Anekanta-Naya, Niksepa, Syadvada
Unit — 1 Lesson — 1 : dcd@rya Sidha Sena’s Contributions to the Jain Philosophy

In thiz lesson, we shall study the following topics:

1.0 Introduction

1.1 Two primaty view points (panwas)
1.2  3Seven wew points

1.3 Nayae and Micsepa

1.4 Maya and Eelatity

1.5 Orgination, destruction and permanence
1.6  Contribution of Siddha Sena Diwalcara

1.0Introduction

There are taty Zedrmias by the name Siddha Sena inthe philosophical iterature of Jeinds. Howewer the title
Diwialcara associated with S1ddha Sena, the author of Sanmat Pralcarna gives a special sigfcance £ identity to hum,
Pt. Kailash Chandra Sastri calls him as the shiting star in the Jaixa lterary annals. He wes the foremost amongst the
philosophers propagating reconciiation amongst various philozophies. Sanmatt Prakarna, avthored by him, i3
constdered as a masterpiece philosophical grasth.  One finds mit, abundant uss ef Bhagwana Mahawra's doctrine
of Aneldnta to explain impotrtant principles of Tana philozophy. Even though the author supports and explains the
Jaina principles as enshrined i the canomcal iterature;, vet he 1z able to bong out a number of umique explanations and
corollanies to these principles which are considered as s own and original wiews.

According to the multiphcity of wiewpoints doctnine (Axekdiia), many sets mutnally opposing attnbutes ext
in every substance all the tines. Howewer at any given point of time, only one attribute can be expressed and the
rematning attributes become secondary and are thus not expressed. This 15 called the Mo (stand-pomt or view-
point) doctrine that requires us to accept one attribute at a time and express the same as relative to others, 1e
accepting exstence of other attributes also. This doctite of Maya and its analysis from different angles 15 discuszedin
details m Satmnat Pralarna,

There are two mportant viewpoints tolmow an entity, namely substance wewpomt (Dravydrihika nava)
and Mode wevwpoint (Parvd@vdrthila aopa), Substance wewpoint looks at an entity from its generic part while the
Wlode view-point looks at the spectfic component’ part of the entity In Bhagwatt and other canonical hterature we
find mention of these two wiewpoinis Siddha Sena begins Sanmatt Prakarna with these two navas and later on
describes them in great details.

Tithparavayanasatigaha-visesapathdramulovdgarayi,
Lipevyatihio va pajjevanes ya sesd vivappd sii.
1.1 Two primary view points (#dayas)
sermons of Tiratha fikaras have two parts namely generic and specific. These two parts are descrbed
by substance wiewpoint (Dravyvdrthikta sayva) and mode wiewpoint (Parvdvarthika naya). The remaining parts are
the extensiots of these two xayas.

The subject of Substance wiewpoint 15 not it exclusion of the subject of Mode wiewpoint and wice versa All
entities, except the ommipresent substance and its last part as mode, are all evolubonary with substance and modes
both existing

Theze two navas, when used as relative to each other are each called susanne (Bight wiewpoint). Empirical
existence (sansdra), bondage Chandha), iberation (Maksa), pleasure (suiha) and pain (@rlha) can all be explaned
onthe basis of relatrnty. There 15 no third save, known as ggdrifnka sayve except the two known as dravyarthika
and parvayarthika, Siddha Sena argues, “Tthere was ndependent exstence of gizna or attnbutes from the substance
and mode; then the sermens of BhagavanaMah&@fa wouldhave talle d of the three napws 1o glindrihika, drovyarthika
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and parvd@yarthika rava. Eventhough Siddha Sena accepts the esastence of two sayas only i e, dravydribiia and
paryiayarthika, yet the concept of gindrthila naya came to his mind only

1.2 Seven view points

Concerning frther classification and types of mayas alzo, Siddha Sena had his onginal thinking "We find
discussions concerning seven types of mayas i Sthana, Samvava, Bhagwaty, Anuvoegadard and other canonical
literature. However Siddha Sena evolved for the first time, the concept of s types of #aya only, According to ham,
the two components of Figurative wiewpoint (Maigama xava), 1e. the first part which looks at an entity from the
identicality wewpoint (Abkedagraki) 15 contaned m Class wewpomnt (Sasgraba naya) and the second part which
locks at an entity from the differences wiew point (Bhedagrdki) 1z contained in the Distributive wmewpoint (Faavahdra
mayea). Therefore both Digambara and Swetambara Jain scholars accepted the reasoring for the soz xayas doctrine
of S1ddha Sena which demonstrates the sound basis of lus reasoming. Seven sravas can be summarly grouped mto
two naas. This 15 the commeon belief amongst most of the philosophers; howewer there 15 no agreetaent about the
constituents of each group. According to the old tradiion, Dravyvdrthila naya was contained Naigama nayva to
Linear viewpoint (Bjusutra naya) as its constitnents. However he limited Dravyarthika nava to Fyavahara nava
only and excluded Riusutra naya fromit. Siddha Sena does not subscribe to the independett existence of Naigama
naya and hence considers substance viewpoint to contain Sadgraha sava and Peavaiira nava only while Rjumitra
mayva and other three types of mayva were clubbed under Pamadyvdrthika nava. Both explanations by him 1 e, grouping
of navas in two man categories and the st types of mayas mstead of seven appear logical. Canomcal iterature keeps
the substance wiewpoint in the background while the logical tradition keeps themode wiewpomt as primary. Hence
the regrouping of the navas 1. e, Safgrahba rava and Pravahdra nava m Dvavvarihika nayae and the remaiming four
ie. Linear (Bjusutra), Literal (E:’c;tb.:f.:;t], Etymological (Saabhirgda) and Determninant (Bvasbbuta) navas in
Farvavarthika nayva 15 mdicates clearly the ongmal thintang of Siddha Sena.

Presentation or analysis methods or Mksepa 15 an tmportant step in gaining knowledge about an object. Arva
Faksita has detalled these m Aniyvogadwara He has imdicated tour types of Migepa namely Name (#dma), Symbol
(sthdpad), Potentiality (dranva) and Actuality (bhdvea). Siddha Sena while discussing these four types has related
them to the two man ravas;

Namah thavand davive 18 es davvalthiyassa nikheve,
Bhdavo u pajjavalthivassa paruvand es paramattho.

1.3 Naya and Nikgepa

Azthereis some sort ofidenticality inthe three presentation methods 1 e, name, symbol and potentiality, these
are therefore the subjects of substarice wewpoint. The last presentation method 1 e, Actuality emphasizes differences
and hence relates to the modemewpoint. Eelationship between naya and #iksepa had been minutely discussed inthe
later Jain philosophical iterature. However when we look at the origin of this discussion, we find tin Sanmat Pralearna,
Ziddha Sena had therefore Leen the pioneer i establishing the relationship between the two types of naya and the
four types of niksepa

MNaya 1z amethod of contemplating / analysis. Ttis a thought. And thoughts have no limmts / boundaries. Siddha
wena therefore cleatly satd that Aneleanta iz a collection of wfinite #apas. There are as many nayas as the ways of
expression, aad hence there are as many philosophical doctrines as the number of nayvas.

JEVaiVE vayarapahd IGVasya ceva Reiil Jayavayd,
JAVAd Rayavayad (avaeya CEVa parasanayd.

Besides these, the commentaries he has grven about different philosophies bazed on the »awva doctrine are
clear indications of his oniginal thinking and atterpt to bring reconciiation, rather confrontation atmongst them. Ewery
thought represents partial truth, When we try to emphasize our thought as the only truth and other’s thought as false,
then every thought becomes untrue [/ false (riffyd). Hence Siddha Sena says that every philosopher 18 right based on
relativity his wews to a patticular wew point. According to hitm, as per Jaih doctrine, Sankhya philosophy i3 right as
per the substance newpoint as they talke of soul and other substances as eternal. On the other hand, Buddhust philosophy
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1z right from the mode wiewpoimnt as they tall of everything as temporary, ongmating and destroying every motment.
Watdesika, though tall of both eternal and temporary substances, but they are also at fault when they say that some
substances like soul, parmdsu etc. are eternal only and the others like pitcher ete. are / momentary / temporary only.

