Some Remarks on the Naya Method™

PIOTR BALCEROWICZ

The most significant and intriguing Jaina contribution to Indian philosophical
heritage is beyond doubt the theory of the multiplexity of reality (anekdnta-vada),
that trifurcates into the method of the four standpoints (niksepa-vada, nyasa-vada),
the method of the seven-fold modal description (sapta-bhangi', syad-vada) and the
doctrine of viewpoints (naya-vada), or the (usually) sevenfold method of
conditionally valid predications. At the same time no other Jaina concept bred so
much controversy as the idca that one and the same sentence can be either true or
~ false, which scems implicd by the admission of the multiplexity.

In the present paper instead of dealing with the historical development of the
concept of the nayas,® I wish to clarify the ramifications that were instrumental in
moulding the concept and to analyse internal dependencies within the framework of
the scven viewpoints (naya), and, finally, to briefly propose a certain intcrpretative
basis for the naya-vada. A closer look at a sample textual material is imperative, in

" The main ideas found in this paper appeared for the first time in a succinct form in
Polish in BALCEROWICZ (1994).

" The term sapta-bhangi (lit. ‘seven-angled’, ‘seven-twister’) usually refers to syad-
vada, cf. cg. SVM24.2-3 (p. 148.2-3): anekdntdtmakatvam ca sapta-bhangi-
praripanena sukhOpanneyarm syad iti sdpi niripitd. However, it may occasionally in
mediaeval period also refer lo naya-vada itself, etc. Thus we can eventually speak of
pramana-sapta-bhangi (which is syad-vada), naya-sapta-bhangi (which is naya-vada)
and duraya-sapta-bhangi, comp. e.g. SBhT, p. 16.1: ivam ca sapta-bhangi dvividha:
pramana-sapta-bhangi naya-sapta-bhangi céti, and NC 254ab (p. 128): sattéva humti
bharnga pamana-naya-dunaya-bheda-juttavi / - *There are as many as seven conditional
perspectives with divisions with respect to cognitive criteria, viewpoints and defective
viewpoints.’

? The term is well-attested not only in Jaina Agamas, but is also well known- - in its
not strictly technical meaning from Pali commentaries as ‘a method of interpretation’
(e.g. aparo nayo, evam-adina nayena, ti-adind nayena) and other Buddhist sources (eg.
AN 2.193: naya-hetu). Interestingly enough, in Buddhist sources we also come across its
opposite durnaya, ‘the improper application ot exposition’ or ‘misinterpretation’ (c.g.
AN 3.178 or Jataka 4.241: dunnaya). )
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so far-as it should help the reader assess whether my understanding based on thesc
passages is correct. Otherwise, to indiscriminately speak of the gencral concept of
the Jaina doctrine of viewpoints would, in its hollowness, resemble investigation
of a crow’s leeth (kaka-danta-pariksa). ‘ .

The textual point of reference will be provided by Umasvati’s’
Tattvdrthddhigama-bhasya, Siddhasena Divakara’s® Sammati-tarka-prakarana,
Akalanka's  works  (Rdja-varttika and Laghiyas-trapa), ~ Siddharsigani’s

Nyaydvatara-vivti and Mallisena’s Syad-vada-mapijari; only occasionally I shall

take recourse to some other Jaina works; and the focus will be more textual-
philological, rather than formal-logical.

An ontological assumption underlying the theory of the multiplexity of reality
(anekdnta-vada) in general, and the doctrine of viewpoints (naya-vada) in
particular, consists in the belief which is supposed to defy all simplistic concepts
ranging from monism and ctemalism (advaita) to pluralism and momentariness
(ksanika-vada). In other words, the world forms a multifaceted structure, cvery part
of which enters into specific relations and inter-dependencies with other parts of the
whole. Its make-up is complex enough to allow for a vast range of statements that
can be asserted from various standpoints. The ontological framework is provided by
the concept of substance (dravya), which is characterised simultaneously by
origination (utpada, udaya), continued existence (sthiti, dhrauvya) and annihilation
(bhariga, vvaya, apavarga), insofar as it is endowed with qualitics (guna) and
transicnt modes (paryaya) as well as with dircctly experienced, though verbally
inexpressible momentary occurrences * (vivaria, vartand). Any truth-conducive
analysis, which is supposed to map the ontological structure onto epistemological-
conceptual framework, should therefore take into account the individual ontological
context and accompanying circumstances of any phenomenon or cntity under
examination. The maxim provides that truth should onlybe complcte truth,
whereas incomplcte tuth would be but a misnomer for utter falschood.
However, limitations of practical dealings and verbal communication by necessity
abstract any given thing or facet of reality from all its temporal, spatial, causal
and other relations, and emphasise but onc aspect, relevant in a given moment.

3 a: .
Since there is some controversy as to whether TBh is the auto-commentary of the
author of the Tattvdrtha-siitra, 1 tentatively- - not to predetermine the issuc—1ake TS as
a.work by Umasvamin and TBh as a commentary by Umasvati.

“Not }(»'be confused with the author of the Nydydvatdra, Siddhascna Mahamati,
whq flourished afler Dharmakirti, see: BALCEROWICZ (2000), BALCEROWICZ (2dOIa:
XXXiV--xxxvii), BALCEROWICZ (2001¢) and BALCEROWICZ (forthcoming).
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Due to this infinitc manifoldness of inter-dependencics, including various
temporal and spatial perspectives-as well as either universal or particular reference, a
vast range of properties, cach of them being equally justified, could be predicated of
a given entity with equal right. And that might even lead eventually to secming
contradictions. The Jainas maintain that such contradictions that cnsue from
unconditional assertions standing in opposition to one another can easily be resolved
when individual points of refercnce for each and every assertion are taken into
consideration.” Given such ontological presuppositions, the description on the
epistemological level becomes equally complex: cach of such dichotomic categorics
as big-small, good-bad, existent-nonexistent, true-false, etc., that are mutually
related, when dissociated from its opposite, is falsc. In other words, cach thesis
automatically entails its antithesis, but the model is not dialectical, in so far as the

- synthesis remains intcgrated with the very same scheme and thus contingent upon its

corollaries. To correlate such individual, partial standpoints is the task of the syad-
vada method, which systematises possible arrangements of seemingly contradictory
statements. This is evident from such Malliscna’s statcments as ‘the method of
modal description ... consists in all viewpoints™. .

Interestingly enough, it is the naya model which the Jainas used to interpret and
incorporatc various philosophical theories or worldviews into a consistent holistic
framework, instead of the doctrine of the seven-fold modal descripiion (sapra-
bhangi, sydd-vada). Numcrous Jaina authors such as Akalanka, Siddhasena
Divakara in STP, Siddhasena Mahamati in his NAV 29, Mallisena in SVM 28
correlate particular theories and views represented by particular thinkers and
philosophical schools only under the naya scheme.

On the other hand, ‘the doctrine of the seven-fold modal description’ (sapta-
bharigi) is primarily discussed in three contexts: that of the triple nature of reality,
which is believed to consist of ‘origination, continuation and decay’, that of the
relation between the universal and the particular (e.g. RVar 4.42, p. 258-259), and
that of the relationship between the substance and its properties / modes. Essentially,
all the cxamples of the application of ‘the doctrine of the seven-fold modal

* TBh 1.35: vatha va pratyaksdnumandépamandpta-vacanaih pramanair eko ‘rthah
pramiyate sva-visaya-nivaman na ca (@ vipratipattayo bhavanti tadvan naya-vada iti. —
‘Or else, just thc way onc object is cognised by [various] cognitive criteria—such as
perception, inference, analogy and testimony [imparted] by an authoritative person—and
they become no contradictories (sc. they are not at variance with each other), becausc
[each of them is] circumscribed to its own province, similar to them are expositions [by
means] ol [every conditionally valid] viewpoint.’

8SVM 19.76, p. 128.24: sarva-naydtmakena syad-vadena...
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description’ pertain to one and the same problem: how to relate the whole and its
parts, the problem entailed by the question of the relation between permanence and
change. This finds corroboration in Hemacandra’s Anya-yoga-vyavaccheda-
dvatrimsika 25 and in Malliscna’s Sydd-vada-mafijari (SVM 25.31-36, pp. 152.34-
153.4). ’ .

Occasionally, to illustrate the principle how such conditionally valid viewpoints
(naya) apply to the real world and how differences between descriptions of one and
the same phenomenon by means of different predications arc possible, the Jainas

resort Lo the simile, well-known in India, the elephant and the blind men, well -

known from Udana 4.4 (pp.66-69).” When such partial views arc tlaken
unconditionally (e.g. sad eva®), they are instances of a defective "viewpoint
(durnaya) and inslantiation of ‘thc maxim of the blind peoplc and the elcphant’
(andha-gaja-nydya), known also as ‘the maxim of people who are blind from birth
and the elephant’ (jaty-andha-hasti-nyaya). Also the maxim as an illustration of
philosophical-religious vicws accepted unconditionally is, as a rule, used in the
context of (dur)-naya-vada, not syad-vada. It occurs twice in Mallisena’s Syad-
vadu-maiijari (14.103-104 and 19.75-77), and in both cases in the same context of
durnaya. The first instance is rather obvious: *...Simply by force of extreme
disorientation produced by a defective viewpoint, foolish people
deny one [aspect] and establish the other one. This is thc maxim of the blind
[people] and the clephant.”” Mallisena’s second instance seems equivocal at first,
because both the notions of naya and of sydd-vada are found there: ... Because no

entity, which consists in infinite properties cannot be grasped properly without the -

mplhod of modal description which consists in all viewpoints, for otherwise that
would lead to the undesired consequence of seizing [merely] sprouts (sc. superficial,

Tl is quite remarkable how widespread in other philosophical and religious schools
than Buddhism the maxim became. Comp. JACOB (1907-1911: 1. 3).

¥ The gist of the defective viewpoint is its unconditionality, expressed by eva (sad
eva), the proper viewpoint (naya) is indeterminate and ‘open’, non-exclusive (sat),
*whereas the modal description expressly avails itself of the modal functor ‘in a certain
sense’ (syat), or ‘somchow’ (katharcif). Cf. SVM 28.10-12, p. 159.14-16: durnitayas
ca nayas ca pramane ca durniti-naya-pramandni taih. kenollekhena miyetéty aha sad
eva sat syat sad iti.~~Defective opinions, viewpoints as well as both cognitive crileria
are [the members of the compound in Hemacandra's aphorism AYVD 28]; [they are
used there in the instrumental case]. “By what manner of description [a thing] is
cognised [through them]?” It is replied: (1) x is nothing but existent, (2) x is existent,
(3) x is in a certain sense existent.’

