PIOTR BALCEROWICZ

IS ‘NNEXPLICABILITY OTHERWISE’ (/!/V}f{ff//fWP,{Pdm
OTHERWISE INEXPLICABLE?"

In the 8" century we can observe a sudden change in the Jaina
epistemology. This was brought about by the introduction of a new
model of inference (wnumdana), based on a new interpretation of the
logical reason (4es). The logical reason has been from now on defined
as ‘inexplicability otherwise’ (anpathinupapasty,
anyathinupapannatva), and its sole feature is its inseparable
connection (zvindbiva) with the inferable property (s@a%ya), which is
known though suppositional knowledge (4274, ##a). This triple
innovation is found in Siddhasena Mahamati’s Vyaydvatird,
Akalanka’s Zaghivas-trayd, Vidyananda’s Fukty-anusisana-fitd and
in Manikyanandin’s Pariksimutha-sitrd', just to mention but a few.

1. Patrasvamin, the innovator?

The way (i.e. with the word Z7zz27) Siddhasena Mahamati in his
Nyvayidvarara (which would seem at first to be the original source) refers
to the idea of anmpathinupaparsiindicates that he was not the innovator
(NA 22ab: anyathinupapannatvam helor laksapam iritam | ). These
innovations apparently go back to a certain Patrasvamin’, as it is
attested by Santaraksita, who mentions a Patrasvamin as the source of
the idea, see TSa (1).1364 (p. 405.1): anpathély-ading parrasvami-
matam dsaitare... This is further attested also by Jaina sources, in
particular by Vadideva-siiri®. Apparently the treatise in question is the
fost i'rll/abagla-taa’azfltaﬂi , conceived to refute the Buddhist idea of
pri-laksapa-herm? and apparently the only available fragments of the
work are to be found in 7zzva-sarigraha 1364-1379 (pp. 405-407).

‘[1364] If “inexplicability otherwise” is there, then [the logical reason] is
seen to be the correct logical reason: if it is not present, then also the
triple [logical reason] is not [the correct logical reason]. Therefore,
the three characteristics [of the logical reason] are impotent.

[1365] What possesses “inexplicability otherwise” is accepted as [the
correct] logical reason. This [correct logical reason] is something
possessed of one characteristic [only], not [something] possessed of
four characteristics or of any other [number].

[1367] The relation of inseparable connection is not at all [present] in the tree
forms of [the logical reason]; [the relation] is observed exclusively in
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logical reasons that possess [only] one constitutive element [in the
form] of “impossibility otherwise” (= “inexplicability otherwise™).

[1368] Only that which possesses “inexplicability otherwise” is the [proper]
logical reason. [It does not matter if] both types of the example can
be [cited] or not, because [the example] is not any basis [for
inference].

[1369] Where there is no “inexplicability otherwise”, what is the need of the
triplet [of characteristics the logical reason]? Where there is
“inexplicability otherwise”, what is the need of the triplet [of
characteristics the logical reason]?

[1371] As regards this, the logical reason which is possessed of one
characteristic is free from two types of the example: [somehow]
existence and non-existence consist in being (are real in a qualified
sense), because they are somehow comprehended. ...

[1379] Therefore let first of aLl the logical reason be for us that which leads
to the comprehension”; but what is the use [of other pointless
conditions of the logical reason] falsely conceive% [by others], such
as the presence of a property in the locus, etc21"!

A number of examples of valid inference, offered by Patrasvamin, are
meant to demonstrate that we czz infer correctly, even though none or
some of the #uzrppa-conditions are not fulfilled:

1) only the condition of paksa-dharmars (inberence of a property in the
locus) is satisfied, but there are no positive (anvaya) and negative
(watiretd) instantiations of the logical reason in the form of
sddharmya-drstinta ot vaidharmya-djstintarespectively
(TSa 1371);

2) no example based on similarity (saaarmya-drstinta) can be cited
(TSa 13724, 1377);

3) no example based on dissimilarity (vziabarmya-astansd) can be
cited (TSa 1375-6);

4) the condition of pakse-aharmariis not fulfilled (TSa 1378).

Moreover, according to Patrasvamin the inference can be invalid,
even though it fulfils the three conditions of valid logical reason
(#rairipya), which is exemplified by the case of the fallacious proof:
‘xis dark-complexioned, because .ris the son of y, like the other [sons]
of ¥’ (TSa 1371ab: sz syimas rasya putrarvid drsiik Syama
yathérare)'

It is not important whether these verses are exact quotations or not.
What is decisive is that at least the /zeas the verses quoted in TSa
express are (1) authentic and (2) ascribed to a particular representative
of Jaina tradition prior to Santaraksita and Kamalasila.

On the other hand, even though Santaraksita and Kamalasila do not
always offer quotations in the form we know them from extant text
editions," their account is as a rule quite faithful to the original ideas.
That Santaraksita’s account seems authentic—at least when it comes to
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the essence, not necessarily to the wording—is corroborated by at least
three factors:

1) At leﬁt one of the verses (TSa 1369) is quoted in other works as
well;

2) Kamalasila in his Pazj7#i on TSa 1369 explicitly mentions that
Santaraksita interchanged the péazs ab with cd (p. 406.7:
anyathinupapannaivan yatrély asydnantaran: nényathdnypapannéty
asydrdhasya pithap kariavyaf);

3) Furthermore, the ideas ascribed by Santaraksita and Kamalasila to
Patrasvamin are in complete agreement with Jaina accounts that
directly follow Patrasvamin (e.g. NA, L'{‘s YAT, for details see
below) as well as with later elucidations ~ pertaining to the issue of
anyathinypapalii and trairipya.

Even if $antaraksita and Kamala$ila alter slightly the wording, their
account seems very reliable. Methodologically, in my examination I
shall never refer to Patrasvamin’s account in TSa alone. Instead
Patrasvamin’s ideas found in TSa will always be additionally supported
by ‘authenticated’ Jaina sources.

Some features in Patrasvamin’s model of logic in the above account,
based on ‘inexplicability otherwise’, deserve special emphasis:

1) There is no need for any additional characteristic of the logical
reason other than amyathdnupapars;

2) No additional instantiation (7@2a) is necessary to have valid
inference (TSa 1368);

3) The definition of ‘inexplicability otherwise’ as impassibiliyin any
other way: amparhinupapart= anyathdsambhiva (TSa 1367c);

4) The correlation of the notion of ‘inexplicability otherwise’
(emyathinupapar) with the relation of the inseparable connection
(avindbhava) (TSa 1367), which is the inseparable connection of the
logical reason with the inferable property (sadhydvinibhiva).

I do not intend to evaluate the idea of ‘inexplicability otherwise’ and
its logical rigidity or to demonstrate how far it was accurate or
inaccurate, or logically sound or not. My intention is to show how this
concept developed and what motives prompted Patrasvamin and other
Jaina logicians to introduce it.

2. Anpathanupapatiy

Let us first analyse some other earliest Jaina accounts of the notion of
anyathinypapary;.

A series of the Azridas of the Vyayiévarira (c. 620-800) are in
agreement with other accounts:
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‘(5) Inference is regarded traditionally to determine the probandum on
account of the inferential sign, which is inseparably connected with the
probandum. .... (13) Such an utterance that demonstrates the logical
reason as inseparably connected with the probandum is the inference
for others, whose essence are propositions, like the thesis, etc. ...
(22) The definition of the logical reason has been proclaimed [to be]
inexplicability otherwise ... ' ) .
Akalanka (8th century) in his Zgg/iyas-rraya characterises the basis
for inference as follows:

‘Inference is the comprehension of the sign-possessor through the
inferential sign, which has (as its] the sole characteristic the determined
cognition of [its] inseparable connection with the inferable property. Its
result is “the faculty of avoidance etc.”!’.!

And he adds in his auto-commentary:

‘For it is impossible to know the relation of essential identity and
rglation of causality without the suppositional knowledge of
“inexplicability otherwise”; [and] because [the logical reason is also
operative] precisely without these two [relations of essential identity
and of causality], this is the proof that [the logical reason] has a sole
characteristic. For a tree etc. [from which we infer its shadowJ” is
neither the essential nature nor the effect of the shadow etc.’

Vidyananda (c. 850) also avails himself of the idea of
anyathdnupapattin his Yukty-anusdsana-ikd, while commenting on
Samantabhadra’s Yukn-anusasand*:

‘And accordingly, what [Samantabhadra] revealed {in the verse]
amounts to the following: the persuasion [based on] logical reasoning
(.fc.. @numdna) is the description (sc. comprehension) of the object to-
pe-mferrcd on the basis of the logical reason the characteristic of which
is the determination of the invariant rule “inexplicability otherwise”.
[Th?s is 50] because what is not contradicted by what is perceived or by
testimony [would] otherwise [be] inexplicable. The above has been
determined adequately enough® in holy scriptures etc.’®

All the above accounts of Patrasvamin, Akalanka, Siddhasena
Mahamati and Vidyananda are unanimous as regards at least two
crucial point points:

1) The correct lqgical reason has only one defining characteristic
(/ﬂt}'ﬂ_flﬂ?, which is a single notion of ‘inexplicability otherwise’
%azyalégmgp@alll) (TSa 1364d, TSa 1365c, TSa 1379, LTV 2.12,

2) The logical reason (/er) in based on the relation of the inseparable
connection (avindbhava) (TSa 1367, NA 5a, NA 13a, LT 2.1 le,
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TSVA P 20324), which is the inseparable connection of the logical
reason with the inferable property (séakydvinibhiva).

3) Occasionally we also find the idea that valjg inference requires no
instantiation (&/ssdnsa) (TSa 1368, NA 20 and LT 2.16, however
absent, or at least not stated explicitly, in YAT).

Since Patrasvamin, Akalanka, Siddhasena Mahamati and Vidyananda
avail themselves of well-established terms familiar from other systems,
the Jaina idea of inference must clearly have been conceived after the
triple condition of validity of the logical reason (4es%) and the notion of
inseparable connection (vindbhiva) had been formulated by Dinnaga.
Furthermore, they could not have failed to know the Mimarmsaka usage
of anyathinupapars.

The term anpathinupaparti'is by no means a Jaina invention, and it is
generally associated with presumption (ar#4dpars), the fifth cognitive
criterion (pramapa), accepted by the Mimarnsaka. Locus classicus for
the idea is Sabara’s commentary:

‘Also presumption [is a cognitive criterion (pramdpa); it is) an
assumption of [another] object {in the form]: “an object either seen or
heard is not explicable otherwise.” For instance, as regards Devadatta,
who is alive, the assumption of [his] being outside, which is unseen, on
the basis of seeing his absence at home.”?

Kumarila specifies:

‘A case [of reasoning] in which an object, which [is already] known
through [any of] the six cognitive criteria, could not occur otherwise,
[and on the basis of it] another unseen [object] is assumed, is called
presumption.’”’

The similarity between the Mimamsaka notion of presumption and
Jaina notion of ‘inexplicability otherwise’ is not only superficial, based
on the occurrence of the same expression azparkinypapatys, There are
some deeper similarities.

According to the Mimamsaka, in 27#4dpars/ we presume either some
other object (Sabara: a7#4a-Aajpand) or something unseen (Kumarila:
adysian: #ajpayed anyarm) on the basis of something grasped directly
(by perception—éabara: drsraf) or indirectly (by testimony—Sabara:
srutaf), or on the basis of any valid piece of knowledge we have
(Kumatrila: pramapa-sarka-vijidro rhafl), because we could not
otherwise explain the situation we are confronted with.

In the section on @zumdna, Akalanka says™:

‘{Even] common people [not to mention the experts!] comprehend the
absence of invisible [events, grasp the existence of] consciousness of



348 PIOTR BALCEROWICZ

other people etc.” either through their form (sc. on the basis of
symptoms that accompany such events) or through their dissimnilarity
(sc. contrary symptoms), because [these events are] otherwise
inexplicable.’®

In Nyaya-#umuda-candra, Prabhacandra explains that even ordinary
people infer things which they do not perceive directly, such as
imperceptible things, consciousness of other people, both other
people’s mental disorders (lit. ‘possession by ghosts’, brita-graka) and
physical diseases or e basis of something directly perceived, i.e. from
symptoms sensed directly such as fever etc., the presence of which s
not explicable without assuming those unseen events.>!

