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. PUBLISHER'S NOTE

The ﬁnll? ix;a%ggsi{:oﬁfé’hg“ﬂ(;‘sthuﬁwus work ;}fNJDr.
A «_ Y A
Y. J. Padl%(afx]iah, #. A., D, Phil~¢O%06R.), Mysore, India.
gy S s .AJ“J"
[T
He was awarded the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in

the University of Oxford early in the year 1955 for the thesis
entitled A Comparative Study of the Jaina Theories of
Reality and Knowledge which is published herein after
purchasing the rights thereof from his widow. Although
the work is mainly Jaina Philosophy, it includes treatment of
many other schools of Indian Philosophy, as well as con-
sideration of Western Philosophical theories where these
have a bearing on the subject of the thesis. It displays
a wide competence in all these various branches of
Philosophy and it was reported on very favourably by the.

examiners.

His subject is the interpretation of Jaina Logic and Epis-
temology from the standpoint of modern ideas on these
subjects. He is excellently equipped for the task. He has an
exceptionally thorough knowledge of Jainism, such as can
be acquired only by one brought up in it and a knowledge
of Sanskrit and Prakrit which enables him to handle the
original texts with ease. The thesis demonstrates that he is
a keen and diligent student of Indological subjects. The work
has, therefore, been an important contribution to the study

of Indian Philosophy.
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We approached Dr. E. Frauwallner through Muni Shri
Jamboovijayaji to oblige us with a preface to this work. The
same is received and is annexed hereto. We take this oppor-
tunity to thank Dr. E. Frauwallner.

Opinions of some of the renowned men with whom the

author came in contact during his life-time are appended

herewith.

Jvor, Jain Sahitya Vikas Mandal
102, Ghodbunder Road, A. K. Dosur

Vile Parle, Bombay 56 A. S. President




The Late Dr. Y. J. Padmarajiah
M. A, D. Phil. (Oxon.)
Mysore, India






OPINIONS

The late Prof. M. Hiriyanna, the great author of Out-
lines of Indian Philosophy and other works, reporting on
Dr. Y. J. Padmarajiah’s earlier research work (of consider-
able size and produced for the Master of Arts Degree in
Philosophy) on The Concept of Time, observed: “...... 1
think the thesis is very good. It is comprehensive, and gives
an excellent conspectus of the theories of time held in the
West, not excluding the difficult one of Einstein. But the
thesis is not a bare account of these theories. It is also critical
and comparative ........ The thesis is written throughout
in a simple and lucid style, and it shows that the candidate
has studied the subject with care and understanding.”

Dr. Padmarajiah extended his investigation of the above
subject (The Concept of Time), in some measure, into the
field of Indian Philosophy (vide his paper on “The Theory of
Time in Jainism” to the Indian Philosophical Congress, 1945,
published subsequently in the Journal of the Mysore Univer-
sity, Sec. A, 1947).

* * * %*

The late Mr. H. N. Spalding, M. A. (Oxon.), Bar-at-Law,
author; the founder of the Spalding Chair of Eastern Reli-
gions and Ethics (which was first occupied by Dr. S. Radha-
krishnan, D.C.L. (Oxon.), D. Litt. (Cantab.), etc.) at Oxford
University ; and also the founder of a Committee for a World
Bible (aimed at comprising the most exalted expressions of
the religious yearnings of all the significant religions of the
world) of which Dr. Y. J. Padmarajiah was a member.
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9, Soutn Parks Roap
OXFORD

91a JUNE, 1950

s I think very highly of Mr. Padmarajiah as a man,
and I should suppose as a scholar. The Acting Principal of
his College tells me that he is an unusually thoughtful man.
Younger men tell me that he explains some of the Sanskrit
psalms and music, as well as some of the great works of
Indian literature to them in exiremely clear and concise
terms. They speak of him as a very fine man. Judging from
all that I know of him, I share their opinion.”

Sd/- H. N. SPALDING
Member of New College and
Brasenose College, Oxford;

Author of Civilization in East and West;
Barrister-at-Law

* * * #*

The late Prof. S. N. Dasgupta, M. A., Ph.D. (Calcutta.
et Cantab), D. Litt. (hon. Rome), F. R.S. L., I. E. S., The
King George Professor of Philosophy (Rtd.), Calcutta
University; Principal (Rtd.), Sanskrit College, Calcutta;
author of the History of Indian Philosophy (4 Vols.) and
many other works—who knew Dr. Y. J. Padmarajiah and
his work in the early stages of research in England, wrote :

Avucust 10, 1950

“He (Y.J. Padmarajiah) is a very intelligent scholar and
has acquired a good deal of mastery over the dialectical
thought in the sphere of his research. When completed his
work will be, I believe, an important performance in the field
of comparative philosophy........So far as I know there is
no important work in the branch of research as envisaged in
the present study of Padmarajiah”.

Sd/- S. N. DasGUPTA
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Expressing the same opinion in a slightly variant form
and with some additions, on other occasion, the same great
authority on Indian Philosophy observes :

“Padmarajiah has been carrying researches, at Oxford,
in an important branch of Comparative Philosophy in asso-
ciation with the allied trends of Indian and Western thought.
He was, in the course of his studies, with me for about three
months during the summer of 1949 when he read with me
some of the most abstruse texts and I devoted no less than
three or four hours a day in elucidating the discussing
problems of his work. He is a very intelligent student
having a full grasp of his materials. ...... he will be able
to produce a really effective work on a relatively unexplored
subject in the field of comparative philosophy under his
present Supervisor, Dr. F. W. Thomas.”

Sd/- S. N. Dascupra

Dr. A. L. Basham, B. A. (Liond.), Ph. D. (Lond.), Reader
in Indian History in the University of London, and the
author of a well-known work on Ajivikism as well as of the
recent one : The Glory that was Ind, sponsoring Dr. Y. J.
Padmarajiah’s work : A Comparative Study of the Jaina
Theories of Reality and Knowledge (for which Oxford Uni-
versity awarded to the candidate the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy) to one of the foremost publishing concerns in
England writes :

ScHooL oF ORIENTAL &
AFRICAN STUDIES Lonpon, W.C. 1
UNIVERSITY OF LLONDON - 31st MARcH 1955

Dear Doctor,

The enclosed thesis is a work of major importance in the
field of Indian Philosophy and I would strongly recommend
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its publication. I have been in contact with the author for
the past four years, and can vouch for his scholarship and
ability. The subject is one which has hitherto been very
little studied and a standard textbook is badly needed. Dr.
Padmarajiah’s work would admirably meet the need.

Yours sincerely,
Sd/- A. L. BasHAM

Giving further expression to his opinion on Dr. Y. J.
Padmarajiah and his work Dr. A. L. Basham again writes :

ScHooL oF ORIENTAL &
AFRICAN STUDIES Lonpon, W.C. 1
UNIVERSITY OF LoNDON 31sT MarcH 1955

“To whom it may concern’

I have known Dr. Y. J. Padmarajiah for the past four
years, in the course of which I have followed with great
interest his research in Ancient Indian Philosophy. I have
read his thesis, and am convinced it is a’ work of major
importance and very sound scholarship.

Dr. Padmarajiah is a man of very pleasant and sincere
personality and I have no doubt that he will bring honour to
any University in which he serves. I unhesitatingly recom-

mend his appointment to an academic post...... to which he
is suited.

Sd/- A. L. BAsuam
Reader in Indian History



PREFACE

An important point in the external history of Indian
Philosophy which still remains unexplained to a great extent
is the relationship between the various systems and schools.
This may be due in part to the tradition of the texts the
insufficiency of which does not allow us to see more clearly.
Nevertheless it is striking how often important ideas and
even whole systems are not being noticed beyond the limits

of the own school.

Looking at things in general we may say that we
encounter constructive discussion with opponent theories
especially when there were different opinions on a certain
subject, as for example on the problem of generality
(s@manyam) as the object of verbal cognition, or on the details
of the act of cognition in the case of perception. Yet these are
cases where the interest is concerned less with the opponent’s
theory as such but rather with the elucidation and defence
of the own theory by discussing it with the opponent.

The discussion moves farther in the opponent’s field if
the topic is one of the fundamental theories of the other
system. Of such kind are in the discussion with the
Buddhists, for instance, the argument about the existence or
non-existence of a soul, or with the Nyaya the problem of the
existence of a supreme god. Very seldom the heterogeneous
system is considered in its totality and if it happens the

rendering of this system is usually not more than a rough
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description and the polemics more often than not repeat the
traditional arguments only. An appreciative investigation
of another system of thought is almost not to be found and
it is the most important and profound philosophical ideas

particularly which remain unregarded in these polemics.

The same can be said with regard to doxographic works.
A glance into the well-known Sarvadarsenasamgrahah of
Sayana Madhava sufficiently proves this. It is natural that
Sayana Madhava deals scantily with the old Buddhist
systems, which at his time had lost their importance long ago.
But from his book one does not get an idea of the philo-
sophical importance of an Utpaladeva or even Réamanuja
either. Generally we can state that many of the most
important philosophers of ancient India would be completely
unknown or only very inadequately known if we merely

knew them through the records of other schools and systems.

This holds gocd in a high degree in the case of Jinism.
During the whole period of Indian philosophy Jinism has not
been attended to very much by the other systems. Whatever
the causes for this neglection might have been—the history
of Jinism during this time is still a potential object of
thorough research—the facts are, that schools like the
Nyaya or the Mimamsa hardly mention Jinism in their
polemics. It is only since the time of Akalanka that the
Buddhists pay more attention to Jinism. And it is actually
striking when an author like Santaraksita in his Tattvasam-
grahal is quoting and refuting the opinions of single Jaina
teachers. This is even more astonishing since the literature
of the Jainas on the other hand is extensively occupied with
other schools and systems.
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One is almost inclined to think of a continuation of this
traditional fact finding Jinism likewise inadequately dealt
with in modern descriptions of Indian philosophy. As an
example I only refer to the extensive history of Indian philo-
sophy by S. Dasgupta. And even in more detailed descrip-
tions of Jinism like the well-known book by H. V. Glasenapp

the philosophical import is of no account.

Under these circumstances it is to be feared that Jinism
is not being adequately considered in the present-day endea-
vours of establishing a relationship between Indian and Wes-
tern philosophy. From this point of view efforts like the
present book are desirable and welcome. As the object of
his investigation the author has aptly chosen those theories,
which are of fundamental importance for the philosophical
thought of Jinism. He arranges them according to clear
aspects, comparing them with other Indian systems and similar
phenomena of Western philosophy and thereby trying to
clarify the connections. Thus his book offers plenty of sug-
gestions and it is to be wished that it might help to introduce
the valuable ideas contained in Jinism to the philosophical

discussion of to-day.

Indologisches Institut

der
. . . _ 5. Fra
Universitat Wien J E UWALLNER

Wien 1, Reltschulgasse 2
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"INTRODUCTION

Constructive thinking thrives on vigorous criticism. The
most formidable critical force ever directed against the schools
of Brahminism and Jainism was Buddhism. After the disap-
pearance of Buddhism from the scene of India, metaphysical
thinking in the Brahminical and the Jaina schools became
stagnant. \

In the last few decades, however, a new life has stirred in
the philosophical circles of India—thanks to the impact of
Western ideas, pﬁilosophical and scientific, on the traditional
patterns of thinking and study. One of the forms this life has
taken is the desire to understand where the Indian and the
Western trends of philosophical thought meet, and where they
part. Concurrently the interrelations of ideas among the Indian
schools themselves have been subjected to intensive investiga-
tion. In other words, the method of comparative study which
springs from the extended bounds of our philosophical know-
ledge, is gradually gaining ground, often unwittingly, as an
important organ of investigation. A closer investigation of
problems on comparative lines may reveal deeper affinities as
well as sharper divergences, in these fields of study, than
hitherto suspected.

In pursuing the comparative method of investigation it is
necessary tobe on one’s guard against superficial and mis-

leading resemblances among ideas. One should bear in mind
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that the ideas nurtured in one mental soil do not easily lend
themselves to comparison with the ideas springing from a
different mental soil. But this thought should not deter the
seeker from his efforts. He should remember that despite
their alien circumstances Sankara and Hegel (or more parti-
cularly F. H. Bradley) have, between them, more in common
than Sankara and Kumarila on the one hand and Hegel (or
Bradley) and Bertrand Russell on the other.

The present comparative study has been undertaken with
the awareness of these difficulties. The problems selected
for study are of a fundamental character and have not been
treated, at any rate in recent times, by the same methods
as are adopted here, nor have they been discussed in

such detail.

Except in the course of a brief lecture by an Indian scholar,
the important problem of relation (sambandha) has not as yet
been treated by any writer. A similar neglect is shown in the
case of the central problem of identity-in-difference which
occupies the major portion of the first part of this study.
Topics such as causal efficiency (arthakriyakdritvam), the
concept of uniqueness (jatyantaratva), the dialectical impli-
cations of the doctrine of manifoldness (anekdntavdda), and
the interrelatedness of anekintavada, nayavdada and syadvida
have not received the attention they deserve from the
exponents of Indian philosophy. All this can be traced to the
fact that Jainism in general and the Jaina philosophy in parti-
cular have been a neglected branch of the Indian studies. The
present work has been undertaken to fill, in some measure,
the gap created by prolonged neglect.
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The scope of the subject-matter of the present study has
been given in the text itself. A few remarks may, however,

be made here about its nature and limitations :(—

This work presupposes a broad familiarity with the
philosophical position of Jainism as given, for instance, in J.
L. Jaini’s Outlines of Jainism, or in A. Chakravarti’s intro-
duction to his edition of Kundakunda’'s Paficdstikdyasdra, or

in any of the historical works on Indian philosophy.

No references have been made, except incidentally, to the
Jaina canonical works. This is mainly due to the fact that
many of the well-developed metaphysical ideas are a product
of the post-canonical period although some basic ideas such as
that reality is of the nature of permanence and change are
found in an embryonic form in the canonical texts. More-
over, some scholars have already brought out a few works on
the canonical section of Jaina literature. Amongst these the
most notable are : W. Schiibring’s Die Lehre der Jainas, A.
Weber’s Sacred Literature of the Jainas (E. T. by H. W. Smith
in Indian Antiquary, 1888-1892), and N. Tatia’s Studies in
Jaina Philosophy, and, above all, Vijayarajendra’s Abhidhdna-
rdjendra, a massive canonical lexicon (in Jaina Prakrit, 7
vols.), and Ratnacandra’s Ardha-Magadht Dictionary
(5 vols.).

The epistemological part of this study has confined itself
mainly to the treatment of the methods of knowledge. Further
epistemological problems, such as the ‘ways of knowing’
(pramdnas) and the various issues connected with them,

could not be discussed within the limits of this work.
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Owing to the nature of the subject-matter no strict
adherence to chronology has been possible. The sequence
in which the names of the various thinkers and their ideas
occur has been governed by logical considerations.

Discussions on Buddhistic ideas have been restricted,
mainly, to the development of Buddhism in India.

\ The system of diacritical marks adopted in the course of
this work is that of the Royal Asiatic Society.

A few footnotes have been rather lengthy because they
deal with some basic notions (e. g., continuity, relativity and
divisibility) which call for a somewhat elaborate treatment.
* The inclusion of this matter in the body of the main text
would have introduced needless complication into the discus-
sion of the main arguments in the text. Moreover any serious
curtailment in their length would, it was felt, affect the

requirements of clarity and proper documentation of the text.

In presenting the ideas of some kdrikds and the gdthds
a compromise has been adopted between a too literal

translation and very free rendering into English.

In conclusion, the writer wishes to express his gratitude
to Prof. T. Burrow, Prof. S. Radhakrishnan and Dr. F. W.
Thomas, for the able guidance and constant encouragement
he received from them while preparing this work. He is also
grateful for the help accorded him by the authorities of the
following libraries : The Old Bodleian, Oxford; The Library
of the Indian Institute, Oxford; The Library of the School of
Oriental and African Studies, London; The Library of the
Commonwealth Relations Office, London; and The British
Museum Library, London.



ABSTRACT

The ontological section (Pt. I) of this study begins with
a search for a balanced view of reality in which the elements
of identity (abheda) and difference (bheda) would find
their due place. The search results in the formulation of a
scheme involving five pdssible approaches to the problem of
reality. Four of them, viz., reality is (i) mere identity,
(ii) mere difference, (iii) identity-in-difference in which
identity predominates, and (iv) identity-in-difference in which
difference predominates, are examined with various illustra-
tions and found wanting as adequate explanations of our
total ontological experience. The last approach, (v) a co-
ordinate view of identity-in-difference, put forward by the
Jaina thinkers, is found to meet the requirements of &
satisfactory explanation. This view is, then, further examined
and the validity of its approach confirmed from the philoso-
phical views of Kumarila Bhatta, Inmanuel Kant, and A. N,
Whitehead.

Next, certain flaws (dosas), alleged to exist in the Jaina
view, are enumerated, analysed and refuted individually. The
critics’ unfamiliarity with, or misapprehension of, the nature
and significance of negation in the Jaina view of reality is
shown to be at the back of their objections. Another mis-
apprehension on the part of certain critics takes, it is pointed
out, the form of confusing the Jaina view with a ‘mixed’ theory
(midravada) in which identity and difference remain extrane-
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ous to each other. In the course of clearing up this confusion
the integral and the unique (jdtyantara) features of the co-

ordinate synthesis of identity-in-difference are brought out.

There follows a discussion of two aspects of reality, viz.,
the relational structure and causal efficiency (arthakriyd-
karitvam). It is shown that these, like other aspects of reality,
can exist and function only within the ontological framework
of a co-ordinate identity-in-difference.

An attempt (i) to determine the meaning and content of
the notion of dravya’ (substance) and (ii) to distinguish
between the two concepts of guna (intrinsic attribute) and
parydya (extrinsic attribute) concludes Part One of this
work. It should be added that several notions such as
relativity or interrelatedness, continuity (and the allied
notions of compactness and consecutiveness), divisibility and
negation (apoha) have been touched upon, in appropriate
places, in the course of this part.

The epistemological section (Pt. II) endeavours to present
an analytical account and a critical estimation of the methods
of knowledge, recognised by the Jaina thinkers, under the
characteristic doctrines of standpoints and of conditional
predications (nayavdda and syddvdda). The presentation of
these methods is, however, preceded by an investigation into
the nature and the logical evolution of the theory of manifold-
ness (anekdntavdda) because this theory is the basis of the
methods just referred to. The analysis reveals that the
principle of distinction inherent in the logic of any realistic
school of philosophy, has been given full play in the
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development of this theory of manifoldness. Hence the claim
that it represents the most consistent form of realism in
Indian metaphysics. It is sought to justify this claim through
the postulation of the various logical steps, the last one of
‘which, it is maintained, represents the climax of the realistic

procedure.

Finally the analytical method of standpoints (nayavdda)
and the synthetical method of conditional or seven-fold
predication (syddvdda or saptabhang?) have been dealt with
at some length. They are shown to constitute a comprehensive
scheme of complementary methods designed to help the mind
in grasping the indeterminate nature of reality in its unity
as well as in its diversity. Each method has been indivi-
dually treated under the scheme of these cognitive instru-
ments and a critical evaluation of the two doctrines has been
offered at the end of the chapters concerned. The essential
implications of some of the more important notions such as
syat (a conditional particle) and avaktavyam (the inexpress-
ible) have also been touched upon in their appropriate

contexts.

The work has aimed throughout at a comparative treat-
ment of the problems. Effort has been made to avoid strained
and far-fetched comparisons and contrasts and to treat

criticisms and controversies in a constructive spirit.






PART 1

ONTOLOGY (The Nature of Reality)






CHAPTER 1

A Preliminary Statement of an Important Veddntic
and Buddhistic Objection against the Jaina View
of Reality, leading to the Formulation of Five
Types of Approach to the Problem of Reality






CHAPTER 1

An Objection Stated, and a Scheme of Five Types
of Approach to the Problem of the Nature of
“Reality Formulated.

The present study aims at a critical and comparative
exposition of certain ontological and epistemological problems
centering round the most fundamental metaphysical presup-
position of identity-in-difference in Jaina philosophy. It will
be divided into two parts : Ontology (Part I) and Epistemology
(Part II). The first part will comprise eight chapters in the
course of which a critical examination will be undertaken,
of the various non-Jaina schools—not excluding a few
striking trends of Western schools—of philosophy, as well as
of the Jaina school, from the point of view of the problem
of the nature of reality as identity-in-difference. The latter
part will include three chapters which contain, essentially, a
treatment of some topics which have a bearing on the modes
or methods of valid knowledge in Jaina philosophy. These
topics are the doctrines of manifoldness (anekantavada),
standpoints (nayavada), and the dialectic of conditional
predications (syadvdda).

A firm grasp of the Jaina view of reality as identity-
in-difference can follow only when it is distinguished from
the other views. We see among these other views several

types : one of these types recognises mere identity as the



14 JAINA THEORIES OF REALITY AND KNOWLEDGE

ultimate nature of reality; another accords this status to
difference; the third type treats identity-in-difference as the
ultimate reality but considers identity as more primary than
difference, while the fourth one adopts the converse
viewpoint; and, lastly, the fifth type, represented by the
Jaina view, considers identity and difference as being neces-
sarily co-ordinate, or equal, elements in reality. Together,
these types, each of which represents a basically distinctive
viewpoint, give rise to a scheme of five-fold classification
which will be referred to towards the end of this chapter.

Starting with an important objection made against the
Jaina view of identity-in-difference by the Vedantic and
Buddhist thinkers, we shall, in the course of the present
chapter, be led to a preliminary review of the basic meta-
physical viewpoints of the two schools, and, eventually, to a
formulation of the five-fold classification just referred to. A
somewhat elaborate examination of these two schools as well
as of several others—all of which come within the range
of the five-fold classification—will then be attempted in the
course of the following five chapters. In the course of this
procedure a number of issues, connected with the develop-
ment of the main problem of reality, will inevitably arise.
They will also be touched upon according to their degree
of relevance and importance in the present study.

Granting, for the moment, the validity of the Jaina con-
ception of identity-in-difference, and equating this conception
to that of being-cum-non-being—these and similar other equi-
valent concepts and epithets will be fully explained in their
appropriate places—, we may begin with the statement of the
Vedantic objection. '



CHAPTER I : 15
The objection® runs as follows :—

“On account of the impossibility (of contradictory attri-
butes) in one thing, (the Jaina doctrine is) not (to be accept-

ed)” (naikasminnasambhavit).

Commenting on this aphorism of Badardyana, Sankara
maintains that “...... it is impossible that contradictory
attributes such as being and non-being should at the
same time belong to one and the same thing; just as
observation teaches us that a thing cannot be hot and
cold at the same moment.”? This charge of contradiction
ismade from the point of view of the philosopher of being or
identity which has reached its logical perfection—or rather
its extreme—in the metaphysics of Sankara. The monistic

foreshadowings® of the Upanisadic real have been forged with

1. SBE, Vol. XXXIV, p. 428. See also BBSB, p. 127, the Vartikam
and the Pradipah in BSB, p. 597 f., as well as the Bhdsya-
bhavaprakasikd (by Citsukhamunim), printed at the end in
the same work, p. 61, Prakatdrthavivaranam (author unknown,
ed. T. R. Chintamani, Madras University, 1935), Vol. I, p. 447 f.,
Bhdmatt (by Vacaspati MiSra, Kashi Sarh. Series, 1935), p. 291
f., and Ratnaprabhd (by Govindananda in the Aphorisms of the
Vedanta, ed. R. N. Vidyaratna, Bib. Ind., 1863), Vol. I, pp. 583-84.

SBE, Vol. XXXIV, p. 429.

3. Cf: eko devah sarvabhiitesu giudhah sarvavydpi sarvabhiitan-

tardatmd/ Svetd$vatara, VI. 11. (The Twelve Principal Upanisads,
TPH, Madras, 1931, Vol. I, p. 308.)
tatra ko mohah kah $oka ekatvam anupadyatah / Isa, 7, ibid., p. 8.
i$a vasyam idam sarvam / Ibid., 1, p. 5.
Although such utterances signify the primary reality of a
unitary principle they are not to be understood as signifying
the unreality or illusoriness of the world as was done by
Sankara and his followers. See also the following f.n.
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a radical transformation® into an identity-ridden (sattddvaita)
ontological and logical scheme at the hands of Sar‘lkaravand
his followers, who have reinforced the dialectical strength of
their master. Itis difficult to maintain that the Upanisads®

1. The transformation relates, among other things, to two im-
portant issues, viz., (a) imposing on the earlier Vedanta a two-
plane reality (nirgunabrahman, indeterminate absolute, and
sagunabrahman, determinate absolute, or I$vara), and a cor-
responding two-plane truth (pardvidyd or ‘higher knowledge’
and apardvidyd or ‘lower knowledge’). Thibaut says, in this
connection: *“If we have not to discriminate between a lower
and a higher knowledge of Brahman, it follows that the dis-
tinction of a lower and higher Brahman is likewise not valid”.
SBE, Vol. XXXIV, p. XCI); and (b) substituting wivartavida
(the theory of illusory world), in which the effect is unreal and
the cause alone isreal, for the earlier parind@mavdda in which
both the cause and the effect are real. (Cf: “Is there anything
in the early Upanisads to show that the authors believed in the
objective world being an illusion? Nothing at all.” E.W.
Hopkins, JAOS, Vol. XXII, second half, p. 385 {f.)

2. “ The Upanisads do not call upon us to look upon the whole
world as a baseless illusion to be destroyed by knowledge,
the great error which they admonish us to relinquish is
rather that things have a separate individual existence, and are
not tied together by the bond of being all of them effects
of Brahman, or Brahman itself. They do not say that true
knowledge sublates this false world, as Sankara says, but that
it enables the sage to extricate himself from the world—the
inferior miirta ripa of Brahman, to use an expression of the
Brhadaranyaka—and to become one with Brahman in its
highest form. We are trying to see everything in Brahman, and
Brahman in everything; the natural meaning of this is ‘we look
upon the whole world as a true manifestation of Brahman, as
springing from it and animated by it’.” He adds further
that Mayavada also uses this saying but by “perverting its
manifest sense”. Thibaut, SBE, Vol. XXXIV, Intro. p. CXIX
f. See also the following f.n. R.G.Bhandarkar confirms this
fact when he observes:“The opinion expressed by some
eminent scholars that the burden of upanisad teaching is the
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or even the Brahmasiitras' consistently advocated the Sankara
view of nirgunabrahman (pure, attributeless, or relationless
identity) coupled with the unreality (mdya) of the world of
difference and plurality if only for the reason that they are
claimed, at least with equal, if not greater, validity, as the
main source of the Brahminical schools such as the earlier
Bhedabhedaor the later Visistadvaitametaphysics. The weight
of evidence seems, on the contrary, to tilt the balance in favour
of an integral view in which both identity and difference, being
and becoming, the one and the many, are real or rather stand
in a relationship of real cause to real effect. Several scholars
suggest, and others definitely maintain, that Sankara revo-

lutionised?, or even—in so far as he evolved the phenomenalist

illusive character of the world and the reality of the onesoul
only, is manifestly wrong and I may even say,is indicative of
an uncritical judgement.” Vaisnavism, Saivism and Minor Reli-
gious Systems (Strassburg, 1913),p. 2, f.n. 2.

1. Cf. “That the Maya doctrine was not present to the mind
of the Sutrakara further appears from the latter part of
the fourth pada of the first edhydya, where it is shown that
Brahman is not only the operative but also the material cause
of the world. If anywhere, there would have been the place to
indicate, had such been the author’s view, that Brahman is the
material cause of the world through Maya only, and that the
world is unreal, but the Siitras donot contain a single word to
that effect. Siitra 26 on the other hand exhibits the significant
term ¢ parindmdt ’. Brahman produces the world by means of a
modification of itself.” Thibaut, op. cit.,, p. XCIV f.

2. The revolution consists in the superaddition of phenomenalism
(mdydvida) derived perhaps from the Madhyamika Buddhism
(See Jacobi in JAOS, Vol. XXXIII, p. 54 and Sukthankar
in the Vienna Oriental Journal, Vol. XXII, pp. 137-8),
through Gaudapada, to the principle of identity derived from
certain Upanisadic utterances. Cf. HIP, Vol. I, pp. 493-4.

2
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view (mdydvdda) of the world—made a break with the pre-
vailing realistic or evolutionary viewpoint according to which
the unitary Brahman transforms itself into the manifold of
the physical and vital universe without losing' its primordial
nature of perfection or fullness’. The view maintained by
Sankara is appropriately characterised as brahmavivartavada

in contrast to its predecessor brahmaparindmavada.

Brahman, according to Sankara, is the sole reality which
does not admit of any difference whatsoever. Ontologically,
his view is, therefore, one of pure and undifferentiated

being.

Advaitism then, affords the best example, in Indian
metaphysics, of the philosophy of identity or permanence
which is the exact antithesis to Buddhism which
adheres, with equal tenacity, to the doctrine of total

impermanence and the consequent idea of flux’. Except

With respect to the reality of one being, Bhartrhari also
seems to have influenced Sankara. See S. N. Dasgupta’s
Indian Idealism (Cambridge, 1933), p. 196.

1. Cf. The schools of Bhartrprapafica, Bhaskara, Yadava and
Ramanuja in the sequel.
2. Cf. Om pirnam adah purnem idam pirpdt pirnem udacyate /
pirpasya purigem dddya purnam evavasisyate //
—The Twelve Principal Upanigsads (TPH), I$a, p. 5.

3. Referring to the “two contrary philosophical systems” in
regard to the problem of flux Stcherbatsky writes: “We are
faced in India by two quite different theories of a Universal
Flux. The motion representing the world-process is either a
continuous motion or it is a discontinuous, although compact
(sdndratara), one. The latter consists of an infinity of discrete
moments following one another almost without intervals. In
the first case the phenomena are nothing but waves or fluctua-
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for the early sect of the Vatsiputriyas' the ultimacy of

tions (vrtti) standing out upon a background of an eternal, all-
pervading, undifferentiated matter (pradhdna) with which
they are identical. The Universe represents a Legato movement
(parin@mavada). In the second case there is no matter at all,
flashes of energy (samsk@ravdda=sanghdtavada) follow one an-
other and produce the illusion of stabilized phenomena. The Uni-
verse is then a Staccato movement. The first view is maintain-
ed in the Sankhya system of philosophy, the second prevails
in Buddhism”. (Bud. Log., Vol. I, p. 83. The Sanskrit equiva-
lents within brackets have been given in footnotes in the book.)
For a contrast between the Buddhist view and the views of the
VaiSesika and the Naiyayika on the nature of motion or change,
see ibid., pp. 99-107. For a further comparison with Bergson’s
view in the matter, see ibid., p. 107, f.n. 9, and pp. 115-118. In
spite of the overwhelming similarity between the Bergson-
ian and the Buddhistic view of change, in general, we should
not fail to see an important difference between the two on the
point of duration and moments : duration for the Buddhist is a
mental construction and moments alone are real, whereas,
for Bergson, the moments are “artificial cuts” in duration which
alone is real. (Cf. ibid., p. 115 and p. 118.) The “running
reality” of Heraclitus of ancient Greece is another onto-
logy which has a close resemblance to the Buddhistic view
of momentary change. Here again a fundamental point
of divergence, which is not often patent to a super-
ficial observation, centers round the law of opposites or
of contradiction. Buddhism roundly repudiates this law.
(Cf. its famous universal dictum: yo viruddhadharmdadhya-
savan ndsau ekah, i. e., that (entity) of which two or more
opposed characteristics are predicated cannot be one. Another
expression of the same truth is: viruddhadharmasarmsargadt
anyadvastu, i. e., ‘a thing is “other” if united to incompatible
properties’. See infra, p. 23 and f.n.3 thereon, and NBTD,
p. 5.) Heraclitus, on the contrary, bases his theory on the
“harmony of opposites”. (Cf. Bud. Log., Vol. I, pp. 425-7.)

The most admirable exposition of this school is found
in Stcherbatsky’s “ The Soul Theory of the Buddhists” which
forms “a special index” to the last chapter of Vasubandhu’s
Abhidharmako$a. The other works which give a statement
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and criticism of this school are the same author’s Bud. Log.,
Vol. I, p. 343 ff., Vol. II, p. 25, fn. 2, p. 115, etc. and The
Central Conception of Buddhism, pp. 70-71. See also TSS,
kdrikds 336-49, and S. Mookerji's Buddhist Philosophy
of Universal Flux (Calcutta, 1935), pp. 185-192. Even this
school which is referred to as “the only important departure
from the original scheme” of Buddhism, “dared not readmit”
the substance soul, nor was it “reluctant” to deny unity or
“personality” (pudgala) among the separate elements of the
aggregates (safighdta). Hence it is said to have resorted to a
“dialectical” device and argued that the “personality was
neither identical with the elements nor different from
them”. (Cf. Bud. Log., Vol. I, p. 110.) Stcherbatsky’s character-
ization of this hesitant or “feeble” attitude of the Vatsiputriyas
as a case of contradiction is right. But his comparison of
this school with that of the Jainas is not well-founded : “This
course of admitting dialectical reality”, he writes, “and neglect-
ing the law of contradiction reminds us of the dialectical
‘method very popular among the Jainas and consisting in
assuming everywhere a double and contradictory essence.”
(Ibid.). The Jaina theory of reality does not predicate contra-
dictory attributes of the same subject at the same time and
from the same point of view, although it admits the manifold
(anekanta) nature of everything. Nor does it anywhere assume
“a double and contradictory essence” in the nature of things.
Mookerjee states the Jaina position as follows: “The Vedantist
starts with the premise that reality is one universal existence;
the Buddhist fluxist believes in atomic particulars, each
absolutely different from the rest and having nothing under-
lying them to bind them together....The Jaina differs from
them and maintains that the universal and the particular
are only distinguishable traits in a real.” (JPN, p. 13.) Referring
to the law of contradiction in relation to Jainism he further
observes, “ The Jaina also believes in the truth of the law of
contradiction, buthe insists that the law should be sought
not in a priori thought but in concrete experience of the
behaviour of a thing.” (Ibid., p. 14). Moreover, it emphatically
affirms substantiality or identity as a co-ordinate (not con-
tradictory) factor with that of difference in the real so that
such a positive attitude becomes, in comparison with that of
the hesitant Vatsiputriyas, not a matter of difference in
degree but one of kind.
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change' or becoming® has been the unchanging bedrock
of the great and complex development of Buddhistic
thought from its beginnings : Like Badarayana and
Sankara, Santaraksita and his commentator KamalaSila
direct, from the Buddhist point of view, the charge
of self-contradictoriness (viruddhadharmdadhydsa) against
the Jaina synthetic view of the co-ordinate existence
of the substance’® (dravya) and its modes or states
(parydyas): “If the oneness between the substance and the
states is real” (not figurative or agauna), observes
Kamalasila, “then the substance also becomes diversified
(vyavrttimat) like the states. If (on the contrary) the states
become pervasive (anugatitmakadh) in their character, then

M 4

‘they become identical (aikdtmatd) with the substance”.

1. “All things change....Change is the stuff of reality. There
is neither permanence nor identity with regard to the
world.” IP, Vol.I, p. 368. Change, in Buddhism, does not mean
a transformation occurring in an enduring medium. It is, so
to say, a “revolution” rather than an “evolution”, and, con-
stitutes the sole reality. The thing must either remain or go,
it cannot do both at once, changing and remaining. If it has
changed, itis not the same (na hi sa eva anyathd@ bhavati or
naikasya anyathdtvam asti). The example of melted brass
proves nothing. Melted brass and solid brass are “other’”
objects. (Bud. Log., Vol.I, p. 98.) Therefore change is both
total and perpetual.

2. “Thebecoming of all that is, is the central fact of Buddhism :
Identity of objects is an unreality.” IP, Vol. I, pp. 368-369 ff.
“In his (Buddhist’s) view there is no Being at all, and the
only reality is Becoming”. OIP, p. 211.

3. A real, according to Jainism, consists of substance and its
modes (dravyaparydydatmakam vastu).

4. TSS, karikas 317-18, E. T. mine. See also the next three
kdrikdas and the PK. on all the five. In kd. 321 (given below)
Santaraksita clinches the argument against the Jaina thesis
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Jitdri, another great Buddhist logician, adds his powerful
voice to the attack in his Anekantavdda-Nirdsah.! The gist
of his rather lengthy, but closely argued, polemic? against the
anekdntavddin’s theory of identity-in-difference may be
stated as follows : When the anekdntavddin maintains that
dravya and parydyae are identical, owing to the identity
 of their nature, it means that he affirms nothing short of their

total identity (ekardpataiva). Difference, based on (the

by the following criticism : Therefore, it must be admitted that
either there is destruction of all, or that all is permanent:
exclusiveness (vydvriti) and inclusiveness (anugama) cannot
subsist in any single entity. (tato niranvayo dhvamsah sthiram
vd sarvamisyatim/ ekdtmani tu maiva sto vyadvrtyenugamdavi-
mau//). The spirit of this criticism is that either the sub-
stance (identity, dravya, or anugama) perishes with the ever-
perishing states (parydyas, difference or vydvrtti), or the ever-
persisting states become imperishable like the substance which
supports them. This criticism is, of course, made against the
Jaina theory of the real as a combination of the unity of a
substance with the diversity of the states. It implies that
the only two possibilities logically warranted by the Jaina
position are either that substance should be pluralised
like the inherent states, or the states should be integrated into
a unity, the co-existence of unity and plurality being, accord-
ing to the Buddhist, logically absurd. The adoption of either
course knocks the bottom out of the Jaina metaphysics, driving
it into the arms of either the eternalist Vedantin or the fluxist
Bauddha.

1. Printed as the last section in the Tarkabhdsd and Vadasthdna
of Moksakaragupta and Jitaripada, edited by H. R. Ranga-
swami Iyengar, Mysore, 1944.

2. Its length forbids its full citation here. The gist of the
argument stated above, however, gives the main issue raised.
The whole account in the text is but an amplification of the is-
sue and refers to the several finer shades of the argument. The
issue is dealt with, in considerable detail, in the sequel from
the Jaina point of view. See infra, Ch. V.
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secondary consideration) number etc. (sankhyddi), will then
be fictitious (kalpan@matrakalpitah sydt). For, real difference
(paramdarthiko bhedah) between the two cannot proceed from
the identity of their nature.! Or conversely, when the
anekantavadin pleads that dravya and parydya are different,
it means that he affirms their unqualified difference. Identity
will then be fictitious. For real identity (svabhdvabhedah)
cannot proceed from the difference which is their basic and
total nature. The truth about the whole position, according
to Jitari, is that one cannot have identity as well as difference
by the same nature.” The entire argument, from the Buddhist
side, may be said to have been grounded on the basic truth
of the fundamental Buddhistic dictum : “It cannot be right
to affirm and deny a thing at once, affirmation and denial

being mutually contradictory ”.?

Thus we have seen that the same objection is raised by

the two diametrically opposed systems of ontology, viz., the

1. na hi yayoh svabhdvabhedah tayoh anyathd pdramdrthiko bhedah
sambhavati / Ibid., p. 112.

na ca tenaiva svabhdvena bheda$ cabhedasca / Ibid.

nehyekasya ekada vidhipratisedhau parasparaviruddhau yuktau /
Again : anydnanyayoh anyonyaparihirasthitalaksanatvit/ Kamala-
$ila in PK. on kdrikds 316 and 1795, respectively, in TSS.
The implications of this argument are again set forth,
in considerable detail, with particular reference to the
syadvadin’s view of the universal (sdmdnya) and the parti-
cular (visesa) in the section on “The Examination of
Syadvada” (karikds 1709-1785 and the PK. thereon). The
karikas 1726-1735, together with the comm., specifically eluci-
date and refute the “mutually contradictory” position of the
Jainas touching, incidentally, upon the idea of diversity as
conceived by the anekdntavadin.
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Vedanta and Buddhism, against the anekdnta theory of

reality.

The full significance, the necessity and the value of the
Jaina defence, accompanied by a critical consideration of its
opponents’ fundamental assumptions governing their philo-
sophical structure, can be fully appreciated only when the
Jaina approach is viewed against the full background of
Indian philosophy. Already a pértial statement of the two
principal opponent schools, viz., the Vedanta (Advaitism)
and Buddhism, has been made mainly from the point of view
of their criticism of the Jaina theory of reality. The identity-
view of Advaita is, in this context, a comparatively straight-
forward and unequivocal position, despite an immense range
of internal developments within the framework of its adher-
ence to this fundamental viewpoint. Hence, except for a
further brief review, no elaborate treatment of this school
iscalled for. A somewhat fuller glimpse into the basic ideas
of Buddhism is necassary in view of the great impact, ranging
over several centuries,' of this system, on the development of
anekantavida. In between these two extremes of Vedanta
and Buddhism, either of which leads to a lop-sided view, there
are several schools which endeavour, with varying degrees
of success, a compromise or a synthesis between the identity

or substance view and the difference or modal view.? These

1. Cf. “The principal actors on the Scene of ‘The Indian Mediaeval
School of Indian Logic’ (460 A. D.-1200 A.D.) were, as is well-
known, the Jainas and the Buddhists.” Vide, HIL, pp. 157-158.

2. These are characterised, in the Jaina terminology, as
dravydrthikenaye and parydydrthikanaya, respectively.
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schools also will have to be treated severally for two impor-
tant reasons, viz., (a) that in common with the Vedantin and
the Buddhist, they (e.g., Visistadvaita of Ramanuja or Dvaita
of Madhva) impute the charge of self-contradiction against
Jainism ; and (b) that they also afford rich material for a
fruitful comparative study of the problem.!

In surveying the field of Indian philosophy from the
point of view of the problem of the nature of reality we may
adopt, as our guiding principle, the following five-fold
classification which includes, within its scope, the different
schools of philosophical thought in terms of their adherence
to “identity’’ alone, or to “difference” alone, or to both in
unequal or equal proportions. The five types of philosophy
embodied in this classification are intended to include almost
any school, whether or not specifically to be mentioned
in the course of our comparative study, in so far as such
a school comes within the purview of our inquiry into the

nature of reality.

1. The Philosophy of Being or Identity.
2. The Philosophy of Becoming (Change) or Difference.

1. The Sankhya, for instance, postulates the wultimate prin-
ciples of prakrti and purusa and yet swings, in the ultimate
analysis, to the side of the Vedantin by virtue of his pre-
dominant emphasis on identity as a satkdryavdadin. Conversely,
the logical end of the VaiSesika’s exclusive emphasis on the
postulate of wviSesa or particularity leads him to import ab
extra the elemeft of samavdya (the necessary relation, see
Ch. VII), the untenability of which (the samavdya) is proved
by the tremendous polemical storm that has been raised,
in Indian Logic, over it. Vide the sections on the Sankhya
and the VaiSesika in the sequel.
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3. The Philosophy subordinating Difference to Identity.
The Philosophy subordinating Identity to Difference.

5. The Philosophy co-ordinating both Identity and
Difference.

The Vedéanta (Advaitism) as the school of Identity
par excellence and Buddhism as the school of Difference
par excellence are raspectively brought under the first and the
second categories in the above classification. The Sankhya,
the Bhedabhedavada (of Bhartrprapafica, Bhiskara, Yadava
and Nimbarka) and the ViSistadvaitavada (of Rimanuja)
figure under the third category. The VaiSesika and the Dvaita
(of Madhva) systems come under the fourth type and
Jainism under the last. Hegelianism, though a school of
Western philosophy, will also be brought into this scheme
owing to its being frequently cited as a close Western
analogue or parallel of Jainism. On examination it will be
found to align itself with the third category despite its agree~
ment with Jainism in certain vital points. Incidentally the
Suddhadvaita of Vallabha (distinguished from the Kevali-
dvaita of Sankara) will be referred to in a small footnote
under Advaitism because of its exclusive emphasis on iden-
tity (Brahman) as in Advaitism. Where it differs from the
latter is in being a brahmaparindmavdda and, thereforé, in
recognising the reality of the jiva (the finite self) and the
jada (physical world) as identical with Brahman (brahma-
tmaka). After the necessarily brief treatment, separate or
incidental, of the various schools coming under the five
categories of the classification, the Jaina theory of reality as a
case of the meeting of extremes, and its answer to the
common charge of self-contradiction and other errors believed
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to issue therefrom, will be outlined in its appropriate context.
The other topics which more or less form corollaries of the
theory will then be dealt with reserving, as already indicated,
an inquiry into some epistemological problems for the second
part of this study.

We may now proceed to consider the school or schools
which have been first assigned to each of the five classes of
approach indicated in the -classification just formulated.
Among these schools the Vedantic absolutism and Buddhism
which come under the first and the second categories respect-
ively have already been dealt with. But the treatment has
been very sketchy, at any rate of thelatter system (Buddhism).
Owing to the great importance of the issues involved a few
additional remarks on the former system and a somewhat
elaborate treatment of the latter one, will greatly help us in
evolving a proper perspective in which the Jaina contribution
to the effort of solving the ontological and the epistemological
questions can be viewed.






CHAPTER II

A Study in Contrasts:
A. The Philosophy of Identity (or Being);

B. The Philosophy of Difference (Becoming
or Change).






CHAPTER II
A. The Philosophy of Being or Identity

The Upanisads taught that Brahman is the ultimate

reality’ although they are not’ definitely committed to the

vivartavida of Sankara according to which the world is em-

pirical or phenomenal (maya or vivarta). Both the Vedic and

the Upanisadic seers did not see any incompatibility’ between

conceiving Brahman with and without form (ripa and ariipa),

the whole and its parts and both unity and diversity. The

difference’ (bheda), between Brahman and the world was con-

sidered to be internal (svagata) or homogeneous (sajdtilya)

rather than external or heterogeneous (vijdtiya). As a matter

1.

The following Upanisadié utterances declare unity but do
so without perhaps repudiating difference as madyd which
is not unreasonably believed to have been foisted on them by
Sankara : mrtyoh sa mrtyum gacchati ya iha ndneva padyati
(Katha IV. 11, Twelve Principal Upanisads, TPH. Edn., Vol. I,
p. 80). vdcarambhanam vikdro ndmadheyam mrttiketyeva satyam
(Chdndogya, VI. 1.4, ibid., Vol III, p. 189). ekamevddvitiyam
(Ibid., VI. 2.1, pp. 190-1).

2. See supra, pp. 15-18 and the footnotes thereon, for the views of

3.
4.

Thibaut and Bhandarkar as well as for the references to the
views of Jacobi and Sukthankar.

See Thibaut’s remarks, supra, p. 16, f.n. 1 and 2.

The notion of difference has been conceived in three forms,
viz., sajdtiye, or the difference which exists between some-
thing and something else of the same class; wvijatiya, or
the difference which exists between something belonging to
one class and another thing belonging to another class; and,
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of fact it was conceived to be the nature of Brahman alter-
nately to become the manifest world, i. e., to transform itself
into thé world, and to re-absorb the world into itself. We can,
therefore, safely say that pre-Sankara Vedanta was not a
vivartavdda with its inevitable two-plane' reality—the one
real and the other phenomenal—but a kind of evolutionary
monism (ekatvavdda) or brahmaparindmavdde admitting,
not altogether unconsciously, the dual reality of the transform- .

ing ultimate and its transformed manifestation of the world.