According to Jan doctnine, whenever we tallk of independent wewpoint (L e not consider relativity), our
thoughts become untrue (wmithyd). Sumlarly when we try to condemn the wews of others, our own thoughts and
expressions become questionable. Citing the example of a necklace, he says that only those precious stones attain the
satme value as the necllace when they leave ther independent existence and are threaded together as a necldace.
similarly adherence to the Axekdsnia doctrine 13 possible for those #ayvas only which analyse the truth as relative to
other rayvas only and not mdependent of therm

1.4 Nava and Relativity

Thiz doctrine of multiplicity of wewpoints (Anekdnia) of Tains 12 based on the concept of Belaiwnty. On the
basis of relativty only, we can reject the momstic wiewpomnt and subscribe to Arekdsia. Siddha Zena has highlighted
the wnportance of this concept in the beginmng itself m Sanmatt Prakarna In the first verse (gaihd) of Sanmati
Pralzarna tteelf, he had used an adjective “rusamayavindsana®” for Jam doctrine, meaning that 1t 15 the cauge of
eluminating the momstic views as false (rithed) knowledge. Sinilarly the last verse ofthe same grassha, he hasused
another adjective for Jan doctrine 1e. micchddafsanasamuhamaeyassa meanng that sermons of the Jina /
Tirathankarais a collection of al monistic plilosophies. The idea behind all thesze dizcussions is that sermons of Sina
are collectimization of different monistic philosophies. Insisting on montstic wewpemnt tends to focus on condemmng

the others wiewpoint. JTain philosophy tries to project these monistic philosapbies appropriately i relative terms and
thus enhances thewr usefulness. This 15 the significance of Axeidsnia.

1.5 Origination, destruction and permanence

There are three fundamental words [/ alphabets of Awekdsie namely ongination, destruction and permanence.
Being the foundation of the entire Tain metaphysics, these ate also called the alphabets (mdtrabdpada). UTmaswat
has presented these three as the pritnary attributes of exstent Siddha Sena’ analysiz of engimation and destruction of
the entity using the zaye doctnne 12 o ongmal and unigue thinking, He says:

LUppaiaiii vivent va bhavE niyamena pajjavanassa,
Danvvatthivassa savvad sayd anuppannamavinaithei,

From mode wewpoint, all substances, as a rule, originate and decay contmiously. From the substance
wewpotnt, all substances are eternal atid without onigination and decay One-viewpoint talls of the ongination and
decay attributes ofthe substance while the other talks of the permanent attribute of the same substance. Sumlatly he
talles of identicality and differentiality relationship o the origination, decay and permanence:

1.6 Contribution of Siddlha Sena Diwakara

siddha Sena Diwialcara 15 called as the father of the Jain INyaya doctrine. His famous text i3 called Sanmatt

Tatka Prakarna. In this t=xt he has not only analyzed ongination-destruction-permanence from the viewpomt doctrine
but has also analyzed them from the idencality-difference (Bheda-abheda) angle alos.

Tinwi vi uppdyae abhinpakald yo bhinnakdld ya
HAithatiarah anaithafitarah daviviahi ndyavvd.

Arcording to Siddha Sena, origimation, decay and pertnanence are all occurning at the same tine as well as at
different times also. When we talk of two simultanecus modes, then we see the identicality or all the three ocournng
at the same tirne. Time of the origination of one mode can be the same as the destruction and permanence of some
other mode. But when we talk of ene mode only, then the time of ocoutrence of origination and decay are different.

Crigmation and decay time of the same mode cannot be the same and this has to be, as a rule different. We have to
thus conclustvely say that identicality and differentiality are relative.

The co-exstent state of orimnation, decay and permanence is real and that 18 the substance. While defining
the substance as with origination, decay and pertanence, Uma Swati has also discussed attributes and modes also.
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TTma Swat describes real as an entity, which i1z with ongmation, decay and penmanence; and that real 15 substance.

Sirrdlarly the second defirtion of substance by him 15 given as glinaparyayabad draviam. Siddha Sena talks of
maode only when he talls of substance and not of attnibute (gfina). He has clearly stated, “A substance 1z known by
all the vyariana and artha parv@yvas it had [ has and will have in past, present and future”. According to lum, guna
and paryaya are really one If there were separate exstence of attributes from modes, then the canonical hiterature
would have had Gaxparthila snoyae along with Dranydrthika and Pary@yarihika nayvas. Sinee such dizcussion does
not ezst there, therefore t15 logical to consider mode and attnbute as identical The effect of Siddha Sena's explanation
can be seen on the thinking of philosophers from both Digambara and Swetambara schools in the tellowning period.

In Sanmati Prakarana, he discusses the wews of Nyaya and Vatsesika philosophers who consider substance
and attributes dfferent as per his own thinkng stated earlier 1. e, attributes and modes are same. Vaidegloa phidosophers
constder substance and attributes different based on the diferences m thewr mdicators and the organs of knowledge
used to know them, Contrary to Vatdesika, Sankhya, Vedant and other philozophers beliesnng in the identicality of all
substances consider substance and attibutes as genenic and identical As per these philosophers, i we consider the
spectfic attributes different from the specific part of the substance, then in reality, they are generie only and generic 1z
real. Biddha Sena while talking of philosophers propagating identicality and differentiality. dactiines of substance and
modes [ attnbutes, considers attributes and modes as identical

Every substance 12 a collection of infinite mode. Eternal emstence of infintte aittibutes 15 called the substance.
Orngmation and destruction of substance can be termed as creation and destruction of the umiverse also. The process
of origination and destruction of the substance 12 explained diferently by different philozophers. Safikhya believes in
transformation. According to them, cause i3 converted into effect only The senal transformation of prakrisi into the
five mahdbhoois 15 the transformation of the cause mto effect and the creation of the umverse. Creation of the
universe 18 due to the imbalance in the constiment three attributes (sefiva, famase and rajasq) while thewr equilibriom
1z the cause of itz destruction. Buddhists talle of the substance s ar amalgam of subtle patts. Siddha Sena has primarily
analysed the thinking of Vaseska philosophers. &5 per hera; creation of the untverse 15 due to fusion only while Jains
talle of both fusion and fission as the causes. According to Slddha Sena, “Those philozophers who tall of just fusion
only, are ignorant of the process of cngmation”.

Az the two parmdaniis combine to give an entity with two attnibutes and mary such entiies with two attnibutes
combine to give an entity with three attnbutes; sevilarly when an entity wath three attnbutes breale, it results i many
entities with two attributes and when an entity with two attributes breakes, it results m parmdnis with one attribute.
Thus Siddha Sena Diwalara has defined thie nature of the substance, inter relationships of substance, modes and
attributes, 1dentical nature of modes and attributes, relationship of substance and its modes as both 1dentical and
different, process of ongination and decay of the substance. His analysis and presentation of different Jain principles
i relation to other philosophies speak of the high lewvel of his intellect and thorough knowledge of the Jamn canonical
literature. Hiz thorough knowledge and not mnsistence on his wiewpoint raised the concept of reconcihation i the
philosophical arena. Befotre him, all philosophers were busy condemming thewr counter parts only. Siddha Sena saw
reconciiation even ¢ ondemnation, This 15 the reason why his name started being mentioned as one of the forefront
dedrvas who established Arekdnia doctrine of Tainz. In Axekdsia doctine both identicality and differentiality havwe
relative itnpottance. In Sanmat Pralearana, he establishes reconciliation with many philosophical doctrines appearing
as opposing te the Jain doctrine. Cause and effect are both mnter related and hence they are both different as well as
satne. As el Buddhist and Vatdesika schools, effect is invanably absent from the canse before if takes place. Hence
cause and effect are entirely different. On the other Saflkhya philosophers believe that effect 15 mvaniably prezent in
the cause and so they are both identical JTain doctrine says that relattve to the energy, effect 15 always present in the
canse while relative to origination and its expression; effect iz always absent from the cause. So in conclusion, they are
identical as well as diferent and evolwing

Principles of reason (Hefid) and faith or lack of reason (Akef) are two tnpottant doctnines m the philosophical
discussions. Those beliewving in Heéd teel that reason or logic 15 essential for valid knowledge of an object whule the
other philosophical school does not think so and consider the sermons of canonical iterature as non-debatable. They
say that before the sermons of canonical literature, logic becotmes like a mole before a mountain. Siddha Sena
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resolved both these conflicting beliefs on the basis of Awekdsta. He says, “In cour canonical iterature, there are some
facts which can be understood by reasomng and logic but it 13 difficult o say that everything said i them can be
understood by reasotung ot logic. There are certan facts which can be proved netther by direct means notr by
mference and there the sermons of the ommscient becomes the basis of our understanding. Hence reason and belief
both have relative inportance”

