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- Publisher's Note

Under the terms of the donation made by Shri Chimanlal
Popatlal Shah in 1946 in the name of his father Shah Popatlal
Hemchand, it was decided to organize series of lectures on the
subject of Atman-Paramatman with special reference to Jain
_ Philosophy under the auspices of B.J.Institute of Learning and
Research, Ahmedabad. It was decided to name the series ‘Sheth
Shri Popatlal Hemchand Adhyatma Vyakhyanamala’.

Under this lecture-Series, Dr. R.D. Ranade delivered

inaugural three lectures on ‘Spiritual life in Mahatma Gandhi
and Hindi Saints, Pandit Sukhlalji Sanghvi on
‘Adhyatmavicarana’, Dr. Padmanabh Jaini on ‘Liberation, In-
carnation and Rebirth in Jainism’, Dr. Bhogilal Sandesara on
‘Yoga, Anuyoga and Mantrayoga’, Dr. RN. Mehta on ‘Jainism
and Archaeology’, Muni Sumermalji on ‘Importance of Char-
acter and Meditation in Indian Culture and healthy life and
Preksadhyana’, Svami Shri Atmanandaji on ‘Inspiring sources
of Gandhiji's Ahirhsa, Shrimad Rijachandra and Jain Religion
and Mahavira-dar§ana in modern context’, Dr. N.J.Shah on
- ‘concept of Shraddha (Samyak-darshan), Matijiiana and
Kevalajiiana in Jain Philosophy’ and Dr. Jitendra Shah on
‘Naya in Jain Philosophy with special reference to Acarya
Devasena and Upa. YaSovijaya’ respectively. Most of these
lectures have been published in the book-form by the Insti-
tute. ' ‘ :
Dr. Yajneshvar Shastri is an eminent scholar of Indian
Philosophy and Sanskrit studies. He has contributed to the
field of Hindu, Jain and Mahayana Buddhist philosophy. His
scholarly works include Mahayanasatralarnkara of Asanga,
Traverses on less Trodden path of Indian Philosophy and
Religion, Foundations of Hinduism and the Salient Features of
Hinduism. He has also edited with studied introduction
Prasamarati-prakarana of Umasvati Viacaka, Atmabodha of
Padma-nandi and has been the general editor of Munisuvrata-
svamicarita and Nyayamaiijari (IV-Vth Ahnika).
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Dr. Shastri has organized several national and inter-
national seminars and he is the visiting professor of Philoso-
phy in the Loyola Merymount University at Los Angeles and
Cleveland State University at Cleveland, Ohio. Thus he has
contributed immensely to the fields of teaching and research.

I have a great pleasure in publishing the three lectures
delivered by Dr. Yajneshvar Shastri on ‘Jainism from the view
point of Vedantic Acaryas’ in the book form and I hope the
publication will prove to be interesting and illuminative not
only to the students of Indian Philosophy, but also to those
who are interested in the subject.

Ahmedabad Bharati Shelat
22nd Jan., 2003 ' Director
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Preface

This book is a collection of my three lectures delivered
under the auspices of Sheth Shri Popatlal Hemachanda Adhyatma
Vyakhyanamala, at B.J. Institute of Learning and Research,
Ahmedabad, in September 2002. These lectures are based on
Brahmasatrabhasyas of respective Vedantic Acaryas.

Jainism is one of the three major religio-philosophical
systems of India, which made manifold contributions to Indian
society through its literature, religion and philosophy. Anekanta-
vada is a special contribution of Jainism to Indian thought. This
Anekantavada is an expansion of principle of non violence
(ahimsa) at intellectual level. The principle of respect for the life
of others was transformed by the Jaina philosophers at the
intellectual level. The attitude of tolerance, which is hallmark of
this system, inspired Jaina thinkers to make a unique attempt to
harmonise, reconcile, all conflicting view points in the field of
philosophy. Learned Jaina thinkers thought that various systems
of philosophy being dogmatic in their assertions created bitterness
among the followers of different philosophical schools. The
age-old philosophical disputes and controversies between the
various philosophical schools are on account of their conditional
assertion in regard to philosophical propositions. On account of
this rigid attitude, each school asserts its view to be true and
thus, philosophers of these schools do not really try to understand
the view points of others, which gave rise to hatred an rivalry
towards other systems of thought. This is also a kind of intellectual
intolerance and violence in the realm of thought. To avoid such
kind of intellectual violence Jaina thinkers evolved a unique,
synthetic, philosophical methodology, which is technically known
as Anckantavada i.e. Doctrine of Many-sidedness of reality,
consisting of dual doctrine viz. Nayavada (the doctrine of
different partial view points) and Syddvada or Saptabhanginaya
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(sevenfold predication). Anckanta denotes that reality is manifold,
each entity consists of may forms and modes of innumerable
aspects. We are all imperfect human beings. We cannot
comprehend an object or reality in its totality and our view of
it is limited. We are wrong when we emphasize and say that our
view is perfect and final. Our view towards reality is always
partial. Anekintavada or Syadvada allows all different viewpoints
in it and reveals complete picture of reality. Thus, this
Anekantavada is accepted to co-ordinate, unify and harmonize
the divergent, seemingly disagreeing philosophical viewpoints
into a practical whole. When an object which is possessing
many characteristics (anckantatmaka) is expressed in a particular
form of judgment the expression is known as Syadvada. We
can express the characteristics of an object from different points
of view and those points of view are expressed by the word
Syat. Thus the judgment. about an object possessing many
characteristics is called Syadvada. Syadvada is neither a doctrine
of doubt nor a doctrine of probability.

This Jaina’s Anekantavada or Syadvada as a philosophi-
cal method is criticized by the Buddhists as well as by all the
Vedantic Acaryas. The superficial understanding of Syadvada
seems to be the main reason behind their criticisms. The word
‘Syat’ in Syadvada is taken in the sense of probability (sambha-
vana) or may be (not in the sense of certain point of view or
in certain respect) by all these non-Jaina Philosophers. So, this
kind of understanding led them to criticize Syadvada as a doctrine
of doubt or probability. Another principle of Jainism which is a
subject of severe criticism of Vedantic Acaryas is Dehaparimana-
vada (the doctrine according which size of the soul is body
size). Their criticism is centered round on these two principles
of Jainism. While criticizing these two doctrines of Jainism,
Bhaskara, Ramanuja, Madhva and Vallabha followed
Sanskaricarya (borrowing almost same arguments) except
pointing out some minor defects.
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It is a general misconception that, Sankaracarya and
other Vedafitic Acaryas have misrepresented Jainism in their
writings. But this is far from the truth. Vedantic Acaryas following
the Indian philosophical tradition have presented Jainism as
Parvapaksa (prior view). They have presented Jaina doctrines
very authentically. While presenting Jainism, Vedantic Acaryas
have not done any injustice to it. Their criticism of Syadvada is
on account of superficial understanding of it.

Special study has not been done so far to give complete
picture of Vedantic Acaryas’ views on Jainism. In these lectures,
an attempt is made to fill up this gap, giving detailed arguments
given by all these three Vedantic Acaryas. In the first lecture Sri
Nimbarkacarya and his views on Jainism have been discussed
in detail.. Nimbarka is very neglected philosopher in the history
of Indian Philosophy. Antiquity of his school is concerned, lots
of injustice has been done to this great thinker. Proper attention
has not been given by the historians of Philosophy, even to date
and works of Nimbarka. On the basis of recent research I felt
it necessary to throw some light on Nimbarka’s date and works,
before presenting his views on Jainism, in this lecture.
Nimbarka’s commentary is very brief. So, we do not find detailed
account of Jainism in his commentary. His immediate follower,
Srinivasa in his commentary on Vedantaparijatasaurabha
(Brahmasatra-bhasya of Nimbarka) presents Jaina doctrines in
detail and justifies Nimbarka’s criticism of Syadvada and
Dehaparimana-vada, giving detailed arguments. I have covered
Srinivasa’s views also in this lecture. The second lecture is
devoted to Sankaricarya’s presentation of Jainism, refutation of
Syadvada and Dehaparimapavada. Sri Sankaricarya has presen-
ted Jaina doctrines as a prior view (parvapaksa) very authenti-
cally. He, as a great philosopher criticizes both Syadvada and
Dehaparimanavada with logical rigour. Like Dharmakirti and
Santaraksita, he took the word ‘Syat’ in the sense of probability
or may be and criticizes it. It seems that Sarikara was not familiar

vii



with the meaning of the word ‘Syat’ taken by the Jainas in the
sense of ‘in certain respect’ or in certain point of view.” There
was not much literature in defense of Syadvada prior to Sankara.
Whatever literature developed in defence of Syadvada is post-
Sanikara development. Jaina philosophers who came after
Sankara, gave proper answers to objections raised against
Syadvada. Surprisingly, these Jaina philosophers did not give
any reply to criticism of Dehaparimanavada made by Sarikara.
In the third lecture Rimidnuja’s views on Jainism are discussed.
In conclusion, in defence of Syadvada, meaning of Syat, purpose
of Syadvada and possible answers given by Jaina thinkers against
criticism of Anekantavada are discussed in detail. In appendix,
views of Sri Bhaskaracarya, Madhvicarya and Vallabhacarya
are given quoting from their respective bhasyas.

B.). Institute of Learning and Research is doing yeoman
service to the field of Indology through its research, teaching,
editing and publishing and arranging learned lecture series. 1
am very much grateful to Dr. Bharatiben Shelat, Director, B.J.
Institute of Learning and Research, for inviting me to deliver
these three lectures under the prestigious Vyakhyanamala. I am
also thankful to all those who helped to bring out these lectures
in book form.

Ahmedabad : Dr. Yajneshwar S. Shastri
23" January, 2003
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Jainism from the view point of
Vedantic Acaryas

(with special reference to Nimbarka,
Safikara and Ramanuja).

Intoduction

Jainism is one of the oldest religio-philosophical
systems of India. Jainas emphasize on principle of
Ahimsa (non-violence) and their Anekantavada or
Syadvada is expansion of this principle at intellectual
level. But unfortunately, this Anekantavada (doctrine
of many-sidedness of reality) or Syadvada (theory of
seven-fold judgement) has become subject of severe
criticism of the Buddhists as well as Vedantic Teachers.
The superficial understanding of this principle, seems
to be main reason behind this criticism. It is also im-
portant to note that, almost all these critics of Jainism,
mention only Digaribara Jainas by name. Probably, they
were not familiar with Svetambara sect. Prior to Vedantic
Acaryas, Buddhist logicians like Dharmakirti and
Santaraksita, bitterly criticise the Anekantavada or
Syadvada. Dharmakirti states that, the shameless and
naked Jainas make such non-sensical and contradictory
remarks that reality is both existence and non-exist-
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ence, unity and plurality, inclusion and exclusion. If it
is so, then, curd is curd as well as a camel. Then, when
a person is asked to eat curd, he should run to eat a

camel :
g aRge: R sdiermTEe |
gauf< gidfam de@eraaerar |
RIS afgeafea:
g <fy wrfa frge Tifaamafa 1*
Pramanavartika, II1. 180-182

Santaraksita says that Syadvada which combines
the real and the unreal, the existent and non-existent,
the one and the many, the identity and the difference,
and the universal and the particular, is like a mad man’s
cry and suffers from fault of Sankara i.e. intermixture
(TETITES T T | 9gd awen 18 SEengaw= i
Tattvasarigraha, Part II. 1721.) Sankara and other
Vedantic Acaryas, point out that, you cannot blow hot
and cold in the same breath. Unity and plurality, per-
manence and momentariness, reality and unreality, can-
not remain at the same time and in the same thing, like
light and darkness. The Buddhists and the Vedantins,
taking the world Syat in its popular sense of probabil-

% In reply to this kind of harsh utterances of Dharmakirti. ‘
against Jainas, Jainacarya Akalanka calls Dharmakirti as a
fool, mad and unbalanced minded who shamelessly talks

non-sensically—[3ren fagiams wafy = Sfevifa wewaE, ==
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Jainism from the view point of Vedantic Acaryas 3

ity, criticised the Syadvada as a self-contradictory doc-
trine. They criticise this doctrine on the ground of the
impossibility of contradictory attributes co-existing in
the same thing.