Q‘SVM 14.103-104, p. 88.9-10: kevalam durnava-prabhavita-mati-vvamoha-vasad
ekam apalapydnyatarad vvavasthapayanti balisah. so 'vam andha-gaja-nyavah.
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deficient cognition) following the maxim of the blind [people] and the elephant.”
In the latter quotation we encountcer, as a matter of fact, a triple-level parallelism:
dharma - vastu, naya — syad-vada, and andha-gaja-nyaya — pallava-grahita-
prasanga; in other words, an entity pertaining o its properties, the modal
description pertaining to viewpoints, and the undesired consequence (prasanga)

‘pertaining to the maxim (nydya). Accordingly, a complex entity as a whole (vastu)

is the scope of the comprchensive modal description (syad-vada), the defective form
of which is the supcrficial, deficient cognition (pallava-grahita) that grasps only
‘undeveloped’ sprouts, or scanty, partial data. Furthcrmore, a single property
(dharma) is the scope of an particular viewpoint (naya), the defective form of which
is exemplified by the maxim of ‘the maxim of the blind pcople and the elcphant’,
which is tantamount to durnaya. Thus, Mallisena’s both illustrations are consistent
in referring to the idea of the unconditional, defective viewpoint. This additionally
supports the contention that only the (dur)naya model is employed to map
philosophical opinions,

Due to multifaceted circumstances, all assertoric sentences can only be relatively
true:

‘Therefore all viewpoints with no exception arc false views [when
strictly] related to their respective spheres (paksa); however, [when
understood] as mutually dependent, they become [viewpoints]
conducive to truth,""'

This relativity, however, is not eventually tantamount to professing scepticism,
and the Jainas are quitc explicit about that.

The possibility of attaining truth is ensured jointly by the concept of
comprchensive and consislence-based cognitive criteria (pramdna) and partial,

 aspect-qualificd viewpoints, as instruments of detailed examination.'?> However, the

existence of truth as such and the possibility that it can become the contents of
cognition is eventually warranted, according to Jaina beliefs, by omniscience

"SVM 19.75-77, p. 128.23-25: anantu-dharmdtmakasya sarvasya vastunah sarva-
naydtmakena syad-vadena vina yathdvad grahitum asakyatvat. itarathdndha-gaja-
nydyena pallava-grahitd-prasarngat.

"' Cf. Siddhasena Divakara’s statement in STP 1.21:

tamha savve vi naya miccha-ditthi sapakkha-padibaddha |
annonna-nissia una havamti sammatta-sabbhava I/

TS 1.6: pramana-nayair adhigamah --*The comprehension of [the categories
representing reality, mentioned in TS 1.4,] is [accomplished] through cognitive criteria
and [conditionally valid] viewpoints'. Scc also n. 19.
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(kevala). The latter assumption led to such paradoxical contentions that ultimately
truth consists of all false statements taken together:

‘[Let there be] prosperity to Jina’s words that are_made of .an
amassment of false views, that arc¢ conducive to immortality, that are
venerable, and lead (o the salvific happiness.'”

This relativity of cvery predication and the impossibility of uttering an
unconditionally valid statement about the reality could theoretically lead to two
more—beside scepticism—different approachcs. On the one hand, it could be a
reason good cnough to dispense with the soundness of the discursive thinking
altogether and, in this way, it would embracc the negative approach of Nagarjuna
and be reflected in the structure of the tetralemma (catus-koti). The dependent
character of cvery notion and conceptual representation, the incffable and complex
structuring of reality (prapasica), as it is reflected in the rational and dichotomic
mind, inescapably involves real contradictions (virodha) and antinomies (prasanga).
On the other hand, the result could as well be an all-inclusive, positive approach.
Two contradiclory conclusions derived from one and the same thesis do not have to
falsify the initial thesis, e.g., ‘things arise from a cause’ and ‘things do not arise
from a cause’ do not have to unconditionally negate the discourse about causality;
‘there is motion’ and ‘there is no motion’; ‘there is time,’ ‘there is a part and the
whole,” ete. Such two. scemingly contradictory conclusions should make us only
perceptive of the fact that they may—and indeed do—pertain to different contexts.
This would be the Jaina approach. Despitc this, the Jaina theory of anekdnta-vada
has frequently, and undeservedly, been blamed (o disregard the law of the excluded
middlc" or the law of non-contradiction in stronger or weaker sensc'”. However,

" Siddhasena Divakara’s concluding verse of STP 3.69:

baddarh miccha-damsana-samitha-maivassa amaya-sarassa /
Jina-vayanassa bhagavao sarmvigga-suhdhigammassa //

" The criticism concerns especially the conjunction of the first two figures (syat-
descriptions) of the sapta-bharigi that refer to the predicated object: (1) svad asti: ‘from
a certain viewpoint, x exists,” and (2) syad ndsti: ‘from a certain viewpoint, x does not
exist.’

15 Notably, the violation of the law of contradiction is said, mistakenly as it were, to be
involved in either or both the third and fourth figures of the sapta-bhangi: (3) syad asty eva
svan ndsty eva: ‘[rom a certain vicwpoint, x exists and, (rom a certain viewpoint, x does not
exist’ (wherein two predicated features are claimed to be taken subsequently), and (4) svad
avaktavyam: ‘from a certain viewpoint, x is inexpressible,” (two contrary fealures are
believed to be predicated of a thing in question jointly and simultaneously). Comp.
PANDEY (1984: 163): *[O]nly that logic is indicated by svadvida which challenges the law
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one and the same sentence (p), when negated conditionally (i.e. with the pz?r'ticlc
syat—*from a certain point of view’), yiclds not a contrary statement (—p) in the
sense that when combined with the initial statcment p is an application of the law of
the excluded middle (pv—p), but refers to a different context, viz., its point of
reference of two conjuncts is different.'®

of contradiction and gives some truth value to contradictory statements’; BHARUCH'A—
KAMAT (1984: 183); MATILAL (1991: 10 -11 [13-15]) or GANERI (2002:.9?: ‘When talking
about the “law of non-contradiction” in a deductive system, we must distinguish between
two quite different theses: (a) the thesis that “- (p & —p)” |,s a thcorem in the systt?m, and
(b) the thesis that it is not the case that both “p” and “~p” are thcorems. Tbe Jal.nas'ar.e
committed to the first of these theses, but reject the second. This is the sense in which it is

- correct to say that the Jainas reject the “law of non-contradiction™.”

' GOKHALE (1991: [77]) was right to point out that in case of anekdnla—vdc{a ‘both p
and not-p are true in some respect. But of course the respect in which p is‘true is
different from the one in which not-p is true. In this way the role of the term syat in syat-
statements is to dissolve the apparent contradiction between statements by pointing <.)ul .
that the truth of apparently contradictory statcments is relative to the respective
standpoints’. The seeming inconsistency between, or contradictoriness of two scnl.cnces,
e.g. ‘it (some object) exists’ and ‘it (some object) does nol exist’—that are symbollsjcd as
p and —p—is due to the fact that what we have is an incomplete- statement. To cite an
example attested by textual sources (e.g. JTBh 1.22 § 63):
—*with respect to substance (S), a given pot x cxists as being made of .clay’
(ASix) and ‘with respect 1o substance (S), a given pot x does not exist as
something made of water’ (~A*2x), _

— “with respect to place (P), a given pot x exists in the city of Pataliputra’
(BPix) and ‘with respect to place (P), a given pot x does not exist in the
city of Kanyakybja’ (~B"2x), . .

— *with respect to time (T), a given pot x exists in the autumn’ (C le) and ‘with
respect to time (7), a given pot x does not exist in the spring’ (~C"2x),

—*with respect to condition (C), a given pot x exists as something bllack‘
(Dclx) and “with respect to condition (C), a given pot x does not exist as
something red’ (ﬂDCZX).

Accordingly, the first two conditional statements, as well as their conjunction should
be analysed as a range of indexed predicates:
(1) ASix, B'1x, CNix, D%, ..., and
(2) =A%, ~BPx, ~CTax, -Dx, ..
licre 4, B, C, D, ... are predicates indexed with the set of parameters of substance
(dravya) = 8, place (ksetra) = P, time (kala) = T, and condition (bhava) = C.

In this way, we neither have the case of two inconsistent statements (the adjunction

of) p and —p that are both theorems of the system, nor their conjunction p A ~p, but
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Jaina realism has it that even images in a dream arc not purely figments of our
conceplualisation but have some kind of objective basis and rational justification.
By the same token, our slatements pertaining (o reality are claimed by the Jainas to
possess some truth; however, the infinity of ontological correlatigns can in no way
be reflected in our language due to its inherent limitations (avadhdrana)’. That is
why a range of utlerances articulatcd about one and the same object, scemingly
standing in contradiction to each other, may take ilts various contexts and
ramifications into consideration. Likewise, differcnt points of reference and time of
expression, differcnt intentions and context of apparcntly onc and the same sentence
on the verbal level makeit homonymic. :

The way we deal with cognised objects is reflected in the Jaina scheme of nayas, and
this takes place on the conceptual (svddhigama, jiiandtmaka), verbal (parddhigama,
vacandimaka) and practical (vyavahdra) level' since all these three are
interconnected. A sct of conditionally valid viewpoinls was not only considered an
ancillary theoretical device, subordinate to the theory of multiplexity of reality, and was

nfth.er two related statements expressed under different circumstances or with relation to
different parameters.

Furthermore, the conjunction of two apparently contradiclory statements p & —p is -

in fact a conjunction, which, having been disambiguated, yiclds no real contradiction:
(3) A®ix & ~A*x, B"ix & ~B"2x, C"ix & ~CTx, D & ~DCr, ...

'{L{l’. NAV 19 (p. 17) and NAV 29.28 (p. 472): ‘every sentence functions with a
restriction’ -—sarvam vakyarm (vacanar) sdvadharanam.