While Vedic-Upanisadic monism admitted of duality or
difference and, therefore, characterised it (difference) in
relatively positive terms, Sankara Advaitism, employing a
negativistic’ method, perhaps under the influence of the
Madhyamika dialectic, attempted firmly to reject it. Conse-

quently the former conceived brahman as the basic reality

svagata, or the difference which exists between the parts with-
in a single body. The following stanza from Paficada$i (20)
illustrates these forms:—
vrksasya svagato bhedah patrapuspaphaldadibhih /
vrksdntardt sajdtiyo vijatiyah sitaditah //

1. Cf. dve satye samupasrtya buddhanam dharmadesand /

lokasamuvrtisatyam ca satyam ca paramdarthatah //

ye ’nayorna vijinanti vibhdgam satyayordvayoh /

te tattvam na vijananti gambhiram buddhasdsane //
Madhyamika Stitra, XXIV. 8 f, See also Sukthankar’s remarks
in this connection, in the journal already referred to: supra
p.17, fn. 2.

2. In framing his celebrated four-fold (catuskoti) dialectic
the Madhyamika is guided by the principle that every view
(ditti) is self-contradictory and is, therefore, self-convicted.
The four ‘moments’ of the dialectic are sat (‘is’), asat (‘is not’),
sadasat (both ‘is’ and ‘isnot’) and na sat naivdsat (neither ‘is’
nor ‘is not’). Assertion of any of these possibilities necessarily,
implies, according to him, its opposite counterpart and, thereby
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whereas the latter came to conceive it as the solereality although
both hold it to be permanent, homogeneous and universal. This
divergence of views is traceable, mainly, to the distinction
between the earlier concept of vikdra, or parind@ma, or modi-
fication, and the later one of vivarta or illusoriness. Sadananda
clearly describes this distinction. He observes that “(When
a thing) actually appears as another, it is called wvikdra,
when (it) falsely appears as another, it is called vivarta.”* Or,
to express the same idea somewhat technically : when an effect
is a ‘real transformation’ of its material cause (which is its
essence), it is called vikdra or parindma, but when it is a false
or ‘apparent transformation’, it is called vivarta.* This doc-

trine of vivarta is a bold innovation of Sankara.

exhibits the fissure or contradiction at the heart of any view.
He is protected against any criticism since he does not claim to
take any definite attitude with regard to any question (catus-
koti vinirmuktam).

Sankara must have been influenced by this dialectical
technique. He does not, however, extend this to brahman.
His application of this destructive method is confined to the
phenomenal world alone. The mode and the extent of his
application of the above method are, of course, determined
by various other circumstances like his adherence to the Upani-
sads, etc. Sriharsa, the greatest post-Sankara dialectician,
wields in his Khandanakhandakhddye this weapon with a
devastating force against the opponents of Advaitism and serves
his master in the same way as Zeno did Barmenides (See for
instance the reference to Sriharsa’s “Negative criticism against
the notion of difference” in HIP, Vol. I, pp. 401-40).

1. satattvato'nyathdprathd vikdra ityudiritah /
atattvato’nyathdprathd vivarta ityudirvitah //
Veddntasdra, by Sadananda, ed. with Intro. and E. T. by M.
Hiriyanna, Poona, 1929, p. 8 (text), p. 54 (translation).
2. Cf. updddanasamasattikah parindmah /

upaddnavigamasattiko vivartah //
Quoted, ibid., Notes, p. 36.
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It is on this bold innovation of the wvivarta doctrine that
Sankara builds up his conception of the universe. The uni-
verse, which is either empirical (vydvahdrika) or phenomenal
(pratibhdsika), is intrinsically unreal (mithyd or avastu)
from the point of view of the absolute which is the only true
reality (paramdrthika-sat). It is the acknowledgement of the
absolute as the only true reality (ekamevddvitiyam), which
is identity (abheda) par excellence, that makes Advaitism the
exemplar of the identity-view' in Indian philosophy.

1. Vallabha’s $uddhddvaitavdde and Bhartrhari’s $abdabrahma-
vddae (or Sabdddvaitavida) come closest to Sankara’s Advaitism.
Suddhddvaitavdde has, or at any rate claims to have, a
flavour of brahmaparindmavada although its rigour as
an identity-view is not thereby affected. $abdddvaitavida
develops its identity-view from the angle of the philosophy of
language. Reserving for a later occasion a brief reference to
this linguistic trend of Advaitism a few relevant rémarks
regarding how Vallabha’s doctrine tends to become an
identity-view, may be made here :

Vallabha’s doctrine is referred to, as just noticed, as $uddha-
dvaitavdda or pure non-dualism in distinction from $ankara’s
doctrine described as kevalddvaitavdida, or absolute non-
dualism, or, more familiarly, Advaitism. Unlike the latter the
former maintains the reality of the individual world (jiva) or
souls, and the insentient world (jeda) and at the same time, it
regards them, viz., the souls and the insentient world, as a real
manifestation of brehman with which they are, therefore,
said to be identical in essence (brahmdtmaka). To express the
same idea somewhat more specifically, their appearance and
disappearance are attributed to the manifestation (avirbhdva)
and withdrawal (tirobhdva) of the will of brahman.

The living and the non-living worlds are thus ultimately
regarded, by Vallabha, as at one with brehman. Here we see
the rift in the structure of the doctrine. The firm affirmation,
in this doctrine, of the identity of essence between brahman,
on the one hand, and the living and the non-living worlds, on
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Giving wide berth to the modal principle (bhedatattva)
is, of course, a necessary deduction from the logic of vivarta-
vdda. But even Sankara finds it hard summarily to
dismiss this massive and obstinate principle. He construets,
after the manner of the Madhyamika dialectic, an explanation
by which he hopes to achieve the denial of this principle.
But the explanation is more in the nature of a dialectical
mystification than a genuine solution to the problem : it main-
tains that the universe, or the modal existence which is
inherent in the universe, neither ‘is’' (sat or bhavaripa),
nor ‘is not’® (asat, abhdva, or tuccha), but is something
other than both ‘is’ and ‘is not’ (sadasadvilaksana)°.

This unique something is also said to be inexpressible or

the other, is incompatible with the initial acceptance of the
reality, which should mean the independent existence of the
living and the non-living worlds. Hence Suddhddvaitavada
may be taken to affirm the ultimacy or reality of identity inthe
same measure as it eventually repudiates the intrinsic reality
of the living and the non-living worlds. But since the repudia-
tion of the intrinsic reality of the living and non-living worlds
is, in the ultimate analysis, complete, the doctrine may be taken
to be almost as strong an identity-view as Sankara’s Advaitism.
This is so in spite of the professed inclination of Vallabha’s
doctrine towards brahmaparindmavdda, and the consequent
denial of mdyd as the source of the limitations such as indiffer-
ence (bheda) and finitude.

1. See below f.n. 3.

2. See the following f.n.

3. Cf. “If it (i. e., the world arising from avidyd, or ajndna
or mdyd), were real (sat), it would never be sublated; if unreal
(asat), it would never appear (saccenna bddhyeta / asaccenna
pratiyeta /). So it must be other than both (vileksana).” See
Vedintasire (Hiriyanna’s edn.), Notes, p. 24. The words within
the first brackets as well as the text quoted within the last
brackets are of my inclusion.
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anirv.acaniya‘. Being neither sat nor asat it is further
suggested to be midway® between the two, a ‘twilight’, a
‘real-unreal’, or a ‘true lie’? It evidently indicates a ‘third
position ’ which aims at doing away with the contradiction

with which sat and asat are supposed to be riddled.

But one doubts if this explanation offered in the form of
a ‘third position’ is a real solution at all to the problem. It
looks like an evasive device which, when shorn of its dialecti-
cal embellishments, harbours the very contradiction which it
aims at banishing from its scheme. It is not, therefore, sur-
prising if this position invokes against itself the charge which
Kumarila makes in a similar context: he affirms that “that
which does not exist, does not exist; and that which really
exists is real, while all else is unreal; and, therefore, there

can be no assumption of two kinds of reality”.*

1. That is, anirvacaniya is that which cannot be said to be either
‘is’ or ‘isnot’: sadasadbhydm anirvacaniyam / Ibid., p.2 (text)
and Notes, p.24. Also :

pratyekam sadasattvabhydm vicdra-padavim na yad /

gahate tad anirvacaniyam dhur veddnta-vedinah //
See HIP, Vol.II, p. 155, fn. 2 (quoted from Citsukhi). This
aspect of anirvacaniyae will, again, be dealt with in its relation
to the Jaina notion of avaktavya, in the ch. on Syddvada.

2. Referring to the ‘middle category’ of sadasadvilaksana, A.
Bhattacharya writes in his Studies in Post-Sanikara Dialectics
(Univ. of Calcutta, 1936), p.240: “It is a new category which
shares in the characteristics of both position and negation
and therefore a middle category between the two, positive-
negative in its character.”

3. The words quoted in this and the next sentences are from
Aspects of Advaita (by P. N. Srinivasachari, Madras, 1949), p.41.

4. tasmadyanndsti ndstyeva yattvasti paramdarthatah / '

tatsatyam anyanmithyeti na satyadvayakalpand //
MSV, Nirdlambavdda, kd. 10, E. T., S. V. Jha, p. 120.
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The ‘third position’ is thus logically invalid although
it is posited to exist somehow. Instead of bifurcating the
entire course of reality into two compartments, viz., brahman,
and the illusory universe which is sadasadvilaksana, and then
investing brahman with the character of ‘identity’ (abheda,
advaita) and relegating ¢ difference’ (bheda) to an intrinsi-
cally illusory universe, it would perhaps be a more straight-
forward course to treat ‘identity’ and ¢ difference’ as two com-
plementary aspects of the entire concrete nature of reality.
This procedure saves also the needlessly involved and para-
doxical dialectic which initially treats the notions of sat and
asat as contradictory and eventually combines them in a
‘third position ’ which cannot but be contradictory but yet is
believed to be somehow existent. As if these surprises are
not enough Sankara springs upon us yet another surprise
by asserting that the difference-ridden illusory universe is

mysteriously grounded in the identity-ridden real absolute.

These incongruities, however, do not deter Sankara
from converting the entire drama of reality into a grand

monologue of the lonely absolute,

B. The Philosophy of Becoming (Change) or Difference

So far an attempt has been made to survey Advaitism as
the most thorough-going instance of the philosophy of being or
identity, the first among the five ontological approaches indi-
cated in the previous chapter. A further attempt may now

be made to review Buddhism as the unparalleled instance of
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the philosophy of becoming (change) or ‘difference’, the
second typical ontological approach forming an antithesis to
the first one. Buddhism is, as already noticed, a philosophy
of total change' or difference’ which divorces from the true
or ultimate’ reality all notions' like permanence (nityatva),
identity (tdddtmya), generality (jati or simdnya) and the

subject-object relation, assigning them to the subjective

1. See supra, pp. 19 ff.

2. Thesole and ultimately real (paramdrtha-sat) in Buddhism, is the
‘point-instant’ or ‘the moment’ (ksana). Each moment is differ-
ent from or ‘other’ than the rest in the series (santdna) : “What-
soever exists separately (sarvam prthak) from ‘other’ existing
things. To exist means to exist separately.....The notion of
‘¢ apartness’ belongs to the essential feature of the notion of ex-
istence (bhavalaksanaprthektvat)”. Bud. Log., Vol. I, p, 103. The
words quoted within the brackets are from the footnotes in the
same work. Again: “Thus every reality is another reality.
What is identical or similar is not ultimately real”. Ibid., p. 105.
See also STBS, p. 939. Stcherbatsky adds, in this connection,
that “a difference in space-time is a difference in substance”.
Bud. Log., Vol. II, p. 282f.

3. The moment which is the unique thing-in-itself (svalaksana) is
the true or ultimate reality (paramdrtha-sat). (See NBD,p. 103.)
It is directly inaccessible to our understanding (jfidnena prd-
payitum a$akyam). What we apprehend as ‘real’ is only the
constructed (parikalpita) or imagined reality which, though
empirically real (samorti-sat) is an ‘illusion’ from the ultimate
view-point (paramdrthatah). Cp. Bud. Log., Vol. I, p. 70 {.

4, Cf. “Everything past is unreal, everything future is unreal,
everything imagined, absent, mental, notional, general: every
Universal, whether a concrete Universal or abstract one,
is unreal. All arrangements and all relations, if considered
apart from the terms related, are unreal, Ultimately real is
only the present moment of physical efficiency.” Ibid., p.70f.,
and p. 542.

5. Cf. CCBS, p. 58.
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realm of ‘mental construction’® (vikalpa, or kalpand).

This emphasis on change is evidenced by the complex
and varied history of the evolution of Buddhistic thought
which took its rise from the three-fold truth of the Pali

Canons that everything (savvam) is impermanent (anicca),

1. Vikalpae or Kalpand is an ideation, or an ideal construction,
conceived by the mind. It does not originate from (arthat
notpadyate), or have any reference to the objective reality.
Being thus independent of the objective reality (artha-
nirapeksam) and, therefore, purely mental or conceptual, both
with respect to its form and its genesis, it is considered to
“be unauthenticated and uunreliable as evidence of objective
reality”. Cf. anapeksam ca pratibhdsaniyamahetorabhdvat aniyata-
pratibhdsam / NBTD, p. 11. The two phrases quoted above, in
this passage, are also from the same work, p. 10 and p. 11 res-
pectively. Cf. The Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux (S.
Mookerjee, Univ. of Calcutta, 1935), pp. 283 and 345.

Stcherbatsky suggests that vikalpa or kalpand “covers,
directly or indirectly, the whole range of thought, the active
element in cognition”. The Conception of Buddhist Nirvana
(Leningrad, 1927), p. 147, fn. 2. When considered in relation to
what has been pointed out in the above paragraph, this comes
to mean that the lack of objective reference and, consequently,
of reliable ‘evidence’ with regard to the objective world,
affect almost ‘the entire range of thought’. For an exhaustive
account of vikalpa or kalpand, see TSS, kdrikds 1214-1311. A brief
but lucid discussion is found in NBTD, pp.9-11; Nydyapravesavrtti
p. 35f., and the Pafijikda (p.75) thereon, both being commentaries
on Nydyaprave$a (attributed to Dinnaga), Pt. I, ed. A. B. Dhruva,
Baroda, 1930. In his Notes (pp. 89-94) to this work the editor
draws our attention to (a) the critical references to the notion
of kalpand, made by some non-Buddhist thinkers such as
Uddyotakara and Vacaspatimisra; and (b) the different
shades of meaning attached to the notion of kalpend by the
different schools of Buddhism. The distinction pointed out by
Steherbatsky, between vitarka or vikalpe -and vicdrae, though not
of material importance, also deserves our attention, in this
context. See CCBS, pp. 104-105.
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soulless or substanceless (anatta) and the cause of pain
(dukkha) as against the Upanisadic view of an atman (soul)
which is eternal (nitya) and pure bliss (dnanda). Philoso-
phically the anicca and the anatta elements of the early
Buddhistic thought resulted in the great and daring meta-

physics of nairdtmyavdda' (the doctrine of ¢soullessness’? or

1. Thecentral point of nairdtmyavdde consists in the repudiation
of an ‘ego’, or an enduring entity behind the so-called pheno-
menal changes in the world. The most effective disproof of an
‘ego’ is contained in the dialogue—not reproduced here for
fear of length—between King Milinda and the monk Nagasena
as to the nature of Nagasena and of the chariot.

At the conclusion Nagasena, in the sense of an ‘ego’, is dis-
covered to be “a mere empty sound” and the chariot to be “but
a way of counting, term, appellation, convenient designation, and
name for pole, axle, wheels, chariot-body, and banner-staff”’.
Thereis said to be nothing beyond the five aggregates (skandhas)
constituting the phenomena in the world. Nagasena quotesthe
following lines from Vajira in proof of this thesis: “Even as the
word ‘ chariot’ means that members join to frame a whole; so
when the Groups appear to view, we use the phrase, ‘A living
being’” Buddhism in Translations (H. C. Warren, Cambridge,
Mass., 1915), pp. 128-133. The other instances cited from the
Visuddhimagga (Chap. XVIII) are of a “house”, a “fist”, a “lute”,
an “army”, a “city”, and a “tree”. Ibid., p.133 ff. The following
verse from Visuddhimagga (Chap. XVI) gives an effective ex-
pression of the Nairdtmya truth :

“Migery only doth exist, none miserable

No doer is there; naught save the deed is found.

Nirvana is, but not the man who seeks it.

The path exists, but not the traveller in it.”

Ibid., p. 146. Cf. also in this connection T. W. Rhys David’s re-
flections on this subject in Pottapdda Sutta, the Dialogues of the
Buddha (Sacred Books of the Buddhists, Vol. II, Pt. I, Intro., p.
242, especially para 3).

2. This and the next term are as translated by Stcherbatsky in
STBS. LaVallee Poussin, however, prefers translatin g nairdtmya
into “selflessness’ to ‘ soullessness’. See The Way to Nirvina
(Cambridge, 1917), p. 34.
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‘no-substance’ or substancelessness) which is in diametrical

opposition to the @tmavdda (substance-view or identity-view)

of the Upanisads and the other schools', and runs through all
schools of Buddhism®>—from the Abhidharmike (Vaibhasika)

stage to that of Yogdcdra (Vijfianavada)—their internal

differences notwithstanding. The quintessence of the

nairatmyad’ attitude consists in the denial of the satkdyadrsti

1. See the following f.n.

2. Except the school of Vatsiputriyas (or Sammatiyas) whose

3.

4.

view has already been referred to, see supra, p.19 £, f.n. 1.

Ya$omitra cites a line which claims the unique right to
Buddha for the teaching of nairdtmyavdda: anyah $dstd jagati
ca yato ndsti nairdtmyavaddt. Yasomitra’s Abhidhammakosa-
vydkhyd (ed. Unrai Wogihara, Tokyo, 1932-1936), Pt. II, p. 697.
Deriding Vardhamana, Kapila and others who, like the Upani-
sadie thinkers, are held “in the clutches of the crocodile of the
false doctrine of the ‘soul’ (or substance)” Santaraksita says:

idam ca vardhamandadernairdtmyajfidnamidrsam /
na samastyatmadrstau hi vinastah sarvatirthikdh //

TSS, ka. 3325. We notice, in the second line, that the heretical
philosophers (tirthikdh) are said to be ‘lost’ (vinastdh) in the
heresy of a soul (dtmadrstau). La Vallee Poussin points out, in
this connection, an interesting distinction between ‘a heresy’ or
drsti and a sin in his The Way to Nirvana, p. 46, fn. 1. This is
the central point in which Buddhism differs from many other
schools which believe in the substance of a soul. This is why
Udayana significantly entitles his refutation of Buddhism as
Atmatativaviveka (an inquiry into the reality of the self).

Literally the word means ‘the state of being devoid of Atman’
Vidushekhara Bhattacharya has drawn our attention to the
meaning of ‘atman’ as svabhdve or nature ‘which never under
goes any change’. He also refers to the two-fold distinction of
nairatmya, viz., pudgalneirdtmye and dhermanairdtmya. Vide,
The Basic Conception of Buddhism, Vidushekhara Bhattacharya,
University of Calcutta, 1934, p. 73.

Tor the various derivations of Satkdyadrsti (Pali—Sakkaya-
ditthi) see ibid., p. 77 £, f.n. 30.
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which signifies an enduring entity, the “something I know
not what”, as Liocke puts it, behind the dynamic and discrete

moments.

Perhaps the varied developments of Buddhism are a
continual series of approximations to the spirit of the
‘ enlightenment’ (bodhi) which dawned upon the Buddha
who must have felt that this mischievous or dangerous idea of
an enduring something behind the goings-on of our life and the
world breeds a craving for possession and the consequent
ills' of despair and suffering at loss. In the words of Stcher-
batsky the history of Buddhism is “a series of attempts to
penetrate more deeply into the original intuition of Buddha,
what he himself believed to be his great discovery”.! The
same writer refers to “a sense of opposition or even animo-
sity” as being “clearly felt” in the words of Buddha
whenever he (Buddha) talked about satkayadrsti or the
doctrines of a permanent self or substance. Mrs. Caroline
Rhys Davids also remarks® “how carefully and conscien-
tiously this antisubstantialist position had been cherished and
upheld” as the “central point of the whole bulk of Buddhist
teaching”.

Thus the original character of soullessness or substance-
lessness remains the fundamental attitude of Buddhism in
spite of the fact that we find several different shades of

jdealism and realism within the range of its philosophical

1. dtma-drstauw ca satyam dtma-snehddayah klesdh pravartante /
STBD, Abhidharmako$avyakhyd, p.697.

2. Ibid., p. 824.
3. Quoted: ibid., pp. 824-5.
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evolution'. Impermanence (anicca) and soullessness (anatta)
are, according to this view, the ‘pitiless’ laws of all existence
so that existence becomes a cinematograph® show, the dis-

crete moments® of which flash themselves into being serially

1. Cf. OIP, pp. 197-8.

2. Stcherbatsky rightly compares this to Bergson’s view : “Berg-
son compares our cognitive apparatus with a cinematograph
which reconstitutes a movement of momentary stabilized
snapshots. This is exactly the Buddhist view”. Bud. Log., Vol.
I, p. 117. But comparing this Buddhistic viewpoint with that
of Russell, who also illustrates it with the analogy of a ‘cine-
matograph’ would be even more appropriate in view of
the fact that Bergson’s real is an unbroken flow of duration,
while that of Russell is one of atomistic, or discrete, ultimate
particulars. Russell, illustrating his point, observes that “....
the cinema is a better metaphysician than common-sense phy-
sics or philosophy”. “My meaning in regard to the imper-
manence of physical entities may perhaps be more clear by the
use of Bergson’s favourite illustration of the cinematograph.
...... Where, in a picture palace, we see a man rolling down
a hill....we know that there is not really one man moving, but
a succession of films each with a different momentary man.”
Russell’s statements, quoted in course of this f.n. are from his
Muysticism and Logic, London, 1950, pp.128-9. It is curious how
such contrasting viewpoints as Bergson’s and Russell’s can
use the same analogy of the cinematograph with equal effect.
Bergson is a durationist and Russell is a logical atomist
although both agree with Buddhism in conceiving the real
as flux or a group of impermanent physical entities. For a
further treatment of the relation between Buddhism, on the
one hand, and some important notions of Russell’s logical
atomism and Bergson’s durationism (especially of the former)
on the other, see the rather lengthy f.n. 2 on p. 44 ff. below.

3. The doctrine of discrete moments, or of momentariness, is the
logical outcome, or ‘the furthest extreme’, of the doctrine of
impermanence which, according to Vidushekhara Bhattacharya,
antidated Buddhism. Vide, The Basic Conception of Buddhism,
p. 83. After suggesting the general distinction between imper-
manence and momentariness Bhattacharya rightly adds: “In
dealing with the Buddhist position by impermanence we are
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as it were and vanish without a trace (niranvaye ksanika).
Whatever story is imposed upon them is the colourful impo-
sition of our fancy. The flow or the passage of these moment-
ary flashings is all that there is in reality. This metaphysics
of process or becoming of the discrete and unique particulars
is considered to be midway between the two extreme views,
viz., “everything is” (nityavdda or eternalism) and “every-

thing is not” (tucchavdde or nihilism).

The main purpose of bringing in Buddhism here is to
show that it concerns itself with what may be designated as
the modal view of reality by its exclusive emphasis on the
unique, momentary and absolute particulars which constitute
reality which is becoming or flux. The particulars are
absolutely unique, not sharing their essence with anything®

else and, therefore, differ’ totally one from another (trailo-

to understand this momentariness.” Ibid. Hiriyanna, however,
assumes a slightly hesitant position on this issue. See OIP,
p. 144,

1. Each such particular is something which has “not the slightest
bit of otherness” in it (aniyasdpi na amsena apardtmakam). See
Bud. Log., Vol. I, p. 557.

2. The moments are emphatically asserted to be unique and,
therefore, different from one another in a series (santina). But
they are also said to have some affinity or ‘correlation’ with
their immediately antecedent moments, and hence, to arisein a
uniform succession as, for instance, a moment of flame being
succeeded by a ‘similar’ moment of flame. This impli-
cation of ‘similarity’ or ‘continuity’ (or ‘continuation’) is
based on the Buddhistic causal theory of pratityasamutpéda, i.e.
‘dependent origination’ or ‘functional dependence’in contrast
with that of adhityasamutpdda, i. e., the theory of production at
random and is supposed to permit uniformity without the need
of the much-abhorred enduring entity underlying the fleeting
phenomena. (For a statement of the several implications of
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pratityasamutpdda, and of the relation between pratityasamut-
pada and adhityasamutpdda, see Stcherbatsky’s The Conception
of Nirvana, p. 39, fn.2, p. 123, fn. 4, p.124 and p. 240.) But
admission of similarity or continuity seems to be an unsafe
compromise if not a self-contradiction which is in direct
proportion to the need of this element of continuity or
co-ordination. Moreover, admitting something which
transcends the solely real moment or point-instant (ksana)
also leads, to that extent, to compromising the exclusive
reality of the moment.

While considering the paradoxical admission of continuity
in Buddhism the parallel instance of Bertrand Russell’s accept-
ance of the same idea (continuity) in his “logical atomism”
suggests itself inevitably. Besides offering a classic parallel
to Buddhism, in the twentieth century, it reiterates the lesson
that an essential principle surreptitiously comes back through
the back door, if it is thrust away from the front. The follow-
ing passage looks like the Buddhist argument in a modern
garb: “The world may be conceived as consisting of a multi-
tude of entities arranged in a certain pattern. The entities
which are arranged I shall call ‘particulars’; the arrangement
of pattern results from relations among particulars. Classes
or series of particulars, collected together on account of some
property which makes it convenient to be able to speak of them
as wholes, are what I call logical constructions or symbolic
fictions. The particulars are to be conceived, not on the ana-
logy of bricks in a building, but rather on the analogy of notes
in a symphony. The ultimate constituents of a symphony
(apart from relations) are the notes, each of which lasts only
for a very short time. We may collect together all the notes
played by one instrument ; these may be regarded as the ana-
logues of the successive particulars which common-sense would
regard as successive states of one “thing”. But the “thing”
ought to be regarded as no more ‘real’ or ‘substantial’ than,
for example, the role of the trombone. As soon as ‘things’ are
conceived in this manner it will be found that the difficulties
in the way of regarding immediate objects of sense as physical
have largely disappeared.” Mysticism and Logic, pp. 129-30.
For a further demonstration of continuity, vide Russell’s three
famous physiological, psychological and logical arguments in
OKEW, pp. 145-158. (The main thesis is summarily stated in
the last paragraph on p. 158.)
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Important as it is, the agreement between Russell and
Buddhism, as regards continuity, is not complete. As a matter
of fact his “logical atomism” and Buddhism differ more than
they agree on the issue of continuity. Russell’s scathing attack
on the Bergsonian La Duree undoubtedly bears comparison
with the age-long battle Buddhism has waged against eterna-
lism ($d$vatavdda) although the latter has been more thorough
and many-sided. As for the interpretation of continuity Russell’s
approach is mathematical and complex, whereas Buddhists’
approach is dialetical and relatively simple : Buddhism under-
stands by continuity a mere “consecutiveness” or a uniform
“uninterrupted succession of similar events”. For Russell
even “the lowest degree of continuity”, which is described
as “compactness”, is more complex than the Buddhist ideas.
Russell writes : “ Mathematicians have distinguished different
degrees of continuity and have confined the word ‘continuous’
for technical purposes, to series having a certain high degree of
continuity. But for philosophical purposes, all that is impor-
tant in continuity is introduced by the lowest degree of conti-
nuity which is called ‘compactness’”. Ibid., p.138.

This difference between the simple consecutiveness which
is signified by the idea of succession and the more complex
“compactness”—not to mention the kinds of “high degree of
continuity” —becomes clear when we understand the definition
of “compactness”’. “A series is called ‘compact’,” Russell
writes, “when no two terms are consecutive, but between any
two there are others.” (Ibid.) The number of such terms com-
ing between them may be (according to him) “infinite”. He
illustrates this point as follows: “Given any two fractions,
however near together, there are other fractions greater than
the one and smaller than the other, and therefore no two frac-
tions are consecutive. There is no fraction, for example, which
is next after 1/2; if we choose some fraction which is very little
greater than 1/2, say 51/100, we can find others, such as 101/200,
which are nearer to 1/2. Thus between any two fractions,
however little they differ, there are infinite numbers of other
fractions.” (Ibid.) Critics (e. g. Stcherbatsky in Bud. Log., Vol.],
pp. 142-4 etc., S. Mookerjee in the Buddhist Philosophy of Uni-
versal Fluzx, p. 17f., f.n. 1) are more ready in noticing the “strik-
ing” coincidence of Russell’s position with that of Buddhism, in
this connection,—it is, indeed “striking” as a matter of broad
comparison—than in delving into the subtle but important
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kyavydvarta). They are sole' objects of perception and

differences between the two positions. But the existence of
such differences does not affect the general tone of agreement
between the two positions, on the solutions offered to the
problem of continuity.

Finally, it should be said that in spite of the extraordinary
ingenuity shown in his solution of continuity by his
method of “logical construction” we cannot help feeling
that Bertrand Russell has not succeeded in convincing us
that “compactness” or even the highest degree of discrete
“continuity” can offer a genuine substitute for identity
or permanence. Buddhism fares no better in this respect.
The strength of their polemics against identity or perma-
nence indicates the strength of the persistence of identity
or permanence as a complementary element in being as
in knowing.

1. Sa eva ca pratyaksavisayo yatah tasmdt tadeva svalaksanam
(Nydyabindu with Nydyabindutikda, Bibliotheca Buddhica, VII,
p.13). Stcherbatsky translates this as: “Since it is just that
thing which is the object (producing) direct perception,
therefore the particular (i.e, the unique moment, the thing
in itself) is the exclusive objéct of sense-perception.” Bud.
Log., Vol. II, p. 36.

Although a unique particular is the object of perception
its knowledge cannot be had at the perceptual level (see
the following f.n.). Itis only at the conceptuallevel that the
mind can form a cognitive image or notion of the particular by
imposing the conceptual forms, such as the universals, relations,
etc., (Such forms are collectively designated, by the Buddhist,
as simdnyalaksanas in contrast with the svalaksanas) on it.

The curious thing about the notion of the object thus
obtained is that it does not, according to the Buddhist,
represent the object as such but represents, on the contrary,
the negation, or “the rejection”, of what is other than—or
the opposite of—the object (anydpoha). For instance, a cow is
said to be the negation of non-cow (agonivrttih.) Similarly,
“bitter” (tikta) is described as the negation of “non-bitter”
and “sweet” (madhura) as the negation of “non-sweet”. (See
S.V. Jha, p. 317, f.n. 121-122.) While discussing “Inference”
Randle states on the authority of Uddyotakara, “the real
meaning” of apoha, a term to be presently referred to, as
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follows: “If yousay A is B, your real meaning may be that A
is not not B—or, if you prefer, that A is not not-B,—or again,
that not-not A is B, or even that not-not A is not-not not-not
B.” (Indian Logic in the Early Schools, London etc., 1930, p. 182,
f.n. 1; see also p. 261, f.n. 2 and 3.)

Apohavddae is the name given to this theory according to
which an object is conceived to be the negation of its opposite.
Dinnaga is the earliest exponent of this theory. He ex-
pounded it in his Pramdna-samuccaya (ch. V; see HIL, p. 287) in
the extreme negative form which has just been illustrated.
This form is specifically designated as anydpohavdde in
distinction from other two forms which will presently be
mentioned.

A powerful polemic has been directed against this negative
theory by several Brahminical and the Jaina writers from the
points of view of their respective schools. The most notable
Brahminical writers are: Uddyotakara (Nyayavdartika, Bib. Ind.
II. 2.65; TBV, p. 200 f,, and TSS, karikas 982-1000), Vacaspati-
misra’s Nydyavdartikatatparyatikd, Apohavdda, E. T. in Bud. Log.,
Vol. II, Appendix V), Bhamaha (TSS, kdrikds 912-914; ka. 13 has
been quoted below in a context similar to this. See infra, ch.
XI1.), Kumarila (MSV, the extensive ch. on apoha), Jayanta
(Nyayamatijari, ed. Gangadhara Sastri Tailanga, Benares, 1895,
Pt. I, p. 316) and Bhartrhari (Vdkyapadiya, ed. Gangadhara
Sastri Manavalli, Benares, 1887, ch. II, kdarikds 118-154). The
following are the notable Jaina critics of this theory: Abhaya-
deva (an extensive treatment of the topic in his TBV, pp.
173-270), Prabhacandra (PKM, 43-451 and NKC, Vol. II, pp.
551-566), Haribhadra (AJP, Ch.IV) Santydcdrya (NVVS, pp.
96-98) and Siddharsi (in Vivrti on Nydydvatdre, P. L. Vaidya’s
edn., p. 41.).

Most of the above critics point out that the totallack of any
reference to a positive content in Dinnaga’s negative notion
of apoha exposes the notion to a suicidal danger (e.g. MSV,
kdrikas 134, 142-145, 147, etc., NKC, Vol. II, p. 563, the end of para.
1; and AJP,Vol. II, p. 403, ka. 6). Among others Kumarila, Pra-
bhacandra, and Santyacarya emphasise the fact that logically
speaking, even the notion of apoha does, or at any rate should, re-
fer to a positive content, or a real object. For according to them,
negation does not refer to void, of which apoha is said to be a
variant form (cf. apohasabdavdcydtha $iinyatinyaprakdrikd /MSV,
p. 576, ka. 36), but to some different positive entity (cf. bhavan-
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taram abhdvo hi/ MSV, p.566, kd.2; sarvathd asatah pratibhdsa
ayogat / AJP, Vol. 11, p. 351; NVVS, p. 97, lines 17-18; and NKC,
Vol. 11, p. 562, line 8). The significance of negation in the Jaina
metaphysics will be treated at the appropriate place. (See
infra, ch. V.)

As a result of the many-sided attack by the various critics,
the most notable of whom have just been noticed, the Buddhist
attitude towards apohavide underwent what might be described
after Hegel as a triadic course of development. The thesis
of Dinnaga that apoha signifies nothing but negation fails
to commend itself to Santaraksita and Kamalasila. These
latter thinkers take a realistic view—which may be described
as an antithesis to that of Diindga—in which apoha signifies a
positive content (bdhydrthddhyavasiyi, arthapratibimbakam—see
e.g., TSS, ka. 1011 and the PK thereon). They treat negation (in
the sense that ‘the nature of this thing is not the nature of the
other thing’) as only an implication which does not form an
integral part of the positive ‘felt content’ but arises later
when reflection plays upon the ‘felt content’ (see T3S, karikds
1013-1015 and the PK thereon.)

Ratnakirti comes upon this scene, where we find an
unbridged gulf between the negative and the positive views on
apoha, and attempts a synthesis. Asa necessary step in this
attempt he rules out the realistic argument that apcha denotes
a positive content only (ndsmdbhih apohasabdena wvidhireva
kevalo’bhipretah / SBNT, p. 3) and that the negative import is
just a later logical implication following the elusive perceptual
presentation of the positive (‘felt’) content. (Ibid.)

He is equally firm in repudiating the converse view of the
‘ Negationist’ (anydpohavddin) that apoha is purely negative
(napyanyavyavrttimdtram / Ibid.) and that its positive reference
is a later logical deduction (ibid.). His own view is that apoha
is both positive and negative in its meaning (or content), and
that both these elements are presented at once (anydpohavi-
Sisto vidhih $abddnim artkah / Ibid. See also the Preface, p. 1,
para 2, and Keith’s Buddhist Philosophy, Oxford, 1923, p. 317).

Thus we find three decisive landmarks in development of
apohavdda, viz., the purely negative view of the pioneer Dinnaga,
the positive view of Santaraksita and his alter ego Kamala-
§ila, and lastly, the reconciliatory view of Ratnakirti.
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In the triangular fight over the interpretation of the natue
of apoha, Ratnakirti emerges, as just noticed, as a victorious
synthesist of the two opposing trends. This victory seems to
point to the truth that the true nature of any aspect of reality,
nay, of the entire reality, consists in a synthesis of the positive
and the negative aspects. The realization of the need for such
a comprehensive synthesis, within howsoever limited an aspect
it may be, is the result of a bold departure from the purely
negativistic beginnings of the theory. But even the bold
genius of Ratnakirti stopped short of breaking through the
narrow framework of the nominalistic metaphysics of
momentariness, and of extending the limited truth of his dis-
covery over the whole range of reality. The reverence for the
master Dinnaga seems to be so overpowering that none of the
dissenters from Dinnéiga, the champion of negativism, has had
the courage todeclare openly the fact that he is dissenting. Even
Ratnakirti is no exception in this matter. They have all tried
to rationalize, or read their minds into the view of the master.
(This aspect of whether apoha denotes a positive, or a
negative, or both positive and negative, signification of objects,
is one among the several aspects, such as the nature of the
universal, the relation between the word and the object,
and so on, with which apohavdda is concerned. As a matter of
fact, even the present aspect of the theory seems to have been
keenly debated, not merely bétween the Buddhist and the non-
Buddhist thinkers—as indicated by the reference to the non-
Buddhist critics and their works in this footnote—but also
between many Buddhist thinkers themselves at various stages.
For instance, Ratnakirti hints two groups of philosophers
who held the positive or the negative view of the theory.

They are referred to as vidhivddins and pratisedhavddins,
respectively, in his Apohasiddhi, SBNT, p. 3. Jfidnasri belongs, as
can be seen in PVD, 167 ff., to the latter one. The Tibetan
literature on apohavdda is said to be “very vast” (see Bud.
Log., Vol.II, p. 404). Dharmottara also is said to have written
a‘special work’ on the subject. Von E. Frauwallner’s articles

on ‘Beitrage zur Apohalehre’ in the Vienna Oriental Journal
(Vol. XXXIX, pp. 247-285; Vol. XL, pp. 51-94; Vol. XLII, pp.

93-102; and Vol. XLIV, pp. 233-287, including a Tibetan text)
deal with this subject at some length.
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perception is the only o8 ~.gf;hue1r.,é:/(ct‘ knowledge.
There is nothing besides these ultimate constituents’ (para-
marthasat), which neither extend in space (desananugata)
nor stretch in duration (kaldnanugata) beyond the twinkling
flashes of moments. Unlike the monads of Leibnitz which,
though ¢ windowless ’ in relation to other monads’ communi-
cate with God, these unique reals of Buddhism are entirely
self-contained and therefore form a procession of full-stops as
it were, in the process of reality. They are entirely disparate
or unconnected’. Connection or relation is, as has already been
observed, imposed on them by our distorting imagination
(kalpand). Being exclusive or self-sufficient they do not
change. Change is spontaneous’ ahd they are, therefore, self-
productive and self-destructive. Hence nothing can destroy

a thing if the power of destruction is not inherent in its

1. But the so-called direct knowledge is ‘speechless’ or indescrib-
able (anabhildipya) because an attempt to describe the ‘brute
fact’, or percept (i. e. perceived something) is necessarily
accompanied by overlaying the percept with ideal or mental
categories. Uddyotakara is, therefore, right in characterising
that this percept is ‘like a dumb man’s dream’ (mukasvapnavat).
Cf. Randle’s Fragments from Dinndga, p. 84 and f.n, 1 thereon.

2. Dharmottara observes that ‘ultimate reality is in its turn the
ultimate particular’ (see NBT, p. 17 and Bud. Log., Vol. I, p. 192).

3. They differ also in respect of their being entities which reflect
the entire universe which is pregnant with the past and the
future—from their own points of view. The svalaksanas
(unique reals) are efficient rather than refiecting forces.

4. Although they are ‘similar’ to each other the ‘similarity’ or
continuity does not, according to Buddhism, form part of their
inmost nature (see supra, p. 44 ff., f.n. 2).

5. The following ‘celebrated’ verse, previously uttered by the
Bodhisattva, is cited by Buddha on the eve of his (Buddha’s)
death. That change is two-fold (‘ growth’and ‘decay’) as well
as spontaneous or inherent in all things (‘ their nature’, there-
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nature even as nothing can bring it into existence if such
power is not already within it. A jar, for instance, appears
to be destroyed by the blow of a staff but this is not really so.
The destruction must be entirely attributed to the natural
potency of the fleeting forces which previously emerged into
existence to become the phenomenon that is the jar'. This
potency for momentary self-emergence and self-destruction
is called arthakriyGsamarthyam and it is the very essence of

reality (arthakriydsamarthyalaksanatvad vastunah’).

For the Buddhist, momentariness and efficiency are in-
separable. Reality is momentary because it is efficient and
it is efficient because it is momentary. Anything which is

fore, not something ab extra) is specifically uttered in the second
and the third lines of the verse:
aniced vata sankdra
uppadavvaya dhammino /
uppajj{ttvd nirujjhanti
tesari viipasamo sukho //
Maha sudassana suttanta, The Digha Nikdye, Pali Text Society,
Vol. II, p. 199. The following is the E. T. of the verse :
How transient are all compound things!
Growth is their nature and decay,
They are produced, they are dissolved again;
To bring them all into subjection—that is bliss,
Sacred Books of the Buddhists, Vol. III, p. 232. See also Intro,, pPp.
194-195. .
1. Cp. The Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux, pp. 1-5.
2. For reference to the Buddhist works wherein this idea, Biz.
arthakriyasdmarthyam, is dealt with, see infra, ch. V.

What follows, is a Buddhist polemic against the possibility
of causal efficiency (arthakriydkdritvam) in the substance-view
(dravyavdda) of any description.

The Jaina has no objection to join the Buddhist in this pol-
emical attack but he does so on two conditions : one, that the
substance-view attacked by the Buddhist is of the extreme or
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non-momentary and non-efficient is unreal’ This attitude
puts the Buddhist in opposition to the Naiyayika and others
who subscribe to the notion of a permanent substance. If the
substance is permanent, the Buddhist would argue, there are
only two ways of its being efficient in the production of its
effects : the one simultaneous, the other successive. Both
lead to absurdity : in the first case, the substance ought to
produce all the effects it is capable of in the very first moment
of its existence. N othing should stand in the way of the
spontaneous production of its effects. But if it produces all
its effects, as it should, at once, then its potency is exhausted
and its continued existence in the subsequent moments will
be empty and meaningless. If, however, it continues to exist
even though it is not potent or productive, then another
difficulty sets in, viz., the incompatibility between product-
ivity (s@dmarthya) in the first moment and non-productivity
(asdmarthya) in succeeding moments. This militates against
the fundamental law of all existence, viz., nothing which has
opposed characteristics can be one entity’ (viruddhadharma-

dhydsavan nasdvekah).

exclusive type (ek@ntadravyavdda) and, two, that it is also of the
static type (kiutasthanityavdade). These conditions will again be
mentioned (see infra, ch. V) in the course of the section on
arthakriyakdaritvavade (see infra, ch. V). A criticism against
the Buddhist view of this »ada, in the light of the Jainas’ own of
the subject, will also be discussed in that section.

1. As a matter of fact, momentariness, efficiency, causality
and reality are treated as synonyms and, conversely, what is
non-momentary or non-efficient, non-causal, is unreal (nissva-
bhavatvat) or non-existent (ebhavaripa eva) : akarajzam asad eva/
PK on TSS, kd. 384; see also Bud. Leg., Vol. I, p. 124 ff.

2. See supra, p. 23 and f.n. 3 thereon.
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Again, the Buddhist feels that his opponent fares no
better in the other case also, viz., that the permanent sub-
stance can produce its effects successively. The Buddhists
here ask why the permanent should not produce all its effects
at once, instead of in succession. For if it is in the nature of
the substance to produce a certain number of effects, then it
is absurd, he would argue, to maintain that it cannot produce
B while it has been producing A inasmuch as both are, as it
were, in its womb. The Buddhist would drive this matter to
an issue and plead that if the substance cannot produce B
together with all the effects inherent in it, then it can never
produce any effect at all and remains barren forever like a
piece of stone. If, on the other hand, his opponent approves
of the contention, then he is reduced to the plight of accepting
the Simultaneous productivity of the whole range of effects
by the substance. Both these alternatives are therefore
uncongenial to the substantialist thesis.

Furthermore, the Buddhist tries to silence the opponent
who might plead that the substance does not produce all its
effects at once owing to the absence of its auxiliaries'
(sahakdri) and that it will bring out the effects gradually
as the auxiliaries come to its aid. The Buddhist comes down
upon his opponent here and asks the opponent whether or not
the auxiliaries make a difference to the substance. If they make
any difference then the efficiency of the permanent in produc-

1. In the estimation of the Buddhist the opponents’ (the target is
the Nyaya-Vai$esika reality) notion of causality involves not
merely the manifest absurdities, which are being so trenchantly
criticised, but also the additional absurdity of being conceived
on ‘the anthropomorphic pattern’ of Bud. Log., Vol. I, p. 128 {f,
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ing the cause is compromised and becomes dependent upon
other things in order to be efficient. If, on the contrary, they
do not make any difference to its nature, then it is futile to
plead for inoperative and ineffective (akificitkara) elements
in a thing. Applying this logic to the instance of the seed
and the plant, the Buddhist argues that the plant is not the
result of the productivity of an identical seed helped by the
auxiliaries of rain, etc., but is an entirely different thing. In
other words, the seed in itself is different from the seed in
combination with its auxiliaries and, therefore, difference is
ultimate. Failure to comply with this conclusion would lead
the Buddhist to say that the seed as modified by auxiliaries
is opposed to its initial unmodified condition. Such opposi-
tion does violence to the law that no two opposed things are
one entity. The Buddhist, therefore, would conclude that
causal efficiency is the essence of the simple and unique
moments each of which is totally different from the others'

(trailokya-vyavarta).

Thus we see that in Buddhism permanence (or continuity

or being) is treated as a mere subjective imposition (vikalpa)

1. The exceptions, of course, are the Vatsiputriyas (also called the
Abhidharmikas or Vaibhasikas), whose partial divergence from
the extreme antagonism to the substantialist view has already
been touched upon (see supra, p. 19, f.n.1) and the Madhyamikas
who treat any positive view—whether it be the substantialist
view or, for that matter, the erroneous doctrine of momentari-
ness, under their negative and destructive method of prasaiga
(a form of reductio ad absurdum by means of which the inherent
weaknesses of the opponent’s doctrine is claimed to be exposed;
here one is reminded of a similar method used by Zeno and
Sriharga).
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on the absolutely different discrete, simple, momentary and
unique events which constitute the process of reality. The
Buddhist has persistently rebelled against any trace of sub-
stantialist' influence,

This extreme attitude of denial regarding substantiality
and the soul is a consistent development of the initial triple
postulaté of anicca, anatta and duhkha. This denial is but the
negative aspect of the positive creed of relentless becoming’
resembling a vast show in which the atomic entities or snap-
shots ceaselessly race to tell a story which does not proceed
from within themselves but is fabricated by the onlooker.
Each real is a monad from which there is no way out and into
which there is no entrance. Such a position cannot help
becoming solipsistic® (

1. In his comments on the following statement of Dharmakirti
$antaraksita suggestively touches upon the essential points—
both critical and constructive—bearing on the whole argument
of arthakriydkaritva as stated here : yadi na sarvam krtakarn va/
pratiksanavindsi syit aksanikasya/ kramayaugapadydbhyim artha-
kriyd ayogdt/ arthakriydsimarthyalaksanamato nivrttam/ asadeva
sydt/ etc. VND, pp. 7-8, and the Vipaficitirtha thereon. See
aiso HBT, pp.118 ff,, PVD, II. 3-4](and the MV thereon), and SBNT
p. 74.