This idea is also expressed by Siddharsigani. According to him we
can infer whether a creature is alive or dead—i.e. we are able to
conclude that the material body of a creature is inhabited by the soul,

Jiva, that is imperceptible, or not—>2on the basis of external Symptoms:

‘... It is an empirical fact that [a person can be] known [to be] alive or
dead—even though there is no (lit., ‘there might be the harm of’)
perception that [could] grasp directly the living element (s soul}—due
to presence or absence, [respectively,] of [such] characteristic marks of
the hvmg element (like] breathing-in and breathing-out, etc.; these
f:haractenstic marks are concluded with [the help of the relation of]
mexpl'icability otherwise in all cases. Otherwise [that would lead to] the
undesired consecgjence that no everyday practice [could] take place
among people™,’**

Another similarity between the Mimarisaka and the Jaina accounts is
that the basis for inferring something beyond our perceptive reach is
something else grasped either through perception or through
testimony.**

Presuming something unseen or unspoken on the basis of something
seen or heard is certainly not the sole invention of the Mimarhsaka, for
we find it in the Nyéya tradition®® as well, but also much earlier in
Kaupiliya-ariha-sastra.

‘Something unspoken which is arrived at through the meaning (or,
rather more general: due to circumstances), that is presumption.’>’

That is why this feature, viz. acquiring knowledge of something
beyond our senses on the basis of any valid piece of available evidence
does not prove that there is any direct link between the Jainas and the
Mimarmsa. In fact, presumptive model seems to be quite a natural
element of our reasoning, naturally embedded in our language and
argumentation.*®

2
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However, the fact that the Mimamsaka and Jaina use of the term
anyathdnupaparriis rot coincidental is confirmed by a series of similar
éxamples of reasoning which we find both in MSV, either as untypical
(i.e. lacking paksa-dharmata, sapaksa ot vipaksa) cases of inference
(@numina) or as instances of presumption (@r#4dpars), and in Jaina
sources, as instances of inference (wzumana) based on ‘inexplicability
otherwise’ (@nyathinypaparts).

1) From the rise of the constellation of A7###a we infer the rise of
another constellation: MSV 5.4 (4rnumana-pariccheda) 13ab
(p. 249): kr1vikddayam dlaksya rokiny-dsatti-Aptivar (an instace of
inference concerning individual cases, see n. 74), LT 2.14 (p. 459):
bhavisyat pratipadyeta sakatam friniddayar, NAV 5.2: krtiikodapic
chakatodayanm.

2) On the basis of linguistic convention that stipulates that any word
that is synonymous to ‘cazara’, e.g. ‘the natural satellite of the
carth’, refers to the moon, one infers that the moon is spoken of, or
else one knows that, say, ‘the natural satellite of the earth’ is not
something which is different from the moon: MSV 5.4 (anumdna-
pariccheda) 64cd—65ab (p. 261): candra-sabdibhidheyatvam sasino
o nisedhati || sa sarva-loka-siddhena candra-jridnena badhyate |
and TSa 1372 (‘Patrasvamin’s section’): candratvendpadistavin
ndcandrap sasa-ldrchanat | .

3) When we determine that a particular person is in a particular place
on the basis of one of his aspects (e.g. voice), we infer that he is
nowhere else: MSV 5.7 (arvhdpatti-pariccheda) 46 (p. 327):
purusasya tu kdrisnyena yad ekatrdpalaombhanam | tasydnyathd na
Siddhih sydd ity anyesv asya ndsuti || — But if there is perception of
a man as a whole in one particular place, it is proved that he cannot
be otherwise; hence [we infer] his absence in other [places],” as well
as MSV 5.4 (amumdna-pariccheda) 66cd—67ab (p. 261), TSa 1377:
tvadiyo v pridrrdsti vesmanili avagampate bhdvatka-pity-sabdasya
Sravapadd tha sacatmant,

4) Such things as words or lamps, etc., have communicative or
revealing power (/7dpata, abhidhdyaka): MSV 5.4 (anumdina-
pariccheda) 67d (p. 261): sabde canabhidhayakell , TSa 1378

(“Patrasvamin’s section’): anyarhdnupapattydiva sabda-dipddy-
VasIusy ... arsid jriapakard.

The above list does not exhaust all instances of reasoning considered in
Jaina sources to be valid despite the fact that they do not satisfy one or all
validity conditions of the logical reason, i.e. they lack either pafse-
dharmara, sapaksa ot vipaksa, or all. The list can easily be extended:

1) ‘From [the reflection of] the moon in the water [we infer] the moon
in the sky’ (NAV 5.2: jala-candrin nabhas-candram, LT 2.13cd,
p. 450);

2) ‘From one blossoming mango-tree [in the proper season we infer]
that all mango-trees are blossoming’ (NAV 5.2: pusprtdika-catir
puspiidsesa-caran, cf n. 12 above);
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3) ‘From the rise of the moon, [we infer] the opening of clusters of
Aumuda white water lilies’ (NAV 5.2: candrodayit bumudikara-
prabodhany, cf. n. 12 above);

4) ‘From a tree [we infer its] shadow’ (NAV 5.2: yrdsdc chdyim,

LTV 2.11cd-12ab; cf. n. 12 above);

5) ‘[Somehow] existence and non-existence consist in being (sc. they
both are real in a qualified sense), because they are somehow
comprehended’ (TSa 1371); oo

6) We infer that our skin has got in contact with an insect or a mosquito
on the basis of a sensation, the bite (TSa 1373: pasz-4iza-#riévan me
vedand),

7) From the perception of a visible thing as an effect of the operation of
seeing which takes place in the eye, we infer that the eye possesses
the exclusive capacity to perceive (TSa 1374: caksi ripa-grake
Adrve saditisapa-siktimat | lasmin vydpdryamaparvit yads v tasya
darsandtll ),

8) Since perceptible and imperceptible objects such as a pot or the soul
are sometimes invisible, such as a non-existent donkey’s horn, one
can argue that in a way they are likewise non-existent (TSa 1375:
Aatharicid asad-dtmano yadl viima-ghatidayat | katharcin
ndpalabhyatvit brara-sanbandhi-srrigavarll );

9) Since non-existent objects, such as a hare’s horn, can be somehow
comprehended (e.g. we can formulate their idea or they can be
expressed in language), like the soul or a pot, one can argue that they
are also in a way existent (TSa 1376: Aatharicana sad-dtmeinat sasia-
Sprigddayo pi cal katharicid ypalabhyarid yathdviima-
Shatddayaf | ),

10) The sun will rise tomorrow (LT 2 14cd).

We also have a case of a reasoning which is invalid despite the fact
that it satisfies the #@zr4pya, which is not found in the early Mimamsa
literature, viz. TSa 1371ab”,

Interestingly, Kumarila himself emphasizes that all the implied
instances of genuine @#umdnaz mentioned in MSV 5.4 (anumana-
pariccheds) 66-68 (p. 261) are valid because of presumption
(arthdparn), that rests on the principle of ‘inexplicability otherwise’
(anyathinupapars): bidhas ‘atrdrthdpatiito bhaver. Furthermore, the
inferences /7pliea’by Kumirila in MSV 5.4.66-68 are meant to refute
invalid cases of reasoning expressed in the verses, for instance: the
reasoning ‘Caitra is not outside, because he is not in the house’

(MSV 5.4.66cd-67ab); “fire does not burn’ (MSV 5.4.67c)*’; “the word
has no denotative capacity’ (MSV 5.4.67d); ‘non-existence of the
hearing faculty’ (MSV 5.4.68a); ‘the [verbal] proof of impermanence of
words’ (MSV.5.4.68b). Moreover, to close the chapter on presumption
(arthdparii pariccheda), after having offered a few examples of
arthdparty, Kumarila explicitly links the notion of presumption to that
of inference:
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‘{In all above mentioned instances] there is no observation of [any
inferential] relatior. whatsoevef. Hence all these and other [cases]
would be unsound, if this [presumption] were not different from
inference. If [presumption] having such a nature would assume the
name of inference, we do not mind, if [you] wish.”"'

We can easily see that the Jaina exposition of azumana resembles to
a certain degree the Mimamsaka notion of @r#4dpavri. The similarities
of expression and structure of arguments make it highly plausible that
the Mimarsaka paved the way for the development of the Jaina
innovation.

Now, how should we precisely understand the (Jaina) expression
anyathéinupapars? One of numerous replies is found in NKC
p- 449.10-12 @LT 2.12:

sddiydbhdva-prafirena anyathd yi amupapattih aghatand sidhanasya
lasyih sambandhi grikakatvena farkafs ...—

—‘By assuming the absence of the inferable property, i.e. “otherwise”;
such inexplicability, i.e. inccrnceivability,“2 of the logical reason; related
to this [inexplicability}—as that which grasps [inexplicability]—is
suppositional knowledge...’

And this brings in another important element entailed by the concept
of ‘inexplicability otherwise’, viz. the suppositional knowledge (#2742,
see § 4, p. 354 ff.).

3. Sadhycvindbhiava

Like many others, the Jainas were convinced that not all knowledge
they had could be derived either through experience (prasatsa) or
through extrapolation from individual experience (anumina).
Moreover, they must have been aware that much of their scriptural
knowledge (dgwa) could be censured as a matter of ungrounded belief
by non-believers. That is why Jaina thinkers already at an earliest stage
attempted to combine inference (@7umina) with testimony (dgama)
into a category of indirect perception (parofsa), which found also its
ethical dimension in combining knowledge, conation and conduct.”
This was probably the same fear that we find with Bhartrhari* and
others contemptuous of reasoning and reasoners*, The fear was also
that things vary due to their various conditions, place and time, and
accordingly everything by nature would be susceptible to relativism, if
we were to rely on pure reasoning.*® Furthermore, it would be
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impossible to reach agreement on interpersonal level, or even
subjective certainty, if we were to rely on our reason alone.*” Also the
suppositional knowledge (4274, vitarka, wha), which warrants the
reliability of inference, could be censured by opponents as ungrounded
belief: ‘[The claim] that “the cognition of the inseparable connection is
based on the presumptive knowledge” is also a mere belief **®

What was necessary was an invariant rule that would guarantee
reliability and certainty of inferences. The Buddhist theory of inference
based on three conditions of validity (#rairipya) and on two relations of
essential identity (#Z4zsmya) and of causality (1ad-ugparn) as the basis
for the logical reason® proved insufficient for two reasons. It suffered
from the fault of over-extension (ativyap), because it also embraced
such cases that did satisfy all the zzzr2zya conditions but were
fallacious (a/aksya-1rin),” as well as from the fault of under-extension
(avygp1), because it did not comprise all valid cases but only some
(/a@rya?taa’ar’zigr/tz).j ' The query was also how one can infer from
individual cases (the problem of induction) or about individual cases
(#evala-vyariredn cases), which are uninstantiated except for the
subject of inference.” This also entailed the problem of universally
present properties (feva/invapiz), much debated in Navya-nyaya, and
the problem of inferences that do not satisfy the first condition of the
property present in the locus of inference (paksa-dharmati), e.g. the
case of the constellations of Ar##z and Szata | Rokins™

The Mimamsaka solution was not satisfactory, in as much as it took
recourse, beside the vyapsrrelation, to the presence of the property in
;he&;g;xs of inference (padsa-aharmari)®*, which the Jainas considered
aulty™,

. The Jainas took the Buddhist relation of zyindbkiva instead’®;

/et is necessarily related to (does not deviate from) sakya, or:
Sddhya-aving hetu-abhiva.

In other words:

‘rextrapolates y, in case there is no rwithout 2 or:
y-aving x-abhiva?

However, they remodelled it, so that it required no additional positive
Sarzmya) or negative (yasirefs) instantiations. For Difnaga this was ‘a
no counter-example” relation’” ® In this context, Prabhacandra refers

to an interesting objection:

IS ‘INEXPLICABILITY OTHERWISE’ OTHERWISE INEXPLICABLE? 353

‘This'expression of the inscparable connection states that if there is no

. occurrence of inferable property, there is no cccurrence of logical
reason; therefore this is merely an expression of the negative
concomitance, but not an expression of the relation.”®!