" This is implied in the passage of RVir 1.6 (p- 33.11-13): 4. adhigama-hetur
dvividhah. [adhigama-hetur dvividhah) svddhigama-hetuh parddhigama-hetus ca.
svadhigama-hetur  jAandtmakah pramana-naya-vikalpah,  parddhigama-hetur
vaca‘ndtmakah. tena  Sruidkhyena  pramanena  syid-vada-naya-samskrtena
pratiparydyam sapta-bhangimanto jividayah paddrthéa adhigamayilavvél;.'—'—‘Thc ;:ausc
of comprehension [of the calegories representing reality] is two-fold: the .cause for one’s
own comprehension dnd the cause for the other’s comprehension. The cause for one’s
own co'mprehension consists in cognition [and] is divided into cognitive criterion and
V|e\.v.pmnl, [Whereas] the cause for the other’s comprehension consists in statements.
Entitics such as living clements efc. that are amenable to the scven-fold description
shoyld be comprehended from every angle by means of the cognitive criterion called
testimony, refined through [the method of the] modal description and through [the
m'cthod of] viewpoints.” Clearly, the idca of svddhigama-hetu and parddhigama-hetu
directly corresponds to Siddhasena Mahimati’s distinction between ‘the sentence for
oncsell” (svdrtha-vakya) and ‘the sentence for others’ (pardrtha-vakya) in NA 10, which

was in its turn influenced by Dinnaga’s and Dharmakirti’s well-known division of
svarthdnumana and pardrthdnumana.
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supposed to corroborate the latier, but, from the very beginnings of Jaina epistemology, it
coexisted with cognitive criteria (pramana) as an alternative cpistemic instrument:

‘All states of [all] substances, that are comprehended by means of all
cognitive criteria, are [equally] capable of being predicated of by
means of all [conditionally valid] viewpoints in a detailed manner.’"”

Here, we clearly find a conviction that any given utterance functions within its
given individual context and it is only within the confines delineated by this context
that the sentence retains its veracity. The viewpoints (naya) organise the world of
things of our practical dealings, and within their sphere of practical application they
help-us determine the truth-value of a proposition by way of its contextualisation
within a given universe of conceivable points of reference. They are not supposed to
contribute anything new to our knowledge,” as Akalanka declares: ‘Application of
viewpoints with regard to things cognised by means of cognitive criteria is the basis
of everyday practicc.’” Accordingly, the nayas only selectively
(vikalddesa) arrange comprehensive data material already acquired®. In the same
spirit, Yasovijaya defines conditionally valid viewpoints as ‘particular varieties of
cognitive activity that grasp one facet of a real thing, which by its nature has infinite

* Uttar 28.24:
davvana savva-bhava savva-pamanehi jassa uvaladdha /
savvahi naya-vihihim vitthara-rii tti nayavvo I/

» Interestingly, the idea that nayas are clearly distinguished from cognitive criteria,
precisely because they avail themselves of the knowledge already acquired by a
pramana, complies with the Mimamsaka's idca that cognitive criterion (pramanam)
contributes a new element to our cognition, or ‘comprehends a not [yet] comprehended
object’ (anadhigatirthadhiganty), scc SBh 1.1.5: autpattikas tu Sabdasydrthena
sambandhas tasya jiianam upadeso 'vyatirekas cdrthe 'nupalabdhe tat pramanam
badarayanasydnapeksatvat, $DJ, p. 45: karana-dosa-badhaka-jiidna-rahitam agrhita-
grahi-jidnarm  pramanam; MSV 5.(Vrtti-kdra).] 1ab: sarvasydnupalabdhe  ‘rthe
pramanyam smytir anyatha /

2RVar 1.6 (p.33.6-7): pramana-prakasitesv arthesu naya-pravptter vyayahdra-
hetutvad abhydrhah. yatah pramana-prakasitesv arthesu naya-pravyttir vyavahara-hetur
bhavati ato ‘sydbhyarhitatvam.

2 Comp. the unidentified quotation in RVar1.6 (p.33.9-10): sakalddesah
pramanddhino vikalddeso nayidhinah — Complete account rests on cognitive criteria,
[whereas] incomplete account rests on viewpoints’, as well as LT 62 and LTV ad loc.
(Pravacana-pravesa), pp. 686.2-688.2:

upayogau srutasya dvau syad-vada-naya-samjfiitau /
syad-vadah sakalddeso nayo vikala-samkatha /!
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propertics [and] which has been discemed by cognitive criterion, [and that] do not
disprove [facets] others than this [onc].”?

Thus, pramanas serve as criteria of validity and reliability of our, cognition and are
expected to ensure the acquisition of truth, whereas the viewpoints are an attempt lo
contextualise any given ultcrance and determine in which sense it asserts truth.

The process of arrangement and selection is accomplished with the help of
progressive indexation, in which each viewpoint (naya) delimits the context
by introducing indices of spatial co-ordinates, temporal factors, linguistic
convention, ¢tc. The idea of the viewpoint (naya) as a device to single out a
particular aspect of an object, viz. its point of reference, is underscored, for instance,
by Siddhasena Mahamati®* in NA 29: “The real thing, whose essence is multiplex,
[forms] the domain of all acts of awareness; an object qualified by [only] onc facet
is known as the province of the viewpoint.’?*

The assumption of the manifold character of reality in which things relate to cach
other by an infinite number of relations finds its expression in the conviction that every
situation can be both viewed from infinite angles as well reflected in our language:
infinity of interrelations corresponds 1o a theorelically infinite number of predications,
each retaining its validity only conditionally, viz. restricted to its particular perspective.?

Usually, but not always, conditionally valid predications are divided into two
major  classes:  substantial (dravydstika-naya), or substance-expressive

b3 - Lo . .
JTBh 2.1: pramana-paricchinnasydnanta-dharmdtmakasya vastuna  eka-desa-
grahinas tad-itaram sapratiksepino ‘dhyavasaya-visesa nayah.
" : yar
*Seen. 4.
2 .
NA 29:

anekdntdtmakam vastu gocarah sarva-sanvidam |
eka-desa-visisto 'rtho nayasya visayo matah /!
Cf. STP 1.22-25.

* This idca is explicitly stated by Siddharsigani in NAV 29.12 (p. 440): sarkhyayi
punar ananta iti, ananta-dharmatvad vastunas, tad—eka—dharma-paryavasitdbhiprdv&nérh
ca navatvat, tathdpi cirantandcaryaih sarva-saﬁgrdhi—saptdbhiprti_va-parikalpand—db&r?na
sapta navah pratipaditah. -* According to the number, however, [viewpoints are] inﬁniic,
because the real thing is endowed with infinite properties and because [various] outlooks
confined to [one] property of this [real thing] arc viewpoints. Nevertheless, ancicnt
preceptors taught that there are seven viewpoints, by means of assuming seven outlooks
that collect together all [possible viewpoints].” The passage is quoted and claborated in
SVM 28.56-60 (p. 161.11-15): nayas cdnantah. ananta-dharmarvid vastunas lad-eka-
dharma-paryavastitanarm vakur abhiprayandr ca nayatvat tathd ca vyddhah. Jjavaiya
vayana-vaha (avaiya ceva homti naya-vaya / [STP 3.47ab] iti. '

L g
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(dravydrthika-naya), and attributive (paryaydstika-naya), or mode-expressive
(parydydrthika-naya)’’. Whercas the former emphasises continuity and essential
identity of evolving things, the latter predominantly deals with the mutable character
of phecnomena and their transient manifestations and accentuates the attributive side
of reality. Most commonly these two classes. of conditionally valid viewpoints are
further subdivided into seven following types™:

7cf, e.g., STP 1.3. Akalanka (RVar 1.33, p. 94) has substantial (dravydstika-naya)
and attributive (paryaydstika-naya). Kundakunda, e.g. in PSa 2.22, has: davvafthiena
(dravydrthika) and pajjayatthiena (paryavdrthika), without any further subdivision. It is
well known that Kundakunda (¢.g. in SSa 353) uses also another two-fold classification
of viewpoints, viz. vavahara (vyavahara-naya), or empirical, and nicchaya (niscaya-
naya), or ultimate, the former not be confused with the vyavahara-naya of the sevenfold
‘naigamddi’ classification. This classification in its import goes back to the earlier
Buddhist distinction of the empirical truth (samvyti-satya, vyavahara, laukika-satya) and
the ultimate truth (paramdrtha-satya), which is alrcady atlested in Katha-vatthu and
Milinda-pariha, finds its classical expression with Nagarjuna (e.g. MMK 24.8-9) and is
taken over in such Yogacara works as Mahayana-sutrdlankara (MSA 11.3) and Uttara-
tantra (UtT 1.84). On Kundakunda’s vavahara- nicchaya division sce in this volume
Jayandra Soni’s ‘Kundakunda and Umasvati on Anekdnta-vada’ (pp.25-35, esp.
p. 28 ff.), and Christoph Emmrich’s ‘tlow many times? Pluralism, dualism or monism in
carly Jaina temporal description’ (pp. 69-88, esp. p. 71 £.).

®Cf.STP 1.4-5: :

davvajthiya-naya-payadi suddha‘” samgaha-parivandvisao /
@ puna vayana-ttha-nicchao tassa vavaharo /!
mitla-nimenarn ® pajjava-payassa ujjusuya-vayana-vicchedo /

tassa tu saddaia saha-pasahid'® suhuma-bheva® /| —

—*'The pure nature of the substance-expressive viewpoint is the province of the
description [by means] of the collective [viewpoint]. As regards [its] countertype, in its
turn, the empirical [viewpoint] of this [substance-expressive category consists in] the
determination of the meaning of an utterance. The prime support of the mode[-expressive]
vicwpoint is the division ol the ulterance [expressing] the direct viewpoint. Of this, the
verbal and other [viewpoints] are subtle[r] divisions, [like] branches and twigs.’