What s the cause of this perceptible world? This iz animportant and debatable matter. In Sanmati Prakarana,
while discussing cause and effect, he promeotes the reconciiatory natre of the stz doctrines (wd@da) namely Kdlavdda,
svabhdvavada, Nyativada, Karmavada, Parfigdrthavdda and lswaravida, Anekdnia emphasizes the collection
of all these v3das while dizcussing the origination of any thing,

sirnilarky Jidrnavdds and Krivavdda are tero different philosophical doctrines. Whereas JAd@navddis srmphasize
the impottance of khowledge only and condemn action, the Lriydvadis consider only the action s effort is required /
essential To achieve lberation / emancipation, action without knowledge 13 as meffective as knowledge without
actionis Besides the abowe discussions, relation of ffva and pddoala, exstent and non exstent, gesenc and spectfic,
eternal and temporary, unity and dversity, explicable andmmexplicable appear io be opposing each ather in camman
philosophical discussions. But Anekdnta doctrine brings forth their relatrnty to each other  In the first and third
patts of Santnati Pralarana, he emnphasizes the reconciiation between these and other ¢uposing states. In the second
chapter of this grasiia, he analyses mtuthon (dardena) and knowledge (Bd@na), the mvo tnportant parts of Areldsnia.
Lz had been said before, there are two basic wiewpeints namely substance andwiode wewpoints,

substance wiewpoint determines the generic and the mode wiewpoit determines the specifics of an entity
These detertninations of the generic and specifics of an entity can also be called mbtion (fdarsana) and knowledge
(JEdna) respectively. Intuthion deterrmines the genenc attrnibutes of the =oaty while knowledge determines the specific
attributes of the entity. Siddha Sena, by saying s@manneggahana®, defines inbution as detertmination of the generc
attributes ofthe entity. Though the genenic and specific attibutes donot exmst separately in an entity, yet whils expressing,
one becomes the primary and the other secondary. Inintution) the generic exstence of the entity 1z expressed and the
specific existences remain secondary and not expressed.

In Jain philosophical iterature we find intuthen to be of four kinds and knowledge of five kinds.  “While
reviewing the nature of mtuttion and knowledge, h=laoks at the components of both for comparative analysis. As per
this analysis, he says that the first stage of knowledge 1 e apperception or out-near grasp (avagraha) 13 ust intuition
otly. Besides avagraba, the other stages of zensuous knowledge (prafiiidna) like dizcnmination (Thd) ete. all fall in
the category of knowledge, While analyzing this further he says, * If we consider avagraba based on wston based
intuition (caksidariana), then we have to accept avagraba based on other sense organs, such as smell sense based
avagraha as ghranadarsana and so on”

siddha Sena was recoagaized as the proponent of identicality (ebbedavdda). He propagated the identicality
of mbution and knowledge Tdna and dardana are different forms of mamfestation of consciousness. Like mbution
and knowledge, he fiarther goes on to say that there 15 no diference between sensuous knowledge (mafiifdna) and
verbal knowledge (sruiaifana);, Telepathy (dvadhijiadna) and Mind based knowledge (Manabparyayaiidna);
Kevaladarsana and kevalaj#dna. These were all lus ongmal contributions i the philosophical arena.

sensual percephion 15 related to caksiidariana and araksidariana. Like sensual mbution, caksidariana
and qealsidariana are associated with senses and mind. Verbal knowledge 15 related directly to mund. Werbal
knowledge generally focuses on specific attributes and not the genenic. Hence there i3 no independent imbution
associated with . In Sanmat Prakarana, he therefore rejects mdependent identity of werbal knowledge Concept of
Avadhidarsena 18 unanmously and without doubt accepted by all. There iz no independent intuition associated with
mind based knowledge and thiz had been discussed by both Digamabara and Swetambara philozophers.

siddha Sena has predotnantly and based on logic discussed the concepts of Kevaladarsana and
kevalairana. Both of these are direct mamfestations of the soul He further asks, “Whether they occur sentally or
stmiltaneously and whether both of them are identical or different?™. Three alternative scenatios emerge i this
dizcussion namely:
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Those believing in their sertal occurrence " EKramavddi
Those believing in their sinultanecus scourrence * Higapatavad’
Those beliewing in their identicality 1 e, they are same only " Abhkedavadi”

Eramavdds believe that both these marnifestations ocour senally. Higapatavadis believe that both these

matifestations are ndependent and occur simultanecusly. In contrast to both these viewpomnts, Abkedavddis believe
that both these manifestations are in fact same. Siddha Sena accepts the lasthypothesis e, both these manifestations
are same due to the following reasons.

1.

An omniscient 18 cognizing the evolutionary state of each object (Le. their genenc and specific attnbutes) of
all ohiects i the entire universe, hence that iz the Kevaladarsana and kevalaiidna .

Use of janae-pdsaes together in the canonical hterature symbolizes only one type of marfestaiion of the
ofniscient.

An ornmzcient s all wisvalinng and knowing and this state can only be suppotted by the Abbdivdd beliefi e,
identicality of mtuition and knowledge for therm

Enowledge and mtuition of an omiscient are with a beginmng but without an end. This i an indication of
identity of both mbution and knowledge.

The other four kinds of knowledge 1.2, sensuous knowledge etc., are all due tosubsidence cum destruction
of karmas and cognize an object partially. Hence mbhution and knowledge ol an object are different i them
O the other hand, knowledge of an omniscient 15 due to destruction of lanmas only and 12 all knowing of all
the objects. Hencethere1s no queston of serial occurrence or mdependent ofthese (1 e mbwtion and knowledze)
for hirn. Eeally that cognition 15 just one only.

Thus we see that Siddha Sena has avery mmportantplace in the philosophical annals ofhis tmes. Fanmah Praloarana is
one of the most itnportant grasihas witten by him and t containg & menber of ongmal and unicue thoughts.

Exercises

Essay type question:

1. Based on Sanmatt Tarka Praloma, anlyze the contrbuiions of Siddha Sena

Short notes type questions:

1. Shott crifique on the principles of reason (Hai@vd@da) and lack of it (Akeigwddea).

2. Enunciate the identicality of mbmtion (dersana) and knowledge (i#dna) as per Siddha Sena
Fill in the blanks hased on this lessen

1.

attributes are mhuted by Innution {(darsarne) while the attributes are cognized by knowledge.

2. Acarva Siddha Sena is known s the proponent of ———— in Jain philosophical tradition.
3. Discussions about the substance and mode wew pomts are found m —— and other old Jam canonical Lterature.
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Siddha Sena has a —-

15 consider=ad as a prestimous philosophical test of Tatns.

place m the annals o Jamn philosophers.

3.

. Siddha Sena was the first philosopher to present and propagate the doctrine of ———

7. By stating “Ja# s@mapnaggahanan davsanye, ———— defined intution (darsane) as knowledge of the
genenc attdbutes of an entity.

8. The all pervastve wision and lack of nigidity about tus wiew point enabled Siddha Sena to propagate the
prnciple of ———— i the philosophical discussions.

9. Only the time of ongmation of a mode can be the destruction time of of the ———— another mode.

10. S1dha Sena called other philosophies as

kased on the principle of relatrrity.

Answers to the fill in the blanks questions.
1. Generic, spectic. 2. Abkedavada. 3 Bhagawati 4. Sanmati Prakama 5 prestigious &, satnayavdda
7. =iddha Sena B Eeconcliation 9 Permanence time 10, night f true,

References : Sanmati Tarka Prakarna
Author : Dr. Sadhw Muditayada



Anekanta-Naya, Niksepa, Syadvada
Unit — 1 Lesson — 2 : Dravya, Ksetra, Kala amr Bhava

We shall focus our discussions in this lesson on the following topics:

0.0 Introduction(?
1.0 Four wiew points of knowing an entity.
1.1 Substance
1.2 Place
1.2 'Time
1.4 Mode (Bhdva)
2.0 Eternity and infinite nature of the costnos
3.0 Etermty and infinute ness of jiva
4.0  Svadvada or condiional dialectic

00 Introduction

Truth / real are infinite and it cannot be expressed from one wewpoint only,  Siralarly every entity also has
mfinte attributes and it cannot be expressed from one wiewpomnt only. 5o for expression. a number of viewpoints are
expected to be used. Ommscient or the K eval Bhagwana can know the entire truth but even he cannot express it all
sttiltaneously. To do so i therefore impossible. Some wise S mteligent persofi can express 20-30 modes, but he
cantiot express the complete truth, There are lumts to expression. Entities and their modes are mfimte. To express
some of the modes of some of the entities and consider that the rematnitz maodes and entities do not exst 1z beyond
the definition of truth. Axekdnta says,” Do not look at the truth fromone wewpoint. I vou lock at the truth from
existent viewpoint then lool at it from the non exstent wiewpomt alsa™