The Vedantic Acaryas present Jainism as
Puorvapaksa (prior view) in their Brahmasutrabhasya
and refute it. They have presented Jaina principles in
authentic way. They have not done any injustice to
Jainism while presenting it as Purvapaksa. But they
took the world Syad either in the sense of probability
or ‘may be’ or ‘somewhat’ and criticise it. There are
total four sutras in second Adhyaya of second pada of
Brahmasutras of Badarayana, which Vedantic Acaryas
consider as a refutation of Jainism. In the versions of
Brahmasutras, accepted by Sankara and Nimbarka, The
Sutras are numbered as thirty—three to thirty-six
(Brahmasitra, ILII. 33-36), while in Ramanuja’s ver-
sion of Brahmasitra, they are numbered as thirty-one
to thirty-four (B.S. IL.II. 31-34). The Brahmasutra of
Badarayana takes note of only two Jaina doctrines, viz.,
Anekantavada or Syadvada and the Dehapramanavada
(the doctrine according to which size of the soul is,
body size) of the Jiva. Among these four Sutras, only
one Sitra is concerned with criticism of Syadvada and
remaining three are devoted to refutation of the con-
cept of size of the soul of Jaina. Thus, these Vedantic
Acaryas’ criticism is centered round on refutation of
Syadvada and the concept of the size of the soul of
Jainism. Now, let us see, how Nimbarka, Sarkara and
Ramanuja refute these doctrines of Jainism.
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Jainism from the View point of Sri Nimbarkacarya :

Sri Nimbarkicarya (cir. 600 A.D.) is one of the
important Vedantic teachers in the history of Indian
Philosophy. He is considered as the founder of
Svabhavika-bhedabheda (the doctrine of natural differ-
ence and non-difference) school of Vedanta. He has
written a commentary on Brahmasttras of Badarayana
which is known as Vedantaparijatasaurabha (=VPS),
in which he has expounded his doctrine of
Svabhavikabhediabheda. Nimbarka is most neglected
philospher in the history of Indian thought. Lots of
works have been done on Advaita, Vi$istadvaita and
Dvaita, but very little attention has been paid to
Nimbarka School. Proper attention has not been given,
even to date and works of Nimbarka. Recent research
tells that antiquity of this school is concerned lot of
injustice has been done to this great thinker. I feel it
necessary here to throw some light on Nimbarka’s date
and works, before I start the subject.

Date of Nimbarka :

There is uncertainty about the date of Nimbarka,
because he has not left any historical evidence about
his date. Traditional works which provide account of
life and activities of Nimbarka are full of legends and’
myths. There are lots of controversies an disputes among
the modern scholars about his date. In such circum-
stances it is very difficult to say with certainty of his
date. .
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”

We get traditional account of his date in
Acaryacaritam (=A.C.) which is written in 17th or 18th
century A.D. Tradition on the basis of Pauranic refer-
ence believes that he lived in the 15th year of Kali age
i.e. 3100 B.C. (A.C. pp. 34-35, 42-48; Kathiyababa, pp.
03-143), which does not seem to be reasonable. If this
view is true then we have to accept that Nimbarka flour-
ished prior to Badarayana. Historians tell that, Badara-
yana composed Brahmasutra not earlier to 200 B.C.
Nimbarka who wrote commentary on Brahmasitra of
Badarayana cannot be earlier to him. Another tradi-
tional source for date of Nimbarka is Guruparampara
of this tradition, which is prepared in the 15th or the
16th century A.D. Work of such late date, can not be
considered as authentic to decide his date. This list is
unable to provide any chronological or historical data
concerning all the Acaryas of the tradition. Many of
the Acaryas listed in Guruparampara have left no evi-
dence about their existence nor their names have. been
mentioned in the works of their immediate followers.

‘Modem scholars, due to uncertainty of any his-
torical evidence, are very much confused in deciding
the date of Nimbarka. Several views are expressed by
modern scholars in this respect. Some scholars think
that Nimbarka lived after Ramanuja and prior to
Madhva. Some other scholars consider him to be post-
Madhva and still some place him even after Vallabha.
Another group of scholars places him after Bhaskara.
Some scholars considered him to be pre-Bhaskara. Some
other scholars belonging to Nimbarka tradition believe
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that he is prior to Sankara and even earlier to
Gaudapada. R. G. Bhandarkar thinks that Nimbarka lived
shortly after Ramanuja. Even scholars like
Radhakrishnan, R. Ghosh, P. Chaturvedi, P. Bhattacarya
also consider him to be post-Raminuja commentator
(Kathiyababa, p. 47-55). S.N.Dasgupta, dates him
roughly about the middle of the 14th century A.D.
(H.LPhilo., Vol. 111, pp. 399-402). Some scholars think
that Nimbarka refers to the Srisampradaya and
Brahmasampraddaya of Ramanuja and Madhva, respec-
tively in his Brahmasutrabhasya, so, he must have lived
after Ramanuja and Madhva. (H.I.Phil., Vol. II. J. Sinha,
p. 70; C.D.Sharma, Critical Survey of Indian Philo., p.
375). '

It seems, on the basis of several works attributed
to Nimbarka of which their authenticity is in question
in which there are references to Srisampradaya of
Ramanuja and Brahmasampradiya of Madhva, concept
of prapatti and Gurapasatti, and cult of Radhakrsna
worship, several scholars are forced to assign Nimbarka
to post-Ramanuja and post-Madhva period.

Scholars who think that Nimbarka is post-Madhva
Vedantin, argue that, the work Madhvamukhamardana
(Ms of which is not available at present) is attributed
to Nimbarka. He might have refuted Madhva in this
work, so, he flourished after Madhva. Secondly,
Madhavacarya (14th A.D.) in his sarvadar$ana-sarigraha
does not mention Nimbarka school, though he deals
with all the then existing important schools of Vedanta
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(S.N. Dasgupta, H.LPhil., Vol. III, pp. 399-402). Again,
Nimbarka refers to Brahmasampradiaya of Madhva in
his Brahmasutrabhasya. On account of these reasons,
he can be placed somewhere in the middle or later half
of the fourteenth century A.D. (S.N.Dasgupta, H.IPhil,
Vol. 111, pp. 399-402; J.Sinha, H.LPhil.,, Vol. II, p. 702).

These reasons given by scholars do not conclu-
sively prove that Nimbarka flourished after Madhva.
First of all, manuscript of Madhvamukhamardana which
is attributed to Nimbarka is not available till-to-day, so,
in such circumstances, it is very difficult to say whether
Nimbiarka refuted Madhva of the Dvaita school of
Vedanta or Madhva of the Sankhya Philosophy, who
flourished in 6th century A.D. (E. Frauwallner. H.I.Philo.
pp. 320-321). Nimbarka has refuted Sarnkhya school in
his Brahmasutrabhagya, so, in all probability, he might
have criticised Madhva of Sarkhya School. We will be
able to decide only after discovery of this manuscript.
Secondly, Nimbarka does not refute Dvaita school of
Vedanta in his Brahmasutrabhasya. Certainly, he could
have refuted Madhva, to establish his view, if he is
after Madhva. It is also possible that, Nimbarka school
was not popular or prominent school at the time of
Madhavacarya of Sarvadar§ana-sangraha, to be men-
tioned. The writer of Sarvadar§ana-sarigraha has not
included many prominent schools, such as Ajativada of
 Gaudapada and Aupadhikabhedabheda of Bhaskara. It
does not mean that they were not in existence prior to
Madhavacarya.
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Nimbarka is not certainly post Ramanuja also,
because, there is no reference in Vedantaparijata-
saurabha (V.P.S.) of Nimbarka (=Brahmasutrabhasya),
of Visistadvaita doctrine of Ramanuja nor reference to
Srisampradaya. There is no influence of lengthy, logi-
cal and polemical style of Ramanuja on
Nimbarkabhasya. His commentary on Brahmasitra is
very brief, free from all dialectical controversies. It does
not refute any other Vedantic School. Another impor-
tant thing is that, Ramanuja in his Sribhasya as well as
in Vedarthasangraha refutes the doctrine of difference
and non-difference (bhedibheda), which is certainly
refutation of view of Nimbarka not aupadhikabheda-
bheda of Bhaskara (Sribhisya, 1.1.1). Again, though
Nimbarka recognises grace of God (bhagavatprasada)
and importance of guru, the doctrine of prapatti (self-
surrender to God) and guriuipasatti (self-surrender to
spiritual teacher), which are found in Ramanuja and
post-Ramanuja Vaisnava Vedantins, are not found in
Brahmasutrabhasya of Nimbarka. Nimbarka is not fol-
lower of Paficaratra Agamas like Ramanuja and Madhva.
Nimbarka does not make any defence of Paficaratra like
Ramanuja has done against the attacks of Advaitins nor
defend Paficaratra Agamas as authoritative texts as
Madhva has done (Madhvabhasya, 1.1.3). There is nei-
ther mention of Vyahavada nor Narjyapa cult of
Paficaratra in Nimbarkabhasya. For Ramanuja, Narayana.
is the ultimate reality. Nimbarka avoids even the refer-
ence of Narayana while quoting from Mahabharata
(VPS,, I IIL. 46). It seems, Nimbarka is a follower of
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Bhagavata tradition (V.P.S., 1.1.4), of early phase of
Vaisnavism, i.e. prior to merging of the Paficaratra into
the Bhagavata tradition. Terminologies and concepts of
Vaisnavism used by Nimbarka are more primitive one
(V.PS., HI. III. 30, 40-41). In Vedantaparijatasaurabha
we find less developed form of Vaisnavism compared
to works of Ramanuja and others. We do not find any
sectarian element in Brahmasatrabhasya of Nimbarka.
He nowhere in this text mentions later developed
Vaisnava concept such as Vaikuntha or Goloka, instead
he speaks of Brahmaloka (V.P.S., IILIIL.31; IV.IIL1).
There is no reference to Srisampradiya of Ramanuja
or Brahmasampradiaya of Madhva in entire Vedanta-
parijata-saurabha as mentioned by some scholars (J.
Sinha., HLP., Vol. 1I, p. 702, C.D. Sharma, pp. 375-
376). On the basis of these reasons, we can definitely
draw a conclusion that Nimbarka is not post-Ramanuja.
Nimbarka was not even worshipper of Radhakrsna. It is
surprising to note that there is no reference or trace of
Radhakrsna cult and philosophy in Vedantaparijata-
saurabha though present day Nimbarka followers are
worshippers of Radhakrsna. This worship seems to be
later development in Nimbarka school. Even Srinivisa,
the first commentator on the V.P.S. does not mention
Radha although he mentions Krsna in several places
while in his comentary Vedantakaustubha.

Nimbarka seems to be even pre-Bhiaskara
Vedantin on the basis of internal evidences. Bhaskara
was aware of the position of Nimbarka expounded in
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Vedantaparijatasaurabha on several issues. He was also
well aware of the doctrine of Svabhavikabhedabheda
(natural difference and non-difference) of Nimbarka
{Brahmasttrabhasya of Bhaskara, 1.I.15, 31, 32; II. III.
29, 32]. Again, Bhaskara while commenting on shtras
1.1.31-32, clearly mentions that ‘Others read’. This read-
ing is actually found in Nimbarka’s Brahmasiitrabhasya.
Vacaspati Misra, who is earlier or contemporary to
Bhaskara refutes bhinnabhinnavada or bhedabhedavada
(doctrine of difference and non-difference) in number
of places in Bhamati. His criticism is certainly
Nimbarka’s view not of Bhaskara. (Bhamati, 1.1.4;
LIV.22; ILIIL 43-46; HLIL. 27-30).

Influence of Vaisnava Vedantins such as
Bhaskara, Ramanuja and others are not found in
Brahmasintrabhasya of Nimbarka. On the contrary,
Bhaskara and Ramanuja are familiar with views of
Nimbarka established in his bhasya. These internal evi-
dences, suffice to prove that Nimbarka flourished prior
to Ramanuja and Bhaskara.

