, the direct perception does not work—simply because
it is not within its jurisdiction even with the help of the con-
comitance in agreement and disagreement together with
repeated sight—in the concomitance, characterised by no
exception, and caused by the innate nature of the object; and,
certainly it can be known by summarising all the individual
cases of the probandum andt he probane, therefore, only
reasoning caused by the sight, memory and recognition of
the probandum and the probane is capable of making it
known,

*31. Now if this be said that since the concomitance char-
acterised by co-existence in its own probandum is capable
of that, therefore, by the senses helped by repeated sight
and by non-observation of any exception, the concomi-
tance may be said to be pcrccivc_q__.becau_s; it is possible
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to summaris¢ all individual cases of the probandum
and the probane by the relationship of generalisation; it is
not so; because, all individual cases of the probandum and
the probane are summarised by reasoning alone which is
experienced as ‘I reason’, and because there is no proof to
assume the relaticnship of generalisation in knowing the
concomitance, and also because without ldgic even if the gen-
eral is known, it cannot bring to mind all individuals. The
relationship of the word and its meaning is also known thro-
ugh reasoning, because only it can cover all the words and
their meanings. Itis seen that a man, who comprehends
the word, looking at the efforts of an elderly person, who is
asked to do a thing and who proceedstodo it hearing another
elderly person, who asks him to doi t, asihe cause of the
knowledge caused by it and remembering at the time of the
last syllable, the previous syllables also and having recognition
in the form of a synthetic knowledge in the form of words and
sentences by process of elimination and addition by summari-
sing all individual cases, gets the knowledge of the relation-
ship of the word and its meaning. And as this reasoning
does not depend on the relation of any other knowledge and
by its own capability it leads to the knowledge of the relation,
therefore, there is no case of regressus ad infinitum.

*32. The Buddhists say that this is not an organ of knowl-
edge as being in the form of an after-thought coming after the
direct perception; this is not so; even an after-thought coming
after direct perception can know only that which is known
by direct perception, and therefore, cannot grasp the con-
comitance by generalising all. And this is an organ of
knowlcdge like an inference, even though its subject is general;
just as you accept validity from practical point of view (of
inference)which, though dealing with no object(i.e. general),
is indirectly connected with an object. They hold the doctrine
that in a place where there is neither fire nor smoke, a person
has non-observation of smoke first, then having observation of
fire and smoke, (thus) with one non-observation and with two
observations, afterwards having non-observation of fire and
then non-observation of smoke also, by these two non-obser-
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vations, he grasps the concomitance by direct perception with
the help of five non-observations ; for it is said:

(1) No knowledge of smoke, (2) knowledge of fire,
(3) knowledge of smoke and (4) no knowledge of fire
and (5) smoke, thus by direct perception and by non-
observation by these five there is the adjustment (of
the knowledge of the concomitance); this is wrong; even
the two types of direct perception-observation and non-obser-
vation—can perceive an object which is at hand and cannot
have any imagination (of the past or the future) and there-
fore, is not capable of observing all objects mediated by
distance etc.

*33. As regards the view point of the Naiyayikas who hold
that reasoning is the reference to determinant concomitant
when there is a doubt about determinate concomitant and
this is like a particular observation only helpful in the organ
of knowledge at the time of the opponents or is only just its
concurrent as remover of the doubt of the opponent and is
not in itself an organ of knowledge; this is not so; because
reasoning is in itself an organ of knowledge in the form of
grasping the concomitance and giving definitive knowledge of
the self and others, and the logic, as assumed by the opponents
also sometimes being a part of this thinking or as being
the remover of the doubt of one who wants to conclude perv-
ersely or even independently, beinga remover of the doubt in
general, is used. In this way, the validity of reasoning
asserted by Dharmabhiigana as remover of ignorance is justi-
fied inasmuch as itis the remover of false knowledge conclud-
ing in the definitive knowledge of the self, on which (defini-
tive knowledge) depend the usage of the knowledge of the
objects in knowledge; it is the resultant in general.

[13. The defiinition of the inference for one self, after classifying
inference into two)

*3L, Inference is the knowledge of probandum from proba-
ne. Itis of two varieties : for oneself and for others. The infer-
ence for oneself is the probandum caused by the recollection of
the relationship and the knowledge of the probane, e.g. the
knowledge, that ‘the mountain contains fire’, arising in a
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person who has perceived the smoke and has (also) recollected
the concomitance. Here the knowledge of the probane and
the recollection of the relationship should be jointly accepted
as the cause, otherwise there would be an occasion for
occurence of inference with reference to a person who has
forgotten or not grasped the relationship and has not perceived
the probane.

L]

[16. Discussion about the nature of the cause]

*35. The cause is characterised by the certainty of logical
impossibility (of the one) in the absence of the other and
not characterised by the three etc. The Buddhists, never-
theless, say that the cause has three characteristics. In the
absence of subsistence in the subject the non-existent will not
be eliminated and in the case of no subsistence in the homolo-
gous instance, there will be no removal of contradiction and
there would be no possibility of the negation of inconclusive
in the absence of the necessary absence in heterologous cases
and, thus, the inference will not be without obstacles; it is
not so; even in the absence of subsistence in the subject, the
inference is seen in such cases as the ‘$akata will rise because
krttikd has arisen’, ‘the sun is above because the earth is
enlightened’, ‘there is moon in the sky because there is the
moon in the water. It should not be said that here also subsis-
tence in the subject can be established by saying that the time
and space is possessed of the $akata which would rise in the
future, because it is possessed of the rise of the krttikda because
if we were to accept subsistence in the subject, in this way,
with reference to a subject which is not experienced, then
with reference to the subject of the world, the blackness of
the crow would be established as a means to the whiteness of
the palace also.

*36. If the subsistence in the subject is not a part of the in-
ference in this way,then how is the rule of the knowledge of the
subject—if this be asked; sometimes the subject is known as an
epithet of the logical impossibility in the absence of other
e.g. the existence of the moon in water cannot be established
without the existence of the moon in sky and sometimes, the
subject is known asthe substratum of the cause which is
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grasped, e. g., the mountain has fire because it has smoke; if
smoke is here grasped in the mountain, the fire is also felt
there. At the tine of grasping the concomitance, as there is
not always the feeling of the mountain, it is not grasped.

*37. As for the view that association of the subject withthe
probandum s felt by grasping the relationship of the probandum
and the probane of the subject in the internal concomitance as
it is said that “in the subject which is treated as thesis, the
concomitance of the probane with the probandum is the
internal concomitance, at other placesit is external con-
comitance (Pra. Na. 3. 38)"; it is not so; by the internal
concomitance if the cause is capable of giving the knowledge
of the probandum, the external concomitance would have to
be accepted as a futile invention. The concomitance being
defined as innate without any exception and the external
concomitance being only an associate, the concomitance of
universal nature can hardly be said to have any variety only
on account of its subject. 1fit be not so, then only at the
time of grasping an internal concomitance, there would be the
experience of the relationship of the subject and the proban-
dum and the inference would be futile without the knowledge,
‘the mountain has fire’, this should be thought upon by
the scholars in accordance with the scriptures. In this way
what the Naiyayika holds asthe thesis being hindered as
in the inference that ‘these mango fruits are ripe because
they are grown on the same branch, like the other mango
fruits’,and where there is an inconclusive reason in such examples
as ‘this Devadatta is a fool, being his son, as are his other
sons’; in order to avoid undesirable extension in such cases,
the three characters given above together with the subject
as unhindered and the reason as non-inconclusive, the five
characteristic; form the deflinition of cause; this is also
refuted because the sustenance in the thesis cannot be esta-
blished in such cases as ‘Sakata will rise’ etc. and because
these five characteristics exist in cases of fallacies also as ‘he
is black, because he is his son’. So a definite logical impossi-
bility in the absence of the other is always the proper chara-
cteristic of the cause.
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[17. the discussion of the nalure of the probandum].

*38. Certainly,the probandum is to be inferred by the cause.
Now, if it is asked : what is the definition of the probandum,
our answer is : a probandum is that which is neither known,
nor reiuted and is desirable, The epithet of ‘neither known’
is given to establish that those objects which are doubted or
grasped contradictorily are probandum. The epithet ‘nor
refuted’ has been given here to avoid the acceptance of that
as probandum, which is contradictory to direct perception etc.
The epithetof ‘desirable’ is given to prove that an undesirable
thing cannot be a probandum.

*39. Some say that only a doubtful thing can be established
as a probandum in a debate; it is not so; because even a man
who is perverted or ignorant may also engage himself in a
debate with a desire to know the views of the opponents and
because it can be used to remove the perversion and the
indecision just like the removal of doubt, and, because it is
seen that father etc. engage themsclves in educating the
son etc. who are perverted or ignorant. It cannot be said
that in such case, inference cannot be used in a debate which
is held for victory, because the other person, being proud,
is perverted in that case also.

*40 The epithet of‘nor refuted'is given in connection with
both the speaker and the opponent because only that which
is not proved otherwise by an organ of knowledge can be a
probandum in a debate. The epithet of being desirable is said
only with reference to the speaker, because it is only the
speaker who can possibly desire to support his own point of
view. So, in inferences as ‘eyes etc. are meant for others’,
even though only this much has been said that they are meant
for others, yet only this can be cstablished as probandum that
they are meant for the self. Otherwise, because the Buddhists
accept the eyes etc. to Dbe meant for others, which area
collection, the inference being futile; this inference of the
Sankhya would be fallacious as possessed of incoherence etc.
The subject which is useful in the inference for others is
shown even at the time of the inference for the self, to show
that there is not much difference between the two, because
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the inference for othersis always preceded by the inference
for the self.

*41. From the point of view of grasping the concomitance,
the quality itself is the probandum, otherwise it cannot be esta-
blished, whereas from the point of view of inference, thesubject,
together with its quality to be proved is the probandum. This
subject is called the thesis also and this thesis is always well
known. Thus, there are three parts of an inference meant for
the self—the subject, the probandum and the probane. The
probane is the part as indicator, the probandum as indicated
and the subject as the substratum of the quality to be proved,
because the purpose of the inference is to prove the probandum
as residing in a particular substratum. Or the thesis and the
cause—these are the two parts in the inference for the self,
because the thesis is the object which is qualified by the quality
to be proved and, thus, two alternativescan be seen with refere-
nce to the desire to express the difference and the identity of
the quality and the qualified object.

*42. The qualified object is sometimes proved, sometimes
optional and sometimes both. That which is proved by a
definite organ of knowledge as direct perception ete., is said to
be the proved one. That which is the subject of such know-
ledge which is indefinite and neither valid nor invalid, is
optional. That which is the subject of the both is the proved
and the optional both. For example, the proved qualified object
is the mountain, in case the probandum is ‘being possessed of
fire’ on account of being possessed of smoke, because the
mountain is experienced by direct perception. An optionally
qualificd object is the omniscient when his (of the omniscient)
existence is the probandum, asin the inference that ‘an
omniscient exists because there are no definite proofs to prove
the contrary in the inference: or just as the horn of the donkey,
when its non-existence is the probandum in the inference,
‘the horns of the donkey do notexist’. Here, the omniscient
and the horns of the donkey are optionally proved before
the proof of their existence or non-existence. In the inference
‘the word is changeable, because it is produced’,the word is a



58 Jaina- Tarka-Bhasd

qualified object, proved both ways. That word in the
present is perceived directly but its knowledge in the past and
the future is optional and since that all (the word of the
present, past and future) is the qualified object,it is proved as
well as optional. Anything can be probandum in a qualified
object which is proved or is both proved and optional but in
an optionally qualified objectit is a rule thatonly the existence
or the non-existence is the probandum, as it is said “in that
when it is optional the existence and its opposite are
the probandum? (Pari. 3. 23).

*43. Here the Buddhists say that existence cannot be
the probandum in the qualified subject which is optional
because it is not consistent to prove its particular existence,
as existence in general is undesirable; it is wrong; if this
be so, there would be an occasion for elimination of all
inference, as when fire in general is undesirable, it will not
be consistent with a particular fire. Now, when the
existence is the probandum, its cause would either bea
positive quality or a negative quality or a quality which is
both positive and negative; in the first case it cannot be
proved because a positive quality cannot be established in an
object whose existence is not proved. In the second case,
there would be an over-lapping because that characteristic
would be present even where existence is absent. In the
third case, there would be a contradiction because a negative
quality cannot be there in an object which exists, as it is said,
“there is no positive quality in a thing which is not
true, because then there will be over-lapping both ways,
and a non-existent thing is contradictory of any quali ty
so how can that existence be proved ?”’(Pramipavirtika,
1.192); ifthis be said; no; in this way there would be no
inference of the fire by the smoke because of the optional
quality of being possessed of the fire.

*44, The Naiyayikas say that there is no qualified object
which is optionally proved, because an optional thing cannot
be valid. If this be accepted, this very reasoning cannot be
held good and he (the Naiyayika) should remain silent because
a qualified object which is optionally proved is itself not
proved, and there cannot be any logical negation of it.
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*45, This should be borne in mind—the qualified object which
is proved optionally is not experienced in toto, because then
there would be a knowledge of a non-existent thing. And, if
we accept its knowledge qualified by the words ete. then in
case of doubt or certainty of absence of the epithet, there would
be no knowledge of the qualification and then the inference
of the optional only in the form of imposition of the necessary
concomitance, will have to be accepted in the part of the
epithet, because the only purpose of this is to negate the
contrary imposition assumed by the opponent by proving the
existence, characterised by the existence in a particular terri-
tory and time and by proving the non-existence, characterised
by the absence of the existence in all territories and times.

*40. In fact, it is proper to prove the existence or non-exis-
tence, in part, of the well-known object, Itis because of this that
while commenting on*“there is no negation of the non-exis-
tence” (VisesAvasyakabhagya, 1574) the sentence—‘there is
no donkey-horn’—has been interpreted as ““there is no hornin
the donkey.” In the inference of the particulars that ‘an object,
which is absolutely eternal, is not capabale of performing any
action, because there is no simultaneity or order’, it is easy
to prove the absence of the power to perform any action in
the absence of order and simultaneity, in things which are
eternal : this should be thoroughly examined by those who have
a knowledge of the doctrines of their own as well as of others.

[18. The Discussion of Inference for Others]

*47. By transference of epithet, an inference for others,
consisting of the statement of the cause and the subject, is
called inference, because it gives the knowledge of the object
through inference to the listener. The Buddhists say that the
subject is.known by the discussion itself and, therefore, should
not be expressively said; it is not so; being obstructed by
certain statements, even though those who are more intelligent
can know the subject, yet it should be indicated necessarily
to others, and because only that subject is not to be expressed
which is known by being one with the other sentences of the
syllogism in question. And even the Buddhists must accept
the statement of the subject necessary, like the concluding
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statement, to indicate that the quality is a qualification of a
certain qualified object; otherwise, there would be an occasion
for not stating even the cause which can be known only by
the statement of the support, and as far as the condition of
making known to the people of dull wit is concerned, it is the
same in both the cases. Moreover, il the statement was not
to be stated, it should not have been stated even in the begin-
ning of the scriptures, whereas this is found stated even in
the Buddhist scriptures, and il this is said to be stated in
the scriptures for favouring others, its use would be equally
justified in a debate for those who want victory, for making
it known to the person of dull wit.

*48. It is said that only that wherea statement is given from
the scriptures of the opponent to proveathing, is the inference
for others e. g. the inference of the Sankhya that “‘the intellig-
ence is unconscious because it is created like the pitcher’. In
this inference of the Sankhya, the quality of being produced
is not accepted by the Siankhvas themselves, in the intelligence,
so only here, it is a case of inference for others; this is not
correct; because there is a difference of opinion regarding the
validity of the scriptures between the two opponents, other-
wise, the probandum would be proved by that (scripture)
alone. And even if we accept the scripture before examining
it, it would be obstructed at the time of examination. Ifitis
so, how you yourself state this to others *“‘which is absolutely
one, cannot be connected with many as generality” ? True;
but here we do not use it as a deciding factor of the object
but rather as a means to establish that where one quality is
there, another quality will also have to be accepted, because
the deciding factor is the original cause which perverts this
inference (namely, generality is multiformed because it is
connected with many and that which is connected with many
is multiformed), and because it is justifiable to use this
inference as an aid to the original cause as by the removal of
that which is coexistent with manifoldness, it (manifoldness)is
also removed. And as regards the inference that ‘the intellig-
ence is unconscious etc.’ it is not justifiable to use it, because
we do not place any proof which obstructs the opponent
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view and which imposes the opponent qualities and which
proves the concomitance of the cause of the perversion of the
inference.

*40. The causc should be used in two ways : as concomi-
tant with the probandum and as being oneimpossible without
the other e. g. the mountain consists of fire because the smoke
can be there only when there is fire or because the smoke
cannot be there if fire is not there. Since the probandum can
be proved by the use of either of these two, the two are not used
simultaneously,

*50. Only two—the statement of the thesis and the cause
—are the parts of inference for others and not the statement
of illustration etc. because the other can understand by the
use of the thesis and the cause alone and the relationship of
concomitance is decided by reasoning alone, and that con-
comitance is reminded by the statement of the thesis and the
cause alone and because an illustration which is uncorrobo-
rated cannot lead to knowledge, and if the illustration is
corroborated, it becomes a casc of one which is already proved
otherwise. Corroboration means proving the concomitance
of the cause with its probandum, having proved it free from
the fallacy of unproven etc. and if the other men can under-
stand by this alone what is the use of making any other
effort ?

*51. The use of the illustration etc. is justified to make the
dull-witted persons understand; thus one who is definite about
the thesis by the destruction-cum-subsidence (of the veil)and is
capable of understanding the other parts being expert in reme-
bering the reasoning, which leads to concomitance and which
is reminded of by the illustration, to such a person the cause
alone should be stated. To one who is not definite about the
thesis as yet, the thesis should also be stated, and the illustra-
tion should also be stated to one who does not remember the
reasoning leading to the remembrance of concomitance.Even the
application should be stated for a person who does not know
how to apply the cause in the thesis and the conclusion should
be stated to one whose curiosity is still unfulfilled. The puri-
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fication of the thesis etc. should be stated to a man who
does not agrec with regard to the nature of the thesis etc.
and thus, the cause can have even ten parts.

[19. Treatment of the Varieties of Cause]

*52. This cause is two-fold: positivé dand negative. The
positive is also two-fold: that which proves something positive
and that which proves something negative. The former of
these is of six types, to claborate—some cause is determinate
concomitant only e.g. the word is non-cternal because it is
created by effort. Though all causes are determinate concomi-
tant, yet here this variety has been separately accepted asbeing
different from the rest of the varieties as cause viz. effect etc.
Thus, the inference that ‘this is tree because itis $irh§apa’(Dalb-
ergiasissoo) will also be included in it. Some causes are effect
e.g., this mountain consists of fire because, otherwise the fact of
containing smoke cannot be justified. Here smoke which is the
effect of the fire and cannot be justified in its absence, makes
the fire known. Some causes are in the form of cause (as
against the effect) e. g., there would be rain because other-
wise a particular type of cloud could not have been there;
here that particular cloud being the cause of the rain makes
the rain, which is its effect, known. Certainly, if it is said
that the cause is possible even without its effect and is, there-
fore, not an indicator of the effect and, therefore, the fire
does not indicate the smoke; it is true; but where it is possible
to ascertain that all other causes arc also co-operating and
there is no hindrance in its capability, there alone the cause
can also be the indicator of the effect.  Some cause precedes
e. g., $akata would rise because otherwise the rise of krttika
would not have been there. Here, afterthe rise of the krttika
the rise of the §akata takes place immediately after it without
exception and, therefore, the krttik . indicates the rise of
the sakata as its predecessor cause. Some cause is the
successor ¢. g., Bharani rose before, because krttika is
rising. Here, therise of the krttikda, which succeeds the
rise of the Bharanl, indicates it. These two (the predecessor
and the successor) are different from the cause and the effect
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as they are mediated by the obstacle of time. Some cause is
simultaneous e. g., the fruit of bijori(a species of citron)should
be possessed of form because the fact of being possessed of
taste cannot be justified otherwise. Here taste which
is always simultancous with the form, being not justifiable in
its absence, indicates it. It differs from the nature, cause
and effect because itis different in its nature and has no
priority and successiveness. In these examples, the positive
causc like smoke etc. prove the positive thing like fire etc.,
therefore, they are positive proving a positive thing, and they
are also known as availability ol non-contradictory.