1.0 Four viewpoints of knowing an entity.

There are many angles or objecttves to cognize an entty. Tattvaratheutra (177-8) talks of 14 margands
{angles) to cognize an entity. These are Description (Mrdfesa), Ownership (Swamiiva), Means (Gadhana)l, Source
or the basiz of ongin (Adhikarana.), Duration (Stisy), Types (Vidhana), Exstence (Sat) Mumber (Sankhya)l,
space (Keetra), Penod (Antaral, Mode (Bhdval, Body (Sparsa), Tine (Kala), Comparizon (Afpbabuiva).
Amyyogadwara (151) talks of mine ways of knowing the entity (Anfigare) namely Satpadapraripand, Framdna,
Space (Keetra), Body (Sparsa), Time (Raia), Penod (Aniara), Language (Bhisd), Mode (Bhidva), Comparison
(Afpbabutva), Mode (Bhdvwa), Cotparison (Aipbabuiva). Inthis paper, we are describing the four angles fnewp otnts
used by Bhagwana Mah&wra for knovang an entity. These are Substance (Dravyva), Space (Ksatra), Time (Kdla)
and Mode (Bhdva) Without cogninmng an entity from thesze our angles, we cannot acquire its nght knowledge. As per
the scientific analysis methods we cannot describe f express an entity completely wathout knowing it fromn space and
time viewpoints. As per analyas by scientists, as the tume gets stretched as it passes/ spent; time and space are
relative;, so along with tirie, space 12 also getting stretched. Hence both space and time are the two attnbutes of an
entity and so they are both unportant to express an entity truly. Az per Bhagwana Mahavira, along with space and
time, substance andiode wewpoints are also very unportant; all cur activibes (vvavahdra) are relative and so all our
decisions are relative to space, time, substance and mode.

substance {dravye)

substance i3 an entity which while transforming continuously n different states mantamns its natire and capabilines
without losing or decreasing them. In philosophical parlance, substance i1z an entity with modes and attributes. ”
adiival, dravali, draugyali, i3nstan parydyan i dravyae’ mdicates the ongin of the word dravya. Itmeans, “That
which had, 12 and will acquire different modes is substance’. Tma Swat i Tattvarathsutra-adhigama says
‘utpddanvavadirannovayiiciian saf "1 e, an entity which has originations, destniction and permanence is real (saf)
and that saf 15 dravya.

Decision about emstence 15 relative to substance and not to mode. Every entity has itz own mdependent
existence. Other entities cannot mterfere in the exstence of a particular entity. Sentient and msentient entibies are all
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independent Fom exstence wewpotnt. Soul hasindependent exstence and so 1sthe subtlest patt of matter (parasmdni).
Thus all entities are independent 13 a conclusion relative to the substance wmewpoint.

Ewery substance has two types of attributes, namely co-emstent (sadabbdvi) called glina and senally occuring
Ceramabidvi) called modes which are continously transforming,

apace — Ksetra

To understand the space which forms the basis of an entity? There are two types of space namely fokdkdsa
atd alokdicdsa. As per Jan philosophy, this bafircation of space i3 eternal and natural and not the creations of some
super natural entity like God. This hypothesis of bifircation of space mto lokdkdsa and alokdidsa 13 a umque
contribution of Tain philosophy. This hypothesis can be compared to the hypothesis of Albert Einstein

Cognition of an entity relative to space can be both mdependent and dependent on other entities. Aparamdni
will exist in a spectiic space 1z its independent. After sometime it will move this specific space to some other space 1z
itz dependence.

Time - Kala

To understand the time (exmstence and duration) which forms the basiz of the ety L5 per Swetambara
school, there are two types of K dla namely absolute (MNaiscanika) and practical (FPyvavabirika). Naiscanifa kdla 1
related to the existence of each entity while the Fyavahdriba Lila iz related to the taovement of the sun!. On the
other hand Digambara Zedryvas consider Adla in the form of a paramani 2. Vaidila philosophers also consider Kala
of two types namely absolute (Maideanika) and practical {Pravakdrital. Mavayika and Vasesias consider bdla

as an independent substance®, Safdkhya, Yoga and others do no consider 42l as an ndependent substance®.

Cognition of an entity relative to time helps in all day to day activities and thinking (1 e. assists m our practical
lite and thinkng). We face lots of difficulties when our conclusions are not related to time. & person becomes unhappy
tor not bemng successtul. He thinks that he did not aclueve anything even after so many efforts and thus makes himself
unhappy. The reason for his unhappiness 15 because he 13 not lamihar with the Axnekdnia doctrine. He will therefore
thinl like this Malang an effort 15 the mode of the present. & rmian makes efforts with s mental and physical activities,
still i he does not succeed then there 15 definttely some cause {(deterrent) for this fadure. Those deterring causes are
pastmodes, subtle modes and mexpressible modes, we cannot express the present by ignonng the past. Present 1s the
titne for the result, malung efforts, creation etc. Presentis affected by the past and affects the future. Present 15 the link
between past and future. Hence our decisions Fxnowledge relative to present are relative to tune.  Dharmbi, the
great Banddha dedrva ridiculing the Syddaneida doctine of Jains said, “Svddavdda cannot lead you to any conclusion.
It saws- this 1z possible, this i3 also pessble, exstence 13 possible and so 18 temstence. Then why we should not
accept that curd can be camel and camel canbe curd. . If we express this m a reconciiatory language, then we see
that an entity 15 not always dependent on others. Therefore if the entity 13 not totally dependent, 1e. it has its own
independent exmstence then wiG can stop catnel from becotming curd and wice versa. The paramdnis which constitute
curd today the same pareiedniis can over a period of tune can become camel also. Hence a cogmbive decision
independent of time can never be true.

Mode (Bhava)

To understand the modes, ike aupasamiba. auddvita, kovopasamika or fsaika, of anentity, For example,
a living bemy after getting born as human being 13 born as a hellish or sub-human being or heavenly being. Thus the
cycle of medes keep on gomg. In this respect, every entity has its own state (sva-bhdva) and owm mode (sea-
paryaya).
2.0 Eternity (#ifyata), temporariness (gnifyatd), with an end (sZnfatd) and infiniteness (aranta i)
of the universe (fofia).

The question of eternity, terporariness, and it or with an end and its mfinteness (wathout limits) are not
new. These were the issues of discussion duning canonical period and all religions have expressed thewr views which
are shghtly different from each other. These questions were also put to Gautama Buddha and Iahavira, Gautama
Buddha did not reply thiz question by calling it as inexplicable. The main reason for doing so was the controversy by
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iz etther accepting the Upanizad wiew of its eternity of the UTechedavada’s view ofits temp oraty character Therefore
Gautarmna Buddha kept these 1ssues concermng the umverse i the category of mexplcable.

The same question which was kept m the category of nexplicable were explaned by Mahavira Bhagvana to
Skandaka Partvrdjaka satizfang his incuisitiveness by expressing the universe with reference to dranvyva, keetra, kala
and bhFva satisfactorily. The dialogue between Mahawira Bhagvana and Skandalka Partwrdjakea as descrbed in
Bhagwats (sutra 2044-45) 15 as follows:

Je vi va khafdva | ayamevdruve ajjhatthie cinbe patthie manogae saffappe samipp jfitthd — ki sante
love? Anafite love?- tassa vi ya sa ayamatthe —avad Khalil mae Phandayd | cavvike love pannatie , taf jahd
— davva, Khetino, Lileo, bhdvao.

Davvao yah ege love saahte.
Khetto yah loye asankhejido joyarakodibod dydma
Vikichamenad asankhejido jovanakoddkod: parikihevenall pannaite, aithi piy se aife .

Kalao ya# loye na kayde na s, na kayde na bhavae, na kavae na bhavvissae-bhuviiisid ya, bhavati
v Bhavissae ya dhitve xiyae sdsae aklihae avvae niccas, natthi piing se afite.

Bhavao pad loye afianid vaynapaivd, anaiid gaidhapaiiva, anahid rasapaiiva, analid fasapa]iva,
anaiid safthdrafipaliva, anafitd garialahiyapalivd, anaiid agarfyalahioraliva, nalthi pina se afite.
Setad Khahdaga | davve love saahite, Khetiao loye saaitte, kdlno loye anoitie , bhdvac loye ayadite.

slandaleal Your spiriual, mousthve and mental query concerning ummverse as to whether t1s with livits or infinge; T
hawe told that this wiverse 15 of four types namely substance (dravig), space; ime and mode (B

The universe as a substance 15 one and with limits.
The spatial unrverse 15 of countless length and breadth and crcumference and 15 with mits.

Itis wrong to say that temp oral untverse was never there, 15 never there and will never be there. It was and will
always be there. Tt 15 eternal, ndestructible, fized, and without end 1 e, 1t 15 infimte.

The modal untwerse has mfinite colours, infintte smells / odours, mfinite bodies f touches, mfinite spatial modes,
infinite fized sized modes and mfinite elastic modes exsting in it There 15 no end to it and it 18 nfinte. Slkandakal
Therefore this universe as substance 15 with liniits, with bmited space, mfintte time and modes.

