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Jain philosophers talk of Jiva and Ajiva. Is it a division, a category distinction
or an abstraction ? Do Jiva and Ajiva exclude each other ? Or are they abstractions
from experience, and so just the concepts and not existents ?

Before we proceed further it may be pointed out that it was the custom in ancient
India to give a list of concepts but the list was not necessarily exclusive and several
concepts mentioned in the list were overlapping. The Vaisesikas mention nine
D ravyas-the Mahabhatas, the space and time and Manas and Atman. It is difficult
to assume that space and time and the Bhiitas exist independently of one another and
that they are not overlapping. It is difficult to imagine Prthivi, Ap, Tejas, Vayu or
Akata without spatial or temporal dimension. [ understand that when the Vaisesikas
gave this list they treated Prthivi, Ap etc., as also their forms, space and time as
bel onging to one list of investigations. The Jains similarly could give a list of what is
traditionally known as Jain padarthas (Jainas called them Dravyas) and amongst them
could be Jiva and Ajiva.

If we look at experience at a macroscopic level it will be clear that the world
consists of Jiva or the animate and things different from Jiva or the inanimate. This
is the case of a division of the world on a certain principle, fundamentum divisonis.
Such division would not suggest that the life or Jiva has no spatiotemporal aspects,
nor would it suggest that it has no material aspects. It would, e. g, be possible to
imagine two kinds of matter one having life and the other without life. This is what
is, for example, said in the Caraka-Samhita. But on such a division, the living and the
non-living things or substances will both have some common properties which are
spatio-temporal. For, whether something is living or non-living, it would primarily
be material and located in space and would be just real, one that can be experienced.

Sometimes, however,” we may classify our experience into Life and otherwise
and such a classification would easily be ambiguous; for, one could mean by it either
the classification of real things or we could mean by it a classification of concepts, a
case of mere abstraction. It is further possible that we might confuse between the
division of things and classification of concepts and in that case we might be doing
what is known as abstraction but thinking that we are dividing (or classifying) the
things in the world. In this case the confusion would arise due to the fact that we
would be treating concepts and things on par, the images of things and concepts
succeeding each other in such a quick succesion that one is mistaken for the other,
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When Descartes, e. g., thought of extention and consciousness as substances he was,
as Spinoza later suggested, talking of attributes or was merely abstracting, i. e., dist-
inguishing extentional and consciousness aspects of experience, but was thinking that
he was dividing (or classifying) the substances, into two. But dividing substance
having extension into living and non-living substances is quite different from classi-
fying the concepts of extension and consciousness (without extension) and then thin-
king that consciousness without extension was one kind of substance and extension
was another kind of substance. In experience we do come across the living beings
and nonliving things. But however minute a living being may be our experience
always tells us that it is always determined by extension. That we are not able to
see the extension of it by our naked eyes, does not prove that there is no extension
determining these substances. One has to admit that the language Anoh Aniyan etc.
is the language of extension or space. The problem which arises hereis that how
there can be a Saumiyoga-external contact between something that is extensional and
something that is extensionless. People of various schools including Jainism must
have noticed this difficulty and that is why the concept of Linga-Deha or Kirapa-
Deha must have been introduced. It goes without saying that Deha suggests
that although consciousness was different from body, it still had extension. But
if this is admitted it is a tacit admission of the fact that the division Jiva
and Ajiva was a division of matter, i. e., existence having extension, into non-living
and living, and from this it would follow that Jain philosophers were primarily conc-
erned with dividing or classifying the world into extentional but conscious and
extentional but nonconscious world, and not into extentional and nonextentional world.
My contention is that in a physical analysis or division it is never possible to divide
the world into something that is extensional and nonextensional. When we try to
talk of extensional and non-extensional and also identify extensional with nonconscious
or Ajiva and nonextentional with conscious or Jiva we are, as a matter of fact, abstr-
acting, conceptualizing, logicizing and only mistaking a logical analysis for a physical
division.