Prabhicandra’s reply runs as follows:

... The expression of the inseparable connection is not restricted only to
the negative concomitance, because of the undesired consequence
that—even if there was no pot etc.—this [relation would still be]
operative. But it is an expression of the relation. And this relation is
determined through two modes: [either] by explicability in this way or
inexplicability otherwise. Hence both these {modes] are expressed
through the expression of the inseparable connection: “wherever there
is smoke, there is fire; where there is no fire, there is no smoke either.”
Now [this can be objected as follows:] “How can it be known that
«where there is no fire, there is no smoke either»? Since smoke is
invariantly not cognised when there is no fire, then only if this [fire] is
present, that [smoke] can be there. Otherwise just like even though
smoke is not present, in some cases fire is perceived, in the same way if
the fire is not present, smoke would be perceived in some cases. If xis
not inexplicable without », then ris not invariantly related to y, just like
even if smoke is not present, fire is perceived [because] it is not
invariantly related to smoke; but smoke is inexplicable without fire;
therefore this [smoke] is invariantly related to fire.”

Even though this quotation is of later origin, its contents is very similar

to, for instance, NAV 17.1% and NAV 18.1, as well as to

Pariksamutha-sitrd”, and the detailed expressions of Prabhacandra

can easily be derived from such statements which we find in NA 17%.
We find another explanation of the avindbshaverule in NKC:

‘xoccurs only when yis there, hence it does occur otherwise [i.e. if
there is no », .r does not occur].’

Conspicuously, the functioning of the relation of @vindbsava is here
directly linked to the idea of anyarkinypaparri.

Historically speaking, there still can be some doubt what different
authors considered to be vygpr?®’ Was it avindbhdva or
anyathénypapar? Certainly, in most cases I have examined yyap/is
considered to be @wndbAava. NA 22ab is clear enough that
anyathinupapannarvais hetor laksapam, and similarly, Patrasvamin
(TSa 1364-5) takes anmparhdnupapannarva to replace #i-laksapdf,
hence the wygps for them is avindbhiva. Akalanka himself (LT 2.12¢cd)
as well as his tradition follows the same line®. The only exception
seems to be Vidyananda. The expression #vama is generally taken to
mean ywygor;, especially in the Mimarnsa tradition®, but also among the
Jainas™ or Buddhists’', and therefore Vidyananda’s usage (YAT @
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YA 49, p. 122.20-123.2: sathd cdnyathinupapannatva-niyama-
niscaya-fafksanat sadkhandt—the logical reason the characteristic of
which is the determination of the invariant rule “inexplicability
otherwise™; see n. 23) implies that he apparently equates ygp with
anyathinupapannarva. The interpretation depends on how we construe
the compound @zyarhinypapannarva-nivama, which I would naturally
construe as a 4arma-dhiraya (anyathinuypapannatvam nivamaf). Only
if we took the compound to be a zz2purusa (anyathinypapannarvir
niyamafy), we could infer that Vidyananda was no exception.

A question arises whether what the principle of ‘inexplicability
otherwise’ amounts to is our inability to offer any other explanation of
a particular event apart from the one to which we find no other
alternative? In other words, does anparhdnupaparti express that out of a
range of possible explanations of a particular event we chose the one
which still remains unfalsified after we have eliminated all other rival
answers that have proved unsatisfactory? That would be tantamount to
saying that by azyathdnupaparsiwe choose the solution which we are
only able to conceive of, but this solution does not have to be the
correct one: we may simply not know the proper answer, and the
answer we favour has so far not been falsified. The implication would
be that the rule of ‘inexplicability otherwise’ merely points to most
likely answers and expresses probability, but warrants no certainty.
This is precisely what would seem the case to be at this stage of
analysis. To overcome the problem of mere likelihood, the Jaina
logicians had to combine it with an invariant relation, viz. that of
avindbhava, that aimed at revealing not only the most probable but also
the op!y legitimate explanation, thus securing the veracity of our
cognitions.

4, Tarka

The Jainas had now the new logical reason (4ez). Its sole defining
characteristic (/z4sana) was ‘inexplicablity otherwise’
(anpathinupaparn), which replaced the three characteristics of the ez,
The invariable concomitance (»g4), or the invariant rule (miyama,
.mp_zéam’éa) which relates the inferable property (sd4ya) and the
logical reason (s@hana), assumed, in its turn, the role of inseparable
connection (avindbhavd), and thus it reptaced the idea of the Buddhist
relations of essential identity (#Zatzmya) and of causality (zad-ugparsi).
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Then another problem arose: how can we know the avindbhsva
relation with certainty, ‘becausé just by seeing [two things] together in
some cases it is not proved that one [of them] does not occur without
the other one in all cases’™? It does not suffice #o/to observe two
things together to have negative example, either”. Like the Buddhists,
the Jainas rejected the idea of repeated observation (44#yo-darsana) of
either co-presence or co-absence of two particulars as the basis for our
inference, propounded by the Mimarnsaka', beeause repeated
observation, like repeated practice””, does not warrant any certainty,
and as such could not be classified as valid form of inference.

The problem concerns the extrapolation from individual cases to a
universal rule:

‘Since inseparable connection is a relation, and it is preceded by
grasping two relata, and [these] two relata are two separate particulars,
how then it is possible to grasp [their] invariable concomitance as
something which applies to everything?”’

The Jainas tried to solve the dilemma in the following way:

¢....the invariable concomitance is possible as indeed something which
applies to everything [when we take it as a relation that relates] two
particulars characterised by (sc. typifying) the universal. Therefore, the
fault of infinite regress etc. does not find room here.’”

In other words, classes of individuals are tokened by their actual
particular representations. This move was possible due to the Jaina
ontology that recognised that that the notions of the particular and the
universal are mutually dependent’, and that ‘manifold particulars are
grounded in the universal (homogeneity)’. Accordingly, at the
moment of perceiving a particular, we cognise the universal in which
this particular is grounded.*

But this still does not solve the question how to know that two
separate universal-tokened particulars are related in a necessary way.
Repeated observation (S4#yo-darsana) does not suffice, because it
entails a number of problems, pertaining both to the issue of universally
binding validity and to the possible method of arriving at such an
extrapolation.®’ We cannot know the invariable concomitance (1dp)
either by prasyakse—one of the reasons is that the »p@p# associates
different times and places, which is impossible in case of pragaksa—"
or by anumdina, because that would lead to the faults of mutual
dependence (anponyisraya), lack of foundation (@navastia) or
regressus ad infinitum)®. The conclusion is that we must accept a
special cognitive criterion called 4274 to be able to cognise the wap#.
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Both the criticism and the conclusion are stated by Akalanka in the
Laghiyas-rraya in the verse 2.11cd-12ab and in his auto-commentary:

‘No inferential sign can be known through non-conceptual
comprehension (viz. perception) or through inference, because it is not
established; [hence] another cognitive criterion (suppositional
knowledge, /2742) is immediately [called for].

For perception is not capable of carrying out such operations as for
instance: “a particular smoke is an effect of nothing else but some fire
at some other time and some other place, not [an effect] of any other
thing,” because [perception] cannot examine [things], insofar as it
arises by force of proximate things. Neither [can this be accomplished
by] inference, because there is no difference with regard to all cases (sc.
levels) [of inference]™, for—if the invariable concomitance between
the inferential sign and the sign-possessor is not established as a
whole—there cannot be anything like inference with regard to
anything. It is not correct to say that there is no non-perceptual
cognitive criterion which is different from inference, because the
faculty of comprehending the inferential sign is another cognitive
criterion.’®

What is meant here is the suppositional knowledge (42#a), being
only a subdivision of the indirect cognition (paroksa),’ one of two
main types of cognitive criteria (pramapa) recognised by the Jainas,
which replaces the knowledge based on tadarmya and fad-upparty
(LTV 2.12cd-13.ab: ‘it is impossible to know the relation of essential
identity and relation of causality without the suppositional knowledge
of “inexplicability otherwise™, see p. 346 and n. 20). Suppositional
knowledge warrants the reliability and certitude of inference, because it
is maintained to be capable of legitimate extrapolation beyond the
present instant."’

Further, Akalanka states that

‘Observation of one [thing] withour reflection does not show the
invariable concomitance of the logical reason with the inferable
property; [and] this is the suppositional knowledge that has as its object
uncognised [things] in their totality.”®®

The cognising of an uncognised object renders additional support to
my claim (p. 347 f.) that there is deeper similarity between the
Mimarhsa notion of @7#4dparr and Jaina notion of anyathdnupapals.

Still, these descriptions are not sufficient to understand the proper
nature of za74a (suppositional knowledge), also called z#4z
(presumptive knowledge). More revealing on thispoint is
Siddharsigani:
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‘[Suppositicnal knowledge] arises in the point of time posterior to
[either] perception or non-comprehension, grasps positive
concomitance or negative concomitance, is undeviating and its domain
pervades the three times, which is based on the sensuous cognition.”®

This is in complete agreement with another statement of his:

‘Presumptive knowledge is disposed towards grasping the {elatiop of
the inferential sign, characterised by inexplicability ot!lemxse, “’nth the
probandum that cannot be sensed by perception or by inference.

How this presumptive knowledge (#%4), or supposition_al knowledge
(#ar#a), works—in a twofold manner—is explained by Devabhadra:

‘Presumptive knowledge is the cognition of invariable concomitance by
reason of comprehension or non-comprehension, e.g.: ¥ ocours only
when pis there (— »), and [3] does not occur only when [4] is not
there (—r——p),"

which is in agreement with Prabhacandra”.

If we also take into consideration the passage of NKC p. 423.10—
424.3 adLT 2.10 (vide sypra, n. 62), we notice that suppositional
knowledge (#2744) of the Jaina seems to proceed as follow:

whenever there is y, there must be .rtoo (r— »); or
only when there is no , there is no_y (—r— —y).

Thereafter the zvindbsidva relation is established:
xis necessarily related to y (p-aving x-abhava)

[i.e. occurrence of ylogically follows from the occurrence of x, and
non-occurrence of .r logically follows from the non-occurrence of #;

and anyathinupapary states:

If there were no y, there would be no .».

Hence the conclusion:

but there is .z,
so there must be y.

In the reasoning, we presume a counter-thesis contrary to ‘»is 2 and
draw a conclusion that is contradicted by observation or other
cognitively valid procedures.

This is not a very different way of reasoning from the s7#a/ #ha
recorded in the Aydya tradition:
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‘Suppositional knowledge [consists in] presumptive knowledge in order
to cognise the truth (s: essence) [of an object]—-in [the case of] an
object the essence of which is unknown—by explicating [its] causes.’”

A closer description is found in the Z4dsyar.

‘Suppositional knowledge is not reckoned among cognitive criteria,
[because] suppositional knowledge is not another cognitive criterion; [it
merely] assists cognitive criteria, as an ancillary, to [obtain] the
cognition of the truth (sc: essence) [of an unknown object. So, here] is
an illustration of that [suppositional knowledge]: is this birth (s¢
mundane existence) brought about by a cause in force or by a [cause]
not in force, or [is it] fortuitous? In such a manner proceeds
presumptive knowledge with regard to an unknown matter by
explicating [its] cause: “If [this birth (sz. mundane existence)] [were]
brought about by a cause in force, then at the destruction of the cause
the destruction of this birth (sc. mundane existence) [would] take place.
If [this birth (sc. mundane existence)] were brought about by a [cause]
not in force, then the destruction of this birth (sc. mundane existence)
[could] not take place [at all], because the destruction of the cause
would be impotent. If [this birth (sc. mundane existence)] were
fortuitous, then the cause of [its] termination would not be explicable,
since [this birth (sc. mundane existence)], once being fortuitously
brought about, would not terminate in its turn; hence [the result would
be] the non-destruction of this birth (sc. mundane existence)”.">*

Here the reasoning is as follows:

Is.x Por Ror ... or 5?

xis P = conclusion is contradicted by observation, inference, etc.
xis £ - conclusion is contradicted by observation, inference, etc.
xis S — conclusion is contradicted by observation, inference, etc.
x.. = conclusion is contradicted by observation, inference, etc.
therefore ris 0

Here we draw a series of conclusions that are not contrary, but are
various possible solutions to the question. Then we eliminate all
conceivable conclusions but one by showing that they are in the end
contradicted this way or another by various cognitive criteria. What
remains is the only correct solution left. Not only have we here more
than one thesis (ris A2 ris £ xis 5] ... ), but also we do not presume its
counter-thesis (.ris non-/2).