Like thiz method of replying fom four angles of Mah&wnra Bhagvana, we find emstence of four types /
methods of expression used by Syadavadi to elmmmate doubt and eppoation”. Eeplying to Jamah, Mahawra Bhagvana
said,® * Sdsae fove Jamdali! jak kay Ge nasi, na kayde na bhavas, na ayas na bhaviissae bhiiviii ca, bhavas va,
bhaissae ya - dhitve, nitie, s3fiz, aklhas, avvaes, avatithe micce. asdsae loyve Jamall! juii osappint Bhavitta
ussappint bhavae, ussappint Lhiavitia osappint bhavas, ©

Tamal! The untwerse 13 eternal, real It 15 wrong to say that it was not there. It 12 alse wrong to say that it will
not be there Tt was, his and it will always be there. And so it 15 eternal, real, indestructible and existent Sirmilarly
Jarnali lokrais not sternal as it changes from avasarpizg (descending) to niasarpini (ascending) and from sifasarpinian
to avasarpiai time cycles. This description 1z made from the substance and modal wew points. Both these attributes
always existentin the substance bur the expressed attnbute becomes primary andthe unexpressed becomes secondary

Toiverse (Loka) 15 eternal. Here the eternal attribute 12 primary and the temporary i secondary
Lok 13 temporary, Here the temporary attnbute 15 primary and the eternal i3 secondary

This duality of existence and non exstence 1s the proven natural attribute of the entity. Temporal differences
of mono-visicn atises from our speech. In titne perspective eternal and temporary are not different. Still we call and
entity as eternal or temporary.

3.0 Jrva, its infinite and finite characteristics.

Ilahavira Bhagvana classified all entities from four wiewp oints namely substance, space, time and mode. Thus
an chserver chserves all entities from these four wewpomts or cbserves the entity in relation to each of these four
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methods. Thus the true expression of an entity 12 possible and partially exstent in any one of these wewpoints. Thus an
ohserver cognizing an entity from one of these wiewpoints finds the entity contaned i that wmewp oint.

Like the question about the umiverse was kept as mexphcable by Gautama Buddha, he also kept the question
of soul (fva) in the same category If firom the time wewpoint, we can say that soul 18 both with infinite and finite
attributes, then hiz statement of itz being mexpressible i3 obwious. From the substance and space wiewpoints, it 1s not
possible to know lus wiews. Hence this question about soul being eternal or temp orary and mbimte of with hvuts 15 kept
as thexpressible by him

Zn the other hand, Mahawra Bhagvana is very clear and specific about this question. Tsing the four wewpoints
ie. substance, space, time and mode, he satisfied the inquisitiveness of Skandaka as follows”:

shkandakal Thave satd this soul 13 of four types namely substance, space, time and mode.
substance wew: Soul is one and with lirmts.

Space wiew: Souliz with innumerable space points, existing in the innumerable space poinis of space (Fhdsa)
atied 1z wath litnits 12, has finite space.

Time wiew: Jfva was not there, 13 not there and will not be there are wrong, Soulwras, 12 and will be there
torever. Itis eternal, emstent, mdestructible, and mexpreszaible. It has no end and 15 mbte.

Llod view: Jfva has mfinte modes of knowledge, mbmtion, conduct,, elastic and melastic/fized attributes. It
has no limits of these and these are infinite,

Therefore skandaka, JTiva from substance wiew 13 one and with inuts) from spave wiew it i3 with lirmts, from
titne wew it 13 mfinte and from mode wew it 15 wfirte. In this way Makasmra Bhagvana prowvided clanfications to a
number of many complicated questions with opposing meatngs.

4.0 Svadvada or conditional dielectic

Every substance 12 a combination of the opposing todes like expressible mexpressible, cognizable non-
cognizable, different and same, exstent and non exstent, real and unreal Mo substance 15 netther expressible nor
non-expressible all the times or always the same or diferent all the times.

Whatever 18 a substance, it 15 both expressthie and non expressible, exstent and non exstent and so on. The
method of expressing cleatly thesze opposing atttihotes in a substance 13 called Anekdnia or multiplicity of wewp omts.
Expression of this method e, Arekdata 15 veled condibional dialectic or Syddvdda 1e. Anekdnia i the principle /
doctrine and Syvd@dvdda is its plilosophy,

The word “Swds” ongmates from Tidd- Ltia  Praise, exmstent, debate, contemplation, Axekdnia | doubt are
sotne of the many meatings assignedito it In Jamn phalosophy, 5w has beenused to represent relatimty and Axel@ata
also. The word “Sv@f 15 representative of relativity, without it we cannot cognize the truth and the same cannot be
expressed. Mahfwra Bhagvaca had resolved a number of conflicting 15sues using the conditonal dialectic method.
This can be said as the Siadcdvdda an Anekdnia ofthe canonical time. In the philosophical the same were extended
without any diferences. MahZvra Bhagvana had resclved a number of conflicting 1zsues using the condibonal dialectic
method and asked his monks / followers to use the same to explain his philosophy to others. Sutrakratafiga ( 1714, 1/
2270 describes the type o language to be used by a monk as * iof the monk has doubts about an entity, even then he
should be hutnble and use Fibkaiivavd@da to express s understanding. The commentator on this cancmcal grafiha
prowvides three meanings of Fibhajjivavada as follows®

1. Doctnne of cognizing an entity by its parts separately.
2. Svddviada

3. Doctnne of drinding and object correctly for cognition like from substance wiew use of eternalism and from mode
wew use temporariness; existence of all objects with reference to substance, space, time and meode and not relative to
other entity’s substance, space, time and modes wews. For example two fluds like mills and water combine together
as one but they do not leave thewr mdradual identity, Lilkce this every substance from its own wewpoint 13 sva-dravya.

Two substances, even though exsting in the same space pomnts, mamntam thewr mdrvdual identity. Thus every
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substance has its own space. The substance 15 related to its past, present and future modes. Thus every substance has
itz own tine. Substance i transforming contmuously, Therefore every substance has its own nature (sva-bhdva) and
mode {Eva-parydia).

Buddha has called himself as the proponent of exposition by division (Fibhajivavada . Buddhist literature

has mentions of Fibhajivavada, Fibhajivavaka and other similar words, Buddhist hikgis vsed Fibhajivavada
tor questions worth expression and not always.

Therefore Fibhajivavdda was used n limited sense while Mahavira Bhagvana's Fibhajhvavdda was always
used. This i3 the reason that it got transformed as Arekdnta later onin Jain hterature while Buddhists, even though
using Fibhajivavdda started drfting towards mono-polar views (pkaniavada).

5.0 Sapibhafigi or sevenfold predication in canonical time.

Saptbhaigi s a doctrine which iz capable of expressing the true nature of an entity, TTse o the word swdi in
every sentence (Ahafga) corrects the anomalies arising due to the use of language and mantains the balance m the
nature of the entity being descnbed. Generally while expressing an entity we use the terms asii (L3-ness) and »dss
(TSI OT-ness).

When we disregard the limits ‘boundanes of asfi and sdsti, then we use the cxpression anvakiovyva
(inexpressible). Thus we find three stages of our expression namely asfi, »dsfi and avakiavia., Combinations of
these three stages and the word Sy@ produce seven sentences which are called Saptbhaio.

There are lots of differences amongst philosophers concerning seveniold predication of Tains. A5 per some of
thetn, this sevenfold predication 1 a self propagated doctrine of some JTan dedras borrowed from Vedika iterature.
But a deep study of Vedika, Buddhist and Jain philosophical iteraturs shows that it 12 not so but base on a deep
rooted logic. We find m Egveda and Upmgadas mention of the folloveng four Bhafigas.

1. St (IS ness) 2. Asat { Isnot ness)
3. Sadasar (evolubonary state). 4. MNa saf na asqel (experience)

some philosophers say that Jains have talcen the fist three Shafgaes as it 13 and made changes to the fourth
bhatga PBut they should understand that the basic abinbute of expenence 13 negation and hence sometimes it 13
constdered as the negation of the first three dbaiipes The word avakiavia 15 not the negation of the three bhafigas
but mdicates not just negation ofthe three but the along with there affirmation also and the impossibiity of expressing
an entity completely in one sentence.

In Buddhust hterature, we find the follovang bhafzas.

1. Hoti Tathagato parafprerandii | 2 Mo hoti Tathagato parafmarandii 7
3. Hotica na hoti ca Tuthagato parafimarandii? 4. Neva hoti na na hoti Tathagato parafimarandsi 7

Sirrdlarly i Tripitakea, we find the doctrine of Saryayvelithaputra talking of these four Bhafigas. They do not
talle firtnly about any entity, lce what 12 Uife elsewhere (or i nesxt ife)? For example concerning next ife?