Of course a problem would arise here : When we are talking of a Living being,
we know that it is determined by birth and death, In a state after death consciousness
or livingness disappears and it makes us think that it has gone away., We forget that
‘has gone away’ is a metaphor and if it is not used in a metaphorical way it would
only belong to the language of space. But we simultaneously hold the belief that (a)
it belongs to the language of space and (b)it does not belong to the language of
space. We simply overlook that to hold two such beliefs together is a contradiction.
But holding such beliefs becomes possible because they are held in two separate
chambers of consciousness without any communication between them. Of course, one
will have to explain the phenomenon of exit or vanishing of life. But saying that life
is a separate substance and it goes away at the time of death is not offering a real
explanation of the phenomenon, Space and a thing in space cannot bg separated
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from each other, From this if someone suggests that they are two things and they
only come together by some external contact, it would be incorrect, Similarly if there
is green leaf and if later on it dries up, it would be incorrect to say that green itself
has gone somewhere else. When a revolving wheel stops it does not mean that the
movement is taking rest somewhere. Vanishing is not equivalent to going somewhere
else just as existing together of space and a thing in space is not equivalent to external
contact or Sarhyoga. A better explanation would be to say that (1) space and a thing
in space are one phenomenon, (2) greeness and vanishing of greeness of leaf is another
kind of phenomenon (3) revolution of wheel and stopping of its movement is a third
kind of phenomenon and death of a living being is a fourth kind of phenomenon. One
need not explain the one in terms of the other. But unconsciously one commits this
mistake and fluctuates between the process of dividing (or classifying) and concept-
ualising. Perhaps a better explanation of Jain category would be possible if we under-
stand J:va and Ajiva as a division of existants, say matter, on the principle that one
is animistic and the other is not. One has to remember that the process of dividing,
enumerating, counting or sometimes even classifying things is of one kind and cate-
gorising of things is of another. You cannot divide, enumerate etc,, unless things exist
in their own right. Of course conceptually you can even give concepts the status of a
thing and then count (as you do when you count categories). But primarily *this
process belongs to things which exist in their own right, On the other hand when you
distinguish different qualities or characteristics, you are not seperating the independent
things, you are abstracting them, and such abstractions are neither in space nor in
time, they are not existing, nor living, they are just concepts. '

A problem, of course, would arise about the relationship of such concepts to reality.
Concepts in logic does not require a bearer of substratum but if they are to be real then
they can be real only in relation to some substratum which is real, i.e., these concepts
should be such that they must be capable of having a form which is a form of existence, a
form of life. This form of life or existence makes it possible for us to think that the con-
cept has an existential relevance, Take, e.g., the case of sweetness. In order for sweet-
ness to have significance in life it will have to go with some thing and to talk of a thing
we will have to talk of space, time and substance. Space, time and substance, so to say
provide a medium for the concept of sweetness to be real. The process by which we
concretise a concept is the process in which we supply medium for the concept to exist.
And thisaccording to me is the Jain concept of Astikiya-a body for its existence, a form
of existence. This form of existence will naturally vary accordingly as the concept in
its concretized form is dynamic or not and accordingly the Astikaya concept also
will be modified into Dharmastik Zya and Adharmgstikaya etc. But the point that I
am making is that when a Jain philosopher tries to conceptualize and abstract, he
rather talks of Dharma and Adharma, both of them being characteristics (Adharma is
also a characteristic) and when he talks of concrete things, he talks of Jiva and Ajiva.
One can easily see the distinction between Jiva and Ajiva on the one hand and
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Dharma and Adharma on the other.*

[n the light of what has been said above, let me now try to understand the
theory of Jiva and Ajiva as understood traditionally by the Jain thinkers. In doing
this, it will be my object to remove the contradictions or inconsistencies in the theory
and present the theory in a consistent form. Thereby I might be able to show that
the theory of Jiva and Ajiva is, in fact, concerned with a division of certain matter
which is divided on’ the basis of animate and inanimate only.

First, Jain philosophers think that both Jiva and Ajiva are Dravyas.* Of course
Dravya is that which has got certain characteristics. But they think that all Dravyas
are spatial in character. Even time is spatial in character for them. Space seems to be
the common characteristic of all Dravyas or things. They use the word Pradesa to
denote spatiality of a thing. They also think that since there are two kinds of objects,
Jiva and Ajiva, Jiva and Ajiva would be a division of the universe. They bring in an
important notion here. The notion of Aks$a. They divide Akasa into Loka-Akasa and
Aloka-Akasa. Loka-Akasa is the space wherein the things exist and activity takes
place. But the Loka-Akasa is encircled by a limiting line (may be imaginary) beyond
which there cannot be any activity nor can there be any existence of things. It is on
this line of demarcation that Jain philosophers imagine that there are Siddhasilas and
think of them as abode of freed souls. The freed souls simply cannot go beyond this
line because as soon as they are free their activity comes to an end. Beyond this line
there is only empty space. It is empty space not because there in nothing in it but
because there cannot be anything in it. All things of different kinds therefore exist
only in Loka-Akzsa. [t may be remembered that the empty space in Loka-Akafa is
different in kind from the empty space in Aloka-Akasa.