*53. The second is that which proves negation and which
is called the availability of the contradictory. It is of seven
types: contradiction in nature and availability of concomitant
with that etc. e.g., there is no absolute absolutism because
non-absolutism is found. He has no certainty of the reality
because there is doubt. He has no pacification of anger be-
cause there are signs of agitation on his face etc. He cannot
tell a lie hecause he is possessed of a knowledge which is
not polluted by attachment etc. The Pusya constellation will
not rise because Rohinl has arisen. The Mrgadirsa did not
arise a moment before because Parva-philguni has arisen.
He has no false knowledge because he has right attitude.
Here non-absolutism is contradictory in nature to absolutism
which is to be negatived. The doubt in the reality is con-
comitant with uncertainty which is contradictory to certainty
of the truth which is to be negatived. The signs of agitation
clc. on the face constitute the effect of non-pacification which
is contradictory to the pacification of the anger. Possession
ofa knowledge not polluted by attachment etc. is the cause
of truthfulness which is contradictory to a lie. The rise of
Rohinf is predecessor of the rise of the Mrgasirsa which is con-
tradictory to therise of Pusya tird. The rise of Parvaphalguni
is a follower of the rise of Maghda which is contradictory to
the rise of Mrgasirsa. Right faith is the concomitant of
right knowledge which is contradictory to false knowledge.

*564. The negative cause is also twofold: that which
proves something positive and that which proves something
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negative. The first is called non-availab ility of the contradic-
tory and is of five types: non-availability of the effect con-
tradictory to the probandum, non-availability of the cause
contradictory to the probandum, non-availability of the
nature contradictory to the probandum, non-availability of
the determinant concomitant contradictory to the probandum
and non-availability of a concomitant tontradictory to the
probandum. Forexample, this man is extremely sick because
we do not find the activities ofa man free from sickness.
Here is trouble because the desired object isnot available, The
objects are multisided because the nature of onesidedness is
not found. Here is shade because heat is not available. Here
is false knowledge because right attitude is not available.

*55. The second is the non-availability of the non-con-
tradictory which is of seven types: non-availability of the
nature, non-availability of the determinant concomitant, non-
availability of the effect, non-availability of the cause, non-
availability of the predecessor, non-availability of the follower,
non-availability of one which is simultancous. For example,
‘here is no pitcher onthe earth because there is no availability
of its nature which is due if it were available’. There is no
panasa(Artocarpus integrifolia)because there is no trec available.
This seed is not with its power unsbstructed, because a sprout
is not seen in it. He has no peacefulness etc. because there
is no faith in the true nature of things. Sviati will not arise after
a moment because the rise of citra is not seen.  Parvabhadra-
pada did not rise a moment before because we have no
knowledge of the rise of Uttara-bhiadrapada. He has no right
knowledge because we do not find any right attitude, Thus,
though of many types, the cause is characterised by the only
quality of not being coherent otherwise, and other than that

are fallacies.

i

[20. Description of fallacies. ]
*56. Thisfallacy is three-fold: unproved, contradictory and
inconclusive. That whose nature is not determined is un-
proved. Indetermination of knowledge is either through
ignorance or through doubt or through perversion, It is two
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fold: unproved for both and unproved for either of the two.
As an example of the former we can say ‘the word is changea-
ble, because it can be perceived by the eyes.” As an exam-
ple of the latter, we can say ‘the trees are unconscious because
they are devoid of knowledge, senses and death in the form
of stoppage of age’, or ‘happiness etc. are unconscious be-
cause they are created’.

*57. If itis said that there is no fallacy unproved for both,
because when once one says thatit isunproved and if the oppo-
nent does not state a proof to prove it, then it will be unproved
for both, because of the absence of any proof, and if he states
a proof, then, because of the proof being impartial, it will
prove it for both. Moreover, as long as he cannot produce
a proof for the other to prove it, it is unproved to him also;
it this be argued, then this is secondarily unproved because
the jewel etc. are not primarily called false jewels as long as
they do not appear to be so. Moreover, if the fallacy is
unproved for one of the debator, the opponent would be de-
feated and if he is defeated, it is difficult to free him from defeat.
Nor itis proper to support it afterwards by cause, because
the debate lasts only as long as there is defeat. Here, it isto be
said that just asa debator even though accepting the propriety
of the cause, cannot make the other debator or those who ask
question, understand it, because of their forgetfulness etc. of the
logic given for its support, similarly, he does not accept the
unproved also and is defeated by the cause which is unproved
for both. Moreover, even if not accepting it himself, if a cause
is placed, because it is proved for the opponent, it is the
unproved for one of the two and a place for defeat, e. g.,
the following arguments of the sarmkhya towards the Jainas:
‘happiness etc. are unconscious because they are created like
pitcher etc.’

*58. That which is concomitant with the contrary to the
. probandum is called the contradictory cause e. g., the word is
 not changeable because it is produced. Here the quality of
" being a product is concomitant with changeability, which is
contradictory to unchangeability.

*50, That whose consistency otherwise is doubted is
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inconclusive, It is of two types: that whose existence
in the heterologous is decisive and that whose existence
in the heterologous is doubtful. The example of the
former is ‘the word is eternal because it is knowable,
Here the quality of knowablity etc. is decided in the exam-
ple of sky and is similarly decided in the heterologous example
of the non-eternal pitcher etc. The example of the latter is that
the person under discussion is not an omniscient, beciuse he
is a speaker. Here this quality of being a speaker is doubtful
in the omniscient, because it is doubtful whether the omnis-
cient is a speaker or not. Similarly, the example that the
son of Mitra is black, should also be given.

*60. A fourth type of fallacious cause, given by Dharma-
bhisana, ‘‘immaterial” by name, should not be accepted. This
immaterial or purposeless is of two types —the means to prove
that which is already proved and that which is obstructed; but
these two are not different from the varieties of the appearance
of the known thesis and the appearance of the thesis which
has been refuted. It should not be said that where there is a
fallacy in the thesis, there should be fallacy in the cause also,
because then we will have to accept the fallacy of the examples
etc. also, By this, mis-timed should also be taken to be refuted.
Similarly, inconclusive is also not additional which is there
where there are two causes of equal force and of opposite
nature and this is included in the unproved fallacy, because
the logical impossibility of one without the other—the cause
and the probandum under discussion—is not decided.

[21. Investigation of the Organ of Knowledge, viz: Scriptures. ]

*G6l. Scripture is that knowledge which is manifested in
the statement of some authentic personalities. It cannot be
said that it is included in the inference because like smoke it
also supports the truth by the force of the cognition of the
invariable concomitance, because a man who is habituated
can know the truth (by it) without depending on the cogni-
tion of the concomitance, just like a man, who is expert in
knowing the real or false coin, distinguishes between
the two as though by perception. One, who is expert in
advising beneficial things, preceded by the knowledge of the
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real state of affairs, is authentic. His statements consist of
letters, words and sentences. The letters etc. are the
alphabets which are material. One, which has a par-
ticular meaning, is word and a collection of the words, which
are inter-related with each other, forms a sentence.

*62. This organ ofknowledge of scriptures, states its mean-
ing always positively as well as negatively and follows theseven-
fold way of statement, because it can be valid and real in that
very way, giving us the full truth and because even when
only one way of stating a thing is used, the other ways of
stating the truth are always supplied by those who have in-
telligent understanding. In sentenceslike ‘there is a pitcher’,
there is no seven-fnld statement, and it is considered valid
from worldly point of view, only because it can convey the
sense, but, in reality, it should be noted that it is not valid.

[22. Discussion about the Seven-fold Statement ]

*G3. 1f it is asked : what is this seven-fold statement; the
answer is : keeping in view the enquiries regarding each and
every aspect of an object, the statement in seven ways, which
is not self-contradictoryand is marked by syit (from one point
of view)and states negatively and positively,separately, and both
ways, collectively, is the seven-fold statement. This seven-fold
statement arises in accordance with the seven types of ques-
tions, arising out of seven types of curiosities, arising out of
seven types of doubts; there being seven types of qualities
possible with reference to each mode of an object. The first
statement, amongst these, is that from a particular point of
view every thing does exist, taking primarily the positive
aspect. Here from a particular point of view, means relatively
from the point of view of its own form, territory, time and
nature. All pitchers etc. exist in their form of being made of
clay and not of water etc.; from the point of view of territory,
in Pataliputra etc. and not in Kényakubja etc.; from the point
of view of time, in autumn etc. and not in spring etc.; and
from the point of view of nature, as black and not as red.
Similarly, the second statement is that anything, from a point
of view, does not exist, taking primarily the negative aspects.
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This non-existence is not imaginary because this is experienced
independently like the existence, otherwise, the three-fold
characters of the cause would be disturbed, because non-exis-
tence in the heterologous example would not be real. From
a particular point of view it exists and from a particular point
of view it does not exist—this is the third statement taking
positive and negative aspects into account, respectively. The
fourth is that from a particular point ‘of view it is indescriba-
ble—where the negative and the positive aspect have been
given predominance simultaneously, because both cannot be
simultaneously expressed in one word, because even by the
continuous participles like ‘being’ etc. the two meanings are
shown one by one and because by such words as ‘one of
the two’, even though somehow both of them may be known,
yet each one of them cannot be expressed by one word even
by the Lord creator. The fifth is : from one point of view
it does exist and from another point of view it is indescribable
—here the positive aspects and the positive and the negative
aspects have been kept in view simultaneously. The sixth is
that from one point of view it does not exist and from another
point of view it is indescribable—here the negative aspect
and the positive and the negative aspects have been kept in
view simultaneously. The seventh is that from one point of
view it does exist, from another point of view it does not
exist, and from yet another point of view it is indescribable —
here the positive aspect and the negative aspect (respectively)
and the positive aspectand the negative aspect simultaneously,
have been kept in view.

*64, This seven-fold statement is the [ull and the partial
with reference to each statement. The statement is full which
is made simultaneously about an object whose infinite aspects
have been proved by an organ of knowledge, identifying by
transference of epithet or by making the identical aspect
pre-dominant by times etc. That statement is partial which states
one by one about an object, which has been made the subject
of one point of view by differentiating by transference of
epithets orby making the aspects of difference dominant. What
is this order and what is this simultaneity? We explain it—when
the difference is desired to be expressed by means of times etc. of
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the qualities of existence etc. then there is order, because one
word cannot have the power of conveying many meanings.
When those very aspects are spoken of as identical by means
of times etc. and then by making one aspect expressed even by
one word, the expression of the whole of the object becomes
possible which assumes identity with it and thisis simultaneity.

*65. What are these time etc.? We explain; they are
time, form, object, relationship, effect, an aspect, an aspect
of the object, contact and word. Now, when we say that from
a particular point of view the objects soul etc. do exist, then
we identify by time taking that all other infinite qualities in
the object are there in the same time in which there is exis-
tence, And whatever is the innate nature of the existence
of its own, similar is the innate nature of other infinite quali-
ties of their own, and, therefore, they are identified with it
on account of the fact of innate nature; and whatever object
is the substratum, viz. the matter, of the existence that is also
the substratum of other modes and, thus, there is identity with
reference to the object. and whatever relationship of all
pervasiveness is ol existence, the same is the relationship of
the others also, and, thus, there is identity from the point of
view of relationship. And whatever effect has existence in
sustaining object in its own form, similar is the effect of
the other aspects, and, thus there is identity from the point of
effect. And whatever is the place of the qualified object, viz.
the territory of the existence, the same is that of other aspects,
and, thus there is identity from the point of view of the
territory of the qualified object. Ana whatever contact is of
existence with the soul as being one with it, similar is that of
other aspects and, thus, there is identity from the point of
view of contact. In relationship, the difference is subordinate
and the identity is predominant, whereas in contact, the
order changes and this is the difference between the two.
The word *is’, which is indicative of the quality of existence,
is also indicative of all other infinite qualities, and, thus
there is identity through word which is justified by giving
a secondary place to the point of viewof the mode and by
giving predominance to the point of the matter. The identity
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of the qualities is not possible, by subordinating the point of
view of the matter and by predominating the point of the
modes, because it is not possible for many qualities to be at
one place simultaneously, or il at all it is possible, we would
have to accept the difference of their substratum. And be-
cause there are the different qualities or, otherwise, there
would be no difference in them and because the matter which
is the substratum is also different, there would be a contradic-
tion in its being the substratum of different qualities and be-
cause there is difference in the relationship on account of
the difference of these which are related, because it is not
consistent that many related things be related by one rela-
tion. The effect of each one of them, which is determined
separately, is also different, because the effect of many effects
cannot be one. The territory of one qualified object is
different with reference to each quality, because if it is one
there would be the inconsistency in identifying the territory of
the qualified objects of the qualities ol different objects. There
isdifference in the contact with reference to the contact, because
if there is no difference in the contact to each, there would be
no difference in those also which come in contact. There is
difference in the word with reference to each subject, because
if all qualities were to be indicated by a single word, then all
objects of the world would be indicated by asingle word; thus
identity is secondarily imposed on qualities differentiated by
times etc. Similarly, the attitude of difference and the secon-
dary use of it should also be stated. Here ends the discussion
of non-perceptible. And the object of organs of knowledge
has been described by it.

Here ends the chapter on the organ of knowledge
in the manual of Jaina logic, written by Pandita
Yagovijayagani,the brother of Pandita Sri Padmavijaya-

gani and the disciple of Pandita Sri Nayavijaya-
gani, the class-fellow of Pandita Sri Jitavijaya-
gani, the best amongst the disciples of
Pandita Sri Labhavijayagani, the chief
disciple of Mahamahopadhyaya Sri
Kalyanavijayagani
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2. On The Partial Point of View.

[ 1. Investigation into the Nature of the Partial Point of View.]

*1. The organs of knowledge have been described. Now
we describe the partial point of view. The partial point of
view is the effort of cognising a part of an object, possessed
of infinite qualities, cognised by the organ of knowledge, but
not over-looking the other parts of it. This is different from
the organ of knowledge as cognising only a part of it. Just
as one part of an ocean is neither ocean nor non-ocean,
similarly, partial point of view is neither organ of knowledge
nor non-organ of knowledge. They are of two types—of the
modes and of the substance. That which cognises only the
substance primarily, is that of substance, and that which
cognises only the mode primarily, is that of modes. The
substantial is of three types : the non-distinguished, the gen-
eric and the empirical. The modal is of four types: thestraight-
expressed, the verbal, the subtle and the such-like. Jinabha-
draganiksami§ramana holds the straight-expressed to be a
variety of substantial.

*2, The non-distinguished is the effort to grasp all the
aspects whether general or particular e. g., the desire to make
one subordinate and the other predominant out of the two
substances and out of the mode and the substance, e.g., there
is existence and consciousness in the self. Here out of two
modes one is intended to be predominant and another is
intended to be subordinate, Here consciousness which is the
manifest mode, is the object qualified and as such, is predomi-
nant, whereas the existence is the epithet, and as such, is
subordinate. That which is characterised by the capacity to
do something positive or negative is called the manifest mode,
and that which is the nature of the object, limited only to the
present, and having no contact with the past and the future, is
the mode of the object. In the example that ‘the object is
that which is characterised by the mode of the object’;, two
objects have been intended to be indicated as predominant
and subordinate, because here the qualified object viz., the
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object consisting of modes is predominant and the object as
an epithet is subordinate. In the example that ‘a man devoted
to passion is happy for a moment’, the person devoted to
passion as being an object, which is qualified, is primary,
whereas the quality of happiness, as an epithet,is subordinate.
It should not be said that the non-distinguished is an organ
of knowledge as it deals with both the object and its mode,
because only that, which deals with them .both as predominant,
is an organ of knowledge.

#3. That, which deals only with the general qualities,
is the generic. It is of two types: ultimate and non-
ultimate. The ultimate generic it that which takes into consi-
deration only the pure existence of the substance, being indiff- -
erent to all particulars e. g. the universe is one because it
has the common quality of existence. That which, though,
accepting the general substance etc., adopts the attitude of
closing of eye like an elephant in regard to its varieties,
is known as non-ultimate generic. That, which distinguishes
methodically in the objects, cognised by generic, is empirical
e.g., that, which is existence, is either the matter or the mode.
The matter is of six types—the soul etc. The mode is of two
types—the simultaneous and that which comes in order.

*4. Analytic stand point is that which primarily indicates
only that mode, which is of the present moment e.g., there is
the mode of happiness at present. Here, the temporary mode
of happiness is shown primarily. Its substratum, the soul, is
not said as the subordinate.

*5. That, which accepts the difference in the meaning of
the word on account of time etc., is known as verbal. Time
etc. include time, case, gender, number, person and preposi-
tion, e. g., there was, is and will be Sumeru—here, it accepts
the difference in the Sumeru from the difference of the time
etc; ‘the pitcher is made’ and ‘he makes the pitcher’—here
(it accepts the difference) by the difference of the case; tata,
tati and tatam (coast)—here (it accepts difference) by the
difference of the gender; darah and kalatram (wife)—here (it
accepts difference) by the difference of number; thou goest
and you go—here (it accepts difference) by the difference of
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person; santisthate and avatigthate(he stands)—here it accepts
(difference) by the difference of preposition.

*G. Subtle is that which accepts different meaning of the
synonym words by the differznce of their etyinology. The
verbal stand-point accepts identity in the object, even though
there is difference in the modes. Subtle accepts difference of
objects when the modes are different. It overlooks the
identity of the meaning of the synonyms e. g. he, who has
great power, is Indra; he, who is capable, is Sakia; he, who
pierces the city, is Purandara. etc.

*7. Such-like point of view. is that which accepts the
meaning of the words indicated by them only when the ob-
ject is engaged in the action, indicated by those words. e. g.
Indra is so (only) when he has great power. The subtle point
of view accepts the use of Indra ete. for whether the action of
having great power is present or not, because the word is used
to indicate an object which is possessed of the action in general
just as the word ‘cow’ is used for a particular animal, whether
there is the action of going in it or not, because such is the
convention. But such-like point of view accepts the word Indra
etc. only when it is performing that action and is engaged in
the action of having great power etc. From this point of
view there is no word which is not the indicator of some action
because the words indicating a class, like cow and horses etc.,
are also root-words e. g., a cow is that which goes and a
horse is that which goes swiftly. Even the words indicating
qualities like white and blue—are also root-word, white being
that which purifies, and the word ‘blue’ meaning that which
makes blue. The words, which are proper names like Devadatta
and Yajiiadartta, are also root-words meaning ‘may god give
it’ or *‘may the sacrifice give it’. The word indicating a
union or a collection is also root-word because here also the
action of the existence of the staff in the dandi and of the
horns in an animal possessed of horns, predominates. This
point of view accepts that the five types of words are only
from practical point of view and not in reality.

*8. Qut of these the first four dealing primarily with the
meaning are the points of view of the meaning whereas, the last
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three dealing primarily with the words, are the points of view
of words.Those points of view which cognise only the particular,
are called implied points of view, whereas those who cognise the
general are called unimplied. From the point of view of the
unimplied view-point, all the Siddhas have the same nature.
From the point of view of implied view-point, the Siddhas,
who get liberation in one or two or three times, are
equal to only those who get liberation in the same period.
The empirical point of view is that which follows the famous
conventional meaning e. g., even though there are five
colours in the bee, yet the bee is called black. That point of
view, which accepts the real nature of the things is real. It
accepts that there are five colours in the bee because its body,
which is gross, is made of material of five colours; but the
other colours white etc, being subordinate, are not felt. Or
we can say that one, which takes into consideration only one
point of view, is empirical, whereas that which takes into
consideration all points of view, is real. We should not say
that in this way the real point of view would become an organ
of knowledge and thus, its nature as a particular point of view
would be disturbed, because it accepts the predominance of
(only) that point of view which is under its jurisdiction, even
though taking into consideration all point of views. Those points
of view are called the points of view of knowledge, which accept
predominance of knowledge only. Those points of view which
accept only the predominance of the action, are called points of
view ofaction, The four points of view, analytic etc.,accept the
predominance of action, characterised by conduct, because it
is the immediate cause of liberation. Though the non-disting-
uished, the generic and the empirical accept all the three—
conduct, knowledge and faith—as the cause of liberation, but
separately and notcollectively, because this point of view does
not accept that liberation is necessarily effected by the three,
knowledge etc. alone, otherwise, they would not be the points
of view, because the acceptance of them collectively is the
real doctrine.