2. Dharmakirti seems to have been aware of this ‘danger” and
therefore to have attempted to escape from it by trying to make
out a case for his position in his special “Tract on the Repudia-
tion of Solipsism” (or “Establishment of the Existence of
Other Minds”). The case—judging from Stcherbatsky’s ‘short
summary’ of the tract which is available in Tibetan—does not
seem to be strong enough to rid the Buddhist position from the
solipsistic consequences because Dharmakirti’s argument seems
to rest on the supposed weakness of his opponent’s argument
rather than on the inherent strength of his own. See Bud. Log.
Vol. I, pp. 521-24.

2
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The wealth of human adventure and evolution becomes
one vast fiction built on—but does not actually rest on—the

mere fleeting moments.

The ethical and spiritual motive underlying this repudi-
ation of substance or soul is clear. It is to do away with
a ‘continuant’ having a prior and posterior existence and
offering an enduring basis for the mutations of life and matter.
This is considered to be the basis of avarice and egoism which
breed the ills of life. To relieve the world from suffering
meant, on this theory, to rid the evil-stricken beings from
their pre-océupation with that which endures and lures
them away from the path of prajfid.’ But in achieving this
Buddhism has overshot the mark. Or rather, the logical result
of this view is that in the attempt to be cured of ailments
man tends to be cured of life itself. Furthermore, speaking
ethically, man has no basis for selflessness once he has lost
the self. This prescription is as radical and extreme as its
Vedantic opposite which over-reaches its aim by offering a
universal but static self or the absolute, and denying the
‘ultimate validity to the values of this ‘mighty frame’ of the
mutating world which must form an integral part of reality.
Reality flies on both wings—the right wing of the Vedanta
with its allegiance to the Upanisadic being, and the left wing
of the nair@tmya metaphysics (becoming) descending from
the deep intuition of Buddha.

1. Cf. “Having seen by wisdom all the passions and evils arising
from the view of Atman (satkdyedrsti), and having also known
that the object of it is Atman, a Yogin denies its existence.”
This is V. S. Bhattacharya’s E. T. of a verse by Candrakirti in
Madhyamakavatara, VI. 123. See The Basic Conception of Buddhism,
p. 72 and f.n. 23 thereon,
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An adequate metaphysics does not annul but conserves
and transfigures the obstinate elements of permanence
and change. No doubt both the great systems display a
rigorous internal consistency, but they lack comprehensive-
ness. Unless the claims of the two brothers are evenly
accommodated philosophy becomes a haunted house constantly
assailed by the ghost of the maltreated brother. An inclusive
view of reality is a sure corrective to the one-sidedness. It
should, therefore, be based on a concrete conception in which
the co-ordinate ideas of being and becoming, identity and
difference, universal and particular are harmoniously com-
prehended.

The failure of each of the two great systems so far
considered is at once grand and fruitful—grand because of
the depth of insight each has revealed in bringing out a
massive system of thought into which some of the sublime
elements of human thinking are wrought and fruitful because
each has exhausted all the weapons it could possibly bring
into its fight against the other and thereby shown how the
inadequate postulates with which it started inevitably lead
to a partial reading of the secrets of complex reality. Great
as it is, this failure points to the need for a sturdy synthesis
of the elements ‘permanence’ and ‘change’, ‘identity’ and
‘difference’, and ‘universal’ and ‘particular’ at all levels
—ontological, epistemological and logical. A brief account
of each of the schools which have attempted such a synthesis
is offered in the following chapters.



CHAPTER Il

The Schools of Philosophy in Which Identity
Subordinates Difference :

A. The Sankhya System
B. The Bhedabhkeda Systems of :
(i) Bhartrprapafica
(ii) Bhdaskara and Yddavaprakadsa
(iii) Nimbarka
(iv) Ramanuja

C. Hegelianism






CHAPTER III
A. The Sankhya System

Having viewed, in the course of the two previous chapters,
Advaitism and Buddhism, and found that the one upholds
‘identity ’ and the other ‘difference’, we may endeavour, in
the course of the present chapter, to examine a few systems
of philosophy in which difference (bheda) is subordinated to
identity (abheda). The systems which figure here, in the
order of their treatment are: (A) The Sankhya; (B) the
Bhedabheda schools of (i) Bhartrprapafica, (ii) Bhiaskara
and Yadavaprakésa, (iii) Nimbdarka, and (iv) Rimanuja;
(C) Hegelianism, an important school of Western philosophy,
is added to the above notable systems of Indian philosophy for
the reason of its striking resemblance to, as well as divergence
from, the Jaina view, in respect of some important dialectical

features.

Without going into highly controversial and not

directly relevant questions like how early' (before

1. According to R. Garbe the Sankhya and the Yoga are “the two
oldest systems (of philosophy) which India has produced” (see
his Intro. to the Bhagavadgitd, E. T., Ind. Ant., 1918, p. 14).
Incidentally, in his ‘estimation’, the Sankhya is also “the most
significant system of philosophy that India has produced”. (See
his Preface to Vijianabhiksu’s Sankhyapravacanabhdsya, p.
XIV.) H. Jacobi points out Kautilya’® references in the Artha-
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$astra (about 300 B. C., according to him) to this system (see
The Early History of Indian Philosophy, E. T., Ind. Ant., 1918, p. 102
ff.).

In his Early Sankhya E. H. Johnston has made an attempt
‘to trace the evolution (or ‘the historical development’) of the
(Sankhya) doctrine up to its culmination in the Sarnikhyakdrikds’
by the method of sorting out, and assessing, ‘four classes’ of
evidence. An earlier part of the same attempt is embodied in
his paper on ‘The Numerical Riddle in the $vetdsvatara Upani-
sad’,JRAS, 1930, pp. 855-878. Previously, S.N. Das Gupta also has
endeavoured to trace the early developments of the Sankhya,
particularly as they are found in the Carakasarhitd of Caraka
(see HIP, Vol. 1, p. 213 ff.). Johnston credits Das Gupta with
being ‘the first to bring to notice the historical importance’ of
Caraka’s account. B. N. Seal’s Positive Sciences of the Ancient
Hindus, and P. C. Ray’s Hindu Chemistry, offer highly sugges-
tive remarks on the naturalistic side of the Sankhya philosophy.

With regard to the relation between the Sankhya and the
Upanisads opinions vary : some hold that the Sankhya sytem is
‘almost as old as the Upanisads’ and ‘independent in origin’.
(Badarayana’s rejection of the idea that the Sankhya represents
Upanisadic teaching is significant in this connection; see OIP, p.
2671.). Others maintain that it is ‘based on the Upanisads’, that
the leading conceptions of its philosophy are already found in
the ‘varied teachings’ of the Upanisads, or, to express the same
somewhat specifically,that ‘therealistic tendencies of Upanisads
receive emphasis in the Sankhya ‘conception of the universe ’
and that certain important divergences in the system from the
Upanisads are the result of ‘a natural process of criticism and
development of one side of the Upanisadic teaching’. But the
generality of writers (except those who suggest ‘borrowings’
by the Upanisads, of ‘the doctrines already extant in the
Sankhya system’—a suggestion which is repudiated as ‘metho-
dologically unsound’ in Keith’s The Sankhya System, p.7) find
an impact of the Upanisads, at any rate the earlier ones, on the
Sankhya, although some attribute to this impact certain positive
doctrines in the Sankhya, and others a keen ‘opposition’ or
‘reaction’ which led to the development of the doctrines in it.
Keith, however, admits both results of the impact (ibid.). See,
in this connection, OIP, p. 267; TP, Vol. I, p. 259 ff, Vol. II, p. 249
ff.; the article on ‘The Sankhya’, ERE, especially p. 190; and
Keith’s work, already cited.
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ISvarakrsna', the great exponent of the classical form of this
school) did the Sankhya originate, and whether and to what
extent, it is an original® system, we may safely affirm that
this school represents one of the earliest attempts, among the

orthodox systems, to effect a synthesis’ between ‘identity’ or

With regard to the question of the relation between the
Sankhya system and Buddhism, Stcherbatsky, in his excellent
and lengthy review of Vidushekhara Bhattacharya’s The Basic
Conception of Buddhism, observes that “the Sankhya system
preceded Buddhism in time and constitutes its (the latter’s)
philosophical basis”. He cites names of scholars such as H. Jac-
obi, Pischel, H. Oldenberg and even R. Garbe, in support of his
thesis. E. J. Thomas, like Senart, however, finds that “the most
certain parallelisms (between the two schools) are crossed by
evident discordances” (see his History of Buddhist Thought, pp.
80 and 91, as well as f.n. 2 thereon). Stcherbatsky’s compa-
rison between the ‘dharmas’ of the Buddhists and the ‘gunas’
of the Sankhyas, and between the ‘pratityasamutpdda’ of the
former and the ‘parindmavaeda’ of the latter, are, like several
other ideas touched upon in course of the review, of highly sug-
gestive significance. The review, referred to in this paragraph,
is entitled ‘The Dharmas of the Buddhists and the Gunas of the
Sankhyas’ in the Indian Historical Quarterly, 1934, pp. 737-760
(see especially p. 753 £.).

For a few observations bearing on the relation between the
Sankhya and the Jaina systems, on matters such as purusa and
jiva, and prakrti and ajiva, respectively, see PrSKU, Intro., p.
LXII ff,

1. Itis generally acknowledged that I$varakrsna’s Sankhyakdrikd
is the earliest work available on the Sankhya system. Max Miil-
ler, however, thinks that the Tattvasamasa is the earliest. (See
his The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, London, 1928, p. 224 ff.)

2. In this connection it is observed : “Thus it remains a moot ques-
tion to this day whether the Sankhya represents an original
doctrine or is only derived from some other”. OIP, p.13. See also
supra, p. 61,f. n, 1.

3. For Hiriyanna’s confusion of the Sankhya notion of identity-
in-difference with that of the Jaina, as well as for a critical
comment thereon, see infra, p. 68, f.n. 1.
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permanence and ¢ difference’ or change. Of the two primordia
realms the Sankhya recognises as together constituting the
entire reality, the first is the realm of a plurality of statically
permanent (kutasthanitya') selves (purusas’) and the second
of dynamically constant (parindmanitya) nature (prakrti).
Purusas being pure (svacchdh) and static entities, or
undifferenced identities, the problem of synthesising identity

and difference is confined, exclusively, to the realm of prakrti.

Prakrti is conceived to be a permanent framework within
which is set the cosmic play of change. Change consists in
the evolution of different configurations or patterns resulting
from the different combinations of the three gunas, viz., sattva,
rajas, and tamas, the ultimate or irreducible constituent ele-
ments of prakrti, The configurations thus evolved, or the
evolutes, eventually dissolve themselves in their matrix,
prakrti, this dissolution or involution being the other aspect
of change. An eternal cycle of these alternating evolutions
and involutions is conceived to be the inherent nature of

prakrti.

1. Cf. na prakrtir na vikrtih purusah / Sankhyekdrikd, ka. 3.

2. S.S.S. Sastry has noticed that the early Tamil work, Manpime-
khalalai, refers to one puruse only in the Sankhya system. See
his Sankhyakdrikd, Madras, 1948, Intro., p. 18, f.n. 4. '

Logically plurality of purusas (purusabahutvam) necessitates
postulating plurality of prakrtis since prakrti is said to be meant
for the enjoyment (bhoga) and salvation (apavarga) of a
purusa. If the same prakrti is imagined to play infinite roles to
infinite purugas then it is hard to explain how the intrinsically
non-intelligent (aviveki) can accommodate itself to the infinitely
different needs of the individually peculiar purusas. The San-
khya does not seem to have any satisfactory explanations for
these difficulties. -
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Although change, in this system, is genuinely real, it is
not’ radical or total as it is conceived to be under the
drambhavdda (the doctrine of new creation) of the Nyaya-
Vai$esika philosophy. According to the darambhavdda an
effect, the result of change, is considered to be a totally novel
creation completely different from the cause although it in-
heres in the cause as a quality does in a substance. The effect
jar (ghata), for instance, is described under drambhavada as
the ‘ counterpart’ of its antecedent non-existence (prdgabhdva-
pratiyogi). That is, when the jar comes into being its prior
non-existence ceases to be, the prior non-existence and the
posterior existence being totally different from each other.
This view, also called asatkdryavdda, is in sharp contrast to
the Sankhya view of satkdryavada® (the theory of identity of
the cause and its effect) according to which the cause abides'
in the effect as, for instance, the yarns abide in the fabric, the
difference between the two being that the latter manifests a

particular arrangement (samsthanabheda) of the former’.

1. Cf. kd@ryam prakrtisvariipar virupam ca / Sankhyakdrikd, ka. 8.

2. Cf.infra, Ch. VII

3. For a discussion of the two contrasting doctrines of satkarya-
vdda and asatkdryavdda (or drambhavdda), see Vacaspati Misra’s
Tattva-Kaumudi, comm. on kd. 9 (in G. Jha’s edn., pp. 20-24)

4. Cf. prasdrya iha yathdngdni kirmeh samharate punah / The
Mahdbhdrate, XII, ch. 253. This illustration of the tortoise
(kurma) is beautifully elucidated by Madhavacarya. See SDSC,
pp. 225-226.

5. evam abhede siddhe, tantara eva tena tena samsthdnabhedena
parinatah pato, na tantubhyo'rthantaram patah /. See Tattva-
Kaumudi (Jha’s edn.), p. 22.

John Davies has noticed the following interesting statement
in Sir William Hamilton’s works : “What is the law of causality?
Simply this....that all that we at present come to know as an
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Thus lack of identity between the two terms (the cause and
the effect) necessarily indicates the lack of any causal relation
as, for instance, in the case of a horse and a cow. Accordingly,
what is meant by the production and the destruction of an
effect is simply the revelation (Gvirbhdva) and the conceal-
ment (tirobhdva), respectively, of a particular form of prakrti
depending, as already noticed, on the preponderance or the
diminution in the relative proportions of its three ultimate

constituents.

One of the two important conclusions emerging from the
treatment of parindmavdda, as applied to prakrti, in the
Sankhya metaphysics, is that change or difference is a
genuinely real feature of reality. But this conclusion is
overshadowed by the other, and more important, conclusion
arising from the supreme importance attached to satkdrya-
vdda in the sphere of prakrti. The truth of this doctrine,
viz,, identity of the cause and the effect, leads the Sankhya to
elevate the importance of identity to such level that change
or difference, however genuine it may be considered to be,

becomes dwarfed in importance.! Treating the effect as an

effect must have previously existed in its causes”. Hindu Philo-
sophy, 2nd edn., London, 1894, p. 33, f.n. 1.

1. Therefore, Hiriyanna’s comparison of the Jaina notion of iden-
tity-in-difference with that of the Sankhya, as indicated in the
following statement of his, though true in a broad sense, is to be
understood as subject to this important qualification. Contrast-
ing the Sankhya notion of causality with that of the Nyaya-
VaiSesika he observes: “The material cause and the effect are
not taken here to be quite distinct, as in the Nyaya-Vaisesika..,
they form, on the other hand, an identity in difference, as in
Jainism.” EIP, p. 109. (Italics mine.)
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entirely novel creation is of course an extreme view. But
treating the cause as primary and the effect secondary
amounts to disregarding the co-ordinate importance of change
or difference. As a matter of fact a firm instance on the logic
of satkdryavddae may even lead to a wholesale repudiation of
difference. This is proved in the case of Advaitism'. As
the philosophy of a realist the Sankhya tries to reconcile the
doctrine of satkdryavada with that of parindmavdida. Par-
tiality for the former, however, so much dilutes the truth
of the latter that ‘difference’ is subordinated to ‘identity’.
When the undivided supremacy of identity in the realm of
purusas is considered in conjunction with the primacy of
identity over difference in the realm of prakrti, the Sankhya’s
adherence to permanence as a more primordial principle of

reality becomes an undoubted proposition.

B. (i) The Bhedabheda Philosophy of Bhartrprapafica

Bhartrprapafica® is an early thinker who livéd long

anterior to Sankara and SureSvara. He maintains a form of

1. As aresult of treating difference as appearance, and not reality,
Advaitism has been more appropriately described as satkarana-
vdda. This doctrine differs from satkdryavdde in the greater
degree of emphasis it lays on the cause. The distinction
between the two doctrines is, therefore, one of degree rather
than of kind.

2. None of the works of the early thinker has come down to us.
Referenceto, and discussions of, the various aspects of his views )
are, however, found in some Vedantic works which often quote
expressions from his writings. A number of “Fragments of
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bhedibhedavida', or dvaitidvaitavada’, a doctrine of ‘identity-
in-difference’’, or of ‘unity-in-diversity’’. According to this
doctrine brahman, the ultimate reality, evolves itself into
the manifold world of objects and the selves (jivas) and the
relation between brahman on the one hand and the world and
the selves on the other is one of identity and difference. Owing
to the evolutionary character of brahman this doctrine may
also be called a type of brahmaparindmavdada’. As brahman,
in the metaphysics of Bhartrprapafica, is “not robbed of its
manifestations” or the evolutes, viz., the world and the selves,

but possesses them, its nature is said to be saprapafica’,

Some of the examples by which the dual nature of
¢ identity in difference’, in brahman on the one hand and in

the jivas and the world on the other, is illustrated are ‘the

Bhartrprapafica” have been brought together, by Hiriyanna, in
a paper bearing this title (see Proceedings and Transactions of the
Third Oriental Conference, Madras, 1924, pp. 439-450). In the arti-
cle ‘Bhartrprapafica: An Old Vedantin’ contributed to The
Indian Antiquary, 1924, pp. 77-86, the same writer has attempted,
“a tentative reconstruction of Bhartrprapafica’s doctrine in
its broad outline”. There have been practically no further
attempts, before or since the publication of the two contribu-
tions, just mentioned. The two contributions named will be
referred to as FrBH and BOV, respectively. The sources from
which the ‘fragments’ are taken, and on which the ‘recon-
struction’ is based, are mentioned in the course of the body and
the footnotes of the two works.
1. See, for instance, BOV, p. 78 and FrBH, p. 439.

2. BOV,p.82,and K. C. Bhattacharya’s Studies in Veddntism, Cal-
cutta, 1909, p. 25.

3. FrBH, p. 439 and BOV, p. 78, etc.

4. BOV, p. 82.

5. FrBH, p. 439.

6. Cf.BOV,p.7 f.n.2.



CHAPTER III 69

snake and its coils, hood, ete.’, the ‘sun and itsrays’, and ‘un-
agitated and the agitated ocean’!. Bhartrprapafica does not
see anything incompatible’ in the idea of the homogeneous
(para) brahman envolving itself into a heterogeneous (apara)
universe of selves and objects. On the contrary he sees in

the latter the fulfilment of the evolv‘ing urge in the former.

His view, that there is no incompatibility or ¢ discrepancy’
between bheda or diversity and abheda or unity in the inte-
grated principle of bheddbheda, which is described as “the
ultimate Truth”? is further accentuated by his theory of
knowledge designated as pramanasamuccayavida®. According
to this vada perception explicitly gives diversity although
unity also is implicit in perceptual truth. Similarly the scrip-
ture explicitly reveals wunity, although diversity is. also
implicit in the seriptural ‘truth’. Neither truth—perceptual
(or empirical) or scriptural (or revealed)—is more true than
the other; both are “equally valid”®. There is, therefore, no
“conflict” between them’. This view is in sharp contrast
with the Sankara view that empirical knowledge is ‘on a
lower footing’ than revealed knowledge, and, that, in the

ultimate analysis, revealed knowledge (of unity) or pardvidya

BOV, pp. 78-79, and IP, Vol. II, pp. 789-790.

Cf. BOV, p. 82.

FrBH, p. 440.

Cf.BOV, p. 82. Of this theoretical side jidnakarmasamuccyavada

is the practical counterpart, or ¢ corollary’., See FrBH, p. 440.

5. Cf. svdnubhavdddvaitasya advaitasya Srutivas$dat (pramdnyam)/
BOV, p. 82, f.n. 44. Elsewhere we meet with a statement that
‘dvaitam’ (also) is ‘paramdrthasatyam’; evar sarvam idam
dvaitam paramdrthasatyam. See IP, Vol.II, pp. 789-790.

6. BOV,p. 82.

tho e
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is alone the absolute or sole truth (not the empirical know-
ledge, or apardvidyd, which is ultimately false). Thus while
the former view affirms that the two kinds of knowledge are
valid “in exactly the same sense”, the latter one assigns them
to two different spheres', between one being ultimately true
and the other false.

This difference between the two views is indeed of a
basic and far-reaching philosophical significance.’ It is, there-
fore, no wonder that it evokes from Sankara a sharp criticism
against the dvaitddvaita thesis of Bhartrprapafica. The criti-
cism is that “although rules of action may admit of exceptions
or alternatives, a truth does not; truth does not depend on
any one’s choice. Two contradictory attributes, dvaita and
advaita, dual and single, cannot both be true of the same
thing. Yet the sea and its waves are said to be identical-in-
difference. In fact the union of contradictories is not denied
of phenomenal objects, it is denied only of the noumenon, the
‘simple’ eternal object (nitya-niravayavavastu-visayarm hi
viruddhatvam avocime dvaitidvaitasya ne kdrya-visaye

sdvayave).”®

The above criticism by Sankara has, if anything, some
abstract logical force derived from the unitary basis of his
philosophy, but not any concrete ontological conformity. The
relationless unitary ultimate has no appeal either to Bhartr-
prapafica or, as will be evident from the following sections,

1. Ibid.
2. Cf.BOV,p.18. o :
3. K. C.Bhattacharya, op. cit., p. 25.
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to any other bheddbhedavddins, within the metaphysical range

of brahmaparindmavada.

This is but a brief account of the principal features of the
bheddbheda view of Bhartrprapafica, based, mainly, on
Hiriyanna’s ‘“tentative reconstruction of Bhartrprapaiica’s
doctrine in its broad outline”. Even in course of this brief
attempt one cannot help noticing the fact that Bhartrprapafica
displays, behind his valiant effort to accord equal validity to
the principle of difference (bheda), an indisputable predilec-
tion for unity (abheda, identity), in the form of upholding
brahman as the evolving basis of the world and the jivas.
This position necessarily involves the logical fact that brahman,
like the prakrti of the Sankhya', is the matrix, and, therefore,
the primary real from which everything else is derived.
Merely designating the derived universe of matter and life as
of equalreality to that of brahman is not warranted by the logic
of brahmaparinamavada. Therefore, in the battle for ¢ differ-

ence’ Bhartrprapafica obtains a partial victory.

B. (ii) The Bhedibheda Metaphysics of Bhaskara and
Yadavaprakasa

Bhaskara and Yadava are two of the most notable post-
Sankara thinkers according to whom reality is an evolution

from brahman (brahmaparindma) exhibiting, simultaneously,

1. For a comparison between the doctrines of the Sankhya and
Bhartrprapafica, see BOV, pp. 85-86.
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the dual character of difference and non-difference or identity
(bhedabheda or bhinndbhinna). The evolution is a real
transformation of the unitary brahman into the manifold
world and the finite selves. This position, like that of
Bhartrprapafica, is in sharp contrast with the vivartavada
according to which the world is a ‘cosmic fiction ’ or a pheno-
menal appearance (mdyd) occurring owing to ignorance
(avidyd) ' which is sublated when true knowledge (jfidna)®
reveals itself. A further important divergence on the part of
this position from that of the latter doctrine concerns causal
relation: While the two thinkers under study treat the world
as a finite, but real, manifestation, or effect, of the infinite ulti-
mate (brahman)’the vivartavidin repudiates’ the intrinsic reali-
ty of any causal relation between the world and the ultimate
principle. This is so because, in the bhedabheda view of the
former, the effects, say, the jar, the pot and the platter etc., are

1. For thedistinction, in meaning, between mdyd as ¢the principle
of cosmic illusion’ (or ‘cosmic fiction’) and avidyd (ignorance)
as the ‘incidence’, of mdyd, on the individual, see OIP, p. 348,
f.n.1 and p. 365 f.

2. Evidently this doctrine strikes Bhaskara as propounding the
view that the world (which is infected with bheda) is
‘epistemic’ in its being (prdtitikasattd), or that it exists for the
individual (purusdpeksayd) in ignorance. Bhaskara sharply
attacks this view and (cf. naradbheddn na hi jfieyd vastunah
sadasatyatd/ na hi ripam anandhdndm satyam andhesvasad bhavet/
Brahmasiitra with the Comm. of Bhaskaracarya, ed. Vindhye-
svari Prasada Dvivedin, Benares, 1903, p. 18) and affirms that
our experience of bheda is not phenomenal but real (tasman na
bhedadarsanam avidyd/ Ibid., p. 19).

3. See the somewhat lengthy but highly lucid comm. on II 1.14,
Bhaskaracarya, op. cit., p. 9288.

4. See below f.n,
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the genuine states' (avasthds) of clay, whereas, in the abheda
view of the latter, the clay alone—by which is meant the ulti-
mate principle—is real : mrttikety eva satyam’, the states, or
the effects, of clay being phenomenal or intrinsically unreal.
A further consequence arising from this difference between
the two views is that the bheddbhedavddins consider the
world as not merely real, as just pointed out, but also
describable (nirvacaniya), since words, it is pointed out, are
eminently expressive of the truth : atha ndmadheyam satyasya
satyam’. The abhedavddin, on the contrary, considers the

world, which is mdaya, as indescribable (anirvacaniya) or

1. Cf. tasmdt bhedadarSenato’vidyd ne mithyd paramdtmano’vasthd,
visegah prapaiico’yam etc. Bhaskaracarya, op. cit., p. 96.

2. Sankara stresses ‘eva’ in this sitra (of the Chandogya Upanisad,
VI. 1.4) in order to accentuate his view that the cause is ‘really
and truly nothing butclay’, and that the effect is ‘a name merely’
(namadheyam), having its origin in ‘mere speech’ (vdcdrambha-
nam), and is, therefore, ‘untrue’ (asatyam). See SBE, Vol. XXXIV,
Pt.I, p.320. Bhaskara puts this case as follows: atra kecin maya-
vadam avatdrayanti mritikety eva satyam ity avadharandat kdaranam
eva satyam kdryam anrtam asatyam anddikalapravrttavidydvaesat
ayam bhedah pratibhdsate nae paramdrthato’sti etc. Bhaskara-
carya, op. cit., p. 93. This vivarte view, that cause alone is real
(kdranam eva satyam),isincongruous because one cannotspeak of
a cause without its correlative effect, sharing the reality of the
cause. The vivartavddin is indeed aware of the fact that the illus-
ory world needs a basis (dspada or adhisthdna) for its appear-
ance, and maintains, consequently, that brahman or sat provides
the sole basis. He also concedes that brahman cannot be called
‘the cause’ in strictness. It is, according to him, called so by
courtesy so to speak (upalaksana). This way of playing fast
and loose with the principle of causality which is admittedly
unreal, intrinsically, offends the logical conscience of Bhaskara
as of many others. Cf. ibid., p. 92 ff.

3. Bhaskaracarya, op. cit., p. 93. See also P, N, Srinivasachari’s
The Philosophy of Bhedabheda, 2nd edn., Madras, 1950, p. 59 ff.
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indefinable, This is the reason why the former group of
thinkers feels that the tests like neti neti (not thus, not so),
or neha ndndsti kificana (there is no plurality of existence),
etc., deny plurality and finitude (bheda) in the absolute or
brahman, but not, as the group interprets, plurality and

finitude as such’.

Both Bhaskara and Yadava sternly maintain that iden-
tity and difference co-exist in all that is’. Every object of
experience is, they say, a blend of the generic blasis and the
specific transformations of the generic basis. Brahman, the
ultimate basis of the manifold universe of objects and selves,
is conceived as retaining> its infinity, purity and perfection
even while it finitizes itself into the universe of objects and
selves’. It is, therefore, the infinite cause, or the unitary
ground, of the finite diversities both of which form, in this
view, not mutually incompatible’, but correlative elements of

the total reality.

Despite their agreement on the basic position of the
bheddbheda or bhinndbhinna approach to the nature of reality
Bhaskara and Yadava differ on a few points, two of which
deserve mention here, In the first place, brahman, according
to Bhaskara, is the unconditioned absolute which, by virtue
of upddhis, or ‘limiting adjuncts’, conditions itself into the

1. Cf. kdryarupena ndndtvam abhedah kdrapdtmand / hemdtmand
yathabhedah kundalddydtmand bhidd // Ibid., p. 18.

2. Cf. tasmdt sarvem ekdnekdtmakam na atyantam abhinnam
bhinnam va / Ibid., p. 101.

3. Cf. Srinivasachari, op. cit,, p. 144, and IP., Vol.II, p. 670.

4, Cf.IP,Vol.Il, p. 671.
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diverse world of objects and selves. Upddhis or limitations
are conceived by him to be real' (satyopddhis), not fictitious
(mithyopddhis). The conditioned state of the unconditioned
is compared to an enclosed or limited space in a jar, and the
enclosed space is, nevertheless, thought to be continuous with
the universal space. This principle of updadhis, which is
considered as the necessary condition of the evolution of the
world from the unconditioned, or the unlimited, absolute, is
brought in by Bhaskara to bridge the gulf between the in-
finite and unitary absolute and the finite and multitudinous
world. Yadava, on the contrary, does not feel the need of
postulating anything like upddhis to intervene between the
evolving orahman and the evolved world. He is content with
investing brahman with an inherent power, or $akti’, by virtue
of which brahman can finitize itself into the world of diver-
sities just as an ocean can spontaneously break itself into
waves, ripples, and foam.

Secondly, Bhaskara and his followers maintain that
‘Brahman has two parts, a spirit part (cidams$a) and a
material part (acidamsa)’, the latter being a medium
through which brahman transforms itself into the finite
world’. Yadava, on the contrary, gives his ontology a certain
spiritualistic orientation by denying qualitative differences
between God (ISvara or brahman) and consciousness (cit)

on the one hand, and between consciousness and matter (acit)

1. Cf. Srinivasachari, op. cit, pp. 51, 69-72 and 144. For Rama-
nuja’s objections against the notion of upddhis, see pp. 214-215.
2. Ibid., p. 144.

Cf. ibid., p. 6.
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on the other', “Acit”, observes Srinivasachari, describing
Yadava’s philosophy, “is the object which can develop in'to
the subject and consciousness sleeps in the matter and wakes
up in the sentient being®.” Yet, strangely enough Bhaskara
emphasises the abheda texts and, consequently, emphasises
the ultimacy of identity (ananyatva), in spite of his professed
dualism of brahman and upddhis, while Yadava emphasises
the eternality of difference, as well as of unity, despite his

belief in a kind of pan-spiritualism®.

Whatever may be the differences existing between
Bhaskara and Yadava with respect to certain specific issues,
two of which have been just noticed, these two thinkers
primarily aim at setting forth a metaphysical scheme in which
reality is “neither a bare unity nor a mere plurality—but a
vital synthesis of both”. But while they have succeeded in
considerably weakening the vigour of the Advaitic claims
for a pure being, or a ‘bare unity’, which is bereft of all
determinations or diversities, they have not succeeded in
escaping the consequences of incongruously endeavouring to
rear an imposing structure of diversity (the world and the
selves, bheda) on the foundation of unity (brahman or abheda).
They credit unity with ‘being’ the source and the destiny

1. Ibid.
Ibid., p. 145. Alsocf. p. 6,f.n. 1, wherein a confirmatory obser-
vation, on this point, is cited from Tdtparye-dipikd of Sudar-
$anacarya.

3. On the entire question of this difference between the views of
the two thinkers, see ibid., p. 145, IP, Vol. II, pp. 671-672 and
Brahmavadin, Vol, V, p. 470.

4. Cf. Hiriyanna’s Foreword to Srinivasachari’s op. cit.,, p. VIL
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of diversity. This necessarily leads to the ultimate elevation
of unity to the status of the primal principle and to the
corresponding degradation of diversity to the level of a
secondary or derivative element, in reality’. The ingenuous
devices like the concepts of upddhi and avasthds have not,
therefore, prevented the satkdryavdda systems of Bhaskara
and Yadava from assigning to bheda, the principle of ‘differ-
ence’, an intrinsically subordinate role® to which it (bheda)

is assigned in all forms of satkdryavadda.

B. (iii) Nimbarka’s System of Svabhéavika Bhedabheda

Among the bheddbheda schools, derived from brahma-
parindmavdda’, Nimbéarka’s svdbhavika' bhedabhedavida

goes farthest in recognising both identity and difference as

1. Cf. Bhaskaridcarya, op. cit., p. 141 where abheda is characterised
as svabhdvika or ‘natural’ and bheda as aupddhike or ‘adventi-
tious’. Distinguishing the viewpoints of Sankara, Bhaskara and
vadava L. Srinivasachar rightly observes: .... $riarikara-
siddhdnte bheddbhedavisaye bhedah avidyakah abhedah pdra-
marthika iti / $ribhaskarasiddhdnte bheda aupddhikah abhedah
svdbhdavika iti / $riyadavasiddhdnte bhedah vyaktilaksanah
abhedah Saktilaksana iti etan matatraye bheda aupddhikah abhedo
mukhya iti pratibhdti / Dar$anodaya, Mysore, 1933, p. 194.

2. Cf. VPSN, Pt. III, p. 194, the last two paragraphs.

3. Cf. VPSN, Pt. I, pp. 292-297.

See Nimbarka’s Veddanta-pdrijata-saurabha (called a Comm. on
Brahmasiitras), ed. V. P. Dvivedin, Benares, 1910, III. 2. 27 and
28; and Anantarama Deva’s Tattvasiddhdnta-bindu, Benares
1913, $lokas 12 and 24; and the same writer’s Veddantaratnamala,
Brindavan, 1916, §loka 45. These three works will be referred
to hereafter as Saurabha, Bindu and Ratnamdld respectively.
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‘ equally real’ (tulyabalatvat)' elements in reality. Referring
to this point Ghate observes that “....if at all we insist on
seeing in the siitras one of the five systems’ under discussion,
it can be at the most the ‘bhedabheda’ system of Nimbarka,
according to which both bheda and abheda are equally real,
without the idea of any subordination of one to the other”®.

1. Cf. Srutyantasuradrumae, by Purushottama Prasada, Benares,
1908, pp. 67 and 69, and Ratnamdld, $lokas 47 and 48. Supporting
the equal reality of bheda and abheda, Bindu (§loka 13) declares :

abhedah kevalo bhrantih tathd bhedo’pi kevalah /
Srutismrtiviruddhatvdt vivekindm asammatah//

For the erroneous consequences issuing from the two views
of atyantabhedavdde and atyanta(kevala)bhedavdda, see Slokas
3,4, 7 and 8. Nearly every work, under the present system,
contains at least a short account of criticisms, in general,
against the two views just mentioned, as well as criticisms, in
particular, against the views of Sankara’s mdydvdda, Bhas-
kara’s aupddhika bheddbhedavdde, Ramanuja’s cidecidvisista-
paramesvaravdda. See, for instance, Devacarya’s Siddhanta-jahna-
v? (a gloss on the Brahmasutras; together with Sundarabhatta’s
sub-comm. Siddhdntasetukd, Benares, 1906, pp. 30-56), Purusot-
tama’s Veddntaratnamafijusd (concerned mainly with ‘mdayavada-
nirdkarana’), and Srutyantasuradruma (Benares, 1908), pp. 11 ff,,
and 61 ff. etc.; and Madhava-Mukunda’s Para-paksa-giri-vajrae
(a review of whose controversies with the non-Nimbarka, par-
ticularly edvaite, views is given in HIP, Vol. III, pp. 416-439).

2. The five systems referred to here, are those of Sankara, Rama-
nuja, Nimbarka, Madhva and Vallabha.

3. V.S. Ghate’s The Veddnta, Poona, 1926, p. 183 (Reference to the
siitras follows this passage). See -also Indian Antiquary, Vol. II,
1939, p. 324; and P. N. Srinivasachari’s The Philosophy of Bheda-
bheda, 2nd edn., Madras, 1950, p. 155 (for a reference to S. Ma-
jumdar’s view). That the claim that there is no ‘subordination
of one to the other’ is, eventually, incompatible with any
form of satkdryesvdde or brahmaparindmavdde, under which
Nimbarka’s school figures, has already been, and will again be,
touched upon at the end of this section.
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This system is designated as swvabhdvika or natural parti-
cularly in distinction from aupddhika' bhedabhedavdda of
Bhaskara in so far as difference (bheda), here, is conceived,
not as an ‘adventitious’ (aupddhika) element, but as one
which is as natural as identity. We may now consider the
essential features of this system and then see how far the
claim of the equal reality of both identity and difference is
tenable.

Three reals are admitted by Nimbarka in his philosophy :
bhoktr (the er-zjoyer, or the jiva), bhogya (the enjoyable, or
the world) and niyantr (the controller, or I$vara, or brahman?®).
The relation between I$wvara (God) and the jivas on the one
hand, and between ISvara and the world on the other, is con-
ceived to be one of non-difference-in-difference or unity-in-
diversity (dvaitddvaita®). The relation is, as just noticed,
not ‘ adventitious’ (aupddhika) as in the Bhiskariya system,
nor is it unreal (asatya) as in the Sankara system‘. It is
both natural (svdbhdvika) and real (satya).

1. See Veddntaratnamafijitsd, pp.6-7; VPSN, Pt. III, pp. 85-86 and
182 ff,, especially, p. 197, para. 3 and Siddhanta-jahnavi (and
Setukd thereon), p. 30 ff.

2. bhoktd bhogyam niyanteti trairipyam ca yathdrthakam // Ratna-
mald, p. 25. See also Veddntaratnamanjisd (on $loka 7), p. 84.

3. Cf. tasmat svabhaviko bhedah trayandm eva niScitah / atha
abhedo’pi vijfieyah svabhdvikah tathocyate // Ratnamdld, $loka 3T7.
See also the verses following this, Siddhdnta-jahnavi, p. 44,
and Setukd, pp. 46-47.

4. See Siddhanta-jGhnavi (and Setukd thereon), pp. 30-33. Another
important possible view is that of Raméanuja’s vifistddvaita or
complex whole in which brahman represents the element of
identity (adwvaita) or substance (prakdrin), and the world (acit)
and the individual selves (cit) represent the element of differ-
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ence, or diversity (viesa), or attributes (prakdras). This view,
like the other two, comes in for sharp criticism in Nimbarka’s
svabhdvike dvaitidvaita philosophy. Deferring a somewhat
lengthy treatment of vidistadvaita metaphysics until the next
section, we may mention here two important points of differ-
ence between the two schools in order to get a clearer view of
their respective viewpoints : In the first place Ramanuja’s
conception of visistddvaita is, as will be noticed elsewhere, one in
which identity subordinates difference in a more emphatic way
than it does in Nimbarka’s conception of svabhavika dvaitidvaita.
It is more emphatic in the sense that, in the former case, less
attempt is made to conceal the bias for identity than in the
latter one. Being based on satkdryavdda both schools lead, inevi-
tably, to a view in which identity has a superior role. Never-
theless the latter has to surrender itself to the final conclusion
much against its intended aim (see the end of the next para
here), while the former, when logically pressed, will, perhaps,
accept its final position. This difference is implicit in the
spirit as well as in the procedure of either system.

Before proceeding to the next point it is necessary to point
out, here, a misconception, entertained by at least one modern
critic, regarding whether identity or difference is more primary
in the conception of vidigtddvaita. This critic feels that identity
is secondary for him (Ramanuja) and not primary like differ-
ence (P. T. Raju in the New Indian Antiquary, Vol. II, 1939,
p. 323). That this is his confirmed opinion is indicated by
its reiteration on the next page of the same journal. This
is definitely contrary to the spirit as well as theiletter of
Ramanuja’s brahmaparindmavdda in which brahman, ex hypothesi,
holds undisputed supremacy over its ‘attributes’ of cit and
acit. The whole trend of Ramanuja’s theory, with its emphasis
on I$vara as the only independent substance, and the source and
sustenance of the modes, points to identity, not difference, as
more primary (cf. IP, Vol. II, p. 755). Nimbarka, on the con-
trary, accords, in his metaphysics, an equal measure of reality,
at any rate theoretically, to both identity and difference.

The second point of difference between the two schools
arises from the difference in the treatment accorded to cit and
acit in the two schools, In visistddvaita school cit and acit are, as
already noticed, attributes of brahman. Although, as attributes,
they are, according to this school, at one with (abhinna) brah-
man, they do not, owing to their distinction from (bhinnatvdt)
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Nimbarka impresses upon the truth of this non-different-
in-the-different relation between brahman and the ‘jiva-jagat’
by means of the stock Vedintic examples like a serpent and
its coils and the sun and its rays. The serpent (ahi) in its
coilihg state (kundalavasthayam) is conceived to be different
from the serpent as it is in its normal elongated posture
(svdbhdvika lambdyamandvasthdyam); and yet the two
serpents are also regarded as non-different (or identical) in so
far as the coiled one is an effect of the (elongated or)
normal one which is the cause. Being a satkdryavadin
Nimbarka considers the effect as being pre-existent—or, more

precisely, an undifferentiated® (avyakta) existent—in its

brahman, corrupt brahman with even a trace of their defects
(evar cetandcetanayor brahmavisesanatve’pi tadbhinnatvan na
tadqunasankaryagandho’piti / Siddhanta-jdhnavt, p. 42). This view
doesnot commend itself to the exponents of svabhdvika bheddbhe-
davada. They maintain that the function of an attribute (vise.
sana) is to differentiate (vydvartakatvam) the particular object
to which the attribute belongs from other object or objects to
which it does not belong. Cit and acit, being attributes of brah-
man, should, they insist, differentiate brahman from other
objects. But, they continue, there is no other object than
brakman from which brahman could be distinguished. To say
that the attributes, viz., cit and acit, distinguish brahman from
themselves would therefore be, according to them, absurd owing
to the fact that the attributes belong to brahman and, therefore,
their task is not to distinguish the object, to which they
belong, from themselves but from other objects which do not
possess them. There being no such other objects the entire
Visistadvaitic thesis, concerning cit and acit as attributes,is, they
conclude, erroneous. For a lucid exposition of this argument
see Siddhanta-jahnavi, p. 43 f., and Bindu, §lokas 17-22.

1. See Saurabha, IIL. 2. 27 and 28; VPSN, Pt.II (pp.552-556); and
HIP, Vol. III, p. 416, f.n. 1, and p. 434,fn. 1 (for a lucid passage
from Para-paksa-giri-vajra).

2. See Ratnamdld, Sloka 103. ' K
[
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cause, and, therefore, identical (ananya), at any rate to that
extent, with the cause'. The example of the sun and its rays
also is understood in the same way : the sun and its rays
are, it is believed, two distinctive manifestations, and yet
are, at once, identical as light> The truth conveyed by such
analogies is that brahman or I$vara is identical with the
world and the selves as their causal basis and, at the same
time, is differentfrom thelatter in that the latter are genuinely
different or visible manifestations of the former, which is the
invisible or transcendental support of all that is. This view
is believed to obviate the incongruous dichotomy between
nirgunabrahmaen and sagunabrahman since it is believed to
affirm the dual nature of brahman, viz., the co-presence of

transcendence and immanence.

Without going into a minute analysis of the various aspects
of Nimbarka’s philosophy we can, even from the brief sketch
attempted here,deduce that Nimbarka’s svabhdvikabhedabheda
view fares no better than the other bhedibheda views of the
satkdrya, or the brahmaparindma, type, with respect to the
principle of difference. The realm of difference, which con-
sists of the world and the selves, has its source of being in
brahman® and is, therefore, considered by Nimbarka as depen-
dent (paratantra) in relation to the supremely independent

(svatantra) brahman'. It is, therefore, not logical to invest

1. Cf. tadananyatvarm karanasadbhdve karyopalabdheh / Saurabha, II.

1.15; see also this comm. on the preceding and the next sutras.

Cf. Srinivasachari, op. cit., p. 157.

3. Cf. updddnaem nimittarn ca brahmaiva jagatah param / karyam capi
sadevedam jayate brahmanah satah / Ratnamdla, sl. 102,

4, 1Ibid., Slokas 48-65.

|-
.
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it with a status which is co-ordinate with that of identity-
(or brahman). In order to be mutually co-ordinate elements
both identity and difference must be equally primary which,
though claimed to be so, is not the case in Nimbarka’s philo-
sophy. That Nimbarka favours asserting that both the
elements are “equally real” is due to the awareness of the
equal importance of the element of ‘difference’ also in reality.
There is, however, no logical warrant for the status or the
degree of reality associated with difference in his system.
This is inevitable in the case of any bhedabheda system which,
like the present one, is a form of satkdryavdda or brahma-
parindmavida. As a matter of fact the persistent claim,
made by this system, for the equal reality between the two
unequally real spheres—unequally real because the one (viz.
of brahman) is supremely independent, or primordial, and the
other (viz. of the world and the selves) solely dependent, or
derived—makes the system open to the objection of not mere
incongruity but of contradiction. This is somewhat surprising

in a system which accuses the Jaina view of self-contradiction.

B. (iv) Ramanuja’s Visistadvaitism

Ramanuja’s philosophy of Vi$istddvaita® (the doctrine

1. See The Brahmavadin (Madras, 1900), Vol. V, p. 425 for the E. T.
of a brief but lucid passage, from Ramanuja’s Vedantadipa,
giving a summary sketch of this doctrine. See also Vedantadipa
(ed. Bhattanathaswamy, Benares, 1902), Avatdrikd, pp. 1-8, and
the comments on siitra 2, p. 11 £, and Veddntasira (also by
Ramanuja, ed. Bhagavatacharya, Brindavan, 1905) on the same
sit., p. 2 ff.
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of unity with difference') is as opposed to nirvisesasattva-
vada® (the doctrine of differenceless identity) of Sarkara,
as it is to bhinndbhinnavada (the doctrine of identity
in difference) of Bhaskara, Yadava, Nimbarka, and other
bheddbhedavadins’. It is based on the notion of viSistaikyam
or the complex whole, in contrast with that of svardpaikyam
or absolute identity (of Sankara). A complex whole includes

both unity and difference (or diversity) as integral elements"

1.

This doctrine is also variously described as qualified nondual-
ism, pan-organismal monism, qualified monism and so on. Ccft.,
for instance, Rangacharya’s Ramdnuje and Vaisnavism, Madras,
1909, p. 34; P. N. Srinivasachari’s The Philosophy of Visistadvaita

" (to be referred to as Visistddvaita, hereafter), Madras, 1943, p.

614, IP, Vol. 11, p. 661, and EIP, p. 178.