[ Abhayadevasiiri’s relevant glosses in STPT. ad loc. are quite uscful:

" (p. 315.9-10:) suddhd ity asankirnd visesdsamsparsavati. (““Pure” means not

mingled, having no association with the particular.’), ® [p. 316.11 -12:] [a]suddhanm

padiriivarh ... pratiripan pratibimbam pratinidhir iti yavat (countertype = impure),

O [p. 317.12, 349.2-3:] miilam Gdih ne(ni)menars adharah, ® [p. 349.5-6:] sakhd-

prasakha iva sthiila-suksmatara-darsitatvat sitksmo.bhedo viseso yesam te tatha.)

padiriive
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suleance-expressive (dravydrthika) modc-expressive (parydydrthika)

4. direct (pju-sitra)

5. verbal (sabda)

6. ctymological (samabhiridha)

7. factual (evam-bhiita, itthar-bhava)
Table 1

This scheme, found also in Akalanka’s R

1. comprchensive (naigama)
2. collective (sangraha)
3. empirical (vvavahara)

aja-varttika, is not universally followed

in Jaina literature. For certain reasons (vide infra n, 80) STP does not distinguish -

separately naigama‘naya and speaks of only six viewpoints,

Furthermore, we find the divisions of dravydrthika-naya and paryaydrthika
neither in the canonical works such as Anuoga or Thanamga, nor in such relatively
late treatises as TS, TBh, NA or NAV. As against the frequently quoted opinion
(e.g. JAINI (1920: 45 1), SCHUBRING (1978: 161, § 76)), they are entirely absent
from TS and TBh. Thus, for instance, TS in TBh-recension subsumes the varieties
of (), (6) and (7) under the hcad of Sabda-naya (vide infra).

NAYV 29 classifics the seven viewpoi

-naya

nts into two main divisions slightly differently:
object-bound, operating by means of o

bject  specch-bound, operating by means of specch
(artha-dvarepa [pra vrita))

(Sabda-dvarena [pravyua))
5. verbal (subda)
6. etymological (samabhiriidha)
7. factual (evari-bhiita)

1. comprehensive (naigama)
2. collective (sangraha)

3. empirical (wavahara)

4. direct (rju-sitra)

Table 2

Sec also PALV 6.74, p. 54.7-9: tatra mula-nayau dvay dravydrthika
bhedat.  1atrq dravvdrthikas  (redhg
paryaydrthikas caturdhi rju-sdtm-s’abda-samabhirﬁdha‘warh-bhﬁta-bhed&t. For the
purely sevenfold division see: AnD 606 (satta mila-naya panpnata. tam
samgahe vavahire ujjusue sadde samabhiriidhe evambhiite) =
TBh 1.35, $Si 1.33, NAT 29, ctc. Umasvamin’s tradition of TS cnumerated only five
major typcs. The comprehensive viewpoint was divided into wo subtypes, viz. selective
(desa-pariksepin) and all-inclusive (sarva-pariksepin), even though Umasvati does not
explicate them further in TR, whereas the verbal viewpoint was further subdivided into
three viewpoints (tinni- sadda-naya): accurate (sarmpai-sadda-navya, samprata-nayq),
etymologicaT(samabhirzidha) and factual (evam-bhitya). See TS 1.34,35: 134/ naigama-
sarigraha-\olavalzéra-ry’u-sﬁtra-s’abdd nayah, 135/ adva-sabdau dvi-tri-bhedau, (This is
according to the reading preserved in TBh 1.34-35). SSi 1.33 offers a varia lectio of TS:
naigama-sarigraha-lgvavahdra~rju-sﬁ1ra-s‘abda—samabhirﬁdhcﬁvam-bht?ld nayah.

-paryaydrthika-
naigama-sangraha-vyavahéra-bhedgt,

Jaha--negame
Than 552, as well as
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A scheme rather simi]ar’ to that of Table 2 is apparel.n]y follov.ved also by’ '}Tﬁ in

view‘ of the cxplicit mention (TS 1.34) of the group na:gimz-.s:ang;(:]i?a.-‘\;ygv;:n{;niz[;
iform’§ ich is subdivide

ju-stl ended by the uniform sabda subcategory, which is s ' ;

:llll: Sf’fé;’;;l;l;g aphor)i,sm of TS 1.35—this would correspond to Sabdu-dvarena
of NAV. '
[prAa]‘s)':)”;}?'h scems to share a similar model not only because of th.e abso!ute absence
of dravydrthika-naya and paryaydrthika-naya, but alsp becau'scz in thz mtrf)(i\ix(():'t‘o(r,yf
pa 1®, the viewpoints 5-7 are singled out by a speflal npre!lminaq'/ ,ezzrq:n o
their ,common feature under the head sabda (vathdrthdbhidhanam f“ a"f, "
because, in the four recapitulatory vcrses,}(on p. 35.4-36.2, the stress is specifically
’ )

laid on the comprehensive sabda category™:

i ] v i wgraha) 5. verbal (Sabda)
. hensive (naigama) 2. wllc'cpve (sangra_ (Sat
zlz mﬁj inclusive (desa-pariksepin) 3. empirical (vyavahara) :.prt;fne‘r)llt o(;"z’;p(;it:lbh,',—,;dha)
’ . . . . - - X e ¢
b. all-inclusive (sarva-pariksepin) 4. direct (fju-sitra) e s

Table 3

Let us have a closer look at the character of each of the viewpoints in order to
i ationshi ccn them.
cxamine exact relationship between ‘ -
The comprchensive viewpoint (naigama-naya) grasps a gw:n Rheno;;;e;‘(;?u:ive
v to a possibly most exicnsive, all-
most general way and takes recourse Pinclase
ich i articular utterance. From the perspec! .
-context, which is referred to by a pa . ‘ e anings and
ive vi i hat is taken into account is a complex o
comprehensive viewpoint, w. . : B Sompex of meenines
otati spective of either distin
connotations evoked by an utterance, irre ; : N
indivi itutive characteristics represcntative of a given class: ‘Sp :
individuals or of constitutive charactcris cs i, el et
sed in inhabited localitics (sc. colloquially) [
clements that are expressed in inhal ! e ]
i : i h a] meaning of specch elemen
meaning; and the comprehension of [sucl . : .
the con%prchcnsivc viewpoint, which grasps collectively partial [denotations of a

] ‘bhihitah sabda 1] h sabddrtha-
¥ TBh 1.35 (p. 32.13-17): nigamesu ye bhxhttah_sczb.das te{am arl:ha. § binihe
parijiidnam ca desa-samagra-grahi naigamah. arthandnm sarvz;:ka-de_sfz-stzng muj},g,;,
( ] qra-prayo vistrtdrtho vyavaharah. satam samp
sangrahah. laukika-sama upacara-prayo vistyl 0 vyavahdrah. sa aind
jzifhg&ndm. abhidhana-parijiianam rju-satrah. yathdrthdbhidhanar sabdam. n.az::lz:
prasiddha-pirvac chabdid arthe pratyayah sdmpratah. satsv arthesv asam !
it ijand ‘or n-bhitta iti.
samabhiridhah. vvafijandrthayor evar-b o . "
M Esp. in verse 4cd (p. 36.2): vidvad yathdrtha-sabdarh \’[xsestlfz-l?adaér‘r] t:, osl:li;d(ixn
)t ‘ 4 al viewpoint as [consisting $
/—*‘One should understand the verba I
Z?::?:;uished (sc. analysed) [meaning] in accordance with a speech element [denoting]
an object.’
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speech element, consists in).”*" Clearly, what is meant here is a colloquial,

unreflected  usage of an  unspecified reference, which comprises

indiscriminately both the particular and the universal: ‘When one says

“pot” what [is meant] is this particular substance (sc. thing) produced by the cffort
[of a pot-maker], with a rounded, elongated ncck [and] a rounded edge at the top [as
well as] with a spherical container below, [which is] suited for fetching and carrying
water ctc., [and has been)] finished off by secondary operations [like baking].
[Accordingly,] the comprehensive viewpoint [consists in] the comprehcnsion
without [making] any distinction between such an individual [thing] furnished with
particular features or [things] belonging to its class.”™ Conspicuously, the category
of comprchensive viewpoint is absent from STP.

"'TB 1.35 (p. 32.13-14): nigamesu ve ‘bhihitah sabdas tesam arthah sabddrtha-
parijiidnar ca desa-samagra-grahi naigama. .

2 TBh 1.35 (p-33.9-12): ghata ity ukte yo ‘sau cestdbhinirvrtta  ardhva-
kundaluiisthdyata-vytia-grivo ‘dhastat parimandalo jalddinam aharana-dharana-samartha
ultara-gun(fjnir_n'artandnir\'ftto dravya-visesas tasminn ekasmin visesavati taj‘"-jdtive;u va
sarvesv avisesal parijianam naigama-nayah. Cf. the cxposition in the same spirit in
NAV 29.13 (p. 441), e.g.: tatripi ye paraspara-visakalitau samanya-visesav icchanti tat-
samuddya-ripo naigamah.--‘And out of these [four object-bound varieties], the
comprehensive [viewpoint] consists in an aggregate of such [outlooks] that consider

ointly] the universal and the particular as being disconnected from each other:’ as well as
NAV 29.23 (p.455): wvavaharo pi sarvah pradhandpasarjana-dvarena kathaficid
ilarélara'vinir/u,thita-sdmdnya-vis'esa-sddliya eva; na hi samanyam doha-vdl'lddi-lwivdvﬁm
uptiv.ujvate, visesanam eva tatripayogdn, ndpi visesi eva lat-karinah, gotva-s‘linﬁ.ném
lesar  vrksddv-avisistatava tat-karana-samarthydbhavat. ...  tasmat kat)zaﬁcid
bheddbhedinav evditau, tad-anyatara-samarthakah punar niralambanatvad durnayatam
svi-karolili sthitam. —-*Also the whole everyday practice can only be-cffected [with }cgard
to] the universal and the particular, which are somchow mutually not detached, by means
of the main [import] and the subordinate [level], for neither the universal [alone] can be
emp}oyed in such actions like milking, carrying [commodities], ctc., because only the
pan}culars are employed in these [actions], nor the particulars alone accomplish these
[actions] because these [particulars] void of [the universal] cow-ness would lack the
efficacy to accomplish these [actions), inasmuch as they would not be distinguished from
tress., etc. ... Therefore, it is cstablished that these two, [i.c. the universal and the
pfmlculars], are somehow truly [both] different and not different from each other. [Such a
viewpoint], however, which corroborates [only] one of these [two, i.e. cither the universal
or the pz}nicular], appropriates the status of a defective viewpoint, because [it is] void of
[aqy] objective substratum.” Sce also RVar 1.33 (p- 95.12 {Y.): artha-sammkalpa-matra-grahi
Illa'xgamalx. - tad yatha: kascit pragrhya parasurm purusam gacchantum abhisamiksviha
kim artham gacchati bhavan' iti? sa tasmai acaste  prasthdrtham iti, c.:'lc‘- -