*9). Which point of view again here covers much and
which less ? We state it—the non-distinguished covers more
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than the generic, which covers only the existence, because,
it (the non-distinguished) covers both existent and non-exis-
tent. The generic, as it shows all the existent object collec-
tively, covers more than the empirical, which manifests only a
particular existence. The empirical covers more, being
related with the objects of all the three times—past, present
and future—than the analytic which deals with only the objects
of the present. The analytic covers more as it cognises the
opposite ofthe verbal, which accepts different objects, differen-
tiated by time etc. The verbal is less than the analytic not
only by the difference of time, etc. but also because it accepts
only one aspect of the existence of the existent pitcher also
as-‘it is pitcher from a particular point of view’ and ‘it is not
pitcher from a particular point of view’; and, thus, it is more
particularised than the analytic, Though, the object, possessed
of seven aspects, is accepted only by one who accepts non-
absolutism, yet there is no fault in accepting that it propounds
a particularised object than accepted by the analytic verbal
point of view. The verbal point of view coveres more than the
subtle as it acceptsthe difference of meaning of synonym words
and it does not accept the difference in the object on account
of the difference of the synonym. The subtle covers more
than the such-like which accepts the difference in the object
on the basis of the difference in the action.

*10. A statement from a particular point of view is also
affirmation with reference to its object, but it is only a partial
statement and it should be observed that this is its difference
from the statement of the organ of knowledge.

[2. Discussion of the False Poinls of View. ]

*]1, Now we deal with the false points of view. That
which covers only object and overlooks the mode, is the false
point of view of substance. That, which covers only the mode
and overlooks the substance, is the false point of view of mode.
That, which accepts absolute independence of the quality and
the qualified object, is the false point of view of the non-disting-
uished e. g., the philosophy of the Naiyayikas and the
Vaidegikas. That which accepts the non-duality of the exis-
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tence and refutes all individuals is the false generic point of
view e. g., all systems of non—dualism and the Sankhya
philosophy. That, which intends an unreal division of the
substance and its mode, is the false empirical point of view
. g., the Carvaka system. Carvaka refutes the division of
substance and the modes, etc. of the soul, supported by the
organ of knowledge and supports, as a follower of the rough
common usage, only the division of four matters. That which
refutes the substance altogether and accepts the present mode
only, is the false analytical view-point e. g., the philosophy
of the Buddhists. That which acceptsonly the difference inthe
objects on the basis of difference of times etc., is the false
verbal view-point e.g., the Sumeru ‘was,” *is’ and ‘will’;(these
words) indicate altogether a different meaning because they
are words belonging to different times and are like the other
words which are proved to be so. That which accepts only the
difference of the objects indicated by the synonym words, is
the false subtle view e, g., Indra, Sakra aud Purandra etc.
indicate altogether different objects, because they are different
words like other words as, ‘elephant’ and ‘deer.” That which
accepts that a word cannot indicate an object which is not
possessed of the action, is the false such-like view-point e. g.,
a pitcher which is devoid of a particular action is not to be
indicated by thc word ‘pitcher’, because it is not possessed
of the action, which is the cause of using that word, just like
another word. That which indicates only the meaning
and negates the word, is the false point of view of meaning.
That which indicates the word only and negates the meaning,
is the false point of view of word. That which indicates the
implied and refutes that which is not implied, is the false
implied point of view. That which accepts that which is not
implied and refutes that which is implied, isthe false unimplied
point of view. Negating the reality and accepting only the
common place thing, is the false empirical point of view.
Accepting the reality and negating the practical point of view,

is the false real point of view. Accepting knowledge and
refuting action, is the false point of view of knowledge. Accept-
ing the action and refuting the knowledge, is the false point
of view of action.
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Here ends the chapter on the partial point of view
in the manual of Jaina logic, written by Pandita
Yadovijayagani,the brother of Paydita Sri Padmavijaya-
gani and disciple of Pandita Sri Nayavijaya-
gani, the class-fellow of Pandita Sii Jitavijaya-
gani, the best amongst the disciples of
Pandita Sri Labhavijayagani, the chief
disciple of Mahamahopadhyaya Sri
Kalyapavijayagani

3. On the Symbol

[ The Discussion of the Symbols of name etec.]

*1. The points of view have been discussed. Now, we
discuss the symbol. Symbol is that which is particular type of
composition of words or objects for proper adjustment and
removal of the lack of understanding, in accordance with the
context etc. The symbols are useful because they adjust the
benediction of name etc. in the auspicious objects etc. as is
said : ““symbol is fruitful because it removes the irre-
levant and adjusts the relevant., (Laghi. Svavi. 7.2")
Generally speaking, they are offour types—name, replacement,
substance and nature,

*2. The symbol of name is that which indicates the
object not caring for the relevant meaning of the word e. g.,
the words like Indra etc., which indicate some child ofa
cow-man, are not indicated by the synonym words Sakra etc.,
and the words which are evolved accidentally and are
not used in any other sense like Dittha and Davittha, This
indentity of the name and its object is in reality dependent on
the meaning, b secondarily it is dependent on the words.
From the poi "of'. view of the Meru etc., the symbols of
name last as long as the objects, whereas in case o1 the names
‘Devadatta’ etc. they do not last as long as the object, or the
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script ‘Indra’ etc, which are names of a particular object,
inscribed on a book, paper or picture etc., is also the symbol
of name.

*3. The object, which is devoid of the essence of thatobj-
ect but is replaced with that intention, is called replacement; it
is of the same type in the picture but is formless in the dice
etc; it lasts for a short period in picture etc. but lasts as long
as the object in the image of the naturdl temples; just as the
image of Jina is the symbol of Jina and just as the image of
Indra is the symbol of Indra.

*4, That which is the cause of the past or the future, is
the symbol of substance, as the use of the word Indra for
one who has once experienced the state of Indra or will
experience the state of Indra in future; here, the use of the
word Indra being justified like the use of the word ‘pitcher
of ghee’ with reference to one, which has once been the
substratum of the ghee or would be the substratum of ghee
in future. Sometimes, the symbol of substance is used to
indicate the sense of secondary, just as one who crushes the
charcoal is called the nominal dcdrya, i. e. he is an acarya,
because he is not possessed of the qualities of the acarya,
Sometime, it is used in the sense, in which it is not in actual
use €. g., the worship of Jina even though done with devotion
yet done unmethodically and characterised by the desire for
this world and the other world and not free from the desire,
is called the pseudo-action because the improper action is
not the way to liberation directly. Itis called ‘material’
because done with devotion even though unmethodically, it is
the way to liberation indirectly because the acdryas proclaim
that the quality of devotion renders, the fault of being unme-
thodical, powerless.

*5. That which is symbolised as itself characterised by
experience of the action which one desires to convey, is
called actual symbol e. g., one who is engaged in the action
of having great power, is actual Indra.

*g, What is the difference between the names etc. except-
ing the actual, because all (the three) are found in all the
|
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three ? The name, for example, is common in every object,
which is named, and in its image and in the substance. The
absence of the real object, in the form of image, is also found
equallyin all the three, because all the three are devoid of the
real. The substance also exists in the name, the image and the
substance, because it is the substance which is named and of
which the image is made, and, of course, the substance in the
substance itself is present by its very nature; therefore, it is
not proper to distinguish between these as there are no
contradictory qualities in them; if this be said; no, their differ-
ence is justified, because even though they are not possessed
of contradictory qualities in this way, yet in another way,
contradictory qualities can be proved in them; e.g. the
image is different from the name and the substance, because
there we have the form, intention, conception, action and the
resultant e. g., in the image of Indra, the form as being
possessed of thousand eyes etc. and the intention of that
person, who made the image, asto make it real Indra and
the conception of Indra, of one who seesit, by looking
at that form, and the action of bowing etc. of those,
whose minds are engaged in devotion, and the resultant
in the form of the birth of son etc., is also seen. These things
are not so in the name ‘Indra’ and the potential Indra, and,
therefore, it is different from these two. Similarly, the substance
being the potential cause of the real is also different from
the name and the image, e. g., a speaker, without attention,
is a potential one, as at the time of attention, he becomes the
cause of the real, characterised by attention, or just as the
soul of a monk is potential Indra, as it is the cause of the real
Indra. This is not the case with the name and the image of
Indra. Similarly, the name is also different on account of the
above said differences from the image and the substance.
Therefore, even though the milk and the butter-milk etc. are
identical from the point of view of whiteness yet, they are
different from the point of view of sweetness etc. Similarly,
the name etc., though identical from one point of view, are
different from another point of view.

*7. One can say that only the real is the object; what is
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the use of accepting name etc. which are devoid of the subs-
tance; it is not so; even the name etc. are the characteristics
of the object and, therefore, in general, they also are not
excluded from the real. When one says ‘Indra’, without any
qualification, the qualified thing is known only by context
etc. by thinking over all the four—the names etc. Or these
names ete. are used as the part of the real itself, because the
emotions are aroused even at the name of Jina or the image
of Jina or at the sight of the body of a dead sage. Of course,
the three—the names etc. alone are not the immediate and
the unfailing cause of exciting the emotion and therefore, the
old aciryas accept the superiority of the real which is the
immediate and the unfailing cause. This has been said from
the point of view of the names of different objects. The
names etc., which are in the same object, are the object be-
cause they invariably accompany the real, because every object
is a name itsell in the form of the word, the image in itself in
its form, a substance in its cause, and it assumes the reality
when it becomes the effect. If the name of the pitcher were
not the characteristic of the pitcher, then it would not be an
indicator of it; because it isthe cause of relation of identity with
one which is not different from itself and, therefore, everything
is in the formof the name. And, everything has a form because
all—the intelligence, words, pitcher etc.—have a form of their
own, and the form of the blue etc, and of particular postures
etc. are proved by experience. Ewverything is substantial
because everywhere the substance is experienced as the cause
of the manifestation and the concealment and as free from
all modifications like the snake which is sometimes with
raised hood, sometimes without hood and sometimes circular.
Everything is real, because it is experienced as being the
cause and effect in the form of modification. Therefore,
the world is made of these four and thus we have a combina-
tion of the points of view of names etc.

[2. The Adjustment of the Symbols in the Points of View]

*8, Now we adjust the points of view with the symbols
of names ctc. The three, names etc. are accepted by the
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material point of view only, whereas the real is experienced
by the point of view of the mode only. The first has two
varieties—the generic and the empirical, because the non-
distinguished which cognises the general is included in the
generic and the non-distinguished which cognises the parti-
cular is included in the empirical point of view. The four—
the analytic etc.—are the varieties of the second. This has
been said in accordance with acarya Siddhasena by the
reverend Jinabhadra Gani ksama §ramana in the Vifesavas-
vaka : names etc. belong to the substantial and the real
to the modal point of view. The generic and the

empirical are the varieties of the first and the rest of
the second (75).

He expresses his own point of view at the time of discussing
the symbol of salutation etc : the verbal point accepts
all the symbols [2847], By this statement, he means to
say that all the three verbal points of view accept only the
real, as being pure, and the other four—analytic etc.—accept
all the four symbols because of impurity. Some others hold
that the analytic point of view accepts the name-symbol and
the real only; this is not so; because the Satra scriptures
declare that the substantial symbol is accepted by the analytic
point of view, but it negates the acceptance of difference.
Thus, the sitra says : ‘from the analytic point of view a
person, who is not engaged in its conscious activity,
is essentially Ppne object, because this point of view
does not accept the difference’ [Anuyoga siitra, 14] And
how will it nofiaccept the image symbol, which has the
shape of Indra and by looking at whom, the word ‘Indra
is uttered; while it accepts even the gold, which has not
assumed any shape, in the from ofa lump, as being the cause
of the real modes of would-be necklace etc. ? The name,
of course, is not illogical with reference to the visible,
Moreover, why shall it not accept the name and the image
symbols, which are not different from the cause of the real,
while it accepts only the word ‘Indra’ etc. or only that which
is indicated by the word ‘Indra’ etc. even when there is
no reality ? Their acceptance would rather be more justifi-
cable; because of the reason that the substance in the form
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of the image of Indra and the image-symbol in the form of
a particular shape, have the relationship of identity with
the real, the mode of Indra, and as such are more closely
related with it in comparison to the name which is related
(only) through the relationship of the indicated and the
indicator. Some say that the generic and the empirical accept
three symbols except the image; this view is not free from
faults, because it must be accepted that either the generic or
the non-generic or the non-distinguished in general, accept
the image, because the acceptance of the image is not pro-
hibited in (other) substantial point of view except in the
generic and the empirical. (Now which of the above men-
tioned three types of the non-distinguished accepts the
image ?). In the first case, the generic (also) will have to
accept the image, because the generic point of view is not
different from the generic non-distinguished. In the case of
the second (alternative), the empirical will have to accept
that (i. e. the image) because that (i. e. the non-generic) is
not different from the empirical point of view. And in the
case of the third (alternative), even if accepting that the
generic and the empirical separately do not accept the image;
it would be difficult to avoid its acceptance jointly by them in
the form of the full non-distinguished point of view, because
each one of them (the generic and the empirical) cognise one
part each of the undivided non-distinguished. Moreover,
because the generic and the empirical are included in the
non-distinguished, therefore, its attitude should also be in-
cluded in them, because though the scope, characterised as
the characteristic of both of them (viz. the general and the
particular) cannot be included in one of them, yet the chara-
cteristic of one, viz. the image-symbol, can be easily held to
be included, because the division of the generic and the
empirical can be justified merely by accepting the generaland
the particular image-symbol—all this should be thought over
in accordance with the scriptures. The objects, soul etc.,
should be symbolised by the symbols of names etc.

[3. The Symbols with reference to soul].
*9. That which, whether a soul or not, is named as soul,

\.\\\
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is called the name-symbol of soul; the image-symbol of
soul is the image of gods etc.; the real symbol of soul is one
who is possessed of the subsidence of the knowledge-veiling
karman. Thus, these three symbols are possible with reference
to soul but not ithe substantial symbol. This would be possible,
only if one who is not soul at present would become a soul in
future, just as one who is not god in the present is to become
god in future and that is called substantial symbol of god.
But this cannot beaccepted in the doctrine because the existence
of knowledge in a soul is considered to be without beginning
and without end. But if we were to imagine a soul,
to be devoid of qualities and modes but possessed of a beginn-
ing-less knowledge, then this would be a non-existent thing,
because the qualities and the modes of an existent thing cannot
be eliminated by mental thinking. The objects do not show
modifications depending on our knowledge but our knowledge
is produced as the objects show modification. We cannot
say the four-fold division of names etc. is disturbed by it,
because it is possible in almost all other objects. *““There
is no disturbance in the rule if it is not ‘possible in one”,
say the ancient people. Some say that one who knows the
meaning of the word ‘soul’ but is not devoted to it, is also a
substantial soul. Others say that I myself, the soul of the
man, should be known [as the substantial soul] because I
will be the cause of the soul of the god who is yet to take
birth, and because I myself will transform myself in the form
of the god. Therefore I am now the substantial soul. Their
intention is this that the prior soul is the substance of that
which is yet to take birth and to follow. In this way, only a
liberated soul would be a real soul and no other soul—there-
fore, this point of view is also not free from defects; this is
elaborated by the commentator of the Tattvartha®

*10. This should be kept in mind that in thisway thought
all mundane souls would be substantial but they would not
the contradictory to real because it is held that the names etc.
of one object are invariably conconfitant with the real. So

" 1. Cf. Tattvarthabhisyavrtti, p. 48.
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“Or the name of the object is the name, its form is
its image, its being cause to the coming mode is the
substance and the object in its effective form is the
real”, (Vides vasyaka, 60).

If we accept so, it would not be possible to accept any
substantial soul from the point of view of soul in general,
because the man etc. are the particular soul of god etc.—
all this has been discussed by us in detail in the Nayarahasya
etc.

Here ends the chapter on the symbol in th manual of
Jaina logic, written by Pangita Ya$ovijayagani, the
brother of Pandita Sri Padmavijayagani and the
disciple of Pandita Sri Nayavijayagani, the
class-fellow of Pandita Srl Jitavijayagani,
the best amongst the disciples of Pandita
Sri Libhavijayagani, the chief disciple
of Mahimahopadhydya Sri
Kalyanavijayagani
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May this work, composed by the purity of faith, engendered by
the unequalled favour of his service, when he, a noble teacher and
scholar, Sri Vijayadisimha, who was like the sun in the sky of the
spiritual lincage of the noble teacher and scholar, Sri Vijayadideva, has
attained the throne of Indra, cause happiness and recreation amongst
the groups of the learned. (1)

He, the most expert in the science of logic, who had received lore
Jrom Fitavijaya of lofty ideas as well as from the modest, learned
teacher Nayadivijaya, and who had the wise Padmavijaya as his loving
brother—has composed this treatise on JFaina logic. May it render
pleasure to the reader.

Whatever merit I may have earned by composing this epitome of
logic, may I attain the great wealth of the highest happiness there-
by. (3)

On whom previously, the scholars in Kasi had conferred the title of
‘expert in logic’ and who, when he had composed a hundred works,
was awarded the degree of the ‘acarya of logic’; he, Yasovijaya, an
infant -pupil of the learned Nayddivijaya, has related this knowledge
at the request of the disciples. (4)
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P. 1. L. 1. Cf. Dasavaikalika, 1. 1., deva vi tam nammsaniti
Jassa dhamme sayd mano

‘Even the gods bow down to him whose mind is always
engaged in dhamma’.

P. 1. L. 2. For the partial point of view (naya) see supra p.
71. For the different ways of putting a thing see supra p. 77.

P.4.L.4 A glance at the definition of pramaya, given by dif-
ferant Jaina logiciansand collected by Pandita Sukhalalaji in his
notes on Pramina mimdriisa and also by Pandita Kailash Chandraji
in his Faina-nyaya (p. 45), would clarify that Yasevijaya has
borrowed his definition directly from Vadidevasiari (Pramananaya-
tattvalokalankara 1. 2.) Siddhasena (Nyayavatara, 1)and Samanta-
bhadra (Apta mimarasa, 63) who say that pramapa is illuminator
(abhasi and dbhasaka) of the sell and the others. Yasovijaya,
following, Vadidevasiri replaced the word‘illuminator’ by defini-
tive cognition_ (zyavasayi).

Following the M¥ma@msakas and the Buddhists, Bhatta Aka-
lanka (Agjasati, Agtasdhasri, p.175) and Manikyanandi (Par-
tksamukha, 1.1) lay down the condition that the pramapa should
reveal an object, hitherto unknown (apiurvartha). Yafovijaya
has followed the majority ofthe Jaina logicians in this connec-
tion and has not made any reference to the condition. He
was of course conscious of this condition as is clear from his
text p. 6 line 7.

Siddha ngy quoted above, says that pramiana should be
immune ern gontradictions (bddhavarjitam). He is followed
by Akalanka, quoted above. YaSovijaya shows his awareness of
of this condition when he observes that recollection is also an
organ of knowledge, because it is coherént like perception etc
(Text,p. 9 line 1).

P. 1. L.4. The Naiyayikas hold that knowledge does not cog-
nise itself. It has to be cognised by another knowledge called
anuvyavasiya. ‘The Jainas, like the Buddhists and the Vedantists
accept the self-illuminating nature of the knowledge. There-
fore, the word ‘self” in the definition is significant.
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P.1.L.6 Yafovijaya will himself admit that object-awareness
is the cognition of the general features only (Text p. 4 line 9)
and yet object-awareness is obviously a pramdna. So the ques-
tion arises that how can he here exclude indeterminate intu-
tions from cognition ? Pandita Sukhalalaji in his commentary
on text (p. 31), says that here Yajovijaya is only following the
tradition of his predecessors like Manikyanandt and Vadidevasiri.
In fact, as pointed out by Dr. Indra Chandra Shastri in his com-
mentary on the text (p. 2), there is a difference of opinion
about the nature of indeterminate intuition as to whether it is
indentical or not with the object-awareness. May be that
Yasovijaya considered the two as different and therefore really
excluded the former form cognition while including the latter
into it. For a detailed study of knowledge and inderminate intui-
tion, see Nathmal Tatia, Studies in Jaina Philosophy, pp 70-80.

P. 1. L. 7. The Bhatta Mimarmsakas are said to be upholders
of the non-perceptibility of knowledge, because they believe
that knowledge cannot be known directly but can only be in-
ferred from the object, which is known.