The doctrine is called visistddvaitam because of its insistence
on “The non-duality of two different objects, vidistayor advaitam”
(IP, Vol.II, p. 686, f.n.1). Describing the meaning (artha) of
the term V. Krishnamacharya writes: “tad evam wvidistadvaitam
iti padasye eso’rthah paryavasannah viSistasya asesa-cid-acid-
vifistasya brahmanah advaitam aikyern vidigtadvaitam iti / aSesa-
cid-acid-vidistarh brahmaikam eva tattvam iti ‘ekam eva advitiyam ’
ityadisruter arthah / Veddntakdvali (of Bucci Venkatacarya, ed. V.
Krishnamacharya, Madras, 1950), upodghdtah, p. X. For the in-
terpretation and elucidation of Ramanuja’s own statement of
the meaning : vi$istantarbhdva eva aikyam, see OIP, p. 399, and
f. n.1, and EIP, p. 178.

For a polemical exposition of $arkara’s nirviSesavada and
Ramanuja’s savifesavida, as well as for the refutation of the
former and the demonstration of the latter—all based on
Ramanuja’s §ribhdsya—see V. K. Ramanujachari’s The Three
Tattvas, Kumbhakonam, 1932, Sections III and IV; and the cor-
responding portions (under ‘The Great Pirvapakse’) in the
Veddnta-Sitras, with Comm. of Ramdnuja, Tr. G. Thibaut, Oxford,
1904, pp. 20 ff.

See The Three Tattvas, Sections VIII and IX and The Vedanta-
Sutras, I 1.1, pp. 189-197 and 459 £.

Contrasting Visistadvaita with Buddhism (which recognises
the concept of visesana, but not of visesya) on the one hand, and
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whereas an absolute or bare identity (sanmdtrabrahmavadam)
excludes difference as a delusive appearance'. In terms
of modern philosophy while Ramanuja upholds both the
‘that’ and the ‘what’, Sankara adheres to the ¢ that’ only.

The ¢ what’ in Ramanuja’s philosophy is described as the
attribute, or the mode:2 (prakara) which is related to the
‘that’ or the substance (prakarin). Adcit, or the principle of
material objects, and cit, or the principle of individual spirits
constitute the modes of the substance which is God (I$vara)
in this philosophy. The three together, viz., acit, cit, and

I$vara, form the ultimate triad® of Visistadvaitism.

The individual or the finite selves and the world of matter
etc., are also said to form the body ($arira) of ISvara, who

is their indwelling (antaryamin)’, supporting (ddhdra) and

with Advaitic monism (which recognises the concept of visesya
but not of visesana) on the other, P. N. Srinivasachari writes :
“The Buddhistic view of quality without substance is countered
by the monistic view of substance without qualities and these
extremes find their reconciliation in the Visistadvaitic theory
of the world as the viSesana of Brahman”. Visistddvaita, p. 230 f.

1. Cf. The Veddnta-Siitras, pp. 38-39 and the comments beginning
with : brahma ca sanmdtraripam / astityeva kevalamn wvakturn
Sakyate na tu idrsam tadrsam iti etec., in $rimadbhagavadgita (with
Ramanuja’s bhasye and Venkatanatha’s Gloss thereon, ed.
V. G. Apte, Poona, 1923), p. 20.

2. Tattvatrayam cidacidi$vara$ ca / Lokacarya’s Tattvatrayam with
Varavaramuni’s Bhdsya, ed. Swami Bhagavatacharya, Benares,
1899, p. 3. See also SDSC, p. 66.

3. See theopening verse of Veddntasira. Sakaldcirya observes :
sarvdvasthacidacidvastunah paramdtmadariratvam/ Sakaldcdrya-
matasafigraha, ed. Ratna Gopala Bhatta, Benares, 1907, p. 6.

4. See Réamanuja’s Veddrthasangraheh, with Sudarsanasiiri’s
Tatparyadipikd (ed. Sridharanidhara Sastry, Brindavan, Sam.
1978) p. 11 £, and Tattvatrayam and the Bhdsya, p. 89.
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controlling (niyantr) cause (kdrana)’. The body is, there-
fore, defined by Rimanuja as “Any substance which a
sentient soul is capable of completely controlling and support-
ing for its own purposes, and which stands to the soul in an
entirely subordinate relation””’. Thus Ramanuja maintains
that the absolute is a supreme * organism consisting
of a cosmic soul and its dependent (Sesa)® bodily parts
(the world and the selves) which serve its purpose. The
bodily parts, or the modes, are conceived to be identical with
(ananya)’ God as they are at one with him in their substance.
But they are also said to be different from (svabhava-
bhinnds ca)’® God, just asa body is different from its soul.

1. I$vare in this philosophy is not merely the updddne cause but
also the nimitta and the sahakdri cause. This follows of course
from the Satkdrya basis of this philosophy. Tattvatrayam and
the Bhdsya, pp. 102 ff., especially p. 109. The views of the
VaiSesikas, the Sankhyas and also of others are criticised
here. See also Srinivasa’s Yatindramatadipikd, ed. Ratna Gopal
Bhatta, Benares, 1907, p. 37. »

2. The Vedanta-Sutras, p. 424. As a matter of fact Ramanuja
believes that it is only I$vara or the ‘Supreme Soul’ that can
possess a body unconditionally : cf. “Everything in this world,
whether individual souls or material things, form the body of
the Supreme Soul, and therefore He alone can be said to
possess a body unconditionally (nirupddhikeh $drira datmd).”
V. A. Sukhtankar’s ‘Teachings of Vedanta according to Rama-
nuja’, Vienna Oriental Journal, Vol. XXII, pp. 128-129. See also
f.n. 1 on p. 128 for an explanation of the word ‘unconditionally’,

3. For “The evolution of the concept of Sesa”, see B. C. Law Volume
Pt. II, pp. 123-127. .

4. cetandcetanam viSvam ananyam brehmato bhavet / Srinivasa-
carya’s Sri-bhdsya-vdrtika, ed. Ratna Gopal Bhatta, Benares,
1907, p. 53, stanza 80; see also what follows.

5. Cf.Sakalacarya’s description of paramatmd (God) as atyanta-
vilaksana in relation to the modes on the authority of Srsti in
his Sakaldcarya-mata-sanigraha, p. 5. Cf. also Ramanuja’s own
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Here a natural doubt arises as to why modes which are
really different from God should not be claimed to be sub-
stances like God. Ramaénuja’s reply to this doubt is that
what makes a mode is its ‘complete dependence’ on a sub-
stance, and that cit and acit—irrespective of their being
different from or identical with, or both different from and
identical with, God—can, therefore, be only modes but _.ot
substances. This dependent relation of a mode to its sub-
stance is compared to the relation of an adjective (viSesana)
to a substantive (viSesya). Although an adjective has, it is
believed, some distinctive existence of its own, it cannot be
understood without reference to, or rather without depend-

ence upon, the subject (the substantive) it qualifies.'

The relation between the substance (ISvara) and the
modes is said to be one of “inseparability”’ (aprthaksiddhi-

sambandha)®. This relation is said to hold between a sub-

observation: “In general, wherever we cognise the relation of
distinguishing attribute and thing distinguished thereby, the
two clearly present themselves to our mind as absolutely
different”. Vedantasiitras, pp. 42-43 (the italics are mine). Here
it is hard to resist the feeling that Ramanuja himself has fallen
into the error of contradiction with which he charges bheda-
bhedavddins and others. For one wonders if Ramanuja can
fully succeed in reconciling the notion of an anyatvam with that
of atyantavilaksanatvam within the limits of the same logic as he
employs against others.

1. Cf.“Matter and self are the adjectives of the absolute only in
the sense that the attribute cannot be known apart from its
substance or subject.” Visistadvaita, p. 233. That the ‘modal
dependence’ suggested by this statement, does not rule out the
idea of the ‘monadic uniqueness’ on the part of an adjective or
attribute, is further pointed out by the same critic from whom
the statement is quoted here. Ibid., p.234.

2. Describing the nature of this sambandha, Hiriyanna observes:
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stance and its attributes, or between one substance and
another when one of them is spiritual. It is considered to
be “the pivot on which his (Rdmanuja’s) whole philosophy
turns”’. By virtue of its internal character it often tends to
be distinguished from the Nyaya-Vaisesika idea of samavaya
to which it is otherwise similar in regard to its recognition
of the reality, the mutual necessity, and the distinctiveness

of the relata in it.?

The complex unity which the above relation is designed
to establish is pointed out to be clearly demoustrated in the
great statement (mahdvdkya) ‘tat tvam asi’ (that thou art).
In Rdmanuja’s interpretation, tat (that), in the statement,
signifies brahman, which is the source (ddhara) as well as
the indwelling (antarydmin) force of the living and the
non-living creation: tvam (thou) signifies the individual soul
which is held to be “connected with non-intelligent matter”,
Together, the two, viz., the living and the non-living creation,
form, as already noticed, the body of I$vara. The central
meaning of the text, in this philosophy, is the affirmation

“It connotes that one of the two entities related is dependent
upon the other in the sense that it cannot exist without the
other also existing and that it cannot be rightly known without
the other also being known at the same time.” EIP, p. 177.

1. OIP, p. 399.

2. The fact that aprthaksiddhi or ‘inseparability’ is, except for its
internal character, ¢ parallel to samavdya’ does not come in the
way of Ramanuja’s explicit rejection of samavdya. See Veddnta-
sutras, p.498. For an account of samavdya, see infra, Ch. VII.

Further, aprthaksiddhi seems to be regarded by Visistad-
vaitism more as the nature of, than as a relation between, the
relata or the entities, although it is also sometimes spoken of
as a relation. Cf. OIP, p. 398, f.n. 5.
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of the complex, or the organic unity of the whole, viz., I$vara
and the souls in association with matter. In other words,
the text signifies, according to ViSistddvaitism, the idea
of a concrete unity—not the abstract Advaitic iden-
tity—which is constituted by brahman and the attributes
of cit and acit qualifying brahman. Ramanuja invokes
support for his interpretation of the above text from
the notion of samanddhikaranya or the “grammatical
principle of the co-ordination of words in a sentence”?
According to grammarians sdmdanddhikaranya, or co-ordina-
tion, conveys the abiding of several attributes in a common
substrate; or “the application to one thing of several words
for the application of each of which there is a different

motive %,

The aim of co-ordination is, therefore, “just to
convey the idea of one thing being qualified by several attri-
butes”. Here ‘one thing’ evidently refers to the unchanging
unitary principle of ISvara and the ‘several attributes’ to the

realms of cit and acit which are marked by difference, muta-

1. For afuller discussion of the nature and implications of tat
tvam asi in the present school, see $§ribhdsya (text, Abhyankar’s
edn.), p. 110 ff., Vedantasiitras, pp. 129-138, and S$ribhdsya, Vol. I,
E.T. by Mr. Rangacharya and M. B. Varadaraja Aiyangar, Mad-
ras, 1899, pp. 211-224, Vedarthasarigraha, p. 37, etc., and Sukh-
tankar, op. cit., pp. 288-289. For the various interpretations of
this mahdvdkya by the different Vedantic schools see Visista-
dvaita, p. 594 f1.

2. Visistadvaita, p. 38.

Vedantasiutras, pp. 79-80. Cf. bhinnapravrttinimittandr S$abdandm
ekasmin arthe vrttih simdanddhikeranyam iti $abdikah / $ribhasya
(text, Abhyankar’s edn.), p. 59. See also what precedes this
statement and Vedarthasanigraha, p. 51.

4. Vedantasitras, p. 79. .
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tion and plurality.! The unchanging unity of brahman is thus
understood, in this view, to be co-ordinate with the changing
diversities of its attributes. Brahman (ISvara), the substance,
and cit and acit, the modes which are believed to be co-
ordinately bound up with the substance, what is described as
prakdraprakdribhdve, or the substance-attribute relation.
It is questionable whether Rimanuja does not overstrain the
slender grammatical co-ordination in seeking from it a

sanction for his theory of reality as a complex whole.?

Two important points to be noticed in Ramanuja’s view
of reality are : (a) that he emphasises, as against Advaitism
the reality, in the attributes, of difference, and concomitantly
with difference, of change and plurality; and (b) that he
affirms, as against the bheddbheda view of reality, the
unchanging character of brahman which, nevertheless, is the
source of all change in the modes, by virtue of its inherent
powers. The distinction from Advaitism has already been
pointed out by means of the contrasting notions of vi$istai-
kyam and svariipaikyam. The distinction from the bheda-
bheda view will be noted presently when the notable features
of Rdménuja’s criticism against this view, as represented by

Bhaskara and Yadava, are considered. Meanwhile it may

1. For a discussion of the principle of co-ordination in relatior
to Visigtadvaitism see Sribhdasya (text, Abhyankar’s edn.), p.59ff.
and ibid. (intro., and notes, pt. 2), p. 24; Vedarthasangraha (as
well as Tdatparyadipikd) p. 51 ff., Sribhdsye (M. Rangachari’s
edn.), p. 112 and £. n. 75 (wherein Kaiyyata’s definition of this
principle is cited and reference to Panini and Patafijali is
made in this connection).

2. For two critical observations on this question, see infra, p. 96 f.
and f.n. 3 and 1 thereon,
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be observed that Raméinuja’s criticism against the bheda-
bheda philosophy is primarily directed against the common
bhediabheda thesis of a self-contradictory reality of identity-
in-difference. It is because they hold this thesis that
bheddbhedavddins are describedes ‘ jainagandhi’ (Jaina-like)
Vedantins, and, therefore, as indulging, like the Jainas, in
expounding an ‘untruthful’ (self-contradictory) view of
reality (ayathabhdsanacaturah)'. The curious irony of this
situation is that Ramanuja himself, like the bheddbheda-
vadins thus criticised, is a brahmaparind@mavadin, and is even
described, quite rightly, as attempting a “re-interpretation
of bhedabheda’’®. Consequently, Ramanuja is nearer to, if
not-one among, bheddbhedavddins like Bhiskara and Yadava,

than to any other type of Vedantins, like Sankara. Never-

1. Cf. yadi bhaskerayadavaprakdsau nigamdntasthitinirpayapravinau /
aparaih kimivdpardddham dryd ayathabhdsanacaturidhurinaih //
ata eva wnirgunabrahmavddindm  pracchannabauddhaprasiddha-
vadanayor api jainagandhiveddntinau iti ndmadheyam anu-
So$ruydmahe [/ VedantadeSika’s Sankalpasiiryodaya, ed. V.
Krishnamacharya, Adyar, 1948, p. 322 f, p. 86. Commenting
on the phrase ayathdbhdsanacaturaih, the commentator
of Prabhdvilisa (on the above work) observes : syadasti
syannasti ityayathabhdsanacituryedhurinaih / Writing -under
the phrase jainagandhivedantinau iti the same commentator
observes : ekasya vastunah aikarupyakathandt tathatvam /
In Prabhdvali, a further comm. on the above work, K
we see the following comment on this phrase : evam
jainaith samdnayogaksematvdt jainagandhiveddntinau iti nama
jagati prasiddham / See also what follows. Ibid. Some modern
critics also confirm this view. See Brahmavadin, Vol. V, pp. 467-
468, and Vol. VI, p. 233. A further amplification of the
objection of virodha in Jainism is found in Sribhdsyavdrtika,
verses 125-129.

2. “Ramanuja explicitly rejects the theory of bheddbheda in many

. blaces in his S$ribhagyam. But his Visistddvaite is really a
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theless Rdmanuja is as much against Bhaskara and Yadava -
as he is against Sankara. The following are the notable

points of Raméanuja’s criticism against Bhaskara and Yadava:

In the first place, the Bhaskariya and Yadaviya thesis of
reality as simultaneous distindtion and non-distinction (bhedd-
bheda or bhinndbhinna) is, as just noticed, self-contradictory.
This is believed to be so on the ground that distinetion and
non-distinction cannot co-exist as they do in the bheddbheda
philosophy, after the manner of Jainism. In brief, the bheda-

bheda thesisrepresents an effort to reconcile the irreconcilable.

Secondly, if in order to escape from the above difficulty,
Bhaskara and Yadava seek to affirm that non-distinction, or
identity, is genus and distinction, or difference, is species, and
that both genus and species constitute the two aspects of
everything, then it is held that they tend to divide the
indivisible into two compartments. Further, this attitude
on the part of bheddbhedavadins will, it is contended, not
with any convincing reason on the side of Rimanuja, lead to
a situation in which difference will tend to be more
primary. If true, as Ramaéanuja believes it to be, this
primacy of difference over identity will, of course, militate
against the accepted thesis of a co-ordinate scheme of
identity-in-difference. )

Thirdly, if, on the contrary, bhedabhedavddins declare
that the two elements of distinction (bhinna) and non-

reinterpretation of bheddbheda”. Identity-in-difference, P. T.
Raju, The New Ind. Ant., Vol. XII, Nos. 1-6, 1939, pp. 321-322. See
also p. 323 of the same article and his Idealistic Thought in
India (London, 1953), p. 154,
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distinction (abhinna) should, despite their difference, form a
single entity, on the ground that their essence is brahman,
then the critic will point out that they become liable to the
opposite error of holding non-distinction, or identity, as the

fundamental reality.

Thus none of the three possibilities, which correspond-
ingly centre round the notions bhinnabhinna (simultaneous
distinction and non-distinction), bhinna (distinction), and
abhinnae (non-distinction), is, according to Ramanuja, tenable;
and consequently bheddbhedavdda, it is concluded, falls to

the ground.!

Bheddabhedavadins, however, defend themselves against
this, as against Advaitic attacks, on the firm ground that the
co-existence of bheda and abheda in reality is an indispu-
table, and, therefore, uncontradictable, verdict of pramdna
or valid knowledge. If this co-existence is a valid truth, then
the several objections of Ramanuja will lose their force. The
fact that bheddbhedavddins have not fully succeeded in
defending this truth does not detract from the value of their
recognition of the truth.? It is needless to go minutely into
the polemical subleties of bheddbhedavddins in defence of
their position. Some of the arguments from the bhedibheda
viewpoint have been outlined in the course of our account of

the several schools of bhedabheda philosophy.

1., Cf{. Veddantasutras, pp. 134-135, 189-193 and 195 f.

2. Cf. the following observation which represents the general
bheddbheda attitude to the problem: pramanatas$ cet pratiyate ko
virodho’yam ucyate / virodhe cdvirodhe ca pramdnam kdranam
matam //
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Ramanuja’s objections against the bhedabheda philo-
sophy, however, serve, in a somewhat indirect manner, as an
indication of his attitude towards the Jaina view of reality.
A direct statement of this attitude, touching in particular the
point of self-contradiction in Jainism, is made in the course
of his comments on the well-known sitra of Badarayana :
“Not so, on account of the impossibility in one”'. Comment-
ing, Ramaénuja observes: “Difference (bhinnatvam)...
consists in things being the abodes of contradictory attributes;
non-difference, not any more than the generic character of a
horse and that of a buffalo, can belong to one animal.”* Con-
cluding his comments, Ramanuja reiterates, ‘“Things which
stand to each other in the relation of mutual non-existence
cannot after all be identical.”’

Deferring a treatment of the Jaina solution’ to the above
objection of self-contradictoriness urged not merely by
Visistadvaitism but also by the other Vedantic, as well as the
Buddhistic, schools, a few critical observations may be made

here on the implications of Raméanuja’s own theory of reality.
]

All the efforts of Ramanuja to weave difference as an
independent entity into the texture of a brahman-ridden
reality have proved unsuccessful and resulted in what is, after
all, a “temperate monism”, as Max Miiller calls it. No system
which is dominated by an infinite absolute—an absolute

which is the source and explanation of all that is finite, o:

1. Vedantasiitras, p. 516.
2. Ibid, p.518.

3. Ibid., p. 518.

4.

See infra, Ch. V.
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diverse—can, as it has been repeatedly pointed out, result in
a justly comprehensive scheme of reality in which the principle
of difference, and all that it implies, can enjoy an intrinsi-
cally real and co-ordinate status. Despite its professions to
the contrary, Ramanuja’s Visistddvaitism must be counted
among such systems, for it holds that brahman is the
supreme reality and cit and acit are, despite their supposedly
distinctive status® of existence, real only in so far as they
derive their reality from brahman. Under this scheme the
course of reality becomes a one-way traffic—that is, one in
which reality flows only from the infinite absolute to the
so-called real and finite world and the selves—but not a
genuinely comprehensive synthesis resulting from an inter-
action of the independent, but complimentary, elements of

identity and difference.

Thus there can be little doubt that in Ramanuja’s
philosophy, identity, represented by brahman, is, as shown in
the present account, the primary principle; and difference,
represented by the modal elements of cit and acit, is the

secondary principle having brahman for its source and

1. That brahman is, strictly speaking (vastutastu), the only real
principle (ekameva), in visistddvaita as in the other schools of
Vedanta (veddntdndm) in the opinion of Srinivasa: wastutastu
veddntanam cidacidvi§istam advaitam ekameva brahmeti tatparyam/
ata eva cidacidvidistarn brahmaikam iti upakramya tameva prakdram
nirtpitavin/atah cidacidvisisto.... nardyana evaikam tattvam iti
vidistddvaitavddindm darsanam iti siddham // Srinivasa’s Yatindra-
matadipikd, p. 47; see also p. 39, and cf. evar sarvavasthd-
vasthitacidacidvastu$ariratayd tatprakdrah paramepuruse eva
karydvasthakdrendvasthajagadripena avasthita iti..../ Sribhdsya
(S. Abhyankar’s edn., text, p. 119). See also Vedantasdra, pp.-8-9-
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explanation. This stands out clearly in spite of the fact that
Ramanuja has not evolved a clear and well-grounded
conception of difference in all respects. The ambiguous
treatment of difference is evident when we see, for instance,
that it (diffefence) is considered, on the one hand, as a
component and therefore a genuinely real and distinct
element in the complex whole (viSistaikyam) of reality,
and, on the other, as something which does not touch!
—for contact would mean introducing the taint of imper-
fection—brahman which is believed to be unchanging

in nature,

It has just been noticed that, however ambiguous may
be its nature, difference is definitely believed to occupy
a subordinate or secondary place in relation to identity, in
Ramanuja’s metaphysics. Nevertheless, we find two critics—
that for Ramanuja difference is primary (mukhya) and iden-
tity secondary (gauna)®. That this view (somewhat casually
hinted at, and not accompanied by any serious supporting
arguments), is not tenable is clear from the main drift of
Ramanuja’s viewpoint. Whatever plausibility there is for an
equal or co-ordinate—certainly not any superior (primary)—
status of difference, derives eventually from the grammatical

principle of co-ordination, or simanddhikaranya. There are

1. Cf. supra, p. 79, £n. 4.

2. The New Ind. Ant., Vol. II, Nos.1-6, 1939, p.321, f.n.4. See also
the same author’s (Raju’s) Idealistic Thought in India, p. 154

3. That simanddhikaranya signifies not merely unity but also—
and co-ordinately with unity—difference is clearly pointed out
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at least two considerations which weaken this principle of co-
ordination as a basis of the argument for a co-ordinate status
of difference. First samdnddhikaranya conflicts with the
most fundamental basis of satkdryavdda' which governs the
entire philosophy of Viéistadvaita. It is an established fact
that in any form of satkdryavdda difference is subordinate,
not equal, to identity. Secondly, deriving an ontological fact
from the notion of simdnddhikaranya amounts to, as it has
been rightly pointed out, taking ‘“the grammar of language

for the grammar of reality”®

These various considerations point to the fact that the
principle of difference is in essence subordinated to that of
identity in Raméanuja’s metaphysics.

by Ramanuja. Cf. “But if there be no difference of ‘modes’
there can be no simanddhikarapya.” Sukhtankar, op. cit., p. 290.

1. For a full statement of satkdryavdde, or the doctrine that “the
effect is non-different from the cause” (kdrandd ananyarm
kdryam) in Visistadvaitism, and a comparison with the attitude
of the Vedanta and other schools to the problem, see ibid.,
pp. 142-149.

2. EPI, p.179. In the twenty-fourth series (1953) of the Riddell
Memorial Lectures, at the University of Durham, on Languages,
Standpoints and Attitudes, (0. U. P.), H. A. Hodges observes
how “insoluble problems were....created for metaphysics,
merely because linguistic forms were misinterpreted into on-
tological theories”, and how, “so much of metaphysics has con-
sisted of errors like these, that many have come to think that
metaphysics is nothing else but misuse and misinterpretation
of language” (p. 20). Supporting these remarks Hodges again
maintains: “Grammatical forms have been taken as evidence of
ontological relations; because facts can be described in sen-
tences, it has been thought, that the structure of a sentence
reflects the structure of the existing world.” etc., p. 19; see also
what follows.
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C. Hegelianism

Among modern philosophers in the West Hegel most
nearly approximates to Jainism in that he evolves a syste-
matic dialectical synthesis which comprehends both identity
(substantivity) and difference (relativity) in the structure
of reality. “Substantiality and Relativity are” says Caird,
describing Hegel’s philosophy, “thus seen to be not two ideas,
but one, and the truth is to be found not in either separately
but in their union; which means that nothing can be said to
be substantial in the sense of having existence independent
of relation, but only in the sense of including its relativity in
its own being.”' Neither ‘Being’ (Substantiality) alone,
nor ‘Non-Being’ (‘Relativity’, ‘Nothing’ or ‘Other’) alone,

but ‘Determinate Being’® (‘Becoming’), the union of the

1. Continuing, Caird writes, “In other words, nothing is substan-
tial except in so far as it is a subject or self which maintains
itself in change, because its change is determined by its own
nature, and is indeed only the necessary manifestation of
nature...... The real substance has to be sought for, not in the
two things taken separately, but in the principle which divides
and at the same time unites them........ Thus that alone can
truly be called a reality which maintains and realises itself in
the process of differentiation and reintegration of differences.”
Edward Caird’s Hegel, Edinburgh and London, 1883, pp. 174-175.

2. “Of course Being is sometimes imagined, for instance, as pure
light, as the clearness of unclouded vision, and Nothing as pure
night; and their distinction is thus connected with this well
known sensuous difference. But in fact, if this pure seeing be
imagined more exactly, it is easy to perceive that in absolute
clearness as much or as little is seen as in absolute darkness,
and that one kind of seeing, as much as the other, is pure seeing,



" CHAPTER IIT : : 99

two', constitutes reality. As a matter of fact “Being” and

“Nothing” are said to be contradictory’ ‘moments’ (or

that is, a seeing of Nothing. Pure light and pure darkness are
two voids which are the same. We can distinguish only in
determinatelight, that is,since light is determined by darkness
in clouded light,—and, equally in determinate darkness, that
is, since darkness; and this is just because clouded light and
illumined darkness contain distinction in themselves and there-
fore are Determinate Being”. Hegel's Science of Logic (tr.by
W. H. Johnson and L. G. Struthers, 1929, London), Vol. I, p. 105.
1. “The simple idea of pure Being was first enunciated by the
Eleatics, as the Absolute and as sole truth; especially by
Parmenides, whose surviving fragm.ents, with pure enthusiasm
of thought first comprehending itself in its absolute abstraction,
proclaim that “Being alone is, and Nothing is not at all”.—It is
wellknown thatin orienial systems, and essentially in Buddhism,
Nothing, or the Void, is the absolute principle.—Heraclitus
was profound enough to emphasise in opposition to this simple
and one-sided abstraction the higher total concept of Becoming,
saying: “Being is no more than Nothing is”, or “All things
flow”, which means, everything is Becoming.—Popular sayings,
chiefly oriental, to the effect that everything which is has in its
birth the germs of its decay, while death conversely is entrance
to a new life, express at bottom the same union of Being and
Nothing. Ibid., pp.95-96. Although Hegel is concerned, in the
course of the present passage, with deriving confirmation, and,
in some measure, authority or sanction, for his dialectic of
synthesis (of being and non-being) from the illustrious ancient
Greek, it is a well-known fact that the Greek thinker, viz,
Heraclitus, is more correctly associated with propounding, in
keen contrast with Parmenides, almost an uncomprising philo-
sophy of change (‘becoming used in a somewhat more one-
sided sense than by Hegel’) than with reconciling the two
opposed trends referred to, by Hegel, here. This is indicated
by the very fragment just cited by Hegel, viz,, “All things
flow” as well as by analogies of fire etc. This consideration
does not, however, affect the truth of Hegel’s argument for the
reconciliation or synthesis of being and non-being.

2. Cf, “Being, first, is determined as opposed to Other in general.”
Ibid. 91.
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Croce is inclined to treat the two ‘moments’ or elements as
‘distincts’ratherthan as‘opposites’or contradictories in Hegel’s
ph1losophy sttmgulshmg and defending this procedure
Croce writes: “The loglcal category of distinction is one thing,
and the category of opposmon is another. As has been said (at
many places i in course of the chapter from which this passage
is taken), two distinct concepts unite with one another, although
they are distinct; but two opposite concepts seem to exclude
one another. Where one enters the other totally disappears.
A distinct concept is presupposed by and lives in its other
which follows it in the sequence of ideas. An opposite concept
is slain by its opposite.” Elucidating this contrast further he
adds that opposites “do not constitute peaceable and friendly
couples” (e. g, true and false, good and evil, being and non-being,
life and death etc.)....“Opposition gives rise to deep fissures
in the bosom of the philosophical universal and of each of its
particular forms, and to irreconcilable dualisms.” B. Croce’s
What is Living and What is Dead of the Philosophy of Hegel, E. T.
by Douglas Ainslie, London, 1915, pp. 10-11. (Words within the
first pair of brackets are mine, and the examples cited within
the second pair are selected from among Croce’s own given in
a passage on p. 11.) Croce draws the further implications of
imposing the “deep fissures” of opposition on philosophical
thinking. One of them, for instance, is the tendency to affirm
one of the opposites and deny the other or wice wersa. That
which is affirmed tends to become the whole truth and that
which is denied to become a “necessary illusion”. Hence the
two should, according to Croce, be regarded as ‘one-sided
truths’ or ‘fragments’ awaiting ‘integration’. (Cf. ibid., p. 14 ff.)

Replacing Hegel’s dialectic of contradictories by that of
‘distincts’ is indeed a significant contribution of Croce to
Hegelianism and philosophy in general. But even Croce is
finally ensnared by the magic of the Hegelian doctrine of the
“Concrete Universal”. (Cf. ibid., pp. 20, 22, 32, etc. Reference
to the ‘integration’ of the ‘fragments’, just noticed, aiso sug-
gests the fact of this ensnarement.) Reserving our criticisms
against this specific doctrine for a later occasion it may be
observed here that Croce’s modified form of the dialectic of
‘distinct’ is in greater harmony with the Jaina view of real
as constituted by identity (dhrauvya) and difference (paryiya)
which are mutually complementary elements. This comple-
mentary character of the element is particularly accentuated
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in-difference which alone, according to him, is the ‘truth’
of reality. The two elements are not believed to be connected
by a tour de force; they hang together by ‘inner necessity ’,

Up to this point Hegel and the Jaina agree in most im-
portant respects. But when Hegel tries to derive synthesis
from the Absolute, that ‘far-off divine event’ towards which
everything proceeds, they part company. For Hegel the
Absolute (the Idea, the Ideal, the Reason) is the supreme all-
comprehending whole which operates as a presupposition’' of
each of its finite aspects. It is the bottom of the inverted
pyramid of Hegel’s philosophy supporting and sustaining
the massive structure of finite and relative ‘moments’.
“All else”, he tells us, “is error, confusion, opinion, strife,
caprice and impermanence”. It is the Absolute that is
the supreme synthesis of all finite syntheses which are but

‘transitions’ or mile-stones in our ‘ceaseless progression’

in the process of the repudiation of the fallacy of contradiction
or virodhdbhdsa by the Jaina thinker, in the sequel.

1. “This comprehensive development of the notion of the
Absolute is the entire system of the philosophy of the
Absolute.” J. B. Baillie, ERE, 573. See also what follows.
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toward it. Moreover whatever objectivity there is in Hegel

is due to the ‘self-externalization’ of the Asolute.

By his predominant emphasis on the Absolute Hegel ends
as the philosopher of ‘identity’ although he begins well by
treating identity and difference as co-ordinate elements and is
second to none in his attack upon the theory of pure Being as
well as of its opposite abstraction. For the Jaina also identity
and difference are co-ordinate, or equally vital, elements in
reality. The real, for him, however, is not the rational ulti-
mate (the Absolute), as it is for Hegel, althoughit is cognisable
(jfieya) to the mind. In other words, rationality or thought,
(which, in the final analysis is equated by Hegel to the
Absolute), cognises, rather than constitutes, reality or the
universe. Nor does reality or the universe derive its being
or truth from the Absolute. It is, on the contrary, a self-
moving concern, Further, the Jaina seems pre-eminently
to base his findings on experience, whereas Hegel seems to do
so on a logical analysis although both recognise the objectivity,

at any rate the objective reference, of thought or judgment.

A further significant feature arising from the differing
background of metaphysical assumptions concerns the nature
of the dialectical analysis itself in the two schools. There is
an inherent urge in the ‘moments’ or alternatives, under the
Hegelian dialectic, for conjunction, synthesis or integration.
The moments, which are least inclusive wholes, mutually
integrate themselves into a wider synthetic whole. Thus they
have the character of self-transcendence or self-dissolution
stamped on them. We may, therefore, characterise this Hegelian

synthesis as a conjunctive dialectic, or conjunctive synthesis.
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Under the Jaina dialectic, on the contrary, each ‘moment’
or alternative, of experience, is conserved alongside other
‘moments’ in its distinctive individuality. In the total
fabric of experience the ‘moments’ are, therefore, neither
transcended nor annihilated but preserved, in all their
distinctness, displaying a complex network of relation to
other ‘moments’ of experience. We may, therefore, describe
the Jaina dialectic as the disjunctive synthesis or the disjunc-
tive dialectic. In virtue of these differences Hegelianism
swings, despite its resemblance to Jainism in important
respects as already noticed, to the side of the Sankhya system
and the other schools of philosophy in which difference of
bheda is subordinated to identity or abheda.
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The Schools of Philosophy in which Difference
Subordinates Identity :

A. The Vaisesika System
B. The Dvaita System (of Madhva)






CHAPTER 1V

The Systems of Philosophy
in which
Identity is subordinated to Difference

Having observed, in the course of the previous chapter,
how ‘difference’ is subordinated to ‘identity’ in the several
systems including Hegelianism, we may now briefly turn to
two noteworthy examples in Indian thought, in which the
. converse thesis is upheld, viz., subordination of identity to
difference. The two examples to be now considered in so far
as they have a bearing on the problem of ‘identity-in-
difference’, are (a) the VaiSesika system and (b) the Madhva

system of Dvaitism.

A. The VaiSesika System

This system is an atomistic pluralism. It adopts a sixfold
classification of categories or paddrthas,viz.,substance (dravya),
quality (guna), activity (karma), generality (sdmdnya),

difference or particularity (viSesa) and intimate' relation

1. ‘Intimate or necessary relation’ is a better translation of
samavdya than ‘internal relation’. This is so because the term
‘internal’ indicates that the inner character of the relata
will, as will be noticed below, in ch. VII, be affected and,
consequently, the relata will tend to become an identity which
abolishes otherness or distinction which is the very essence
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(samavdya). Non-existence (abhdva) was later' on added as

a seventh category.

This system attaches a predominant importance to the

category of viSesa’. It maintains this category as a funda-

mental ontological and functional principle. Even the name

Vai$esika is derived from the term visesa.” This term viSesa

is used to denote every individual element of particularity or

difference as well as the whole group of such elements the

of the VaiSesika philosophy. For a further treatment of the
contrast between necessary relation and ‘internal’ relation as
describing the inseparable (ayutasiddha) nature of the relata
in samavdya see the opening portion of the chapter just

_ referred to.

See ILA, p. 204 £, SP, p. T (notes), H. Ui's The VaiSesika Philo-
sophy, ed. F. W. Thomas, 1917, London, pp. 123-124, footnotes 1
and 2 on p. 124, and p.183, and IP, Vol. II, pp. 219-221, A. M.
Bhattacharya and N. C. B. Bhattacharya clearly affirm that
Sivaditya was the first to add abhdva as the seventh category
to the traditional list of six categories (see their edn. of Sapta-
paddrthi, 1934, Calcutta, Intro. p. X).

Owing to such predominant importance attached to wvisesa the
Vaisesika becomes ‘essentially a philosophy of distinctions’
See IP, Vol. II, p. 176 and Garbe’s observations quoted in the
following footnote.

Garbe observes : “Difference (visega), the fifth category......
holds an important place in the Vaisesika system, inasmuch as,
by virtue of it the difference of the atoms renders possible the
formation of the universe. The name, therefore, of the entire
system, Vaisesika, is derived from the word for difference
(visesa)”. (See his article on ‘VaiSesika’, ERE.) It should,
however, be noted here that difference is attached not merely
to atoms but also, as noticed below, to all the ultimate entities
forming the basis of the distinctions among such entities.
Also cf. viSesapaddrthas tu dar$andntarakdraih na manyate, ata eva
asyae dar$anasya viSesadarana iti samjfid, etanmatdnuydyindm api
vaiSegika iti samjfid...... / V on VD in VD, p. 458. See also ILA,
p. 179, f.n. 1; PDS, p. 32; OIP, p. 225; and SP, p. 3 (notes).
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number of which is said to be infinite (te anantdh'). Every
simple or ultimate entity (nityadravya) is believed to have a
viSesa rooted® in it. It is by virtue of the viSesa thus rooted
in it that an entity can be differentiated® from all other enti-
ties. This is so not merely in the case of ultimate entities
which are otherwise indistinguishable’ from one another, e.g.,
one atom (anu) from another, one liberated soul (muktdtma)
from another or one manas from another’, but also among all

other® entities in the universe.

If viSesas are granted to be the differentiating elements

1. See Jinavardhanasiiri’s Comm. quoted in SP, p. 5 (notes).

2. windédrambharahitesu nityadravyesu anvakdsekdladigdtmamanassu
pratidravyam ekaikaSo vartamdanah...... / PB, p. 691. See also
SP, p. 5 (for the Comm. quoted) and TRD, p. 277.

3. Hence viSesas are characterised as vydvrttibuddhihetevah. PB,
p. 691.

4. anyanimittasambhavdt / Ibid.

5. nityesu tulyakrtigunakriyesu paramdnusu muktdtmamanassu etc.
Ibid.

6. The direct means of differentiation among the ultimate entities
are of course viSesas themselves, The proximate means of
differentiation among the non-ultimate or composite bodies are,
however, the distinctions among the component parts constitut-
ing the bodies (avayavabhedddavayavibhedah). But,in the ulti-
mate analysis, even these distinctions among the component
parts are based on the indivisible atoms from which the parts
are formed. Hence all differentiations are based, directly or
indirectly, on the viSesas. Cf.“Thus a jar is distinguished from
a piece of cloth ; because the component parts of the first are
distinct from those of the latter; and so on we may argue,
until at last we arrive at the ultimate constituents of matter
viz., atoms, which are indivisible. The same reasoning cannot
be applied to distinguish one atom from another, since an
atom has no further component parts.” SP, p. 5 (notes).
See also Saptapaddrthi (A. M. Bhattacharya and N. C. B. Bhatta-
charya’s edn.) p. XXXVIII £, fn. 63.
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severally abiding in all entities, simple (ultimate) and com-
posite, living and non-living, then the question arises how one
visesa is to be differentiated from another. It would, indeed,
be a paradox if the distinguishing element itself remains in-
distinguishable (aviSesasvaripal)from the other such elements.
If, in order to avoid this anomaly, a further distinguishing
(vyadvartaka) element for each visesa is admitted there comes
in the situation of regressus ad infinitum' (anavasthd). For,
every additional viesa (videsantara) postulated to account
for the distinctness of a visesa, gives rise to the need of a
further viSesa, and the latter, again, to a still further visesa
and so on in an endless succession. Anticipating this insuper-
able difficulty PraSastapada, and more particularly, his
commentator Vyomasiva, lay down that a viesa is also self-
differentiating (svatovydvartaka). That is, a viSesa is not
merely other-differentiating but also self-differentiating in
its nature, just as a lamp (pradipa) is both other-revealing
and self-revealing.®

The unique place accorded to the principle of visese,
or difference, in the VaiSesika system has earned for the
Vaidesika the title of being semi-nihilistic (ardha-vaindsika),

or, at any rate, semi-Buddhistic. This is so because the

1. See PB, p. 691 f, and the Vyomavat? thereon (p.694 f.). Jina-
vardhanasiiri refers to another fallacy, viz., atmdsraya, arising
from the theory of videsas, see SP, p. 6 (Notes). For how the
“modern school of Nyaya” treats the question of wviSesa, see
ILA, p. 196 and S. Bhaduri’s Studies in Nydya-Vaisesika
Metaphysics (Poona, 1947), p. 146 and fn. 1 thereon, where
reference is made to Raghunatha Siromani’s work.

2. Ibid. See also The VaiSesika System (B. Faddegon, 1918,
Amsterdam), p. 125. .
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unique atomistic entities, viz., the viSesas conceived by the
VaiSesika philosopher, have, despite their divergent traits in
other respects, a close resemblance to the unique and
discrete particulars conceived under the Buddhistic doctrine
of svalaksanavada. The VaiSesika is, however, saved from
propounding, like the Buddhist, a philosophy of total
difference by introducing into the VaiSesika theory of reality
the principle of samavdya, or the necessary relation, which may

be loosely described as the element of identity in the system.

Samavaya represents the relational bond between such
two inseparable (ayutasiddha) relata as dravya (substance)
and gunae (property). It would, therefore, be better to
describe it as a unifying or synthesising principle than as
identity, although it is the nearest equivalent to identity
in the VaiSesika system. A somewhat closer treatment of it
may be reserved for a later occasion.!! It has, however,
already been suggested® that samavdya, despite its being a
so-called intimate or necessary relation, is after all external
in nature and therefore does not make any difference to
the inward being of the entities it connects. This external
character, therefore, weakens its claim for being treated
as genuine identity. In maintaining the external character
of samavaya, the VaiSesika is no doubt in keeping with the
temper of his “philosophy of distinctions”. It is difference
rather than unity or identity which is the basic rule of the
system. If samavdya were invested with a rich internal

character it would cut at the root of his atomistic, pluralistic

1. See Chapter VII.
2. See Chapter VII.
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and realistic philosophy of difference and incline it towards

some kind of idealism. As it stands this system is, as already

pointed out, one in which “diversity (or difference) and
91

not unity (or identity) is at the root of the universe”.! In
other words this system subordinates identity to difference.

B. Madhva’s Dvaitism

An even greater® stress than in the VaiSesika system is
laid on visesa, the principle of difference, in Dvaitism which
is built up on the two ultimate postulates’, the Independent
(svatantra) and the Dependent (paratantra or asvatantra),
the former postulate representing the supreme God and the
latter comprising the selves, the material world and non-

existence.*

1. OIP, p.225. (The words within brackets are mine.)

2. In the first place, although distinctions in the Vaisesika system,
even among the composite bodies, are ultimately derived from
videsas, viSesas are restricted to the simple or ultimate sub-
stances only (see above under the Vai$esika system, p. 109, f.n.
6). In Dvaitism, however, vi$esas are postulated not only in the
case of (ultimate or eternal) substances but in that of all cate-
gories—even non-existence. Secondly, “...... while in the
Nyaya-VaiSesika (or the VaiSesika) viSesa accounts for the
difference which is assumed to exist between two things, here
(in Dvaitism) it accounts for making difference where there is
none”. See EIP, p. 194 f. Considerations like how videsa is of
comprehensive and great importance and how it lends signi-
ficance to identity will become clear in the course of the
present section.

3. See SDAC, p. 87 and RRS, p. 168.

4. The selves, and the material world, called cetana principle and
the acetana principle, respectively, are together treated as
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Fundamental as it is in the VaiSesika system, wiSesa is
even more so in Dvaitism, on account of the Dvaitic belief
that the entire course of reality is directly within the ‘relent-
less grip’ of this ‘power’ or ‘potency’.! Being at the heart of
everything real, this ‘ power’ is said, by no means figuratively,
to be the very ‘nature’ (svariipa or svabhdva) of everything.
“Bheda”, it is said, “is dharmisvaripa.”’ “It exists, guides,
and controls matters here and hereafter. Earth and Heaven,
secular and spiritual, all concerns of daily routine life, and all
concepts of the intellectual life, and conditions of scientific
disciplines—all come under the relentless grip of difference.
The fundamental form of objects is difference.”’® ¢Difference
is thus the very stuff of the cosmos.”! “By a mere stroke of
the pen, by a mere fiat, a speculative. gesture, or an adroit
assertion, or a craze for unity-mongering it would be impos-
sible to deny or annihilate the difference that is constitutive
and foundational of all reality—of sentient and non-sentient
creation.”’ Madhva, on whose writings the statements quoted
ébove are based, himself declares: “Diverse and of diverse_

attributes are all things of the universe” (bhinnd$ ca bhinna-

existence or bhdva, non-existence or abhdve being treated asa
distinctive category. See RRS, p. 168 ff.
1. See RRS, p. 511, para 1.
2. Ibid., p. 296. The following observations, also made by Madhva,
are to the same effect : (i) paddrthasvariupatvat bhedasya /
bhedastu svaripadarsana eva siddhah / asya bheda iti tu paddr-
thasya svaripam itivat / Ibid., p. 583. (ii) bhedastu sarvavastindri
svariipam naijam avyayam / See HIP, Vol. IV, p. 155, f.n. 1.
RRS, p. 287.
Ibid., p. 292.
Ibid., p. 299.

oo o
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dharmds ca paddrthd nikhild ami'); or that “It (difference)
lurks in everything” (so’sti vastusvasesatah’). Such state-
ments are stated to express the “general metaphysical
position” of Dvaitism." This is a position in which “The
Cartesian Cogito should be considerably amended, if not
conéxpletely altered. What does Descartes say? ‘I think—
therefore, I am.” Madhva would alter it to ‘I differ—
therefore, I am.’ It is thus a position in which “Existence
means difference, and difference means existence—though

not literally.” *

If the statement that “Existence means difference and
difference means existence...” and perhaps similar other
statements (e. g., that “Diﬁefence is....the very stuff of the
cosmos” etc.), which declare the identity of ‘existence’ and
‘stuff’, are not to be taken ‘literally’, it is difficult to see how
Madhva and his followers treat visesa as an ontological
principle at all. As a matter of fact Dvaitins, like the
VaiSesikas, speak of an infinity’ of wisesas, correspond-
ing to the infinite diversity of the nature of an entity within
itself, as -well as to the infinite range of entities in the
universe, from which a particular entity is differentiated.
It is doubtful whether what is considered as the ‘nature’
or the ‘power’ of an entity can be treated as the entity itself.
It sounds somewhat illogical that a ‘power’ is considered to

1. EIP, p. 187, and p. 210, note 9.
2. RRS, p. 298.

3. C{i.EIP,p. 187.

4. RRS,p.298f.

5.

SeeIP,Vol. 11, p. 746, and Jayatirtha’s Vadavali (Adyar, 1943),
Notes, p. 203.
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be an entity. If it were not so considered it would not be
possible to speak of an ‘infinity’ of viSesas which are further

asserted to be downright perceivable facts.