There seems to be.some kind of link between the 274z of the
Naiyayika and that of the Jainas. Both the Naiyayika and the Jainas
must have been aware that they apply the same term, but classify it
either as an additional tool (wmprizAmts); which in itself is not a
pramana, ot as a genuine pramdpa. In the light of the passage quoted
above from NBh 1.1.1, that claims that 274z 1s not a separate pramapa,
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it becomes ‘easier to explain the insistence of Jaina authors on the

. Jarka’s status of a separate pramana.

5. Conclusion

The question now arises whether my demonstration is based on loose
associations and verbal analogies? .

Revealing for us would therefore be what the Jainas themselves had
to say on this matter. Let me refer to two verses quoted from Jaina
sources (unidentified, Patrasvimin?) by Kamalasila in his Pasjika.

‘Some accept what is not observed in the example without the inferal_)]e
property to be [the correct] logical reason. However, I [accept] what is
impossible in the property-possessor without this [inferable property to
be the correct logical reason].

Our inference is accepted as indeed different from the presumption of
the Mimarnsa school as well as from the inference of the Buddhists,
like a man-lion."*®

These verses confirm my supposition that the Jaina model of
inference evolved as a blend of Mimarsaka and Buddhist ideas. The
image of sara-simhais both different from the man and from the lion,
but to have this notion at all, we need essential similarity to both the
man and the lion. The Jaina author of these two verses was well aware
that the novel model of logic he wanted to apply resembled both
Buddhist and Mimamsa models, and therefore he considered it crucial
to emphasize the new elements.

In their novel concept of inference, the Jainas combined three
elements: (1) anyathinypaparys of the Mimamsaka, (2) avindbhava of
the Buddhist, and (3) 4274z of the Naiyayika. Jokingly we may say that
this safeguarded their open attitude in the spirit of anednta-vadal

It is a matter of sheer speculation at this stage of investigation who
was the first to combine and reinterpret various elements into a new
definition of 4es and a new framework of @zumana, and what motives
prompted that shift.

Perhaps the inspiration came from the side of the Samkhya. In the
Yukti-dipitd® we come across a highly interesting and relevant passage,
which only confirms the appositeness of the subtile of the Wezler—
Motegi edition (‘The Most Significant Commentary on the
Samkhyakarika’):

“This [presumption] is twofold: deviating (fallacious) and undeviating
(legitimate). ... The [kind of presumption] which is characterised by
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inseparable connection and which is undeviating (legitimate) is
[merely] inference, for instance: After one has seen a fight between a
lion and a boar in vicinity, and after one has seen the lion roaming
alone with its body marked with wounds [inflicted] by the boar, it is
understood that the boar has been defeated. Why? Because there is an
undeviating relation between the victory and defeat in the case of the
lion and the boar. In this case, if one has seen the victory of the lion, the
defeat of the other (viz. the boar) is undefstood in an undgviating
manner. What else could that be except inference?! For—{in the case]
of someone who understands the association of two related [objects .x
and ] that have been comprehended—such an understanding of the
related [object] » from one [object 4] of two related [objects rand 3]
previously perceived is inference. And accordingly, presumption cannot
be different from that [inference].””’

This is in all probability the first, historically speaking, extant source in
which we find the idea of arthdparyi (based on anyathinypapars)
combined with the relation of 2vdbhivz to form a variety of anumidina.

We do find another attempt to subsume the arthdpany procedure
under the wnumina scheme in Frasastapida-bhasya.

‘Presumption [derived] from an object of perception is nothing but

fallacious. [Presumption derived] from hearing is inference [based] on
something inferred.”®

It is however very unlikely that this tradition influenced the
development of the Jaina concept in question, because we lack here
even one of the two crucial elements (avindbhiva and tarkz)®

Despite serious drawbacks, this was a crucial move: the Jainas
claimed to have one invariant relation that allows extrapolation
irrespective of whether we could cite any positive instantiations
(sqpaksa) or negative instantiations (vipaksa). In general, this invariant
relation no longer necessitated empirical exemplification, and tended to
become an autonomous logically valid rule, and not merely an
extrapolation from experience. Perhaps for the first time in Indian
philosophy we can observe a strong tendency to emancipate reasoning
from empirical instantiations.

There was a price to pay. The burden of proving the invariability of
our assumptions was shifted from the logical reason (4et) onto the
suppositional knowledge (47#2). The situation did become different
though: we no longer had inferential rules and relations (/es and
vydpry) that were liable to falsification. Instead, in the Jaina model, we
were told to be able to infer by using whrat were believed to be infallible
rules. In this way the question of verification of the logical reason was
dissociated from the level of the logical reason. The verificatory
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principles'no lohger constituted the nature (/z4sana) of the logical

reason, but were transferred to the second-level domain of the

suppositional knowledge (#z742). What remainefi uncertain were still
the methods to know infallible principles on which Z7#z rests.

Consequently, I would view Jaina concept of logic based on the
notion of anyathinupapatsi as an attempt to solve the problgm of
induction, which is entailed by the generally empirically oriented
Indian logic. The problem of induction invc?lves primarily two Phtases:
(1) one has to established an invariant relation between two individual
particulars (visgsa), which typify two classes, .and subsgquently (2) one
has to extrapolate in order to establish a invarnz}nt relation between the
two typified classes (samanya). The difﬁcu}ty is t.hat the two phases are
equally defeasible and open to possible revision, if 2 countef-e:‘u}mple
obtains, and thereby that contributes to the increase in unreliability of
the established relation. From the point of view of Jaina onfology, the
two phases merged. We no longer had a two-phased. inductive .
reasoning: by observing a relation between two particulars one }nstantly
could extrapolate to whole classes. As soon as one could estabhst{ an
invariant relation between two classes, the inference would loose its
induction-based deficiency. ' ‘

A question now arises: how far is the distinction between mducthn
and deduction relevant to Indian logic at all? The mere fact that Indian
models of inference in general, it seems, resorted to en?piﬁcal
exemplification and left no scope for deductive reasoning vyould ratper
speak against ascribing a deductive character to Indian l9g1c. In Indian
logic we link not ideas or propositions, but events. Tpat is why the
inductive-deductive distinction seems not at all applicable to the realm
of anumdana. Where it does seem highly relevant is a kind of ‘meta-
anumdnd , viz. second-level patterns that underlie first-level pa}ttems of
particular cases of azwmana that pertain to events. V_Vyat the Jau?a.
seemed to attempt to achieve was to formulate conditions of validity of
patterns of reasoning which we could classify as second-leyel .
inference, viz. proper logic where the distinction between inductive and
deductive starts to apply. That would be the @zuminabased on the
principles of avindbhdva and anyathinupapaty, wher'eas th§ problem
of traditional first-level a#umana, which needs to be mdl}cnvely N
instantiated, is shifted to the realm of z#z. That is why in my opinion
the Jaina solution, albeit unique in India, cannot be deemed successful.

The Jaina verses, allegedly by Patrasvamin, quoted frf)m
Kamalasila’s £PaAjika, as well as several other fomdanon§ also show
that we can dispense with @s#dnas because our inference is concerned
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with the subject alone. This was the next step in the ‘economical’
trend'® to dispense with all unnecessary elements of our reasoning, and
it opened a genuine possibility of developing strictly formal logic, in -
the sense of being independent from circumstances. Mere
understanding of the logical rules allows us to infer correctly, without
taking recourse to empirical instantiations:’

»

‘Ifa [personl to be taught recollects the logical reason as inseparably
connecte_d thh.the probandum in all cases, how could he then—having
[reJcognised this [logical reason] in the thesis—not understand the
probandum?’'®!

Additional positive and negative instantiations have no logical or

formal value, because the inference is valid anyway. '™

Nonetheless, they do have practical, or didactic value of
instruction'®, The examples do not fulfil any formal role any longer
and they are not necessary to validate the inference: the determination
of two properties (sé#yz and saahana) in the example is already
established, hence it can be recalled (sambandha-smarani)'™. That is
why the Jainas advise to apply a ten-membered proof foi‘muja for
educational purposes alone.' However, under certain conditions and
provided one remembers the invariant relation, one can argue by
applying a single-membered proof formula, that consists of the logical
reason alone!'%

For Siddhasena Mahamati, even the thesis (paksa) does not have to
be necessarily expressed, if it can be understood from the context; the
demand for a thesis is to disambiguate one’s own statements, in c;se
they cannot be easily understood from the context:

‘[14c¢d] the pronouncement of this [thesis] has to be made here as showing
the c!omain of the logical reason. [15] Otherwise, for a [persop] to be
apprised, who is confused regarding the domain of the logical reason
intended by theAproponent, the logical reason might appear to be
suspected of being contradictory, just like... [16] ...for a person watching
an an:hgr’s skill, the archer who hits without the specific mention of the
target [is endowed with both] skill and its opposite.”'?

Would that mean that this decrease in the number of members of the
proof formula finally entails the consequence that the reasoning of the
mya_téa‘mxpapatfitype, based on the avindbsiva relation, tends to
gravitate towards a deductive formula with two variables (sadhpa and
Sadkana)? At the same time, however, as a counter-development, the
procedures of reasoning seem to become more context-dependent,
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which gradually requires further developments in the context-
disambiguating tools of the theory of sy@a-vada and raya-vida.

NOTES

" 1 would like to thank Jonardon Ganeri for his comments and suggestions.

! “Inexplicability otherwise’ in mentioned in NA 22ab: amyathinupapannatvanm ketor
laksapam iritam | — The definition of the logical reason has been proclaimed [to be]
inexplicability otherwise.’ The inseparable connection of 4ea with sdahya is
mentioned in NA 5ac: sadhpdvind-bhuno lirgdt sidhya-niscivakan smytam |
anumanam..., NA 13ac: sadhydvind-bhuvo hetor vaco yat pratipadatkam | pardrtham
anumanan... (Vide infra, p. 16).

? “Inexplicability otherwise’ in mentioned in Akalafika’s auto-commentary (Sva-vrvrif)
ad loc. (Vol. 2, pp. 434-435.1-2); na /i taditmya-tad-uipatti jictun sakvete
vindnyathinupapatti-vitarkena, tibhyin vindiva eka-laksapa-sidahif, vide infran. 20.
The inseparable connection of /e with s@aya is mentioned in LT, vol. 2, p. 434
gﬁwma?m;pmvgs‘a 2 (Parkosa-paricchedd) 11cd-12ab), vide infra p. 346.

YAT p. 122.20-123.2, ad'Y A 49 (vide infra, n. 23) and YAT p. 127.2-3 (ad YA 50):
lato jividi-paddirtha-jitam paraspardjakad-vrtty-ekineka-svabhdvan
vastutvanyathdnupapatier 1ty yukty-anusisanan.