P. 1. 1. 8 The idealists traditions ofthe Yogdcara Buddhists
and the non-dualist Vedinia do not accept the reality of the
external world. The Jainas, on the other hand, are realist.
Therefore, the pram@na is said to be definitive cognition of
not only the self but of the others also.

Pandita Sukhaldlajt comments (p. 31) that by saying that
the epithet of ‘self and the others’ has been used to indicate
the nature (of the pramana), Yasovijaya means to stress that
one should not think that this epithet is superflous, as it is
implied in the very nature of the knowledge, as accepted by
the Fainas. It is meaningful not as excluding anything, but
merely as indicator of the nature.

P. 1. L. 10-12 Vadi Devasiiri in the sixth chapter of his
Pramananayatativalokilankara, has dealt with the problem of the
resultant of pramdna in detail. Resultants, he says, means that
which is effected by pramdpa (VI.1.). It is either direct or
indirect (VI. 2.) The direct resultant of the pramina is the
removal of ignorance (VI. 3). The indirect resultant of all the
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pramanas, other than pure knowledge, is a spirit of appropria-
tion, avoidance or indifference whereas the indirect resultant
of pure knowledge is only a spirit of indifference (VI. 4-5).
Here the Fainas show a better understanding of the problem
by stating the resultant of the pure knowledge separately,
while the Naiydyikas do not do so. The argument that the
resultant of pramiana in theform of the spirit of appropriation,
etc., should be different from the pramana itself, does not hold
good (VI. 7) because both, the pramana and its resultant,
belong to the one and the same cogniser (VI. 8). Therefore,
the difference between the two is only partial (V1. 6). As far
as the direct resultant, viz.,, the removal of ignorance is con-
cerned, it is obviously identical with pramana, which is
knowledge (VI. 12). Thus, this is one way of proving that the
pramina and its resultant are partly identical and partly differ-
ent. Even the direct resultant is not absolutely identical with
the pramana, because the latter is the instrument whereas the
former is its effect and the two cannot be obsolutely identical
(V1. 15).

Vadi Devasiri (VI. 16) accepts that the resultant is the
knowledge of the self as well as the non-self. This is the view
of the traditional JFaina logicians. Yafovijaya, however,
does not follow the Faina tradition but adopts the view of
the Vijianavidi Buddhists in accepting the knowledge of the
sell only as the resultant. Pandita Sukhalalaji has suggested
that the knowledge of the selfis, in reality, the resultant;
the knowledge of the non-self is automatically implied therein
[Commentary on the Text, p. 32).

The way for Yaovijaya has already been paved by Akalanka
who held that each succeeding member of determinate percep-
tion, speculgtion, perceptual judgment, retention, memory
recognition, yreasoning and inference is the resultant of each
antecedent rdember (Laghiyastrayi,1.6). If we accept this, each
member, except the first and the last, would be pramana as
well as resultant and thus the identity-cum-difference between
the two is gtablished. This position was further strengthened,
as shown above, by Vadi Devasiri. Yafovijaya took the advan-
tage of this background and interpreted the identity-cum-
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difference in his own way to bringin an alien concept into
Jaina logic. -

P.1. L 12-14. The above problem of the resultant of the
prama@na assumes a new dimension in Faina philosophy because
other systems accepted the means of knowledge—i.e. sense-
object contact (sannikarsa)—as prama@na and knowledge as its
resultant. The Fainas, on the other hand, acccptcd knowledge
itself to be pramana.

The non-Jaina systems define praméya as the cause of
valid cognition. If we accept this, it would mean that imme-
diate antecedent of knowledge—i. e. senses, may be called as
pramana. Now, the Jainas, when faced with this contention,
held that the material sense-organ (dravyendriya) is not the
immediate antecedent of knowledge. Amongst theactual organ
of sensing (bhavendriya) also it is only the function-sense, enga-
ged in conscious activity, which can bec onsidered as the
immedidte antecedent of knowledge and not the sense gua
attainment (labdhindriya). If we were to accept sense gua attain-
ment as the immediate antecedent of knowledge, a man in
deep sleep will also have cognition.

The first reason for not accepting the sense qua attain-
ment as pramana (i.e means of valid knowledge) is this that it
does not lead to knowledge directly but only through con-
scious activity. So conscious activity and not the sense gua
attainment should be accepted as the means (karana) of valid
knowledge, as it immediately preceds it, The second argument
is this that as we have seen in the beginning, the pramiana
cognises itself as well as the others (the objects of knowledge);
but as the capacities, which in this case arc the senses qua
attainment, are non-perceptible, if we accept them as pram-
ana, it will also have to be accepted that pramana does not
perceive itself. This will amount to accepting what the
Mimamsakas accept and rejecting what the Jainas accept.

If it is argued that the capacities be also accepted as per-
ceptible through their substratum, then we will have to accept
that just as knowledge is to be accepted as self-illuminating
because of its perceptibility through substance, happiness will
also be accepted as self-illuminating in the same way.
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P 2.L.7—The earlier Jaina scriptures mention five types
of knowledge, which are classified here—as also elsewhere in

the later Faina philosophical works—into two types of cogni-
tion. .

P. 2.L.13—Any knowledge born with the help of an instru-
ment—Ilike senses or mind—which is different from the soul,
was originally held to be indirect, but as all the non<7ainasystems
considered it to be direct, Finabhadra (ViBha, 95), who is here
followed by Yasovijaya, fell in line with other systems by
according such knowledge the status of empirically direct
knowledge. The original concept of direct knowledge was
included in the concept of transcendentally direct knowledge.
For reasons of such adjustment, sce Dr. Nathmal Tatia, Studies
in Faina Philosophy, pp. 28-29.

P. 2.L.15—Anindriya means quasi-sensuous— Cf line 20
below.

P. 2.L.17—Non-existent (asiddha) means that which does
not exist in the thesis, inconclusive (anaikdniika) means that
which exists in the heterologous also, and contradictory
(viruddha) means that which co-exists with the absence of
probandum Cf. Pramanasagraha, p. 111.

P. 2.L.20—Eyes, etc. include ear, eyes, smell, taste and
touch—Nandisiuitra, 2-5.

P. 2.L.21—For a detailed discussion on whether mind is a
sense or not, see Dr. Nathmal Tatia, Studies in Jaina Philosophy,
pp. 31-32.

P. 2.L.23-28, Dr Radhakrishnan’s following remarks make
the difference of the sensuous cognition ( matijidna ) and
scriptual knowledge ( §rutajiana ) clear: ‘‘Mati is ordinary
cognition, obtained by normal means of sense perception...
Sruta or testimony is knowledge derived through signs, symbols
or words. While matijiiina gives us knowledge by acquaint-
ance, this gives only knowledge by description”—Indian
Philosophy Vol. 1, pp. 294-95.

The matter, however, is not so simple. The difference
between the two was clear as long as §rutajiana actually stood
for the scriptural knowledge. It wasso only in the earlier
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period. In the later period, however, srutajidna came to mean
all verbal knowledge. Now arose the difficulty. If mat: is
held to be bereft of association with words, how speculation
(thd) etc. can be included in it, because they' are associated
with words ? All perceptions are not dumb. The §ruta, on the
other hand, is also classified into two : associated with words
(saksara) and bereft of words (anaksara). So there is no funda-
mental difference between the two. Therefore, Siddhasena
Divakara observes that §ruta is not anything in addition to
mati, because to accept it as an additional type of knowledge
is futile as well as it involves undesirable extension—vaiyar-
thyatiprasangabhyam na matyabhyadhikam $rutam—Nisca-
yadvatrimiika, 12. This view is supported by Yaiovijaya for
the first time in the history of Jaina Logic, in his jhanabindu.
Here, however, Yajovijaya tries to mention the traditional
difference between the two after the fashion of Finabhadra.
This view is quoted verbatim by Pandita Sukhalalaji in his
commentary. Dr. Nathmal Tatia has summarised the position
as follows : **Simple verbal association is not considered suffi-
cient to raise a cognition to the status of iruta. In ourordinary
perceptions we associate the object with its name as soon as
we perceive it. But we do not go any further. But there are
cases ol perceptual cognition which do not stop at simple
verbal association, but continue further into discursive thought
with the help of language. This continuation leads them to
the category of §rutajiana.—Studies in Jaina Philosophy p. 56.

P. 2,1..28-30. As explained by Dr. Indra Chandra Sastri, in his
Hindi notes (p. 6) on the Jaina-tarka-bhasa, we havg two simul-
taneous experiences while reading a book (1) the visual
experience of the shape of the letters, etc, this is mati; (2) the
meaning conveyed by the words; this is §ruta. The first is
included in written script and spoken alphabet whereas the
second is the conscious activity through verbal knowledge.
Cf. Faina-tarka=bhaga, 18.3-5.

P. 3.L.2. Siddhasenaganin gives three categories of sensuous
knowledge (1) born with the help of the sense organs only,(2)
born with the help of the mind only and (3) born with the
help of the sense organs and the mind both. To these may be
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added the fourth category of the intutive knowledge of the plant
world and un leveloped animals where cognition is born with-
out the help of either of the mind or-the sense-organs—Bhasya,
Taltvarthasiitra, 1.14

P. 3 L.2. Nandisutra, 35 illustrates the contact-awareness
(vyijandvagraha) giving the example of a sleeping man who
is awakened by a number of calls. Now the sound comes into
contact with the ears of the sleeping man in succession for a
considerable period before the person concerned actually real-
ises that somebody is calling him. All this is an example of
contact-awareness. As soon as the man is awakened to cons-
ciousness, the contact-awareness develops into object-awareness
(arthavagraha.)

P. 3.L.6-10. Contact-awareness is not unconscious as it deve-
lops, as shown above, into object-awareness. It is only due to its
undeveloped state that its existence cannot be directly known,
though it can be inferred just as dream-knowledge can be
inferred by gestures etc.—Cf ViBha 195—108. Having sum-
marised the position of Finabhadra, Yafovijaya suggests another
alternative, viz., contact-awareness may be accepted as conscious
only by transference of epithet, as it brings about object-aware-
ness, which is conscious,

P. 3. para 7. Pandita Kailash Chandra Shasiri in his book,
Jaina Nyaya, has given some more arguments, collected mainly
from the Digambara works, to prove the non-contactory nature
of sight. We give below some of these arguments, as they
further support the arguments given by Yafovijaya:

(1) The eyes cannot know the collyrium applied in the eyes.
Had the eyes power to know by contact, they would have
known the collyrium.

(2) It cannot be argued that since the eyes do not know
the covered things, they are not non-contactory. The eyes
can know things covered by glass, etc.

(3) The magnet though contactory—cannot attract iron,
which is either at long distance or is obstructed by some other
object. The same applies to the eyes also.

(4) The supposition that some rays shoot from the eyes
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proves nothing. The rats are never seen illuminated by such
rays, so as to prove the contactory nature of eyes.

P. 4. Para 8. The problem is this that the Nandisitra (36)
says that object-awareness (arthavagraha) consists of such
cognition as ‘this sound.” Now this cognition is perceptual
judgment ( apaya ) and not object-awareness according to
scriptures. So how to reconcile this with the statement of
the Nandisiitra ? The answer is that the word *sound’ is being
said from the point of view of the speaker and not from
the point of view of the cogniser (ViBha,253). The word ‘sound’
takes more than one time-point to pronounce, the object-
perception will exceed its one time-pointedness.

Once we accept that even the grossest form of particu-
larity can be an object of object-perception, there would be no
scope for perceptual judgment, because there being no end to
the subtler forms of particularity, all particularities would be
grosser in relation to another particularity.

P. 4. Para 9. The problem, presented above, cannot be
solved by saying that a man, with familiarity with the object
can know its particulars even in the one time-pointed object-
awareness, though the unfamiliar child may not be able to
know them. It would lead us to the undesirable position of
accepting that a man with richer knowledge can know
greater number of particulars in his object-awareness. But
the scriptures are clear on this point in holding that one does
not know by object-awareness the nature of the sound etc.

P.5. L. 7-9. The problem is that even perception is said
to have varieties like quick and slow (see page 6 liries 23-21 of
the text). 1f perception lasts only for one tine-point, how can
we say that it has the varieties of quick and slow ? The answer
is that these varieties in fact belong to perceptual judgment,
but are said to be belonging to the perception by tranference
of epithet and treating the cause as the effect.

P. 5. Para 11. We can also solve the problem raised in the
above paragraph by accepting two types of perception : the
genuine perception and the metaphorical perception. We have
explained the position of the genuine perception. One genu-
ine perception, which has no varieties, leads to one perceptual
judgment. Now if the cogniser wants to ascertain about a
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further specific characteristic, he has a new speculation (tha)
and in this case the former perceptual judgment serves as
the base and as such it is metaphorically called perception.
Now, it is obvious that this perception can have the above-
mentioned varieties. Also Cf. Siddhasenagani’s Commentary on
the Tativdrthasitra, 1.16.

It is notable here that out of all the Jaina logicians like
Akalanka, Vidyanandt, Vidi Devasari, and Hemacandra, it is only
Yasovijaya who sticks to the original position of the Jaina
canons in holding perception to be indeterminate; the others
regard it to be determinate.

P. 5. L. 17-18. Though speculation (1a) is also preceded
by doubt (samiaya), yet it is different from doubt, because
doubt cannot exclude the false from the true out of mutually
contradictory objects, whereas speculation strives for theascer-
tainment of the truth and ultimately succeeds in doing so—
ViBha, 183-84. Also cf. Siddhasena’s Commentary on Tattvdrtha-
bhasya, 1.15.

P. 5. Para 15. Finabhadra holds the view that perceptual
judgment cognizes the existing characteristics and excludes
the non-existing ones. It is by way of refutation of an opinion
which holds that it only excludes the non-existing characteris-
tics and the existing characteristics are cognized by retention
(dhdrana)—ViBhd, 185-186. As all the synonyms of perceptual
judgment, given by Umasviti are negative, it seems that he is
more inclined towards the opinion, refuted by JFinabhadra,
whereas the Nandisiitra, which gives positive synonyms also
for perceptual judgment, seems to agree with Finabhadra—Cf.
Dr. Nathmal Tatiu, Studies in Faina Philosophy, p. 42.

P.5.L.28—P. 6. L. 6. A difficulty in accepting the view,
given by the opponents, is raised. Suppose we accept that reten-
tion cognizes the existing characteristics, then memory will
not be included in retention, and will have to be accepted as
an independent ‘variety of sensuous cognition (mat ijigna). Thus
there will be five varieties of sensuous cognition, whereas the
scriptures accept only four varieties. It has been shown here
that none of the three varieties of retention, mentioned in the
previous paragraph, can be included in the perceptual judgment
and, therefore, they have to be accepted as independent varie-
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ities of sensuous cognition.

P. 6. Para 16. Absence of lapse makes our memory-im-
pressions clearer and clearer, and as such, cannot be dismiss-
ed as cogniser of the already cognised. Similarly memory
cognises the oneness, uncognised by any other means, of the
object of the past and the present and has to be admitted as
an organ of knowledge. Memory 1mpress:on of course, is not
knowledge in itself.

P. 6 L.16. Perverted order (utkmma) means the latter in
order, coming prior to the former in order, whereas the dis-
turbed order (vyatikrama) means leaving some in between the
two or more. Thus speculation (74@) occurring before percep-
tion (avagraha) is the example of perverted order whereas per-
ceptual judgment (av@ya) occurring after perception (avagraha)
omitting speculation (#4a) in between the two, is the example
of disturbed order. It may, however, be noted that it is not
necessary here that the first may necessarily lead to the second
or the second may necessarily lead to the third and so on and
so forth.

P. 6 L.18. The example of the piercing of the hundred
petals of a lotus is common in Sanskrit literature. Cf. Sahitya-
darpana (Ed. Jivinanda, Calcutta 1934) Explanation of IV.
258—utpalapatraiatavyatibhedavallighavanna samlaksyate.

P. 6 L. 19. The mind and eyes have no contact—aware-
ness (vyafijanavagraha). This has already been dealt with at
length in the text itself on page 3 para 7.

P. 6 L. 20. The difference betwcen many (bahu) and
multiplied (bahuvidha) is that the former consists of know-
ledge of many individuals like knowledge of many cows
whereas the latter consists of knowledge of many varieties
like the knowledge of various kinds of cows—Sarvarthasiddhi
on Tattvarthasiira,1.16.

P.6L.27. Pandita Kailash Chandraji in his Jaina Nyaya
(p.156) gives an alternative explanation of quick (ksipra) and
slow (akgipra) knowledge. According to this explanation, quick
knowledge may be explained as knowledge of a quickly falling
current of water whereas slow knowledge is the knowledge of
a slowly moving horse.
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P. 6 L.27-28. There seems to be a difference regarding
the name of the fifth variety. Yasovijaya mentions it as nifrita
whercas the Digambara tradition mentions it as nisgta. The
example of nisrta, according to Digambara tradition, is the
knowledge of an elephant, whose body is hidden in water, by
the sign of its trunk, visible out of the water. Thus the
Digambars explain this variety literally as ‘raised’ (--nisrta).

.6 L!'29. The UDigambara tradition mentions nkta
(= said) and anukta (=not said) in place of nifcita and anis-
cita. Ukia mcans knowledge through one’s words whereas
anukta means knowledge by implication.

P. 6 L. 30, Here also, as in the case of ksipra and aksipra,
an alternative explanation is given in the FJaina Nyaya (p.156).
The constant knowledge (dhruva) is the knowledge of the
constant object like mountain.

Pt L2, .érruajﬂi:na (verbal knowledge) has already
been defined in the text (para 5) as knowledge. dvaiyakaniryukti
(042) explains it as scriptural knowledge. Later it came to
indicate all symbols, written or spoken and even inarticulate
verbal knowledge came to be included in it. To quote Dr, Nath-
mal Tatia, **this development of meaning is not, strictly speak-
ing, chronological....The self-same thinker could have started
from the conception of frute as scripture and reached the
conception of Sruta as inarticulate verbal knowledge’ —Studies
in Jaina Philosophy : p. 53. It is in the light of the above, that
the wvarieties of {ratajiiana are to be understood.

P. 7. L. 3-4. The written form of a letter is safijRak;ara,
whereas its spoken form is wvyahjanaksara. These two are
called knowledge only by transference of epithet. In other
words, these two are drapyairuta or only material symbol,
whereas the potential auditory attainment is bhavairuta or
{rula-jha@na proper.

P. 7 L. 5-7. Labdhyaksara is the potential verbal thinking
arising out of perceptual cognition, received through the
medium of any of the sense-organs of sight, smell etc. and
mind. ViBha (102) explains that just as internal sensuous
cognition is possible even without the existence of corres-
ponding external physical sense organ, which only enhances
the power of the internal sensuous cognition, similarly the
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one-sensed can have potential verbal knowledge in the
absence of dravyafruta. It is by the same logic possible for
the plants to experience the objects of five senses, even with-
out having such senses. All this is possible due to the destruc-
tion-cum-subsidence of the veil of knowledge; otherwise
the plants and the one-sensed would have become omniscient
(ViBha, 103). The essence of the discussion is that the soul
is capable of having all knowledge without any external aid
of senses etc.; the real obstacle in having knowledge is the
veil of knowledge and not the absence of external senses.
Moreover, no soul in whatsoever form, is completely devoid
of knowledge, or otherwise there would be no distinction
between the soul and non-soul. The one-sensed, however,
do not possess any articulate speech but receive only an indis-
tinct sound. Without the internal capacity of verbal thinking,
however, the one-sensed organisms cannot have any instincts
of hunger, fear, sex etc., which depend upon some such think-
ing that ‘such and such object would be good for me’.

P. 7 L. 8. The basic idea is, as explained in ViBAg (502),
quoted by Pandit Sukhalalji, that whatever causes the bhava-
iruta is the dravyairuta and as such, sighs etc. as indicator of
misery etc., are also a sort of a non-alphabetical verbal
knowledge.

P. 7 L.10. Dr. Tatia has (Studies in Jaina Philosophy, p. 50
and pp. 53-55) beautifully analysed the position of the Jaina
scriptures on the nature of safijiit and asafjil fruta, which we
summarise as follows: safijfia has three connotations (i) Dis-
cursive thinking, taking into account the past, the present and
the future. This is called dirghakalika (i1) Discriminative power
between good and bad only with reference to the present.
This is called hetiipadeiika, (iii) Knowledge of right scriptures.
This is called dyivadopadesiki. The word asafijii has also
three connotations: (i) Weak mind, (ii) Absence of mind, (iii)
Perverted knowledge. Besides Gha or instinct is also called
sailjid in comparison to that which has no instinct either.