By treating viesa as a ‘power’ or ‘potency’ the Dvaitin
seems to think that he has avoided the charge of infinite
regress' to which Pradastapada’s view of visesa ‘as a distinc-
tive entity is believed to be liable. It is affirmed that
“pifesa (peculiar power and potency etc.) is sui generis,

self-sufficient and self-explanatory”.’

The main defensive argument advanced on behalf of the
‘self-explanatory’ character of viSesa is that it, like any
‘ultimate category’, cannot be explained, and that it, on
the contrary, explains itself and ‘others’’ This sounds
more like a dogmatic assertion than a logical argument.
Further the Dvaitin seems to make capital out of the position
assumed by the Advaitin, his principal opponent, on the
question of ‘avidyd’. The latter is stated to consideg
‘avidyd’ as being somehow there projecting the cosmic
illusion. If this could be regarded by the Advaitin to be
sufficiently self-explanatory, then why not, the Dvaitin argues,
treat visesa as such, that is, as an ‘ultimate category’ which is
¢self-explanatory’’. All this seems to be rather poor defence
of a notion® which is invested with a fundamental significance

in Dvaitism. Even Dasgupta, a favourable critic of Dvaitism,

Cf. RRS, p. 512.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

HIP, Vol. IV, p. 179.

o Pk W
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passes the verdict of a ‘weak’' defence on a great Madhva
dialectician who does not seem materially to add to the argu-

ment for difference just noticed.

The exponents of Dvaitism credit the notion of difference,
as seen above, with such fundamental and comprehensive
significance that we are apt to understand the system as one
of uncompromising difference. It is indeed not uncommon
that this system is described as $uddhabhedavada.’ In his
crusading zeal for bheda Madhva interprets the celebrated
texts“ in such a manner that they are made to yield a bheda
view of reality. Atma tat tvam asi (soul! ‘that art thou’),
for instance, is construed as dtma atat tvam asi‘ (soul! thou
are not that) and théreby difference, not identity, is elicited

1. For (a) the five-fold distinction (paricabheda) of wviSesa, as
well as for (b) how viSesa is svabhdvika or real, not aupdadhika
or conditional or fictitious, see (a) SDSC, p. 94; Helmuth von
Glasenapp’s Madhva's Philosophie des Vispu-Glaubens, pp.
14-15, especially p. 15, fn.1 (where the relevant lines from
Anuvyikhydne and reference to other works are cited) and
RRS, pp. 598, and 139, f.n. 4; and (b) RRS, pp. 135, 228 and 427.

2. See The Brahmavddin (Madras, 1900), Vol. VI, p. 233.

3. Adverting to Madhva’s attitude in interpreting the Brahma-
sitras, Ghate observes that “the very fantastic and forced
manner in which he (Madhva) interprets many of the sitras
leaves no doubt about the fact that he would have set aside
the siitras altogether, but that their uncontested authori-
tativeness prevented him from doing so”. V. S. Ghate’s The
Vedanta, Poona, 1926, p. 33.

4. See SDSC, p. 97, and RRS, p. 601 ff,, especially p. 601, f.n. 22,
and p. 604. See also pp. 212-215, 263 f., 278, 321 and 680.
Gauda-piirnananda-chakravartin, however, suggests a some-
what different interpretation of this text. He interprets it
as “thou art not Its” (tasya tvam asi). See The Tattva-
Muktdavali, JRAS, New Series, Vol. XV, p. 139 (text), verse 6,
and p. 155, E. T. by E. B. Cowell and f.n. 4.
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from it. Nevertheless Dvaitism does recognise identity also
under a more comprehensive designation of its philosophy,

viz., saviSesibhedavida.

Savidesabhedavada' is described as a doctrine of “identity-
in-difference’? or, more correctly, identity associated® with
difference, or, identity ‘amidst’* difference. The relation of
a substance (guni) is believed to be identical with its attribute
(guna) or attributes’.  “... Attributes of the supreme
Narayana (God) are”, for instance, “identical with Him”°.
Yet this identity of the substance and its attributes is believ-
ed to depend upon “the operation of visesa, which functions
in all cases of identity”.” It is on account of the ‘operation’
or ‘function’ of videsa that we are said to understand that
although the substance and its attributes are identical

they are also different—or rather, they are identical

1. RRS, pp. 293,510 and 628. See also EIP, p. 189 and the article
‘The Saviesibheda Theory’ in A Volume of Eastern and Indian
Studies (presented to Prof. F. W. Thomas), 1939, Bombay,
pp. 230-235.

RRS, p. 293.

EIP, p. 189.

RRS, p. 293.

Cf. EIP, p. 191.

RRS, pp. 509, 510 etc. It sounds rather strange that not merely
the attributes and ‘similar determinations’ are identical with
God but also are ‘identical with one another’ : cf. “Guna (attri-
bute), Karma (action and activity) and similar determinations
of Brahman are of the essential, foundational and fundamental
(sic) nature of Brahman. They are inseparable from the nature
of Brahman. They are identical with Brahman. In virtue of this
identity the attributes are identical with one another or devoid
of all difference...” etc. Ibid., p. 504 £. See also what follows.

7. Ibid., p. 509.

.

o o e w o
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because' they are different—as indicated by the very expres-
sion : substance and its attributes, which implies a distinction
between the two.

There is an importént trend in Dvaitism which deserves
notice in our discussion of the role of identity ‘amidst’ differ-
ence, In spite of the claim that Dvaitism is a ‘“radical
pluralism” and that “everything is unique” etc., the only
“independent entity” in this system is God and everything
else is “absolutely dependent upon his will”.* As a matter of
fact, it is pointed out that “Madhva goes so far as to ascribe
even the being of everything also to God”. It is not, there-
fore, surprising that Dvaitism maintains that all words are
said ultimately to refer to God.* Even a moderate twist of
his ‘God-intoxicated” monotheism® will yield first-rate
material for a monistic idealism which can install identity as
the sole reality and, thereby, banish difference by which

Dvaitism, rather incongruously, sets such a high store.

1. Cf.“There is ¢ Vifesa’ which will step in and account for the
fundamental identity between the essential nature of anything
and the thing itself...” RRS, p. 506. Also, “The object
and so many differences are identical with one another and
yet separate from one another. There is no mystery in that
sort of relationship. There is no miracle either. There is
what Madhva calls ViSesa in every object”. Ibid., pp. 297-8.
See also p. 511. This would mean that viSesa is not merely the
basis of difference, as it ordinarily means, but also of identity al-
thoughidentity is secondary in relation to difference. The entire
position, however, does not seemt to hang together consistently.

2. EIP.

3. Ibid, p.519.

4. Cf.ibid., p. 192, and RRS.
5. RRS, p. 500.

6. Cf. EIP, p.190, para 2.
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Dvaitism, as it stands, however, declares : “An individual
or an object is what it is in virtue of its difference from other
objects belonging to the same class or genus and difference
ipso facto from members of another class or genus. Whether
the linguistic medium is used or not, whether there is out-
ward expression or not, difference is the essential constituent
of an object or individual. An object is what it is only on
account of its difference from other objects. Difference is
emphasised. In accordance with the pragmatic purpose of
the subject, and in accordance with the fundamental and
essential constitution of the objects themselves, difference
is stressed. It is difference that lends significance to identity”.!
This admission of fact that “It is difference that lends signi-
ficance to identity” brings Dvaitism under the category of the
VaiSesika system in which identity is subordinated to differ-
ence. It is, therefore, not surprising that Madhva, like many
of the other earlier commentators on Veddntastitras, finds in
the Jaina view of reality, viz., a co-ordinate conception of
identity-in-difference, ‘an admission’ which, it is stated,
is not merely ‘against all reason and proof’ but even

‘contradictory’.?

1. RRS, p. 239 (italics are mine). See also p. 509 where identity
is referred to as a ‘doctrinal fact’.

2. See The Veddntasttras, with Madhva’s Comm., E. T. S. Subba
Rau, Madras, 1904, p. 119. Cf. also : $ri Brahmasutrartha San-
graha (The Brahmasutras of Badarayana, expounded in Kana-
rese, in accordance with the Commentary of Madhvacarya)
P. Ramchandra Row, Madras, 1903, p. 97.
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CHAPTER V

The Jaina Philosophy of Identity-in-Difference in-
which Identity is Co-ordinate with Difference

Our preceding inquiry has been based on the central thesis
of our entire present contention, viz., that neither ‘identity’
or permanence alone, nor ‘difference’ or change alone, nor
even the preponderance of either over the other, but a
synthetic co-ordination of both the, basic elements, will
lead to a balanced and adequate metaphysical view of
reality. In the process of the enquiry, we have been led
to formulate an exhaustive classification of all the
philosophical views into five major types the fifth one
being represented by the Jaina as conforming to the require-
ments of a balanced and adequate metaphysical approach to
the problem of reality. The critics have found fault with
this co-ordinate approach of the Jaina thinkers and feel that
it inherently involves the fatal error of contradiction which

in turn gives rise to a series of other errors.

The Jaina has to vindicate his position against such
charges. Such a vindicative effort necessarily presupposes
a positive metaphysical position of his own. This position is
broadly designated as anekdntavdda or the theory of mani-
foldness and indeterminateness. This comprehensive theory
of manifoldness is an ontology or a theory of reality, as well

as an epistemology or a theory of knowlege. The anekanta
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ontology postulates a reality which is immensely complex or
manifold.  Correspondingly, the anekanta epistemology
postulates a theory of manifold methods of analysis (naya-
vada) and synthesis (syadvdda) by means of which the com-
plex reality can be apprehended by the mind. Besides these
methods the anekdnta epistemology postulates what is
generally described as a theory of the ways of knowing
(pramanas). The ways of knowing are broadly classified by
the Jaina thinkers into two categories, viz., pratyaksapramdna
and paroksapramana. The former is the direct or immediate
way of knowing and the latter is the indirect or mediate way
of knowing. Each category is subdivided into further stages

or divisions.

It is impossible to deal with all the problems connected
with the anekdnta ontology and epistemology within the
moderate compass of this work. In the case of the episte-
mological discussions, for instance, our attention is largely
confined to a critical exposition of the two major methods of
knowledge, viz., nayavdda and syddvdda, omitting, almost
entirely, any elaborate references to the two ways of knowing,
viz., pratyaksapramdna and paroksapramana, as well as to the
several problems therewith connected. Even in the case of
the treatment of the anekdnta ontology, our attention is
mainly focused on the examination, the elucidation and the
illustration of the most fundamental ontological presupposi-
tion, viz., the co-ordinate concept of identity-in-difference.
The entire anekanta ontology is only an elaborate structure
built up on this basic presupposition. The several topics
dealt with in the various chapters like those on the Relations,
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Jatyantaravada, or Arthakriydvada, are intended to reveal
the manifestations of this presupposition in the different

departments of reality.

It is also necessary to point out here that no rigid sepa-
ration between the ontological and epistemological discussions
can be made in the course of our treatment of the various
topics in this work. Nevertheless the three chapters
beginning with anekdntavdda, especially those on mdydvada
and syadvdda, may be described as largely epistemological
as against the others which are largely ontological. The only
topic which could be treated in relative isolation from onto-
logical considerations is the one which is cqncerned with the
ways of knowing (pramdnas). But it has been excluded from

the scope of the present work for the reason already stated.

The main purpose of the present undertaking is to show,
in the course of its progressl that the notion of identity-in-
difference is the pivot on which the entire ontological and the
epistemological development in the Jaina philosophy turn.
Anekdntavdda is but an elaboration of the implications of
this pivotal idea worked out in the various spheres of reality
and knowledge. An exposition of this central idea of
identity-in-difference, through a dialectical examination
of its various implications as revealed in the various aspects
of reality, is a necessary task. This is so especially for
the reason that even competent scholars of Indian philosophy
have often been inclined to consider the Jaina metaphysics as
an “unsystematical system” in which “a mass of philosophical
tenets” is not “upheld by one central idea”. The phrases

quoted here were uttered by Hermann J acobi in the opening
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part of his address to the Third International Congress for
the History of Religions in 1908. To quote him in full :
“All those who approach Jaina philosophy will be under the
impression that it is a mass of philosophical tenets not
upheld by one central idea, and they will wonder what could
have given currency to what appears to us an unsystematical
system. I myself have held, and‘ given expression to this
opinion', but I have now learned to look at Jaina philosophy
in a different light. It has, I think, a metaphysical basis
of its own, which secured it a position apart from the rival
systems both of the Brahmanas and of the Buddhists”.? It is
a pity that Jacobi did not give a fuller expression to
his ideas after he “learned to look at Jaina philosophy in a
different light”. Nevertheless he has suggested, in the
address just referred to as well as in a few other brief
writings, the lines on which he thought about the subject.
Nor do any other writers seem to have approached the subject
at any considerable length, on the dialectical lines of investi-
gating the pervasiveness of one central idea in the different
ramifications of the Jaina metaphysics. After making these
general observations concerning the present study we may now

proceed to consider the ontological position of anekdntavdda.

The most celebrated text the implications of which form

almost the entire theoretical foundation of the Jaina philosophy

1. In 1878, he wrote in his Introduction to the Kalpasitra of Bhadra-
bahu (Leipzig, 1879), p. 3, that the philosophy of Mahavira
“scarcely forms a system, but is merely a sum of opinions
(pannattis) on various subjects, no fundamental ideas being
there to uphold the mass of philosophical matter.”

2. SJJ,p.48.
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of being is : “The real is characterised by birth or origina-
tion, death or destruction, and sameness or continuity
(utpdda-vyaya-dhrauvya-yuktam sat).”' Everything real must
have, according to the postulate embodied in this text of
Umasvati, the triple character of productivity (utpdda),
destructibility (vyaya), and, at the same time, permanence or
persistence (dhrauvya) underlying it. Conversely whatever
lacks the one or the other of this triple nature is a mental
abstraction having no title to reality. Productivity and
destructibility constitute the two aspects of change and may,
therefore, be together characterised as the dynamic aspect of
reality, the static aspect being represented by permanence or
dhruvatva®. That is, utpida and vyaya, being the two facets
of the process of change, will be treated together, throughout

this work, under the comprehensive single principle of change;

Ve

1. TSUJ, V. 30.
2. On being asked by Indrabhiti, his foremost apostle
(ganadhara) : “What is the nature of reality ?” (kim tattam)
Mahavira is reported to have first answered : “origination”
(uppannei vd) and then, after the same question was success-
ively repeated, “destruction” (vigamei vd), and “persistence”
(dhuvei vd). Cf. A. R. Kapadia’s The Canonical Literature of the
Jainas, 1941, Bombay, p. 3, and the extract from Haribhadra
Siiri’s Comm. on Avassaya and its Nijjutti in f.n. 4 thereon.
Modification; becoming; difference; discreetness; plurality;
manyness; manifoldness; the occurrent; and dynamism—are
some of the epithets generally used in varying contexts, as
synonyms for change (bheda or parydya) which have, in Jaina
metaphysics, the constituents of productivity (utpdde or
utpatti) and destructibility (vind$e or wvyave). Similarly,
substantiality; substratum; being; identity; non-difference;
continuity; continuance; unity; oneness; the continuant;
statism, as well as endurance and persistence, are used for
permanence (dhruvatva, dhrauvya or anvaye). Besides being
a correlative to “becoming” the term “being” could also be
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taken in its wider acceptation as a “substance” or dravya
which includes both “being” in its narrow sense and becom-
ming. That is, it could signify either one, or the totality
of the two aspects of a dravya, viz., permanence and change,
but in which sense it is taken at a particular place will
be evident from the context.

Often “non-being” (asat or abhdva) also is used as a
correlative of “being” (sat or bhdva) when, of course, the
latter is treated in its narrow sense. Here a doubt naturally
arises whether “non-being” could be taken as equiva-
lent to or at least as constitutive of “becoming” which is
the obvious correlative of “being”. The answer would be
in the affirmative as will be evident, in the sequel. Meanwhile,
it may be stated, in passing, that “non-being” as applied to
a particular case, say, a jar, does not mean merely the
affirmation of what the jar is in itself, but also the negation
of the nature of a cloth, or a fruit, in the jar. In other
words, the “non-being” of the jar consists in what the
jar is not from the point of view (kathaficit) of the cloth
or the fruit. This negation of the nature of the cloth or
the fruit in the jar is, according to Jainism, an absolutely
necessary part of the nature of the jar. For a full
comprehension of the jar consists, on this view, not only
in knowing what the jar is in itself, but also what it is
not with reference to the cloth and the fruit etc. Thus in so
far as “not-being” is a necessary complement to “being” in the
make-up of an object, it touches the dynamic aspect of
reality. In other words while being or affirmation in its
narrow acceptation is constitutive of identity, non-being or
negation is constitutive of difference.

The most widely used pairs of correlatives in course of this
work are: identity and difference, the continuant and the
occurrent, and permanence and change. In the case of the
first pair the combined form, viz, identity-in-difference
or identities of difference, is better adapted to express the
coordinate subsistence of the two basic elements in reality, and
the fact that identity precedes difference in the formula
does not indicate any primacy of the former over the latter
element as in the case of philosophies which subordinate
difference to identity, since both elements have a co-ordinate
status in reality. The second pair of “the continuant” and
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and dhrauvya, being the enduring principle in the nature of
things, will be represented as the principle of permanence
underlying the ceaseless changes in things.! Thus the most
fundamental truth laid down by Umasvati in the above sutrais

that permanence and change are entwined in everything real.

The fact that both the Vedantin who adheres to a totally
static view, and the Buddhist who adheres to a totally dyna-
mic view, join issue with the Jaina who endeavours to blend
both the static and the dynamic postulates into an integrated
metaphysical view, is but inevitable. This is the case also
with the other schools® of philosophy which follow suit with

“the occurrent” is taken from W. E. Johnson’s Logic (Cam-
bridge, 1924), Pt. ITI, Intro. pp. XVIII £, 80, 84-85, where it bears
a more or less similar import to the correlation of dhrauvya
and parydya.
1. Akalanka explains utpida, vyaya and dhrauvyae as follows :
svajdtyaparitydgena bhavantardvdptih utpadah /
tathd pirvabhdvavigamo vyayah/
dhruve sthairyakarmanordhruvatiti dhruvah/
(Under ‘dhruvah’ he adds: dhruvasya bhdveh karma v@ dhrau-
vyam/) TRAG, p. 238, kdrikds1, 2 and 3. See also TSV, p. 434,
For the three derivative meanings of the term ‘dravya’ in
respect of its permanent aspect (dhrauvyam), as well as for a
comparison of the Jaina notion of dravye with similar notions
in other systems of Indian philosophy see PMHS, Bhasdtippani,
pp. 54-55. See also SHM on gd. 28 in VBJ and Siddhasena
Gani’s Tika on Tattvarthddhigamasiitra (H. R. Kapadia’s edn.)
V. 29. The meanings and the divisions of parydya are
extensively discussed in STP, III. 32-37, in Siddhasena Gani’s
Tikd (reference just given). The significance of these two
ideas, viz., dravye and parydya will, however, become
increasingly clear in the process of our treatment of the
various topics in the following chapters.
2. Vide the third and the fourth groups of systems in the fivefold
classification (supra).
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the Vedantin and the Buddhist in claiming to detect, from
their respective viewpoints, a radical self-contradiction in

the Jaina synthesis of permanence and change.

The success of the Jaina synthesist in framing a durable
ontological foundation for the entire edifice of the anekdnta
metaphysics is to be measured by the strength with which he
would be able to vindicate his integrated viewpoint, not
merely by pointing out that his viewpoint has an intrinsic
validity, but also by bringing to bear upon it a dialectical
power equal to the task. Matching an unerring vision
with a robust rational defence is the work of a supreme
philosophical genius. It is idle to dogmatise about whether
the Jaina has stood the test successfully and triumphed over
the obstacles in the way of his establishing his thesis. It is
doubtful if any major philosophical problem can ever be
solved by anybody or by any school once and for all. This
much, however, may be said to his credit, viz., that he has at
least perceived the problem and has gone some way at least
towards achieving its solution. -

Before proceeding to a dialectical examination of the
most important implications of his metaphysical position, it
would be worth while to see if his fundamental claim that
permanence and change constitute the basic elements of
reality is borne out by any major philosophical thinkers of the
past and the present. That it is so, and, therefore, that the
Jaina view in respect of its ultimate postulate of identity-in
difference is not a lonely cry in a philosophical wilderness,
may be confirmed by appealing to the impressive testimony
of three great thinkers who, in spite of wide divergencies in
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respect of their tenets, countries and age, profoundly concur
with the Jaina. These thinkers are A. N. Whitehead, Kumarila
Bhatta and Immanuel Kant. Their confirmatory views may

now be stated briefly in order of their mention here :

Whitehead

A. N. Whitehead finds the formulation of “the complete
problem of metaphysics”, viz., “the metaphysics of
¢ substance’”, and “the metaphysics of ‘flux’”, in the two
lines of the hymn :

Abide with me;
Fast falls the eventide.

Elucidating how these lines embody “a full expression of the
union of the two notions”, viz., permanence and flux, he
observes: “Here the first line expresses the permanences,
‘abide’, ‘me’ and the ‘Being’ addressed; and the second line
sets these permanences amid the inescapable flux. Here at
length we find formulated the complete problem of metaphy-
sics. Those philosophers who start with the first line have
given us the metaphysics of ‘substance’; and those who start
with the second line have developed the metaphysics of ‘flux’.
But, in truth, the two lines cannot be torn apart in this way;
and we find that a wavering balance between the two is a
characteristic of the greater number of philosophers”.’ This

1. PrR, p. 318. A little earlier also he speaks in the same
strain : “The elucidation of the meaning involved in the
phrase ‘all things grow’, is one chief task of metaphysics.
But there is a rival notion, antithetical to the former.
I cannot, at the moment, recall one immortal phrase which
expresses it with the same completeness as that with which
the alternative notion has been rendered by Heraclitus.
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passage expresses, succinctly and beautifully, the need for
an ‘integral’ viewpoint in which the ultimate postulates -of

¢ permanence and flux’ are harmoniously blended.

Kumarila

Kumirila maintains, almost in identical terms as the
Jaina, the nature of reality to be of threefold character:
Production (utpdda), Continuance (sthiti) and Destruction
(bhanga). In the Vanavdde of his great Vartika, Kumarila
observes : “When the Vardhamdnaka being broken up,
a Rucaka is made (out of the same gold), then the person
who desires to have the former, becomes sorry, while one
desiring the latter ornament likes the process, while a ~third
person who only desires gold remains indifferent, unaffected.
Therefore, the object (gold) must be admitted to have a
threefold character. Because, unless the object partook of
Production, Continuance and Destruction, there could not be ’
(with regard to it) the three notions (of like, dislike and
indifference). There can be no sorrow (or dislike) without
destruction of the object desired; and there can be no pleasure
without production (or appearance of the object desired); and
lastly, there can be no indifference without continuance or

”1

permanence (of the desired object).

This other notion dwells on the permanences of things—the

solid earth, the mountains, the stones, the Egyptian Pyramids,

the spirit of man, God”. Ibid., pp. 317-318.

1. SVJha, pp. 332-333. The kds. run as follows: N

vardhamdanakabharige ca rucakah kriyate yadd /
tadd piirvdrthinah Sokah priti§ capyuttararthinah //21//
hemdrthinas tu mddhyasthyari tasmdad vastu traydtmakam /
notpddasthitibharigndm abhdve sydn matitrayam /] 22 /]
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Touching upon the absence of any contradiction in the
co-existence of unity and diversity in the same object,
Kumarila observes elsewhere : “ As in the case of the varie-
gated colour, we can optionally fix upon any one of the
various colours (without any contradiction), simply because
the object (colour) is of a variegated character—so, in the

same manner we could fix upon the diversity or unity...”"

Finally, it is significant to note that Kumarila reeommends
a ‘middle position’ (madhyasthatd) between the two extremes

na nisena vind Soko notpddena vind sukham /
sthityd vind na mddhyasthyam..........//

Cf. the following kd. of Samantabhadra:
ghatamaulisuvarpartht ndsotpadasthitisvayam /
$okapramodamdadhyasthyam jano yati sahetukam //

AMS, kd. 59. See also VVas and ASA thereon.

In another kd., following the above one, the same idea

is illustrated by a different analogy. Ibid., pp. 30-31.
Elucidating the word “trayatmakam” in ka. 22 cited above

Parthasarathimisra writes: traydtmakam utpattisthitivindsa~

dharmdatmakam—ityarthah / NR on kd. 22, p. 619, and Bhatta-

putra Jayamiéra also adds, in the same context : tasmdad bhasn-

gotpadasthitydtmakaripatrayayuktarh vastw. pratiyate / SVTJ, p. 84.
Mallisena draws our attention, in this connection, to

Patafijali’s theory of nityanitya (the abiding and the changing)

nature of substance (dharmi), and its (dharminah) threefold

modification (trividhah khalvayarm dharminah parindmo dharma-
laksandvastharipah), and, points out how the latter (parinama)
is accepted to be “at once distinct from and identical with
the former” (dharma). Vide SM (text), p. 16, and ibid, (notes),
p. 46, where Dhruva gives an extract from Vyisa-Bhasya on
Patafijali-Stutra, III. 13.
1. SVJha, p.292. The kd. is as follows:
citratvad vastuno’ pyevarm bhedabhedavadhamnam /
sdmdanydmse tu nigkrsya bhedo yena prasddhyate //
Pirthasirathimisra, commenting on this kd., observes:
ndndvarne hi vastuni ya eva varpo niskrsye darSeyitum isyate
sa eva Sakyo darSayitum, evar ndndripe vastini- sarvasya
bheddbhedddeh sambhava iti / MSV, p. 561, NR oh ka. 58.
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of the bheda (anya) view and the abheda (ananya) view each
of which (aikantikam) is characterised as fallacious (mrsa).'
Kant

“The actual objects of our experience,” observes Watson,
interpreting Kant’s ‘ Analogies of Experiences’, are neces-
sarily conceived of as substances, i. e., as things which
in all their changes, yet maintain their identity ... If we
suppose that substances could come into being or cease to be,
we destroy the condition under which alone there is any unity
in our experience . .. There is no experience, then, except of
objects which are determined as permanent in the process of
change.”” Showing how ‘both elements’, viz., ¢ the succession’
(change) and ‘the permanent’ (‘the abiding’) are ‘indeed, in-
separably involved’ in all existence Norman Kemp Smith
clearly states: “Substance, Kant insists, is not a bare static
existence in which changes take place, but a dynamic® energy
~ which by its very nature is in perpetual necessitated change.

Change is not change in, but change of, substance.”

1. dusitd sddhitd vapi na ca tatra baldbalam /

kaddcin niscitarn kaiScit tasmdn madhyasthatd varam //

tato'nyandnyate tasya sto nasta$ ceti kirtyate /

tasmaccitravadevdsya mrsa syddekaripatd // MSV, p. 633.

2. PKEW, p. 199.

In the words of Kant himself : “I find that in all ages not
only the philosopher, but even the common understanding,
has preposited this permanence as a substratum of all
change in phenomena; indeed, I am compelled to believe
that they will always accept this as an indubitable fact. Only
the philosopher expresses himself in a more precise and
definite manner, when he says: “In all changes in the world the
substance remains, and the accidents alone are changeable.”

3. CPRM, p. 138, CPRMax, pp. 161-166.
4. CKCPR, p. 362,
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Paton confirms this, emphasising at the same time the subtlety
of the matter : “The concept of change,” he observes, “has to
be interpreted in the light of the doctrine that succession
can be determined only in relation to the permanent. Coming
into being and passing away are not to be taken as changes of
what comes into being and passes away. A changeis a way
of existing 'which follows upon another way of the same
thing’s existing. That is to say there is an exchange, or sub-
stitution, of one state of a thing for another state of that thing,
but the thing itself must remain the same thing. We cannot
say that a thing has changed, unless it remains the same
thing; and we can put this paradoxically by saying that it is
only the permanenty or substance, which changes, while the
transitory, or the accidents', do not change, but rather are

exchanged, for one ceases to be and another takes its place.”

1. Just as the gunas and perydyas are not inessential, but vital
and positive traits in Jainism, so also the so-called ‘accidents’
in Kantian metaphysics are not really accidental or superficial
and negative traits, but are “positive determinations of the
essential character of the object”. Emphasising this point
Watson observes: “The determinations of substances are not
¢ accidents’ in the sense of something without which the object
would still be what it is : they are just the manner in which
the substance exists, or they are positive determinations
of the essential character of the object, not determinations
related to the object negatively. It is true we sometimes
speak as if the modes in which a thing exists were accidents
that merely adhere in it and are not essential to its existence.
But this mode of speech, though it is natural in certain cases,
is not strictly accurate, and is apt to lead to the false notion
that the substance can exist, and be what it is, independently
of its accidents.” PKEW, p.197; KMEP, Vol. II, p. 217. Cf.:
“A mere succession which is not a succession of states of
something which remains identical in an unconnected series
of endings and beginnings, and with respect to it, ‘duration’,
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There are, indeed, vital differences between the Jaina and
the Kantian metaphysics, e. g., the latter’s transcendentalism
with its concomitant notion of the thing-in-itself (Ding-
an-sich), the treatment of space and time as the forms of
sensibility, the phenomenality of the world, and several other
doctrines with which the Jaina does not concur'. However,
Kant's insistence on the need of the co-existence of permanence
and change in the realm of the experienced world marks a
significant confirmation of the cardinal Jaina doctrine of
identity-in-difference with a Western system which is con-

sidered to be the watershed of modern Western metaphysics.

Having observed how the three great thinkers, White-
head, Kumirila and Kant, agree with Jainism on the truth of
the fundamental Jaina axiom of the co-existence of perman-
ence and change, or identity-in-difference, a further critical
analysis of the essential implications of Umasvati’s siitra, viz.,

utpddavyayadhrauvyayuktam sat, may now be attempted.

The strength of the proof that identity and difference

which has meaning with regard to changes, i. e., succession
proper, has no meaning at all.” KTKP, p. 272.

Caird and others also make frequent references to this
“two-fold aspect” of reality so that “all existence is
summed up in permanent substances and their states”. CPKE
Vol. I, p. 488. See also, pp. 490 ff,, SCKCE, pp. 152-153 and
Critic of Pure Reason, p. 151, ff., Francis Raywood, pub. by
William Pickering, 1948, London.

1. To the Jaina the thing-in-itself is inacceptable since he
maintains the knowability of all reality. Nor does he consider
space and time to be forms of sensibility since the two are
intrinsically real and form a necessary part of the physical
universe. As arealist he also repudiates the phenomenality
of the world and considers it to be unreservedly real.
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are in a co-ordinate synthesis marks also the measure of
success and reasonableness of the Jaina metaphysical posi-
tion. In order, therefore, to demonstrate that identity and
difference are harmonious co-existents, and not irreconcilable
or contradictory elements, a critical examination of the Jaina
view may be attempted in answer to the following four

questions :

(a) Does not identity infect difference with its own
character, i. e., identity, and convert the latter, i. e., differ-

ence, into something of its own nature, in a substance?

(b) Or, alternatively, does not difference infect identity
with its own character, i. e., difference, and convert the
latter, i. e., identity, into something of its own nature, in

a substance ?

In other words, (a) and (b) mean, respectively, that
identity should eschew difference, or difference should eschew
identity; and that either the one, or the other, but not the two
together, can be the ultimate ontological postulate. Conse-
quently, the truth of (a) indicates a triumph of the identity-
view, and the truth of (b) of the difference-view.

If the truth of neither (a) nor (b) is concedeﬂ, and the
ultimacy of the postulate of identity-and-difference is adhered

to, then the following question would be raised :

(c¢) Does not the hypothesis of identity-and-difference in
a substance invoke upon itself the combined evils of both (a)
and (b)?

If the opponent still finds the Jaina, even under the threat
of (¢), not pleading guilty to the charge of the irreconcil-
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ability or self-contradictoriness with regard to his hypothesis
of the ultimacy of the dual postulate, then an unequivocal

answer would be demanded to the following question :

(d) Could the Jaina formulate a satisfactory theory which
would avoid the objections under (a), (b) and (c) as well as

suggest a constructive view of reality?

Of these four questions, the first and the second are
evidently advanced from the points of view of the theorists of
identity (abhedavadin) and of difference (bhedavadin) respec-
tively. Prima facie, the third question is directed against the
Jaina because the target of the criticism under question is
some kind of identity and difference or uwbhayavdda. The
Jaina, however, does not identify himself with the kind of
theory implied by (c) since it is, according to him, suggestive
of a mechanical combination of the theories implied by (a)
and (b). His own theory—which is undoubtedly a type of
the philosophy of identity-in-difference, but sharply
distinguished from the schools bearing the same description
by its unmistakably unique approach to the nature of
reality—is described as ‘Jdtyantaravdda’ which may b»
rendered as the theory of uniqueness or theory of unique
synthesis. Besides avoiding the pitfalls under the above-
mentioned first three questions, this theory is claimed to
put forth a distinctive view of the nature of reality.

A consideration of the four questions may now be
undertaken. In carrying out this procedure it will be both
convenient and necessary to treat the first two questions,
viz., (a) and (b), jointly, and the other two separately. A
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further treatment of the nature and content of identity in
relation to an important problem in modern metaphysics and
of an important distinction concerning the nature of difference,
will also be found necessary to enable us to obtain a some-
what closer grasp of the Jaina solution to the problem of
reality. This will also be found in the sequel’.

Now the questions (a) and (b)—which lay down that
either identity should obliterate difference or vice versa,
owing to their inherent mutual opposition—may be jointly
stated, together with all the further erroneous consequences’
imputed to be entailed in their subsistence. The Jaina hypo-
thesis that identity and difference can somehow (kathaiicit)®
exist together in the same medium is untenable (na yuktam)
owing to Virodha (contradiction) and the other erroneous
consequences (dosas) implied (upalaksita) by Virodha.' If,
it is argued, the parydyas are, in any sense, of the same

nature® as the dravya, their continuant locus (dsraya), then

1. Vide infra, Chap. VIII. “Is dravya a concrete universal?” and
“What is Parydya?”’—these two controversial problems will be
discussed immediately after the Jaina attitude to the present
questions is studied.

2. See infra, p. 141 ff.

3. The Jaina view is characterised as kathaficit bheddbhedavdda
in contrast with the theories of absolute identity (ekdantika
abhedavdda) and of absolute difference (ekdntika bhedavdda)
which are rejected by the Jaina.

4. Hemacandra succinctly puts the argument as follows :
dravyaparydyayor aikdntikabhedabhedaparihdrena kathaficid bhe-
dabhedavidah syddvddibhir upeyate, ma cdsau yukto virodha-
didogsat / PMHS, p. 28.

5. Because the Jaina admits that the relation between dravye
‘and its parydyas is bheddbheda.
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they also acquire (prdpnuvanti) identity’ (dravyatva), since
they are ex hypothesi at one with the dravya (dravydd avya-
tiriktatvdt). In other words, identity cannot accommodate
(dussadhya) difference, owing to the law that “dual character
can never subsist in any single thing®. Conversely, the same
circumstance, viz., the sameness’ (abhedatva), or the oneness
(ekatva) of the dravya and the parydyas, renders dravyao—
which is said to be of unchanging nature (avikrtam or abhinna-
svabhdvatvam)—into something indistinguishable from
(avyatiriktam) the mutable parydyas’. That is, difference
(parydya) does not allow identity to reside with itself in a
real owing to its nature of “exclusiveness” (vydvrttimad
riipam). An attempt to weave identity into the texture of
difference within the being of a real results, it is said, in the

inevitable transformation of the former into the latter.

If the Jaina is not (in fact he is not) prepared to accept
either of the alternatives of undifferenced identity or unquali-

fied difference resulting from the two conflicting parts of the

1. yad anugatatmaripavyatiriktarn tad aenugatatmakam eva, yathd
dravyaripem.../ PK, p. 120.
Also,
yadiva te’pi parydydh sarve’py anugatatmakah /
dravyavat prapnuvanty esdm dravyenaikdtmatd sthiteh //
TSS, kd. 318. See also ka. 320.

2. samdve$o na caikatra tayor (i.e., sadasator) yukto virodhatah //
TSS, kad. 1675...... dviripatvari naivaikdtrdasti vastuni (ibid.,
kd. 1676). Again, yatrabhedas tatra tadviparito na bhedo’vakdsam
labhate, ete., PK, p. 119.

3. wvyavrttimedrupavyatiriktamn ca dravyem iti / PK, p. 120,

4, agaune caivam ekatve dravyaparyayayoh sthite /

vyavritimad bhaved dravyarm parydydndm svaripavat //
. TSS, kd. 317,
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joint question just stated, then he is confronted with the
following dosas' or fallacies, to which his bheddbhedavida or

dravyaparydydtmakavada is said to be liable :

1. Virodha (contradiction); 2. Vaiyadhikaranya or
Vyadhikaranatd (‘transfusion’, or ‘absence of a common

abode’); 3. Anavasthd (regressus ad infinitum); 4.
Sankara (confusion); 5. Vyatikara (‘ Exchange of Natures );
6. Samsaya (doubt); 7. Apratipatti (non-apprehension);

8. Visayavyavasthdhdni (indeterminability of the true nature) z

1. Excluding the one karikd attributed to the Naiyayikas
(yaugaih) by Vadideva, viz, saméayavirodhavaiyadhikaranyasan-
karam athobhayadosah / anavasthd vyatikaram api jainamate sapta
dosih syuh // SRK, p. 738. We do not come across anywhere
among the works of the non-Jaina critics, where dogas are fully
mentioned. The non-Jaina critics mainly concern themselves
with Virodha, although Sankara (BBSB, II 2.33) and Kumarila
add Samsaya or Sandigdha (Kumaérila has done so in the course
of two kds., in defence of “anekatvavida” or “anekdintavada”.
See MSV, Vanavdda, kds. 79 and 80. For a reference to
this, see infre.) and $Santaraksita and his commentator
Kamalasila Sankarya (Sankara) to Virodha. (TSS, ka. 1722,
and PK thereon.) Whether or not the dogas other than
Virodha are explicitly mentioned by the opponents of the
Jainas, they are presumed to be implied (upalaksita) by Virodha
which is considered to be their main basis (mulddhdra). Hence
their individual enumeration and refutation is, however brief,
necessary in any polemical examination of the Jaina view.

2. The number and the order of the dogas in this classification
are as adopted by Hemacandra and Mallisena (See PMHS,
1. 1.30, p. 28, and SM, p. 150 (text) ). Some writers like Pra-
bhacandra cite ubhaya (or ubhayadosa) and omit No. 8 (PKM,
p. 526) and others like Akalanka, the earliest Jaina logician
to defend the Jaina position against such dosas, and Vasu-
nandi, cite ubhayae and ebhdva omitting Nos. 7 and 8. (See
AGAV, p. 103, and VVAS, on AMS, kd. 20). All these writers
retain, in spite of the difference of one or two dosas, a classi-
fication of eight dosas. Abhayadeva and Vadideva, however,
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1. Virodha'. Most of the schools of Indian thought,
which are based on the Brahmasiitras, consider, as it has been
observed under their treatment of the siitra: naikasmin na
sambhavat, that Virodha is the most insurmountable difficulty
vitiating the Jaina view of reality. Virodha is a state of

represent a trend of opinion which refers only to seven in-
stead of eight dosas. Between these two thinkers the former
rejects Nos. 5, 7 and 8, just adding ubhayadosa to the re-
mainder of the classification (See TBV, pp. 451-452, and
SRK, p. 738).

Gunaratna, however, enumerates as many as nine dogas
adding Vyavahdralopa, Pratyaksddipramanabidhd and Asambha-
va in place of Nos. 7 and 8 (TRD, p. 232). For an explana-
tory note on these three additional dogas as well as on Ubhaya
and Abhdva, see infra, p. 146, fn. 3.

1. Ordinarily Virodha signifies the particular dosa of contrary
or contradictory opposition. But it has also the collective
significance of indicating all the other dosas, enumerated here,
by way of upalaksand (cf. SM (notes), p. 264).

Another noteworthy feature with regard to opposition
is that Indian thinkers, particularly the realistic schools
like Jainism, do not seem to make any sharp distinction
between contrareity and contradiction as in Aristotelian logic.
Contradiction, according to Aristotle, signifies bare and total
negation whereas contrareity is a partial negation of a
specific attribute, with an implicit affirmation of an opposite
attribute. For instance, when I assert “this is not yellow”

. under contradiction the entire universe of discourse is divided
into two spheres, “yellow” and “non-yellow”, and the “non-
yellow” sphere is sharply ranged over against the “yellow”
sphere in the relation of a bare and total negation, the -two
spheres, between them, exhausting the entire universe of
discourse. In contrareity, on the other hand, the same
assertion, viz., “this is not yellow”, signifies the negation
of “yellow” with the implicit assertion of “this is red” or
“this is blue” according to the suitability of the context.
There are, no doubt, in Indian literature and philosophy the
conceptions of prasajyapratisedha and paryuddse, which are
compared to be the Naiyayika’'s atyantdbhdva (‘absolute or
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mutual opposition’, e. g., between ‘blue’ and ‘non-blue
(nildnilavat), ‘hot’ and ‘cold’ (§itosnavat) or ‘light’ and

total negation’) and anyonyabhdva (mutual negation) respect-
ively. Describing the distinction between the two, Cowell
observes: Where the negation is prominent it is called
prasajyapratisedha ; but where it is not prominent, we have the
paryuddse negation (SDSC, p. 250, fn.1). But these seem to be
more in the nature of literary conventions, than of ontological
principles of contradiction and contrareity, which have a more
adequate and precise philosophical significance. The editor
of AJP quotes two verses from the Sahityadarpana describing
the two conceptions. See Vol. II, (notes), p. 276.

The Jaina conception of opposition seems to be largely akin
to the latter kind, at any rate insofar as it asserts that identity,
or being, necessarily implies its corresponding correlative of
difference or non-being. This approach is countenanced by the
fact that the Jaina does not subscribe to the hyperlogical or
more conceptualistic approach of a Sriharsa or Nagarjuna,
whose hyperlogicism lands them in an absolute of the bare sat
(absolute affirmation), or an equally brave void (absolute
negation). The extremes of a Sriharsa or a Nagarjuna, the
results of a logically subtie sophistication, seem to indicate the
fact that truth lies between such extremes. The modest
approach of the Jaina conforms to the rule that the laws of
logic should closely follow the course of nature. In other
words, experience should, according to him, determine logic
but not the other way about. This partiality for the factual
side of things makes the Jaina suspicious of all transcendental
dialectics which drive a wedge between the pardvidya and
apardvidy@ or sarhvrtisatye and paramdrthasatya. In fact his
dogged adherence to the facts of nature has earned for him, in
his approach to the problem of reality, the reputation of being
too empirical, like the Pragmatists in the West. Although
the note of cynicism attaching to this reputation dubs the
Jaina a slow-crawling earthworm rather than a high-soaring
transcendent bird, the story of the scientific temper of all ages
seems to confirm the fact that excessive preoccupation with
the clouds seems to yield more poetry and grander mysticism,
which are more often than not less true to the crude facts in
the life of nature.

1. parasparaparihdresthitilaksano’yam virodha iti / AJP, com., p. 11,
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‘darkness’ (chdydtapavat) at the same place and the same time.
A simultaneous affirmation of the two contradictory elements
with reference to an identical situation is, therefore, a logical
absurdity. Similarly identity (abheda) and difference
(bheda) are, it is argued, mutually opposed, and therefore
positing (vidhi) the one means denying (nisedha) the other'.
Since the two can never co-exist in the same substratum’,
any attempt to weld the two, viz., identity and difference,
being and non-being, or affirmation and negation, into the
structure of a real is too fanciful (kalpita) to be resorted

to by any sane-minded person (svasthacetasd”).

2. Vwyadhikaranatd is an error which arises when two
entirely opposed natures or characters tend to subsist in a
single abode (adhikarana) while they ought to subsist in two
different abodes. Identity and difference, being entirely

opposed to each other, as has just been observed under fault

1. sattvisattvayoh parasparaparikdrena sthitatvdt $itosnasparSavat/
TRD, p. 231. See also SBT, p. 81f.

2. Arcata observes: ‘utpidavyayadhrauvyayuktamh sat’ ity etad apy
ayuktan, dhrauvyenotpadavyayayor virodhdd ekasmin dharminya-
yogdt / HBT, p. 146.

3. tadbhdvas citadbhdvah parasparavirodhatah /

ekavastuni naivayam kathaficid avakalpyate //
vidhanapratisedhau hi parasparavirodhinau /
$akyam ekatra no kartumi kenacit svasthacetasa //
TSS, kds. 1729 and 1830. See also PK thereon.
Haribhadra trenchantly puts the argument for the opponent:
katham ekam eva ghatddiriipam vastu saccdsacca bhawati tathd hi
sattvam asattvaparihirena vyavasthitam, asattvam sattvaparihdrena;

anyathd tayor avisesah sydt / tata$ ca yadi sat katham asat? athdisat
katham sad? iti ekatra sattvdsattvayor virodhdt, tathd coktam—
yasmdt sattvam asattvamn ca viruddham hi mitho dvayam /
vastvekam sadasadriparn tasmat khalu na yujyate //
AJP, p. 11.
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No. 1, cannot be found together without bringing about a
“split in the integrity of the locus”. An endeavour to locate
the two in two different abodes will, it is said, violate the
Jaina answer to the objection that the two characters refer to
two aspects of the same thing, and not to two different things,

and would in turn become the target of a new difficulty, viz.,

3. Anavastha or regressus ad infinitum, for the following
reason : each of the two ‘aspects’ of a thing—identity and
difference-—will have to be at once both identical with, and
different from, the other, if at least for the reason of avoiding
absolutism or extremism (ekdntatva), to which the Jaina

objects. This bifurcation, once started, will go on ad infinitum.

4, Sankara or confusion is another difficulty which is
assumed to overtake the Jaina in the pursuit of his theory.
It arises when there is an incidence of two mutually opposed
natures in either of the two elements, viz., ‘identity’ or
‘ difference’. That is, identity will be an abode both of itself
and of its opposite!. Difference also will behave in a similar
way. Such behaviour on the part of either is thought to in-

troduce a state of confusion into the abode concerned.

5. Vuyatikara or ‘ Mutual Exchange’ of natures is yet
another of the erroneous consequences attributed to the Jaina
view, The incidence of the two opposed natures of identity
and difference in a common abode leads, it is stated, to a

‘mutual exchange®’, of their natures. This would result in the

1. yugapadubhayaprdptis sankarah / PMHS, fn. 3. Vimaladasa, how-
ever, describes it as: sarvesdm yugapat prdptis sankarah /
SBT, p. 82.

Cf. parasparavisayagamanam vyatikarah / SBT, p. 82.

[ 3]

19
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absurd state of identity behavinglike difference and vice versa.