4 PA 3.10: sadhydvindbhivitvena niscito hetuh.
5 Alias Patrakesarin / Patrakesarisvamin (?), cf. Pandita Dalsukh Malvaniya’s note
(p. 270.15-18) in his Zjppapanito Santi Suri’s Nydydvardra-siatra-vartika p. 102.27.
Patrasvamin is occasionally (SUKHLAL-DOSHI (1928), CHATTERJEE (1978: 331))
identified with Vidyananda. Patrasvamin, however, preceded Santaraksita (¢. 725—
788—cf. STEINKELLNER-MUCH (1995: 56)), the teacher of Kamalaila; cf.
BHATTACHARYYA (1926: ixvi-ixvii): ‘In that case Patrasvamin must be an earlier author
than both Santaraksita and Vidyananda, and he must have first propounded the theory
that valid reason is that the existence of which cannot be maintained unless it is
invariably concomitant with the major term... ¢z 700 A.D.’ Therefore, he must be
some other Vidyananda than the author of the Soka-vdrsika on Umasvati's Zamvirtha-
sstrawhich was composed around 850 CE; see UPADHYE (1971: “14~15), PATHAK
(1930: passim) and PATHAK (1930-31: passim), who refers to him as Patrakesari
Vidyananda or as Patrakesarisvami, and BALCEROWICZ (2000: 45).
® SVR ad 3.13, p. 521.5-6: 4ad uktan: pitrasviming:

ndnyathdnupapannatvam yatra latra travepa fim |

anyathinypapannalvan yatra latra trayepa fim |l i/ [= TSa 1369]
7 A reference to the work is found in DHAKY (1995: 43), who refers to Jugal Kishor
Mukhtar’s article: ‘Sammatistitra aur Siddhasena’ in Jzina Sakitya aur ltihdsa par
Visada Prakisa, Calcutta 1956: 538-543 [the work was not available to me].
8PS 2.5¢d: anumeye tha tat-tulye sadbhivo, ndsntdsari. CE. TS 2.1, p. 13.16-17:
asmdbhis tri-loksapo hetuh sthapriah. rad yatha. paksa-dharmafp sapaksatvan vipaksa-
wyavpttis ca, and NP p. 1.5-6: fetus tri-ripah. kint punas tratripyam? paksa-
dharmatvam sapakse sattvam vipakse cdsattvam i
® The use of gamakaf may be an additional clue to post-Kumérilan date of
Patrasvamin, cf. MSV 5.4 (anumdna-pariccheda) 4 (p. 248.3.7):

sambandho vydplir istitra linga-dharmasya lirging |

vydpyasya gamatkatvam ca vyapakam gamyam isyate |
and MSV 5.4 (anumana-pariccheda) 22cd-23ab (p. 251):

tasmad ya eva yasydrtho drstaf sadhana-saktitaf |
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Sa eva gamatkas 1asya na prasanginvito pi yaf|
10 [TSa 1364)] anpathinypar e nanu aysia suketutd!
ndsali try-amsakasydpr rasmar Kibds oi-laksanih ||
(TSa 1365] anparhinupapannatvan yasydsau hetur isyate |
eka-laksapakah so rihas catur-loksanako na vill
[TSa 1367] avindbhiva-sambandhas wi-ripesu na jatucit |
anyathdsambhivditiriga-heiusy evipalabhyare!l .
(TSa 1368] ampathinupapannatvan: yasya tasyiiva hetuti|
véntau dvdy api stink vd md vd tau hi na kirapam ||
'(TSa 1369] ndnparhinuypapannavan yaira tara lrayepa fim |
anyathdnypapannatvan yatra tavra trayena fim |/
[TSa 1371] tawrdika-laksano hetur arstinta-dvaya-varyitah |
Aatharcid upalablyarvid bhivibdvau sad-Gtmakau | ...
(TSa 1379] tendika-laksano hermp  pradiinyad gamako sty nah |
paksa-dharmidibhis m anyaih ki vyarthath parikajpiiaih I/
For verses TSa 13721376, see below pp. 349-350. The above fragment is also
translated in KuNsT (1939).

"' Cf. NAT ad NAV 5.2 (H: p. 54.1 and V: P. 35.4): NAT ad Joc.: tatputrédimim v

atrdnumanam. sa syamaf tat-putratviy parigrsyamena-putravad it Gdi-sabait
Ppakviny elini Gmra-phaling eha-sikhi-prabhavarviy upabhuyyamanimra-phalavad
-l parigrahap—*[A gloss on the phrase]: “being his son,” etc. Here the inference
.[IS as follows]: “He is dark-complexioned because he is his son, just like the son who is
Just being seen”. By the word “etc.” a reference [is made to the erroneous following
reasoning]: “these mangoes are ripe, because they grow on the same branch, like the
mango which is just being eaten”.” '

Devabhadra clearly regards the above examples as cases of unwarranted inference from
sampling. However, in their structure they do not seem to differ from some cases of
inference from sampling regarded as valid ones, for instance:

—invalid inference: ‘these mangoes are ripe, because they grow on the same branch,

like the mango which is just being eaten,”

—valid inference: ‘all mango-trees are blossoming, because one mango-tree is

blossoming’ (see below, n. 12, NAV 5.2).

Interestingly enough, Patrasvamin’s register, found in TSa, of valid inferences that
do not fulfil the #zzr7zpa-conditions does not overlap with those mentioned, e.g. in
NAV 5.2: njyamena Sadhydvindbhivitvasydivoddipandt, tac ced asi ki
vrailaksapydpedsayd, raspdiva gamakatvir, tathi i - jala-candyin nabhas-candrar,
Arttikddayac chatatodayam, puspiidika-citdl puspirisesa-civin, canarodayar
Aumudikara-pratodhan, vtsic chdydm iy-adi paksa-dharmatva-virake V%
anumimimate—*If [you concede that it is indeed] that [inferential sign inseparably
connected with the probandum that is alone the condition of inference, then] what is the
use of requirement of the triplet of characteristics [of the logical reason]? Certainly, that
being the case, the triplet of characteristics of the logical reason is useless] because this
(inferential sign inseparably connected with the probandum) alone leads to the
comprehension [of the inferendum)]. For it is as follows: we do infer—even without [the
characteristics of] the inherence of a property in the locus—like in the following
[examples]: (1) from [the reflection of] the moon in the water [we infer] the moon in the
sky, (2) from the rise of the constellation of the Pleiads [we infer] the rise of the Aok
constellation, (3) from one blossoming mango-tree [in the proper season we infer] that all
mango-trees are blossoming, (4) fram the rise of the moon, {we infer] the opening of
|c:}usters of Aumudawhite water Tilies, (5) from a tree [we infer its] shadow, etc.’

Cf. KELLNER (1977: 97 n. 146).
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4 E.g. in TSVA p. 203 (the discussion of anyarhdnipgparyiand the refutation of 47-
latmgﬂa is found‘:here on pp. 198-217), in TBV (vol. II, p. 569.28-29), in NASV 43

i PMi 2.1.9 § 33 (p. 45.17-18). .
i g‘x;memaca?ldra'(fcriticism against the Buddhist idea_of trairgpyain PMi2.1.9 § 33
(g. 45.1-16) closely follows the exposition of Pﬁtrasvémm’s.» aphorisms quote_d in TSa.

S NA Sac:  sddhydvin-bhuno lingdt sdhya-niscdyakanm smytam | anuminani ...
NA 13:  sadhydvind-bhuvo hetor vaco yat pratipadakam |

pardrtham anumdnan ta/pat,rf‘at’/;mcam-‘rmm{'a/m "
NA 22ab:  anyathdnupapannatvan hetor lefsapam iritam

"7 As regards the {:pmssion hénidi-buddhayaf, cf. Y_S 2'.I6lff. and NBh on_N§ LI

fepam fasya nirvartakam hanam afyantikam rasydpdyo a"ﬁngfmya wy e/a'/u catviry

artha-pddini samyag buddhva nifsreyasam adhigacchar; as well as NA 2§. .

pramdnasya phalam saksad ajpdna-vinivarianam | teva/qsyw sukhdpekse mf;fasqudana-
hina-dhik 1l . On the issue of ‘the avoidance of things which shogld pe avoided, in the
approprii;tion of things which are worth appropriating and in the indifference to things

which deserve indifference’, see WEZLER (1984).

18 LT 2.12cd-13ab (Pramina-pravesa 2 (Partosapariccheda) 12cd-13ab; Vol. 2,

. 434):

P llhjgr)a“tm’dﬁyﬂ‘vim‘MiviMWM&aﬁka-/al;m_ni//
ligi-dhir anumanan lat-phalam hinddi-buddhayak I/ ) )

19 Since in the Dinndga’s-Dharmakirti’s logic, the probans (:adﬁa/{a) can elther_be the

logical reason as essential property (svabhdva-kets) 1_n case of {elatlon of essentla!

identity (#2zampa) or the logical reason as effe.ct (#drya-hetu) in case pf the rt;latlon of
causality (/ad-uparts), therefore since in Akalanka’s e).ta;nple the tree is gxammed as
either the essential nature or the effect of the shadow, it is clear that t_he_ inference

Akalanka has in mind is that from the tree to the shadow: y4sdc chdydm, for the same

ple comp. n. 12 and p. 350.

%&:{;1\),1(323 2cg—l 3ab (Pra/prté,/m-pmvar’a 2: Parta;a-parigcﬁm’a lgcg—l 3312; Vol. 2, .

p. 435.1-3): Vivytih: naki tadiaimya-tad-uipatri jridrum Ja@fgte Vl){ﬂ{lyﬂ/ﬁanupaeotﬂ-

vitarkena 1ibhyam vindiva eka-laksapa-sidahih. naki vrksddih chiyideh svabhivah

Adrva va. na cdtra visamvido Z;:il.'

2! The verse (YA 49, p. 122) reads: 3 )
a_'/;gligamagéﬁyim aviruddhan? artha-praripanan: ﬂ/t?fﬂntfra‘ranaﬂf_te/
pratifsanam sthity-udaya-vyaydima-laltva- ;g/ava.f/éamlsad Jﬁarléa-ngpa(:l'/ i
-—*[O Jina!] Your persuasion [based on] logical reasoning (:c. ﬂllll{rlaﬂg} is the
description of an object, which is not contradicted by what is pen:cexved or py
testimony. Here [in your teaching] the being is an [external and 1nte1:nal] objgct,
determined as an entity the nature of which consists in continued existence, rise
and annihilation.” . ]

* Samantabhadra’s and Vidyananda’s description equate thx-qzzma.srqna with ]

anumdna, as a separate indirect cognitive criterion (pra{/{a'(/a), in ad_dmon to testimony

(dgama). However, the Jainas of the ‘non-Agamic’ tradxpon{ recognise one {ndlrefit

cognitive criterion (pa7oksa) that bifurcates into two main divisions, azumana an

a da. . -

Jl’Y(Iibomp. similar idea in NA 8ab (&siéstdvyihaiid m'lya‘tpamma‘rrﬁib/”déaymaé). and

NA 9b (adrsésta-virodhakam). See also Vidyananda’s comments 'adY A 49: Til;a:

drstam cdgamas’ ca dystigaman labhyam aviruddham aé’a_a’ﬁ//a- visayan yad art at

sddhana-ripad arthasya praripanari lad eva yukty-anusasanan phl— vacanan se 1ava.
bhagavato bhimatam it pada-ghatand. latrdrthasya praripanan }w,{‘gf-anwam/{am "
vacane prafyaksam api yukly-anusasanam prasajeta /ag’r Way_acc&ea’ﬂr/ﬁm arthar
praripapam i vyikkydyate samarthyid arthasya tad i pratitef.
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2 For the peculiar use of p7gyam as the last member of the compound (e.g. #ritaz-
,gmjvam) see for instance NAV 29.17: wap/r-ruipasya vicardfsamatvid ity ukra-priyam.

YAT 24'YA 49, p. 122.20-123.2: rathd cdnyathdnupap a-nyama-niseaya-
laksandr sddfandt saahydrika-praripenam yukly-anusasanam i prafasitan bhavali
ﬁ'r;jligamibﬁya'm avirodkasydnyathdnupapaster ivi devdgamddau nirpita-prayam.

See also Vidyananda’s discussion of anyathinupaparsys and the refutation of #7-
[aksapais on pp. 198-217. N
% Siddhasena maintains that af;dnsz is not an essential part of “syllogistic’ reasoning,
inasmuch as the relation of invariable concomitance (ydp#) suffices to prove the
thesis, see NA 20:

antar-yyaplydiva sidhyasya siddher bakir-udihytif |

wyarthd sydt tad-asadbhdve py evam npdya-vido viduh ||

—*Since the probandum is proved only by the intrinsic invariable concomitance,

an exemplification from outside would be pointless; experts in logic have

recognised that also in its absence [this exemplification is] such (pointless).’
go,nspncuously Siddhasena refers to some earlier tradition (zydya-vido viduf).