Thus the first safjiz is that of instincts possessed by
one-sensed organisms, the second is the discriminative power
between good and bad, possessed by the two or more sensed
organisms, the third is discursive thinking which takes into




Notes 101

account the past, the present and the future and the fourth is
the right knowledge. The beings possessed of these safijias are
relatively called safjiits in comparison to those possessed of
the lower type or types of safijias. The omniscient are beyond
any safijid, because they are free from all functioning of
matijiana.

P.7.L.11-14. Objectively speaking, Faina scriptures are
right whereas non-Jaina scriptures as well as books on secular
subjects are wrong, but subjectively speaking, a person with
right attitude can get benefit out of wrong scriptures whercas
another person with perverted attitude may draw wrong
conclusions from the right type of books al:o. Thus, from the
pragmatic point of view, it is the attitude of the knower and
not the nature of the knowledge, which makes the knowledge
right or wrong. CI. Nandisuira, 41.

P. 7 L.14-19. It is a common practice amongst the Jainas
to analyse things from the four-fold points of view of substance
territory, period and the essence. From the point of view of
substance, §ruta (which in the present context means right
knowledge and not verbal thinking) has a beginning and also
an end with reference to a particular individual. It has a
beginning when an individual ascends the fourth stage of
spiritual development viz. samyagdrii gunasthdna. Tt has an
end when the individual either reverts back to  the first stage
viz. milhyddrstigunasthana or attains omniscience, which is
beyond sruta. With reference to different individuals, it has
neither beginning nor end; becausc persons, possessed of
right knowledge, always exist.

From the point of view of territory, it has a beginning
and an end in the territories of Bharaia and Airgvata, where it
appears at the time of first Tirthaikara and disappears at the
end of the Tirtha of the last Tirthankara. It has neither a begii-
ning nor an end in the territory of mahavideha, where it is
. always present, because it is believed that right knowledge
never disappears in that territory.

From the point of view of period, it has a beginning and
an end in the Bharata and Airavata territories, as it appears in
the third time-period of the ascending and descending ages
and disappcars in the beginning of t time-period of

Grpe X
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the ascending age and in the end of the fifth time-period of
the descending age. It has neither a beginning nor an end in
the Mahavideha, where there is no distinction of ascending or
descending age and where it exists in all times.

From the point of view of essence, it has a beginning
and end with reference to the teacher or the scripture,
responsible for its creation. It has no beginning and no end
as far as destruction-cum-subsidence of veil of knowledge-
obstructing karman is concerned, because it is always therce
in a smaller or grcater degree.

It would be observed that in the above description,
Sruta has stood for right knowledge and not verbal knowledge
in general, but in the last case while showing the beginningless
and endless variety psychically, Jruta stands for verbal know-
ledge in general. R '

It may also be mentioned that except the varieties of
alphabetical and non-alphabetical and the varieties of included
in-the-main-seriptures and excluded-from the-main-scriptures,
the other varicties are mentioned only in the Svetambara tradi-
tion and not in the Digambara tradition.

P. 7 L.24. Yasovijaya has mentioned only three varictics
of clairvoyance, whereas the Jaina scriptures generally give
many more varietics and sub-varieties. At the outset, clairvoy-
ance can be due to birth (bhava-pratyaya) or due to merit
(guna-pratyaya). Denizens of heaven and hell are possessed of
clairvoyance from their very birth. The clairvoyance of human
and sub-human beings, however, is due to special merit.

Another classification of clairvoyance is from the point
of view of its subject. 1t may, in its lowest stage of the lower
form (desdvadhi), extend to a small [raction of an angula (a
small measure) and may know the things having form, within
that space. It may penetrateonly a small [raction of an avalika
(a small measure oftime) and may know infinite number of
modes. The highest stage of the lower [orm knows all the
loka (the universe inhabited by living beings), penetrates into
palya (a large measure of time) lesser by a samaya (the smallest
fraction of time) and knows the innumerable modes.

The highest type of clairvoyance (sarvavadhi) knows all
the things having form in space of the size of countless number
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of loka and penctrates into countless number of cycles, past
and present. Only it cannot know all the modes, which can
be known only by the omniscient. In between the lowest and
the highest type, lies the middle type (paramavadhi).

The clairvoyance of the ‘following' type is further
classified into three (i) that which follows to the other place
kietranugami) (ii) that which follows to the other birth (bha-
vanugami) and that which follows to the other place as well
as the other birth (ksetrabhavdanugami)., We get the three sub-
varieties of ‘non-following’ type by taking the opposites of
the above three.

There are some more types of clairvoyance. One classi-
fication is into that of stable (qvasthita) and unstable (anava-
sthita). The stable stays till the whole of life-time or till
attainment of omniscience. The unstable continues to increase
or decrease after its genesis.

Another classification is into that of one-symboled (eka-
ksetra) and many-symboled (aneka-kretra). Sometimes, some
symbuols like that of §rivatsa etc. (cluster of hair of a peculiar
form) appear in the upper part of the body with the emerg-
ence of clairvoyance. These symbols are many in cases
ol gods, denizens of hell and Tirthaikaras, and one in case of
others.  Hence this classification.

Thus we have four more types. Added with the six,
given in our fext, the total number comes to ten. In case it is
due to birth, out of these ten, only five, viz. stable, unstable,
following, mon-following and many-symboled, are possible.
In case it is due to merit, all the ten types are possible. In the
lower form, all the ten types are possible. In the middle form,
all types except decreasing, extinguishing and one-symboled,
are possible. In the highest lorm, only the following five tvpes
are possible: following, non-following,stable,non-extinguishing,
and many-symboled. In the cases of middle form and highest
form, non-following means not following in the other birth,
because those possessed of these two forms get emancipated
and do not get re-birth,

P. 8 L.7-8. Here mind stands either for objects thought
by the mind or modes of mind. According to Umasvati ( Tattv-
drthasutra-bhigya, 1.24) telepathy knows the objects thought by
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the minds of others. ViBhi (814), however, holds that it is the
mind-substance which is directly known by the telepathy and
the objects, thought by the mind, are known only through
inference. Yaiovijaya has followed this latter tradition, which,
according to Pt. Kailashchandraji, is the Svetambara tradition.
ViBha (814) argues that the objects, thought by the mind
can be either material or non-material. Now non-material
objects cannot be directly known by one who is not omni-
scient. Hence the objects, thought by the mind, can be known
only indirectly and not directly. Akalasnka, however, criticises
this position (RajaVa. 1.23.6-7) by saying that telepathy,
being a case of pratyaksa, should not depend on the sense-or-
gans and the mind, and, therefore, cannot include inference.

P.8 L.10. Pijyapida holds (SarSi. 1.24) that vipulamati
knows lesser objects in number but with a greater lucidity.
Vipulamali isinfallible and is possessed by one who is ascending
the spiritual ladder, while rjumati can falter and is possessed
by one who is falling down.

Telepathy is possessed only by the human beings, born
in the karmabhiimis (lands of the birth of Tirthaikaras)and poss-
essed of right faith, self-control, and freedom from passion.

P. 8. L 15. This definition of pure knowledge is the
one accepted by almost all the Jaina thinkers and yet this
does not seem to be the original concept of omniscience.
In the Acaranga (1.3.4) a sentence which says ‘one who knows
one knows all, and one who knows all knows one’ occurs.
This hasbeen quoted in support of the concept of omniscience,
as presented in our fext and in other Jaina texts. (e.g. see
Tatia, Studies in Jaina Philosophy, p.70. Also Syadvadamanjan, I)
Pandita Sukhalalji has, however, correctly pointed out that if
we keep the context in mind, this sentence hardly implies
knowledge of all substance with all modes (Darfana aura
cintana, p. 555). This sentence simply means that one who
knows the one root-cause of all evils, viz., passion, knows all
its varieties viz, anger, pride, greed and deceitfulness. It is
clear from the following sentence, which says ‘one who con-
trols one controls many and one who controls many controls
one.” The conclusive portion of this topic also says that
one who knows anger knows pride, one who knows pride
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knows deceitfulness and so on and so forth.

Pandita Sukhalalaji has quoted an incident from the
Bhagavatisiitra (9.6) also to prove that omniscience, in the
original tradition, meant only knowledge of an object from
both the points of view of the modis (dragydrthikanaya) and
the point of view of the modes (parydyarthikanaya). Knowledge
of all the substance with all modes, is only a later develop-
ment,

Kundakundacarya reconciled the original meaning with
the popular meaning by ascertaining that from the real point
of view omniscience means knowledge of the self whereas [rom
the empirical point of view omniscience means knowledge of
all the substance with all their modes (Niyamasara, 166). It
becomes all the more important when we keep into mind that
Kundakundacirya has himself spoken of the empirical point of
view as unreal (samayasira, 11).

Haribhadra in his Yogadystisamuccaya (102-108) has also
spoken of sugata, kapila etc. as omniscient. He has himself
said in his works on logic that sugata, kapila etc. are not
possessed of omniscience. These two contradictory positions
alsoappear to be the result of the two meanings of omniscience
—the original and the popular. Our author has himself sup-
ported Haribhadra in Kutarkagrahanivriti dvatrimsika. So the
original meaning of omniscience seems to be a balanced view
between the point of view of modis (which is emphasised by
the Vedanta by taking into account only the unchangeable)
and the point of view of modes (which is emphasised by the
Buddhists by taking into account only the transitory phase
of existence).

I have the occasion of discussing the issue with some of
the Jaina ascetics. One interesting interpretation of omni-
science, given by an ascetic, was that it means knowledge
of all the possibilities, inherent in the substance. All this
shows that there is an attempt on the part of the Jainas
to re-interpret the conventional concept of omniscience,
which appears as mere dogma to the modern mind and as
such is not acceptable. The interpretation of Pandita Sukhalalji
has, however, one defect. 1f we accept his interpretation,
the Jaina theory of karman and nature of soul will have to
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be considerably changed. Knowledge is the nature of soul.
It is the veil of knowledge-obstructing karman which hinders
our knowledge. That all karmans disappear at the attainment
of perfection is also evident. The inevitable conclusion would
be that a perfect soul should know everything. Hence it is
perhaps not possible to re-interpret the nature of omniscience
without corresponding re-interpretation of the connected con-
cepts, which are inherent in the Faina system.

P. 8 L. 17. There seems to be much of hair-splitting
with regard to the reasons given for and against the existence
of omniscient. One argument for the acceptance of omnisci-
ence is given by Acarya Yalovijaya in his Jhanabindu. The ar-
gument is that since knowledge has gradation inasmuch as
it is greater and lesser with reference to diflferent persons, it
must have perfection also with reference to somebody. This
argument was first given by Patafjali in his Yogasiitra (1.25).
Mallavddt was the first Jaina author to advance this argument
(cf. Dariana aura Cintana, p. 42’0)

The second argument is that dllOb]CC[S are interrelated.
Knowledge of one, therefore, implies knowledge of all. This
argument is advanced in the Syadvaduamanjari.

Here Yafovijaya has given two other arguments. Unless
we accept omniscience, there would be no knowledge of neces-
sary concomitance. It is not clear to me what Taiovijaya
really means, It appears that perhaps he has this idea in his
mind: necessary concomitance implies universal knowledge,
which is not possible without omniscience. Another argument
is that when the veil of knowledge-obstructing karman has
been removed, there is no reason why there should not be the
emergence of omniscience.

P. 8 L. 20. The Naiydyikas believe that no knowledge
is possible without mind and soul. The mind of some yogis
attain such power which makes them omniscient (Prasasta-pada-
bhagya on Vaisesikasiitras, 1.11-13, p. 187). Naturally this know-
ledge disappears on the attainment of liberation, when mind
ceascs to exist.

Yasovijaya refutes this by saying that just as practice of
yoga does not make any other of the five senses capable of
knowing all, similarly the yogic practice cannot make mind
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capable of knowing all.

P. 8 L. 22.27. The question is sectarian and, therefore,
we refrain from making any comments. This is one of the
major points of difference between the Digambaras and the
Svetambaras. The other major difference is on the question of
liberation of women, which is held possible by the Soetambaras
and impossible by the Digambaras. For the Digambara view of
these problems, one may refer to ANyayakumudacandra (pp.
852-878).

P. 9 L. 1-2. The opponents, who believed that recollec-
tion is non-organ of knowledge, advance certain arguments
in support of their contention. The first of these arguments
has been advanced by the author of Cintamani (p. 845), who
says that in recollection either of the two—the qualified and
the qualification—is not present, whereas the recollection
makes it a subject of present, thus making an unreal asserta-
tion. We recollect on the form of ‘that pitcher’ etc., whereas the
part of the knowledge indicated by ‘that’ belongs to the past.
Now, ‘that’ is the qualification, and it indicates past but it is
not necessary that this time indicated by qualification should
necessarily be connected with the qualified. Here ‘that’ indi-
cates the time (past) of the previous experience and not of
the pitcher.

P.9 L. 2-4. Udayanicarya (Nyayakusumanjali, 4.1) says
that recollection’s validity depends on the validity of the ex-
pericnce and as such it cannot be said to be the organ of
knowledge, even though it may be real. The answer to this
objection is that if we were to apply this criteria, inference’s
validity also depends upon the validity of concomitance,
and as such inference would also be a non-organ of know-
ledge.

P. 9 L. 4-7. Here Yalovijaya has shown some originality,
inasmuch as the arguments, advanced here, go deeper than
that of any other Faina logician,

P. 9 L. 7-8. Compare para 16 on page 6., where the
objection that recollection knows only that which has been
already known, has been answered.

P.9 L.15.17. The Buddhists hold that the recognition
is in the form of ‘this is that’ or ‘that is this’. Here the object
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indicated by ‘this’, is the subject of direct perception whereas
the object, indicated by ‘that’, is the subject of indirect know-
ledge i.e. recollection. (Nyayamanjart, p. 442). Therefore, inthe
cognition ‘this is that’ we have, in fact, two knowledges, the
direct and indirect; the one of them being clear and the other
being obscure. It is, therefore, wrong to accept one cognition
in recognition. The answer is two-fold : in the first place
just as the Buddhist accept the knowledge of a pitcher as one
knowledge, though we have the knowledge of many colours
in it, similarly we feel recognition as one knowledge though
it consists of knowledge of ‘this’ and ‘that’. Secondly, recog-
nition is really an obscure knowledge, concerned with the
object, indicated by ‘that’, the use of ‘this’ is only to help
recognition. Just as knowledge of the picture arises out
of picture, similarly recognition arises out of its own source.

P. 9. L. 17-18. The Buddhist believe in the transitory
nature of things and hold that the Devadatta of to-day is not
the same Devadalta as of yesterday. From their point of view,
therefore, the recognition *he is the sane Devadatta’, is wrong.
For them, in fact, there is no question of recognition. The
Jainas, on the other hand, believe in ‘change in permanance’,
An object, according to them, changes but does not loose its
identity. The change is, thereflore, partial and not absolute
and thus recognition is possible. In fact, the very fact that we
do recognise things in practice, has been used by the Fainas
as well as the Brahmanical philosophers to refute the theory of
transitory nature of things.

P. 9 L. 18-20, The Prabhakara school holds that all know-
ledge is valid. When we mistake conch-shell for silver, we
have two knowledges—the perception and the recollection; we
only confuse the two. Similarly, in the recognition also, we
have two knowledges, the perception and the recollection,
and we confuse the two, not making the distinction between
the two.

Now, this assumption is wrong; because if we were to
accept this, all such qualifying knowledge as that of ‘dand?’
(=a person possessed of staff) would become impossible be-
cause here also we would have two knowledges—the knowledge
of the qualification (staff) and the knowledge of the qualified
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(person). It may be noted that the arguments, given for
refuting the positions of the Buddhists and the Prabhakaras, are
altogether different and, therefore, the phrase ‘ata eva’ (for
this very reason) in lines 18-19, is redundant. (I have elaborat-
ed this point in my article on Jaina-tarka-bhasa, Journal of the
Department of Sanskrit, University of Delhi, Vol. I, No. 1, De-
cember, 1971, pp. 110-111).

P. 2. L. 20-_3. The Naiydyikas argue that recognition is
possible only when there is direct perception and is not possi-
ble when there is no direct perception; therefore, recognition
is nothing but direct perception. The answer is that recogni-
tion becomes possible not when there is only direct perception
but also recollection. Had direct perception (without recol-
lection) been the only pre-condition for recognition, it (recog-
nition) would have become possible at the very first sight of
the object (when there is no question of its recollection).

P. 9 L. 24-27. Granting what has been said above,
Vdcaspati Misra in his Nydyavartikat@atparyatfika (p. 139) holds
that recognition is produced by senses, the recollection or the
latent impressions also being helpful in its production. Tt is
with this help that direct perception cognises the present ob-
ject as qualified by the past. Here, Yaiovijaya refutes this
point of view. As dircct perception is not dependent on me-
mory, therefore this position is tenable. This refutation is not
convincing. Nobody holds that direct perception is dependent
on memory but it may precede certain direct perception.
Vacaspati Mifra holds that recognition is the case where me-
mory precedes direct perception. This cannot be denied even by
the Fainas. The bone of contention is whether we accept these
two, as independent cognitions, or as one synthetic cognition
and if we accept them as one synthetic cognition, should it be
termed as perception or recognition. (Compare my article, in
the fournal of the Department of Sanskrit, University of Delhi,
Vol. 1, No. 1, December, 1971, p. 111). Yasovijaya gives an-
other argument to decide this dispute. If we accept this as
direct perception, the cases of inference would also be decid-
ed by the help of direct perception, aided by the mind hav-
ing the recollection of concomitance and there would be no
necessity for inference. Here Yalovijaya seems to have the
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argument of Fayanta ( Nyayamahjart, p. 461) in his mind. Jayania
has conceived of a mental perception responsible for recogni-
tion. There is, in fact, no difference between the procedure
laid down by Fayanta on the one hand and by the Faina logi-
cian on the other; the difference is only that of name.

P. 9 L. 27-30. The Naiydyikas hold that the senses do
come into contact with the qualified object in the case of re-
cognition, hence it is a case of direct perception, the qualifica-
tion of the qualified also being known through’ the help of re-
collection. Now, this contention is also wrong; forin experiences
such as ‘he is like this’ the qualified object (he) does not come
into contact with the senses, though this is also a case of recog-
nition, Here also it is doubtful whether experiences like ‘he
is like this’ should really be called recognition. The Naiydyi-
kas are correct if weaccept what the common man understands
from recognition. The definition of recognition, as given by
the Faina logicians, includes much more than what the preva-
lent meaning of the term indicates.

P. 10. L. 3-6. Even the Mimarmsakas and Naiyayikas, who
hold recognition to be vaild,do not extend the scope of recog-
nition to be cognition of similarity or to be the cognition quali-
fied by similarity. These two are, according to them, the sub-
ject of analogy, which is an independent organ of knowledge.
The similarity is perceived directly and the cow is the subject
of recollection, yet the qualified gavaya is the subject of
analogy.

P. 10 L. 8-10. The Fainas hold any synthetic knowledge
caused by experience and recollection to be recognition. The
cognition, based on analogy, according to the Mimdmsakas,
is also a synthetic knowledge caused by experience and recol-
lection and as such is perfectly within the limits of recognition,
as conccived by the Jainas. The objection—if we were to
accept an independent organ of knowledge for such cognitions
as ‘gavaya is like cow’, we have to accept another organ of
knowledge for such cognitions as ‘a buffalo is different from
the cow’—is not valid. In fact Yasovijaya missed the point that
those who believed in analogy as an independent organ of
knowledge, include dissimilarityalso as the subject of analogy.
Not only this, they include the knowledge of an object, quali-
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fied by any particularity of its own, under the subject of ana-
logy (compare Siddhinta Chandrodaya p. 30. Also my article
in the journal of the Department of Sanskrit, University of Delhi,
Vol. 1, No. 1, December, 1971, pp. 111-112). It is,therefore,
evident that the cognitions such as ‘a buffalo is different from
the cow’ would be the subject of analogy and that there would
be no disturbance as alleged by Yafevijaya in the number of
the organs of knowledge.

P. 10 L. 11-14, The MNoiyiyikas accept analogy ina
slightly changed sense. The subject of analogy, according to
them, is neither similarity nor the object qualified by the
similarity, but the relationship of word and its meaning. Now
this relationship between the word and its meaning is also
the subject of recognition, which being a synthetic knowledge,
can cognise the experience of an idividual object and its
nature of being indicated by a particular term.