There is however, a difficulty which may be pointed out here. Everything which
exists is Astikaya. However, Kala is not an Astikaya though it exists in Lok-Akasa
only. How to conceive of Kila as not Astikaya and still in space is in fact a problem.
Therefore, I think, it is necessary to think that the term Astikaya does not simply
indicate a thing but it means as Jain philosophers rightly assert, a medium introduced
like Kant’s schemata to make up for the relation between concepts and things. But if
we think this way, Jiva and Jivsstikaya would be two notions and not one. Jiva would
be the concept of - Jiva and Jivastikaya would be an actual Jiva having extension.
This will not only be true of Jiva, but of all Dravyas. In ordinary language we do use
the word Jiva in these two senses. This would also explain why Kala is not Astikaya,
for the concept of time does not require any other medium in order to be significant.

* At a later stage, however, he must have made a distinction between Jiva (as a
concept) and Jiva (as Astikaya). Similarly he must have made a distinction between
Dharma and Dharmastikaya ete.

* [ am aware that the Jains use the word Dravya where a Vaisesika would use
Padartha.
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Time itself is such a medium, It is not bound to space in the manner material things
are bound to space. Thus only those concepts which require spatiality, in order for
them to be significant, and have a form of existence would alone be Astikaya.
Astikaya would also thus mean the body or medium of a concept which makes the con-
cepts exist and cease to be merely a concept. I feel that at some stage Jain philosophers
must have confused between the concept of Jiva and the actual Jiva. [t need not be
added that the concept of Jiva is a logical notion whereas Jiva is an empirical
existence,

Let me now understand how the Jain philosophers think of Jiva whichis a
Dravya and so which eixsts its own right. And here comes a very significant notion of
the Jains. First they think that the Jivas are Anantas-infinite. They also think that
Jivas are Asarmkhya-Pradefas. Prade$a here means space and by the statement Jivas
are Asaiiikhya-PradeSas-what is meant is that different Jivas can have different spatial
dimensions, What is admitted here is that the existent Jivas are spatial in character.
Again, if there is a living child then the Jtva of that child has the same extension as
the extension of the body. If the child grows the Jiva also grows for there is no part
of the living body which is unconscious. The Jivas is regarded as life-coat for the body.
It is a cap or a gown which covers every part of the body and is coextensive with it.
This Jiva is not ordinarily separable from the body. When it becomes Mukta then
like the left-skin of the serpent and the serpent which can be separated, the Jiva and
the body are separated. The Jiva in the context of the living body is continuously
growing but a Mukta Jiva would not occupy that part of the body where there are
empty spaces or hollowness. Thus in the case of a Mukta Jiva there may not be a one-
to-one correspondence between the extension ¢f Jiva and the body, and the extension
of the Mukta Jiva may be smaller than his body.

The most important and common-sense element in the whole theory of Jains is
this that they agree that consciousness of Jiva cannot exist without space. But this is
possible only if Jiva and body are inseparable. But inconsistently with this belief they
also believe that at the time of Mukti the Jiva and body can be separated. It is iike
taking out a cap of a fountain-pen and keeping it away from the fountain pen. In the
case of fountain-pen both the fountainpen and its cap are material. But can there be a
spatial form which exists and has no material characterization ? Itis almost like
thinking that there is a form of fragrance as a quality without any material bearer. It
is like the Cheshire cat in Alice in the wonderland, which goes away leaving its grin
behind. Can there be spatial layer of consciousness without a material body ? To
think of such layer is in fact to think that consciousness is also material though different
from the material body which is non-living. It is holding two belief-systems together
in two different chambers. Jain philosophers were toeing the common-sense so long as
they were thinking that the Jivas had pradesas. But to think of the Jivas along with
pradefas without body, i.e., Deha, is to mistify and liquidate the common sense. It is
the mistake of not distinguishing between vanishing of the phenomenon and separatio n
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of the two independent phenomena. This paradox can be dissolved only if we regard
that there are living spatial phenomena and non-living spatial phenomena such that
both of them have some material substratum. While intepreting Jain theory it is the
common sense, which we have to depend upon. The commonsense tells us that matter
is to be divided into living and non-living and is not to be abstracted into matter and
not-matter. But in such a case it is redundant to say that there are two bodies one
living and the other non-living and that the living body is super-imposed on the non-
living one. Spatiality, it is insisted, is a property both of living and non-living. In the
process of abstraction spatiality would also be abstracted. Perhaps for this reason
people talked of Karmika Deha. Unless Karma has spatiality and material properties
it could not be attached to Jiva at all. But this common sense stand of the Jains is
given up when they bring in the Mukta Jiva, and like other systems of Indian philo-

sophy add to confusion and become more or less like traditional Sa ikhya or traditional
Advaita,
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