6. Sa'ﬁtéaya or Doubt : The simultaneous prediction of
both identity and difference of a real is said to bring about a
lack of definiteness (idam ittham eveti niscetum aSaktih) or
doubt, in our minds. For a mind which is confronted with
two natures in a real would be unable to know definitely
whether the one or the other of the two is the nature of the
real. In other words, doubt hinders the grasp of the unique
nature of a thing (asddharandakdra'). Such a ‘forked road
situation’ of mind is said to lead further to:

7. Apratipatti, or a failure to achieve a proper

apprehension of anything. Then, finally, we are said to face
8. VisayavyavasthGhdni® or the impossibility of
determining any coherence or order in the realm of objective

reality’. These myriad discrepancies led by, or rather attri-

1. wvastuno’sidhdrandkdrena niscetum asakteh samsayeh / SM, p. 151
(text).

2. Mallisena characterises it as pramcir_wvi,sayavyav.asthdhdni.

3. Forastatement of these dogas, vide PMHS, p. 28 ; SBT, pp. 81-82;
PKM, p.526; AGAV, p. 103; TBV, pp. 451-452 ; TRD, pp. 231-
232 (Ref. in BM); SVS and SKL thereon, p. 266 f.; SREK,
pp. 737-738; and SM (text), pp. 150-151. In the last two works
these dosas are mentioned in the context of the relation between
the universal (sdmdnya) and the particular (wigesa) which is,
after all, an aspect of the wider problem of the relation
between identity and difference.

A brief reference may be made here to the five other dosus
noticed by Gunaratna and others (vide supra, p.141, fn.2):
9. Pratiniyatavyavahdralopa, or simply wvyavaharalopa, 10. Pra-
tyaksadipramanabadhd, 11. Asambhave, 12. Ubhaya and 13.
Abhdva. These are the five other dosas not mentioned by
Hemacandra and Mallisena.

9. Pratiniyatavyavahdralopa is a dogsa which introduces chacs
in the uniform, or orderly, nature of things. This is said to
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arise from the Jaina belief in the manifold nature of all things
(sarvasydnekdntdtmakatve’ngikriyamane). If reality is of mul-
tiple nature, that is, if all natures or characters subsist in all
things, then a person proceeding to get water (jala) may
find himself getting fire (anala) and another person proceed-
‘ing to get fire may find himself getting water.

10. Pratyaksddipramdanebddhd is what is contrary to all
experience of reality by perception and other means of valid
knowledge. That is, the bheddbheda nature of reality, as
conceived by the Jaina, is not borne out perceptually or
inferentially or in any other manner.

11. Asambhava may be described as impossibility, resulting
from the supposedly absurd view of recality held by the
Jaina. Cf.TRD., p. 232.

12. Ubhayadosa : In the bheddbheda structure of reality the
abhedatva signifies unitariness or oneness (ekantenaikdtmatva)
and the bhedatva signifies manyness or plurality such that there
arises the twofold dosa of unity (ekasvabhdvaitvam) subsisiing
in plurality (anekdntatve) and vice versa (enekasvabhdvatvam
ekdntatve). (PKM, p. 52, and SRK, p. 739.)

13, Abhdva: The nature of this doga is not clearly indicated.
Abhayadeva, however, seems to understand it as a dosa which
is presumed to rest on the non-cognisability (apratibhisatve)
of the incongruous reality as supposed to be contemplated by
the Jaina theory : An incongruous real is, as stated under
dosa No. 10 in this f.n., what is contrary to experience and
consequently what is contrary to experience is as good as
being non-existent (abhava, cf. TBV, p. 452).

It is not possible to demarcate clearly and severally the
specific features of these dosas since they are highly over.
lapping among themselves in their character.. For instance
ubhayadosa which refers to ekatve or anekatva of the bhedd-
bheddtmakavastutva may, with a slight turn in the expression
be easily included in, or identified with, vyadhikaranatidose
which also refers to the need for more than one, instead of one
abode or nature. Similarly there is very little or practically
no significant difference between the dosas Nes. 7 and 8 on the
one hand and those of Nos. 10, 11 and 13 on the other. Even~
tually all other dosas are derived from, and therefore traceable
to, virodha, the supposedly root evil, against which the Jaina
has to marshal out all his dialectical resources.
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buted to the protean evil (dosa) of virodha are said to befall
the Jaina theory of reality which is variously described as
identity-in-difference (bhedibheda), or being (sat or bhdva)
and non-being (asat or abhdva), or affirmation (vidhi) and
negation (pratisedha). Broadly speaking, virodhadosa is at
the back of even the four questions under which we have been
endeavouring to examine, critically and comprehensively, the
ontological implications of the Jaina theory, although it
(virodhadosa) has been enumerated as one of the several dosas
in this connection. Obviating this principal evil should,
therefore, form the most important part of the Jaina defence
against the dialectical charges of the opponent schools
whether the charges be the four questions—the first two of
which come under the present review—or the seven or more
dosas centering round, or deriving from, virodha.

There is, in this connection, an important idea which
forms the nucleus of almost the entire defensive or refuta-
tional as well as of the constructive metaphysical endeavour
of the Jainas. It concerns the operative method of combining
identity and difference, or being and non-being, or affirmation
and negation, into the discriminative synthesis of a real, in
which they are necessary, complementary and equal elements.
Realization of the vital significance of this idea will
reveal it, not merely as a direct answer to the imputation
of virodha to the Jaina view, but also as a key to a
fuller understanding and appreciation of the comprehensive
metaphysical edifice represénted by the twofold
superstructure of nayavada (the theory of standpoints)
and syddvdda (the dialectic of relativism) or saptabhangi

(the theory of sevenfold predication) which in turn are
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reared on the foundation of anekdntavdada (the doctrine of
manifoldness). Deferring an allusion to syddvdda or
saptabhang?, nayavada and anekdntavdda to a later stage, we
may now address ourselves to an analysis of the central idea
which offers the modus operandi of synthesising identity and
difference, being and non-being, or affirmation and negation,
as a necessary preliminary to the refutations of the charges

made against the Jaina view :

Every entity comprises, within the fullness of its being,
two constituent elements, both equally important, viz., what is
itself (svatattva) and what is other-than-itself (paratattva).
A jar (ghata), for instance, is constituted not merely by all
the traits entering into its making, but also by the numerous
other traits which constitute entities like a cloth (pata), a
fruit (phala) or a book (pustaka), which are not, or are other
than, the jar. The former group of traits forms the positive
element (sat or vidhi), that is, what the jar is per se, and the
latter group the negative element (asat or nisedha), or what-
is-not (or what-is-other-than) the jar'. Both the positive and
the negative elements constitute the two moments or the two

poles of the entity, viz., the jar in the present instance.

If reality is considered on the one hand to be all positive,
or merely existent (ekdntabhdvdtmake), then everything
would be everything else (vaisvaripam sydt or sarvatmakarm
sydt). On this hypothesis neither the distinctions among the
entities, nor the diverseness of character within the same

entity, could be explained: “If a thing had only positive

1. Cf. sarvapadarthandri svarupena sattvam pararupena cdsattvam /
TRD, p. 234.
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nature, the nature would not be its own ; it is because of its
negative nature, its differentiation from other things, that
a thing possesses its specific nature.”"

Advaitism, owing to its consistent adherence to the
principle : ekam evddvitiyam brahma, therefore, explains
away the principle of difference. If reality is considered, on
the other hand, to be all negation or non-being (ekdntabhava-
tmakatve) then everything would become devoid of any
intrinsic nature (‘nissvabhdvatd sydt) and then the world
would be, as has been conceded by the Voidist (Stnyavadin)
“a tissue of false things, falsely related® and would vanish

3

like mist...when subjected to philosophic investigation’®

1. SM (notes), p. 165.

9. Cf. anubhavae ese mrsd. Nagarjuna's Mddhyamike kd. (St.
Petersburg Edn.), p. 58. Quoted in OIP, p. 220, f.n. 1. ‘

3. Regarding the controversy whether the Siinyavadin is a nihi-
list, scholars like Hiriyanna, Dhruva and others maintain,
against critics like Sogen and Stcherbatsky, that Siinyavadin is
a nihilist advocating ‘void’or ‘essencelessness’—also rendered
as ‘Emptiness’ or ‘ Universal Void’—of all reality as the out-
come of philosophic investigation. Hiriyanna observes: “Not
the Hindus alone, but the Jainas also, hold the Madhyamika to
be a nihilist.” OIP, p. 222. He also points out Candrakirti’s dis-
tinction between the genuine nihilism and the ‘common or
vulgar nihilism’ as consisting in that the former is the result
of ‘a logical scrutiny’, whereas the latter of merely ‘a dog-
matic or whimsical denial’. The ‘result’ or conclusion is, of
course, the same, viz., all is negative (servadiinyataive parari
tattvam). Ibid., especially f.ns. 1 and 3, in the latter of which
two important Jaina authorities (from one of which the
Sanskrit quotation just given within the brackets is taken) are
cited. See also SM, Intro. p. CXVIIL. S. Mookerjee also writes
to the same effect: “If non-existence were to be the sole and
exclusive character of things, nothing would be existent and,
consequently, neither affirmation nor negation of anything
would be possible. Paradoxical as it may appear, th}s is,
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The Nyaya-Vaisesika no doubt accepts the reality of
bhava and abhdva, but as “things which are in themselves
separate”. This method of treating the two as being mutually
exclusive' (paraspara-vivikta) does direct violence to the
integral character of reality (hence the Jaina maxim :
sarvabhavandm hi bhdavabhdvatmakam svarapam®). “The
Naiyayika errs” a discerning critic observes in this connection,
‘‘by emphasising the one or the other as the exclusive char-
acteristic. But the nature of reals, as has been sufficiently
proved by the Jaina, is not exclusive or extremistic. It is

existent-cum-non-existent.””

This conception of reality as bipolar is the cornerstone
of the anekdnta ontology. Its wide operative force will
become evident in course of the account, in the sequel, of
syddvdda-saptabhang? and nayavida, the two main methods
originating from the fundamental conception of anekdntavada,
whose ontological aspect is suggested or hinted by the

formula of Umasvati.}

however, the position seriously maintained by the Voidist
(Stnyavadin), if we are to believe the interpretation of Can-
drakirti, the commentator of Nagarjuna, and the criticism of
the rival philosophers constitute a faithful representation of
the position of Nagarjuna”. JPN, p. 82. Whether or not the
Stinyavadin believes in a transcendental realm of truth (vivrti-
satya) is immaterial in so far as he repudiates ‘essenceless-
ness’ (nissvabhdvatd) in the so-called empirical world which,
for the Jaina at any rate, is a genuine reality.

1. Gunaratna, therefore, describes this school as: Kanddayaugd-
bhyupagataparaspara-vivikta-dravya-parydyaikdntea / TKD, p. 231

2. SM (text), p. 91.

JPN, p. 68. :

4. Regarding the identification of anekdntavida or anantadharmd-
tmakavada with the truth of Umasvati’s formula, viz., utpida-

®
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The positive and the negative elements of a real are
not conceived to be related ab extra. They are, as already
observed, mutually integral or organic and, therefore, the
method for the obtainment of their integral connectedness
is not by forging an external linking of them—for that
there is no such external linking will be alluded to under the
topic of relations—but by making a proper analysis of the
internal structure of thingé, which exhibit, as the monads
of Leibnitz do, a complex or manifold network of forces.
The moment the fact that the positive and the negative
elements form the two sides of the shield of reality is lost
sight of, one goes the way of the Advaitin or Stnyavadin.
For the Advaitin created the positive aspect of the real, or
identity, into the sole principle of reality, just as the Siinya-
vadin allowed an unrestricted sway of the negative principle
on his theorisings, which resulted in the negativistic absolute
of the Void. Nor did the Naiyayika fare better by treating
each element as being in a severe isolation from the other.
Whatever his other faults, the Jaina has maintained, steadily
and firmly, the delicate balance of these two elements in the
equilibrium of reality. There is due to his conviction that
position and negation, or identity and difference, are not
mutually opposed with any “aggressive repugnancy of two
‘things that cannot co-exist without collision” but are com-

pelling complements. Each shows ‘ragged edges’ without

vyayadhrauvyeyuktam sat, Gunaratna observes: anantadharmd-
tmakasyaivotpddavyayadharmatmakatvam yuktiyuktam ... etc,
TRD p. 229. He also gives here an inferential demonstration
as well as an explanation of this idea.
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the other. Or, more correctly, the one without the other is
not so much half real as unreal.

Reserving a further reference to the several finer points of,
and the supplementation to, this integral truth of the bhdvd-
bhavasvariupatva, or sadasatsvaripatva, of reality, we must
take a somewhat closer view of the concept of negation.
This is necessary for at least one important reason, viz., that
it (negation) is frequently equated to the idea of difference
(bheda) which seems to have, unlike pure negation, a positive
implication : we have just observed that a concrete jar is the
product of the dual principle of the position of jarness and
the negation of what-is-other-than-jarness, which is inclusive
of clothness (patatva), fruitness (phalatva) and so on.
Negation, or ¢‘what-is-other-than-jarness’ in the present
context, seems to have (in point of fact, it actually has), like
its positive counterpart, a positive trait in so far as it signifies
‘what-is-other-than-jarness’. This is so because although
we negate ‘clothness’, ‘fruitness’ and ‘bookness’, etc.,
under ‘what-is-other-than-jarness’, in the jar the traits so
negated are after all certain determinate traits having a

peculiar existence of their own and being connected with'—

1. Cf. MSV, p. 476, ka. 12. The significance of this kd. is
rendered as follows: “Every object has a double character:
with regard to its own form, it exists (i.e., as jar a jar exists);
while with regard to the form of another object, it does not
exist (i.e., as cloth the jar does not exist). Both forms are
equally entities; sometimes people cognise the one, sometimes
the other”. Continuing further to explain ‘the sense’ of
Kumarila, it is clearly remarked *“that the fact of the non-
existence of the cloth in the jar simply means that the cloth
in its non-existent form inheres in another object, the jar, and
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without, of course, being confused with—their positive
counterpart (svatattva) in an intimate union. If these
negative traits were mere non-existents—non-existents’
(tuccha) in an unreal sense of the word—then they could not
be described as ¢ clothness’ or fruitness’ etc. Total nega-
tion is one thing and negation of determinate, or even deter-
minable, traits with reference to an existent is quite another.
The latter type of negation is negative in a particular ontolo-
gical setting, although in a different ontological setting these
traits may assume a definitely positive character like the jar-
ness in the present context. In other words, position and
negation are relative terms and what is the one under one
set of circumstances may become the other under a different

set of circumstances.'

- The factors determining whether an aspect of a particular
factual situation is positive or negative depend upon the
material (dravya), the place (ksetra), the time (kdla) and the
state (bhdva) attaching to the situation. The first and the
last among these four factors specify the internal and the
remaining two factors specify the external condition of the
fact or the object in question. In other words, the material

as such, produces the cognition of its non-existent form in
the jar”. SVJhae, p. 244. The italics and what is included
within the brackets are as in the original. )
Another kd., also of Kumarila, bears out the same truth :
nastityapi ca samvittir na vastvanugamdadrte /
jfidnam na jayate kificidupastambanavarjitam //
MSV, p. 478, ka. 16 and SVJha, p. 245.
1. Cf. svadharmyapeksayd yo dharmah sattvddih / sa eva svadhar-
mantardpeksayd dharmi / evam evinekantatmakavyavasthopa-
- patteh / TRD, p. 235.
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(svadravya), from which the object in question is made, the
spatial and the temporal setting (svaksetra and svakdla), in
which it is located, and the state (sva-bhdva) it manifests in
the specific context concerned, are the fourfold (svadravyadi-
catugstaya) factors, which differentiate the positive aspect of
the object concerned from the corresponding negative four-
fold factors (paradravyadicatustaya : paradravya, paraksetra,
parakadla and parabhdva), associated with the other or the

concomitant negative aspect of the object.

A doubt is raised, at this stage, whether the positive
aspect, comprising its fourfold determining characteristics,
would not be after all the same as the negative aspect,
comprising the corresponding fourfold negative character-
istics." This doubt is of course based on the assumption that
the positive aspect, like its negative counterpart, belongs to
an identical entity; therefore it (the positive aspect) ought to
be the same as the other one. This amounts to the identifica-
tion of position and negation, or being and non-being. The
Jaina dialectician promptly objects to this treatment of the
situation and reaffirms his position that the two are distinctive
elements, although they refer to an identical entity and can,
therefore, reside in the same entity since the entity is of a

manifold nature.

Here he lays stress on the fact that identification of a part
(amsa), viz., the positive aspect (bhdva), with the other part,
viz., the negative aspect (abhdwva), results in the dual fallacy of
dissolving the bhdva in the abhdva (which means all that is

1. svadravyddisattvam eva paradravyidyasattvam/ AJP,Vol.1, p. 38 ff.
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positive in the entity), and, consequently, of treating abhdve
as the entire content of the entity, When abhdva or negation
becomes the sole content of the entity, the entity disappears
without a trace. Like his opponents the anekdntavadin is well
aware of the fact that predicating two opposing characters of
the same aspect of an entity is of course a éontradiction :
tenaiva svabhdvena sac cdsacceti viruddham etat.) This con-
tradiction is, as will be shown in the sequel, as objectionable
to the Jaina as it is to his opponents. But what the opponents
have persistently missed observing here is that the so-called
‘opposing characters’ refer to the two different aspects of
an entity and, consequently, become necessary and com-

plementary components of it.”

This negation, as observed in the concrete setting of the
anekdnta ontology, is an essential or organic element in the
constitution of an entity, which is an intrinsic-extrinsic
complex. It is not a vacuum subsisting alongside an
unconnected positive existent in a compartmental entity. It is
an almost axiomatic belief, on the part of the anekanta
vddin, that nature, or reality, abhors vacuum. He maintains,

therefore, that negation comprises manifold traits collectively

AJP, Vol. 1, p. 44.

2. This repudiation of the attempt falsely to identify bhava with
abhdva contains within itself also the implicit condemnation of
the converse attempt to identify abhdva with bhava. There is,
however, an interesting point which supplements the general
trend of the repudiation: abhdva, if identified with bhdva
becomes indistinguishable from the latter and, consequently
the entity in question—or, for that matter the entire reality in
general—becomes an indifferenced or negationless existence
which is evidently fictitious.
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designated as otherness (paratva) in every real. This
otherness is nothing other than the principle of difference

in the constitution of reality which is identity-in-difference.

Thus negation with the Jaina is a significant negation
which embodies a rich content within itself and not a species

of total vacuity.

The proportion of the ‘ content’ comprised in the notion
of negation or otherness depends, according to the Jaina
thinkers, upon the range of reality engulfed within the context
or situation concerned. A customer who wishes to buy a jar
from a shop will be satisfied with bringing, under the aspect
of otherness, the several kinds of wares which are not jars,
whereas a kevalin (a realised soul) will have, in his vision
which is sub specie aeternitatis, an illimitable plenitude of
objects in their infinite network of complex relations present

to him against a contemplated situation.

This relativistic trend of thought finds its consummate
expression in the idea that the full knowledge of anything is
inextricably bound up with the full knowledge of everything
and vice versa.! This truth is lucidly expressed by a stanza
which states that “he who knows one thing completely knows
all things””, and that “he alone who knows all things knows
anything completely’™.

1. Cf. evam caikasminnarthe jfidte sarvesim arthdndm jadnam /
sarvapaddrthaparicchedam  antarena tannisedhdtmand ekasya
vastuno vivikiatayd pariccheddsambhavat / SM (text), p. 92.

.lv&

eko bhavah sarvathd yema drstah sarve bhdvdh sarvathd tena
drgtah / sarve bhavih sarvathd@ yena drstd eko bhavaeh sarvatha
tena drstah // SM (text), p. 92 and QIP, p. 171.
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A canonical gdthd, quoted by Mallisena, also runs to the
same effect:
C je egam janai se savvan janai /
je savvam janai se egam janai //
SM (text), p.92.

The notion of relativity has had a long and varied history
of development in Indian as well as in Western philosophy. Its
influence, under several forms akin to the Jaina view of
anekdnta (manifold or indeterminate) reality, will be alluded te
elsewhere, (See ch. IX.) Its application in Western philosophy
ranges from Protagoras, the author of the well-known dictum:
“Man is the Measure of all things”, in ancient Greece, to Albert
Einstein, the originator of the celebrated theory of Relativity,
in physics today. The reverberations of the Einsteinian theory,
of physics, on the numerous branches of human knowledge,
including philosophy, have been heard in increasing measure,
for about a quarter of a century.

The notion of relativity is associated with theories such as
are not merely divergent but are, often, mutually opposed.
For instance, Berkeleyan idealism and Humean scepticism are,

. despite their opposition in important respects, both described
as relativistic on the common grounds that they maintain that
the “inmost nature” of “things” is “unknowable, inscrutable,
and inconceivable, not to us merely, but to every other
creature” (see J. S. Mill's An Examination of Sir William
Hamilton’s Philosophy, 2nd ed., London, 1865, p. 10). This
meaning of relativity is reminiscent also of Kant's “unknow-
ableness of things in themselves” as well as of Herbert
Spencer’s “ever unknown” or “unknowable reality existing
hehind all appearances” (H. Spencer’s First Principles, 6th ed,
The Thinkers Library, London, 1937, p. 55). There are many
thinkers, ancient and modern, who subscribe to this view (vide
Spencer, op. cit.,, p. 55, and Mill, op. cit., p. 11). Sir William
Hamilton’s impressive “Testimonies”, classical and other,
substantiating the “relativity of knowledge”, in the sense in
which relativity is referred to in the present paragraph, are
of considerable interest. H. Spencer’s and J. S. Mill’s chapters
on “The Relativity of All Knowledge” and “The Relativity of
Human Knowledge” in the First Principles (ch. IV) and An

Ezamination (chapters II and III), just cited, are of no less
interest. ) .
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W. Wundt, a great psychologist of the period prior to
that of Einstein’s theory of relativity, enunciates ‘the law
of relativity’ which coincides, at any rate in one of the
essential implications, with the Jaina ccnception of the
manifold (anekdnte) nature of conciseness (cf. ch. IX).
His ‘law’, supported also by Thomas Hobbes and Alexander
Bain, maintains “that every phase of experience is influenced
by every other phase of experience of the moment.
and also by the whole past history of consciousness”
(see Dictionary of Philosophy and Psychology, Vol. II, ed. J. M.
Baldwin, 1911, New York, p. 450; see also the editor’s Handbook
of Psychology, 2nd edn., London, 1890, pp. 58-63; James Ward’s
article on “Psychology” in Encyclopaedia Britannica, 11th ed.,
1891, London, p. 558 ; H. Hoffding’s Outlines of Psychology, E. T.
by M. E. Lowndes, 1891, London; and Mill's op. cit, p. 6 and
f. n. thereon). This ‘law’ has also been affiliated, by its
authors, to the Berkeleyan and Humean tenet of the ‘unknow-
ableness’ of the ‘inmost’ nature of reality. The implication
of interrelatedness of each phase of experience to all phases
of experience, according to this ‘law’ is therefore a super-
imposition upon the theory of ‘unknowable’ reality. The
point of comparison between this ‘law’ and the Jaina concep-
tion of manifold reality does not, therefore, extend beyond the
common point of interrelatedness between the two schools in
question. Further, the ‘law’ is bound by two limitations
with respect to the comparison: (1) that it is purely
psychological and, on the side of Jainism, applies only to
the sphere of consciousness and not to total reality of
which consciousness is a part and (2) that it superadds to
itself the philosophical theory of an ‘unknowable’ reality in
sharp contrast to Jainism which subscribes to an attitude of’
direct access to, or cognition of, reality. A. N. Whitehead
however, complements the truth of Wundt's psychological®
relativity, touching, by means of his principle of ‘the signi
ficance of events’, the objective side of reality: “Returning to
the significance of events”, he observes in The Principle of
Relativity (Cambridge, 1922, p. 26), “we see there is no such
thing as an isolated event. Each event essentially signifies the
whole structure. But, furthermore, there is no such thing
as a bare event.” (See also The Concept of Nature, Cambridge,
1920, p. 29, para 2, etc.) These two sides of the truth of relati-
vity, viz., the subjective side as advanced by Wundt and the



160 JAINA THEORIES OF REALITY AND KNOWLEDGE

objective side as advanced by Whitehead, give, between
them, of course in a rough and ready manner, the total
scope of the meaning attached by the Jaina philosophers to
the notion under consideration.

The Einstein theory of relativity has given rise fo a new
development of the notion of relativity in the framework of a
four-dimensional reality (for the meaning of the ‘fourth
dimension’ see the lucid passage in S. A. Eddington’s The
Romanes Lecture on the Theory of Relativity and its Influence on
Scientific Thought, Oxford, 1922, pp. 15-16). Making allowance
for the differences in the cosmological structure between the
highly complex physical theory of Relativity of Einstein and
philosophical theory of relativity in Jainism we observe that
the two theories are governed by one or two important features
which suggest a considerable mutual affinity between them. A
brief indication of these features may be made here:

Stating the position of relativity in Einstein’s theory
Viscount Haldane observes (The Reign of Relativity, London,
1921, p. 85; see also p. 88, para 2): “Two systems at a distance
from each other, moving in different directions and with
different velocities, may, for observers in them of a common
object, be productive of results signifying different truths, in
the form of shapes and measurements of space and time as
actually and correctly observed”. In other words, an object is
not just what it appears to be from one viewpoint and the other
viewpoints are not deviations from, or distortions of, that one
absolute or isolated presentation. An object is, in the words Sir
A. Eddington, perhaps the greatest exponent of the Theory of
Relativity so far in England, “a symposium of worlds presented
to different viewpoints” (The Nature of the Physical World
Everyman’s Library, London, 1935, p. 275). “The more stand-
points, the better” (The Romanes Lecture, p. 24). Bertrand Russell
calls individual viewpoints ‘aspects’ or ‘private worlds’ and
defines an object (‘thing’) as ‘system of aspects’, or a ‘system
of perspectives’, or simply ‘perspectives’. (Cf. ‘The system
consisting of all views of the universe, perceived and unper-
ceived, I shall call the system of ‘perspectives’. I shail confine
the expression ‘private worlds’ to such views of the universe
aswe actually perceive....Thus an aspect if a ‘thing’ is a
member of the system of aspects which is the thing” OKEW,
pp. 95-6). Both Eddington and Russel admit the possibility of
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“correlation” among the “worlds” or “private worlds” which
have their basis in the object or “the referent” (cf. The Nature
of the Physical World, p. 275, and OKEW, p. 96). Otherwise such
a lack of interccmmunication among such “worlds” leads to a
solipsistic world-view, an interpretation which H. Dingle makes
of the theory of Relativity. The snag in any mentalistic hypo-
thesis, such as that of Dingle and, in the ultimate analysis, of
Eddington himself (as will presently be shown) is that it does
eventually, lead to a solipsistic universe despite any profes-
sionstothecontrary (see Part II, chap.IX for criticisms against
idealism, in general, and for a controversy in this specific
issue, between Dingle & others. Dingle is logical (but not
necessarily truthful) in so far as he is aware of the solipsistic
implications of his interpretation.

The elements of ‘standpoints’ and ‘aspects’, so far consi-
dered have an unmistakable resemblance to anekdntavdda, in
general, and nayavdde and, to some extent, syddvada, the two pri-
mary modes of anekantavdda, in particular, although this resem-
blance does not admit of a close point-for-point correspondence.
A naya, or astandpoint, offers, according to Jainism, a partial
truth of a real (vastvamsagrdhi nayae), whose full truth could
be comprehended in a totality or ‘symposium’ of such partial
truths or presentations, actual and possible.  Similarly,
the word ‘syat’ in ‘syadvdda’ is indicative of the other
inseparable but distinguishable ‘aspects’ or presentations in
any complex entity. Further,the immense complexity of a
real, under the theory of Relativity, answers, in general, to the
manifold or indeterminate (anekatva) structure of reality
under the Jaina theory of relativity.

Lastly, the question whether relativity is rooted in a
subjective or an objective universe, according to the theory of
Einstein, is closely bound up with the treatment of the notion
of relativity in relation to Jainism. As Haldane points out
(The Reign of Relativity, p. 53) there are two schools of thought
which interpret Einstein’s relativity. One of them tends
towards “mentalism” and the other towards objectivism or
realism. The great Eddington himself is a notable adherent
to the former view, also called structuralism. In his exposition
of the theory of Relativity he observes: “All through the
physical world runs that unknown content, which must surely
be the stuff of consciousness...... And, moreover, we have
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Having gone, in considerable detail, into the way in
which being and non-being, or identity and difference, have
been integrated in concrete reality, we may now resume the
treatment of the dosas which have been already formulated,
elsewhere. The leading dosa is, as already observed, virodha
or contradiction, and the other dosas are only the expression

of its various aspects. The refutation of virodha implies,

found that where science has progressed the farthest the mind
has but regained from nature that which the mind has put into
nature”. Concluding this thesis he further remarks, “We
have found a strange foot-print on the shores of the unknown.
We have devised profound theories, one after another, to
account for its origin. At last, we have succeeded in re-
constructing the creature that made the foot-print. And Lo!
it is our own.” (Space, Time and Gravitation, Cambridge, 1920,
pp. 200-201. See also the Reign of Relativity, p. 105, and Broad’s
elucidation and criticism of Eddington’s thesis presented at
the Symposium on “The Philosophical Aspect of the Theory
of Relativity”, Mind, N. S., 1920, pp. 414-49). Giving us a
“glimpse of Reality” “reached” by “the modern scientific
theories” which evidently include the theory under considera-
tion, the same thinker speaks: “To put the matter crudely,
the stuff of the world is mind-stuff.... The mind stuff is the
aggregation of relations and relates which form the building
material for the physical world”. (The Nature of the Physical
World, pp. 266 ff.) A counterblast to this mentalism of
some “experimental philosophers” like Eddington, and, at
the moment, of H.Dingle, comesfrom an even larger number
of equally competent “experimental philosophers” and
others, the most notable among them being Max Born, A. N.
Whitehead, Bertrand Russell, H. P. Ushenko and Henry
Margenau. Reference is made elsewhere (see Part II, chap.IX),
to the views, realistic or objectivistic, of the latter group of
thinkers, excepting that of A. N. Whitehead since it has been
referred to in this footnote. H. Dingle’s view, as well as the
criticisms thereon, may also be noticed thereunder. The
relevance of some of the ideas considered in course of this
footnote to the Jaina conception of reality will become even
more evident at the later stages of this work.
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therefore, a substantial part of the refutation—though a some-
what implicit one—of the others also. A brief reference to
the criticism of each of the other dosas is also made with a
view to give completion to the dialectical examination of the
ontological stand taken by the Jaina :

There are, according to the Jaina, three' possible forms
(rupas) in which virodha can occur: 1. Vadhyaghdtakabhava
(the destructive opposition); 2. Sahdnavasthanabhdva (the
non-congruent opposition) and 3. Pratibadhyapratibandha-
kabhdva® (the obstructive opposition). The first one holds
between two ‘hostile” participants or factors one of which is
stronger than and, therefore, destructive (ghdtaka) of the other
(vadhya) if the two are brought together (samyoge). The
illustration cited under this form of opposition is that of the
mongoose (nakula) and the serpent (ahi) between which the
the mongoose is stronger and, therefore, the preying agent
in relation to its prey, the serpent. The condition that the
agent and the patient (the serpent) should be brought to-

gether in a single situation is important in view of the fact

1. On a closer examination the three forms, an account of
which follows immediately, seem to make a cross division
although each of the three has more or less a specific feature
of its own. The opposition between a mongoose and a serpent
has been instanced as coming under vadhyaeghdtakavirodha,
although it would not be wrong to bring it under either of the
two other forms of wirodha. This overlapping division does
not, however, affect the truth of the Jaina stand.

2. The English equivalents, though somewhat inadequately
rendered, are adopted for brevity. When fully rendered they
become: 1. The opposition of the destroyed and the destroyer,
2. The opposition of ‘non-congruence’, and 3. The opposi-
tion of the obstructed and the obstructor, respectively. The
term ‘non-congruence’ is after S. Mookerjee’s rendering.
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that if they remain two independent or separate facts they
would not be opposed. If opposition could come into play even
when they are separate or unconnected factors, then no
serpent could ever exist in a world which is inhabited by the
species of mongoose. Similarly there would be no fire left
in a world where there is water. The paradox of the situation
is that the two factors cannot, however, be brought together
into a state of lasting union owing to their inherent opposi-
tion to each other. Even if they are coerced into a unjon the
stronger member would destroy the weaker one and become
the sole occupant, or the content, of the situation. Such a
union of being and non-being with an imminent danger of a
destructive union hanging upon it is not admitted to exist
even for a moment (ksanamdtram api) between sat and asat
in the anekdnta ontology. This is so because the participant
factors are admitted to be of equal strength (tulyabalatvat)
and, therefore, of a co-ordinate nature which admits of no
fissure, in a real which can be described as unified complex

or a complex union.

2. Sahd@navasthdnabhdva, or the congruent opposition, is
a form of contradiction which occurs in the case of two states
which cannot exist together in one substratum. It is possible
for the two states in question to exist at different periods of
time (kdlabhedena) but they cannot do so, it is stated, at
the same period of time. In a raw state a mango, for instance,
is green (Sydma). In aripe state the same mango becomes
yellow (pita). But the raw and the ripe states cannot, it is
admitted, exist together in the mango since the two states are,
in the present case, consecutive (pérvottarabhdvinau). The
Jaina maintains that this form of virodha also cannot affect
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his conception of reality as astitvanastitvariipatmaka in as
much as both astitva and ndstitva are concurrently revealed
to exist together in concrete fact. If the two states, viz.,
astitva and ndstitva, are consecutive, or exclusive, then when
astiva prevails all would be indistinguishably existent, and
similarly, when ndstitva prevails all would become totally non-
existent. In such circumstance the occurrence of astitva
when all is nastitva and vice versa becomes an absurd pro-
position: sarvathaiva satal punar dtmaldbhdabhdvat, sarvathd
casatal punar abhdvapraptyanupapatter naitayos sahdnava-
sthanam yujyate’.

Hence to avoid this anomaly it is appropriate to assume

that astitva and ndstitva are concurrent in reality.

3. Pratibadhyapratibandhakabhdva, or the obstructive
opposition, is said to occur between two events or facts when
one obstructs the occurrence of the other. The removal of
the obstructing fact is, under this form of contradiction, the
necessary antecedent condition for the occurrence of the
other. To quote a traditional example, under the protective
influence of a ‘moonstone’ (candrakdntamani, the fictitious
gem with cooling property) the rays of the sun cannot, it is
said, burn us. That is, the occurrence of the burning effect
is conditional upon the removal of the heat-obstructing stone.
Similarly heat, which is an obstructing factor to cold, needs
to be removed before a body feels cold. The Jaina view of
astitvandstitvasvariipatva of reality is not accepted to be

liable to this form of virodha also. The obvious reason

1. SBT,p. 88.
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advanced is that both elements are concurrently revealed to
our observation.

At this juncture it is necessary to point out a grave
misapprehension which has implicitly prejudiced the oppo-
nents of Jainism with regard to the Jaina attitude to the
problem of contradiction: The Jaina has been generally
assumed to indulge, almost wantonly, in contradiction, parti-
cularly in relation to the development of his theory of reality.
He has, of course, continually repudiated this assumption.
In fairness to the impartial canons of philosophical criticism
it is obligatory on the part of critics to realise the distinction
between an avowedly conscious attempt to build up an onto-
logical scheme on the foundation of contradiction, and an
attempt to frame an ontological scheme which might seem to
some critics to lead to a contradiction. The former attempt
doss not, but the latter does, absolve the author of the scheme
from the intention of entertaining contradiction as an impor-
tant element in the scheme. The Jaina seems to have
persistently met with such a misconception of his ontological
endeavour at the hands of even such great thinkers as
Sankara and Dharmakirti—not to mention several others
whose dialectical acumen is of a lesser order. The Jaina
himself does not think even for a moment that his theory
of reality is built upon, or even leads to, contradiction. He is
as zealous in the avoidance of contradiction as any of his
adverse critics. Nowhere has he been seen to compromise
on this subject. The three forms of contradiction just referred
to sufficiently indicate his adherence to a non-contradictory
approach to the problem under consideration. In a proper
dialectical evaluation of the essential concepts in a certain
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school of thought, understanding the concepts as their
authors wish them to be understood before proceeding to find

out their faults is not the least part of a critic’s duty.

There is a deeper consideration underlying the repudia-
tion of the forms of contradiction with regard to the Jaina
conception of reality. It lies in the fundamental difference
in the approach to the problem of reality between the Jaina
and the non-Jaina—especially the idealistic Advaitic and the
Buddhist—schools.  The difference may be stated, in
modern phraseology, to be one between aposteriorism and
apriorism. Aposteriorism signifies a direct appeal to
experience and apriorism to some kind of ‘intuition’ which
is ‘“pure and transcendental”’. The intuitional or the
aprioristic view would not of course object to the idea of
experience being the sphere of verification of a truth. But
it objects to the treatment of experience as the sole deter-
minant of the knowledge and of the validity of its truth,
This point of view is clearly expressed in the following
observation: “The opposition between being and non-being
is known a priori and does not stand in need of verification
to validate it. Its validity is self-certified, and though
experience may illustrate its truth it does not confer valid-
ity upon it. Its validity is intrinsic, being derived from the
aprioristic constitution of our thought-principle. If ex-
perience is found to be in consonance with this law, as
known a priori, it is true and valid, and if it is found to be

at variance with it, it must be rejected as false !

1. JPN, p. 18.
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The aposterioristic view of the Jaina, on the contrary,
takes the attitude that experience is the source of the
knowledge as well as of the validity of its truth. There is,
on this view, no transcendental or transempirical region
of “ pure’ thought, from which the so-called contingent and
particular truths can derive their truthfulness or validity and
universality. Experience which gives rise to a knowledge
of truths also imprints on it the signature of their self-
certitude and self-validity.

This assumption, viz., that experience is the source
of knowledge and the validity of all truths, underlies the
Jaina assertion that if experience does not vouch for
contradiction’, then contradiction itself is false’ and not the
experience. Hence the Jaina feels that his view of reality
as existence-cum-non-existence (bhavabhavdtmaka or sada-
saddtmaka) is irrefutably valid.

v

1. The refutation of Virodha, supposedly the most impor-
tant of the dosas attributed to the Jaina theory of reality, is

1. pratiyamdne vastuny avirodhdt. PKM, p. 93. See also PHMS, p. 28.

9. Pascal offers a corrective to those who are so obsessed with con-
tradiction that they see it even where it is not. Although the
Jaina does not subscribe to Pascal’s view as indicated in the
following passage, it is interesting to observe how Pascal gives
a glimpse into the other side of the picture, as it were, than the
one given by the idealistic enthusiasts:

“Contradiction is”, observes Pascal, “a poor sign of truth;
much that is certain is open to contradiction, much that is
false passes without contradiction. Neither is contradiction a
mark of untruth, nor absence thereof a mark of truth”. Pascal’s
Pensees, p. 95, H. F. Stewart, Routledge and Kegan Paul,
London (1950).
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believed to weaken considerably the strength of the other
dosas. These dosas have already been formulated elsewhere
and referred to as being eventually the various aspects of
virodha. One or two points of criticism against each of them
may, however, be briefly supplemented to the above account

of the Jaina refutation of contradiction.

2. The vyadhikaranatddosa or the fault that the Jaina
notion of reality as bhava and abhdva requires two abodes,
loses its point owing to the fact that both bhava and abhdva
ére unconflictingly revealed (pratibhasanat) together in a

single locus (ekddhikdranatvena) .

3. Anavasthd or the infinite regress, as applied to the
Jaina theory, is cl’aimed to need an endless progression of
predicating sattve and asattva in their togetherness, of each
aspect, viz., sattva and asattva of the continually-increasing
series of the pairs of sattvdsattva characteristics in a sub-
stance. The Jaina adduces the following argument against
this charge: sattva and asattva are, according to him, the
attributes of substance (vastu) itself and cannot, therefore,
be treated as further attributes of attributes which they
would be if the opponent is right. This principle is clearly
stated by Gunaratna: sattvadsattvidayo wvastuna eva
dharmah, na tu dharmanam dharmdh, dharmandm dharma

na bhavantiti vacandt.” Umasvati. also authoritatively

1. ndpi vaiyadhikaranyam; nirbddhabodhe bheddbhedayoh sattva-
sattvayor vd ekadhdratayd pratiyamdnatvdt / PKM, p. 535, and
NEEP, p. 371. See also TRD, p. 236, PMHS, p. 28, and TBV, p. 452.

2. TRD,p.234. Cf.NKC, p. 371, and PKM, p. 536.
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confirms this truth in the siitra: dravydsrayd nirgunah
gundah'. Sattva and asattva, the attributes of a vastu only,
cannot, therefore, give rise to further pairs of similar
attributes. Hence the question of anavasthd, the Jaina
concludes, does not arise in his case.?

4. Sankara, and 5. Vyatikara : Neither satikara (confu-
sion) nor wyatikara (exchange of natures) between bhiva
and abhdva would arise from the Jaina point of view owing
to the admitted fact that the variegated character of reality
is clearly evident as in the case of a multi-coloured gem

(mecakaratna) or of a similar fabric (citrapata). Moreover,

TRAG, p. 243.

2. Further, in course of his defence of the Jaina stand against this
charge, Gunaratna distinguishes two kinds of infinite regress
(anavasthd) : one the ‘vicious’ infinite, and the other the non-
vicious or the ‘harmless’ (a$akta) infinite. The names he gives
them respectively, are mulaksatikari (lit. that which cuts the
root) and emulaksatikari (1it. that which does not cut the root).
They are so described because the first one tends to cut at the
very root of the substance it analyses and the second one to
‘save’ the root. The second one is also described as being
indicative or illuminative of the manifoldness of reality
(amulaksatikaritvena pratyutinekantasyoddipakatvdt). See TRD,
p. 234, and compare the stanza, quoted by Gunaratna, with the
one pointed out by Dasgupta as having been quoted by.
Jayanta (HIP, Vol. I, p. 160, f.n. 1). Although both of them
describe the two distinctions of the ‘vicious’ and the ‘harm-
less’ infinites the latter half of the stanza quoted by
Gunaratna is adapted to express the ‘dnantya’ or ‘the
anekdntatve’ principle of Jaina ontology. It is, however, a pity
that Gunaratna does not fully work ont the implications of
his argument and show how the ‘harmless’ infinite—which
he exalts as being a ‘bhusana’—is directly applicable to the
Jaina theory which is, ex hypothesi, accepted as being free from
any kind of infinite regress.
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among the diverse shades of colour in such objects no one
shade is taken for another nor does any of them exchange
its character for that of another. Because they all together
form an intelligible and unitary pattern in which each shade
has its own specific place and feature. Similarly the unitary
bhdava would be empty without the diversified abhava; and
the diversified abhdva would be meaningless without the
unitary bhdva. Once the mutual necessity of the two is
realised the question of confusion and misplacement in

regard to the two elements in reality would not arise.

6. Samsaya: that doubt or lack of definiteness (adrdha-
pratiti) would haunt a mind confronted with the dual nature
of reality is, according to the Jaina, also ill-founded owing
to the vivid revelation of both being and non-being
(sattvasattvayoh sphutartipenaiva pratiyamdnatvdt) in a
vastu'. An acute observation’® of Kumarila also bears out
this truth.

7. Apratipatti, and 8. Visayavyavasthdhani: A complex
structure as well as a coherent order being indubitably

transparent in a real denial of either’ would be, according to

TRD, p. 236, and PMHS, p. 28.

2. This occurs in the following passage where Kumarila also
maintains the doubtlessness (na sandigdham; suniscitam) of the
non-absolute character (anekatva; anyandnyatva or sattvd-
sattvarupatve) of our knowledge of avastu: “This fact of the non-
absolute character of an object, does not render our cognition
of it doubtful (or invalid). Because itis only where cognition
itself is doubtful that we can have its invalidity. In the
present case, however, our cognition is perfectly certain, viz,
that the object is of non-absolute...character (and as such, the
validity of this cognition cannot be doubted)”. SVJha, p. 344.

3. pratipanne ca vastuny apratipattir iti sihasam / PMHS, p. 28.
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the anekdntavddin, untruthful! Hence these two dosas also

are inapplicable to the Jaina conception of reality.

Arthakriyakaritvavada

Hitherto the various objects of the abhedavddin and the

[

With regard to the five dosas noticed on p. 146, f. n. 3, there is
nothing strikingly new beyond what has already been given
under the statement of the modus operandi by which being and
non-being are synthesised in reality, as well as of the eight
dosas hitherto dealt with.

The refutation of fault No. 9, viz.,, pratiniyatavyavahdralopa,
by virtue of which there would be, it is contended, a ‘chaos’ in
the order of things—a ‘chaos’ in which a person proceeding to
get water might get fire and wice versa—is contained in the
statement of the modus operandi by which svatattva and
paratattva are combined (supre, p. 149 ff.). In other words,
water or fire has its own specific nature which is distinguish-
able from everything else. Were it not so, chaos would
certainly break out among things as well as in our cognitions
of them (cf. TRD, p. 236).

Reference has already been made to the overlapping
character of the refutations of the various dosas on p. 146, f. n. 3,
and p. 163,f.n. 1. This is particularly evident in the case of
the remaining four faults; viz., ubhaya (no. 12), pratyaksidi-
pramanabddhd (no. 10), asambhava (no. 11) and abhdva (no. 13),
which have also been noted in course of the same footnote.
The answer to the charge of ubhayadosa would be, as already
indicated, a variation of the answer to the charge of vyadhi-
karanatddoga. That is, just as bhave and ebhdva can reside
in the same abode, so also oneness and manyness can.

Similarly, the faulty notions of ‘being contrary to all
experience’, ‘impossibility’, and ‘non-existence’ (the last two
of these being the consequences of the first one), which have
been brought under no. 10, no. 11 and no. 13 respectively, have
been repudiated, in spirit if not in letter also, under the one
or the other of the eight dosas, particularly under wirodha,
apratipatti and visayavyevasthahani. Cf. TRD, p. 236.
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bhedavidin to the Jaina view of reality have been jointly
stated and the answers from the Jaina point of view also have
been outlined. There is, however, one important principle
which the Buddhist claims to be closely connected with his
bhedavida and on which it is necessary to ascertain the Jaina
stand. It is the principle of arthakriyakdritva or causal
efficiency which is considered by the Buddhist to form the
essence' of reality. The Buddhist’s arguments against the
applicability of this principle to any kind of abhedavida or
dravyavida have already been considered® at some length.
The Jaina shares’ the Buddhist’s opposition to dravyavdda
almost entirely, although some Buddhist critics imagine’, not
rightly, as will be shown in the process of answering the present
as well asthe next question, that this opposition to dravyavdda
affects the Jaina position as well, in so far as the Jaina
theory is concerned with the dravya as an element of reality.