P.10 L. 15-17. The idea is that the indicativeness of the
word is known by the quality which is described in the ana-
logical sentence. The idea that such a sentence should con-
vey similarity is not correct. Take, for example, a sentence
*swan is one which discriminates between the water and the
milk’. This sentence can also become the source of the know-
ledge of the relationship between the word ‘swan’ and its
meaning when one observes an animal discriminating between
water and milk. Now, will the Naiyayikas accept this as an
example of analogy, is the important question. From what we
have said above in the preceding paragraph of our nofes, it be-
comes obvious that Yadovijaya has overlooked the exact scope
of analogy. According to Siddhinta Candredaya (p. 30), this know-
ledge of the relationship of the word ‘swan’ with its meaning
is also possible through analogy.

P. 10. L. 17-20. Yafovijaya has raised another objection
against the independence of analogy as an orgap of know-
ledge. Granting that similarity, dissimilarity or particularity
and the knowledge, based on them, is the subject of analogy,
what about the knowledge based on the relatively largeness or
smallness of objects ? Obviously, one would have to accept a
separate organ of knowledge for such cognitions. Then why
not include these cognitions together with those gained
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through analogy, under one organ of knowledge, recognition?
All these cognitions have one thing in common, they are
based on synthetic knowledge, causcd by experience and
recollection, and as such can be grouped together under the
subject of recognition.

P. 10 L. 23. Umasvati ( TattvarthaBhdgya 1.15) has used
the words terka (reasoning) and #ha (logic) as synonyms of se-
cond variety of sensuous knowledge, the speculation. It was
Akalanka {Laghtyasirayt svaviorti, 3.2) who first of all offered a
logical definition of reasoning. Since then, the Jaina logicians
have been defining reasoning as an independent organ of
knowledge for cognising all such concepts as are universal
like that of the concomitance of probandum and probane. An-
other such universal relationship is that of the relationship of
word and its meaning. It is for including such relationships
that the word ‘etc.” has been used in this definition.

P. 10. L. 25. By the phrase ‘concomitance, characterised
by no exception, and caused by the innate nature of the object’
is meant a concomitance without associate adjunct (upadhi).
The example of such concomitance is where there is smoke,
there is fire. If we reverse the order and say where there is
fire, there is smoke it would become example of concomitance
with associate adjunct, as this concomitance is not universal
and is true only when the fire has the contact of wet fuel. This
wet fuel is called the associate adjunct (upadhi). It is only
the concomitance without associate adjunct which forms the
subject of reasoning.

P. 10. L. 26-28. The concomitance does not fall within
the jurisdiction of direct perception because it is an accepted
fact that direct perception can cognise only those objects which
are present, whereas concomitance has jurisdiction over past,
present and future.

Direct perception is incompetent to have commerce
with remote occurrences. The concomitance, therefore, can
be cognised only by reasoning which is helped by the
observation of probandum and probane and also by recollect-
ion and recognition. We rcpeatedly observe that the pro-
bandum is associated with probane. We generalise this asso-
ciation with the help of recollection of previous associations

R—
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of the probane and probandum and by recognising that
the present association is of the same nature as the previous
ones. This gives rise to the reasoning that the concomitance
between the probandum and probane isuniversal.

P.10. L.29—P.11.1.2. Granting that universal concomit-
ance cannot be the subject of direct perception, it may be
argued that the co-existence of an individual data in its own
probandum can be directly perceived. The Naiyayikas hold
that even the general (s@manya) can be perceived by means
of supra-mundane direct perception (alaukika praiyaksa). It
is through this that all individual cases of the probandum
and probane can be generalised. Thus reasoning can be
replaced by supra-mundane direct perception. The answer
to this is two-fold. In the first place, the Naiyayikas them-
selves are not unanimous regarding the principle of the
perception of the general (samanya). It is accepted in the
CintGmani but not in the Didhiti. Secondly, even if we accept
that the general can be perceived, the reasoning shall be
essential for including all the individual dates. Even if we
know the generals, we will have to reason that the general is
valid only when it includes all individual datas. Here, again,
reasoning is essential for including all individual data.

P. 11.L.5-7. A word has many syllables. Recollection,
therefore, has to be used for connecting the whole word. It is
on account of repeated observation and recollection that
the synthetic knowledge of recognition is used in getting the
meaning of a word. The process of elimination and addition
can be explained thus : an elderly person asks another person
to bring a cow and then he asks again to take away the cow
and bring a horse. Now this gives rise to the comprehension of
the meaning of the word ‘cow’, because a particular*animal
is brought and taken away at the utterance of the word ‘cow’.

P.11.L.7-8. The regressus ad infinitum, which can be
objected to in the present case, can be explained as follows:
reasoning leads to the removal of doubts regarding the
knowledge of the relationship of the two—the probane and the
probandum or the word and it meaning. Now there may be a
doubt again regarding the relationship of the two and we
may require the knowledge of another concomitance to

[ —
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remove it. If we produce another concomitance there may
be again a doubt and again another concomitance may be
required to remove it and so forth,

This regressus ad infinitum does not arise because the
reasoning has the inherent capacity of leading to the know-
ledge of the relation without depending on any other know-
ledge of relation.

P.11. L.9.-12. The Buddhist do not ‘accept the validity
of any after-thought and as such also the validity of reason-
ing, which is only an after-thought coming after the direct
perception.

Now there are two alternatives; either reasoning cogni-
ses as an after-thought only what has been already cognised
by direct perception or it cognises the general which has not
been cognised by direct perception previously.

In the first case it cognises only what has already been
cognised by direct perception and, therefore, can cognise
concomitance, as has been already explained above in the
text in para no. 30. Therefore, reasoning will have to be
accepted as an additional organ of knowledge. In the second
case if it is to be accepted that reasoning cognises the general
also then it cannot be said to be invalid for this reason alone.
The Buddhist themselves accept the validity of inference even
though it cognises the general which is unreal. They hold
that it is valid from practical point of view because just as
there is coherence between what is perceived and what is
found through direct perception, similarly there is coherence
between what is found and what is inferred by inference. If
inference could be valid even though it deals with the general,
reasoning could also be valid even though it deals with the
general.

P. 11. L. 12-19. The Fainas hold that perception, either
through observation or through non-observation, can perceive
an object which is at hand and cannot have any imagination
of the past or the future and, therefore, gives insight into the
universality and necessity of the relationship of two terms by
mere observation of their co-presence or non-observation of

them out of relation.
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P. 11.L.20-25. The Naiyayikas maintain that reasoning is
only helpful in removing doubts about concomitance and is not
independent organ of knowledge ( Cintdmani, Anumana Khanda,
p- 210). Fire is inferred from smoke, here smoke is determi-
nate concomitant (Fydpya) and fire is determinant concomi-
tant (Vydpaka). If there is any doubt about the universality of
the concomitance it is asserted that where determinant con-
comitant is absent determinate concomitant is also absent.
This is known as aharya knowledge which has no subject of
its own.

The purpose of the reasoning according to the Naiyayikas
is two-fold : it is helpful in the organ of the knowledge at the
time of the doubt raised by the opponent, or to be brief, it re-
moves the doubt of the opponent.

In either case it is only helpful in the organ of knowledge.
The position is clarified by means of an example. Suppose,
there is doubt about an object as to whether it is man or the
trunk of a tree. When we settle this doubt we have two types
of decisions :

I. This is the trunk of the tree.

I1. This is not man.

According to the Fainas, this is for the second decision
that we require reasoning. According to the Naiyayikas even
this second decision can be arrived at by perception which
cognises the absence (abh@va) also through contact of the qua-
lifications through the contact of the qualified.

The Jainas accept reasoning as an independent organ
of knowledge because it fulfils all the conditions laid down
at the beginning of our text in para I. The form of reason-
ing as accepted by the Naiydyikas is also useful in three ways :

I. When there is doubt about the universality of the
concomitance.

I1. When an opponent, who wants to arrive at perverse
conclusion, raises doubt.

II1. When there is doubt independent of the conditions
laid down in number I and II above,

P. 11. L. 25-27. A doubt arises as to how the position of
Dharmabhiisana, who maintained reason as remover of ignora-
nce, could be reconciled with that of the Naiyayikas who main-
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tained reasoning as the remover of doubt. The answer is that
Dharmabhiisana used the term ‘ignorance’in the sense of wrong
knowledge. Wrong knowledge is the same thing as doubt. It
may again be objected that an organ of knowledge according
to the Fainas must remove ignorance and if we accept reason-
ing only as the remover of doubt, how can we hold it to be an
organ of knowledge. The answer is two-fold. 1n the first place
knowledge means definite cognition which is not possible with-
out the removal of doubt. Therefore, reasoring does remove
ignorance when it removes doubt. Secondly, all organs of
knowledge lead to the definitive cognition of the self and
reasoning is no exception to it. Therefore, the general result-
ant of the organ of knowledge, viz. the removal of ignorance,
is not wanting in the case of reasoning either.

P. 12, L. I. The definition of inference has been directly
taken from Hemacandra. The first to define inference was
Siddhasena who used the word Liaga in place of sadhana (Nydyd-
vatdra, 5). The first author to use the terminology of our
text was Akalaika (Nyayaviniscaya, part 11, 2,1) who was follo-
wed by other Faina logicians.

It was Dharmabhiisana who offered a criticism of the defi-
nition of inference as given by Uddyotakara and followed by
other Naiydyika (Nydyadipika, p. 68). The Naiydyikas hold that
inference consists in the comprehension of the probane (Lia-
gaparamarfa). This comprehension has been defined as the
knowledge of the subsistence of the probane in the subject
qualified by the knowledge of universal concomitance. Obvi-
ously this definition cannot be tenable for the Fainas who, as
would be clear from the following para of the text, do not
maintain subsistence in the subject as the necessary condition
for inference. Dharmabhiisana objected to the definition of the
Naiydyikas on the basis that it defines only the probane and
not the probandum. The comprehension of the probane is only
the cause of inference and not inference itself (Nydpadipikd,
p. 67).

It may be mentioned here that while Abhayadevasari
amongst the Svetambaras and Akalaika amongst the Dig-
ambaras criticise three varieties of inference given in the Nyaya-
sitra (1. 1. B), Yasovijaya, following Hemacandra, kept silence
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about it. Pandit Sukhalalji has pointed out that it may be due
to the fact that a great Svetambara Acarya Aryaraksita had pre-
viously supported the three varieties of inference. (Anuyoga-
dvdra, p. 212. 1).

P. 12, L. 9-11, The argument (Cf. Pramanavarttika, 1.17)
given in these lines has been elaborated by Hemacandra as
follows : if we do not accept the subsistence in the subject, such
inferences as ‘sound is perishable since it is wvisible’ would be
valid whereas they are not so on account of non-existent mid-
dle term (as the probane ‘visible’ does not subsist in the sub-
ject ‘sound’). The example of contradiction onaccount of non-
subsistence in the homologous instance js : X is omniscient
because he is a speaker. Here ‘being speaker’ does not subsist
(necessarily) in the homologue ‘omniscient’. This very exam-
ple is an instance of inconclusive also because the attribute
of beinga speaker is not necessarily absent in the heterologue
‘non-omniscient’.

P.12.L.15. A better counter-example than that of crow
and palace would be : *‘the oceanin the world has fire because
there are kitchens in the world which have smoke”.

P.12.L. 16-20. Here Yafovijaya has raised a subtle but
a serious objection against the Jaina view, viz. subsistence
of the probane in the subject is not necessary. Perhaps
Yafovijaya is the only author to deal with this objection in
such details. The objection is that if the probane does not
necessarily subsist in the subject how the subject is invariably
known in all the inferences. If a valid necessary concomi-
tance is the only condition for a valid inference, then there
must be some cases of inference where the subject may
remain altogether unknown. As there are no such cases it
can be argued that the subject becomes known because the
probane subsists in it. The answer is that it is not only
through the subsistence of the probans in the subject that
the subject is known but the subject can be known also as
a qualification of the necessary concomitance. For example,
in the inference ‘there is moon in the sky because there is
moon in the water, the subject ‘sky’ is known as a qualifi-
cation of ‘moon’, which has necessary concomitance with the
reflection of the moon in the water. Sometimes, the subject
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may be known as the substratum of the probane. For exam-
ple, in the inference, ‘the mountain has fire because it has
smoke’, the probandum *mountain’ is known as the substratum
of the probane ‘smoke’. It would be observed that in this
second example, there is not much of difference between the
Jainas and the Naiydyikas. It is only in the first example that
they differ.

P.12.L.21-26. Yafovijaya raises another. objection to the
solution given above.

This second objection can be understood by understand-
ing the three types of necessary concomitance as given in the
books on Faina logic.

I. External Concomitance—This concomitance is valid
with respect to the homologue.

II. Complete concomitance—This concomitance is
valid with respect to both the subject and the homologue.

III. Internal concomitance—This concomitance is valid
with reference to the subject only. (Siddhiviniicayafika, pp.
345-347 and Pram@nanaya-tattvalokdlankara, 3.39).

It is only this last type of concomitance, the internal
concomitance, which makes an inference valid. Out of the first
two types, the external concomitance is superfluous because
it is valid only if accompanied by internal concomitance also
(Nydydvatara, 20 and also Pramdnanayatattvalokalankara, 3.38).
As for the complete concomitance, it automatically includes
the internal concomitance (Siddhi-vinifcaya, 5.15). It is, there-
fore, the internal concomitance only which makes an inference
valid. The external concomitance, at best, can be only an
aid to the internal concomitance.

Ya$ovijaya here shows a keen insight and observes that
in fact necessary concomitance is of universal application and
as such cannot be classified into different types, only on the
basis of its validity with reference to any particular data, such
as the subject or the homologue. He, therefore, is against
classifying necessary concomitance into different categories
as has been done by his predecessors.

Coming to the point that the subject is known on
account of its associations with the probane, it may be argued
that in an internal concomitance where the necessary con-
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comitance is valid with reference to subject only, the associa-
tion of the subject with the probandum will be known just at
the time of grasping the concomitance itself. This objection is
answered by saying that if it were so, the very exercise of
inference would be futile because the knowledge desired by
the inference would be attained at the time of the cognition
of concomitance.

P. 13.L.1-6. Nyayakumudacandra ( p. 442 ), gives some
details about the invalid inference where the thesis is hindered
or where the reason is inconclusive. In the first case, it
would be observed that there is no logical impossibility of
the one in the absence of the other (avindbhdva) and there-
fore, the question of any valid concomitance does not arise. In
the second case of inconclusive reason, the counter-argument
would contradict the argument only when it is stronger.
But the fact that it is stronger cannot be proved, when the
conditions laid down for a valid cause are fulfilled in both the
cases. It would, therefore, lead to the fallacy of interdepend-
ence (anyonydsraya); the inference would be inconclusive if the
counter-argument is stronger and the counter-argument would
prove to be stronger if the inference is inconclusive.

The definition of the Naiy@yikas it too narrow (avydpta)
because, as explained above, therc are examples of valid infe-
rence, where the conditions, laid down by the Naiyayikas are
not fulfilled and it is also over-lapping (ativydpta) because
there are examples where the five-fold conditions are fulfilled
and yet the inference is not valid. The example as given in
the fext is as follows: ‘He is black, because he is his son’: The
other sons of the same persons are known to be black and
hence this inference. This inference is held to be invalid even
by the Naiyayikas on account of the presence of condition
(upddhi) and is therefore, an example of non-existent con-
comitance (oyapyatvasiddha).

P. 13. L. 9-11. The definition of probandum has been
taken verbatum from Pramdnanayatattvilokdlankara (3. 15). The
purpose of each epithet as given in this definition has also
been almost taken zerbatum from that very book (3. 15-17).
The paras 39 and 40, however, offer additional explanation
regarding this definition.
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P. 13. L. 12-16. It has been said above that the proban-
dum are those objects which are either doubted or grasped
contradictorily. Now in this para it is explained that a con-
tradictorily grasped object may also become a probandum
The reasonis simple. It is not necessary that only a person
full of doubts may enter into a debate; it is equally possible
that cven an ignorant or a perverted person may do so. Now
if the opponent is in doubt, the probandum would be a dou-
btful object but if he is ignorant or perverted, the probandum
would be a contradictorily grasped object. Itisalso not ne-
cessary that a debate be always aimed at the attainment of
knowledge. Sometimes, the debates may be aimed at victory.
In such cases one of the disputants is perverted and is proud.
In such cases also the probandum is not doubted but contra-
dictorily grasped.

P. 13. L. 17-23. Both the parties in a debate must agree
that the probandum is not refuted by any other organ of know-
ledge or otherwise there is no point in proceeding with the
inference at all. As far as the quality of desirability goes, the
probandum is desirable to the person, who uses the inference.
In the autocommentary on Pramdnanayatattvdlokalankara, Syadva-
daratnakara (p. 538), an inference is quoted to prove the point.
This inference is repeated in the text also. The Sankhya uses
an inference for the Buddkist to prove the existence of soul :
‘eyes etc. are meant for others’. Now, how do we interpret the
term, ‘for others’ ? If, ‘for others’ is not taken to mean ‘soul’,
it may mean anything which is not eyes etc.

The Buddhists also accept that the eyes etc, are not meant
for themselves but for something which is a collection. This
would mean the agreement of the two and consequently the
futility of the inference. The Buddhists on the contrary do
not accept this inference and point out the fallacy of incohe-
rence etc. in it. This implies that they also accept that here
the probandum is the soul. This goes to prove our point that
the probandum should be such as is desirable to one who uses
the inference.

All this discussion is relevent in cases of inferences-for-
others. Here, however, the context is that of inferences-for-the-
self. Yet the problem has been discussed because there is not




Notes 121

much of difference between the two: the inference-for-others
being always the follower of inference-for-the-self.

P. 13. L. 24-25. When the probandumis to be explained
with reference to necessary concomitance, the quality alone
is the probandum, whereas from the point of view of inferen-
ce, the subject together with the quality is probandum. If we
do not accept this distinction and insist on the subject together
with its quality as probandum, no necessary concomitance
would be possible when we speak of the smoke and the fire in
the necessary concomitance ‘where there is smoke, there is
fire’, where there is no reference to the thesis, ‘mountain.’
Compare Pramdnanayatattvdlokalankara (3.19).

P. 14. L. 2-3. The idea is that the thesis consists of the
two—the qualified and the quality. We may take them toge-
ther as one thesis or may mention them separately as two
constituents of one thesis.

P. 14. L. 8-10. The inference ‘an omniscient exists be-
cause there are no definite proofs to prove the contrary in the
inference’ is used by the Fainas to prove the existence of om-
niscient to the Mimamsakas, who do not believe in the existence
of omniscient. Now the qualified object, omniscient, is acce=
pted for the sake of argument; it may prove to be existing or
otherwise only after the inference has been conclusively de-
cided. This type of qualified object is said to be optionally
proved. The Naiy@yikas, who do not mention this type of qua-
lified object, would change the form of the inference to ‘some-
body is omnicient’ thereby making ‘somebody’ the qualified
object. As regards the second inference ‘the horns-of-the-
donkey do not exist’, Yafovijaya also accepts, following ViBka
(1574), that here it is the existence of horns in the donkey
which is denied, because the non-existent, the horns-of-the-
donkey, cannot be denied.

P. 14. L. 16-18. The objection of the Buddhists of mak-
ing existence the probandum is of a fundamental nature. The
Buddhists accept only the particular object which is momen-
tary, without parts and independent of each other, as the only
reality. They do not accept the general (Sdmdnya). When we
say that the existence is the probandum, the question arises
that whether we want to prove the particular existence or the
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general existence. The question of proving the general existe-
nce does not arise because it simply does not exist. Ifit is
said that we want to prove particular existence, it would
simply not be possible to have any concomitance with refere-
nce to the particular existence which is momentary.

The answer to this objection is that if we were to uphold
it, any inference would become impossible. For example, in
the stock-example, the fire in general would not be the pro-
bandum because it is non-existentand it would not be possible
to have any concomitance.

P. 14.L. 18-25. The objection raised in the Pramanavara-
ttika (1.192) has been explained by Yasfovijaya himself. The
answeris that if existence cannot become probandum, because
it cannot be proved through a probane which is either positive
or positive-cum-negative or negative, then the stock example
of inference would also be invalid because the quality of
‘possessed of the fire’ is also optional.