SBh 1.1.5 (p. 11): arvhdpattir api apstap sruto virtho npathd ndpapadyate ity artha-
Z;pana: Yathi. jivati devadatte grhdbhiva-darsanena bakir-bhdvasyddrsiasya

(pand.

T MSV 5.7 (arthdpartipariccheda) | (p. 320):

pramapa-saska-vijidto yatrdrko ninyathd bhaver |
» adstan Rajpayed anyam sdrthdpattir udifyrtd |

LT 2.16 (Pramdna-pravesa 2 (Parkosa-pariccheds) 16, Vol. 2, p. 462-463):

aaysya-para-citidder abkivan laukita viduf |
» lad-dkara-vikirider anyathinypapatiivah I/

Sz. people infer the existence of various invisible events, e.g. assume that other
people are endowed with consciousness, etc., even though these are not directly
g)erceived.

LT 2.16 (Pramipa-pravesa 2 (Parkosa-pariccheda) 16, Vol. 2, p. 462):

adpsya-para-cittider abhdvam laukika vidup |
N lad-dhara-vikdrider anyatkinupapaltirap I/

NKC, p. 463.1-6: adrspas’ cdsau para-cittdss ca, ddi-sabdena bhiita-graka-vyadhi-
parigrakaf, iasyBbhdvan: laukikd vidiuh. fura ity atrifa—tad-GRara ify-ddi; lena
ﬂ/[g‘}ﬂwm{lﬂidlhi Safa-bhdvi sarira-gata uspa-sparsidi-laksana ikiraf tad-
M‘mya‘tﬁi-é/mjm ddlir-yasya vacana-visesasya tasya anyathdnupapaltitaf.

This is an interesting point to notice how differently the same—ostensibly obvious—
case can be described depending on cultural background and presuppositions. In
Eumpefzn cultural context in general the question whether a person is dead or alive is
;ijeterfmned in terms of what the Jainas would consider mere symptoms.
~ This attests to practical usefulness of ‘inexplicability otherwise’ and its
;r‘ldtspensability in any activity ascribed by the Jainas.

NAV 18: ... sarvatrinyathinupapinnatiévadhariticchvisa-nifsvasidijiva-linga-
sadbhavdsadbhavibhyin jiva-siksat-hari-prayaksa-ksipe pi jivan-myla-prati-
g’ar.r'am'd anparkd loka-vyavahirébhiva-prasangdt.

For the Mimarhsaka position, comp. see above nn. 26, 27 (SBh: drgrat sruro virtho,
and MSV 5.7 [Arehdparti-pariccheda) 1). For the Jaina examples, comp. above nn. 21,
23 (YA 49, p. 122: gpsrdgamdbhyam aviruddham, NA 8ab: grstésydvyikarid vikvar
paramdrthibhidhiyinaf, and NA 9b: aafstésta-virodhakam). Similarly, commenting
on LT 2.12 (p. 435.4-5), Prabhacandra states explicitly that ‘the jnvariable ..
concomitance {consists in] the inseparable commection with the inferable property that

/
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is qualified by a distinctive feature not subverted by what is accepted (sc. testimony)’
(sadhyena istibidhitdsiddha-visesara-visistena avindbhavo vyaplif ...).
The idea that we may rightfully presume the existence of something perceptually
inaccessible, either because of subtlety (e.g. some invisible potential, as in the example
below), distance or time, is accurately expressed by Siddharsigani in
NAV 1.14: arthdpattis tu pratyaksidi-gocari-kria-sphotddi-padirthinyathdnupapattyd
dahana-sakpy-idikan pdvakider arthintaran pirva-darsana-gocardt samadhikam
avyabhicaritan parikalpayantivi pramapaiin svi-karoty eva, tal-laksapa-yogat—
‘However, taking into account that [people] conclude from fire, etc., another object,
which is additional to the domain of previous perception [and] undeviating, [namely,
that fire] is possessed of the power of burning, etc., inasmuch as such entities as
blisters, etc., that constitute the domain of perception, etc., are otherwise inexplicable,
presumption [too] appropriates undeniably cognitive validity, because it satisfies the
definition of this [cognitive criterion].”
3 Cf NBh 2.2.1: arthdd dpattir arthdpatih. dpatich priptif prasargat.
yatrdbhidhivamine rthe yo nyo rikah prasajyate so rihdpattif, yathd meghesv
asatsu vysiir na bhavaditi, kim atra prasejyate? satsu bhavatifi.
Y AS (Zuntra-yukti) 15.29: yad anuktam arthid dpadyate sirthdpattih.
See, for instance, the usage of the presumptive scheme in Dharmottara’s reasoning in
NBT 1.9 (p. 62.2): darathd caksur-dsritarvimupapatih kasyacid api vijrdnasys—
< Otherwise, it would be ineyplicable how the [sensory] consciousness could be based
on the eye.’
¥ See above p. 344 and n. 11. Despite some similarity, this is a different kind of
reasoning that the one found in MSV 2 (codand-sitra) 182ab (p. 74-15): Syamatve
purstvavac cdital sédhdrapye nidarsanam |
“ Interestingly, this case is first classified by Siddharsigani as a proper instance of
presumption in NAV 1.14: arvhdpattis tu pratyaksddy-gocari-Ata-sphotdal-
paddrthinyathinupapartyd dahana-sakty-ddikan pivakider arthdniaram pirva-
darsana-gocardt samadhitam avyabhicaritan paritajpayantiys pramdpatan svi-karoy
eva, tal-laksapa-yogdr, Immediately afterwards Siddharsigani adds that even this case
is an instance of indirect cognition (parodsa, or in Samantabhadra’s terms: yudzy-
anusdsand), NAV 1.14: sarvesdn: cditesim parokse ntar -bhivo,
nyathinupapanndrthintara-dersana-dvirepa prastutdrtha-sanivedana-caturatvad
/#i-—*And all these [sub-varieties] are included in the indirect cognition because they
are apt to [produce] a sensation of the object under discussion by the means of
?emeption of another object which is otherwise inexplicable.’
YMSV 5.7 (arvhdpatti-pariccheda) 87d-88 (p. 335):
sambandha-ark tatra kicid astr Il
1at sarvam ity-Gay asamarjasan sydn na cel ivam sydd anumdnato ‘nyatha/
evani-svabhivipy anumina-sabdam labheta ced astt yatképsitam naf Il
“2 Cf. *impossibility otherwise’ (anyathdsambhdva) in TSa 1367 (vide supra, n. 10).
B Cf. TS 1.1: sampag-darsana-jiiana-critrani moksa-margap.
“Cf. VP 1.30:
1na cdgamdd rie dkarmas tarkepa vvavaisthate |
Jindm api yay jidnan: tad apy agama-pirvakam ||
—*And the normative principle cannot be established by reasoning without
testimony; even the knowledge of [Vedic] seers, too, was preceded by testimony.’
Also Siddhasena Divakara (probably around the same time, c. 500 CE) expresses a
similar idea that the application of reason is limited and subordinate to scriptural
testimony (Zgama); the eschatological aim, ezgo the truly ethical dimension and
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soteriological destiny (e.g. one’s capability to attain liberation), cannot be known
without the scriptural testimony, see STP 3.43-45;

duviko dhamma-vdo ateu-vio ya heu-vio ya |

tattha u aheu-vio bhaviyibhaviyidao bhavi |l

bhavio Samma-danisapa-pina-caritta-padivatti-sampanno |

niyamd dutdhanita-fado i lakthapam heu-viyassa |l

/0 heu-viya-pakthammi hewo dgame ya dgamio |

S0 sasamaya-papnavao siddhamia-viréhao anno |l ot

—“The exposition of normative principle (or: of properties) is two-fold: the

 exposition without reasoning (scriptural; Zganz) and the exposition based

reasoning. Further, the scriptural exposition (dgana) [distinguishes / deals with]
beings competent for liberation and incompetent for liberation.

The characteristic feature of the exposition based reasoning is [to argue rationally)

that the being competent for liberation, who is endowed with the understanding of

conation, correct cognition and correct conduct, will necessarily bring an end to
suffering. :

The one who [applies] reasoning to a topic [within the scope] of the exposition

based reasoning (sc. in rational discourse) and [who applies] scripture to scriptural

exposition, demonstrates his own doctrine. The other one [who fails to do so]
abuses teachings.’

“ See e.g. GANERI (2001: 1-2).

““Cf. VP 1.34:

avasthd-desa-kildnam bhedid bhinndsu Saktisu |

bhavindm anumdnena prasiddhir atiduriabhd |l

—*Since the endowments [of things) are different due to difference in condition,

p!ace and time, the proof of things through inference is most difficult.’

Notice the pun on it by way of quoting the same verse with some modification in its
very refutation found in TSa 1476;

avasthd-desa-#ilinim bhedid bhinndsy Saktisu |

bhdvinam anuminena ndvah siddhik sudurlabhi ||
—* ... the proof of things through inference 4 70750 difficult on their basis.

T CE. VP 1.34;

yamendnumito rikap kusalair anumdybhit|

abkiyuktatair anyarr anyathdivipapadyate I/

‘Even [when] a thing is inferred with much effort by expert logicians, it is [still]

;{(plicable in another way by other more skilled [logicians].’

Notice the pun on it by way of refutation in Tattva-sarigraka 1477:

yaimendnumito rifap kusalzir anumdpybhih |

zdnyathd sadfyate so ‘nyair abhiyuktararr api !

NKC ad'LT 2.12 (p. 444.16): sad-prasipattis ca dha-jidndl ity api sraddhi-maitram.
gere rad-pratipattis = avindbhiva pratipanih, and dha= tarkz,

Cf,, e.g. PVSV 3.24-25 (p. 185); ‘asmdl svabhiva-pratibandhid eva hetup sidhyan:
gamiqati 54 ca lad-bhiva-loksanas tad-upatti-loksano v sa evdvindbhivo
d/;sjfar_rtiéém‘ni pradarsyare, and NB (1).3.31: sa [= svabkdva-pratibandhas) ca dvi-
gomtamﬁ Sarvasya. laddimya-laksanas tad-uppatti-laksanas’ cely uktam.

l;34g4 the cases mentioned in TSa 1371ab and NAT ad NAV 5.2; see also n. 11 and
S' See the examples on pp. 349-350.

- See the criticism in NKC p. 440.1 1-441.9.
. Cf.NKC 7L T 2.12 (p. 440.4 ff).
Cf. e.g. BHATT (1989: 218 ff).
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%% Vide supra pp. 344 and 349. The above counters the supposition of UNO (1993: 160)
that ‘there is no divergence of gpinion arong Indian philosophical systems that these
two (i.e. wapsi and paksa-dharmaid—P B.) are postulated as indispensable factors,
either separately or jointly, for obtaining the conclusion, or the final inferential
cognition (anumis).

% See e.g. PV (P) 1.287cd (p. 61) =PV (S) 1.287ab (p. 109): azumdindsrayo lrigam
avindbhava-laksapam | — The basis for infference is the inferential sign, which is
characterised by the inseparable connection;’ and PVV ad loc.: avindbhivak
sddkydvyabhicdritvam fal-laksapam yasya fat 1atha.

The term avindbhdva was, however, not the sole property of the Buddhist and it were
probably not the Buddhists who coined it (vide inffa, n. 60). However, I deliberately
speak of ‘the Buddbhist relation of avindbhdva , for this relation is always discussed by
the Jaina authors in the context of such Buddhist notions as #zi7#pya or tadztmya and
tad-ugpatli.

57 C£. also Prajfiakaragupta’s analysis in PVA (p. 70 in sva-iy1a): avindbhiva eva hi
niyamaf, sadhyan: vind na bhavalit Arva.

¥ GANERI (2001: 152). Cf. also the Chapter 4.7 in GANER1 (2001: 114-118).

% GANERI (2001: 152). This idea goes back probably to the Yadz-vidkina [VaVi], an
earlier work of Vasubandhu (?), see Fr. Al 7: femr vipaksad visesap— The logical
reason is the difference from dissimilar cases’.