Some scholars believe that Nimbarka is pre-
Sankara Vedantin. According to these scholars
Vedantaparijatasaurabha is the only genuine work of
Nimbarka and other works attributed to him are not
works of Nimbarka, because, doctrines found in these
works either differ from his view expounded in
Brahmasatrabhasya or go against its teachings. If we
accept this view then there is all possibility, that
Nimbarka might have flourished before Sankara, be-
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cause Nimbarka does not refute Advaita Vedantic doc-
trines of Mayavada, Jivabrahmaikyavada, and non-dual
nature of Brahman. If -he is aware of Sarikara’s view, he
might have refuted it as other Vaisnava Vedantins like
Bhaskara, Ramanuja, Madhva and Vallabha have done
in their bhasyas. It seems that Nimbarka was aware of
only Sankhya, Jaina, Bauddha, Saiva and Sakta views
.and refuted them, but unaware of views of other
Vedantic Acaryas including Sankara. Sankara in sev-
eral places in his Brahmasiitrabhasya, puts forth
opponent’s view (as Puarvapaksa) and refutes without
naming the opponent, which certainly seems to be
Nimbarka’s view, (Brahmasatraarikarabhasya, 11. 111. 19-
31, 50; and Vedantaparijatasaurabha, 1L 1I1. 19-31, 50).
Even some scholars think that Gaudapadacarya refers
to Dvaitadvaita view in his Advaita-prakarana of
Mandukyakarika (Karika. 18), which is none other than
Nimbarka’s view. From all these references, we can draw
rough conclusion that, if Nimbarka is pre-Sankara
Vedantin, then he might have flourished in the 6th cen-
tury A.D., because he refutes highly developed form
the Saiva and Sakta Schools which were very powerful
and popular in the Gupta and post-Gupta period.

Works of Nimbarka :

Nimbarka’s commentary on Brahmsiitras of
Badarayana is known as Vedantaparijatasaurabha
(=V.P.S.). This is the basic work 'in which he expounded
his philosophy of Svabhavikabhedabheda. Thorough
study of other works attributed to Nimbarka makes us



12 Jainism from the view point of Vedantic Acaryas

to believe that, this is the only genuine work of
Nimbarka. In addition to this, tradition ascribes several
works to Nimbarka viz., Dasasloki (also known as
Vedantakamadhenu and Siddhantaratna), Prapanna-
kalpavalli; Mantrarahasya-soda$i, Savi$esanirvisesa-
§rikrsnastavarija, Radhastaka, Krsnastaka and
Pratahsmaranastotra. (N.D. Sharma, p. 22; Kathiyababa,
p. 44).

But all these works are not accepted as works of
Nimbarka, even by his own followers. Some scholars
on the basis of doctrinal difference between his
Brahmasutrabhasya and these works, believe that,
Vedantaparijatasaurabha is the only undisputed work
of Nimbarka. This is the basic work of Nimbarka and
whatever view he expressed or doctrine he expounded
as a Vedantin in it should be accepted as touch-stone
for judging the authenticity of any other works ascribed
to him. There seems to be truth in it. Several works
attributed to Nimbarka, either contradict the doctrines
established in Vedantaparijatasaurabha or in no way
in confirmity with his general teachings. These works
may not be authentic works of Nimbarka. These works
are attributed to the founder of the school in order to
claim authenticity and acceptability, and consequently
make them popular among the followers of this tradi-
tion. Judging from this point of view, it seems that ex-
cept Vedantaparijatasaurabha (i.e. Brahmasutrabhasya),
all other works attributed to him belong to later stage
in the development of Vaisnava Bhakti movement, be-
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cause, these works contain those doctrines which are
not found or referred to in Vedantaparijatasaurabha,
such as doctrines of prapatti, guripasatti, Radhakrsna
worship, premalaksanabhakti etc. Works like
Radhastaka, Krsnastaka, Pratahsmaranastotra are cer-
tainly not of Nimbarka because, the content of these
works is the Radhakrsna worship, while Nimbarka is
worshipper of Ramakanta Purusottama or Bhagavan
- Vasudeva and he nowhere mentions Radhdkrsna in
Vedantaparijatasaurabha. Secondly, none of the earli-
est Acaryas or commentators of Nimbarka school have
mentioned them or commented upon them. Thirdly, all
the sects developed within the Nimbarka tradition are
not unanimously accept them as the works of Nimbarka.
Even the works which are held in high esteem in the
Nimbarka tradition such as Dasasloki, Prapanna-
kalpavalli, Mantrarahasyasodas$i and SaviSesanirvisesa-
§rikrsnastavardja seem to be works of later writers of
this school. '

Dasasloki (=D.S.) also known as Vedantaka-
madhenu or Siddhantaratna attributed to Nimbarka oc-
cupies prominent place in the Nimbarka tradition. It
propagates Radhakrsna worship, considers Srikrsna at-
tended by Radha as the highest Brahman, advocates,
special kind of love for Lord Krsna, (Premavise-
salaksanabhakti) and grace of Lord Krsna as a chief
means of liberation (=D.S. 4-5, 8-9). Again, it refutes
(D.S. 7) Advaita of Sankaricarya. Nimbarka, nowhere
mentions Raddhakrsna by name in entire Vedanta-
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parijatasaurabha. His loved God is Sri Ramakanta
Purusottama, who is also called Bhagavan Vasudeva,
not Lord Krsna. For Nimbarka, Brahmopasana (medita-
tion on Brahman) is the chief means of liberation not
grace of Lord Krsna. Nimbarka nowhere refutes Advaita
of Sarikara in his Brahmasutrabhasya. If Nimbarka was
well aware of the Advaita of Sankara he could have
refuted it in his Brahmasutrabhasya itself as he refuted
the Sankhya, Bauddha, Jaina, Pasupata and Sakta. Even
some of the scholars of Nimbarka sect believe that
Harivyasadeva is the real author of Dasasloki (L.K.
Goswami, p. 51). Thus, this work which advocates
Radhakrsna cult is the work of later period.

Prapannakalpavalli (P.K.) propagates the doctrine
of self-surrender to God. i.e. Prapatti and Mantra-
rahasyasodasi (M.R.S.) advocates, self-surrender to
spiritual preceptor i.e. guriipasatti, as chief means of
liberation. Nimbarka, does not mention these doctrines
in his Brahmansutrabhasya. According to Nimbarka
knowledge (Vidya) obtained through meditation on
Brahman (dhyana) is the unique means of liberation
(V.PS., III. II. 24-25; II1.IV.1). Mantrarahasyasodasi
prescribes most secret gurumantra viz. eighteen syl-
labled Gopalmantra, (M.R.S., 3-5, 17) of which no ref-
erence is made by Nimbarka in his Brahmasatrabhasya.
If it is secret mantra and essence of Nimbarka Vedanta,
he could have mentioned it in his major work (i.e. in
V.P.S.) without fail. Another work attributed to Nimbarka
viz. SaviSesanirviSesasrikrsnastavaraja (S.N.K.S.) can-
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not be the work of Nimbarka, because, it contains refu-
doctrine of Avidya and so on, which Nimbarka does
not deal with in his Brahmasitrabhasya. Secondly, it
contains polemics and sectarian controversies.
Nimbarka’s Vedantaparijatasaurabha is completely free
from polemics and sectarianism. Thirdly, several fol-
lowers of Nimbarka, consider it as spurious work. (J.
‘Satyananda, pp. 45-46). Judging from the contents of
D.S., PK.,, M.R.S., S.N.K.S., we can safely say that these
works are of later period in the tradition and attributed
to Nimbarka- the founder Acirya for the sake of gain-
ing acceptance and authority for the doctrines contained
therein.

Refutation of Syadvada :

Nimbarka, in his Brahmasiitrabhasya (i.e.
Vedantaparijatasaurabha, 11. 1I. 33-36), refutes,
Syadvada and Dehaparimanavada of Jainism. Taking the
word ‘Syat’ in the sense of somewhat (Kificidasti), he
criticises Syadvada, by stating that, Jainas apply both
existence and non-existence to one and the same thing.
Contradictory attributes such as existence and non-ex-
istence cannot belong to same thing just as light and
darkness cannot remain together. (S aRguRsTEE-
it fargaisd deaf<, wwivgay | wwiE 9
TR faegwia smisaaag g, seeE | (V.PS,, 1L
I1.33). Nimbarka’s commentary is very brief and he does
not give principles of Jainism in detail. He, does not,
even eleborate the doctrine of Syadvada except point-
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ing out the inherent improbability of opposite attributes
staying together. But, Srinivasa, a commentator on
Vedantaparijatasaurabha, presents almost all philo-
sophical principles of Jainism in an authentic manner
and then eleborates and justifies Nimbarka’s refutation
of Syadvada. He states that, ‘Jainas accept two funda-
mental categories viz., Soul and non-soul. They do not
accept existence of God and believe that atoms are the

cause of the world. 7 f& Saissiarens frlal s |
QAT SehRorerEg: | (VK 11LI1.33).

They apply contradictory attributes such as ex-
istence and non-existence, etc., to all things. sf&E-
ieente fargadsd geiely wewaf< | (VK. 1111.33). They
also admit seven categories viz., the soul (Jiva), non-
soul (ajiva), inflow of Karma (dsrava), stoppage of
Karma (Samvara), annihilation of accumulated Karma
(nirjara), bondage of Karma (bandha) and liberation
(moksa). There are eight kinds of Karma of which four
are destructive karmas (ghatiya) and four are aghatiya
(non-destructive). When all karmas are destroyed, atman
(soul) shines in its own purity by the grace of Siddhas
and Arhat. It is Moksa or liberation. (qenfe sfrenssitenga-
Hafeieadien 3fa au wewgRTE: 9w e | (VK
I1.11.33). :

They also accept five kinds of astikaya (which
occupy space); such as Jivastikaya, pudgalastikaya,
dharmastikaya, adharmastikdya and akasastikdya. (Swma
AT Y9I yHRGHE T | qif SeniaeE: qEaikasE:
ymifenm: Tumifken@: sepriasEvafd | (V.K, ILIL 33)
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The Jainas admit that all things have infinite
characters and reality is one and many. Everything as
a substance, is one eternal and existent and as a modi-
fications (such as pot, cloth etc.) is many, non-eternal

and non-existent. (V< &I EeATAIAHRA IS THAETE

IR g G e e Tl eaegIuad | e
S ENfIRIT: AU SRR Yl S h e fEeeicdTg -

Tgfeamaeem f srmeasyamat 1 (VK. ILIL
33).

These Jainas apply sevenfold Judgement every-
where and to everything, such as :

(1) somewhat a thing is existent (Syadasti)
(2) Somewhat a thing is non-existent (Syannasti)

(3) Somewhat a thing is existent, as well non-existent
(Syadasti syannasti ca).

(4) Somewhat a thing is indescribable (Syadavaktvyam).

(5) Somewhat, a thing is existent and indescribable
(Syadasti avaktavyas$ca).

(6) Somewhat a thing is non-existent and indescrib-
able (Syannasti avaktavyaéca).

(7) Somewhat, a thing is existent, non-existent and
indescribable (Syadasti, Syannasti, ca avakta-
vyasca)

(3978 T Wl Aorafa-wref, i, ek
9 M W, Weawed:, R aameddy, WEiia deheasy,
R 9 W@ 9 sewsadfa + (VK. ILIL 33). Srinivasa
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takes the word ‘Syad’ in the sense of somewhat or

somehow (f&faef@ fefamaiad Qg | VK., ILIL33).

He criticises this view by saying that, seven-fold
judgement is impossible fact, because contradictory at-
tributes like existence and non-existence, real and un-
real are not possible in one and the same thing. Exist-
ence of light and darkness is neither seen nor heard by
any one in same place. Application of such dual con-
tradictory attributes to same thing is unreasonable

(o TR fefamrereanfiaryggedyag | 7 &
T YHEAATIRFAYE g8 gl O THeh ARG -
fasguHggE™g W | VK., ILIL 33). ‘

Vedantakaustubha also refutes the view of the
Jainas that atoms are the cause of the world by saying
that, atoms are being unconscious, cannot function with-
out the guidance of an intelligent cause. Therefore, the
Brahman - the intelligent principle alone is to be ac-
cepted as the cause of the world. Again, it is faulty
(gauravadosa) or improper to accept many unconscious
atoms as cause of the universe, when there is one single
intelligent cause - the Brahman which is proved by
valid means of knowledge. (T SPIHFRO FHIOHIG SRl
JWE[AT HROE AYIEd, TRARY @ SRS, |
Criticism of Grace of Siddhas :

Srinivasa in his Vedantakaustubha, surprisingly
criticises the concept of grace of Siddhas and Arhats in
attaining liberation. He says that we believe in one God-
the Brahman, knwon through Vedas, whose grace is es-
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sential to attain liberation. But by the grace of Siddhas,
liberation is not possible, because Jainas accept, exist-
ence of countless Siddhas which cannot be proved by
any valid means of knowledge. Suppose, this is ac-
cepted that grace of Siddhas is possible, then the ques-
tion naturally arises is : whether this grace of Siddhas
is possible through worship (arddhana) or not ? If it is
possible through worship, then by merely worshipping
one single Siddha, liberation may not be possible, be-
cause there are many Siddhas having same nature, and
one has to worship all Siddhas which is practically
impossible. If you do not worship all, then there is a
fault of showing disrespect to other Siddhas. If Jainas
accept that there is only one supreme Siddha, then,
they are admiting one supreme God like followers of
Vedanta, which is not acceptable to Jainas. If it is said
- that obtaining grace of Siddhas, no worship is required,
then every one will be entitled to get grace of Siddhas
and consequently, all will be liberated without worship
(THfEragad Mee T fasrprrae goe, swmeEr | s
ARGENE: T A ? R, FagHl WHAE A aH e
el 7 o, S FagrnReERE gdme ke @, e
FeH W afe Juwd wiEs v | Y, weddewEE | VK,
ILIL.33).