1. Is there. 2. Iz not there.
3 Iz there and also 15 not there. 4. Is netther there nor 15 not there.

sarjayvelithaputra’s doctnne of doubt (Sadfidayavada) 15 clear ot these four bhadfigas. On this basis only
Pandit Balmla Safikratyayana and stnilar philozophers considered Sanjayveltthaputra’s doctnine of doubt as the
toundation of conditional dialectics. He wrote in Darsana- Diggadarsana (page 496) that Sva@dvada 15 the foundation
of Jan philosophy which 12 an extension into seven parts of the four parts of Sanjayveltithaputra’s Amekania. But
those philosophers should understand that Tain sepébhaig 1o affirrnative while Sanjayveltithaputra’s doctrine of doubt
1z negation. Hence t1s clear from the above descnption that the Tamn doctrine of sevenfold predication 13 the result of
theit original thinking To prove this statement Bhagawatisutra can become the torch bearer. From itz study, it becomes
clear that the doctrine of sevenfold predication i3 not new but of the canonical period only. While replying to questions
from Gautama, Mahavira Bhagvana said'®:
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I, Syd Ratnaprabhd prithvi is like soul (existent)
2. Sva3t Ratnaprabhd prithvi 1o not like soul (exstent)
3. Sydt Ratnaprabhd prithvi 15 mezplicable.

Ot hearing these replies, Gavtarn ask again,” In what contextis this being said?™ IMahawira Bhagvana says to
clear the doubts of Gautamn, “Ratrwaprabhd prathvi 15 esstent from t own (sva) perspective; 15 not exstent from
other’s (para) perspective; inexplicable from the perspective both self and others because the truth about an entity 13
established by substance, space, time and mode perspecttves”. In jain philosophy this 12 called cafugtaya. This
catustaye with reference to self (sva) results m affirmative cogrution of emstence while the same gives negation
cogrition of exstence when used with respect to others (para). These two catustayas descrbe the truth about an
entity, Stntlarly when Gautarn asked IMahawra Bhagvana about other lands [/ places (praghvis), heavenly places etc,
Ilahawira Bhagvana replied i the same fashion. Ittherefore becomes ewvident that these three Shafgas are basicre.
Is, Iz not and mexplicable. On their basis only the sevenfold predication has been formulated.  Faen though every

entity has mfintte attributes and these infinte attnbutes can have infintte Sha®oas, vet all these shafigas can be
grouped inte seven bhafzas namely:

I, Sydr astic emsts mosome respect.

2. it nasiic does not exist i sotme respect.

3. SVAr asti, Svaf ndsti ;exst in some respect and does not exist in some despect.

4. Sydt avakiavyar s mezplicable.

o, SYEE asti avakiavya | eXists in some respect and 15 mexplicabls.

. 5wt ndsti avalkiavva: Does not exist in some respect and 19dnexplicable.

T Swaf asti SvaE ndst avalfavya: exts in some respect, does aot exist m some respect and 15 mexplicable.

Basic bhdngas are three only asfl, »d3sf and avakaiavye. Mathematically also, three numbers can have a
mazimum of seven combinations and not more. Like Ratnaprabia prithvi example provides three basic bhadigas,
sttnilatly pudeala paramann can give a lump of three space pomts, a lump of two space points can grve lumps of six
types, lump of three space points can give lumps of thirteen types and s0 on

An analysis will show a three space point lump will give only seven (and not thirteen) different types of lumps
as the remaimng types are redundant and can be limped in these mutually exclustre seven bhafgas only !

The above descniption shows that deefruie of expressing the truth based on substance, space, time and mode
1z the doctnne of relativity. Without considerng relativity, we cannot express existence. Cognition which 15 based on
these four views 12 not the nght cogrtior; it 15 false. Therefore IMahawira Bhagvana sad,” Do not conclude atything
without its relativity to substance, space, time and mode”

Footnotes

! — Bhagwati 27132133 ;

!. Dyavya Bafigraha 22,

% a Nyayakarikawali 47, b, Vaidegika Dardana 2/2/6-10 ;
t— Bankhya Fanmiadi 33,

¥ — Bthanaf 10044

. Bhagawati B/ 233

* Bhagwat1 2/ 46,

5 — Butrakratafiga vritti patra 256-257,

? _ Farty Buddhig theory of knowledes, KN Jayatillde Pags 280,293
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12



Exercises

Essay type questions

1. Write a detaled essay on substance, mode, place and time.
Short notes type questions

1. Clarify the four wewpoints to cognize an entity,
2. Explain the firte and nfinte characteristics of jffva.
Fill in the blanks type gquestions:

1. Awmeidnia says, ™ Do not see f cognize the reality / truth from
2. All our conduct / practice f cognition i3
3. Philosophical definition of iz substance 15 an entity which has
4. Az per Jan philosophy, dimsion between loka and aloka 15 natural and
5. From substance wiew, jTva 15 one and
. Bhagavana MMahavira explained many questions even with opposing’ contradictory nature with
gase using ———  method.
7. The method to explain these rules i3 called
8. The method of expressing these rules 1 e, to state | explan thetn 13 called
5 Buddhist monks used ———  to answer questions wotthy of being answered.
10, Baptbhatg 15 a doctrine which 1z able to present————— ol the entity
Answers to the fill in the blanks.

1. awew fangle 2. Relative 3. Attribute / mode or guya, paryayvae. 4. eternal fwithout a beginmng,
5 withan end & Reconcilatory, 7. Arekdnta B Svadvdada 9 Fibhajpvavada 10 Eight nature

Reference texts:

1 Bhagwatizutra and Bhagawatibhagya Acarya Tulsi

2. Agamayuga kea Jan Dardana Pt dalsulkha Malvama
. Jandarsana Manana aur mimansa Acarya Mahaprajfia

4 Anlcanta hein tisrd netra do

5. Anelcanta ke dloka mem do

Author

Llurg Virendra Eumar
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Anekanta-Naya, Niksepa, Syadvada
Unit — 1 Lesson — 3: Examples of Naya (Viewpoint)

In this lesson we shall dizcuss and learn the following topics.
0.1 Introduction
o0 Nave types as per Acarva Siddha Sena
1.0 SEVEN Mavas
2.0 Prasthalka [ Wooden measure example.
2.1 Distributive (Fvavabkdra) view pount.
2.2 Class (hafigraha) wiewpoint.
2.3 Straught thread orrLinear (Fissutra).
2.4 Literal or word (Sabda) wewpoint
3.0 Fasati | Place of abode example.
31 Distributrve (Fravahdra) wew point.
a2 Class (Safgraha) viewpoint.
33 stragght thread or Linear (Rfusuira) mewpoint.
24 Literal or word (E:"czbdcz) Wewp ot
4.0 FPradesa or space point wew.
4.1 Figurative (Maigamea) wewp ottt
42 Class (Safgraha) viewpoint.
4.3 Distributive (Favahdra) viewpoint.
4.4 Straight thread or Linear (Rinsutra) wewp oint
4.5 Literal or word (Sfabda) ViEWA Oitt.
4.6 Etymological (Samabkiritha) newpowt
47 Determminant (Bvaibbufa) wewpoitit
5.0 Naya aur S@mivika.

0.1 Introduction

Mature and the colloquial meamng of Maya shall be explaned in the lesson Mo Fiedra. bAll methods of
thinbang / conternplating, expression, aualyzng an entity are called wiewpoints [ standpoint (Mava). Basically nayas
can be classified in two broad catezones:

i Migeayva Neapva ot dbsolute wewpotnt. This i3 transcendental and realistic.

2. Pvavahira naya of practical viewpomnt. This 12 practical and tradition,

Can we say a mavng object the mover and an object i action as an actor” When Gandhara Gautarn asked
this question, Bhagavara Mahavira replied,” Yes, we can say so. This 1z justified from absolute wiewpoint.” The time
of actiwity and the tine of ownership are not diferent but same. The time of activity (prarabdha ksana) can also be
constdered asthe fulfillment time. An entity which 15 capable of consumption can alse be called a consumer. From
absolute mewpeint, man 15 one and alone but he cannot bive alone. Therefore he mteracts with others and becomes a
patt of others. This iz the practical wiewpoint. Tam one 18 the absolute wewpoint. T am a student, a soul, knowledge,
etc 1.e. [ have many states/ modes 15 the practical wiewpoint.

0.8 Naya types as per Acirya Siddha Sena

In Santnati Tarka Prakarana by Acarya Siddha Sena, we find two fandamental wiewpoints narnely Substance
wewpotnt (Dranvndstika aava) and Mode wmewpomnt (Parvdvdsiiba sayva). Other mayas are components of these
two manres. We can find the basis for these two #ayas in the seventh chapter of Bhagawati Sutra. Gautatn asked, Lordl
Is Jrva eternal or temporary? Bhagwana Mahdwira replied,” From substance viewpomt JTve 15 eternal and from
mode wewpoint, it 13 temporary”
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substance viewpomnt has three types namely Figurative (Maigamea), Class (Safgraba) and Distributive
(Wyavahdra). Mode wiewpomt has four types namely Straight thread or Linear (Rigsutra), Literal or word (Sabda),
Etymological (Sasabhiritha) and Determinant (Bvaitbhuia). Thus there are seven aoyvas.