The term avindibhdva was not an innovation of Dinnaga, for it is already attested in
Vada-vidki TViVi] of Vasubandhu as a relation validating the logical reason [Fr. B 5):
laapg-avindbhdvi-dharmdpadarsanan: hetufpi— Logical reason is the demonstration of
a property which is inseperably connected with [a property] of such a kind (to be
infered)’, cf. FRAUWALLNER (1957:118, 136) and FRANCO (1990: 202). We find it also
in PBh (2.12.2b.0) [250], p. 46-47: evan sarvatra desa-#ildving-bhitam itarasya
lrigam—In this way the inferential sign of the other (viz. of the sign-possessor) is
inseparably connected [with it] as regards place and time in all cases,” as well as in
PBh (2.12.2b.0) (261, p. 49: sambhavo py avinébhdvitatvad anumanam eva—
‘Equivalence [as a cognitive criterion] is nothing but inference, in so far as it is based
on the inseparable connection.” Cf. also NENNINGER (1992: 124 ff)).

SINKC p. 4218-9 ad LT 2.10: apam avinibhiva-sabdap sedlyibhave sadhanibhivan
vadaiiti vyatireka-matra-vacanaf, na sambandha-vacanaf.

2 NKC p. 423.10-424.3 2LT 2.10: yac cocyate—avindbhava-sabdo vyatireka-matra-
vacano na sambandha-vacanats, lad apy ulti-matram, yalo vindbhiva-sabdo na
watireka-mitre paryavasyati ghatédl-bhive i lat-pravrifi-prasangay, Aintu niyame.
54 ca miyamah lakopapatty-anyathinupapatlt-prakiribhydn vyavasthitah [see NA 17
n. 65). atah ldv ubkdv api avindbhiva-sabdena ucyate, “vatra yatra dbimaf; lafra
latrdgnify, yatrdgnir ndsti latra dhimo pr ndsti” iti. nanu “vatrdgnir ndst fatra dkimo
i ndsti” ity-etat kulo vagampyate ity cet? agny-abhive dhimasya nivyamena
apratjyamdnatvar lat-sadbhdva-niyata evisau, anyathd yaihd dhimébhéve pi bvacid
agnir upalablyare tathd agny-abhdve dhiimo i fvacid upalabhiyela. yasya yena vind
nénupapartir na sa lena niyatah yatha dhimébhive py upapadyamino gnir na
dhimena miyataf, agnind vindnupapallis ca dhimasya, tasmaid asau fan-niyaia i
Comp. also PNT 3.29: fesu-prayogas tathdpapatty-anyathinypapattibhyan: avi-
prakirap.

83 Cf. NAV 17.1: 1ayé tathipapattyi yathdgnir atra, dhumasya lathdivipapatler i,
anyarhipi véty anendvayave samuddycpacirad anyathinupapatiin laksayali. anyathd
sadhya-vyatireke nupapatlir avidyamanaldiva laya vényathinupapatlya keroh
prayogah sydd, yatkdgnir atra, diimasydnyathdnupapalter i, etc.
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% PA (V) 3.89 = PA () 3.90: wwipanna-prayagas tu lathdpapally-anyathinupapatler

va.
SNAILT:
fhelos lathdpapattyd va sydl prayogo nyarkdpi vl
dvi-vidho nyatarendpi scdfya-siddhir bhaved it ll
% NKC p. 448.8 (22 LT 2.12): “idam asmin saty eva bhavati ato pyarkd na bhavaty
eva’, This passage occurs in NAT as a rule for suppositional knowledge (%4, /ar4a),
“cf. n. 91. Interestingly, seemingly a similar formulation is found in TSa 1692:
asmin salf bhavaty eva na bhavaty asatiti ca/
rasmid ato bhavay eva yuktir esé bhidhivatell ]
This reasoning principle is called pué7 and is attributed by Santaraksita to Caraka the
physician (TSaP e /oc. Caraka-vaidya) in TSa 1693ab:
pramandntaram evéyam iy aha carako munif |
The main difference between Caraka’s pu# and Jaina suppositional knowledge lies in
the fact that Caraka avails himself of a causal relationship (&a7yé-£arapata, cf.
TSa 1696), which is pointed out by Kamalasila (TSaP o /oc. tad-bkdva-bhavitvena
yar-karyaid-pratipatiir jvam yuktif), whereas for the Jainas suppositional knowledge
extends to all kinds of @#umdna. Furthermore, we can notice apparently different
position of eva: for Caraka the restrictive particle binds the result in the causal
relationship (&4avazy eva), whereas for the Jainas, evz binds the antecedent in an
inference (@smin saty eva).
¢7 On this issue comp. UNo (1993). .
%8 E.g. NKC p. 434-435 adLT 2.11cd-12ab: sadhyena istdbaakitisiddha-visesana-
visistena avindbhivo vyaprif, NKC p. 420.1 ff. adLT 2.10: tathd i waptif
sambandho rthinim, si ca desatah kdlato v kasyacit kenacit syit? na, NKC
p. 418.15-419.1 ad loc. (LT 2.10): wdpsir b sédhya-sidhanayor avindbhivaf, see
also: NKC p. 315.9 etc.
j: E.g. NRA: 2/MSV 5.4 (anuména-pariccheda) 4ab (p. 248.4Y: vydptih nivamap.
E.g. NKC p. 423.11-424.3, or NAV 5.3: sathd kirya-svabhivinupalabdhi-ripa-
linga-trapa-niyamo pi kila tiditmya-tad-uipatii-laksapa-sambandhdstitvam etesv
evéri, and NAV 18.1: sddhamam tad-gamako hetufs, tayoh sadhya-sidkanayor vydpiir,
idam anena vind na bhavafity-evam-ripa ...
;; E.g. PV (P) 3.1c: avindbhiva-mivamid, and PV (P) 3.31c: avindbhiva-nivamo.
NAV 18.1: na 4i saha-darsandd eva kvacit sarvatrédam amund ving na bhavaiili
sidhyatr. Cf. also PV (P) 3.31:
Karya-karapa-bhavid va svabhdvid va niyamakdr |
‘avindbhava-nivamo darsandn na darsandt I .
—*The law of the inseparable connection is [based] either on the cause-and-effect
relationship or on the [essential] identity; [it is not based] on non-observation or on
observation,’
as well as PVin I1.63 (p. 94.23-26):
| rigyu dari “bras bif i ahios po “am |
[ ran bzin ries par byed pa las |
| med na mi “bywii ries pa ste |
| ma mthori las min mthori las min |
;: Cf. PV (P) 3.13b: nz cddarsana-matrepa vipakse vyabhicdrita|
MSV 5.4 (Anumana-pariccheda) 12-14 (p. 249-250):
bhuyo-darsana-gamya ca vyaplik siméanya-dharmayot |
Jrdyate bheda-hinef dacic cdri visesayad ll
Arttikodayam alaksya rokiny-dsati-kptivat |
vyaptes ca dysyamandyih kascid dharmap prayojahaf ||
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“asmin saly amund bﬁa'ng;am " iti saktva mirdpyate |

anye para-prayuktandn vydplinim upajivakaf ||
™ Cf. VP 1.35:

paresam asamakhyeyan abhyasad eva jayare |

mapi-rapyddi-vijianan fad-viddanm ndnumdnikam |/

—*The experts’ knowledge of precious stones and coins, which cannot be

conveyzd to others, arises from from repeated practice. It is not inferential.’
% NKC p. 421.8-9, adLT 2.10: Airica, avindbhivap sambandhat, sa ca bandhi-
grakana-pirvakal, sambandhinau ca dvau dvau visesau, atafs katham
sarvipasamhdrena vyaplir grahitun Sakya?
T'NKC p. 423.8-10, a7LT 2.10: yad apy abhihitam ‘avindbhivah sambandhat, sa ca
sambandhi-grakana-plirvatal” ify-adl;: tad apy anendiva prayyakthyatam,
sdaméinydpalaksita-visesayor vyipleh sarvipasambhdrendiva sambhavat. na ki tatra
dnantyddi-doso avakdsam labhate.
8 Cf. NAV 29.23: sasmit katharicid bhedibhedingy evditau— Therefore these two,
[i.¢. the universal and the particulars], are somehow truly [both] different and not
different from each other.”
™ Cf. LT 2.47¢d (p. 646): dravya-paryiya-samanya-visesdimdrtha-nisthitam, as well as
YA 40 (p. 94):

samdnya-nisthi vividhd visesah padam visesintara-paksapati|

antar-visesdntara-vritito ‘nyat samaina-bhivam nayate visesam !/
% Cf. NKC p. 423.3-5: Aasya kena vydpti it5, tafra yasya yena avyabhicdrah lasya tena
waptth, samdnya-visesavalas ca dhimddef saminya-visesavarigny-ddindvyabhicarat
lasya fendiva vvapap.
8! Both the criticism of 44ayo-darsana and the discussion of how wdpsris cognised is
found in NKC p. 429.9-434.11 &ZLT 2.11.
2 Cf e.g. NKC p. 429.19-20 27/LT 2.11: 47 ca pratyaksa-matram bhiyo-darsana-
sakdyam anvaya-vyatireka-sahakriam va prafyaksan: vydpli-grahanam prabhavet?
na...,and NKC p. 431.12 ff. aZLT 2.11: evena bhiyo-drsténvaya ity-adi
{rﬂa/uham

3 Cf. e.g. NKC p. 433.16 ff.

# To establish a first-level inference we have to establish the vygps; for which we
would require a second-level inference, for the yygpur of which to establish we would
require a third-level inference, etc. Cf. NKC ad/oc: (p. 433.21-22): sarvatra ity-ad
Sarvatra prathamdnumadnaval dvisive [y anumdne avisesdr. Very similar
argumentation is found in NAV 1.19: prayaksdnumanayos ca pramdpyarn: futa it
cintyam. na lavar prafyaksar ...
8 LT 2.11cd-12ab (p. 426):

avikalpa-dhiya lingan na kivicit sampratiyate |

ninumandd asiddhatvar pramdndniaram arj "
Vivytih: 2z 4 pratyaksany “yivan fascid disimat kildnttare desintare ca pdvakasdiva
Kdryam ndrihintarasya ” itf iyato vydpdrdn karum samartham sannitita-visaya-
baldppatter avicdrakatvt ndpy anumdndntaram, sarvatrdvisesdt. na ki sikalyena
lrigasya linging vydpter asiddhau Avacit Aiicid anumdnan: ndma. “lan na apratyaksam
anumdna-vyatirittan pramdnam " ity ayuktam; liriga-pratjpatiep pramapndntardl.
Prabhacandra explains at an earlier portion of NKC p. 418.14-419.2 ad'/pc. (LT 2.10):
kah punar ayam tarko nima it cet? vyapli-fRanam. vaplir ki sidhya-sadkanayor
avindbhivaf. lad-grahi jiinan; tarko bhidkivate, tatra tasydiva pramanydr (recte:
pramanydd), jrdndntardpdn tad-grakape samarthydsambhavatat tatra
priménydnypaparte— What is it what you call suppositional knowledge? This is the
cognition of the invariable concomitance. For the invariable concomitance is the




372 PIOTR BALCEROWICZ

inseparable connection of the inferable property (sddhya) and the logical reason. Such a
cognition that grasps this [invariable concomitance] is called suppositional knowledge,
because only this [suppositional knowledge] possesses cognitive validity as regards that
(invariable concomitance], in so far as cognitive validity of other kinds of cognition is
inexplicable as regards that [invariable concomitance], because [they are] have no
efficacy to grasp that [invariable concomitance].’
% CE. NKC p. 434.9-10 2/LT 2.11: lga-praspatieh avindbhiva-prasipatiep
larkifydyih pramindntaratvid alivigajdvisads-svabhivatayd pramina-dvayinantar-
bhitarvar. Akalanka follows the Canonical tradition subdivides parofsainto marr-
/7dna, or sensuous cognition, and srusa-/ina, which comprises testimony, inference
etc.,see LT 2.10 and LT 2.61 (p. 682):
‘al prafyaksan parofsar ca dvidhdivitrinya-samvidin |
antar-bhdvin na yyjyante niyamaih  parakalpiiih I
The tradition of Siddhasena Mahamati (and probably Patrasvmin) differs from this
tradition, see BALCEROWICZ (2001: xii).
¥ See also NAV 1.19: zzsmad anumenam abhilasali gay-antardbhivit tat-sambandha-
grakana-pravapas ri-kila-gocaro “vwabhicari vitarks Bhyupagantayyap— Therefore,
since there is no other logical alternative, anybody postulating inference should [also]
accept suppositional knowledge, which is disposed towards grasping that relation, the
domain of which are three times [and] which is undeviating,’
8 LT 2.49ab (p- 652.1-2): wydptim sidhyena hetof sphutayats na vind cintayditatra
dgzg;tlj'i sakalyendisa tarko nadkigata-visayaf,
®NAV 18.2: anvaya-vyalireka-griki-prafyaksinupalambhittara-kila-bhivino
\yabhicarita-tri-kila-vipr-gocarasya mati-nibandhanasyoha-sanyiitasya
Vg indntarasya sambandha-grifiiayésiatvar

NAV 1.13: o ,’a/praaza,ﬁm?nﬁmim‘m”'tVeaﬁta-.m‘dém%éa‘nyafﬁa‘wapmmma-
hl;fa{za-/ill}ga-.s'ﬂmbaﬂa'éagmﬁaﬂa;pmm[mﬂ pramandniaram.

o NAT 22NAV 1.14.: upalambhinupalambha-nimittan vyaphijiidanam ihaf,
yathédam asmin saty eva bhavati, asati na bhavaty evéti ca. Note that the same passage
occurs in NKC, see n. 66; but there it is the formulation of zvnébkival

2NKC, see p. 351, comp. n. 66.