The Jainas generally do not talk about the grace
of Siddhas to obtain liberation. Liberation is attained
through destruction of all karmas, which is mainly
dependent on individual’s efforts. The concept of grace
is, specially a Vaisnava concept. Srinivasa, might have
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come across with certain Jainas who believed in the
grace of Siddhas and Arhats.
Criticism of Dehaparimanavida :

Nimbarka and his followers reject the Jaina doc-
trine of dehaparimapavada. The most important and
noteworthy feature of Jaina doctrine of soul is that the
size of the soul changes, according to the size of the
body which it occupies. If the body that it occupies is
big, the soul becomes even big as an elephant, and if
the same enters the body of an ant, it compresses itself
and assumes the smallest size of the ant. Thus, sizes of
the souls are variable and they depend upon the sizes
of the bodies which they occupy. The same soul, thus,
becomes small or great as the case may be. The soul is
of the size of the body. The soul substance is regarded
as so much subtle that it is infinitely compressible and
infinitely expansible, so that it can fill any body that it
happens to occupy as a result of its deeds. It is neither
atomic (anu) nor all-pervasive (Vibhu). The soul (Jiva)
is called Jivastikaya, which means that occupies space.
It occupies innumerable space-points. It has a capacity
to expand and contract itself according to the dimen-
sion of the body which it occupies at any time. It oc-
cupies the whole of the body in which it lives, so that
from the tip of the hair to the nail of the feet, whenever
there may be cause of sensations, it can at once feel it.
The manner in which the soul occupies the body is
often explained as being similar to the manner in which
a lamp illumines the whole room (Tattvarthasutra, V.

16-g3TrRigRfaeie weide 1)
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Nimbarka rejects this view because he believes
in atomic size of the soul. According to him accepting
the view that soul is of the size of the body, involves
incompleteness on the part of Jiva (Td MR G
AEFE ;. Teegwm! gt ¥ | V.PS., ILIL34). If
we accept this view, then the size of the soul of an
elephant will be as huge as the body of the elephant
and the size of the soul of an ant will be as small as
the body of an ant. The difficulty is, when the soul of
an elephant will obtain the body of an ant or when the
soul of an ant will obtain the body of an elephant due
to its own deeds (Karmas), it will be rather impossible
for both of them to enter into the body of one another.
(@ defima Teufem shasfa Jeista o : S 2 g9 !
i st sdaEfadifaeel fae SRR agrs sefd
A TESEHEE W | TS E uiguie 9w |
TSRReEIRTaE T Yok ufasss agqed gaued A
anfeeel: | VK., ILIL.34). To avoid this difficulty Jainas
maintain that atman (soul) is possessed of attributes of
contraction and expansion. The soul has infinite num-
ber of parts (avayava). So, in the body of an elephant,
its parts increase and in an ant body, its parts are de-
creased. Nimbarka says that the soul (atman) cannot be
said to possess parts (avayavas), which are subject to
increase and decrease, because of the resulting fault of
change, etc., on its parts. (STTAITAEITITA, S T
g, 3 9 7 99 wem, fawfenfeuues: | V.PS.,
ILIL 35).

Increase and decrease of parts of soul (jiva)
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means, it becomes subject to change. Whatever is chang-
ing, is subject to destruction. So, the Jiva will become
non-eternal, like a body (7 = =4 WEHal & ooy,
TEEIEE TSR ITEd: GETIRR STUeadad  atarefedy
a1 P ? w0 fenfyag | gt s
3T WieEatE Yefeafesit wRfras = | VK., ILIL3S).

Intended meaning of Nimbarka is that, in case a
body loses some of its parts or in case it gets deformed,
it will result in a damage to the soul also, because, the
soul is co-terminus with the body. Just as the body is
subject to birth and death and various modifications
(vikara), the soul also will be subject to these alterna-
tions and may share many deformities along with the
bodily alternations and may share many deformities
along with the bodily substance (pudgala).

Again, the Jainas hold that the size of the soul at
the time of release is permanent (nitya). It is little less
than size of the body which it occupies. If we accept
the constancy of the final size of the soul, then there
must be the eternality (nityatva) of the initial and inter-
vening size of the soul on account of the non-distinc-
tion (aviSesa), everywhere (3Ia& wRmamwrs faaadam
FAFFafcaeERty fremmaift Sfe gty s
LeufomEre: 1 V.PS., ILI1.36).

What is the dimension of the soul in the state of
liberation is the natural dimension of the soul and
permanent, because, no more taking of body afterwards.
In other words when liberation is attained, the possibility
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of rebirth is completely brought to an end. There would
be non-difference of the size of the soul in gross body,
in subtle body, in bondage and liberation. If we accept
this view, then, the doctrine of the size of the soul is of
body size, is completely demolished (F@-SBfamRIA=R
grolergErgl wfere wEeg qfg fAegrwafa 1 <l
FEIEAYHRA R HRAGeHhEE] Jai | T
R wETE SR eRRETEf fee
ST gdafad: wnfead: | TyEeiy GEHeiY TgeeTE
Heeerat = FafEaafem st @, Ryt et
= 1 VK, ILIL36).

Nimbarka rejects Jaina’s view of the size of the
soul on these above mentioned ground and upholds the
atomic size of the soul. The jiva (soul) is atomic in size
(Sfast:-  V.P.S., ILIIL 19). The knowledge is both
essence and the attribute of the soul. The Jiva is
extremely minute and is a minute as the hundredth part
of the extremity of a hair, when divided into hundred
parts (TNSURIH], '“SEINHEIRE YA Hicaasd =, - Gﬁa“
zfi wwsaraEeEt SEsy: 1 ((V.PS,, 1LI1.22).

The individual soul is atomic in size because of
its action of going to another world (V.P.S., I1.11.19-22).
It is atomic in size in bondage as well as in the state
of liberation (V.K., IV.IV.15). Its seat is in the heart.
Although, this atomic Jiva occupies only a small point
in the body, it spreads all over the body by means of
its knowledge or consciousness, which is its attribute,
just as the light of a lamp placed in the interior of a
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room spreads in all the corners of the room (SEYHEN
Sfraronea, #y durenfeaq | V.PS., ILIIL25). It experi-
ences the various sensations of pleasure and pain of
the entire body through its all pervasive quality of con-
sciousness, just as the sandal-paste gives delight to the
whole body though applied to one part of the body
(ReFewedsfy Fed W wAfagdusseecafy qur Staisf
YeReEfd, 31d: Heewi gErETa 7 fagem | VPS., ILIIL23).

Nimbarka also criticises the view of all-perva-
sive (Vibhu) nature of the soul. He seems to be un-
aware of the view of Sarikara. He says that the doctrine
of all-pervasive size of the soul is upheld by the Kapila
and others which is delusory (abhasa) and is to be
rejected. (T wHYEREH AfTaEHEASTAAARI TR
wd | V.PS., ILIIL49). Srinivasa while commenting on
this sttra, states that it is a view of Kapila an Kanada
(wfrerroREFT FanaraRRg e @ | VK., [1.I11.49).
According to Nimbarka, the view of the all-pervasive
nature of the soul, contradicts Sruti (Scripture) which
talks about the soul going out of the body (utkranti),
its travelling to the higher world like world of moon
etc. (gati). Such kind of movement is not at all possible
in all-pervading Jiva. Again, if jiva is all-pervasive,
then there will be either eternal contact with all ob-
jects. In the first case, there will be eternal perception
of all objects and the later case, there will be eternal
non-perception of all objects. Since there is no third
principle outside of all-pervasive soul to bring about
the contact. As a result, there will be the consequence
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of either eternal release or eternal bondage of the souls
(V.PS,, ILIIL. 19-28, 31, 48-49). Again, if the souls are
all-pervasive, they will be in contact with all the deeds
of the souls, so, there, will be confusion of Karmas.
(V.P.S., ILII1.50-52). So, in this way Nimbarka criticises
both the view of all-pervasive nature of the soul and
the doctrine which holds that the size of the soul is of
body size.



Sri Sarkaracarya’s views on Jainism
Presentation of Jainism ’

Sri Sankaracarya (788-820 A.D.) is one the out-
standing philosophical personalities in the history of
Indian thought. He is the chief exponent of Advaita
Philosophy (non-dualism). He was familiar with main
principles of Jainism. His presentation of Jainism as
Purvapaksa (prior view) in Brahmasutrabhasya is very
authentic. His criticism of Syadvada may not be ac-
ceptable to many. He presents Jainism in the following
way : The Jainas admit seven categories viz., the soul
(jiva); non-soul (ajiva); inflow of Karma (asrava), stop-
page of inflow of Karma (samvara); annihilation of
accumulated Karma (nirjara), bondage of Karma
(bandha) and liberation (moksa). In brief, they believe
that, these can be broadly divided into two groups- the
soul and the non-soul. Other categories can be included
in these two only (98 ¥ UH vql: duan Sia-3Ifsfia-
FHTHESR-S-- R M | HaYae 3t 0 qerelt sa-sria-
e, JuUrEn TaRg gadaYla 5 ¥ | Brahmasutra
Sarkarabhasya = B.S.B., I1.11.33). They describe these
two categories (Soul and non-soul) in another way also.
They call this division of categories by the word
astikaya (i.e. a category which occupies space). There
are five astikayas (categories) viz., the category of soul
(jivastikdya), the category of Pudgala (body)- combi-
nation of atoms, (pudgalastikaya), the category of prin-
ciple of motion (dharmastikdya), the category of prin-
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ciple of rest (adharmastikaya), and the category of space
(akasastikaya). All these varities are subdivided into
various ways, according to the assumption of their own
doctrine (3 $HH AWH WUHH SA¥ed gmfesrn AW,
SaTfasra:, TeefasE: aHifaenrs S ST |
AT T STARR THGH, TgfI9 Seaguiesfead ], qurafs |
B.S.B., I1.IL.33).

The speciality of the Jainas is, application of
reasoning known as seven-fold-judgement to all things,
such as : (1) may be it exists, (2) may be it does not
exist, (3) may be it exists and may be it does not exist,
(4) may be it indescribable, (5) may be it exists and
indescribable, (6) may be it does not exist and inde-
scribable and (7) may be it exists, does not exist and is
indescribable. In this way they predicate seven differ-
ent views as regards the reality of everything. They
apply this logic even to such concepts as unity, and
eternality as well. Everything according to them, may
be real, unreal, both real and real, one and many, inde-
scribable and so on. (Wel¥ = 3W wWAWEHE W =M
Haarat-a-wg Ak, WEfE, WRf| 9 Tid ¥, Wieawe:,
TR arerhen:, I = Sede: Tehd o e 9 Jawe:

3, mmmmmm. B.SB,
ILIL33).

Criticism of Syadvada :

We have already pointed out that Sarikara took
the word ‘Syat’ in the sense of probability or ‘may be’
and criticises Syadvada. It seems that Sankara was not
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very familiar with the meaning of the word ‘Syat’ taken
by the Jainas in the sense of ‘in certain respect’ or in
certain point of view. There was no much literature in
defence of Syadvada prior to Sankara. Whatever litera-
ture developed in defence of Syadvida, is, post-Sarikara
development. '

Sarikara, while criticising Syadvada, states that,
this reasoning of application of sevenfold judgement to
everything is faulty and unjustifiable. Sanksara, like
Buddhists logicians, bitterly criticises this view by stat-
ing that contradictory attributes, like existence and non-
existence, unity and plurality, eternality and momen-
tariness, cannot belong to the same thing, just as light
and darkness cannot remain at the same place, or just
as the same thing cannot be hot and cold at the same
time. (AAAIETR Iw: 3 | FA | THfEEYEr | Ak
THRE wfafor g SeeETiaesaTaEaT: dyat, e |
B.S.B., I1.IL.33). This view about things cannot be ac-
cepted as it is absord to think of the same thing of
endowed with these contradictory attributes of reality,
unreality etc.