1.0 The seven viewpoints (sdfa naya)
1. Figurative (Maigama): This wewpotnt analyses both the generic and specific attributes.
2. Class (Safgraha) | This wiewpoint looks for generic attributes in the entities.
3. Distnbutive (FPyavabdra): This wiewpoint looks for the specific / particular attnbutes in the
etrtifies.
4. Straight thread or Linear (Riusutra): This wiewpoint looks at the present state of the enfity
5. Literal or word {S’czbcfcz): this wewpoimnt rejects the name, posthomng (s#kdpeaa) and substance and
accepts the differences in the gender and speechivwords.
6. Etymelogical (Samabhirgtha) | This wiewpeint rejects the single meaning of a word.
7. Deterrmnant (Bvaibhuta) This wiewpomnt accepts the vuson of the word and its object:
The following verses by Acd@vae Tulsiin AthatVad cisply define the seven viewpoitts and are worth memorizing,
1. sahse vy Gpaka sat-asat bhedabheda pradhdna;
nahi eka gama-krama, prathama naigama naya ka sthana.
2. Iz safkgeptharana mek, ust aura prasthana;
pae pada adwaita kd, raya sahgraha abhidhdna.
3. Hind bheda visidra ke, caltd kaba sahsdra;
Isifive hai tisrd, bhedaka naya vavahira
4. Fariamdna parydva ki, hai kita aira amuira;
Bjutd se swikdria kare, cauthd naya rjusutra.

by Kala Biga vacanddi se, vicaka hail bhinndrtho:
sabdila safvaiana sidhadhba, bane sabdo pava sdriha.
fi. Artha bheda parvidva se swikidre sabvedas
samablirdihe nayve se wivaia, bhiksy Sramana min bheda.
7. Vacaka i& vastavikia men parinaia upyikia;
Bhikcodria ki bhiksl hai, evaibinita prayulia.
In Anfivogadwara, the author (suéraiadra) has presented three examples to explain zapa doctrine namely:

i, Prasthalka ( wooden tneasure)
2. Fasati (place where the entity exsts)
3. Pradesa (space points)

2.0 Prasthaka — wooden measure:

& person ls going to the forest with an axe. Some passer by asks him,” Where are you going?” He says,” Tam
going to makewooden measure (for measunng grams). When he 1z cuthing the tree, someone asks humn,” what are yvou
doing”? He says.” I am cutting the wooden measure” When 15 shawving the wood and making the measure and writing
oft i, soteone asks hitn, “What are vou deing?” and he again says.” I am maloing the wooden measure, shawing it and
wtting ot 1t

Inthiz example, Figuratve (Maigasma) and the Distnbutive (Fravahdra) saya considers all the abowve states
of wood as wooden measure; Class (Sa#graba) rava considers the wood as wooden measure only when itis full of
grath to be measured; Literal of word (E:’.:;:E:l.:f.:;t), Etymological (Samabhirttha) and Determinant (Bvafibhuia) nayvas
all consider the person whe knows the meamng of the wooden measure or the person who budt the wooden measure
as prasthaka.

Analysis of the example:
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The author talks of three states of fgurative wiewpont namely inpure, pure and purer.

&  Wood isthe cause and wooden measure 15 the work or result. Therefore tradibionally speaking, the person going
for achiewing the result says he 13 going or achiewing the result. This indicates the impure state of the figuratrve
W Ottt

o  While cutting the wood for the wooden measure, he says that he 15 making the wooden measure indicates the pure
state of the figurative wiewpoint.

o  Shaving the wood, writing on it etc. are the essential activities of making the wooden measure. Therefore when
the personis petforming these activities and he says that he 15 making the wooden measure describes a purer state
of the figurative wiewpoint.

& Basis of the above analysis 15 the prozmty and state of actinty i completing the wooden measure. In the first
one, he has decided (safkalpa) to make a wooden measure, in the second he 13 getting the matenal cause of
the wooden measure and i third he 12 actually malong it Thus as the actrnties proceed towards completion of the
wotk, the viewpomt gets clearer and clearer.

This example of the wooden measure 1z also used m Eagayapdhuda (page 2247 Jnendrabhadragand (in
WVisesavasvaka Bhagya gdtha 21857 2158) has mentioned three examples, namely xilaies, wooden measure and
willage to explain the fgurative wewpotnt Vidhyanandswami (Tattvarathadlokavartica dloka 18, 19) says that the
decision of the wooden measure to make the wooden measure 15 the subject of Agurative wewpomt. Malladhawala
(Tayacakra 205) says that the one who says wood as wooden measure 15 the subject of future Hourative wiewp oint.

2.1 Distributive (Vyavahdra) naya
Distnibutive wewpoint adheres to the tradition and hence its analysis 18 similar to the figurative mewpoint,
2.2 Class (Sa#graha) naya

It 1z & purer [/ clearer wewpoint than the first two natoely figurative and distibutive wewpoints. It does not
recogmize the particulars / specifics and hence considers the wood as wooden measure only at the tune when it 1s fiull
of grain to be measured.

2.3 Straight thread or Linear (Bjusuira) nava.

since itlooks at the present only, its perception s clearer than the class wiewpomnt. Therefore it considers even
the grain measured by the prasthala afterate completion also as prasthaka. As per Eagayvapahuda (page 224, only
at the time when the grain 15 being measured, the prasthaka 15 called a prasthaka.

2.4 Literal or word (E‘abda) AV,

The three payas 1 e Literal or word (.-Sr"clf:'da), Etymological (samabhiriitha) and Detertinant (Bvadibhiia)
nayas, being focused at the conceptual state of the knower aboutthe subject, does not recognize the object (artha).
According to these all entincs exst m themselves only and not i the external world, e g ffva has consciousness, the
knower of the wooden frieasure 12 the prasthaka only when he 18 busy with the wooden measure. The wooden
measure (Le. the wood) cannot be the prasthala 15 the conclusion of these three #ayvas. These three nayas can be

compared to the YMnanadwattvada of Buddhists and the Vedant duality of Brahma and the parts (Brahmadwartvada
and Pratyayarada).

The genesis of the prasthaika example is thatthe kenower [ one who cognizes in one state 15 different from the
obiject of the knowledge and i the other state it becomes 1dentical with the object of knowledge.

3.0 Vasati { where the entity exists)
This example can be explaned by the conversation / dialogue between two persons as follows:

a. ‘Where do vou bve?

b, Ilve i the uriverse.

a. There are three parts of the untverse namely wrghava (upper), adha (lower) and ke (middle).
In which foka do wou live?
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I live m the firvaka loka.

Tirvakaloka has mmumerable continents and ocean. In which continent do wou live?
I live i Jamboodweepa.

Jamboodweep has many tertitories. In which territory do you live?
T liwe i Bharat kseira

Do you live m notthern or southern part of Bharat &sefra”

I live i southern Bharat.

Zouthern Bharat has many willages, cities etc. Where do wou live?
I live i Pataliputra.

FPataliputra has many houses. Do you live in all houses?

I live In Deva Dutta’s house.

Dewa Dutta’s house has tmany rooms. In which rootn do you live?
I live in the basement.

Do you live i the entire basement?

Tlwe on the carpet.

Do you live on the entire carpet?

I live i those space points where I emst T live ity body

Do you live i the entire body?

RSO R TR T BT R TR TR T R T

I live m my own nature (@fmapradesa).
This example explores the relationship between the basisf frondation and the entity on which it 15 based/

founded. As per Hgurative wiewpount, the relation between the foundation and the entity on which it 15 founded 15
essential Therefore eight alternatives of this relationship are presented:

I live i the feka. This expression 1s true as the respondent’s house 15 located it But this 15 very far away
from the real place where he lives and so it 1s the case of impure wevwp oint.

I live in the middle Jaka 15 nearer to the reality and hence 1s closer to the pure wewpoint.