There are, however, two important points of difference
between the Buddhist and the Jaina in the meaning they
attach to dravyavdada in their common denunciation of the
view which connects this notion of arthakriyakaritva with
dravyavida. First the Buddhist is against dravyavida of
any kind, while the Jaina is against ekdntadravyavdida.
Secondly, the Buddhist’s attack actually turns out, whatever
his profession may be, to be on the hypothesis of the static
(kutasthanitya) dravya whereas the Jaina’s attack is also on

1. See NBD, p. 103, NBTD, p. 17, PVD, 11. 3, and HBT, p. 145 ff.
. See supra, pp. 52-56.
3. See, for instance, TBV,p. 327 ff., PHMS, pp. 25-26, AVP, St. 26
and the SM. thereon, etc.
4. See infra, p. 187, f.n. 4, p. 190, f.n. 1, and p. 193.
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the same hypothesis but only as a contrast to his own theory
of the dynamic (parindmi) dravya. It is needless to recount
the Jaina arguments against ekantadravyavdda since they are
largely on the same lines as those of the Buddhist ', which
have already been noticed earlier® except for the difference

with respect to the connotation of dravyavada just stated.

The Jaina dialecticians’ like Prabhdcandra, Hemacandra,
Abhayadeva and Mallisena do not merely show, with the
Buddhist, the inapplicability of the principle of causal
efficiency to the hypothesis of dravyaikintavida. They also
pursue the consequences of the application of this principle
even into the sphere of the Buddhist hypothesis of ksanika-
vida, the parydyaikdntavada or the anityavida' as the

Jainas would call it—which maintains that reality is a series

Cf. TBV, p. 729.
See supra, pp. 52-56.

3. Akalahkais perhapsthe earliest Jaina writer to dispute the
relevance of the idea of arthakriyikdritva, in its two modes (to
be mentioned presently) to the nityavdde or the dravyaeikanta-
vdda on the one hand and to the ksanikavdde or the parydyai-
kdntavddae on the other. He observes:

arthakriyd na yujyeta nityaksanikaepaksayoh /

Lkramdkramdbhydm bhavandm si laksanatayd matd //
AGAM (and AGAYV thereon), p. 4. See also PKM, pp. 498-499,
PMHS, pp. 25-27, TBV, pp. 324-331, 400-403 and 728-729, SM, pp.
18-20, NVVS, p. 91, AVV, p. 202 and SRK, p. 731.

Vacaspatimisra, Jayantabhatta and Bhadanta Yogasena are
among the early non-Jaina critics of the Buddhist idea of
arthakriyikdritva. They all, of course, criticise it from the
points of view of their respective doctrines. See NVTT, pp.
554-556, NM, pp. 453 and 464, TSS, kds. 428-434, and PK thereon.

4. ekdntanityavadanitye’'pi kramakramabhydm arthakriydsambhavat /
PKM, p.499. See also NVVS, pp. 91-92.
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of discrete moments without the thread of an inner
connectedness. They try to show how arthakriyakaritva—a
principle so dearly cherished by the Buddhist, who went,
at certain stages, even to the extent of deriving' his very
conception of reality, viz., ksanikavdda, from it, or, at any
rate, of identifying it with ksanikavada—deserts him when
the consequences of its application to his theory of reality are
examined. Without going into much detail the main features

of the Jaina argument may be outlined as follows :

The Jaina contends that causal efficiency is incongruous®

with the doctrine of momentariness or ksanikavida—also

1. We can distinguish three meanings in the evolution of the
principle of arthakriydkdritva from the early times. At first it
conveyed the simple meaning of ‘the fulfilment (siddhi) of any
need’, then it meant ‘action’ (anusthiti) and finally it came to
mean the efficiency of causing any action or event or simply the
causal efficiency, which became ‘the universally accepted
definition of existence’. See HIP, Vol. I, p. 163, f.n. 1.

Or to express its development in a somewhat different way
at first, it was treated as ‘a criterion of knowledge’, then as a
‘criterion of existence’, and lastly, as ‘the other name of exist-
ence’ (that is arthakriydkdritva came to be regarded not merely
as a characteristic of reality but as reality itself : arthakriya-
karitvameva sattvam tacca ksanikdndmeveti. HBT, p. 145). Das
Gupta draws our attention to the fact that athough it was his-
torically derived from the prior doctrine of momentariness,
later on, momentariness itself was sought to be proved as ‘the
logical result of the doctrine of arthakriydkdritva’. Ibid., p. 154,
f.n.1,and p. 209, £.n. 2. But whatever the variations in its mean-
ing may have been, fundamentally arthakriydkdritva is treated
by the Buddhist thinkers as the essence, or the characteristic,
which is universally concomitant with all existence. There-
fore, it is used in this sense in the course of this work.
2. Prabhacandra mentions four dosas, viz., asiddha, viruddha, anai-
Lantika and kaldtyaydpadista, which are incidental to ksanikavdda
in its relation to arthakriydkaritva. See NKC, Vol. I, p. 379 ff.
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called the ekdntanityavdada or parydyavida—although the
Buddhist himself considers causal efficiency as the very
essence of his doctrine. The Jaina endeavours to prove his
contention by analysing the only possible two modes in
which causal efficiency can function in a reality which
consists of discrete and perishing moments (pratiksanavindasi-
bhava) without any thread of inner necessity connecting
them into some kind of unity. The two modes are succession
or consecutiveness (krama or paurvdparyae) and non-

succession (akrama) or simultaneity.

The causal efficiency cannot, the Jaina maintains,
function successively owing to the fact that the momentary
existence (ksanas) lack abiding nature and, therefore, can
have neither spatial nor temporal extension. Succession—
spatial or temporal—involves the notions of ‘before’ and
¢ after ’ which are absent from the moment. In confirmation
of this contention both Hemacandra and Mallisena cite a
stanza which may be rendered as follows : “Whatever is a
a point of space is there alone and whatever is at an instant
of time is also exclusively there. Thus in this (hypothesis,
viz., the parydyaikantavdda) there is no spatial or temporal
extension for the entities.”*

If the Buddhist replies to this contention by stating that
although the moments perish and have no extension in space

or time they do form a continuous series (santdna), which

1. The stanza runs:
yo yatraiva sa tatraiva yo yadaiva tadaiva sah /
na desakdlayor vydptir bhavandm iha vidyate //
SM (text), p. 19.
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does not perish and, therefore, enables the moments to be
successive, then the Jaina propounds to his opponent an

inescapable problem :

In the first place, santdna or the continuous series is an
unreal fiction (santdnasydvastutvdt). Even the opponent
has to admit this, since there is, according to him, nothing

else than the self-sufficient moments.

Secondly, supposing the reality of santdna is conceded
for the sake of the argument, even then the Buddhist position
will be as illogical as before, for santdna also would then have
to share, ex hypothesi, the momentary character of the units
in it. This would be a needless duplication of momentari-
ness in another medium (santdna) which is not merely
imposed, Talsely, on the momentary units, but also can never

sustain any continuance in it.!

Lastly, if any continuance or non-momentariness is
acquiesced in by the Buddhist, then the poignant sarcasm®
(suggesting self-impeachment or self-conviction) of Jayanta
and Hemacandra would be fully deserved by the Buddhist

who thereby compromises his ardent passion for the notion

1. This Buddhistic notion of santdna like its analogous notion of
“logical construction” or “symbolic fiction” as developed by
Russell, has been criticised earlier. See pp. 44 (-50), f.n. 2.

2. Jayanta disarms his opponent by the following observation :
athdpi nityamh paramdrthasantam santdnandmanam upaisi bhavam /
uttistha bhikso phalitds tavdsih so'yam samdptah ksanabharnga-
vadah // NM, p. 464 (quoted by Hemacandra also in PMMS, p. 27).
Hemacandra also remarks in the same strain : athaksanikatvam;
susthitah parydyaikantavadah. PMHS, p. 26. See also SM (text),

p. 19.
12
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of exclusive momentariness (bhedaikanta) and admits what

he has all along fought against.

The Buddhist fares no better in his plea for the other
mode, viz., the simultaneous functioning of the causal
efficiency which might be supposed to repose in the vanishing
moments of his conception. This may be illustrated by
means of the example of a fruit which simultaneously reveals
diverse effects like colour, taste, etc. In this case a question
which naturally arises is whether the ‘colour-moment’
(ripaksana) and the ‘taste-moment’ (rasaksana) arise from
an identical or single nature of the moment, or from
different or many natures of it. If they were to arise from
a single nature, then they would all be the same for the
obvious reason that they arise from the self-same nature
(yadyekena svabhdvena janayet tadd tesim' ekatvam syad
ekasvabhdvajanyatvdt’) and, therefore, would not admit of
diversity. If they were to arise, on the contrary, from many
natures—some effects like colour arising from a material
cause (upddinabhdvena) and others like taste arising from
co-operative auxiliary factors (sahakdritvena)—then the
Jaina would ask whether the many natures are integral
(atmabhiitah), or non-integral (andtmabhiitah), to the causal
moment. If they are non-integral—that is, if they do not
belong—to the cause then evidently they cannot in any sense
claim to constitute the intimate nature (svabhdvatvahanih) of
the cause in question. If they are, on the contrary, integral to

the nature of the cause, then either (a) they will lose their

1. That is, rasadiksanandm.
2. PMHS, p. 27.
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diversity or manyness, and become identically the same
(svabhdvindm vaikatvam prasajyeta’) since they are said to
proceed from a single cause, or, for that matter, become the
cause itself, inasmuch as they are non-different from it (tad
avyatiriktatvat tesim tasya caikatvdt)® or (b) the cause itself
—which is admitted to be of a single or identical nature;—\vill
become diversified because of the fact that the plurality of
natures and the variety of effects (svabhdvabhedah karyasan-
karyaii ca) will inevitably split its integrity. Arguing on
the part of the Buddhist that this contingency of plurality
of natures and diversity of effects would not arise in this case,
owing to the fact that such plurality and diversity are
due to the cause being upddina (material) at one place (that
is, with respect to riipa or colour in the present example),
and sahakdri (auxiliary) at another (that is, with respect to
rasa or taste in the present example), would not be help-
ful to him.’ For this plea will not, in the least, mitigate
the tendency of the cause to diversity and plurality which

are too obvious in the Buddhist arguments. Hence the argu-

1. SM (text),p. 19.
Ibid.

SM (text), p. 19. Moreover, if the Buddhist denies, as he does,
interaction between the so-called updddne and the sahakari
factors in a causal event he will fall into the error of treating
a causal connection as a casual coincidence. For instance if
the seed (updddna) on the one hand and the co-operative
(sahakari) factors of soil water and light, etc., orn the other
are treated simply as several independent series of potencies
extraneously conjointed to bring a sprout (the effect) into life,
then how such erratically casual coincidences could form a
nexus of uniformly recurrent cause-effect relation becomes
hard to explain.
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ment for the simultaneous functioning of the causal efficiency

in a momentary real also becomes a nullity.'

Thus the above account indicates that neither in the
dravyaikantavdada nor in the parydyaikantavada is there any
logical warrant for the function of the principle of causal
efficiency. That conjunction of these two hypotheses into a
mechanical theory, called ubhayavada, will also prove equally
unsatisfactory in this regard will be shown in course of the

treatment of the next question immediately following this.

The Jaina understands by arthakriyds@marthya a capa-
city for generating the practical consequences as indicated
by Hemacandra in his sitra: arthakriydsdmarthydat This
meaning is the same as what the Buddhist means by causal
efficiency. The Jaina maintains also that arthakriyikdritva
constitutes a unique property (asddharanaripa or laksana)
of a concrete real. This is laid down by Hemacandra in his
sutra on the subject: tallaksanatvadvastunah.’ The concrete
real, however, is an integral synthesis of continuity and _
transience or identity and difference. This is signified by his
adherence to the dravyaparyiyatmakatvavdda.' Accordingly,
the only kind of reality which offers an adequate field for the
operative play of arthakriydkdritva is believed by the Jaina

to be the one which is contemplated by his integral view.

1. tasmatksanikasydpi bhavasyikramendrthakriya durghatd etc. SM
. (text), p. 20.
2. Vide ibid., stitra 32 and the vrtti thereon.
Vide ibid., sutra 32 and the vrtti thereon.
4. Cf. dravyapaerydydtmakasyaeiva vastuno’rthakriyisamarthatvdd ity
arthah. PMHS, p. 25. Also cf. ksano'pi na khalu so’sti yatra
vastutpddavyayadhrauvyatmakar nasti (SM, text, p. 20).

@
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It is noteworthy that, in this connection, Hemacandra
observes that the urge for right knowledge springs from the
need of practical consequences.! Here Hemacandra strikes an
unmistakably pragmatic note. That action is the source as
well as the test of knowledge is the fundamental principle of
the many-sided developments of pragmatism in the West.

1. arthakriyarthi hi sarveh premdnam anvesate. Also see what follows.
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CHAPTER VI

The Externalistic Doctrine of Identity-in-Difference
(Ubhayavada)
versus
The Doctrine of a Unique and Integral Synthesis of

Identity-in-Difference (Jatyantaravada)

Starting with a brief statement of the Jaina view of
reality, as embodied in the basic formula of Umasvati, we have
so far addressed ourselves to the task of seeking confirma-
tion for that view from three great representative thinkers,
and then of launching out on a dialectical examination of the
implications of that view under a scheme of the statement and
the refutation of four questions. Two of the four questions
have been jointly stated and refuted. In the process of their
examination the Jaina view has been found to be confronted
with a series of objections, among which contradiction,
confusion, infinite regress and a few others are notable ones.
In order to clarify the Jaina stand against those objections,
it has been found necessary to dilate upon, incidentally,
the means by which being and non-being are synthesised in
concrete reality, as well as upon the significance of negation
as an element of reality. The treatment of the mode of
synthesising being and non-being as well as of the significance
of negation as a component element of reality is aimed at

serving the dual purpose of having provided the necessary
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ontological background for the refutation of the various
objections (contradiction being the most important one among
them) referred to in the foregoing account, and of forming
the basis of a discussion of the doctrines of nayavdida and
the syddvada-saptabhang? which will be briefly presented in
the sequel. Lastly, in the course of the Jaina answer to
bhedavada [the question (b)] we have tried to disprove the
Buddhist contention that causal efficiency (arthakriyikaritva)
can have an operative force only within the ontological
scheme of ksanikavdda, and to establish the validity of
that principle within the exclusive sphere of a dravya-

paryaydtmaka reality.

There still remain two more questions, viz., (c) and (d),
which demand our attention before the treatment of the four-
fold questionnaire is brought to a close. The question (c)
concerns ubhayavdda or the theory of two-fold nature of
reality, or of identity and difference, and the question (d)
concerns jdtyantaravdda or the theory of uniqueness—
uniqueness obtaining in every manifestation of identity-in-
difference constituting an object in reality—which aims at
remedying the defects of ubhayavida. We may begin with

the first of these two questions.

Ubhayavada

Ubhayavada postulates that identity and difference are
separate, or at any rate, separable, entities entering into the
making of an object. It may be, therefore, described as a

mechanical or a composite theory of reality in so far as it
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treats dravya and parydya (guna) as external or indepen-
dent’ entities. This is why Gunaratna describes this view
as : kanddayaugibhyupagata-parasparaviviktadravyaparyd-
yaikdnte, etc.’, although it considers dravya as the substratum
(@$raya) of the gunas. The VaiSesika’ is the author of this
view although it is falsely fathered upon the Jaina also by the
Buddhist logicians, Arcata and Durveka.! As a matter of fact,

the Jaina thinkers’ themselves, viz., Siddhasena, Abhayadeva,

1. Cf.:“Though thus dependent upon a dravya, they (gunas) are
conceived as altogether distinct from it, for they can by
themselves be known and as such must, according to the
doctrine (the Nyaya-VaiSesika) be independent realities. They
are what they are in complete independence of everything
including the dravyas to which they belong....” OIP, p. 232.
See also TS, p. 82 (notes), where the gunas are characterised
as ‘accidents’ attaching to substance, the Ens.

TRD, p. 231. See also the following f.n.

3. In couyrse of our treatment of ubhayavdda only the VaiSesika
(the kandda) is referred to as the author of the theory,
although the Naiyayika (the yauga) also shares this view in
important essentials.

4. Curiously enough Arcata chooses the Jaina as the main target
of his criticism against this ubhayavdda in his Dravyaparydyayor
anekdntavdda-khandana. HBT, pp. 104-107 (and the Aloka
thereon), particularly the kas. 20, 25 and 24. The first two
of these kas. have been quoted (infra) and the last one hints
that the dravyaparydyavidde would not be different from
accepting a mixed view of kitasthanityatd in regard to dravya
and ksanand$ita in regard to parydya, together. (As a matter
of fact Ratnakirti categorically affirms that there can be
no third possibility beyond the alternatives of ksanikatva
and aksanikatva in this regard : ksanikdksanikaparihdrena
rdSyantarabhdvat....p. 77, SBNT).

The criticism of the VaiSesika view, however, follows
immediately the attack on the Jaina.

5. Siddhasena firmly repudiates the falsity (micchdttam) of the
Vaidesika position in ¢d. 49, STP, p. 656. Although the

5> o
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Haribhadra, Hemacandra and Mallisena, have taken a
strong line of criticism against this view of the Vaisesika
(kanabhunmata). A statement of the Vaisesika school con-
cerning the subordination of identity to difference has already
been made earlier' by pointing out the predominant import-

ance given to the concept of viSesa or particularity by the

VaiSesika, like the Jaina, acknowledges the reality of both
dravya and parydyae (gunae), he treats each of them as being
absolute and, therefore, as being mutually independent
(annonnaniravekkha). He, therefore, resorts to ubhayavida
(dohi vi naehi niam). The two views, or nayas, which are
mixed, or contained, in the ubhayavdda of the Vaisesika, are
the dravydrthikanaya (davvdtthiyanaya) and paryayarthika-
nayae (pajjdvatthiyanayae) each’of which is severally illustrated
by him in the following gd., with reference to the Kapila
(the Sankhya) dar$ana and the Sauddhodana (the Buddhist)
dar$ana respectively :

jamn kdvilam darisanam eyam davvdtthiyasse vattavvam /

suddhoana tanaassa v parisuddho pajjavaviappo // 48 //.

STP, p. 656.

Owing to their extreme (suddha or parisuddha) or exclusive
character the two nayas or doctrines, whether singly, as in the
Kapila darsana or Sauddhodana darsane, or jointly, as in the
VaiSesika darSana, are called the ‘parasamcyas’ or heresies. In
his extensive com. on gd. 49, Abhayadeva expounds, and
refutes, the most controversial problems of the VaiSesika
philosophy. The problem of ubhayavdda is, however, touched
upon at the opening and the concluding parts of the com.

Hemacandra devotes to the VaiSesika metaphysics as many
as six kds. (4-9) in his AVD and a few brief but lucid passages
specifically to ubhayavdde in his own com. on the siitras
30-33 in his Pramdanpemimamsd (pp. 25, 27 and 29, PMHS).
Mallisena, in his elaborate com. on the six kas. of AVD,
especially under the kd. 5, vividly brings out, in occasional
polemical passages, the critical implications of this view
(SM, pp. 10 ff. (text), especially pp. 13-20). Lastly, Haribhadra
makes occasional critical observations on this question in his
critique on the nature of reality in his AJP, Vol. I (particularly
pp. 65-66 and 71-76).

1. See supra, pp. 107-112.
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school. At present we are, therefore, concerned only with
noticing how the mechanical hypothesis of ubhayavada (which
also applies to the Vaisesika philosophy in so far as the pre-
dominant difference and the subordinate identity form a
mechanical combination in the hypothesis) is unsatisfactory.
This consideration will point to the necessity of treating
bheda and abheda as two different aspects of an integral or
vital synthesis instead of as two external entities conjoined
in a composite object, which would evidently be two entities
in one, although it (the composite object), is erroneously
treated as-one. It will also bring into the picture of reality
the important trait of jatyantaratd by virtue of which each
real would be cognised as something sui generis. The second
factor, viz., iatyantaratd, will receive a greater stress in the
next question, than the first one, because it has not figured so
far in our inquiry into the nature of reality, except by a

casual reference to its name on a few occasions.

To resume our consideration of the present question, the
externalism between dravya and parydya (guna) makes
ubhayavdda not into one consistent theory which it is sup-
posed to be, but into a conjunction', or mixture (misra or
misravada) of two independent, or even opposed’ theories of
dravyavida and parydyavida. The reason for this is that
dravya and parydya are treated as numerically different
entities, although they are supposed to exist as a single object.
This is why Arcata is right in urging against this theory that

1. Abhayadeva describes it as: svav{sayapradhdnatdvyavasthitd-
nyonyanirapeksobhayanayasritam / TBV, p. 704.

2. Cf. viruddhadharmayogena stambhakumbhddibhedavat / TSS, ka.
561.
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it lays itself open to the combined evils' of both Identity-view
and Difference-view.

The initial error of ubhayavdda is, from the Jaina point
of view, the acceptance of the idea that dravya and guna
(parydya) are ‘completely independent” despite the alleged
‘dependence’ of the latter (guna) on the former.

Besides robbing dravya and parydye of their mutual
dependence as complementary elements in an entity, this idea
of absolute independence between dravya and parydye leads

the VaiSesika to resort to a metaphysical tour de force, viz.,

1. Referring to the fictitiousness (kalpandkrta) and falsity
(mrsarthatd) of the Identity-view (abhedavdda) and Difference-
view (bhedavddae or parydyavdde or dravyavdde) individually
Arcata observes:

abhedasydparityage bhedah sydt kalpandakrtah /

tasydvitathabhdve vd syddabhede mysdarthata //

HBT, p. 106, ka. 20.

Although the substance of this criticism against the two
extreme views is the same as that of Siddhasena’s criticism
in his gd. 49 (supra, p. 187, fn. 5), Arcata treats the Jaina, as
already noted, as the main target of this as well as of the
following charge:

bhedabhedoktadosds ca tayor istah katham na vd /

pratyekam ye prasajyante dvayor bhavah katham na te //
Ibid., ka. 25 (for a slight variation of the second line of this
ka., as quoted by Hemacandra, see PMHS, p. 29, and p. 804,
line 18).

Both Hemacandra and Municandra agree” with this
criticism against ubhayavada : dravyaparyiyavadayos ca yo dosah
sa ubhayavade’pi samdneh. PMHS, p. 29. idamuktam bhavati—
kevaldbhedapakse abhedapakse ca ye prdgeve niripitd dosds ta
ubhayapaksdbhyupagamar sutardm prapnuventi / AJPV on
Haribhadra’s com. on AJP, Vol. I, p. 13.

2. dravyagunayor asankirpasvabhavatvat / HBT, p. 107.
dravyagunddibhyo vydvrttaripani / TBV, p. 656.

Cf. also supra, p. 187, fn. 1. .
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the enunciation that a dravya can remain devoid' of a guna
even though for an instant, after its birth, and that it can
also outlast, by an instant, the destruction of the material
cause from which it is produced.’ Whatever the circum-
stances which might lead the Vai$esika to perform this curious
metaphysical feat, the acknowledgement of the separability
between dravya and guna makes his position highly
vulnerable’ to the attack as to how the entities so external to
each other get, when brought together, fused into such an

intimate union as could be described as a single object.

1. Keéavamisra observes: dravyam nirgunam eve prathamam
utpadyate. Or again: tasmdt prathame ksane nirguna eva ghato
gunebhyah purvabhaviti... TB, Pt. I, p. 8.

“In consonance with the realistic and pluralistic spirit
of the doctrine,” a modern writer observes in this connection :
“these qualities are all regarded as separately real or as
having their own being, although they are never found by
themselves. Theoretically a substance may, provided it is a
product, exist without a quality for a little while.” EIP, p. 93.

2. “....a jar for example is destroyed one instant after the
destruction of the halves (kapdla) out of which it is made.”
The same writer further observes: “There is in this view
the difficulty of satisfactorily explaining the continuance, for
however short a period it may be, of the effect after its
material cause is gone.” OIP, p. 241.

3. There will arise several other objections also against the
notion, viz., that dravya could be nirgune at the first moment:
(1) How could a jar, for example, be perceived at the first
moment while even the VaiSesika accepts the rule that gunas
like colour and touch, are necessary for the perception of a
dravya? (2) Would the jar be called a dravya at the moment
when it is nirguna in the face of the definition, given by the
Vaisesika himself, that a dravya is a substratum of gunas
(gundsraya) (See NKB, p.369)? Acceptance of imperceptibility
as demanded by (1) and pleading, in answer to (2), that a
‘dravya’ may have capacity for being a substratum of gunas but
may not be necessarily possessed of them always would be but
evasive answers.
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The tendency to externalise everything has also compel-
led the Vai$esika to postulate a God (ISvara or Mahe$vara)
for explaining the creation and destruction of the changing
world. This deus ex machina amounts to a confession of
failure in evolving an intrinsically self-sufficient notion of

reality.

A further anomaly arising from the mechanistic concep-
tion of ubhayavdda in the VaiSesika metaphysics is the division
of dravyas into eternal (nitya) or permanent ones and non-
eternal (aﬁitya) or transient ones. The eternal ones are
said to be primary or simple substances (nityadravyam
tvasamavetam eva') and the non-eternal ones are said to be
secondary or composite products derived from the simple
ones (anityadravyam karyariipatvdd evayavasamavetam’).
This assignment of eternality or permanence to one division
and of transience or change’ to another one results, at any
rate according to the Jaina and the Buddhist critics, in a
theory of two worlds in one of which, permanence enjoys an
uninterrupted or lonely existence, and in the other there is
the play of change in evidence initiated in a perpetually
alternating cycle of creation and destruction by God or
Maheévara. From among the residents of the world a fur-
ther order of substances is singled out. This order is said to

consist of soul (atmd, including paramdtma or God), space

1 & 2. See NKB, p. 370.

3. Inkeeping with the mechanistic temper of the system the
Vaisesika’s idea of change does not signify any internal or
dynamic transformation (parindmae) in a product but only
its ‘ change of place’ (parispanda). Cf. OPI, p. 233. -
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(dik), akdsa' and time (kdla). These substances are said to
be so absolutely eternal that they do not give rise to the
products (dravyabhdvinah) of the transient realm.’

This bifurcation of the world into two or three independ-
ent orders of permanence and change, or identity and differ-

ence, does not commend itself to the Jaina.

Lastly, even arthakriydkdritva or causal efficiency can-
not, according to the Jaina, come into play in such a world of
being so sharply separated. How causal efficiency cannot
operate in the static realm of a mere dravya has been already
pointed out from the point of view of the Buddhist philo-
sophy’ Hemacandra is in total agreement with the Buddhist
in regard to the inapplicability of causal efficiency, either at
the level of simultaneity or of succession, in a static dravya.
He goes further in demonstrating how it cannot be operative
even in a world of discreet momentariness which is the view
of the Buddhist himself. This aspect of the problem also has
been pointed out earlier.! The VaiSesika’s ubhayavada,

1. Dik or space and dkdsa are different in the VaiSesika system.
Akdéa is some ‘ethereal substance’ filling the space and having
sound as its distinction.

2. Hemacandra describes the entire position as follows:

kanddastu dravyaparyGyavubhdvapyupdgaman prthivyadini
gundadyddhdraripani dravyani, gundadestvidheyatvat paryayeh/
te ca kecit ksanikah, kecit ydvaddravyabhdvinah, kecin nitya
iti kevalam itaretaravinirlunthitadharmidharmdabhyupagamanmsasa-
micinavadinah/
He concludes the argument by stating :—

ekdantabhinndndm kenacit kathaiicit sambandhayogdditydhnikya-
pakse’pi visayavyavastha / PMHS, p. 27.

3. See supra, pp. 52-56, and also the Sec. on Arthakriydkdaritvavada
(p. 172 ff.).

4, See supra, p. 174 ff.

13
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which is but a conjunction of dravyavdda and ksanikevdda
(parydyavada), is shown by Hemacandra and the other Jaina
thinkers, to lend itself doubly' to the lack of any play of

causal efficiency.

In view of the incongruities indicated in course of the
present question the Jaina rejects ubhayavdda in favour of
jatyantaravdda which is claimed to avoid the pitfalls met

with in the present and the previous questions.

Jatyantaravada

It has been discovered, in course of our attempt to
answer the three questions (a), (b), and (c) concerning the
nature of reality, that neither the pure identity-view
(dravyaikantavdda)’, nor the pure difference-view
(parydyaikdantavdda), nor even the composite view of
identity and difference (ubhayavdda or parasparavivikte-
dravyaparydyaikintavida)® but only an integral view of

1. ‘Doubly’ because the Buddhist charges (with which the Jaina
identifies himself subject to the two limitations indicated
on p. 173, supra) made against the parydyeikdntavdde (in the
course of the previous question) of the Buddhist, will together
hold against the mechanical theory of the VaiSesika who
conjoins the above two extreme theories into his ubhayavida.

2. Although the Advaita view of reality is generally considered
to be the dravyaikdntavdde (the identity-view) par excellence,
the Sankhya view is also considered by the Jaina writers to
be a very good example of a dravyaikdntavdda. Therefore, the
Jaina writers sometimes refer, in this connection, to both or to
either (as Gunaratna does in the phrase where reference to
the paryayaikdnte of the Buddhist also is made: sarnikhyasaugata-
bhimata-dravyaparydyaikintayoh / TRD, p. 231) of the two.

3. See supra, p. 187 (), f.n. 5, ete.
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identity-in-difference offers an adequate definition of reality.'
The present question, the last in the series of four questions
with which we started a critical exposition of the Jaina
conception of reality, aims at dealing briefly with how and
why the Jaina regards every real as not merely an indissoluble
(paraspardnanuviddha) union of identity-in-difference but
also—this is the matter of immediate concern—as something

sui generis (jatyantara)’.

The Jaina ontologist maintains that a real is a synthesis
of identity-in-difference and that each such synthesis is
jatyantara or sui generis. That is, the combination of iden-
tity and difference in a real is not a numerical summation but
a vital synthesis of the two elements. Each such synthesis is
also said to be unique; in the sense that when the real is

analysed the two elements of identity and difference exhaust

yata evotpadaditrayatmakari paramdrthasat / TRD, p. 229
Cf. “A real is a unity and diversity in one, and the
relation involved is neither one of absolute identity nor one of
absolute otherness, but something different from both. It is
sui generis......” JPN, p. 207.
3. Cf. evam hyubhayadosadidosd api na dusanam /
samyagjatyantaratvena bhedabhedaprasiddhitah //

AJP,Vol. 1, p. 72.
Akalanka also remarks : ubhayadosa(viz., sadasadekantapaksa-
dosa)prasatiga iti cet na jdtyentaratvdn mnarasithharupavat/
TRAG, p. 225. Through expressing himself not merely
against the view that a real is ‘ubhayaripe’ (composite) but
also against the other two extreme dogmas, viz, that a
real is merely ‘dravyariipa’ and that it (the real) is merely
¢ parydyaripe’, Hemacandra also asserts the manifold (Sabala)
and unique (jdtyantare) character of the real as follows: ayam
arthah—na  dravyaripam ne  parydyariparn nobhayariipam
vastu, yena tattatpaksabhdvi dogah sydt, kintu sthityutpidavyayd-
tmakam $abalam jatyantarameva vastu / PMHS, p. 29.
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between themselves the entire content of the real, although
they display a distinctive (viSista) structural and functional
individuality—not found in the individual constituent
elements—in their combination. This is illustrated by the
oft-quoted instance of Narasirhha' (the Man-lion): As the
name itself suggests, Narasirhha is a combination of nara
(man) and simha (lion). Nevertheless, it indicates a being
which is somehow different’, in its combination, from the
parts severally entering into its making, although it is impos-

sible to get such a being outside the parts in question.

Similarly jaggery (guda) and ginger (ndgaram or sunthi)
are said to cause phlegm (kaphahetuh) and bile (pitta-

1. Durveka explains this being as : hiranyaka$ipuvadhdrthanirmita-
narasimhdtmakah / HBTA, p. 343.
2. Cf. na naro nara eveti na sithhah sithha eva v /

Sabdavijidnakdryandam bheddjjatyantaram hi tat//

na narah sithharipatvdt na simho nararipatah /

samanddhikaranyena narasitnhah prakirtitah //

Quoted in AJP, Vol. 1, p. 71, fn. 1 and NKC, Vol. I, p. 369. The
first verse is quoted  also in Siddhasena Ganpi’s Com. on
Tattvarthddhigamasitra, Kapadia’s edn., p. 377, as well as in
JTVS, p. 11 (with slight variations in the last work). The
verse following it in JTVS as well as in TRD and all the verses
preceding it in TRD may also be seen.

For a variant verse in which the same analogy is expressed,
see SM (text), p. 20, and TPSJ, p. 79. Besides TPSJ see also
TSS, kas. 325, 1733-1736 (together with PK on all these kds.),
HBT, p. 104, and HBTA, p. 343 (in all of which reference is made
to it either for a statement of, or a criticism against, the Jaina
position). This analogy is cited in a few other non-Jaina
works (e. g. NVVS, p. 261, the tippani against p. 88, line 16),
often in somewhat different contexts. See also AGAV, pp. 103
and 108, TSV, p. 435, PKM, p. 536, TRD, p. 245, AJP, Vol. I,
pp. 65, 77 and 302, SJPT, pp. 214 and 215, AVV, p. 147, NVVS,
pp. 87-88 and SM (text), p. 151.
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karanam) respectively but when compounded (militayoh),
they lose their respective harmful effects (dosdn) and become
something different' (anyadeva, dravydntaramidam guda-
nadgarakhyam or gudandgarabhesajam) despite the retention
of the basic ingredients revealed in the analysis of the com-

pound substance.

A more familiar example in this connection would be
that of water and its constituent elements. When analysed,
under electrolysis, water resolves itself into two molecules of
hydrogen and one molecule of oxygen, That water is a dis-
tinctive or unique substance in comparison with its consti-
tuents is a scientific commonplace. These instances’ indicate
the lines on which the Jaina treats every entity as a unique
phenomenon in relation to its constituent factors of identity
and difference. This uniqueness is not a mere external®
appendage but an inherent trait manifesting itself in the cease-
less vortex of causal interaction among the entities in the
universe. In his Gifford Lectures Samuel Alexander makes

a suggestive observation which brings out the spirit of the

1. Cf. na catra bheddbhedapakgsabhavi doso gudandgarasamjiiita-

vastvabhyupagamdt / taduktam—

gudascet kaphahetuh sydt ndgaram pittakdranam /

tannu amanyatevedam gudandgarasamjfiitam //
NVVS, pp. 87-88 (with tippani against p. 88, line 1, and p. 261),
HBT, p. 106 (together with HBTA, p. 349).

2. Some of the other analogies given in illustration of the
jatyantara character of a real are those of Umesvara (NKC,
Vol. I, p. 349), the multi-coloured (citra or mecaka) gem (ibid.)
or mayuranda (TRD, p. 244) etc,

3. That external factors like spatial and temporal considerations
are not irrelevant is shown below (supra, p. 201 £.)
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Jaina notion of jdtyantaratva as an argument against a world
of repetitive' cycle of entities and events : “Bare repetition it
may be affirmed does not even exist. Manufactured articles
are not identical though they may be identical within certain
limits of precision. It is, however, true that the more
closely instances reproduce each other the less useful they

are for scientific discovery.””

Leibniz is more emphatically clear on this point. He
states: “There is nothing in the universe which does not enjoy
a certain singularity, which is to be found in no other thing.”’
He asserts, under the principle of the ‘Identity of Indiscerni-
bles’¢, that not even any two leaves of a tree or any two
drops of water or of milk could be ‘entirely alike’ because
of the fact that “The things are......distinguishable in them-

selves”.®

The jatyantara trait of an entity is grounded in the
fundamental manifoldness (anekdntasvariipatva) which is be-
lieved by the Jaina to be at the heart of all reality. The

1. Repetitive in the sense of lack of individuality among entities.

2. Space, Time and Deity, S. Alexander (London, 1920), Vol. I,
p. 231.

3. Mon., p. 222, fn, 15.
Explaining this principle of the ‘Identity of Indiscernibles’
with respect to a Monad, the Leibnizian conception of a
real, Leibniz writes: “Indeed, each Monad must be different
from every other. For in nature there are never two beings
‘which are perfectly alike and in which it is not possible to
find an internal difference or at least a difference founded
upon an intrinsic quality”. Ibid., p. 222.

5.. See ibid., p. 37,f.n.1 and A Critical Exposition of the Philosophy
of Leibniz, B. Russell, (2nd Edition, 1949), pp. 55 ff. and 220.
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existence of a simple real is thoroughly repugnant to the
Jaina. Uniqueness or ¢ singularity ’ cannot, according to him,
arise from such absolutely simple real whether the real be
the Advaitic Brahman or the Buddhistic ksanikasantina
(series of full stops as it wére). For there is little room in
such a real for anything else than its own bare subsistence
(sat). Hence the truth underlying the Advaitic dictum:
naikasmin na sambhavdt, or the Buddhistic dictum: o
viruddhadharmavin nisGvekal’, betraysnot the contradictori-
ness of the anekdnta real but the logical consummation of the
monolithic or simple form of reality. Jdtyantaratve can,
therefore, arise, it is believed, from the foundation of a mani-
fold or variegated real which alone could afford the basis for
the co-ordinate existence of diverse elements or components,
as well as for their casual interplay, which in turn results in
the emergence of a fully-fledged unique or singular entity.
Therefore it is by no means an accident or a casual fancy that
the Jaina conceives anekdntasvariipatva as a synonym of
paramdrthasat (true reality) and conceives it as the pivot
on which his entire philosophical—ontological and epistemo-
logicél—developments turn. Thus anekdntavdda, with which
alone the notion of jdtyantaratva is affirmed to be concomit-
ant, offers the most thoroughgoing ontological antithesis to
the ekdnta (extreme or monolithic) doctrine—single or com-
posite—in Indian philosophy.’

1. See infra, p. 23-24 (and the footnotes).

2. For areference to the synonymousness of anekdntavada with
utpddavyayadhrauvydtmakavdde and to its being the necessary
basis for the notion of jatyantaratva, see TRD, pp. 229 £, and
244 ff,
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There are two conéiderations’——th‘é one critical and the
other constructive—which concurrently underlie the postula-
tion of jatyantaratva as a trait in reality. Critically, the no-
tion of jatyantaratva aims not merely at repudiating indirectly
the ekdnta doctrines just referred to of simple reals, but also
at directly undermining the Vaisesika’s ubhayavada, with
which the bhedibhedavida or the anekintavdda (of which
the jatyantaravdda is a corollary) is persistently confused by
the Buddhistic thinkers. This is why Akalanka contrasts
jatyantaravdda with the other theories by designating the
former as a case of paksdntara' (a view which signifies the
resultant real as a product distinct from—not merely as some-
thing interchangeable with—the constituent factors) and the
latter as cases of paksasankara® (a view which signifies the

real as a confused complex).

1. Mallisena agrees with Akalanka in treating the Jaina as
paksintara : nitydnityapaksavilaksanasya paksantarasyangikriya-
mdanatvat / SM (text), p. 20.

2. Akalanka is inclined to use this epithet, viz.,, paksasarikara.
for both the two ekdnta doctrines of the identity-view (sadvada)
and the difference-view (asadvdda) as well as for the
ubhayavada (which is but a numerical summation of the two)
although it is more appropriate in the latter (ubhayavdda)
owing to the fact that, in the latter, there are two factors—
identity and difference—which are mixed (misra), ex hypothesi,
in a mechanical togetherness. The only sense, however, in
which the term would severally apply to the two ekdante
doctrines also is when each of them is understood as mixing
in a confused jumble: a real identity with an unreal difference
(the mdyd as superimposed on the sat) or a real difference
with an unreal identity or continuity (the unreal santdna or
continuity as superimposed on the discrete moments (ksanas)
the only reals recognised by ksanikavdde). But this seems to
be a rather far-fetched meaning; its indirect truthfulness
is incontrovertible. It is, therefore, necessary to note that
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the integratedness of 1dent1ty and difference in a real in
contrast to the mere extraneous or composite togetherness of
the two, as maintained by the wubhayavadin, has been
observed under the treatment of ubhayavdda, to knock the
bottom out of the charge of the contradiction. That is, the
integrated or the indissoluble (paraspardnanuviddha) struc-
ture of the real directly gives the lie to the opponents’
charge of contradiction against the Jaina conception of a
real. Anekdntasvariipatva, the raison d’étre of the integrated
concreteness of a real, is hereby asserted to be the negation
of contradictoriness, or the affirmation of complimentariness.
The proof of contradiction would, therefore, mean the
disproof of the anekdntasvaripatva of all reality. But the
possibility of such a proof is flatly denied by the Jaina on
the strength of the warrant of experience, at perceptual and
other levels, which is maintained to reveal the ultimacy of
the anekdnta truth in all reality.

Constructively, uniqueness or ‘ singularity’ is a positive

trait attending upon every phase of causal process which

the principle of jatyantaravdda or paksintaravada is proximately
directed against ubhayavdda (which has the .semblance of
jatyantaravada) although its indirect criticism against the other
ekdnta doctrines also is indubitably implicit.
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marks a transition or evolution from an anterior manifold
entity to a more inclusive or less inclusive posterior entity.
It is conditioned by the determinate factors—external and
internal within the fourfold range of the dravya (the material
factor), the ksetra (the spatial location), the kdla (the
temporal reference) and the bhdve (the intrinsic nature),
governing the context of the causal occurrence concerned. It
is not traceable to any one of these factors singly but arises
from the totality of all the factors prevailing in the causal
setting from which a new entity emerges. Besides imprinting
a certain distinctiveness or individuality upon the entities
and events in the universe the presence of this factor, viz.,
jatyantaratva, saves the reality from becoming a universal
mass of mere being or a conglomeration of incommunicable
atomistic particulars, or a mere conjunction of such being and
such particulars in a warring medium miscalled a real.

Briefly, the Jaina answer to the problem of the nature
of reality—the problem which has been so far dealt with in
course of the four questions—is that everything is a manifold
entity, or an identity-in-differents, with an imprint of indivi-
duality in it, and that the world is a vast society of such
entities which act and react upon one another in their

ceaseless process of causal transformations.
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Is relation an Entity, or a Mental Construction, or
a Structural Manifestation of Identity-in-Difference
in Reality ?






CHAPTER VII
RELATION

Connectedness is an indubitable experience of reality.
Whether it is (a) an independent entity alongside the various
things of the Universe, or (b) a mental construction imposed
on a disjoined heap of reality of the human mind, or (c)
something which is objective, without being an entity, and
an experience, which is not merely subjective—is a question
which is supremely important in any inquiry into the nature
of reality and knowledge. Hence a brief study of relation,
with the necessary reference to its implications, for instance,
whether it is external or internal and valid or invalid, may
be attempted here. The entire discussion will, to antici-
pate the conclusion, reveal that relation is the structure
of reality which is identity-in-difference.

A. Relation as an Objective Independent Entity :

The Naiyayika', the extreme® realist, advances the theory

1. “The Naiyayika’ and ‘the VaiSesika’ are largely interchange-
able in course of this discussion, except for an important
difference of opinion between them, viz., that the former treats
samavdya as perceptual, whereas the latter treats it as infer-
ential. See infra, p. 212 (£.), £.n. 5.

2. The predominant note of this ‘extreme’ realism is the em-
phasis on the full knowableness and independence not merely
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that relation is a real' (vdstava) entity intervening between

two terms or the relata (sambandhinau) as a tertium quid

(paddrthdantara®) or a distinct ‘link’ connecting them into a
relational unity.

of the world from the knowing mind, but also of each part from
the others in the objective and pluralistic universe. This spirit
is signified by the postulate that there can be no objectless
knowledge (na cdvisaye kdcid upalabdhih/ NBV, p. 220) as well
as that what is ‘cognitively distinguishable’ is ‘different’
(pratitibheddt bhedo’sti / NM, p. 312).

For the reality (vastutva) of relation, see ILE, 2, f.n. 2, p. 131.

Each of the two kinds of relation, viz, samyoge and
samavdye (to be presently explained) is termed as ‘paddartha’
or category. Saryoga (the conjunctive relation or conjunc-
tion), however, is said to a be quality and, therefore,
dependent upon, though distinct from, a substance (dravye)
which is the most important of the seven -categories,
whereas samavdya (the ‘necessary relation’) is treated as an
independent category.

While characterising semavdya as a ‘paddrtha’ a distinction
is advanced by the Naiyayika, viz.,, that samavaya is a ‘sub-
sistent’ (bhdva), but not an ‘existent’ (satta). (BPV, p. 30, kd. 13,
and SWK, p. 107).

Hiriyanna refers to this ‘distinction between subsistence
and existence’ as ‘quite fundamental to’ as well as ‘quite in
accordance with’ ‘the basic principles’ of VaiSesika
philosophy. (IPC, p. 162, and p. 163, f.n. 1).

Cf. “Suppose, for instance,” observes Russell, “that I
am in my room. I exist, my room exists, but does ‘in’
exist? Yet obviously the word has a meaning; it denotes
a relation which holds between me and my room. This
relation is something, although we cannot say that it
exists IN THE SAME SENSE in which I and my room
exist”. (Problems, p. 90). A little further he continues
“....we shall say that they (universals in which relations
are included, cf. ibid, p. 97) SUBSIST or HAVE BEING,
where ‘being’ is opposed to ‘existence’ as timeless. The
world of Universals, therefore, may also be described as
the world of being”. (Ibid., p. 100).
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A relation' is ¢ conjunctive’? (samyoga-sambandha) when

the relata are ‘separable’® (yutasiddha), and ‘necessary’* or

‘intimate’(samavaya-sambandha) when they are ‘ inseparable’
(ayutasiddha)®.

The strict non-admission of any internality® between

even the ‘inseparable’ relata under samavaya is a character-

[uy

dvividhah sambandhah sarhyogah samavdyasceti/ TB, Pt.I, p. 5.
For conjunction as a ‘transient’ connection and its threefold
distinction, see Mis. Es., Vol. II, p. 302, and BP with SMV, kds.
114-116.

The relata are ‘separable’ (yuta) in the sense that they were
separate before being conjoined, e.g.,, the hand and the book
(hasta-pustaka-samyoga); aprdptayos tu yi praptih saive samyoge
iritah / BP, kd. 114, and they can be again separated at our will.
Conjunction is, therefore, a purely adventitious or externatl
relation.

‘Necessary’ or ‘intimate’ relation seems to be a more satis-
factory translation of samavdye than ‘inherence’, although
the latter is more widely current, for ‘inherence’ is suggestive
of an internal character, whereas samavdya is, as indicated in
the next paragraph, an external, though inseparable (aprthak-
siddha) relation.

tatrayutasiddhayoh sambandhah samavdyah / TB, Pt. 1, p. 5. Also
see SDA, p. 278, kad. 66, and TRD thereon.

For the meanings of ‘ayutasiddha’ and ‘yutasiddha’ as well
as for the gradual widening of the scope of the meaning of
‘ayutasiddha’ from its original and narrow application to the
relation of the container and the contained (ddharddheyabhdva)
to a five-fold one, see PDS, with NK, pp. 35-36.