Sankara levels another charge against Syadvada
by saying that no theory can be sustained by mere prob-
ability. If everything is probable, then Syadvada, by its
own assertion, becomes only probable. If all truth is
partial, then Syadvada itself is only partially true and,
therefore, partially false.

The seven categories (Soul, non-soul etc.) are
definitely ascertained and said that they are seven in
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number, and have specific in character. Then, when we
apply seven-fold judgement (Syadvada) to these, there
will be confusion about them. Such as, they may be
just as they are described or they may not be. These
categories described in Jainism, in reality, may not be
so, or may be, as it is described. So, this kind of knowl-
edge about the objects will be uncertain. All assertion
about them will end in doubt and cannot give definite
knowledge. It will certainly be unauthoritative like
doubt. (A W 4wy vl Fruifin, T wewdfa, ¥ ada @
@, A9 o1 g W, saen fE qen a1 wy;, I afq sifruifaed
FH H¥EIFEq FYIORE W | B.S.B., 11.1.33). Jainas may
say that, reality has many aspects is a definite knowl-
edge, it cannot be invalid like doubt. (77 Fe&IHH &
sfa FuifRaese IrgeremE deaerag 7 TvEm afage
B.S.B., ILIL.33). Sankara argues that, to say like this,
that cognition of a thing can assume manyness or more
than one nature and is a definite piece of knowledge,
is itself untrue, for applying same reasoning, this so-
called definite knowledge, may or may not be definite.
In other words, if you apply Syadvada unrestrictedly
for every object without exception, the definiteness of
knowledge itself being equally an object of knowledge,
would come under the application of such alternations
as ‘may be it exists’, ‘may be it does not exist’ and so
on and hence, this knowledge would have an indifinite
nature all the same (FRg¥ fe el Tefareqy wivsTTe,
oy sgenferivm, @R, W@ s faneantTamang
FfqaRonerwar T8 @ 1 (B.S.B., ILIL33)
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Similarly, the ascertainer, as also the knowledge
that result from ascertainment would somehow partially
existent and somehow partially non-existent. In short,
if this indefiniteness belongs to all things, without ex-
ception, that is, if it belongs to knowledge and the means
of knowledge, as also to the knowing subject and the
objects of knowledge, how can it be said that,
Tirtharikara (Spiritual teacher of Jainism) teaches any-
thing which is undoubtable or definite ? In this circum-
stances, how can you consider, the teacher of the
Jainism as an authority, who imparts instruction, when
the means of knowledge, objects of knowledge, the
knower and knowledge remain indefinite in nature ?
Also, how can those who rely on his views act upon
his instruction about things which remain indefinite in
their nature ? This Jaina view, being thoroughly indefi-
nite, appear to be uttered by a madman or a drunken
person (W fruffag: frufvorees 9 @ e aifaa, @
T 9 A 3 1 e wfa s weoem: e ddee yEmo-
TREyEgEiay SHaifarg Sueg wegar ? F 91 aerIEEr:
agufsd & sfuifesy wade | tefswamtraiar fe afq
TETEATISAE el ArhISTIpe: Fadd, e | fay Afaifianed

W YOI HTie SigUede s @ | B.S.B., 1LI1.33).

Again, if we extend the application of the same
reasoning (Saptabhariginaya) to the five astikayas, then
the difficulty is that they may be seen to be more or
less than five i.e. they may be five or more than five or
less then five, they may not be five, hence these things
can be greater or less in number. (I YR AR
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méﬁamw%ﬁrﬁmmmmm

R, 9y g 7 @M, $a aaenay Afbedeed o
e | B.S.B., ILIL33).

Again, Jainas say, when the intention is to speak
of existence and non-existence-simultaneously, the two
states being inexpressible at the same time, it is called
indescribable(avaktavya). Sankara points out that these
categories cannot be indescribable, for if they be inde-
scribable, they cannot be expressed in words. To call
them indescribable and yet to describe them in words
is to contradict oneself. Even when they are expressed
in words, they may either be understood as such or
may not be understood. (7 ¥ TN wIgHEBeTS Hafd |
HEHE: Aq 7 I | I ° FadeAr | 3 fawfaftgy |
IoMMAlE ada sEurd< TaurE 3 9 1 B.S.B., ILIL33).

Similarly, the perfect knowledge arising from the
comprehension of all this, may exist or may not. So
also its opposite false knowledge, may or may not exist.
To go on saying that they can be known or not-known,
that their knowledge is perfect or imperfect, inspite of
its being imperfect or not, is certainly to talk like a
mad person. (A9l TREURUTRS FIARG a1 & &1, T
afgulay srarreenty aife o if a, 3 vere FRequs
Td Vq 7 yAfgdsayes | B.S.B., 1LIL33).

Nobody will ever to act or no-body will be in-
spired to follow or achieve his relase or to attain heaven,
if these things mean nothing definite, so far as their
existence or duration are concerned. Similarly that they
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are eternal from one point of view and impermanent
from another. Even the nature of the Arhats, whose
nature have been determined, in Jaina scriptures, will
tend to have an indefinite nature. (Tamigeniar: = 98 W,
9§ 9 I9E:, du g freran, S 9 il smeunE
gfa-srguata: | sFffagsiauydl = SR Yo MEHEg-
qEydEETEyds: | B.S.B., 11I11.33).

Thus, Jaina doctrine is illogical, for it is not
possible for any of the categories, starting from the
souls, to have such contradictory attributes as exist-
ence and non-existence. In the presence of the attribute
of existence, there can be no possibility of the pres-
ence of the other attribute of non-existence, just as
much as existence is not possible in the presence of
non-existence. As a matter of fact, being excludes non-
being, and non-being excludes being, but nothing defi-
nite can be said, regarding soul, real or unreal, separate
or non-separate. To say, the very same thing is one and
many, permanent and impermanent, different and non-
different at the same time is to ascert indeterminate-
ness and which is certainly illogical. So, this kind of

doctrine is not acceptable. (& Sfanfey ey wwfar afffh
e foregd: aHan: oTivar, T ¥ Waier 4 s
Ui SEYEN, FEE 9 T O SYdl, g
aed wayq | B.S.B., IL.I1.33).

According to Sankara the Jaina doctrine of
Syadvada, in the ultimate analysis is useless even for
practical purposes, being but uncertain or, indefinite
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knowledgé. He tried to show that, entire spectrum of
Jaina principles can be subjected to the Syadvada idea
and no definite guidance can be had from it.

Refutation Dehaparimanavada :

Sarikara critically considers the various possible
size of the soul and then came to the conclusion that
the soul cannot have any particular finite size. The soul
is according to him, infinite, all-pervasive and omni-
present. He criticises the both view of atomic size of
the soul and the Jaina view which considers the size of
the soul is of body size. He states that, if the soul is of
the size of an atom, if it emits knowledge out of it as
its quality, the quality (knowledge) will remain restricted
only to the space of the atom; it cannot spread outside
of it, as the quality and the substance remain in the
same place. Similarly, if the soul were of atomic size,
it could not experience the various sensations extend-
ing over the whole body, for, the soul would then be
localised in some part of the body, due to its atomicity.
If again, intelliegence of the soul pervades the whole
body, the soul cannot be atomic, since intelligence
constitutes the proper nature of it, just as heat and light
constitute the essential nature of fire. The qualities
cannot be separated from the objects whose qualities
they are. For the above mentioned difficulties the soul
cannot be atomic (B.S.B., ILII1.29). Sankara further
points out that, now this is appropriate only in the case
of the atomicity of the soul being mataphysical while
its infinity is real; for both statements cannot be taken

-
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in their primary sense, at the same time. Hence, the
statement of anutva (subtle, atomic) mentioned in the
Sruti (scriptures) has to be understood as referring ei-
ther -to the difficulty of knowing the soul or else to its
limiting adjuncts (B.S.B., IL.II1.29).

Similarly, Sarkara points out the defects in the
view of Jaina doctrine of size of the soul. He gives ten
arguments to prove that size of the soul cannot be body
size. If soul is of body size, it would be limited in
extension, non-permanent and so like the pot, and other
material things, it will be subject to destruction. If it
becomes non-eternal then the question is who is bound
and who is got liberated, because destruction of the
body will be end of everything (IUfEr= 9 &M
FHE: AT GRfesA ofam T weIgaq i eaee:
Y& | B.S.B., I1.I1.34). Again, another difficulty would
be, all bodies, in the world (i.e. human, animals, insect.
etc.) have no fixed dimensions. The soul born as a man
will asume the size of a human body. If the soul of a
man is born as an elephant, as a consequence of its
previous deeds, it will not pervade the whole of the
elephant body, and when it is born as an ant or small
insect, it will not be wholly contained in the body of
the ant. (YO = ARG FTESTEl TTERRR
TRATON e YA wAfaq wefaweeT sfEast wee T S
el urea | g 9 ureEd, W oFee: gfaeeiy
@39 | B.S.B., ILIL.34). Similar will be the difficulty if
we take into consideration the bodies of one and the
same person, in his childhood, youth and old age. (¥9H
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w i S SdeEefRy A | B.S.B., ILIL34).
The Jainas may explain away this difficulty by saying
that the soul has infinite parts which are capable of
being compressed in a small body and of being ex-
panded to fill the space in a large body like a light of
a lamp, which is kept in a small pot, comprises itself
and kept in a big hall is expanded (VRaq | =g
Sig: | T 9 UE oToEdl I WX Sy, Wefd = faway:
gfa 1 B.S.B., I1.I1.34).

Sanikara argues that the Jainas have to explain,
whether there is any obstruction to the different parts
of the soul becoming concentrated at the same place or
not. Should there be any impediment, the infinite parts
will not be contained in the same limited place, and
even if there is no obstruction, then all the parts can
very well be accommodated in the place occupied by a
single part, so that there will be no possibility of in-
crease in magnitude. As a result, the predicament will
arise of the embodied soul becoming atomic in dimen-
sion. In other words, if the infinite particles of the soul
occupy different places, they cannot be contained in a
small body, and if they occupy the same place, that is
the place occupied by one particle only, the size of the
soul will always in all cases, be very minute or atomic
QUi [ Sl SeEaEl SaFey Sfaesrd a1 7 a1 sfd
THe | UREW ded A STNagdan: uiieew O S |
Fryfaema ST TwEEaeaETT: FaNmEEEE wiEaT: Sta
AuHEETEs: & | B.S.B., ILI1.34). Besides, there is no
reason why should one believe in the particles being
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infinite in number, when the soul has a limited extent
of the body. It cannot be even imagined that the soul
that is limited by the size of the body should have
infinite parts. (34 9 wlemifeami StaEgaRmE< |
IQfggafs w1 B.S.B., ILI1.34). The Jainas may say in
reply that the particles join or fall away as the occa-
sion for the soul is to enter into a large or a small

body. (19 TARU geq wAWTH Hfeq Starager syrssta
aeirEfaudt 9 hfeq srom=sf< 3@ 32941 B.S.B., ILIL34).

Sankara argues that, even by admitting the in-
crease and descrease of parts of the soul in succession,
it is not possible to establish beyond contradiction the
fact that the soul confirms to the size of the body. This
view implies that soul is capable of undergoing change.
In the first instance, mutability becomes unavoidable
for the soul that increases and decreases for ever
through the accession and deplation of parts. And if it
be mutable like a piece of leather (or skin), it will be
subject to impermanence. If it is non-eternal, imperma-
nent, subject to destruction, everchanging, then bond-
age and liberation cannot be predicated of it. This view
would go against the Jaina doctrine of bondage and
liberation of the soul. Jainas believe that the soul sur-
rounded by eight kinds of Karma (astavidha karma)
remains sunk in the sea of this world (Sarhsara) like a
bottle ground and it floats upward when that bond is

snapped (7 ¥ THAUINY SAISNFEIETHISANGG, SgURATIE
Stoe ifades IvuRfag wead | Fa: ? fasnfedeyasr |
e fe st safiaRg 9 S
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fafrara araeufery, fafraes 9 avifcaq sifee Ta=9d |
TIT TFING- YT A, FAEHINATA ST Hlgad
daram e SeaEieee semiad vafa 3fa o
B.S.B.ILIL.35). Besides the parts that come and go (while
increasing and decreasing) will be other than the soul,
precisely, because they are adventitious like the bodies
etc.