s
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The collective viewpoint (sangraha-naya) pertains cumulatively to a wholc class
of individuals, which constitutes the denotation of a given utterance, and thercby it
forms. a basis for any taxonomy. In fact, Umasvati defines it briefly as ‘the
synthesising of one facet out of all [possible facets] of things”™ and further
cxplicates: ‘The collective viewpoint [consists in] the comprehension of, [say,]
present, past and future pots, distinguished by the name and other [standpoints
(niksepa)], whether with regard to one [individual] or to many [things belonging to
its class).”™ At first glance, one might consider the wording ekasmin va to refer to a
particular, but in fact the phrasc ekasmin va bahusu va links the whole statement to
the previous section explaining the character of the comprehensive viewpoint and
the phrase: tasminn ekasmin visesavati taj-jatiyesu va sarvesv avisesat. Accordingly,
the idea of the universal is indicated here in the phrase ‘present, past and future pots’
(sampratdtitdnagatesu ghatesu). Akalanka likewise explicitly refers to the idca of
the class, or the universal: “The collective viewpoint grasps cverything as a whole
by referring to oneness without contradicting (viz. without relinguishing,
apracyavana) its own class.”™ In other words, the scope of the comprehensive
viewpoint (naigama-naya) is narrowed down by excluding the particular and laying
stress on the universal alone.*® :

When only a particular spccimen of the whole class of objects—that has
previously been defined from the perspective of the collective viewpoint—is
selected for practical purposes and dircctly referred to by an utterance, or becomes

‘Comprehensive [viewpoint] grasps only the general idea of the purpose. ... For instance
someone notices a man walking, who has taken an axe [with him], and asks: “For what
reason are you going, Sir”? He replics to him: “{I'm going] my way”, etc. Here in RVir,
Akalanka generally [ollows the examples taken from SSi 1.33.

B TBh 1.35 (p- 32.14): arthanam sarvdika-desa-sangrahanam sangrahah.

3 TBh 1.35 (pp. 33.12-34.2):  cekasmin va bahusu va namddi-visesitesu
sampratdtitdnagatesu ghatesu sampratvayah sangrahah.

¥ Rvar 1.33 (p. 95.12 ). sva-jatv-avirodhendikatvépanayat samasta-grahanam
sangrahah.

*CL. NAV 29.13 (p. 441): punah kevalam samanyam varchanti tat-samiha-
sampadyah sangrahal.—The collective [viewpoint], in its turn, is produced out of an
amassment of such [outlooks] that affirm solely the universal.” See also NAV 29.23
(p. 462): tad-apalapi  kevala-samanya-pratisthapakah kad-abhipravah sangraha-
durnaya-vyapadesam svi-kurute, viSesdpeksaydiva samanya-sthapakasya sangraha-
nayatvad iti—*[Such] a defective outlook which denies that [multifarious object and}
which determines the universal alonc appropriates the designation of the defective
collective viewpoint because [only such a viewpoint which] determines the universal
precisely with regard o the particulars is the collective viewpoint [proper].’
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an object of one’s action, we have an instance of the empirical . viewpoint

(vyavahara-naya). 1t is especially in carly analyscs that the commonplace aspect »

(laukika) and the conventional practice prevalent among people (lokdpacara) is said
1o be emphasised in this case.”’ Clearly, the point of reference is further limited™ 1o
such individual things, or elements of a class, thal can become directly subject to
pracfical activity: ‘The empirical viewpoint consists in the comprehension of
p.rcusc]y such [present, past and future things like pots, grasped by the collective
vnewpoipt,] comprehensible to common people and experts, [and] accessible 1o the
convcentional practicc just as they are gross objects.” This clearly nominalist
perspective reflects an aspect of speech commonly encountered in linguistic usage:
rposl-frcquently we refer (o particular things, viz, (o individuals, by means 0%
llngl'n?lic ur'lils of general denotation that correspond to respective classes: ‘The
cmp{ncal viewpoint [consists in] appropriating [a thing], which is preceded by
practical application [of the thing] from this [class of things embraced by the
t;ollcclivc viewpoint] (atas = etasmar).”™ Akalanka proceeds to illustrate the rule:
When. onc admits that “[any] healing decoction is a medicine”, then— insofar as
the }Ianchal has the nature of the particular—{one knows] healing cfficacy of a
particular fig etc. (i.c. one grasps [the universal] through the cfficacy of the
particular).”

Howcfvcr,'a relevant statement of NAV 29, taken at its face value, seems to
contradlcl. the contention that the scope of the empirical viewpoint is the’ particular:
‘The empirical [viewpoint], on the other hand, is produced out of a complex of such
[outlooks] that intend an entity, like a pot, etc.—[when it] enters into people’s
everyday practice—in case of which ‘[both] the universal and the

3., )

' !‘Bh' 1135 (p: 32.15): laukika-sama upacdra-prdyo vistrtirtho vvavaharah.— ‘The
empirical vu?wpolml has an cxiended meaning, similar to [the way] common people
[un(.iersla_md 1!], hk}: in the conventional practice.’ Cf. TBh 1.35 (p- 35.9, verse 3cd):
Iokopt.zcgra-rf(\fu!am vvavahdranm visirtam  vidyat / —*One  should understand  the
empirical [viewpoint in an] extended [way] as confined to the conventional practice
[prevalent] among people.”

Wy . .
View; Al(\i](:"m P- 54.11: sangraha-grhita-bhedako vvavaharah. --*The empirical
A omnt differentiates what has been grasped [in a : , ot
vewnoin grasped [in a general way] by the collective

»

TBh 1.35 (p. 34.2-3): tesv eva laukika-pariksaka-erahvesipacd

] . 1 tes -partksaka-grah - et 7-

sthildrthesu sarpratyayo vyavahdrah. sraestpaciamyen vaha

40 ~

. RVar 1.33 (p. 96.20): ato vidhi-pirvakam avaharananm vvavaharah.
B S{Var’ l,3_3 (rf. 96.25-26):  ‘kasayo bhaisajyam’ ity ukte ca s(imdriyasva
visesdtmakatvin naiyagrodhddi-visesa-samarthyam (visesasva samarthyenu grahanar;r).
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particular, bcing of philosophic pertinence, are

disrcgarded. "2 The context for this statement is a discussion with the
Buddhist. What the term visesa in this particular case is supposed to mcan is ‘the
ultimate particular’, viz. the momentary, insubstantial entity (visesah paramdnu-
laksandh ksana-ksayinah). Clearly, the author differentiates here between
svalakgana (the ultimate individual) and vastu, or the real, non-momentary, gross
thing.* Consequently, what constitutes the point of reference for the empirical
viewpoint also in NAV is indeed the particular understood as a real entity, that is
graspable in daily experience, that retains its individual character but at the same
time is made up of atoms, not the particular as a momentary, imperceplible atom:
‘Such a [real thing,] like a pot, etc., which lasts for some time, which possesses
grossness, which is instrumental to people’s everyday practice [and] which is
intended by you as really cxisting, is not accidental, but rather [it is] combined of
permanent infinitesimal atoms...’*" Thus, what is mcant by laukika and
lokdpacara in TBh (above p. 52, n. 37) clearly corresponds to yatha loka-graha (*
just the way people take’, n.43) and loka-vyavahara-karitva of NAV
(‘accomplishing of the people’s cveryday practice’, n. 44). Eventually, the
practical aspect means the feasibility, on the part of an object, to become the
object of human activity.

“2NAV 29.13 (p-441):. ye punar anapeksita-sastriya-samanya-visesam loka-
vyavah@ram avatarantam ghatddikam paddrtham abhiprayanti tan-nicaya-janyo
vvavaharah.

B NAV 29.16 (p. 445): vatha loka-graham eva vasty astu ... na hi samanyam andadi-
nidhanam ekam sangrahdbhimatam pramana-bhimih. ... ndpi visesah paramdnu-
laksanah ksana-ksayinah pramana-gocaras, tatha pravytter abhavat. tasmad idam eva
nikhila-lokdbadhitam pramadna-prasiddham  kivat-kala-bhavi-sthiratam abibhranam
udakdharanddy-artha-kriya-nirvartana-ksamam ghatddikam vastu-ruparm paramarthikam
astu.— ‘Let the real thing be exactly just the way people take [it] ... For the universal-—
with no beginning nor cnd, [numcrically] one, considered by the collective
[viewpoint]—{does] not [constitute] the scope of a cognitive criterion ... The
particulars—[which are] characteriscd by infinitesimal atoms [and which are] perishing
in a moment (sc. momentary) ~[do] not [constitute] the domain of cognitive criterion,
either, because [they do] not occur in that manner. Therefore only this [what is] not
subverted by opinions prevalent among people, [what is] well-known due to cognitive
criterion, [what] possesscs grossness lasting for some time, [what is] capable of
executing cfficient action such as fetching water, etc., [and what] consists in the real
thing, like a pot, etc., must be ultimately real.’

MNAV 29.25 (p.463): vad idam kivat-kala-bhavi sthiratam abibhranam loka-
vyavahara-kari ghatddikam bhavatas tattvikam abhipretam tan ndakasmikam...