P. 14. L. 26-27. The answer of the Fainas to the Naiyayi-
kas can be explained as follows : In the contention of Naiya-
Jyikas, the qualified object is the optionally proved qualified
object. ‘This contention itself proves that optionally proved
qualified object can also serve as qualified object.

Ratnakaravatarika on the Pram@nanayatattvalokdlankara (3.22)
discusses the supposed answers of the Naiyayikas that here the
qualified object, the optionally proved qualified object, is ad-
mitted because it is accepted by the opponents. The objection
is answered by saying that if the opponent accepts this on the
basis of valid cognition then the Naiyayikas should also accept
it. If, on the other hand, the opponent did not accept it on
valid cognition, the MNaiyayikas should not accept it even
hypothetically. But the very fact that they accept it leads to
that a thesisin some cases can be accepted for the sake of
argument.

P. 14.L. 27-28—P. 15. L. 1-3. The objection, raised above,
regarding the contention of the Naiyayika;, may also be true
with reference to the Fainas, who hold that the non-existence
is never negated. Now, if a non-existent object is not to be
negated, how can non-existence be proved of an optionally
proved qualified object ?
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The answer to this objection is that this would be valid
only if the qualified object, which is optionally proved, were to
be experienced in toto. Once an object has been experienced
in toto, there is no question of its denial. The question is
then how do we experience the optionally proved qualified
object. One answer can be that optionally proved qualified
object is experienced as qualified by words etc. Now in such
cases, the inference would have the limited purpose of remov-
ing any doubt about the qualifications etc. or of removing any
perverted knowledge about the existence of the qualification.
This type of inference is conditional and has only a limited
purpose. Therefore, this position also can be only partially
acceptable.

The correct position, therefore, is that the non-existent
object is experienced only in parts, which are existent.

P. 15. L. 6-8. To take another example, ‘an absolutely
external object isnot capable of performing any action, because
there is no simultaneity or order’; here the qualified object=
absolutely eternal object—is not accepted by the Jainas them-
selves, who infer and yet the Jainas make absolutely eternal
object as qualified object for the sake of argument, because
it is easier to prove the non-existence of an absolutely eternal
object in this way. The argument would proceed in this way :
in an absolutely eternal object, there is no order or simulta-
neity and when there is no order or simultaneity, there is no
capability of performance of any action and in the absence
of capability of any action, the existence of an absolutely
cternal object cannot be proved. It may, however, be poin-
ted out here that Yalovijaya has positively said (The Text, p.
14, 1. 13-14) earlier that in the case of an optionally proved
qualified object, the probandum is limited to existence, and
non-existence whereas in the inference, under discussion, this
rule appears to have been violated inasmuch as the qualified
object (absolutely eternal object) is optionally proved and yet
the probandum is neither existence nor non-existence but
absence of capability of performing any action.

P.15.L.11. The three parts of inference meant for
the self (or alternatively two parts) have already been dis-
cussed in the fext in para 41 on page 13. The Fainas hold
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that the same are the parts of an inference-for-others. The
earlier Faina logicians suggested the use of illustration also
as the third part. Compare Apta Mimamsi (6, 17, 18, 27)
and Nydyavatdara (13, 19). Akalaika and other Faina logicians
including Yalovijaya, who followed him, did not consider
illustration as a part of syllogism. Devasiiri went to the
extent of accepting that in cases of exceptionally intelligent
person the use of the probane only may also suffice (Syad-
vadaratnakara, p.548). This is, however, the position which
is held generally by the Buddhist and is refuted here.
Amongst the Buddhists also Dharmakirti had accepted two parts
in Vadanyaya (p.61). In the Pramanavdritika (1.128), however,
he accepted only probane as the part of syllogism. All this
shows a tendency to reduce the number of the parts of
syllogism. The fact, that the Faina logicians including Yajo-
vijaya (the text p.16, para 51) accepted the utility of other
parts of syllogism also with reference to persons of dull wit,
shows that the Faina view has not been rigid about the parts
of syllogism. The stand of Devasiiri, who even agreed with the
Buddhists, shows the liberality of the Faina approach, which
is based on relativity.

Yasovijaya and majority of the Jaina logicians have,
however, refuted the position of the Buddhists, who hold
that thesis may also be eliminated from the syllogism as it
may be known from the context itself.

P.15. L.12-20. The arguments of Yafovijaya against
the Buddhists’ view-point can be explained as follows : the
probane can also be presumed from the context. When one
says that the word is transitory, the probane of ‘being pro-
duced by effort’ is also known impliedly, at least, to some
intelligent persons; and, therefore, may be eliminated in
such cases. It is, in fact, not a question of knowing impliedly,
but of making the validity of the relationship of the qualified
object and the quality, explicitly clear. For this, the mention
of the qualified object is as necessary as that of the probane.

P. 15. para 48. Here we tind very strange view-point
of the Sankhya school. Everybody accepts inference for-
others as inference, where persons other than the self are
conveyed the conclusion of the inference by using syllogism.
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The Sankhya, on the other hand, says that the inference, where
the probane is acceptable only in the scriptures of the oppon-
ents, is inference-for-others.

Now, how can a disputant use the probane, which is
acceptable only in the scriptures of the opponents, unless he
himself accepts the validity of those scriptures. Now, if
one accepts the validity of the scriptures of the opponent as
against one’s own, there is no point in carrying on the debate
any more; everything would be decided by the scriptures,
upheld by the disputant and his opponent jointly. If the
disputant does not uphold the validity of the opponents’
scriptures, how can he advance an argument based on the
assumptions, which are upheld only in the scriptures of the
opponents ? A probane, acceptable to the opponent only, can,
however, be used in an inference for the sake of argument
aiming at proving the very unacceptability of the probane.
For example, the Jainas use the following inference : ‘that
which is absolutely qne, cannot be connected with many as
generality. Now, this inference has been used only to show the
relationship of the two, the oneness and being connected with
many. It does not prove anything more. Now, if we accept
‘that which is one cannot be connected with many’, we
will have to refute the existence of generality, which, accor-
ding to the Naiydyikas, is one but connected with many. That
which is connected with many cannot be one. This proposi-
tion makes generality impossible. Thus the inference takes an
altogether contradictory form. Such being not the case in the
example, given by the Saakhyas viz. the intelligence is uncon-
scious because it is created like the pitcher, the inference,
given as an example of inference-for-others by the Sankhya,
cannot be accepted,

P. 16. L. 3. The Naiydyikas accept positive (anvaya) and
negative (yyatireka) concomitance. The Buddhists also accepted
it (Hetubindugtka, p. 19). The Fainas do not accept these two
as the varicties of concomitance, but only as two ways of
putting the cause.

P. 16. L. 17. This tradition of accepting ten parts of the
syllogism has its origin in the Nipukti of Bhadrabahu (Dasa-
vaikdlika Niryukti, Gatha, 137). It may be mentioned that
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the Yuktidipikd on the Sdakhyakarikd also mentions ten parts
(Yuktidipika on Kdrika, 6) of inference. Besides the well-known
five parts, the Yuktidipika says that curiosity ( jijiasa), doubt
(sarmiaya), purpose (prayojana), attainment of the possible
(fakya-prapti) and removal of doubt (semfayavyudasa) are also
the parts of inference. These five parts are said to be explan-
atory of the first five parts and as such serve the same purpose
as the last five (the purity of the thesis etc.) parts, mentioned
by Bhadrabdhu.

P. 16. Sub-topic 19 (Varieties of cause). Yafovijaya has
given 25 varieties of causes. The earlier authors, the Jainas as
well as the non-Jainas, have given lesser number of varieties
of causes. The most famous of these varieties are, in fact, the
three varieties of inference. Compare Nydyasitra (1.1.5). Anu-

yogadvara (p.212 A), a Faina scripture, also supports this view
though other Faina logicians like Abkayadeva criticise it. Com-
pare Sanmatijtkd (p. 5568). We have already pointed out that
Yafovijaya preferred to keep silence on such a controversial
point. Amongst the Faina works, Sthandnga (p. 309-310) men-
tions only four varieties of cause. Amongst the Buddhists,
Dharmakirti mentions only three varieties of causes (Hefubindu,
p- 54). All this goes to prove that the tendency to multiply
the number of varieties of causes, is quite later. The first Jaina
logician to give 15 varieties of causes was Akalaika (Pramdna-
sarhgraha, 29-30). Vidydnanda raised this number to 28 (Pramana-
panksa, pp. 72—75). Yalovijaya has followed Devasiiri (Pramana-
nayatattvalokalankara, 3. 50-95) as far as the main varieties are
concerned, but Devas@iri gives some sub-varieties also, raising
the total number of varieties to 41. Hemacandra and Dharma-
bhiisana have, however, kept the number only to 5 and 9 res-
pectively. It may also be mentioned that Yafovijaya has not
shown any tendency to contradict the views of the opponents
on this issue; though in other Faina works like Nyayakumuda-
candra, we do find a refutation of the view-point of the Bud-
dhists, who hold only two varieties of causes, and of the view-
point of the Naiyayikas and Saikhyists who hold five and seven
varieties of causes respectively; compare Jaina Nyaya of Kailash

Chandra Shastri (pp. 218-224).
The basic fact regarding the Faina classification of the
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causes is that they hold necessary concomitance to be based
on two factors—necessity of synchronal and successive occu-
rence of simultaneous events (Pramdnamimamsd, 2.10). Out
of these two, the latter—the successive occurrence appears to
have caught the imagination of the Jaina logicians and may
be said to be their original contribution in the field of Indian
logic. For the clearer understanding of the details of the

varieties of causes, as given by Yajovijaya, we produce below
five charts.




IT POSITIVE CAUSE

Which proves something positive (availability of non-contradictory)

By giving
|
| J I
I I I
Determinate Effect Cause Predecessor = Successor Simultaneous
concomitant as as as i as as
a5 cause cause cause cause i cause cause
c. g c. g c.g. < €.g. { c.g. e.g.
The word is | This moun- | There would | Sakafa would | Bharanirose be-| Fruit of bijord
non-eternal be-| tain consists | be rain beca- | rise because | fore because | should be pos-
cause it is cre- | of fire because | use otherwise a | otherwise the | kritika is rising.| sessed of form
ated by effort. otherwise the | particular type | rise of kritika | [The  cause | because the

[The cause of
‘created by
effort’ is the
determinate
concomitant of
the proban-
dum ‘non-eter-
nal’.]

fact of contai-
ning smoke
cannot be
Justified.

[The cause of
‘smoke’ is the
effect of the
probandum
“fire’.]

of cloud could
not have been | been there.
there.

cular type of | the predec- | Bharani’
cloud’ is the | essor of the '
cause of the | probandum |
probandum ‘rise of Sakata’.]
‘rain’.] |

|

would not have ‘rise of krttika’ |
" is the successor
| [The cause ‘rise. of the proban-
[Thccau.sc'parti-_' of krttikda’ is | dum “rise of

]

fact of being
possessed of
taste cannot
be justified
otherwise.
[The  cause
‘taste’ is the
simultaneous of
the proban-
dum ‘form’.]



III POSITIVE CAUSE

Which proves something negative (availability of contradictory)

Contradictory
in
nature §
e.gr. !
There is no l
absolute
absolutism
because
non-absolutism
is found.
[The cause
‘non-absolutism’
is contradic-
tory in nature
to absolute
absolutism.]

i .
ICOmr_adiclor}' Contradictory

in effect
concomitant
e.g. He has no
He has no  pacification of
certainty of | anger because
the reality there aresigns
because ' of agitation
there isdoubt. ; on his face.
[The cause [The cause
*doubt’ is ‘sign of agi-
contradictory tation on
in concomitant | face’ is
to ‘certainty | contradictory
of reality’.] cflect to
| ‘pacification
of anger’.]

By giving
|
L 3 -
Contradictory Contradictory
cause predecessor
He cannot: The Pusya
tell a lie be- | constellation
cause he is | will not rise
possessed of | because Rohini
knowledge | has arisen.
which is not [The cause
polluted by | ‘rise of Rohini
attachment is the
etc. contradictory
[The cause | predecessor
‘possession of to
knowledge | ‘the rise of
not polluted | pusya’.]
by attach- |

ment' is the

| contradictory

cause to ‘tell- |
ing a lie’.] |

1

Contradictory
successor

The Mrgasi-
rsa did not
arise a mo-
ment before
because Purva-
phalguni has
arisen.

[The cause
‘the rise of
Pirva-phalgu-
ni is the con-
tradictory
follower of
‘the rise of
Mrgasirsa.)

—

( !
Contradictory
simultaneous

He has no
false know-
ledge because
he has right
attitude.
[The cause
‘right attitude’
is the contra-
dictory simul-
taneous of
the ‘false
knowledge’]




the activities of
a man free from
sickness.

[Here cause is the
non-~ayailability
of ‘the activities
of a man free
from sickness’
which is the effect
contradictory to
the probandum
‘extreme  sick-
ness’.]

ble.

[Here the cause is the
non-availability of

the desired object
which is the cause
contradictory to

the probandum
‘trouble’.]

ness is not found.
[Here the cause is
the non-availability
of ‘nature of one-sid-
edness’ which is a
nature contradictory
to the probandum
‘multi-sidedness’.]

heat is not available.

[Here the cause is
the non-availability
of ‘heat’ whichis a
determinant conco-
mitant-contradictory to

the probandum

‘shade’.]

e — oy o e
IV NEGATIVE CAUSE
I
Which proves something positive (non-availability of the contradictory)
By giving

b o ks I . .

Non-availability Non-availability Non-availability of Non-availability | Non-availability
of the effect of the cause the nature of the determinant | of the concomit-

contradictory to contradictory contradictory concomitant contra- | ant contradictory
the probandum to probandum to the probandum | dictory to the proba- | to the probandum

e.g. c.g. e.g. dum
Thisman is extre- Here is trouble The objects are multi- e.g. e.g.
mely sick because| because the desired | sided because the Here is shade Hereis false know-
we do not find | object is not availa- | nature of one-sided- because ledge  because

right attitude is
not available.
[Here the cause
is the non-avai-
lability of ‘right
attitude’ which
is contradictory
concomitant to
the probandum
‘false  know-
ledge’.]



V NEGATIVE CAUSE

Which proves something negative-negative (non-availability of the non-contradictory)

by giving

Non-availa-
bility of
the mnature

c.g.
Here is no
pitcher on
the earth
because there
is no availa-

bility of its
nature which
is due il it
were availa-
ble.

[Here the

cause is the
non-availabi-
lity of ‘natu-
re of pitcher’
which is a
nature of the
pitcher.]

Non-availabi-
lity of

the determi-
nant concomi-
tant

c.g.
There 1s no
panasa tree
because there
is no tree
available.
[Here the

cause 1is the
non-availabi-
lity of ‘tree’
which 1s the
determinant
concomitant
of panasa
tree.]

Non-availa-
bility of
the effect
e.g.

The seed is
not with its
power unob-
structed  be-
cause a sprout
is not seen
in it.

[Here the

| cause is the

non-availa-
bility of
sprout
which is the
effect of *un-
obstructed
power of the
seed’.]

Non-availabi-
lity of
the cause
e.g.
He has no
peacefulness
because
there is no
faith in the
true nature
of things.
[Here the
cause 1s the
non-availa-
bility of ‘faith
in the true
nature of
things,” which
is the cause
of ‘no peace-
fulness’.]

Non-availa-
bility of
the precedent
c.g.
Svati will not
rise after a
moment be-
cause the rise
of citrd is not
seen.

[Here the
cause is the
non-availabi-
lity of rise of
Citra  which
is the prede-
cessor of ‘rise
of Svati after
a moment’. ]

I

Non-availa-
bility of
the successor

e.g.
Piirvabhddra
pada did not
arise a mo-
ment before
because we
have no know-
ledge of the
rise of uttara
bhadrapada.
[Here the
cause is the
non-availabi-
lity of “rise of

utlarabhadra
pada’, which
is the succes=
sor of ‘rise of
Piirvabhidra-
pada’.]

Non-availa-
bility of
the simulta-
neous
e.g.

He has no
right know-
lcdgl‘: because
we do not
find any right
attitude.

[Here the
cause is the
non-availa-
bility of “right
attitude’
which is sim-
ultaneous of
‘right know-
ledge’.]
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P. 18. L. 2-3. The Jaina logicians believe that the cause
is characterised by the only quality of not being co-herent
otherwise. A question arises that if cause is characterised by
one quality only, the fallacy should also be only one (Nyaya-
viniscaya vivarana 2. 196). Akalanka says that in fact there is
only one fallacy, akificitkara, which is classified into three as
shown in the following para of the fext (Nydyaviniicaya vivarana,
2. 202). It may be mentioned that the fext also mentions
akificitkara in para 60 as a variety of fallacy given by Dhar-
mabhiigana. Yasovijaya rvefutes this variety. Obviously the
akifcitkara ol dkalaika is diflerent from that of Dharmabhi-
fana.

P. 18. L. 4-8. Devasiiri’s definition of unproved is more
specific : ‘the probane, whose quality of not being coherent
otherwise is not proved through an organ of knowledge, is
unproved’. Pramananayatattvalokalankara (6. 48).

The first example of unproved gives visibility as a quality
of sound; as it is admitted neither by the disputant nor the
opponcent;it is said to be unproved for both. The second exam-
ple asserts that trees have no death. This is a probane advanced
by the Buddhists who hold it but the opponents, namely the
Jainas, do not accept this, Therefore it is a probanc unproved
for the one, namely the opponent. The third is the example
where the probane is unproved for the disputant. This infer-
ence is advahced by a Saikiya philosopher. Now the Sankhya
philosopher does not maintain that anything can be created,;
it can only have manifestations. Therefore the probane is
here unproved to the disputant.

The Naiydyika accepts three types ol unproved cause. In
the first case the subject is non-existent. In the second case,
the cause, advanced in the inference, is not factual with re-
ference to the subject. In the third case the concomitance
involves a condition (upadhi) ( Tarka-saigraha, p. 46).

The Ratnakardvatarika (6. 51) has given as many as 25
varieties of the unproved cause advanced by the non-faina
system.

The Fainas include all these varieties in the two, given
above.

P. 18. L. 9-20. It may be argued that there is no fallacy
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of ‘unproved-for-either’, because when something is held to be
unproved for either of the two, the disputant and the oppo-
nent, it becomes the duty of the one party, who maintains
it to be proved, to prove it to the other party also. If he gives
a proof, it becomes proved for both and if he cannot give a
proof, it remains unproved for both. In either case the fallacy
of unproved-for-either cannot be proved. The argument that
it can be said to be ‘unproved-for-either’ as long as the other
party advances a proof to prove it, is not valid, because no-
body can declare a jewel as artificial (ratndbhasa) unless it is
proved to be so. The idea is that no object under discussion
or examination, can be said to be false unless the result of the
discussion or examination is known. That object can, at the
best, be said to be unproved only secondarily. An object be-
comes primarily unproved only when it is proved to be so
conclusively.

Another objection against holding, ‘unproved-for-either’
as fallacy would be that if we accept it, the disputant would
be defeated without any difficulty, as the opponent can con-
veniently say that the cause, advanced by the disputant, is
unproved for him and as such is fallacious. The disputant
cannot get rid of this difficulty by proving the cause, challan-
ged by the opponent, as when once the fallacy has been shown,
the disputant gets defeated and he cannot continue the
arguments any more. The answer in that ‘unproved-for-either’
is a fallacy and it does not lead to an easy defeat of the dis-
putant as shown above. The fallacy ‘unproved-for-either’ leads
to the defeat not just by the opponent declaring it to be so,
but only either when the convinced disputant, even though
himself adopting a correct probane, is unable to proveit to
the opponent on account of forgetfulness about the arguments
in its support, and at the same time does not accept that the
probane is unproved or when the disputant advances a cause,
which he himself does not hold to be correct and yet advances
it only because the opponent accepts it.

The essence of this discussion is that the cause becomes
fallacious if one party, which advances it, cannot prove it on
account of forgetfulness even though it is itself convinced of
its correctness. The causeis, obviously, fallacious if its correct-
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ness is not believed by the one who advances it, even though
the opponent may hold it to be correct.

P. 18, L. 21-22, The definition of the contradictory is
the same as that given by the Naiyayikas (Tarkasangraha, p.
43). Even the illustration of this fallacy is the same as given
by the Naiyayikas.