"'In other words, like the body which comes into
being and is destroyed, similarly, these particles too
have got origin and destruction and therefore cannot
be said to be of the nature of the soul. In that case,
some part that is everlasting will be the soul. But that
cannot be pin-pointed to be so and so. If some one
permanent part is to be said as the soul, we do not
know, which one is meant. Nor do we know whence the
particles come, when they join the soul and wither they
go, when they fall away. It will be not possible to know
from where these incoming parts emerge, and where
the outgoing ones submerge. It cannot be that they
come out of the elements and merge into elements, for
the soul is not material. The soul being immaterial, these
parts cannot be said to have sprung from the material
elements, so that they can return back into them. There
is no way to know their common or uncommon source
of the parts of the individual soul. Further more, the
incoming and outgoing parts will have no definite
measurement. In such case, the nature of the soul will
remain indeterminate. Thus, due to such defects, it is
not possible to accept a successive increase and de-
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crease in the parts of the soul. (fFar=q | smT=sam
HRTSBAH, AT - A - FAIIHERS ST Iafeer |
e STaftra: freg sege e 3 w1 7 W W freafrg
T SR 3 | RRE | e @ @Y SfareEen: e
wIgsal, SwTes: 9 FF o 3 gwen] | A o
wigHay: 0y T Freidw, sriifamer staw | Tft S
YIRONSAON o AN ol Freen, geomstar |
Teh==1q | Sagaa®Iy T 9 S W@ | SRS
I SATHTIRACEG | 3 TIHIfEENyegi 7 waeonty
SIS -SIH-AAH e sAfag Wy | B.S.BLILIL3S).

Sarikara says that the Jainas may say like some
Buddhists that, the soul may be considered as perma-
nent inspite of its changes, just as a stream of water is
said to be permanent inspite of the changing water. But
the difficulty is, if the stream is not real, there will be
the theory of non-existence of the soul, which is not
acceptable to Jainas. If the stream is real, the soul will
be subject to such defects as mutability. Hence, this
view is unjustifiable (gr:qafaor afemo- sEeamsfy -
HaFTeaararey  Seat Mol @ | a9 WueEt faee-
e sy aedamfea agq fafaamty sha SIRIGA ST A
ST | YA qEg, g AIogaRyeas:, aeashy

e fapRIfeSTag o way Siudt: 39 | B.S.B.,
IL.I1.35).

Again, the Jainas believe that the final size of
the soul is permanent during its state of release. Now,
if this final size is permanent, it cannot have been cre-
ated, for nothing created is eternal or permeanent. If it
is not created, it must have existed in the beginning
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and middle as well. If the size of the soul in the con-
dition of release is permanent, it logically follows that
the initial and the intervening (before release) sizes
also must be permanent, otherwise, there will be three
different conditions of one and the same soul. Thus,
the soul will have the size of one single body only, and
it will not acquire any other inflated or deflated body.
In other words, that the different bodies of the soul
will have one and the same size and that the soul will
not be required to enter into bigger and smaller bodies.
The dimensions of the soul being the same in its three
conditions, it must be either atomic (anu) or large
(mahan) and must not very according to the size of the
body. In this way, the Jaina doctrine is inadequate and
therefore, deserves to be rejected (31 = STaxg HiemTaEe-
aife R Sraufmmre fraafrss S | agag gEr sy
- e SaefEE:  froayeg i @ |
THIRARATR @ W A Sufea-safaa-wiawrnfy: 1o stgan
AT ST safegdeaTq. qddt: SAfq  sracerE:
SafeerafEm: wa Sia: W@ gay AfaR®e wdda stupler a1
ST o, 7 e | 31a: S sTéanfy TaeTamht
Suferea | B.S.B., ILI1.36).

In this way, by disapproving the possibility of
the souls having the atomic size or the size of the body,
Sankara is naturally driven further to the last alterna-
tive which states that the soul is all-pervading and in-
finite. It being all-pervading, it can both be atomic and
mnfinite at the same time without any contradiction. The
same supreme self appears to assume various forms of
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varying magnitudes due to the adjuncts with which it is
associated. Sarnkara states as light, either, the Sun and
so on appear differentiated as it were through their
objects such as fingeres, vassels, water and so on which
constitute limiting adjuncts, while in reality they pre-
serve their essential non-differentiatedness, so the dis-
tinction of different selves is due to limiting adjuncts
only, while the unity of selves is natural and original
(T THERIH RS Sg ek ehehTyiay Fegaiingmy afdm
FEEN, 7 9 WiasEoRINTal Seifd, e St
TEEHTNS: WasaseiE | (B.S.B,, ILIL25).



Sri Ramanujacarya and Jainism
Presentation of Janism

Sri Ramanujacarya (1017-1137 A.D.) is the chief
exponent of Vaisnava school of Philosophy. His philo-
sophical system is known as the Viistadvaita (quali-
fied Monism). He was familiar with almost all prin-
ciples of Jainism. He gives detailed account of Jainism.
His presentation is very similar to that of Sankaracarya.
He says, ‘According to Jainas, there is no God, the
world consists of Jiva (Soul) and ajiva (non-soul). The
world is made up of six substances, viz., the soul, which
has knowledge, faith happiness and valour, and all other
five substances are unconscious. Pudgala (matter) is
that substance which possesses colour, smell, flavour
and touch. It is of two kinds, of the nature of atoms
and of the nature their aggregate i.e. the elements and
the things elemental-air, fire, water, earth, body, world
etc. The Kala (time) is again, a special kind of sub-
stance, atomic, the cause of practical dealing in the
form of, was, is, would be etc. Akasa (Space) is also
one and infinite in extension. They also accept another
division among these substances viz., five astikayas
known as jivastikaya, dharmastikaya, adharmastikaya,
pudgalastikaya and akasastikaya. The word astikaya
refers to a substance residing in many regions. These
Jains also accept another divisions, which is useful for
liberation of Jivas viz., Jiva (soul), ajiva (non-soul),
asrava (inflow of karmas), bandha (bondage), samvara
(stoppage of inflow of Karma), nirjard (annihilation of
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accumulated Karma) and moksa (liberation). Moksa is
the appearance of one’s own natural form, annihilating
all kind of passions and Karmas. (Siarsfiarees SHieafiiey |
qed IgeATHe Y | i o geanful Sfersmt - gETesherEnt |
F Siten sl Armfast gwerfa fafaan | ant am e aierga
AR SETdt | sty fefiRgad w1 qgell M
quiTtREElagEeay | a=a fgfad, TomEd qogeaed =
I A ARl Jaarashy | HTawayaia- afasdfa
HIRIUIED FAfTUY: | MHRISHARISTAYRNH | Y
TAfdafhgeann wFifas™ 3fa 9 Hyg, SiariasE
it s saffasr: qeafasa  sAmenfasE sfa |
STyl gelsfammmes: | Shar MelEfrRety Hug
Feif< SlaTsHereea-aisReeRE 3 | Do SeivEy 7é: |
(Sribhasyam, II. 11. 31).

They uphold the Anekantavada. According to
them all things have many characteristics. Everything
in the universe is existent as well non-existent, eternal
as well non-eternal, difference and non-difference. As
a substance a thing is existent or real, but from the
point of view of modification same thing is non-exis-
tent or unreal. In this respect, they apply seven- fold
judgement everywhere and to everything, such as (1)
May be is, (2) may be is not, (3) may be is and is not,
(4) may be, indescribable, (5) may be is and indescrib-
able (6) may be is not and indescribable and (7) may
be, is, is not, and indescribable (¥d = TEE
g eI e e eraarf e A s as fsst=< -

. HRME R WEIE 3. |WRfE ¥ T 9 3. WIkaws .
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wRfE 9 AaHT & WEE JEwad v, ®RiE = ik
9 el W, 3fd WY wEwgHaEdand | (Sribhasya, 11
I1.31).

Criticism of Syadvada :

Ramanuja does not deal in detail with Syadvada
doctrine except pointing out to the inherent improb-
ability of opposite attributes staying together. He states
that, Syadvada is not proper reasoning, because of on
account of the impossibility of simultaneous existence
of contradictory things like existence and non-exist-
ence in the entity like shadow and light (Tef&r s
AfafaERiasss ssmauagIedwa™ | Sribhasya,
I.11.31). Substance and its modifications (paryayas) are
two different things. Paryayas are objectives being par-
ticular state of substance. They are (substance and its
modifications) different like clay and pot. So, contra-
dictory attributes in one and the same thing, at the same
time not possible. Same clarified butter (Ghrta) cannot
be solid as well as liquid form at the same time. There
is no possibility of the inclusion of two different things
(like pot and clay), though they are substance and
paryayas of the same thing. Water is a substance, but it
cannot be solid as ice and flowing liquid at the same
time and at same place. When the particular thing is
described as existent it cannot be described as non-
existent at the same time, which is quite opposite of
existence. Non-eternality (anityatva) of particular sub-
stance is, its being the resort of particular modifica-
tions called origination and destruction. If it is the case,
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then how can the permanency or permanent nature
opposed to that come in there ? Being different is be-
ing the locus of opposite attributes or qualities, then
how can its opposite non-difference come in there. In
other words, how can quite opposite attributes such as
difference and non-difference can exist in one and the
same thmg, Just as 1t is not possible for the nature of

mdmvmen ~AF a huffala o eXIS =
2 horse ana wie natme o o oo fo exist simulta

neously in one entity. (F598 m%qmﬁm
fadreg = guaeieEn, YefEtasgudanay: dvafa | qurfe-
T feeenfadte faftrw qerte 71 afgadariats-
fafowd dwafa | SafafemmrerTRumfRTes 9 geaetad
afgeld = freged afrwd @uafy ? faddivaiged =9 fee
afguld =i @ o1 afm=amafa 2 FurEmeyEaETRsian
s/sE: | (Sribhasya, ILI1.31). Ramanuja points out that
Kala (time) is considered as one of the substances by
the Jainas. But in case of Kala, it being apprehended as
_only a qualifying attribute (vi§esana) of ‘objects
(dravya), its separate existence and non-existence, etc.,
are neither capable of being described, nor capable of
being-refuted. Ideas like existence and non-existence
referring to time are always associated with a object
and can be hardly thought of independently. In this
case, how can you apply saptabhariginaya ? (&
TR TR gl A awe 7
feden | weisfa Tdlifs Rl =Erdul STemREE-
Tiersraergea: | Sreed fe geafadivvada yaa= |
Sribhasya, ILIL31).
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Jaina may argue that learned Brahmins say that
Brahman is one and is alone, atman of all. He is one
and many. It is said like that, Ramanuja argues, be-
cause, Brahman is one. He is omniscient, omnipresent,
all-powerful with all desired fulfilled and sentient (cif)
and non-sentient (acif) constitute His body. We accept
only one Brahman as the ultimate truth. But, the Jainas
accept six different substances as the real entities and
hence, they cannot properly account for oneness
(ekatva) as well as manyness (anekatva) etc., in one
place, because substance lack identity with one another.
(Fd TR 9@ GalAsAd AiFdesd 2 WauaAraa-
TAERHI TS Ay oS s qeuaAs, $ogo |
viEdfoh: aeuil eraaasuaewy | (Sribhasya, 1L11.31).

Moreover six substances such as Jiva and ajiva
are not modifications of one single substance. It is very
difficult to propound in their case being one or being
many etc., owing to the substance being one and owing
to its being constituted of modes. (FFE ST wouu
TR ZE A ERY Selha Tl SeharaaRd]
TEQUEE: | (Sribhasya, 1LIL31).

If it is argued that, these six substances would
become like that i.e. one and many, by their own modes
and by their respective natures, the reply is, even thus
there would be contradiction with Anekantavada, i.e.
everything is many-sided, on account of the absence of

mutual identity. (3= Wi geaftn Twehid: TER: WA
W 9 gen vat|, 3| waEfy weuawiasq 3
equfeRie:, SFAaRRETEE, | (Sribhasya, 1111.31).
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Criticism of Dehaparimanavada :

Similarly, Ramanuja rejects the Jaina view of
Dehaparimanavada of the soul by stating that, this view
is nothing but absurd. (3fa sFogaRad méawan | Sribhasya,
IL.IL.34). Here, his criticism is very similar to that of
Sankara. According to the Jainas, the size of the soul is
of the size of the body having innumerable parts.
(Shefseermayeen <gafem sfa fe waai feafa: | (Sribhasya,
ILI1.32). They also believe in rebirth. Their view about
the size of the soul is unteneble, because, when a soul
abiding in the body of an elephant is reborn in the next
life as an ant, how can the huge dimension of an el-
ephant find entrance into the tiny body of an ant ? The
soul will not have sufficient space in an ant body. That
means, only a fraction of the jiva can enter into the ant

which is absurd (47 s R waar —gufHm
frdifaerit sfauseuevenfaarTTaed yowa | iU

Yg=Id | Sribhasya, 11.11.32).