Internality should mean, according to some critics, identity
(@tmariipa) of the relation with the relata. This would
mean that the relation would be a constitutive or ‘intrinsic’
element in the being of the relata. (Cf. Bradley : “But every
relation, as we have learnt, essentially penetrates into the
being of its terms, and, in this sense, is intrinsical; in other
words, every relation must be a relation of content.” 4R,
p. 347. Also cf. “We should then have to ask if, in the end,
every possible relation does not involve a something IN
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istically significant feature about the Nyaya conception of
relation. This is, of course, in consonance with the real-
istic and pluralistic ontology of this system. The relata in
" samavdya remain, therefore, mutually external although
they are held together in an ‘extrinsic’ unity by samavdya.
This externality is believed to guard samavdya against the

which it exists, as well as between which it exists, and it
might be difficult to reconcile the claims of these preposi-
tions.” PL, Vol. I, p. 28. Elsewhere we come across the
following remark: “A term in the end (we have seen) can
stand in no relation into which it, itself, cannot enter”. CE, Vol.
II,p. 645). Acceptance of this position would eventually result
in the total obliteration of relation as a distinctive entity owing
to the fact that what constitutes the nature (svabhdva) of the
relata cannot exist as an independent entity intervening
between the relata which are alleged to be combined by the
relation. Kumarila gives a brief but clear statement of this
argument:

atha tasydtmarupatvin ninyesambandhakalpand /

abheddt samavdyo’stu svaripam dharmadharminoh //
MSV, p. 180, ka. 149 £,, also see NV thereon.

1. The description of samavdye, by an eminent writer, as an
“internal relation” does not, therefore, accord with the spirit
of the Nyaya view of reality. Contrasting sarthyoge with
samavdya, he observes, “Samyoge takes place between two
things of the same nature which exist disconnectedly and are
for a time brought into conjunction. It is external relation
while samavdya is an internal relation”. IP, Vol. II, p. 217.
Hiriyanna, however, puts forth the correct view: “Even
samavdya, it is necessary to add, has to be explained as an
external relation, although it is usual to represent it as internal
in modern works on the Nyaya-Vaisesika.” OIP, p. 230. Again,
“..An all cases alike, samavdya leaves the terms it relates
unaffected. (See f.n. under “unaffected” for reference to a
VaiSesika maxim and Muktavali). In other words, it is an
external relation like samhyoga. The very fact that it is inde-
pendent and relates ultimately simple factors shows that it
cannot be an internal one”. IPC (1927), p. 162.
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danger of its becoming an identity and, thereby, playing the
Naiyayika into the hands of the Advaitin, For if the
Naiyayika were to accept even a partial interpenetration of
the terms and their relation, there would be no stopping short,
at any rate according to the Vedantin, of beihg driven to a
total merging of the two, rendering, thereby, the relation it~
self a superfluous entity. This would put him on the high-
road to absolutism in which not merely the duality of the
terms in a relation but also the entire scheme of reality will
become a seamless’ coat. Athalye is, therefore, perfectly
right, from the Naiyayika’s point of view, when he observes
that . ...it is the theory (of samavdya) that makes them
(the Naiyayikas) so intensely realistic in marked opposition
to idealistic schools like Vedanta”.?

The other important characteristics’ of samavdya are
that it is eternal® (mitya), one’ (eka) and all-pervasive’
(sarvavydpaka or vydpaka).

Thus’ according to the Nyéya ontology a relation—
whether conjunctive or necessary—is an objectively real and

1. “Relations exist only in and through a whole which cannot
in the end be resolved into relations and terms. ‘And’,
‘together’ and ‘between’ are all in the end senseless apart
from such a whole.” .Additional Notes, PL, Vol. I, p. 112.
Notes: 50.

2. TS, with DNB, Notes, p. 9, . 8.

These involve one another.

4. What is meant by ‘eternality’ here is uncausedness
(akdranatva) or improducibility and, therefore, indestruct-
ibility: na hyasya kificit kdranam pramdnate upalabhyate
iti. PB, p. 697. This is intended to be aimed at avoiding
the fallacy of infinite regress (anavasthd) inasmuch as

- what is produced needs a productive agent and the pro-
14

w
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4ductive agent in turn, a further productive agent and

soon. SeeUin VD, p. 350, where Sankara Misra repudiates

the views that samaviya is other-caused or self-caused and

affirms it is uncaused. See also TS, Notes, p. 97, SP, Notes, p. 6,
and RML, pp. 148-149. The relata are, of course, said to be
produced and destroyed while the relation (samavdye) is intact.
samavdyas-tveka eva, TS, p. 6, sec. 8 and SP, p. 5 (text), ka. $;
sarvatraikah samavdya iti gamyate, PB, p. 697; na ca sathiyogavan
nandtvam, ibid., p. 696; PBTS, with KR, p. 172.

The absolute oneness or sameness of samavdya inevitably
raises the question how it can avoid an ‘intermixture of the
categories’ (paddrtha-sarikara) which would lead, for instance,
cowhood to reside in men instead of in cows. To this the
Vaisesika replies that the distinctness of the categories is
sustained by the difference of the substrata and their attributes
(@dhdridheya-niyamat); nanu yady ekeh samavdyo dravyaguna-
karmandm dravyetvagunatvakarmatvidiviSesanaih sahe semban-

" dhaikatvdt paddrthasankara-prasenga iti, na ddharadheyaniyamdit

(PB, p. 697; see also U on VD, VII. 2. 26, and cf. SM, p. 32 (text),
line 29, as well as the note on p. 81 (notes), lines 29-30), where
reference is made to different media or awacchedakas of
samavdaya.

The unique character of samavdye, corresponding to the
substantiality (dravyatve) of substance (dravye) or to the
attributeness (gunatva) of attribute (guna), etc, is the

“cognitive pattern “this subsists in that” (ihedam-pratyaya- or

iheti-pratyaya-darSana). This pattern or mark is said to
be the invariable feature of samavaya and, therefore, to
denote the unity (oneness) or the sameness of samavdya
in the diverse situations of its occurrence. See PB, p. 696.

The other important considerations adduced in support
of the oneness of samaviya are ‘economy’ (ldghava) and

‘lack of evidence to the contrary: yathd dravyam sat gunah

sat karma sadityekdkdrapratitivisayatvdt nandtvasidhakapramand-
bhavdt laghavdc ca sattd ekd, tathd ghatah samavetah pateh
samaveta ityddy-anugatapratitivisayatvdt bhedakapramandabhdavat-
lighavdc cn samavdyopyeka evetyarthah / V on U, VD, p. 35,
see also SPS, with M, p. 18, ka. 8.

samavdyasyaikatvin-nityatvdd vydpakatvdic ca / SM, p. 41. Cf.

‘also ibid., intro. p. xcii.
. The three characteristics, and their implications, just re-
- ferred to, together with the others, in behalf‘ of samavdya,
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distinet entity co-existing with, and connecting, the relata in

a relational situation.

An entirely opposite view to that of the Naiyayika

is held by the Buddhist' who maintains, with the

as well as of relations in general, will all come in, as will
be seen in the sequel, for sharp criticisms at the hands of the
Jaina and the non-Jaina thinkers. The Jaina does go some way
with the Naiyayika in so far as he (the Jaina) concedes relation
as an objective fact, though not as an independent entity.
Dharmakirti—with the exception of Santaraksita and his
lucid commentator, Kamalasila, who have addressed them-
selves to an acute criticism of a part of the problem, viz.,
Samavdya (vide TSS, kds. 823-866, and PK. thereon)—is the
only Buddhist thinker who has developed a critique on the
problem of relations in his works (e. g, PVD with VM, pp.
370-374) particularly in Sambandhaparikse (see HML, p. 319)
from which 22 kdrikds have been preserved, in Sanskrit,
by Prabhicandra in PKM (p. 504 ff). While criticising
Dharmakirti, Prabhicandra adds, here and there, a few
short explanatory comments. A few of these karikds are
found in the brief polemical accounts of Vidydnandin (TSV, pp.
148-149), Vadidevasiri (SRK, pp. 812 ff.) and of Prabhacandra
himself in his other work (NKC, Vol. I, pp. 305-309).

An account of the twenty-four kinds of relations
(pacedyas), as expounded in the seventh and the last work
of the Buddhist Pali canon, Abhidhamma Pitaka, has been
given, in Pali, in The Patthanuddesa Dipani (The Buddhist
‘Philosophy of Relations), by Ledi Sayadaw, E. T, by S. V.
Nyana, pub. by U.Ba Thah and Da Tin Tin, 1935, Rangoon.
An earlier account by the same writer (spelt differently
as Ledi Sadaw), given in course of three “letters”, E. T. by
S.'L. Aung, is published under the title On the Philosophy of
Relations, JPTS, 1915-1916, Ed. by Mrs. Rhys Davids, 1916,
London. Two other accounts of the same topic are:—The
Compendium of Philosophy (Abhidhammattha-sangaha), Pt.
VIII, E. T. by S. L. Aung, Ed. by ‘Mrs. Rhys Davids,
PTS, 1910, London; and the article on “Relations”
(Buddhist), by G. A. F. Rhys Davids, ERE. All these
accounts deal with the subject of relations mainly from
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Advaitin’, a subjective view of relations. According to
Dharmakirti a relation, like a universal, is a conceptual
fiction?, fabricated by the mind, having no objective reality
(na vistavah), the only reals being the unrelated (niranvaya
or unmixed or ami$ra)®or simple moments enjoying, severally,
an isolated or exclusive existence (svatmanisthitah;
svayambhavah; vyavrttaripdh). Beingneither perceptual nor

inferable’—perception and inference are the only two sources

the ethico-theological point of view of the early Pali
Buddhism, and do not, therefore, concern themselves with
the philosophical development which the problem acquired
at the hands of the dialectical masters like Dinndga and
Dharmakirti. Owing to the absence of any direct philoso-
phical bearing on the treatment of the problem in this study
no reference is made to these accounts.

1. Seeinfra, p. 223 ff.

2. sambandhah kalpandkrtah, sembandhacintd, PVD, IIL 237;
vikalpite kalpandnirmite sambandhe...., MV, p. 371; na
vastuvyatirekena sambandho....kalpandmdtratodat, TSV, pp.
148-149. Cf. this position with Hume’s notion “that all our
distinct perceptions are distinct existences, and that the
mind never perceives any real connection among distinct
existences” (quoted) JPPSM, Vol. II, p. 33.

3. tan (bhdvan) misrayati kalpand, spd. kd. 5, and Prabhacandra’s
comments thereon, PKM, p. 506, and NKC, p. 306; see also SRK,
pp. 813-814. On the basis of this conceptualist nature of
relations the Buddhist denies any relation between a verb
(kriyd) and its agent (kdreke) as, for instance, between
‘drive away that white cow’ and ‘Devadatta’ in the statement
“Devadatta, drive away that white cow with your stick”
(devadatta, gdm abhydja $uklim dandena). Vide spd. ka. 6,
and Prabhicandra’s comment preceding it, PKM, p. 506.

4. For acritical exposition of this argument, as applied to the
causal relation, from the Buddhist point of view, see PKM, p.
511 ff.

There is, it is necessary to note, a cardinal difference of
opinion, between the Naiyayika and the VaiSesika concerning
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of knowledge according to Buddhism—relation is unreal
(avastu). Pursuing his demonstration of the unreality of
relation Dharmakirti makes a searching analysis into the
possible kinds and the anatomy of a relational situation and
endeavours to show that the Naiyadyika’s defence of the

reality of a relation is entirely baseless.

Assuming the opponent’s viewpoint, Dharmakirti argues
that the only two® possible ways of entertaining a relation in
general, are by treating it as (a) Dependence (paratantrya)
or rather, interdependence, and (b) Interpenetration (ripa-
slesa) or interfusion, of the relata entering into the relation:
in question. If we grant the first alternative, then the
question arises whether the ‘dependence’ is between two
full-fledged existents (nispannayoh) or between existents which
have not yet emerged into full being (anispannayol). If it is,

on the one hand, between two full-fledged existents, then the

the means of cognising samavdye; the former considers that
samavdya is apprehended by perception and the latter by
inference—pratyaksah samavaya iti naiydyika ahuh / NKB, p. 961;
samavayo’tindriyah anumeya eva iti vaisesikda aGhuh / Ibid., p. 962;
pratyaksah samavdya iti naiydyikds tadepy anupapannatn
samavdyo’tindriyah...VD, p. 353, and also UV thereon.
Samhyoga also is maintained, by the Naiyayika, to be
apprehended by perception but by two senses only.
Vide TS, p. 87 (Notes).

1. See the last line of ka. 1, quoted infra, p. 214, f.n. 2.

2. sambhandho’rthanam pdratantryalaksane va syad rupaslesa-
laksano va syat? PKM, p. 104. See also p. 214, f.n. 2. The con-
text in which the problem is treated is the question of the
relatedness among the atoms in a so-called concrete object.
The Buddhist assumes an object to be an aggregation
(satighdata) of unrelated (asambaddha) atoms.
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Buddhist would argue, there is no need for a relation since
such absolutely independent existents need no relating entity
for the simple reason that they are, by hypothesis, severally
self-sufficient entities and, therefore, admit of no dependence
whatsoever (pdratantryabhdvat)’. Such an imposition of
dependence on two independent entities would, in Buddhist
view, result in introducing contradiction in an otherwise
relationless situation. If, on the other hand, the dependence
is argued to be between two entities which are yet to come
into being (anispannayoh), then it would be absurd to talk

about relating two entities which are yet to be.*

The second hypothesis of the interpenetration or inter-
fusion of the relata fares, according to Dharmakirti, no better,
since here also, as in the other case, the argument is beset

with a contradiction : the interfusing relata should, on this

1. paratantryavikinatvdt siddhasyetyapare viduh / TSV, p. 146, ka. 10,
Vidyananda uses ‘siddha’ and ‘asiddha’ also for ‘nigpanna’
and ‘anigpanna’ respectively,
prathamapakse kim asau nispannayoh sambandhinoh  sydd
anigpannayor va? na tivad anigpannayoh, svaripasyaivisattvdt
$addsvavisdnavat nispannayo$ ca paratantrydbhdvad asambandha
eva /

Having thus stated the Buddhist argument Prabhécandra
corroborates with the following kd. from Dharmakirti :

piratantryam hi sambandhah siddhe kd paratantratd /

tasmat sarvasye bhdvasya sambandho ndsti tattvatah //
PKM, spd., p. 504, kd.1. Also see SKR, p. 812.

Vidyananda refers to another possible view which is not
s much a third as the combined view of the two stated above.
This combined view is also repudiated by the Buddhist as
being liable to the defects of both the views together
(paksadvayabhdvidoginusangdt). Vide PVD, and MV thereon,
111. 236, and TSV, p. 146. .

X
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hypothesis, remain two' in the resultant relational situation
despite their mutual merging, inasmuch as a relation pre-
supposes two disparate relational entities” But, it is con-
tended, how can the merging take place if the merging relata
are not fused or transformed into one indistinguishable whole
or identity in the process? In other words, the interfusing
relata should satisfy the incompatible requirements of
retaining their duality (dvistatva) even in their resultant
integration ($lesa) into a relational whole,’ and of becoming
a perfectly related whole, in which case there results an
identity (aikya)—identity, because the two become one—
which goes against the fundamental pre-requisite of all
relations that they should have two discreet entities.‘

The moment the possibility of the two relata becoming a
single relatum (identity) is accepted—this acceptance would
be insisted upon by the Buddhist logician in conformity to the
logical necessity of the argument: this is the reason why the
Naiyayika cautiously maintains the extrinsic® character of
even samaviya—the duality of the relational structure will
then disappear and along with it, the need for a relation also

owing to the absurdity of attempting to relate a single entity.’

1. A sambandha always presupposes two things : dvistatvat tasya
(sambandhasya). PKM, p. 505.

sambandhinor abhdve sambhandhdyogdt / Ibid., and NKC, p. 305.
Retaining duality would run counter tothe integrating character

]

3.
of the riipaslesa relation : sambandhinor dvitve rupa$lesavirodhat.
PKM,p.505.Vide also NKC and SRK, p. 305 and p.812 respectively.
4. See abovef. n.
5. See supra, p. 207, and f.n. 6 thereon.
6. tayor aikye vad sutardm sambandho’dbhdvah / PKM, p. 505. tayor

aikye’pi na sambandhah sambandhinor abhdve tasyaghatandt/ TSV
p. 147. See also SRK, p. 812.
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- Another argument which is mentioned, in passing, as
meeting with the Buddhist objection is tendency to treat the
notion of ‘continuousness’}, or nairantarya—which means
absence of any gap or interval (antarabhdvaripam)® between
the two terms—as constituting the ripaslese relation. This
idea of continuousness is summarily rejected by the Buddhist
as a negative (atdttvika’ or tattvikatvdyoga‘) one (because the
absence of something is passed for a positive entity which, in
his opinion, militates against the opponents’ (Naiyayika’s)

acceptance of sambandha as a positive entity.

Stretching the argument further, the Buddhist questions
why his opponent should not accept “the presence of a gap”
(sdntaratd)® or the lack of continuousness, as the ripaslesa

relation. This implies that nairantaryae is as arbitrary as

1. nairantaryam tayo rupaslesah; na/ PKM, p. 505. See also TSV,
p. 147, and SRK, p. 812. Also the next f.n.

2. Vidyananda vividly renders it as chidramadhyaviraha. TSV,
p.148. This notion of gaplessness attributed to the Naiyayika,
seems to be intended to defend his position against a split
which cuts asunder a related whole into two independent,
and therefore, unrelated entities. This is viewed, of course
from the Buddhist angle. The Buddhist, however, contends,
and rightly so, according to what ripaslesa ought to be, that
the acceptance of gaplessness does not, as stated at the end of
the paragraph, save the Naiyayika from playing into the
hands of the Advaitin and accepting an unqualified identity.

3. The editor gives the equivalent of ‘atdttvika’ as ‘abhdva’
(tucchabhdvaripatvad abhdvasye). PKM, p. 505, fn. 3.

4. Both Vidyananda and Vadidevasiri use this phrase. TSV,
p. 147, and SRK, p. 812.

5. mirantaratiyi$ ca sambandhariipatve sintaratd’pi katharmh sam-
bandho na syat ? PKM, p.505. anyathd sintaratvasye sembandha-
prasarigatvat / TSV, p. 148, and NKC, Vol. I, p. 305.

-
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sdntaratd and, therefore, that there is no logical bar against
accepting the one or the other as the ripaslesa relation,
although both are equally absurd. The Naiyayika, however,
cannot concede santaratd between the relata since even the
utmost closeness (santaratd) would not save him from the
charge of the Buddhist who demands, under riipaslesa, nothing
short of a ‘total merger’ or fusion of the relata entering into
the relation. Nor does such closeness banish duality or the
separateness of the relata in the composite whole resulting
from such admission. Acceding to a ‘total merger’ would
inevitably land him in the forbidden region of identity, to
the delight of the Advaitin.

A further dissection into the implications of the rupaslesa
relation is attributed to the Buddhist dialectitian: If the
relata are interfused, is the fusion, he asks, total (sarvatmana)
or partial (ekadesena)? If it is total, he answers, then the
fusing relata become a single mass of identity. An aggrega-
tion, or a plurality, of atoms (anindm pindah) becomes on
this hypothesis, indistinguishable from, or identical with, just
asingleatom (anumdtrah) and then, on this score, the question
of relation does not at all arise in the case of a single entity.
If, on the other hand, the interfusion ($lesa) is partial
(ekadeSena)—that is, if a part of a relatum comes into
contact with another part of the other relatum—then the
problem arises whether each of the related parts is identical
with (@tmabhiitah) or different from (parabhiitah) each of
the corresponding unrelated parts in the relational whole. It
cannot be said, he adds, that the related and the unrelated
parts, within a relation, are identical. If it is so, a part of the
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relatum becomes identical with the whole of it and, in such
circumstances, describing the relation as partial would
become absurd. This also gives rise to the error of rejecting
two entities, given by hypothesis, in favour of one entity
which does not admit of any relation. In order to escape
this dilemma, if the opponent (the Naiyayika) accedes to the
idea of a split, or distinction of parts, in the relatum—this
would be inevitable if the present principle of relation is
accepted—then arises the consequence of disintegrating a
unitary relatum into two parts, one of which is in relation and
the other out of the relation, which is an absurd proposition.
For, once the compartmentalising a relatum into the related
and the unrelated parts is acquiesced in, the Buddhist will
naturally compel the opponent to accept the inevitable fallacy
of an infinite regress. This is because division of a relatum
gives rise to two parts—the one related and the other
unrelated—and, again, division of the related part, leaving out
‘the other one, gives rise to similar two parts, and then again,
a further division into further two parts, and thus goes on a

progression of successive and unending divisions.'

In the light of the above arguments Dharmakirti
concludes that there can be no riipaslesa sambandha between

two distinet entities, and that all entities are, therefore,

1. The elaboration of these implications is based on the follow-
ing passage of Prabhacandra who puts the argument as follows :
kifica asan riipadlesah sarvitmand ekadeSena va syat ? sarvatmand
rupadlese aniindm pindah anumdtrah sydt/ ekadeSena tac-chlege

. kim ekadedas tasydtmabhiitah, parabhiitah vd ? dtmabhuta$ cet,
na ekadeSena ripaslesas tadabhdvdt / parabhita$ cet; tair apy
anundam sarvatmanaikadesena rupaslese sa eva paryanuyogo’-
navasthd ca sydt / PKM, p. 505; also NKC, Vol. I, p. 350.
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discreet by nature, and, as such, do not admit of any relation

whatsoever,’

Then Dharmakirti proceeds to unravel two more rifts in
the conception of relation as a real entity combining two

terms, or relational factors, involved in it.

It is impossible to conceive a relation without the relata
it combines, It is, therefore, appropriate to consider relation,
he pleads on behalf of his opponent, as involving, or forming
the basis (@$raya) of, the duality (dvistatva) of its terms.
In other words relation cannot be conceived of as a distinct
entity without its attribute (dharma) of the terms contained
in it. When this is conceded Dharmakirti probes into the
implications of this view and tries to show an inconsistency.
In view of the fact that relation is admitted as an objectively
real and independent entity (sat) it ought to be, on the
strength of this admission, a self-sufficient entity; that is te
say, it should not have any lack® or ‘expectancy’ (apeksd)
for ‘anything else’ (para; the reason is described as
sarvanirdéamsatbdt). If it shows any kind of ‘lack’ or
‘ expectancy’, then it forfeits its claim for its very existence
(anyathd sattvavirodhdt) owing to the fact that nothing can,
according to the opponent, exist without the condition neces-
sary for its existence—here s¢he condition for its existence
are its relata—being fulfilled. Therefore, if relation is to be
considered an absolute entity it should not, the Buddhist

1. rapasleso hi sambandho dvitve sa ca katham bhavet/
tasmat prakrtibhinnandm sambandho nasti tattvatah”//
PKM, spd., p. 505, ka. 2.
2. The ‘lack’ here refers to the existence of relation being
conditional upon the existence of the relata.
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maintains, require the necessity of the relata in it and,
consequently, should exist in its own right. An analysis
of its requirements, however, exhibits the serious lack of
dependence upon its relata for its existence, It cannot
therefore exist, Dharmakirti affirms, as a full-fledged and
independent real (tan na pardpeksd namae yadriipah samban-
dhah siddhyet').

When the truth of Dharmakirti’s contention in the above
argument is recognised, the falsity of the converse of the
argument could also be easily perceived : a non-existent
relation cannot, as it has been just observed, exhibit any
‘expectancy ’ for the necessity of the relata inasmuch as the
relata will not, then, have any basis’ for their subsistence

(apeksadharmasraya-virodhat’).

Lastly, Dharmakirti scathingly brings out a major
inconsistency which, from the Idealist point of view, is
destructive of the opponent’s strength in upholding the
reality of relation. Relation is acknowledged, as it has been
repeatedly pointed out, by the Naiydyika to be a distinct
entity besides the relata in a relational situation. This
provokes the Buddhist dialectician to the presentation of a

new dilemma inherent in the relationship between the consti-
&

1. PKM, p. 505.
Ibid.
3. The purport of this argument is contained in the following

ka. of Dharmakirti :—

pardpeksa hi sambandhah so’san katham apeksate/

sams ca sarvanirds$amso bhavah katham apeksate//
PKM, spd p. 505, kd. 3. See also NKC, Vol. I, p. 306, SRK p.
813, and TSV, p. 148.

L
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tuent elements of the situation, viz., the relation itself
(sambandha) and its relata (sambandhinau). Is the relation,
it is questioned, identical with (abhinnah; anarthantaram)
the relata, or different from (bhinnah; arthdntaram) them ?
If it is argued to be identical with them, then comes the
Buddhist retort that there will either be the relata only
(sambandhindveva, na sambandhah') or the relation only
(sa eva vd ma tdvit’), not the two together. If, on the
contrary, the other position is advanced, viz., that the relation
is different from the relata, then it would be asked, how could
the relata which are absolutely (kevalau) independent of the
relation be related by it at all " No two things, which lack

some kind of mutual affinity can be related.

Further, granting the opponent’s supposition that -a
relation is a distinctive entity alongside the relata (samban-
dho’rthantaram) the Buddhist objects how the two relata could
be related by one relation* at all ? Positing another relation
in order to relate each relatum to the relation in question,
would raise the difficulty of endlessly positing an increasing

multiplicity of such relations landing the Naiyayika in an in-

1. PKM,p.505. Vidyananda comments: Yady anarthdntaram tada
sambandhindveva prasajyete / tathd ca na sambandho ndma/ TSV,
p. 148; also see SRK, p. 813.

PKM, p. 505.

sa (sambandhah) tato’rthdntararn cet sambandhinau kevalau
katharit sambaddhau sydatam / TSV, p. 148. See also SRK, p. 813.
For areference to Sankara’s view in this matter, vide p. 222,
fn. 1.

4.  tenaikena sambandhena saha dvayoh sambandhinoh kah
sambandhah ? PKM, p. 505.
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escapable regressus ad infinitum (anavasthd)'. In consequence
of this ‘absurd’ (atiprasanga) hypothesis, and the other simi-
lar difficulties’, the most important of which have been so
far considered, Dharmakirti finally, and categorically, rules
out the notion of relation as an independent entity as a false

one (na vdstavi)’.

Sankara and his follower* are at one with Dharmakirti

1. sambanddintardbhyupagame canavasthd sydt tatrdpi sambandhdn-
taranusangat/ Ibid., p. 505-506; see also SRK, p. 813. parenaikena
sambandhdd iti cet tendpi na sambandhah / TSV p. 148.

The consequence of regressus ad infinitum, as a result of
recognizing two absolutely distinct relata, is clearly argued
out by Sankara. Vide BBSB, II. 2.13. For the Jaina answer
to this charge, see infra, p. 232 (ff.), fn. 2.

2, Another criticism which Dharmakirti brings in, is the stock
Buddhist argument that a relation or the relata should,
like everything real, satisfy the requirement of serviceability
or usefulness (arthakriyikdritva or upakdritva). Referring to
samavdya, in a similar context, he observes: )

nityasydnupakdritvdd akurvanas ca ndsrayah /. PVD, III. 231
See also PKM., spd., p. 510, ka. 21.

Prabhacandra meets this criticism, from the Jaina point of
view, by carrying the fight into the enemy’s camp. See infra,
pp. 226-7.

3. tan na sambandhinoh sambandhabuddhir wvdstavi..../ PKM,
p.506. Dharmakirti expresses the purport of this argument
in the following ka. :

dvayor ekabhisambandhdt sambandho yadi tad dvayoh /
kah sambandho’navasthd ca na sambandhamatis tatha //
PKM, spd., p. 506, ka. 4.

4. See, for instance, “The Refutation of Relation” (sambandhe-

khandanam) by Sri Harsa, KKS, pp. 1090-1099. -

Here, §ri Harsa’s treatment of the problem is mainly
concerned with the refutation of the relation of the
‘container’ (ddhdre) and the ‘contained’ as well as of
samaviya, and does not make any significant novel contribu-
tion to the content of the subject. ) :
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in their denial of relation as an objective and independent
entity intervening between the relational terms. It is needless
togointothe elaborate subtleties—some of which have already
been anticipated in substance, if not inletter, by Dharmakirti—
of the critique that both Sankara, his commentators and others
following him, have launched out on this subject. Just one
or two' important features which indicate the Vedantic atti-
tude towards the problem may, however, be referred to here:

The Vedantic view of reality is fundamentally based on
the postulate that the effect is nothing other than ‘a specific
state-of-existence (samsthanamdtram) of the cause itself’”
This doctrine has already been found to render the accept-
ance of any genuine or ultimate duality of any kind unreal
and therefore illogical. But duality is, as has been <frequently

1. For further criticisms see BBSB (text) . 2.3, 1P, Vol. II
" pp. 218-219.

2. ne hi kdrya-kdranayor bheda dsritasrayabhdvo vd veddntavadibhir
abhyupagamyate, kdranasya iva sarmsthdnamdtram kdryam ity
abhyupagamat / BBSB (text), II. 2. 17, p. 62. See also BBSB; II.
1. 16, pp. 25-26 and PHo (E.T.); upapattyanubhavabhydm na
kdaryasya karandd-anyatvam / Bhamati, BSB, p. 521.

It is necessary to note, in this connection, that the Sankhya
also takes the same view of non-difference between the
cause and the effect, or rather, that the effect already pre-exists
in the cause. See SKIS, kd.9. This evidently leads to the
rejection of relation—particularly semavdya—in the Nyiaya
sense of the term, viz,, that there should be two genuinely
different entities for a relation (a third entity) to relate.
Consequent upon the rejection of samavdya the Sankhya comes
somewhat nearer the Jaina on the particular point of viewing:
“thenature of object in question” as serving the purpose of the
samavaya relation : “The category of inherence, Samavdya....is
rejected in favour of the simpler view that what it means is
really tobe expressed by the nature of the obJect in ques-
tion.” SSKH, p.105.
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observed in course of this section, and, as confirmed by San-
kara' himself, the sine qua non of a relation. The incompatibi-
lity between the absolutistic or the monistic dogma and the
dualistic requirement of relation leads the Vedantin altogether
to deny relation either of sammyoga or of samavdya, and, to
accept the principle that there can be nothing like a relation
apart from the object supposed to be joined by it.?

In answer to the opponent’s assertion that sarhyoga and
samavaya are also ‘ subsistent ’ owing to the fact that we find,
in experience, distinct designations or terms denoting their
being ($abdapratyayadarsandt),’ Sankara observes that even
where there is only one object there may be many designa-
tions referring to it in accordance with its myriad *intrinsic’
(svariipa) and ‘ extrinsic’ (bdhya) predications. One and the
same Devadatta, for instance, may be, Sankara adds, the
object of the epithets ‘a man’, ‘a Brahmana’, ‘learned-in-
Veda’, ‘ affable’, *a boy’, ‘a youth’, “ an old man’, * a father’
and ‘a son’ ete.' Therefore the objects themselves
(sambandhindveva) can be fittingly termed by the epithets
‘samyoga’ and ‘ samavdya’ and, there need be no third entity

T

dvayayattatvdt sambandhasye / BBSB(text), II. 2.19, p. 61.

2. ndpi samhyogasye samavdyasye vd sambandhasya sambandhivya-
tirekendstitve kificit pramdnam asti / Ibid.

3, Ibid. See the next f.n. infra.

4. sambandhiSabdapratyayavyatirekena samyogasamavdya$abda-
pratyayadarSandt tayor astitvam iti cet / na / ekatve’pi svaripa-
bahyaripdpeksayinekasabdapratyayadarsandt / vyathaiko’pi san
devadatto loke svariipa sambandhiripam cdpeksydnekasabda-
pratyayabhdg bhavati manusyo brahmanah $rotriyo vaddnyo bdlo
yuvd sthavirah pitd putrah pautro bhrdtd jaimdteti. «o/ Ibid., p. 61f,
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(vyatiriktavastu) existing apart from them (the objects).' In
other words Sankara’s view of relation is that it has no
existence apart from the objects which may be called the
relata, by courtesy—and its use signifies neither a mechanical
nor an inseparable connection among them but just a
synonym for the objects themselves.

This negative attitude of Sankara towards the problem
of relation is essentially the same as that of Dharmakirti
except for the fact that the latter has brought a more acute
and thorough dialectical analysis to bear upon the problem.

The Jaina View

In keeping with his reconciliatory metaphysical stand-
point the Jaina offers a via media between the extreme exter-
nalism of the Naiyadyika and the equally extreme illusionism
or idealism of the Buddhist and the Vedanta schools. An
attempt is made here to state the Jaina view of relation, first,
in relation to the Buddhistic and the Vedantic approach,
and then, to the Nyaya approach, to the problem.

The Jaina postulates the reality or the factuality of
relation as a deliverance of the direct and objective experience.

He, therefore, posits relation not merely as inferable’, but

1. tathd sambandhinor eva sambandhi$abdapratyayavyatirekena sam-
yoga-samaviyasabdapratyaydrhatvam, na vyatiriktavastvastitvena /
Ibid. p. 62.

2. atas tad(sambandhah)anyathdnupapattes cdsau siddhah. PKM

p. 514.
15



226 JAINA THEORIES OF REALITY AND KNOWLEDGE

also as an indubitably perceptual' fact. He does so in oppo-
sition to what he considers as the aprioristic dialectic of
Buddhism, and by implication, of the Vedanta also, wherein
the mind imposes its own forms upon, instead of obeying the
dictates of the events of the objective realm. This is the
spirit underlying Prabhacandra’s contention that the Buddhist
seriously errs, not merely by ignoring what is directly per-
ceivable, viz., the relational element, but also in describing
it as a conceptual fiction (kalpand) which is anything but
perceptible’ This does violence to a ‘brute’ fact of
perceptual validity. If the Buddhist denial of the perceptual
validity of relation is right, then, linen and its yarn, or the
linen and its colour etc., ought to be seen as separate entities;
but Prabhicandra rightly asserts that they are always
perceived together. This constant togetherness is not
conceived to be possible without the actual connecting factor
of a relation,

One of the grounds on which the Buddhist bases the
inadmissibility of relation is the lack of serviceability or
practical utility’ (upakdritva, arthakriyakdritva) attributed
to relation. Prabhicandra effectively turns the table on the
Buddhist by applying this test to the Buddhist conception of
objects in general, and thereby shows how the relational
element is a constituent factor in the make-up of the objects.

If the atoms, for instance, are absolutely exclusive or discreet

sambandhasyddhyaksenaivdrthndm pratibhdsandt/ Ibid.

2. kathar ca sambandhe pratiyamane pratiyamdnasydpyesambandha-
sya kalpand pratitivirodhds ? Ibid.

3. See supra, p. 222, f.n. 2.
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entities, as the Buddhist maintains, then Prabhacandra asks,
atom A is unconnected with atom B, and atom B with atom
C, and atom C in turn with atom D and so on in any concrete
object, say, a pitcher. Being a conglomeration of such
unconnected units or atoms, it ought not to be a ‘ pitcher’ at
all useful for fetching or holding water in. Similarly when a
tender bamboo is pulled with a string tied to it, it ought not,
on the Buddhist theory, to bend as it does. Such phenomena
are inexplicable unless the atoms composing the objects are
admitted to be cohesive, that is, capable of being connected
or combined to become concrete and useful objects. The
Buddhist cannot deny the occurrence of such phenomena and
such undeniability amounts, according to the Jaina philo-
sopher, to a covert admission of a relational factor in the

texture of objective experience.

Alluding to Dharmakirti’s objection' to pdratantrya-
sambandha, one of the only two possible kinds of relations
conceded—conceded, of course, only for disproving, since no
relation is accepted to be intrinsically valid—by the Buddhist
logician, Prabhacandra remarks that far from being untrue
it (pdratantrya-sambandha) is a matter ofi common know-
ledge (pratititah suprasiddhatvat). However, Prabhicandra
accepts its reality with the qualification that the essential
nature of piratantrya is unification of the relata (ekatva-
parinatilaksanapdmtantryasydrtho’mdm) 2 not mere ‘depen-
dence’ as described by the Buddhist. In the eventual negation
of the dependence-relation by the Buddhist, Prabhacandra

1. See supra, pp. 213-214.
2. See PKM, p. 514,
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sees the repetition of the error just referred to in the
instances of the pitcher and the bamboo, viz., the impossi-
bility of denying it without implying a tacit acceptance of its
reality. Because the negation of pervasiveness with refer-
ence to the relata is itself an attempt to invest the relata with
a relational trait. In other words, attributing a lack of
dependence or pervasiveness to the relata amounts to
positing a relation between the relata. No negation is, as a
Western' idealist would say, absolute; it generally implies an
affirmation of something. An attempt to deny the very thing
which is, in some form (kvacit) accepted, is, according to
Prabhicandra, a form of contradiction.

The consequence which is supposed, as already indicated,
to result from accepting the paratantrya-sambandha, viz., the
non-necessity for a relation between any two either ¢full-
fledged’ or ‘wholly finished’ (nispannayol) or ‘not-yet-
emerged’ (anispannayoh), entities is also resolved by
Prabhicandra by his explanation that both alternatives are
the two aspects of a single total situation which is identity
of differents. A piece of linen, for instance, even prior to
its coming into existence as a fabric, that is, when it is
still anispanna, exists (pataparindmotpatteh prag api sattvdt)
in the form of yarn which is already nispanna (tantudravya-
tayd nispanna eva). Or, conversely, the yarn as the
material céuse, or substance, is concurrently existent, as

itself (svardipena), with the yarn as linen which is yet

1. “The bare form of negation is not adequate to fact; it contains
mere emptiness or ignorance; we nowhere come upon a mere
‘not-something’..every affirmative denies and every negative
affirms.” EIB, p. 134. :
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anispanna, or non-existent, as its effect or modification.! In
other words, the yarn, as the dravya, is the element of iden-
tity and the linen, as its parindma, is the element of difference7
both together constituting the relational situation. Here, as
everywhere else, identity as the substantial element is the
‘continuant’ (or the continuing principle, anvay? or dravya)
existing in the yarn as well as in the linen, but difference, as
the modified form of the substance, is yet distinguishable—in
the sense that linen is not quite the same as the yarn—from
identity. Therefore, generically, the Jaina view of relation

is that it is an identity of differents or different terms.

As regards Dharmakirti’s contention that the ripa-
Slesa-sambandha, or the relation of interpenetration, the
second possible relation, could have only two modes, viz., total
(sarvitmand) interfusion or partial (ekadesena) interfusion,
and that both are untenable for the reasons already adduced’,
Prabhicandra maintains that Dharmakirti’s analysis is both
wrong and inexhaustive. It is wrong to say that we encounter
any paradoxical’ situation here, for relation could often be one
of total merging, and at other times, of partial cbntact depending
upon the nature of the relata involved. There is, for instance,

a wholesale merging, or mutual permeation’ between the

1. tantudrayam api svarupena nispannam pataparindmaripatayd-

nigspannam / PKM, p. 515.

See infra, p. 217 ff.

Ibid. .

4. Prabhacandra describes this process as follows: kvaccit tu
nikhilaprade$dndm anyonyaprade$anupravesatah—yathad saktu-
toyddindm...PKM, p. 515. It is, however, necessary to note here
that in spite of such ‘ wholesale’ permeation the relata vetain
their distinctness, and never become a single relatum. It is

Rl
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meal' (saktu) and water (toya) blended with it, whereas there
is only a partial contact’ between the hand and the table when
the palm of the hand comes into contact with the surface of

interesting to compare the Buddhist notion of ‘merging’ in
which the relata are ‘lost’, and the Jaina notion in which the
relata are ‘distinct’, with the distinctions made by Parker and
William James: Parker distinguishes ‘two types of unity’.
“In one case”, he observes, “the related elements interpene-
trate and are lost; in another case, they remain distinct from
one another” (The Theory of Relations, SNdeW, p. 272). Similarly,
James also refers to a “partial conflux” or “a concate-
nated union” and contrasts it with a “total conflux” or a
«through-and-through type of union”. The Thing and Its
Relations, JPPSM, Vol. II, p. 35.
1. The meal obtained from grinding fried corns.
In the case of a ‘partial contact’, that is, when the palm is in
contact with the surface of the table, the Jaina does not posit
that the contact is between the whole hand and the entire
table. He admits that only a part of the hand is in contact
with a part of the table. This admission of parts might
immediately put the Buddhist on the offensive and provoke
from him the retort how such admission of parts in or
the divisibility of, the objects can accord with the Jaina
notion of impartite, or indivisible, atoms. nanv evam (that is,
siméatvavastuprakdrena) paramdnindm apy amsatvaprasangaeh
sydt ? PKM, p.515. The words in the round brackets are from
the editor’s note in f.n. 15, ibid. The whole passage, opening
with this statement, is quoted later in this fn. See next page.
In this connection Prabhacandra offers a brief, suggestive
and ‘irrefragable’ (anuttaram) answer on which McTaggart’s
remarks, also made in connection with relations, seem to make
an unconscious vdrtika. (The relevant remarks from both the
authors are quoted, in appropriate places, in course of this .
note). Although his answer appears to be ingenious, it vividly
brings out the spirit of manifoldness pervading the Anekdnta
philosophy : ‘Parts’ which mean divisions into which an
atom is said to be divisible, do not, according to Prabhacandra,
refer to the possibility of physically dividing an atom which is
located in a particular spatial point, and, is really impartite,
in the physical sense. They refer, it is suggested, to an
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infinite diversity, or to the fact of the infinitely manifold
relatedness of an atom to the other atoms similarly located.
The Jaina does not believe in the existence of absolutely
simple entities. A real, say even an atom, is not a lonely
being but a star in a constellation of similar entities,
which assume, in their multitudinous groupings, various
patterns and magnitudes which are determined by the laws
of their internal compulsions and external pressure, and
bear, accordingly, an infinity of relations, internal and ex-
ternal, total and partial, immediate and mediate, to the other
phenomena in the universe. A real is, indeed, an independent
existent but it is also a complex focus or network of rela-
tional forces. It is as it were a knot into which the strands
of such forces are woven. The fact of the star or the knot
being tethered to a point or a stretch of space, need not
condemn it to a bare unrelated existence. The idea of the
universe as a realm of interacting and interlocked elements
of reality will be touched upon elsewhere (ch. IX.).

The aim of this note is somewhat to enlarge upon the
implications of Prabhacandra’s important  distinction
between the two meanings of “having parts” (amsatva) or
divisibility, viz., (a) physical partition, and (b) infinite diversity
or manifoldness of nature (anantadharmdtmakatva) exhibiting
a varied relational structure. He agrees with his Buddhist
opponent on the impartiteness of the ultimate units or atoms
of nature, but he also puts forward the other meaning which
brings out the vital aspect of its manifold nature. As a
matter of fact, he even suggests that such divisibility or
manifoldness is possible because of the impartiteness of the
units of nature. No fixed character can, after all, attach
to a floating phantom or tyrannically isolated units of
‘ windowless monads ’.

nanv evam paramanundm apy amsatvaprasangah syad ity apy
anuttaram; yato’'tramsa-Sabdah svabhdvdrthah, avayavdrtho
va sydt? yadi svabhavdrthah, na ka$cid dogas tegim vibhinna-
digvibhdgavyavasthitnekanubhih sambandhdnyathdnupapattyd
tdvad vd svabhdvabhedopapatteh / avayavdrthas tu tatrasau
nopapadyate/ tesam abhedyatvenivayavasambhavdt/ na caivam
tegdm avibhdgitvam virudhyate / yato’vibhdgitvamn bhedayitum
a$akyatvam, na punar nihsvabhavatvam / (PKM, p. 515).
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the table. In the infinitely variegated (citra) nature of things
the one, or the other, or even both, might occur at a time and
any kind of rigid legislation as to their occurrence could be
motivated only by an artificial logic which does not take full
cognizance of the plenitude and variety of the things in

nature.

There are two very important considerations to be noticed

in this connection. In the first place, however closely the

“We have come to the conclusion then, that no simple
substance can exist, and that every substance that exists is
divided into parts, which again have other parts, and so on,
to infinity...... If we are compelled to add to this, the further
conclusion that no substance can, without contradiction,
be divided into parts of parts to infinity, we could not escape
from contradiction any way. If, on the other hand, we
should find that infinite series of parts of parts would involve
a contradiction unless the substances had a certain nature,
we should be certain that all substances had that nature,
since under no conditions could they have the infinite series
of sets of parts which they do have. NEMec, Vol. I, p. 192.

Incidentally, the charge of regressus ad infinitum (anavastha)
directed by the Buddhist against the Realist (see supra, p. 222
and also f.n. 1 thereon) as resulting from an attempt to relate
two ‘absolutely distinct’ entities, is suggestively answered
by Prabhacandra, and his answer is borne out by McTaggart
(NEMe, Vol. I, p. 142 ff.). The Buddhist would, indeed, be right
if the relata are ‘absolutely different’ (atyantabhede) from
each other. But, owing to the fact that they are, according to
Prabhacandra, of the nature of identity and difference—~which
is entirely different from either view when each of them is
taken singly and totally (anekdntavastuno ndtyantabhedabhedam
jdtyantaratvat/ PKM, p. 515)—the relation obtaining between
is a unique synthesis partaking of both the elements which
enter it. This consideration, combined with the fact that
the relatedness of the relata is not something ab extra but is
grounded in the very nature of the relata, sets at nought the
accusation of the vicious infinite against the Jaina view. Cf.
PKM, p. 515, and NEMc, Vol. I, ch. xxiii.
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relata permeate each other, they do not lose their individuality.
If they do, they cease to be as such. Here we see that the
Jaina does accept a kind of internal relation but he does
so in the same degree as he accepts internal change in
the objects, and also consistently with the external changes
happening to them. The change happening when a wooden
stick is burnt to ashes is internal as compared with the
conjunctional or external change occurring when a few
such sticks are tied in a bundle. In adopting this attitude the
Jaina avoids the two extremes of the Naiyayika externalist
with whom an effect makes a complete break with the
cause (arambhavada), and, even samavdya is a mere external
relation, and, of the Vedantin with whom the cause alone is,
and the effect is not, and, therefore, a relation, if any, can
operate within the being of an identical entity.! That relation
is an objective fact—not an objective entity—grounded in
the relata themselves, and that it is internal or external in
accordance with the relative proportions of the intimacy or
distinctness of the relata concerned in a particular situation
are the important consequences resulting from the attitude
the Jaina has adopted toward the problem of relations.

The other consideration relates to the notion of ‘unique-
ness’ (jatyantararipatva) attaching to arelation : The Jaina
looks upon the relation resulting from a combination of the
relata in it as something unique (jdtyantara), or sui generis,
in comparison with the combining relata. That is, the re-

sultant product emerging from the effectuation of the

1. As amatter of fact, a relation can never be substained on a
strict absolute hypothesis.
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relation is something novel and peculiar although it
necessarily accommodates the respective natures of the
combining relata. Necessity and novelty', to express
the same in the idiom of western logic, are, therefore,
the characteristics of the resultant relation. The uniqueness
of relation is the element of novelty—not by any means
a novel entity but a character or a trait—emerging from
the relational transformation in which the natures of the
relata are not totally annihilated but become overlaid with,
as it were, a new informing trait. This idea is elucidated
by the beautifully suggestive analogy of painting. A painted
picture is indeed a product of a variety of paints and

patterns, but yet it is not equivalent to a mechanical sum-

1. Necessity refers to the constituent factors, or the terms
already existing, and novelty to the emergent feature
attendant upon the fruition of a relation. The satkdryavid