54 PIOTR BALCEROWICZ

‘ The last onc in the quadruple classification of the ‘object-bound’ Viewpoints that
o S -
wze‘r:g’c l;y ;?ganz o;" alzi object’ (artha-dvarena [pravtta)) is the direct viewpoint
-sutra). It is defined as ‘the comprehension .b .
st . -by way of the denotati 5
concerning the existent and present objects’® and i i t  poin of
. jects”™ and its province is the pre i
time*, viz. particular thin out by he soic
, viz. gs that have already been poi iri
‘ viz, ' : ‘ pointed out by the empiric:
z;:zﬁg;n: , which }z:rc being perceived here and now. Accordingly, the IZiiri::
nt narrows the point of reference down to ’
Viewf the present manifestation
| [ refe S of &
;r;;jilt\::dual (vartzrmana-kvana—\grartt-vastu), and puts aside its past and future facedlrs1
anagata-vakra-parityaga).” Al the same (i i i “
; § . same lime, the direct viewpoi ]
. - : 3 point opens up—
v:.:‘(‘)/rd(::rgl to lhe. (Zlhc'r tradition—the fourfold catalogue of modc-gxprcs‘sive
Whicg V?eiv (g:vyayarlhz/«f-nqya), or conditionally valid attributive prcdicallions
roeh view ings accordmg.to their transitory propertics and modes and ne lcc;
e ml(l) don r;veruble substantial nature and existence as substrata of those prope%lic‘
nd [esih :om sx‘lch an angle, in this viewpoint, which ‘grasps pure modes wit;
Ch[‘,:r t 0 rur antithesis (sc. subslancc)’“, the substantial and non-momenta
" a‘ N . . . . N . . )
o (r,e:r ol an cnlily is entirely ignored and merely its transient aspects (gcneralll’y
objef:ls ;nl m(?ment) are taken into account: ‘it neglects previous[ly mentioncd)]l
o y ) a 1
clonging to the three times [and] embraces the object belonging to the

s 50
present time.”” Here, it is irrelev ich lingui
3 , 1L is irrelevant which linguistic e i
. Xpre: 3 g
10 one and the same individual. ¥ pressions e choose torefer

45
TS 1.35 p. 32.15-16: satam sampratana -
sutrah. P-32.15-16: satdr sampratanam arthanam abhidhana

18135 p. 36.1, verse 4ab:

D = 1a'g' aha/;am Hu-sutra-navam amasato \’ld\’af
Samprata-visa 7 S
] S ].35 p. 34.3‘ 4. /

tesv [= Y 7 :
sv [= vvavahyteyv] eva satsu sampratesu sampratvaya rju-sitrah

@

NAV 29.17 : i
artamamiT (Vr;;‘::?)‘;aizlura rju pragunam akutilam alitdnagatu-vakra-paritvagad
\ " sana- -vastuno rapam sutravati nistankitan; avatity rjusiitr
I his oo (e view D vali nistaikitarm darsayatity nusutrah.

point is explained as follows]: [it] dr: i i

- the Viewp ' ws]: [it] draws out, [i.c.

paSloar:‘s(;ra;“lje;"cdl;rec;l‘y, [I:C‘] ina slra}ghl manner, [or] not crookedly, [viz.][ b;]esr(;;:y
ends [of the real thing]—the form of the real thing, whose trans‘icngt

occ‘l;rrencc [falls to] the present moment.”

-parijfianam pju-

PALV 6.74 p. 54.11--12: § 7 ahi

e o ._.sm_h.lha—paryqva-grahl pratipaksa-sapeksa rju-sitrah.

adte b }\'JAV [;9 26. l,), pirvans Iri-kala-visayan atisavva varlamana-kalu-visayam
. Cf. .26: tasmat tiro-hita-ksana-vivartam alaksi :
‘ Al ta saj) alaksita

La::; ;t;r\'lxl~sam\{W{\'ahanka-pramdnair gocari-krivata it la;-li

u_ k - .t}w-paramanft-prali,c,lhdpako ‘bhiprdva pjusitra-durnay,

‘ ipersayaiva tad-darsakasya navatvad iti.— *Therefore |

-paramdnu-vaiviktvam
ras-kara-dvarenddysta-
a-sanjiam asnute, lad-
the rcal thing becomes the
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The three remaining viewpoints operate on the speech level and, in addition,
analyse the verbal structurc of an uttcrance, the domain for them being external
objects that arc nameable within a strictly limited range of verbal expression. What
is common for the three varietics of the verbal viewpoint is declared (which in itself
is not a very revealing observation) by Umasvati to be ‘the denoting according to the
meaning.”®' The proper point of reference for the speech-bound viewpoints is
thercfore the thing as it enters the linguistic practice. Accordingly, all they are about
is rather the Austinian how fo do things with words, not how to do things with

things.52

domain [of cognition] through all cognitive crileria, that are of importance in practical
life, as something whose momentary transient occurrences are ruled out (sc. neglected)
[and] in which the fact that it is differentiated into infinitesimal atoms is not [directly]
observable. Thus, the outlook that detcrmines invisible infinitesimal atoms which perish
in a moment (sc. are momentary) by means of ruling out (sc. neglecting) this
[persistence] receives the denotation of a defective direct viewpoint, because [such an
outlook alone] which demonstrates thesc [momentary invisible infinitesimal atoms] only
by putting aside this [persistence] is the [dircct] viewpoint [proper].”

$UTBh 1.35 (p. 32.16-17): yathdrthdbhidhanarh sabdam.

2 The following passage of NAV 29.15 (p. 450) delincates the character of the three
verbal viewpoints: tasman na paramdrthato 'rthah Sabditirikto 'sty, upacaratah punar
laukikair aparyalocita-paramdrthair vyavahrivate. asav apy aupacarikah Sabddtmako
vdrthah pratiksana-bhangurah svi-kartavyo, varnanam ksana-dhvamsita-pratiteh ... -
‘Consequently, on the level of the ultimate truth there is no [external] object in addition
1o specch clements, whereas, metaphorically, [object] is used practically by common
people, who do not reflect upon the ultimate truth. Also this object, either the
metaphorical one or the one having speech clement as its essence, should be held to be
momentary (lit. perishable at every moment), because phonemes are known lo be
annihilated after a moment (sc. to be momentary) ..." As a matter of fact, the preceding
is incorporated in an account of a fallacious viewpoint (navdbhasa), nevertheless it is
quite an accurate description of how the verbal viewpoint operates, with the proviso that
‘the proper viewpoint (naya) does not deny the cxistence of an external object, but takes
the real thing and the word denoting it to point to each other: NAV 29: ato 'mi
Sabdadayo ,vadérarélardbhimala-a‘ahddrlh(ipeksqu svabhimatarm -~ Sabddrtham
darsayanti, tada nayds, tasydpi latra bhavat.— *Conscquently, when these [viewpoints
like] the verbal [viewpoint], cic., demonsirate an object (denotatum) [denoted by a
particular] speech element, which is intended by a respective [viewpoint], putting aside
(sc. neglecting) [the fact that] object (denotatum) and [respective] speech clements arc
intended by (sc. point to) cach other, then they are [proper] viewpoints, because also this
{object (denotatum)] exists in (sc. is related t0) these [specch elements].’
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’What the majority of Jaina epistemologists named simply the verbal viewpoint
(sszda-nqva), Umasviti called the accurate (or: present) verbal viewpoint
(samprata-sabda-naya) and defined it as ‘the cognition of an object through a
spug,}h clcme?t already well-k.nown on [account of] such [categories like] name
cle. 'and as ‘the comprehcnsion of precisely those [objects, grasped by means of
the dlr.ect viewpoint, like] pots, that are present, that compﬁse one of [such
calegories like] name ctc. [and] that are alrcady well-known’>, Two things in these
passages are conspicuous: the further diminishing of the scope (lesv eva) to present
(samprategu‘) phenomena and the verbal reference. The verbal \;ie\vpoinl'(s'abda-
naya? was interpreted variously by the subscquent Jaina tradition, but onc thing
remamcq common: the verbal point of reference and the role of verbal {or
grammatl‘ca]) means of cxpression relevant for (he interpretation, Applying the
verbal Ylewpoinl is tantamount to the recognition of the prevalent linguistic
conventu?n and to the overlooking of fine differentiation between meanings‘ of
synonym!cal expressions, etc., that may go back to different derivation grammatical
construction elc.: ‘the verbal [viewpoint] intends, as they say by’lhc force of
undcrstandi;xﬁg, one object (denotatum) for all such linguistic unils,, like Indra, Sakra
Purandara,” etc., that are used-—in accordance with the usage—to denote [(,mc an(i

53
TBh 135 (p.32.17): namddi i irva 7l
simprath (p ). namddisu  prasiddha-pirvic chabdad arthe pratvavah
54
v‘.TBh l.%S (p. 34.4-5); tesv eva sampratesu  ndmddinam  anvatama-grahisu
pra:;ddha—purvake.yu ghatesu sampratyayah sampratah sabda, . '
o Jusl .lo menlfozx lwq Digambara opinions: SSi 1.33 (§ 246, p. 102): linga-samkhya-
fg ,:z_nadz-v_vabhw(fr.a-mrvrtti-parah Sabda-nayah. tatra linga-vvabhicarah: pusilas
mza 4 naksatram iti ... - -*[The verbal viewpoint] aims at removing discrépancy“[in
disznmg].due to gender, numbcr, case clc.. Among these [various factors], the
a ;e-pancy [aTong synopyms]ﬂdue to gender is c¢.g.: pusyas (masc., “constellation”)
ar5a4¢;2(fcm., _clusfer of stars™), naksatram (n., “asterism™, ctc.,’ and PALV674;
{:‘.lbd. -13: ka{a-karaka-lm.gdndrr? bhedadt sabdasva kathaiicid artha-bheda-kathananm
.m . ar:z.-n,ayah.——‘ the verbal viewpoint speaks somehow of [various] differences between
canings of [one anq the same] speech element depending on difterence in icnse
consl:lbulory factors [of an action] (semantic categories) and gender.’ ’
( dThc above serics (_)f va‘rious names of a Vedic god has surprisingly become the
fn Zr;ma;: feque(n&eBr Jaina literature. The idea may go back to Patanjali’s Vvakarana-
-bhdsya a under siitra 1.3.1, vol.II, p. 117); bah [ Sabdd ekdrtha
. ha ’ 3.1, L p. : avo hi Sabda ekdrtha
b:a!/anlt: tad yatha —indrah sakrah puruhiitah puramdarah. kantu kosthab kusila 'iti
ekas ca Sabdo bahv-arthah. tad Yvatha---aksah padih masa iti. o ‘
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the same] specific object (denotatum).”” As Akalanika put it: ‘It primarily overrides
any differencc [in meaning] due to gender, number, case cte.”®® In other words, the
users of the language agree upon a conventionally determined selection of verbal
cxpressions that denote a particular individual.

if one further limits the context of an utterance and draws a distinction among
synonyms which is based on their divergent derivation, viz. if one sticks to a
viewpoint which, ‘denies any equivalence among existing meanings™’, we have the
case of the etymological viewpoint (samabhiridha-naya). Thus, two expressions,
for instance, ‘contemplation, speculation’ (vitarka) and ‘meditation, reflection’
(dhyana), that are [generally] considercd synonymous, may refer 1o different
phenomena in some particular contexts™. To cile another cxample (NAV 29),
although three epithets in an undiscriminating commonplace usage pertain to one
and the same god, nonctheless the name ‘Indra’ refers in fact to a divine sovereign,
the appellation ‘§akra’ describes a being possessed of might and the epithet

STNAV 29.19 (p. 450): rigdhito vavanto dhvanayah kasmimscid arthe pravariante;
vathéndra-Sakra-purandarddayah, tesarm sarvesam apy ekam artham abhipraiti kila
pratiti-vasad. Sce also NAV 29.13 (p. 441): tatha ve riidhitah Sabddndm pravyitim
vafichanti tan-nivaha-sadhyah sabda iti—‘Similarly, the verbal [viewpoint] is
cstablished by a collection of such [outlooks that] affirm that the usage of speech
clements [complics] with the linguistic convention;’ and NAV 29.27 (p. 471): tatas ca
kvacid anapeksita-vyutpatti-nimitta rudhitah pravartante ...—‘And therefore, they arc
used 0 denote certain [objects (denotata)] in accordance with the usage [when] the
factors [accountable for their) grammatical formation [arc] disregarded...”