The Jainas may say that, the soul is capable of
contraction and expansion, according to the size of the
body, so, there is no absurdity here. (319 Ehrafawra-
HHaaH: e SEEETaaTe i uifeE, so=
Sribhasya, 11.11.32). Even if we admit that the soul as-
sumes a different condition through expansion and
contraction, yet they will not get over the inconsis-
tency. For the soul, would then be subject to change
with all its concomitant imperfections like imperma-
nence, modifications etc., like pot. If there is a change,
it will become non-eternal, and in no way superior to
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material things like pot, etc. (7 A HRAfTHETEIEI-
vty fody: wied woen, foeracgafeettaen-
TS HefqeaEneayag | Sribhasya, 11.11.33). The
Jainas believe that the size of the soul in the state of
release is permanent, because, it has not to take an-
other birth. Liberation is end of cycle of birth and death.
The soul and its size on release are both eternal. It is
its natural size. If we accept this view, then the size of
the soul cannot be different in the state of bondage
also. Then, the size of the soul may not be the size of
the body. (Staeg wug=d qfeol HiamaedAal T
TR AT R SAGa  CamaTRei s HiaTeeesd  qeafHrre
e, AeareT: T ufmmfafy geAfy Teg st
W | 3d: SeuiEemeT | W@ | Sribhasya, 1111.34).

Ramanuja, in this way rejects the Jaina view and
maintains that, the jiva is atomic in size. It is also not
all-pervasive, otherwise, it would experience simulta-
neously the various pains and pleasures of all persons.
It is one and single for each person and extremely
minute like a monad or atom in size and it dwells in
the heart of each person (Sribhasya, ILII1.25). Though
the soul is very minute, and dwells in the heart, it
extends through the whole body by means of its qual-
ity, viz., consciousness or knowledge. The soul spreads
all over the body, not actually, but by the means of its
quality, just as the light of things abiding in one place,
such as gem, the Sun, and so on is seen to extend to
many places, so the consciousness of the soul, dwell-
ing in the heart pervades the entire body. Ramanuja,
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does not identify the soul with knowledge (Jfiana) like
Sankara who identifies soul with knowledge. Ramanuja,
on the contrary, makes a distiction and maintains that
the knowledge is a quality (guna) that belongs to the
subject (soul-gunin). The soul is frequently designated
as knowledge, simply for the reason that knowledge is
its essential quality and it cannot appear without knowl-
edge (Sribhasya, ILII1.29). The soul is thus not con-
sciousness itself but the knower (jiiata), the knowing
subject. He states that ‘to be a knowing subject is the
essential character of the soul and the soul is atomic
size’ (Sribhasya, ILIIL.31). The objection may be raised
that, if soul is atomic and occupies an extremely minute
portion of the body how can it remain in touch with all
the parts of the body and can simultaneously experi-
ence, so many sensations ? Ramanuja, like Nimbarka,
replies that, as a drop of sandal-ointment, although
applied to one spot of the body only, produces a re-
freshing sensation extending over the whole body, simi-
larly, the soul also, dwelling in one part of the body
only, is conscious of sensations taking place in any
part of the body (Sribhasya, ILII1.24).

Another famous Vaisnava Philosopher Sri
Vallabhacarya and his followers have also criticised
Syadvada and Dehaparimanavada of Jainas. Their criti-
cism is more or less similar to earlier Vedantic Acaryas.
They point out that application of contradoctary at-
tributes to same thing is an impossibility (3f& =if&E

IEAHEHT TAHIISAT W T T JHN Jaf, aeahfen
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Areraf, afEASraeTaT 3wy | (Anubhésya, 11.11.33), and
if we apply this method of seven-fold judgement to all
things, we cannot have definite knowledge of a single
substance. Everything will be subject to probability and
Jainas own theory, Syadvada proves only that nothing
is certain. (W3 ey wWHwgrd a0l TwEfy uqHE
sEe 7 wfefd awaddd adaress: gEe | ILIL33

Pradipatika). Vallabhaites point out that, accepting
Dehaparimanavada is embressing materialistic view. If
we accept that, the soul has nature of expansion and
contraction, means, it is, subject to change. Change
(vikara) or parts (avayava) of the souls means, non-
permanency of the soul. So, destruction of the body
will be end of the soul. So, bondage, liberation, means
of liberation etc., will become meaningless. To avoid
this, Jainas have to admit the view that the soul is ei-
ther atomic or great or vibhu. That means giving up the
view of Dehaparimana.

(1. fowrEEIaEaaH wm: ?—hmm aﬁ:ré’mmrq |
IL.I1.35, Pradipatika.

2. EIdEfaEE e startaed | 1LI1.36, Pradipatika.
3. HRNUERY SvEfTEeE Wague o Hew o, SWadsfa

i 9 wefa 3fa 7 qandfafs: | Anubhasya,
IL11.36.).

This Jaina’s Anekantavada or Syadvada, as a
philosophical method has been criticised by many other
philosophers of Indian Philosophy. Santaraksita (a Bud-
dhist Philosopher) says that, Anekantavada suffers from
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intermixture or confusion (Sarikara), which consists in
the incidence of opposite attributes in the same sub-
stratum. The substance in which difference is posited
will have difference and identity both as its traits and
likewise, the aspect in which identity is asserted will
have identity and difference as its predicate and this
means intermixture or Sarkara (Tattvasangraha, verse-
1722). In Pramanavartikalankara it is mentioned that
existence and non-existence cannot go together. Either
thing must be existent or it must be non-existent, both
positive and negative cannot be possible in same thing.
(p-142). It is also said that, if we accept anekanta of all
things, then nature of one element will have nature of
another element, such as water, earth etc., will have the
nature of fire and fire would have the nature of water
and so on. In that case, one who is desireous of water,
may go for fire and vice-versa, so whole practical life
will be disrupted (Seedy sHafc®adr | Saddarsana-
samuccayatika, pp. 557-8.). Vyomasiva has pointed out
the defects of Anekantavada by stating that, if we ac-
cept Anekantavada, then liberated (mukta) will not be
really liberated (Vyomavati, p. 20). For he will be con-
sidered from one point of view, both liberated and not
liberated and from another point of view, simply not
liberated. Besides, if the statement ‘“the thing has
anekanta nature” involves an unconditional predication,
then it falsifies the anekanta doctrine, for according to
the Anekantavada, no philosophical predication should
be unconditional or unqualified. But if the above predi-
cation is conditionalised with the ‘Syat’ operator fol-
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lowing the Jaina anekanta doctrine viz., “in a certain
sense, the thing has anekanta nature “and” in a certain
sense, it does not have anekanta nature and so on, then
we will be led into a Paradoxical situation or circular-
ity (The central Philosophy of Jainism, p.57).

Another general objection against the Syadvada or
Saptabharniginaya (Seven-fold Predication) is that, why
should we accept only seven predicates, why not accept
several altenatives ? Instead of accepting only seven
alternative predicates, we can go upto a hundred or an
unlimited number. Kumarila Bhatta has pointed out that
‘even one hundred alternatives can be generated through
generous use of the method used by the Jainas to generate
only seven alternatives (FEWFIYEIR wa9E 1fu Sad |
Mimamsaslokavartika).

Jaina philosophers, beginning from Akalanka and
Vidyananda, were aware of these criticisms of
Anekantavada and they have tried to answer them all
in their writings. Akalanka in Pramanasangrah mentions
seven demerits of the Anekantavada pointed out by the
critics, such as doubt (Sams$aya), contradiction (virodha),
lack of conformity of bases (vaiyadhikaranya), joint
fault (ubhayadosa), infinite regress (anavastha), inter-
mixture (sarikara) and absence (abhava). Vidyananda
notes eight faults of Anekantavada shown by the crit-
ics. He omits ‘joint fault’ from the list of Akalanka but
adds two more viz., cross-breading (vyatireka) and the
lack of comprehension i.e. arthapatti (Astasahasri, p.
227). Prabhacandra, also mentions eight defects of
anekanta pointed by the opponents (Prameyakamal-
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amartanda, p. 156). Vadidevasuri (Syadvadaratnakara,
p-738) and Gunaratnasuri (Saddar§anasamuccayatika, p.
357-58) were also aware of these objections raised by
the opponents. Most of these defects of anekantavada
pointed out by the critics are only minor variations of
three major defects viz., contradiction, doubt and inter-
mixture.

In defence of Anekantavada or Syadvada :

We have seen that Jaina’s Anekantavada or
Syadvada as a philosophical method has been the sub-
ject of criticism of all non-Jaina philosophers. But cer-
tainly, these are not fair criticisms of the Jaina method.
These criticisms do not satisfactorily meet the conten-
tion of the Jainas. The Anekantavada or Syadvada of
the Jainas, is neither a doctrine of doubt or even uncer-
tainty, nor a doctrine of probability. These, criticisms
are based on misunderstandig of the word ‘Syad’ used
by the Jainas. To understand the Jaina position, it is
important to know, in what sense, the word ‘Syat’ is
used by the Jaina philosophers and how they present
the doctrine of Syadvada or sevenfold predication
(saptabhangi). The speciality of the Jainas lies in its
use of the ‘Syat’ particle in the predication. That is
why saptabhariginaya (Sevenfold predication) is called
Syadvada.

Generally, the word ‘Syat’ is used to mean ‘per-
haps’ or ‘may be’ or ‘somehow’ or ‘somewhat’, in San-
skrit language. It is also used sometimes to express prob-
ability (sambhavana). In Indian philosophical text the
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word ‘Syat’ is often used in the sense of ‘let it be so’
(but-syadetad). Here it is used to show the speaker’s
provisional acceptance of the opponents view to raise

different kind of objections against it and to refute it
finally.

But the word ‘Syat’ used by the Jaina thinkers,
is different from all these meanings. In the Jaina philo-
;;i;hi;;l toxts the word ‘Svat’ means a conditional yes.
Prof. B.K. Matilal has rlghtly pointed out that ‘It is like
a saying’, in a certain sense yes. It ameuiiis to a con-
dition approval. The particle ‘Syat’, in fact, acts a cat-
egorical ‘A is B’ iiito a conditional : ‘if P then A is B’.
(The central Philosophy of Jainism, p.52). The use of
the particle *Syat’ is to show more concession to oppo-
nents’ thesis and at the same time, it persuades the
opponent to see another point of view or carefully con-
sider the other side of the case (Ibid., p.52).

Jaina philosophers like Samantabhadra, Akalanka,
Vidyananda, Amrtacandra and others have tried to show
‘that the 'word “Syat’ is used to remove, one sided view.
Samantabhadra notes that the word ‘Syat’ is ordinarily
equal to such expressions as somehow or sometimes.
But even these terms do not have in this context, such
vague meaning as somehow or sometimes (kadacit or
kathaiicit). They mean in certain respect or under a
certain condition or from a certain point of view (¥gE:
e dracarT Feamtafgfa: | wRvgERes YRt i -

Aptamimamsa, 104).
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Samantabhadra, while commenting on the word
‘Syat’ says that “When the particle ‘Syat’ is used by
you (O Mahavira) as well as by a Srutakevalin (a
realised one), in a sentence, it indicates in connection
with other meanings, non-sidendness, it qualifies (since
it is a partical nipata) the meaning of the sentence
concerned” FFsFAFRTaanat W= gfa favigorm
s dAfET 7@ wafafs | Aptamimamsa, 103)..
Hemacandracarya says that ‘in the term’ ‘Syadvada’,
the word ‘Syat’ expresses many aspects of an object,
hence, Syadvada is called Anekiantaviada

(eTEiumrem T wEegEEaate agg

[lEREECR B u i TR HEI UG i T
- Anyayogavyavacchedika, 5).
Again, it is essential to understand the doctrine
of Syadvada presented by the Jaina thinkers. The Jaina
philosophers say that Anekanta is the name of the on-
tological nature of reality, according to which every
object possesses indefinite aspects. When an object,
which is anekantatmaka (possessing many characteris-
tics) is expressed in a particular form of judgement, the
expression is known as Syadvada. We can express the
characteristics of an object from different points of view
and these points of view are expressed by the word
‘Syat.’” Akalanka points out : ‘The judgement about an
object possessing many characteristics is called
Syadvada (STTcHEId®STH ®gR: | Laghiyastraya,
p.83). This doctrine of Syadvada is also called
Anekantavada, because, the relativity of judgement is
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nothing but a relative judgement about an object that
possesses indefinite qualities or aspects. Hence, the
judgment that stands for an object possessing many
characteristics is also known as anekantavada. (Outline
of Jaina Philosophy, p. 118). This doctrine of Anekanta-
vada or Syadvada is explained by all the great Jaina
philosophers in the following Sevenfold formula :

1. From a certain point of view or in a certain re-
spect, the pot exists.

2. From a certain point of veiw, the pot does not exist.
3. From a certain point of veiw, the pot exists and
from another point of view, it does not exist.