Ratnakaravatarikd on Pramananayataitvalokalankara (6. 53.,
gives eight sub-varieties of the contradictory cause. The first
of these is that which pervades the subject as well as the he-
terologue. The second pervades the subject aswell as a part of
the heterologue. The third resides in a part of the subject and
part of the heterologue. The fourth resides in a part of the
subject and pervades the heterologues. These very four fallacies
are duplicated when we apply them with reference to thosce
inferences where homologues are not available.

I'. 18. L.23-28. The Naiydyikas delinc inconclusive causce
as one that co-exists partially. (Tarkasaigraha, p. 44). They
speak of its three varicties, over-wide (sddhdrana), peculiar
(asadharana) and non-exclusive (anupasaiharin). That which co-
exists both with the probandum and its negation is the vver-
wide type of inconclusive cause. It is similar to the first va-
riety of our text. That which exists neither in the homologue
nor in the heterologue is the peculiar, That which has neither
a homologous illustration nor a heterologous illustration is
the non-exclusive. '

Ratnakaravalirika on Pramananayalattvalokalaikara (6. 57)
gives eight sub-varieties of that type whose existence in the
heterologous is doubtful. These varicties consist of probanes
(1) pervading the subject, the homologous, and the heterolo-
gous, (2) pervading the subject and existing in a part of the
homologous and the heterologous, (3) pervading the subject
and the homologousand existing in a part of the heterologous,
(4) pervading the subject and the heterologous and existing
in a part of homologous (5) existing in a part of the subject,
a part of the homologous and a part of the heterologous, (6)
existing in a part of the subject and a part of homologous
and pervading the heterologous, (7) existing in a part of the
subject and a part of the heterologous and pervading the ho-
mologous, and (8) pervading the homologous and heterologous
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and existing in a part of the subject.

P. 19. L. 1-2. The two types of the ‘immaterial’ cause
can be illustrated as follows : (1) sound is audible, because
it has the class-essence of sound (Here the audibility of sound
is very well known). (2) Fire is cold, because it is a substance
(Here the probandum ‘coldness’ is contradicted by percep-
tion). The first of these isan example of fallacious thesis,
known as pratita-sadhyadharmavifesana. We have already noted
in the text above (para 38, page 13) that ‘the probandum
should not be already known. The second is the example of
pratyaksa-nirakytasadhya-dharma-visegana.

The argument against any other fallacy, except the
three mentioned above, is this that the necessary concomita-
nce can remain unknown either through indecision or through
error or through doubt. If it is through indecision, it is un-
proved; if it is through error, it is contradictory; ifitis
through doubt, it is inconclusive. So the question of accepting
any other fallacy does not arise.

P. 19. L. 3-4. What is called as ‘mis-timed’ here, is gene-
rally known as ‘obstructed’ (bddhita) and is accepted in a case
‘where the negation of the thing to be proved is established
by another (stronger) proof®. (Tarkasangraha, p. 48). It is the
same as the second variety of the ‘immaterial’, illustrated
above; it, therefore, needs no separate refutation.

P. 19. L. 4-5. What is called as ‘inconclusive’ here is
generally known as salpratipaksa amongst the Naiydyikas and
is accepted in a case ‘wherein there is another reason proving
the negation of the thing to be proved’ (Tarkasaigraha, p. 43).
Its example is : ‘sound is eternal, because it is audible like
any other sound; and sound is non-eternal, because it isa
creation like jar.” It may be pointed out that in the case of an
inconclusive cause, the counter-argument is of equal force; if
it becomes stronger, it becomes a case of obstructed (badhila).

Now it is clear that if twocontradictory reasons of equal
force were to be given, the necessary concomitance, on which
the inference stands, would stand, unproved and hence, it
would be included in the unproved type of fallacious cause.

P. 19. L. 7-9. The objection that the scriptures are not
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an independent organ of knowledge but are included in the
inference has been raised by the Vaifesikas. (Prasastapdda
bhasya, p. 576).

P. 19. L. 9-10. The definition of scripture ( Agama) given
here is subjective. According to this definition the first auth-
enticity goes to the Tirthankaras, the second to the garadha-
rasand the third to the Acdryas. The primary authenticity goes
to the scriptures, whose ideas are those ol the Tirthaikaras
and words those of the Ganadharas. Other scriptures, whose
ideas originated from Ganadharas and their disciples, are of
secondary authenticity; their authenticity depending on their
coherence with the scriptures of primary authenticity just as
the authenticity of Smytisin Hinduism depends on their cohere-
nce with the Srutis.

Besides this objective criteria of the authenticity of the
scripture there is subjective criteria also which has been exp-
lained in the fext (p.7, L. 12-14) and nofes on it.

P. 19. para 62. It appears that the authenticity of Jaina
scriptures is believed to be somewhat of an object nature. Itis
the relativity of the statements, which make it authentic be-
cause the nature of the things is such that they are not poss-
essed of any absolute characteristic. Gemmalasara (Karmakanda,
895) says that the non-Jaina scriptures are wrong as their
intention is to attribute absolute characteristics whereas the
Jaina scriptures are right because they attribute non-absolute
quality to an object. Yasovijaya emphatically asserts that any
statement is corgect only when it is seven-fold. Such statement
is made from a particular point of view and yet it does not
lose sight of the fact that statements can be made from other
angles also. Thus all statements are impliedly relative even
though they may not be so explicitly. i .

P. 19. L. 18. Dalsukha Bhai Ma!mlu{m -in his book
Agama yuga kd Jaina darsana (pp.94-114) has traced the origin
of the seven-fold statement. The Nasadiya Sikta (Rgveda
10. 121) has spoken of the state before creation as neither
existent nor non-existent. It is a statement in which the origin
ol seven-fold statement can be partially traced. The state-
ment like ‘it moves and it moves not’ ([fopanisad, 5) clearly
proves that the thinkers of the Upanisads were conscious of
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the fact that opposite qualities can be attributed to one object
from different angles. From this evolved the four-fold state-
ment of existence, non-existence, existence, and non-existence
both, and inexplicability. The Faina scriptures also show
sometimes this four-fold statement (e.g. Bhagavatisiitra, 1.1.17).
These very four-fold statements were later on evolved into
seven-fold statements by permutation and combination. The
Buddhists (Sasiyutta Nikdya, XL. IV.) and the agnosticists led
by Samjayavelafthiputta (Dighanikaya, Samanhaphalasutta) have
also shown some tendency for four-fold statement and yet
their attitudes differ from those of the Jainas inasmuch as
the Jainas accept the validity of every statement from a
particular point of view, whereas the Buddhists preferred
to keep silence about the validity of any of the statements
and the agnosticists also proclaimed their ignorance about the
validity or otherwise of the statements. Thus the peculiarity
about the theory of their seven-fold statement is the theory
of partial point of view (mayavada) which Yasovijaya has
explained separately in the second chapter of the Text.

P.19. L.18-20. Though an object is possessed of infinite
attributes, yet the seven-fold statement is to be made with
reference to one attribute only. The seven-fold statement is
the permutation and combination of allirmation and nega-
tion, separately and simultaneously. As{asghasrt (p. 125) ex-
plains it thus :

(1) Aflirmation, (2) negation (3) affirmation and nega-
tion separately, (4) aflirmation and negation simultaneously
(5) affirmation and simultancous affirmation and negation,
(6) negation and simultaneous affirmation and negation, and
(7) separately and simultaneously affirmation and negation.
Here there is some difference regarding the order of the
third and the fourth statement. The order, which is given
here, is generally followed by the Jaina logicians, though
ViBha (2232) changes the order, Compare Faina Nydya
(pp- 318-319).

P. 20, L. 7-10. dkalanka (Tattvarthavarttika, p.252), was
the first Jaina logician to notice the distinction between the
full and the partial seven-fold statement. There seems to
be some difference of opinion regarding the nature of full
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and the partial seven-fold statement but we donotgo into that
detail as it does not help us in understanding the text any
better.

P.20-L.16-25. The Ratnakaravatirika on Pramdpanayatat-
tvdlokalankara, IV .44) explains this ‘identity’ in an easier way.
The sentence ‘soul etc. exist from a particular point of view’
means that (1) at the time when existence inheres in the soul
the other qualities also do so, (2) the other qualities are as
much the qualities of soul as existence because all of them
have the form of qualities in them, (3) other qualities have the
same object as substratum, as existence, (4) the same relationship
of identity (in some sense) subsists between the other qualities
and the soul as that between existence and the soul, (5) other
qualities also effect the soul in the same way as does existence,
(6) other qualities inhere in the same place of the soul wherein
existence inheres, (7) other qualities have contac! with the soul
in the same way as existence has contact with it, and (8) the
word, existence, which here indicates soul which has existence,
also indicates the soul which has other qualities. Now thesc
meanings are possible when the point of view of the mode is
secondary and the point of view of the matter is gwen pre-
dominance.

P. 20. L. 26-27 F. W. Thomas in his notes to the trans-
lation of Syadvddemahjari (p.140, note 32) remarks “‘i.e. if what
is being said to actual is a state (=‘mode’) e.g. ‘a bracelet,’
it cannot be credited wuth all the qualities bclungmg to thc
general substance, gold.’

P.20. L.28—P. 21. L. 6. We explain below the ‘differ-
ence, following Ratnakaravatarika (on Praminanayataltva-
lokalankira, IV. 44). When we say ‘an object has existence,
it means (1) at the time when existence inheres in the ob ject,
qualities other than existence cannot inhere in it, (2) other
qualities cannot have the same form as that of existence, (3)
other qualities cannot have the same object as a substratum as
existence, (4) the same relationship that subsists between exist-
ence and the object cannot subsist between the other qualities
and the object, (5) other qualities do not ¢ffect the object in
the same way as does existence (6) other qualities do not in-
here the same place of the object wherein existence inheres
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(7) other qualities do not have contact with the object in the
same way as existence has contact with it and (8) the word,
existence, which here indicates the object which has existence
cannot signify the object which is possessed of qualities other
than existence.

The text in para 65 follows Syadvadmanjart (pp. 193-194).

CHAPTER 2-
ON THE PARTIAL POINT OF VIEW

P. 21. L. 14-15. This chapter deals with the nature of
the partial point of view as cogniser of a part of an object
but not overlooking the other parts of it. Amrlacandra Siiri
says that the Faina doctrine of napa gives prominence to a
particular aspect leaving aside the other aspect, thereby churn-
ing the nectar of reality first as a milkmaid draws part of
the rope of the churning red by onc hand looscning the other
part to get butter out of curd (Purusarthasiddhyupaya, 225).

Naya has been defined as the intention of the knower.
(Nyarakumundacandra, p. G06).

The fallacious partial point of view has been explained
in the ftext itself (pp. 24-23).

P. 21. L. 15-16. The Slokavarttika (1. 8) argues, “if the
part of the sea only be looked upon as the sea, the remaining
part of the sea would be a non-sea or the sea becomes a con-
glomerate of countless scas and there would be none who
knows the sea fully.” So a part of an object is neither the ob-
ject nor a non-object. [t is interesting to note that Malayagiri
( Avasyakaniryukti, p. 369A) holds that all partial points of view
are false because the partial point of view which takes into
account the other partial points of view into account, is
really an organ of knowledge. So the partial point of view is
only that which takes into account the part of the object. This
point of view of Malayagiri is exceptional and is not accepted
by logicians. Yaovijaya falls in line with the general view when
he defines false point of view.
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P. 21. L. 17. The two types of partial point of view—
the modal and the substantial—are the basic varieties
(Siddhiviniscayaftka p.521.1).

P.21.L.19-20. Tattvarthasiitra (1.34) mentions only the
first five nayas, the last two being included into the fifth, the
verbal. Anuyogadvara (148, 151) also says that the last three
nayas are verbal nayas. Since Tattvdrthasiitra mentions the
last three nayas as verbal it mentions the verbal nava of our
lext as the present (Sa@mprata).

P.21 para 2. Here in all the examples of the non-
distinguished partial point of view, mode or substance, which
is qualified, is predominant whereas the other mode or subs-
tance, which is the qualification, is subordinate.

Literally Naigama means ‘one which does not cognise
one (but both, though one as predominantly and the other as
‘subordinately), ‘naikarm gamah’ For other etymologies of the
word one may refer to Vibha, 2657, 2658.

Another meaning of naigama is ‘intention’. (Sarvartha-
siddhi, 1.33.) A man, with intention ol cooking says that he is
cooking even though he is only collecting fuel, water etc.

P. 22, Para 3. The difference between the generic and
empirical is that the former takes into account only generic
whereas the latter takes into account particular alone. The
empirical does not take into account the generic because it
cannot be demonstrated; it is only the particular which can
he demonstrated (Syadv@damafijark, pp. 211-212). For example,
neither existence, taken into account by the ultimate generic,
nor the substance, taken into account by non-ultimate generic,
can be demonstrated; it is only the particular, soul or matter
for example, which can be demonstrated.

P. 22. para 4. The logic behind the analytic stand-
point is given in the Syadvadamanjart (p. 213) as follows : The
past has perished; the present has not assumed form. Both
of them, are, therefore, as non-existent as asses’ horns. They
have no practical efficacy and have, therclore, no reality,
It is only the entity of the present, which is used in all
practical efficacy and which is real.

P. 22, para 5. The verbal makes difference because
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of time etc. but does not make difference amongst synonyms.
It is the subtle which makes difference amongst synonyms.
Compare Syddvadamahjart (p.214) which says that since all the
synonyms indicate one and the same object, it does not make
any distinction amongst them.

P. 22. para 6. F. W. Thomas (Syadvddamahjart, p. 156,
f.n.15) raises an interesting question : since riidha in ordi-
nary Sanskrit denotes ‘conventional’, ‘current’, as opposed
to etymological (yaugika) meaning, this 7ainatermis somewhat
surprising, as signifying the opposite; but the verb-form
samabhirohana occurs infra, p. 158, v. 36.

The subtle takes synonyms, on the basis of their etymo-
logies, as distinct words like any other two words like
‘Indra’, ‘cattle’, ‘man’ etc. This means that it overlooks the
fact that two or more synonyms, after all, indicate one and
the same object.

P. 23. para 7. The such-like point of view insists that a
word can be used for an object only at a time when the
object is engaged in the activity, indicated by the word
etymologically. As to the question how such-like point of view
will decide about the use of words which are conventional
and not etymological the answer would be that the proposi-
tion of ¥Yaska that every word is derived from root, is correct.

P.23. L.156. Compare Nydyakumudacandra, pp. 793-794.
P.23 L.16-18. Compare Tattvirthasitra.
P.23. L.18-21. ViBha, 2691-2692.

P.23.L.24-29, Here is an attempt to connect the logical
theory of raya with the ethical theories of means of liberation.
That conduct is the immediate cause of liberation is supported
by Pdjyapada in his commentary on Tallvdrthasiitra (9.18). He
also asserts that the three—right faith, right knowledge and
right conduct—are collectively the cause of liberation. (Sarva-
rthasiddhi on T. S. 1. 1). I have discussed the problem in the
fourth chapter of my work, Faina Ethics.

P.24.L.16. Quality and qualified object, etc. include the
part and the whole, the cause and the effect, and the general
and the particular. Compare Nyayakumudacandra (p. 123).
According to Ny@yakumudacandra (p. 627, L. 7) not only the
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Vaifesika but Sdnkhya system of philosophy is also included in
the false point of view of non-distinguished.

P.24.1.18. Compare Laghtyastrayalaikara (5.38). The
fact that the non-Jaina systems are shown as false points of
view should not be interpreted as meaning that the doctrine
of points of view has essentially anything to do with the non-
Jaina systems. The nature of things is such that it admits
of the doctrine of points of view (Auto-commentary on Tati-
varthasiitra, 1. 35).

CHAPTER 3
ON SYMBOLS

P.25. L. 14-15. The purpose ol the symbols is to make
distinction ol words and objects which indicate the object
which are cognised either through organ of knowledge or
through partial point of view. Sometimes these objects are
indicated not by words but by objects themselves. (Nydya-
kumudacandra, p. 799. L.5-8). Therefore the text in its definition
of symbol includes both word and the object.

P.25.L.16-17. Piijyapada also says that the purposc of the
symbol is to exclude the irrelevant and depict the relevant
(Sarvarthasiddhi, 1. 5). Dhavala (p. 30) says that the listeners
are either ignorant or partially aware or fully aware of the
object which is to be discussed. The ignorant listener does not
know the meaning of the word. If he mistakes substantial
symbols for modal symbol or vice versa the symbols are to be
used to correct him. A man who is partially aware or fully
aware of the object under discussion may also have doubts
and symbols are used to remove that.

P. 25. L. 18. A symbol (consisting of word or object)
can be used in four ways: (1) It may be used without any
regard for the qualities possessed by the object which it indi-
cates c.g. a poor man may be named as Rdja (king). (2) An
object may be used as symbol for another object without any
regard for the shape of the two, e.g. a wooden chessman is
called king even though it has no resemblance with the king
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in shape (3) A word may be used with reference to an object
without any regard for the present position it occupies, e.g. an
ascetic, who was king before renouncing the world, may be
called a king. (4) A word may be used paying due regard to
the qualities, shape and present position of the object it indi-
cates e.g. the word king may be used, for a person who is
really a king. These four symbolic uses are respectively
called—name, replacement, substance and nature.

P. 26. L. 19. Dhavali (p.18) speaks of eight types of
names based on the fact whether the name indicates the
generic or a collection of two objects or a quality or an action
etc.

P.256 1.23-24. The name is a symbol not only in its
spoken form but in its written [orm also.

P.25. L.25-26. In our notes above we have spoken of
the symbolic replacement without any regard for the shape.
It, however, does not mean that all symbolic replacemnents are
such. In representing a great man through his idol, wedo
pay attention to his shape also.

Anuyogadvira (siéra 10) mentions different types of
ways of symbolic replacement by means of idols or pictures
which are made by using the wood, the walls, the cloth, the
clay and the stone etc.

P.25.L.28. Nyayakumudacandra {p. 806) raises a doubt as
to how the concept of symbol of substance is to be reconciled
with the concept of the substance as possessed of qualities and
modes. The solution is that a substance can be said to be
possessed of modes only when it adopts the present mode and
leaves the past mode preparing for the future mode. So sub-
stance is always inclined toward the coming modes. It is in
this sense that we take substance in the chapter dealing with
symbols. In the text we have more uses of the symbol of sub-
stance—one when a word is used in the secondary sense and
the object is to be called so nominally and second when the
word is used for pseudo-object or pseudo-action. Besides we
have other types of sombols of substance. In the first place,
the substance, which is symbol, may either be sentient (dgama)
or connected with the sentient (no-2gama). A person who
knows the reality but is not engaged at present in thinking
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about it or in explaining it to others, is known as sentient
substance-symbol. The body of person who is not engaged
in the conscious activity is the semi-sentient substance-sym-
bol. If the person is not engaged in the conscious activity
at present, his boedy is the knower's semi-sentient substance-
symbol. Il the person concerned does not know at present
but would know in future, his body is known as would-be
semi-sentient substance-symbol. The Karmic material (consis-
ting of karma or no-karma) which is also connected with the
person is known as the third semi-sentient substance-symbhol
(J\fyajakumudacandm. pp. 806-807).

P. 25, Para 6. The basic idea is that the four symbhols
are partly identical and partly different. The replacement
symbol differs from name and substance inasmuch as one
behaves with the replacement-symbol as it were real whereas
one does not do so with the name-symbol and substance-
wmhnl The substance-symbol, on the other hand, has the
capacity to assume reality, which the name-symbol and
replacement-symbol do not have. Compare ViBha, 53-54.

P. 26. para 7. The doubt raised in this para and the
answers offered are taken from ViBha 55-72. The Jaina philo-
sophy accepts all of them removing mutual contradiction, il
any, whereas the non-7aina systems insis€ on one of the other
aspects (ViBha, 72).

P. 27. para 8. The name-symbol is said to be accepted
by the point of view of substance. The reason is that naming
of an object is not possible if we view it from the modal point
hecause the modes change every moment and if we keep the
modes in view it is not possible to give any name to it.

The difference of opinion expressed in line 15 has
already been given in the text p. 21, line 20,

The replacement-symbol is also to be accepted by
substantial point of view only because it does not take into
account the shape and identifies one object with the other
which is not possible in case of mode.,

As regards the substance-symbol, it is obviously to be
accepted by the substantial point of view, because it presumes
unity amongst the modes of past, present and future.

It is only the real which is to be accepted by the modal
points of view. 2