¥ RVar 1.33 (p. 98.12): sa ca linga-samkhya-sadhanddi-vyabhicara-nivriti-parah.

% TS 1.35 p. 32.18: satsv arthesv asamkramah samabhirudhah. See also NAV 29.13
(p. 441): ve t vyutpattito dhvaninam pravrtti vanchanti ndnyatha tad-vara-janyah
samabhiriigha iti. “Further, the ctymological [viewpoint] is produccd out of the
multitude of such [outlooks) that alfirm that the usage of a linguistic units {complies]
with the grammatical formation, and not otherwise.” and NAV 29.27 (p. 471): ...kvacit
samanya-vyutpatti-sapeksah ... -*...[they arc used to denote] certain [other objects
(denotata)] depending on the grammatical formation |based on] the universal...’

TS 1.35 (p. 34.5-6): tesdm eva sampratanam = arthanim) adhyavasavdsamkramo
vitarka-dhyanavat  samabhiraghah. Cf. JTBh 2.6: parviya-bhede  bhinndrthan
abhimanyate. --*1{ there is any difference among synonyms, on¢ means dilferent
objects,” as well as PALV 6.74 p. 54.14: parvaya-bhedat paddrtha-nandrtha-niriipakari
samabhiridhah.—Due to the difference in synonyms, the ctymological viewpoint
describes diverse objects [following diverse] meanings of words.’
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‘Purandara’ denotes a dostmycr of strongholds etc., in the samc manner as words

like *Indra’, ‘pot’ or ‘man’ have diffcrent denotata®'.

The issue is further elaborated by Piijyapada Devanandin (SSi,1.33 § 247, p. 103)

who takes the etymological viewpoint to deal, firstly, with homonyms: out of*

several possible meanings of one and the same expression, in a given context we
sclect the meaning which is current and widely accepted in the society. For instance,
the word ‘go’ denoles a cow in accordance with the convention, even though it
might theoretically refer to any ‘walking creature’, as a derivative of Vgam, or
‘speech’, as a derivative of the root Vgai, elc. When differentiating between various
synonyms dcnolmg a cow, we usc the term ‘go’ of the derivation that corresponds to
popular usage®”. Furthermore, what is crucial, this viewpoint forms a basis for
distinguishing among a range of synonyms in correspondence to their etymologies.”
Thirdly, out of several meanings a word could hypothetically convey in accordance
with its elymology, only the well-known conventional meaning of an expression is
selected.* Irrespective of minor interpretative differcnces, Ptijyapada Devanandin
agrees that the ctymological vu.wpomt distinguishes between meanings on the basis
of ctymology or convention. 6

' See NAV 29.20 (p- 451): parvava-sabda vibhinndrthah, prativibhakta-vyutpatti-
nimittakatvad, iha ye ye prativibhakta-vyutpatti-nimittakds te te bhinndrthah, yathéndra-
ghata-purusa-sabda vibhinndrthalh]— Speech elements that are synonyms have
different objects (denotata), because they have the factor [accountable] for their
grammatical formation individually (sc. in every individual case) distinct. In this world,
whatever [specch clements] have the factor [accountable] for their grammatical
formation individually distinct, they have [also] dilferent objects (dcnolala), |for
instance such) specch elements like “Indra”, “pot”, “man” have different meanings.’

%2.88i 1.33 § 247, p. 103.4:  gaur ity ayam sabdo vag-adisv arthésu vartamanah pasav
abhiridhah.~ “The term “go” applicable to (lit. present in) [vdnous] things such as
speech [derlved from the root Vgai] is conventionally applied to an animal.’

9 8i1.33 §247, p.103.4-6: athava artha-gaty-arthah Sabda-prayvogah.
tatrdikasydrthasydikena gatarthatvat paryaya-sabda-pravogo ‘narthakah. sabda-bhedas
ced asti artha-bhedendpy avasyam bhavitavyam iti ~-Or elsc, the use of words aims at
(sc. lcads to) the understanding of the meaning. Since one mcaning has its mcaning
understood through [only] one word, the use of synonymous words is meanmgless If
there is difference in words, there must also be necessarily the difference in meaning.’

4 88i1.33 §247, p.103.77-8: athava yo vatrdbhirighah sa tatra samety
abhimukhyendrohanat samabhiridhah.

% Cf. the exposition in the same spirit in TBV 1.3 (Nava-mimamsa), p. 313.15 21:
eka-samjiid-samabhirohanat samabhiridhas tv aha--vathd hi viruddha-lingadi-vogad
bhidyate vastu tatha samjia-bhedad api. tatha hi -samjiia-bhedah pravojana-vasat
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The factual viewpoint (evam-bhiita, ittham-bhava) functions with reference to the
narrowest possible context in case of any expression. It lics down the rule according
to which, out of a scrics of synonyms, we select such a term in a given context
which describes its denotatum in the present state in the closcst possible way,
for instance, the appellations ‘Indra’, ‘Sakra’ and ‘Purandara’ can be applied to the
god only when he either is actually displaying his sovereign authority (indana), or is
exhibiting his might (Sakana) or is destroying a stronghold, respectively.® In other
words, according to this viewpoint we may apply only such a term with regard to a
phenomenon which describes this phenomenon in its present condition most
adequately or the etymology or grammatical derivation of which corresponds most
closely to the present state of an object it refers to: ‘the factual {[viewpoint] means
the grasping of thc meaning mutually dependent on subtle momentary manifestation
[of an objeet] and the meaning [of the word denoting it, but] only [in case] of these
[present objects grasped by the etymological viewpoint]'®’.

sanketa-kartybhir vidhiyate na vyasanitava anyatha anavastha-prasakteh tato yavanto
vastunah svdbhidhdyakah sabdds tavanto ‘rtha-bheddl pratyartham Sabda-nivesat
ndikasydrthasydnekendbhidhanam yuktim iti ‘ghatah’ ‘kutah’ ‘kumbhah’ iti vacana-
bhedad bhinna evdrthah, kriva-sabdaivat va sarva-sabdanam sarve 'py anvartha eva
vacakah tato ‘ghatate’ ‘kutite’ ‘kau bhati’ iti ca kriva-laksana-nimitta-bhedat
naimittikendpy arthena bhinnena bhavvam iti ‘ghatah’ ity ukte kutah ‘kutah’ iti
pratipattif tena tad-arthasydnabhihitatvat.

% Cr, $8i 1.33 and NAV 29. Similarly, the word ‘go’ (as the derivative of Vgam)
may be uscd-- in consonance with the factual viewpoint—with reference to a cow only
when the animal is actually walking.

TS 1.35 p.34.6 7: tesam eva [=sdmpratandm arthandm) vyafjandrthayor
anyonydpeksdrtha-grahitvam evam-bhiita iti. In the same spirit TS 1.35 p. 32.18:
vyaijandrthayor evam-bhita iti.— ‘The lactual viewpoint [refers] to the momentary
manifestation [0l an object] and to the meaning [of the word denoting it]; and
NAV 29.13 (p. 442): ye (u vartamana-kala-bhavi-vyutpatti-nimittam adhikriva
sabdah pravartante ninyathéti manyante tar-sangha-ghatitah khalv evam-bhita iti—-
‘The factual [viewpoint], howcver, as onc should realise, is combined out of a
conglomeration of [outlooks that] maintain that specch elements function by taking
account of the factor [accountable] for the grammatical formation [and] existing in the
present point of time, not othcrwise;’ as well as NAV 29.27 (p. 471): ...kvacit tal-
kaln-varti-vyutpatti-nimittapeksayéti.—* .. [they arc used to denote] certain [other
objects (denwata)] depending on the factors [accountable for their] grammatical
formation that occur at their [point of] time (sc. when the spcech elements are
uttered).’
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These seven conditionally valid viewpoints are boldly maintained- by
Siddhargigani to exhaust all possibilities of the predicating of an object and to make
usc of all conceivable optional perspectives an object could be viewed from: ‘Thus,
it has been cstablished in thc above manner (hat these [seven. viewpoints listed
above] collect together all [possible] outlooks, because there is not. any other
alternative referring to the real thing that does not count among this scptuplet of the
viewpoints."® It is emphasised by the Jainas that contradictions involved in this
theory arc only apparent,” in so far as each of the utterances has a different point of
reference. What is significant is that not some abstract, elemal sentences are dealt
with in the method of conditionally valid predications, but particular concrete
uttcrances pronounced in a particular situation,

Even though only the seven-staged method of description is as a rule mentioned,
the Jainas admitted a theoretical possibility of infinite number of thinkable
viewpoints. Some instances, which are usually not mentioned in sccondary
literature, are to be found, e.g., in the Tattvdrthdadhigama-bhasya itself. While
discussing the nature of liberated beings (siddha), Umasviti avails himself of two
viewpoints, which he contrasts with each other, viz. the one revealing the previous
existence (piirva-bhava-prajiiapaniya-naya), during which the particular liberated
being destroyed the bondage of transmigration, and the other one revealing the
present existence (pratyutpanna-bhdva-prajﬁdpanZva-naya), viz. the condition of
being emancipated”. Here two different perspectives are assumed with respect (o
time, and one could easily add another viewpoint predicating a property or a
condition of a being in next existence (untara-bhava-prajiapaniya-naya).
Naturally, Umasvati does not do thal with regard to liberated beings, for the
liberated being is beyond any contingencies and dependencies, also temporal, and
any discussion of the future cxistence in this particular case docs not apply.
However, in the commentary on the same siifra the author docs speak aboul other
propertics of a liberated being, taking the viewpoint of ‘the cxistence directly

*NAV 29.13 (p- 441): tad evain na kascid vikalpo 'sti vastu-gocaro Yo 'tra nava-

saptake ndntar-yatiti sarvabhipraya-sangrahakad ete iti sthitam.
“TS 1.35 p. 3834, verse 5:
iti naya-vadas citrah kvacid viruddha ivitha ca visuddhah /
laukika-visaydtitds tattva-jaandrtham adhigamyah // -~
--'Such are the variegated cxpositions [by means] of conditionally valid
predications, that scem contradictory with regard to something (sc. one thing),
nevertheless they are subtle, transcend the province of common people [and] should be
understood in order to know the truth.’ ’
" TBh 10.7.
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preceding the moment of liberation’ (anantara-pascat-kyta-gatika-naya) and the
viewpoint of ‘the last but onc rebirth before the liberation” (ekdntara-pascat-kyta-
gatika-naya). Other instances are 1o be found in the Agamas.