4. From a certain point of view, the pot is inexpress-

ible. .
5. From a certain point of view, the pot both exists
and 1s inexpressible.
6. From a certain point of view, the pot both does not
exist and is inexpressible.
7. From a certain point of view, the pot exists, does
not exist, and is also inexpressible.
((1) Aptamimamsa. 14-21; (2) Syadvadamanjan
pp. 209-212; (3) Pramananayatattvaloka]ankara, V).
Jainas say that, each philosophical proposition
is subjected to this sevenfold formulation in order to
avoid the danger of one-sidedness (ekantavada). It con-
sists of seven kinds of expression regarding one and
the same thing with reference to its particular aspects,
one by one, without any inconsistency, by means of
affirmation and negation made either separately or to-
gether (Traverses on Less Trodden Path of Indian Phi-
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losophy and Religion, pp. 232-234).

This Syadvada or Anekantavada is said to be the
foundation of Jaina philosophy. Jaina thinkers have
given equal status to this doctrine with omniscience
(Kevalajiiana). Acarya Samantabhadra in his Aptami-
mamsa clearly says that “both Syadvada and Kevalajiiana
illuminate the whole reality. The difference between
them is oniy this much that while the fgiiner illumi-
nates the objects indirectly, the latter illuminates them
directly. (SgEHIATN FadEYHRT | 9g: HaT-SHE=
gawaTgad 99q | Aptamimamsa, 105)

Vedantic Acaryas and others, criticise the
Syadvada on the ground of the impossibility of contra-
dictory attributes co-existing in the same thing. To at-
tribute both existence and non-existence, permanency
and change to one and the same thing involves law of
contradiction.

In defence of their doctrine of Syadvada, Jainas
say that there is no contradiction involved and no vio-
lation of law of contradiction in applying opposite predi-
cates to the same thing in different capacities, because,
they are applied to its different aspects, such as matter,
state, space and time (F&9-&F-FHA- T: Hed TEYRTHRIA-
S 3w | - Syadvadamafijari, p. 130). It is seen that
mutually contradictory elements can exist in one and
the same thing in different capacity such as the same
man is a father to his son, son to his father, husband to
his wife, and so on. (1) a1 THH TS foar, T, o,
qiiTY: SCATEIRE: WMl SHEcaSacaneraiaan A
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faeesdumdgr | Tw fan, faguerr O s@amfe: |
Sarvarthasiddhi. V.32). (2) stimdigiefay: frarenfedsiaad )
-Tattvarthardjavartika, p. 36). The so-called opposites
such as existence and non-existence, permanence and
change, oneness and maniness, etc., can be attributed
to an object from various points of view. They can
remain in the same object without contradicting each
other. Samantabhadra gives beautiful anology to show
that, opposite attributes, such as origination, destruc-
tion and permanence can exist in one and the same
thing without contradicting each other. He says, ‘if a
golden pot 1s destroyed and a golden crown is made
out of it, destruction, origination and permanence (as a
gold) happen simultaneously and give rise to sorrow,
joy and indifferent attitude respectively in the minds of
three different kinds of people, those in favour of the
pot, those in favour of the crown and those in favour
of the gold itself (sreHteirgaorefrearefafaeay 1
METHIGHIRE S Afd §RgeY | Aptamimamsi, 59).

Jaina philosophers never say that contradictory
attributes belong to the same thing at the same time
and in the same sense. It is said that everything exists
in its own individuality and does not exist in the indi-
viduality of another. Were it not so, everything would
be alike existent and thus, there would possibly be no
individuality. (FHfatasin Wl =ife 9 | 1o wda™
QN |EEEyE: (| Tattvarthardjavartika, p. 24).

A thing is regarded as a real from the point of
view of its own matter (substance), form, space and
time and it is regarded as unreal, not from the same
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stand point, but from the point of view of other matter,
form, space and time. There is no room for contradic-
tion (Syadvadamaiijari, p. 176-177). When the Jainas
say that from the standpoint of persisting substance,
the person is eternal but from the stand point of model
changes (paryayas), the person is non-eternal, they do
not make any self-contradictory assertion.

Again, there is no contradiction if we consider
primary and secondary meanings of the speaker in each
statement  (SAfGamfqateasd: | Tattvarthasatra, V.31). In
the sevenfold predication (Saptabhariginaya), existence
and non-existence, both existence and non-existence
successively and indescribability are attributed to a thing
from different points of view. In all these cases, we
have to consider primary and secondary meanings of
the speaker. When the intention is to speak of a thing
as successively existing and non-existing, the third
mood is to be used (i.e. syadasti syannasti ca). But
when the intention is to speak of existence and non-
existence simultaneously, the two states being inexpress-
ible at the same time, then it becomes indescribable.
Because, language lacks an expression which can ad-
equately express the simultaneous and combined appli-
cation of both of the positive and the negative charac-
ters of an object.

Again, there is no place for contradiction in a
thing which is cognised as such. One thing is supposed
to be the opposite of another, when in the presence of
one, the other is not perceived. But in a percejved thing,
no question of contradiction arise, such as in the unitory
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cognition of a varigated canvas, there is no contradiction.
The very nature of reality is infinitely complex
and it being an identity and difference, admits of con-
tradictory attributes from different points of view, which
are all partial and relative. Hemacandracarya remarks
that, not understanding this and fearing imaginary con-
tradictions and mistaking partial and relative views as
absolute, fools fall from the right position.
FufuRfe faeg o gearsm =
Faygedd faQusitar SerRadwagar wata |l
Anyayogavyavacchedika, 24)
There is no sarikara (intermixture) in Syadvada.
Sarikara means, that which consists in the incidence of
opposite attributes in the same substratum (FTIGHAWNE:
HT 1). Our experience shows that, there is no sankara
in the cognition of the multiform colour (&I agURHI
Hwar Aeeifeaq | NyayaviniScaya, p. 45). Syadvada is
not sams$ayavada or doctrine of doubt. Doubt is a kind
of cognition in which the mind of the perceiver wavers
between two conflicting alternatives (¥19); &1 Y& afq 1).
It is a kind of uncertain knowledge. But in the case of
Syadvada, both existence and non-existence, are clearly
cognised, (from different points of view). There is no
question of doubt when the cognition is found to be
certain. Really, speaking there is no justification for
the emergence of doubt in a matter which has been

definitely established. (31geydidr f& worR: w@R qun SR
WIIeTd: TvE gEw A | WAsEa e gwerdeErn
wpeen ydifadadifa dvererelia wif | Anekantavadas-
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varipam - Traverses on Less Trodden path of Indian
Philosophy and Religion, p. 237). Jainas point out that,
the conception of reality as a synthesis of mode and
attribute is not incompatiable with the vardict of expe-
rience and the interest of truth. As against the Kumarila’s
criticism that we can generate even hundred alterna-
tives applying doctrine of Saptabhangi, Vidyananda, says
that only seven alternatives are possible not less than
seven nor more than seven. He clarifies this idea by
stating that according to anekanta, a thing or entity is
supposed to possess infinite or innumerable aspects.
But sevenfold formula i.e. the seven alternative formu-
lations or predicates using thz three principle modes
(i-e. positive, negative and neutral) will be applicable
to each attribution of a property i.e. to each individual
predication. As long as we accept only three basic
qualities of one individual predicate viz., positive, nega-
tive and neutral, we will get only seven possible com-
binations. (Astasahasri, p. 126; also see Central Phi-
losophy of Jainism, p. 56). Vidyananda observes that
some people say that let there be only four types of
proposition. This is not tenable. For, there are three
(further) possibilities by combining the possitive, the
negative and both of them with the ‘inexpressible’.
Thus, we have sevenfold predication i.e. (1) affirma-
tion, (2) negation, (3) both affirmation and negation,
(4) the joint and simultaneous affirmation and negation
(inexpressible), (5) affirmation and the simulteneous
affirmation, (6) negation, and the joint and simulteneous
affirmation and negation, and (7) affirmation, negation
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and the joint simultaneous affirmation and negation
(Astasahasri, p. 125).

The speciality of Syadvada is that, it reconcﬂes
all the partial view points and gives clear picture of
reality. It has woven together all the nayas (partial view
points) in it (WS: =&: Wftwa: | Adhyatmasara). It is
impartial and treats all the nayas equally like one’s
own children. According to Jaina thinkers, it is the best
view of reality.

It is important to note, according to Jainas, views
of other systems of philosophy are relative and partial.
They comit the fallacy of mistaking a relative truth to
be the absolute truth and fight against one another, while
Jainism alone is impartial, because it puts all the par-
tial view points (nayas) together. Anekanta alone is real
view and to be the only truth. (FAgugfdusIETg 9o W
TR YARE | TAFRYASRSHES, 7 IS aeaadr 9 0
Anyayogavyavacchedika, 30). .

Further, Hemacandracarya proclaims that Vitaraga
is the only God and that Anekanta is the only Philo-
sophical system. (7 ST wEfEeady A WA
Tafeafa: | Anyayogavyavaccehedika, 28). Without
anekanta we cannot explain reality, without it, it is im-
possible to explain, pain and pleasure, actions and fruits,
bondage and liberation, good and evil, existence and
non-existence, one and many, permanence and change,
universal and particular. Hence, the opponents are out
to destroy the world which is to be preserved only by
the Jainas. (AFraR GEg@HER F quaul 9 9 sgA@E) |
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gHifaEeaia-d Rioed S EER 1| - Anyayoga-
vyavacchedika, 27).

These and many other similar statements of Jaina
philosophers, reveal that in practice, their doctrine of
relativity of truth is often forgotten. Jainas often made
an exception and claim absolute validity of their view.
Teachings of other systems are considered as relatively
real and the Jaina teaching is held to be absolutely
real. This goes against the Jaina doctrine itself. If we
take these statements literally, then Jainism by its own
assertion becomes partially false.

Upadhyaya Ya$ovijaya tried to answer this ob-
jection by saying that ‘anekanta’ is a real method. We
are not emphasizing Anekantavada in the form of
anekanta, because, in this on the basis of context and
intention of the speaker, particular view point becomes
dominant and other view point becomes subordinate.
Anekanta is not a single doctrine, it is combination of
many nayas (view points) and does not uphold particu-
lar view point. Thus, it cannot be said that, it is also
ekantavada :

(ererasty sRwraR AfdearaEa |
TagsAfeI fagra: gasad:
Adhyatmopanisadprakarana, 1.4).
This is a doctrine of reconciliation and accept-
.able to almost all the systems of Indian philosophy,
according to Ya$ovijaya. It harmonises all the conflict-
ing views and sees unity in diversity (Adbyatmopamsad—
prakarana, 1.45-51).
In defence of body-size of the soul, the Jaina
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philosophers say that the soul is included in the
astikayadravyas, because its constituents possess ex-
tension in space. It has quality of expansion and con-
traction. But it does not extend in space like matter. It
is like the light. Just as the light fills the space, when
it is burning and just as many lights may remain in the
same place, without coming into conflict with one an-
other, similarly, the soul fills the space and many souls
may remain together without any conflict. Though, the
self itself formless, it takes the form of the body, which
it illuminates. There is no harm in accepting the soul of
an ant is as small as the body of it, and the soul of an
elephant is as big as the elephant itself. Like a light of
the lamp, it occupies entire body of the elephant, or
contracts itself, according to the size of the body. The
soul is co-extensive with the body. The Jaina view that
the soul has the size of the body seems to be bases on
practical significance. What is the point in believing
the soul to be all-pervading, if the particular body alone
is the centre of enjoyment (bhogayatana) and comes
under his jurisdiction ?

We have seen that, these Vedantic Acaryas have
given several arguments against the Jaina conception
of the size of the soul. It is surprising to note that the
Jaina Philosophers who flourished after Nimbarka,
Sarikara and Ramanuja, did not give any attention to
criticism of Dehaparimanavada made by these Vedantic
Acaryas. Sankaracirya, alone raised more than ten ob-
jections against it. We do not find any attempt made by
the Jaina Philosophers to answer these objections. They
remained unanswered by the Jainas.
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