:: NS 1.1.40: avjrara-taive rthe karapdpapaltivas taitva-iindrtham ihas rarkaf.

NBh 1.1.1: zzrko na  pramaja-sangrhitaf, tarko na pramindntaram, pramdndnan
anugrihakas lativa-jiindya kajpate, lasyodiharanam—tim idan: janma Artakena
hetund nirvaryate Ghosvid afriakena athikasmitam 1152 evam avgAdte rthe
Aarapdpapatyya ihah pravariate— vad} drtakena hetund nirvariyate, heticchedid

upapanno yan janmocchedah, athikriakena hetund; tato heticchedasydsakvarvid
anupapanno janmocchedaf. athikasmitam, ato Fasmin nirvarivamanan na punar
gimmyaﬂ‘/z‘w‘rzrm’-iimm”i Adpapadyate, rena janmanucchedat ” it

TSaP ad TSa 1386 (p. 409.12-14);

vind saahyad adysiasya drstinte ketutésyare |

parair maya punar dharminy asambhisnor vindmund ||

arthipattes ca szbaryd bhaiksavil canumdnaiat!

anyad evinumanan no nara-sinhavad . Zsyare !l
* The text in Embar Krishnamacharya’s edition &aisavisshould be emended as
above, cf. PATHAK (1930: 156-7) and KUNST (1939: 26 n. 3).

If we concern the latest proposal of evaluating the data, YD is a much earlier work
than any of the Jaina sources discussed in my paper: MEJOR (2000: 263): all that gives
a solid basis for the lower limit of the Luds ik at ca. 550 C.E., which is in
agreement with the date proposed by FRAUWALLNER.”, and MEJOR (2000: 273): ‘In this
case YD cannot be placed later than 600 C.E.".
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*' YD (aa'SK&.4) p. 73.7-18: s [arthaipariif] s dvr-vidhs vabhicirin
cdvyabhicdripi ca. ... yd v avindbhavini avyablicarin yaths kesari-varahayor
ypahvare sannipatam upalabhyoitara-kdlan: kevalam kesarinam variha- vrandrifita-
Sariram prayintam ypalabhya pratipadyate jito varita it tad anumdinam. katham,
yasmat kesari-vardhayor vau jaya-pardjayau layor avyabhicdri sambandhat, tatra
yadi kesaripo jayam upalablydvyabhicarinan itarasya pardgiayam pratipadyate kim
anyat syddyie ‘numindr. adkigatobhaya-sambandhi-samudiyasya i pratiparu
pratyeksi-bhitinyatara bandhino ya sambandhy-antara-pratipattis tad anuméinam.
sithan cdrthapattiy ato na fasmat prihag bhavitum arkal,

% PBh (2.12.2b.0) [260], p. 48-49: darsandrihid archipatthir virodhi eva. sravapid
anumiténimanan. )

» Interestingly, Dharmottara (c. 740-800) seems (or preten.ds) not to knmgv the notion
of anyatkinupapars, for he does not refer to it, at least not in NBT, even in the
discussion of two forms of the examples in NB 3.28 ff. (= DhPr 3.26 ff) A reference
to it is made by Durvekamisra (970-1030}, commenting on NB 3.26 in DhPr

. 167.21-22.

P°° Cf. BALCEROWICZ (2000: 33): ‘In NA 20 Siddhasena maintains that d,r,q/a?zta is not
an essential part of “syllogistic” reasoning, inasmuch as .the rclatjon of invariable
concomitance (vydpri) suffices to prove the thesis. Thisis a continuation of t_he o
“economical” trend in Indian logic—that starts with Vasubandhu and his Fzds-vidhina
and Fada-vidhi—to limit the number of necessary members of the proof form.ula., to
simplify the reasoning procedures and to make such procedures u.niversally binding,
without any need for further empirical justification than the premises themselves:

NA 20: ..." (wide supran. 25). ) )
0INAV 20.1: yadd sarvalra saakydvindbhdvinam helun: smarali pratjpaayas, ladd
pakse pi lam avabudhya katham sadfyam na pratipadyeta?

12 Cf. ¢.g. TSa 1368, 1371 p. 344, nn. 10, 25.

s LTV sdbhyan: vindiva eka-laksapa-sidahip, . 20.

1% Cf. NA 17.1: ete ca dve apy ekasmin sidhye, pmyaf/ma/e J/Lrl)/o manyels, /7c y
chisyandriham dhényatarepdpi ... pravogasya ca sad) 7 ,_‘ lam, tac ce
e,{‘%m sidhyali, dvitiya-prayogah kevalan vaktur akausalam deaksita— And in
order to instruct someone who might maintain: “Both of these two together have to be
pronounced with regard to one [and the same] probandum,” {the autl;or] says:
“precisely in either way”... [T}he result of [either] pronouncement is the proof of the
probandum. If this [probandum] is proved just by one [of these two ways of o
pronouncement], the pronouncement of the other one would only evince the }ngpnmde
of the speaker, because it is purposeless.’ Further, in NAV 18, we find an opinion that
all we need for valid inference are two members: pasz and Aesv. Prabhacandra refers
to an interesting (hypothetical?) objection that if a person knows the context very w.ell.,
he can understand the argument without stating the logical reason and only the thesxs is
enough, in other words, in certain circumstances it is enough to express the thesis only,
not the Aes, see NKC p. 436.13-20: praygjandprasidhakatvari waﬂ'g'dﬁam,: ) '
pranpaaya-pratipalii-visesasya tal-prasidhya-prayojanasya sadbhavar. pmt{piaa!m A
Aascin manda-matth kascit tivra-matth. fatra yo manda-matih na tasya, ;{a&faﬂﬁa—
pratipalli-visesat pratyra-prayogam antarepdpapadvate, ndpi nagydyikddef ]
parcdvayava-prayoge pratipanna-sarikarasya [recte: sasiketasya) ‘a/r'lana_v’a-mi{er api,
lad-gprayoge lena nigraka-sthandbhidhanas, “himam anyatamendpi nyinan o
[NS 5.2.12] iti-vacanat. tivra-mates tu tat-prayogam an/aremjpi‘hfm-,frfyogﬂ-{natr_al
prafytdriha-pratipatit-pratiles tasya vajyarthye ﬁem-pr@/agaryg_pl Valyarlﬁya_m oL
niscitdviprataraka-purusa-vacanid ‘agnir atra "1Wa?§pralyhﬂ-p.rayoga-mtfa-mpad
eva kasyacit profrtértha-pratipatti-darsandr— And it is not established that one does
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not [have to] indicate [one’s own] purpose [in argument], because a particular
understanding of the [person] to be taught is the purpose of the matter to be indicated to
him. For the [person] to be taught can be someone slow-witted or someone sharp-
witted. Out of them, for the one who is slow-witted a particular understanding of the
matter in question cannot be accomplished without the pronouncement of the thesis,
neither [can this be accomplished] for someone who has understood the linguistic
convention [governing] the pronouncement of the five-menbered proof formula of the
Naiyayika and others [and] who even is not slow-witted, because when the
pronouncement of this [thesis is] not [made] thereby a the point of defeat can be
announced, in compliance with NS 5.2.12: “[The proof formula] is deficient even when
one of the [members] is missing.” However, if for someone sharp-witted—who has
acquired the understanding of the matter in question merely through the
pronouncement of the logical reason, even without the pronouncement of this
[thesis}—this [pronouncement of the thesis] were [considered) purposeless, then also
the pronouncement of the logical reason would [have to] be [considered] purposeless,
because it can be empirically observed that someone [may acquire] the understanding
of the matter in question merely through the pronouncement of a person who has
certain knowledge and who is not deceitful which has merely the form of the thesis
‘There [on the hill] there is fire”, or similar.” This opinion is subsequently rejected by
Prabhacandra as follows. First, we have to state the thesis in order to show what our
argument aims at (NKC p. 437.4-11); here Prabhdcandra uses the analogy of an archer,
well-known from NA 16 (vize supra, n. 107). Secondly, even if our argument can be
understood by stating the thesis alone, we still have to formulate the logical reason as
the rule that warrants the correctness of our reasoning (NKC p. 437.12-438.4).
1% CE.NA 18:
sadhya-sadhanayor vydpli yatra misciyate-iarim |
sadharmyena sa dstintat sambandha-smarapin maraf |/
—*Such [a statement] in which the invariable concomitance between the
probandum and the probans is determined in the best possible way because of the
recollection of the relation is known as the example based on similarity.’
"SNAV 13.2: ... 12di hetu-pratjpidanam eva kriyate, sesibhidhinasya Srof-
saniskirikiritayd nairarthakyéd—" the demonstration of the logical reason alone is
carried out (sz. it suffices to mention solely the logical reason) because the explicit
statement of the remaining [members of the proof formula}—inasmuch as they have the
form of subliminal impressions in the hearer—is purposeless.’
"NAV 13.2: evam manyate ndikah prakirap pardrthinuminasya, kin tarki yathi
parasya sukhena prameya-pratitir bhavai tath yatmatah praydyanivap, tatra
dasdvayavam sddhanan prafjpidandpivot. tad yatha ... ladi ketu-pratipidanam eva
Aripate, sesdbhidhinasya sroy-saviskirikdrivayd nairarthakyir—[The author]
maintains that there is not [only] one variety of the inference for others, but also [that
the cognoscible object] should be conveyed meticulously [to another person] in such a
way so that the awareness of the cognoscible comes about easily [on the part] of the
other person. For this [purpose], there is the ten-membered proof as the means of
demonstration [of the cognoscible object], namely ... Then the demonstration of the
logical reason alone is carried out (sc: it suffices to mention solely the logical reason)
because the explicit statement of the remaining [members of the proof formula]—
inasmuch as they have the form of subliminal impressions in the hearer—is
purposeless.” Comp. however PV (P) 3.27cd: widusdn vicyo hetur eva hi kevalap—
‘Since for scholars simply the logical reason alone is to he stated ’
"' NA 14cd-16:
lat-prayogo ‘tra kartavyo kelor gocara-dipakaf I
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anpathd vady-abhipreta-hetu-gocara-mokinaf |

pratydvyasya bhaved dhetur viruddhdretito yathd ||

dhanuska-guna-samprefsi-anasya parividhyatak |

dhinuskasya vind laksya-nirdesena gunétarau Il
The same idea is expressed in NKC p. 437.4-11.
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Shimar Prabhicandricarya. A Commentary on
Bhattikalarikadeva s Laghiyasiraya. Edited by Mahendra
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erkenntnistheoretischen Schule des Buddhismus—Systematische
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