What is conspicuous in this method of description by way of applying scven
conditionally valid predications is the gradual limitation of the context: from the
most general onc, viz. the comprchensive viewpoint (raigama), down to the most
specialised, context-restricted factual and qualified viewpoint (evam-bhita) of
narrowest exicnsion. At the same time the informative contents gradually and
cumulatively increases from the most undistinguished and “contextless’ naigama
viewpoint to the most circumstantial and semantics-laden evam-bhiita viewpoint
with most complex point of reference. Thus every subsequent viewpoint is directly
related to the one preceding it and it represents a further restriction of the point of
reference. This hierarchical arrangement is apparent from the expressions used by
various authors that explicitly indicatc that the extension of successive viewpoints is
included in that of their antecedents.” This twofold subordinating relation is stated
by Akalanka: ‘There is [such] an arrangement of these [viewpoinis] because cach
and every subscquent [viewpoint] has more and more refined scope and is grounded
in every preceding [vicwpoint].”” The same idea, viz. that every subscquent
viewpoint is hierarchically related to the preceding one, is expressed by many other
Jaina authors including Mallisena™ and Yasovijaya™®.

These findings are crucial for any further analysis of the logical structure of the
doctrine of viewpoints (naya-vdda). They also help us to evaluate such misconstrued
conjectures that rest on the alleged presence of contradiction embedded in the naya-
structure or claims, such as that of PANDEY’s (1984), that all nayas can bee assigned
the third truth-value I (indeterminate) of Lukasiewicz’s three-valued system S3.

In" view of the multiplex character of all phenomena and due to limitations of
verbal means of expression at our disposal, it is a practical impossibility to express

n E.g. in TBh 1.35 (tesv eva, tesv eva satsu, tesv eva sampratesu,. tesim eva lesam
eva sampratanam, ctc.) or RVar 1.33 (p. 95 ff.): 1. (naigama as most general): artha-
samkalpa-matra, 3. (vyavahara as included in sangraha): atas = etasmat, sangraha-
grhita-bhedakah, ctc.

2 RVar 1.33 (p. 99.17): uttarittara-siksma-visayatvad esam kramah purva-purva-
hetukatvac ca.

' SVM 28.204-213 (p. 167.9 18).

"JTBh2§9,p. 14.1 ff.

" For the sakc of completencss, on the subscquent pages I shall very brietly
recapitulate the findings of a detailed logical analysis in BALCEROWICZ (2001b).
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the homogencous ‘whole truth’ about an object. Even though we may be aware of
many other features and circumstances thanks to cognitive criteria (pramana), we
refer (o any object or situation by way of an arbitrarily sclccted sct.of features which
distinguish it from all other objects or phenomena in a particular situation in
compliance with our practical demands.”® How such various modes of reference
operate is precisely what the naya-theory attempts to formalise. The general,
pramana-based knowledge of an object is thus a prerequisite for any naya-based
reference o the same object.”’

Since every statement is uttered in a particular situation, its does communicate
truth as long as we kecp in mind its particular context. In other words the relation
between a statement and its referent is not a one-to-one relation of the sort ‘utterance
to truth-value’, e.g. ‘the relation characterised by the association of the denotatum
and the denoter’ (vacya-vacaka-bhava-laksana-sambandha). As a matter of fact, we
are forced to usc incomplete statcments that are correctly understood by others,
provided we are able to apply them to their particular context. Since the process of
interpretation is not a simple binary function (uttcrance —» truth-value), a simple
statement ‘Devadatta is” can trivially be cither true or false depending on the
context.™ Siddharsigani cxplicitly states that to determine the truth-value of an
utterance we have to take into account at Icast the intention of the speaker and the
linguistic: convention,” beside the denoter-denotatum relation. Thus, the simple
relation ‘utterance-truth-value’ is intermediated by a range of additional parameters.
Altogether the Jainas distinguish scven major parameters, or inlerpretalive factors,
comprised within the consistent scheme of the nayas (see p. 58 and n. 68). For the
sake of simplicity, we can subsume -all such parameters, or context-indicators, under
an index as (ollows:

" NAV 29.10.(p. 438): tasva visayo gocaro mato ‘bhiprela eka-desendnityatvidi-
dharma-laksanena visistah para-ripebhyo vibhinno ‘rthah prameya-rapar.

""NAV 29.10 (p. 438):  pramana-pravrtter  uttara-kala-bhavi paramarsalh].—-
‘[Viewpoint is] the reflection which arises in the point of time posterior 1o the operation
of cognitive criterion.’

" NAV 29.28 (p. 472): yathdneka-purusa-sampiirne sadasi dvarddau sthitasva kim

atra devadattah samasti ndstiti va dolayamana-buddheh kenacid abhidhiyate-—yatha
devadatto 'stiti.

” NAV 29.28 (p. 473): .. tad-vyavacchedibhiprayena prastuta-vakya-prayogat,
prayoktr-abhiprayddi-sapeksataydiva dhvaneh  svdrtha-pratipadana-samarthyit, and
NAT 29 ad loc.: prayoktr-abhipraydditi. adi-sabdat sanketid-grahah.

A
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utterunce index, ;
0 +0
-
0

truth-value

No utterance is simply cither true or false. In order to ascertain its truth-value one
has to ascribe it to its specific viewpoint type, that supplies the ‘contextual
information which is lacking. In this model all meaningful context-indicators
(intermediary parameters) are comprised under the index i. The utterance yields
truth or falsehood depending on the adequate interpretation of its context which is
determined by means of indexation.

Accordingly, we have the following model of the context-based interpretation .
of the utterances a, B, y... that belong to a class & of formulas:

J=<DI1A>

In the model, D is the domain of admissible interpretations, i.e. a class of
conceivable individuals denotable by the utterances o, B, ¥ ...; 7 is a class of
indices i, or context-indicators; A comprises i-indexed classes of actual denotata.

The truth-value of any i-interpreted uttcrance o depends on the actual
context represented by indices, or nayas, of the class I in the interpretation .5, and
the paradigm index comprises the following co-ordinates:

i=<c,a,tles>

In the formula, the variable ¢ designates the subsets of mcanings belonging to the
general class Ce D of all possible denotata of utterances a, B, y... The variablc a is
an element of the class C (viz. a particular individual of the class C). The variable
is the point of time of reference (usually the present moment of ‘now’, which is
steadily changing along the time axis). The variable / is the prevalent linguistic
convention in accordance with which utterances o, B, y... arc pronounced and
understood. The variable e indicates etymology and other verbal means of expression,
such as prevalent convention, relevant for the proper understanding both of apparent
synonyms a, B, v... and of the difference between them based on etymology ec.
The variable s stands for the present status of the individual that.is the denotatum of
a, B, y...; in other words, s refers to present condition in which the referent
actually manifests the quality by which it is being referred to by o, B, ¥...
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In this hierarchical model every subsequent viewpoint introduces a new indexical
co-ordinatc; the only exception being the first naya, the comprehensive viewpoint
(naigama), in the casc of which the context-defining paramcters remain
indeterminate and the interpretation is open®”: ’

1. the comprchensive (naigama) : i=< >

2 the collective (sangraha): i=<c>

3 the empirical (vyavahara): i=<c,a>

4. the direct (yju-sitra): i=<c,a,t>

5 the verbal (Sabda): i=<c,a,t,1>

6. the etymological (samabhiridha): i=<c,a,1,l,e>

7 the factual (evam-bhiita): i=<c,a,t, 1l e,s>

Thus, the truth-value of the utterance o is not simply [jel = 1 for truth or ||| =0
for falsity, but rather Jjo} =1 or ||ef|{=0, in so far as the utterance a is by
necessity always understood according to the interpretation S at a particular point
of reference i. Accordingly, the domain D of possible interpretations of the
utterances o, B, y € & is mapped onto the class A of actual denotata via the context
delimited by iel. '

That is why one may consistently express both ‘Devadatta is’ and ‘Devadatta is
not,” or ‘hedgehog is’ and ‘hedgehog is not’ in one breath without involving any
contradiction. Whal one actually expresses is not o A —a, but rather, for instance,
ol n-ad, (‘There are hedgehogs in the world, but there is no hedgehog here and
now’), or o’ 3 A =4 (‘] have a pet hedgehog but it is not a hog that is presently in
the hedge’), cte.

Thus, at least as far as the theory of the nayas is concerned, the claim of multi-
faceted reality (anekdnta) not only does not involve any contradiction but it also
doces not necessitate any admission of multi-valued logic and can be understood with
the classical interpretation of the law of non-contradiction or the law of the excluded
middle.

* This *contextlessness’ (the empty contents of i =< >) of the naigama-ngya may
be the reason why Siddhascna Divakara in his STP does not include the comprehensive
viewpoint (nuigama) in his classification of the nayas at all.
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