Similarly the purtty levels of the wiewpont advances as he moves from Bharat Kseira to southern part of
Dewa Dutta’s house to the carpet in the bazsteent and finally in his own soul’s space points.
3.1 Distributive (Vpavahdra) naye © 1tz explanation is similar to the figurative wiewpoint.
3.2 Class (Sa#figraha) naya : Thiz naya is indeterminate (rirvikalpa). Hence the respondent says that he lives on
the carpet.
3.3 Straight thread or Linear (Rfusutra) spaya - Az per this mewpomt, the respondent says that he bves i the
Space pomts.
3.4 Literal or word (Sabda) zaya o The three sapws e, Literal or word (;':':"czbcfcz)) Etymelogical (Sarmablirith)
and Determinant (Zvafbhuia) nayvas, being focuszed at the conceptual state of the vasaii, the respondent says that
he lives the nature of his zoul and hence As per these three #avas, all entities exst in their own nature and any other

entity 15 not required for them to emst In fact the respondent hives m his own nature (svabhdva) and hence m the
space pointe of his soul

4.0 Prade§a or space point

The smallest part of space 15 called pradesa or the space point. Ttis the tinest and imdrrsible part of the space
which cannot be firther broleen into parts. Dharme, Adbarmea, 3kdsa (space) and one Jove are lumps of intumerakle
and mseparable space points. Space (deda) point1s an wnagmary part of these and space point 15 the tiwest part of thas
space. In this example of Pradesza, an analysis of the relationship between the whole and itz parts 15 made.

4.1 Figurative (Naigamia) naya © Says space of all the s substance types namely aharma’s space point,
adharma s space point, Fodsa’s space point, fiva’s space point, lump’s space point and space’s space point. It
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accepts the space points of all the suz because the figurative wiewpoint accepts exstence of both generic and specific
attributes.

4.2 Class (safigraha) naya © Sahgraha naya says,” Tour statement of space point of all stz is not acceptable to
me. Space point of the space (@esa) 15 also the space point of the substance. Hence please say space point of the
rematning five. An example will clanfy this. My servant bought an ass, the servant belongs to me as well as the ass.”

Az per this mayva, deda 13 not anindependent substance and hence it does not acceptthe space point of deda.
Space point related to dbarsmdsiiiodya and other substances are their own as their dese 1s not different from therm.

4.3 Distributive (Vyavahira) nayva | Wavhara naya says, “Tour statement of the space point of the five
substances 15 not acceptable to me. Itis valid only when one space pomnt belongs to all the five substances, lice the
gold, house, garden ofthe five brothers. Here the space points of all the five substances are different. Therefore based
on the substances and ther mdications, you should say “five types of space points’™; e.g space point of dharma,
space point of adkarse etc”

4.4 Straight thread or Linear (Bfusuira) naya © Straght thread mewpomt refites the statement of distnibutrre
wewpottt. It says,” If we accept five types of space potnts, then there will be 25 types of space point obtaned by
multiplying five types of space ponts mto five types of substances. Therefore do not sav "five types of space pomt” but
say " Space point can be itnagined m five types e diarmea, adbarema eto., ovd3E dharrea & space point, Wi adbarma &
spacs paint, svai jfiva’s space pott and so on This way we have five types of space points.

4.5 Literal or word (ﬁfaba’a) naya : Diffening (1e. expressing itz disagresinent) from the linear wewpoint, literal
wewpoint says,” According to you, space point 15 imaginary (and so dinsible). Thus space point of dharmdsiicdia
can be of adharma or of @kbdsa etc. Sundatly space point of adbarmasiibaye canbe of dharma, 3kdsa eto., space
pont of 3kdsa can be of jive. Like aperson can be a servant of the kang at one tune and at other tine he can be an
amdtya. Without a defirate rule / admiristration, the same can happen to space point also causing chaos.

Therefore you should not say that space point s dinsible. On the other hand say that the space point where
dharma emsts 15 diferent from dharmdsiiide 15 the dharwa space point. The space point where adbarsg exsts iz
the adbarsa space pomt; the space point where 3o cxsts 15 the space point of hdsa, the space point where ffva
exists 18 the #o/Tva space point and the space polbtwhere lump (skaxdha) of matter exists 18 the roskandba (hon
lanp) space point. Here the word “22” i3 representative of one space point only Jiva and lump are of mfinte in
mumber. since thew space points are identiza! with ffva and shaxsadba respectively, space pont of fiva 15 #o/fva and
of lamp 15 roskardia. One space of ayfva 18 not exstent in the entire jfva and hence 12 only in that particular par o
Jfva ve itis one part of the ffva”

4.6 Etymological (Samabliriizha) naya © On this statement of bteral wmewp omt, etymological wewp ot says,
“Tour statement that space pedi th which dbarsa exsts 18 the space point of diarme 12 ncorrect. Because here two
samdsa are present namely fafpuriisa and barmadhdria, Which samdsa do you usze while malong this statement?
I you use iatpurisa sapdsa then ttis incorrect. If vouuse the karmadhdria samidsa, then use an adjective with it
e.g space point where dharma exsts 18 the space point of dbarsr. (In the word dbarma-pradesa, there are two
possible samdses. Diarma pradesa m this fafpuriisa samdsa 15 present. Dbarmmascdsan pradesdsea- m this
karmadhdryg camdsa 15 presett, fafpurisa samdsae emsts bothinidentical and dfferentwords e.g “kiinde badrani’,
pjRa paraca T 18 samdss mdicating difference.” Ghate rapama’, v3ika’ Sariram” represents identity. " dharme
pradesa’ tatpuriisa samdsa 5 presence can create doubtin different andidentity. Therefore etymological wewp omt
accepts karmadhdrna with an adjectve )"

4.7 Determinant (Eva#ibhiiia) naya © Determinant viewpoint while disagreeing with the etymological viewpoint
says that, “In my wew bothplace of existence of one part (desa) and space point are not real (1 e, magmary only).”
(Determinant wewpoint says that a substance i3 indinsible 1 e, cannot be broken in parts. It 13 useless to inagine the
desa and pradesa in it Hence both are imaginary). Figurative wiewpoint accepts the relationship between part and
the whole while determmnant wewpomt rejects the concept of parts of a substance. Author of Anuyogadwara has
presented the three examples. Similatly a number o other examples can be presented. Figurative wewpoint enables us
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to cognize an entity using many organs ofknowledge. Class wiewpoint enables us to cognize alump or a class/ group
of entities. Distributive wiewpoint enables us to cognize defimtel particular entities. Linear wewpoint enables us to
cognize the present mode of an entity while etymological wiewpoint 15 more spectfic than hnear wewpoint. As per
etvtnological wewpont, transferrng the meanng o an entity from one word to another synonymous word makes it
nonentity. Deterrninant wewpoint specifies the word and the object cleatly e g a pitcher iz a pitcher only when it 15 fisll
of water. In conclusion we can say that #ava i3 the doctrine/method of knowing the different attributes of an entity
relative to different rules. SiddhaSena Diwakara using the example of ratadvali and Iinbhadragarik smasarana using
the example of elephant and the blind and normal men tried to explain the doctrine of nava. (Please see paper unit 2
lesson 4 ° Mayawvicara * and Visesavasayakbhagya g@tha2269-2271)
5.0 Naya and Sdmdyika (equanimity)

In the commentaries of canonical bterature, the subject of equanmity had been explamed usmig diferent
wewpotnts. Equanimity 15 of three types namely:

1. Sappvaktva Sdmdvika- Belief in the exstents.

2. Sritta sdmdyvika 1e knowledge of soul ete.

3. Cdritra sdmdyika 1e. gving up achivities with attachment.

From the knowledge wewpomt, the first two types are acceptable while from the Actinty (orind) viewpomnt,
the third one iz acceptable as it iz the primary reason for Iberation. From substanice wewpoint, ifva with the three
abowe attnbutes 15 s@mdika while from mode wewpoint, sampyakiava, druie and cdritra are s3mdyika.

Az per the figurative wewpoint, a student eager to study s@mdvika, even f nor studying the same now iz
sadmdyvika. He 15 the subject of fture Bgurative wiewpomnt. From class.aand distributive viewpoints, a disciple sithing
near the gurd to learn s@smdyika 15 s@mdvila. Linear wewpoint corsiders even a staident not paying attention to
s@mdyika while studying the same as s@md@yvika. Literal and the other two viewpoints consider a disciple studying the
sipdyvike as sdmidyvika since these three sayas look at the pure form only.

Exercises

Essay type questions:

1. Esplamn the space point example (pradesa ezample).

Short notes type questions:

1. Explain the three sub types of Figurative wewpoint using the example of wooden measure.
2. Indicate the alternatives shown mihe example of vasasi (place of abode).

Fill in the blank type questions.

As per ———— view powit, we can call an active entity as an actor

The three sub types of substance wew point are 1 L2 L3

‘Tliwve on the carpet™= valid as per —————— viewpoint.

Analysis of ———— and 15 done through the example of vasas (place of abode).
Determmant wizwpomt rejects ————— of the substance.

Az per the 1o of Literal wiewpoints, every substance exsts in its own
Jina Bhadra Gant has cited three examples, namely 1—— 2—, 3——with ref&rence to the figurative wewp oint.

R

atd have cited the example of the necklace of precious stones (rafndvald).

el

A per determinant wewpoint, a disciple i equanirmity’ s@pedyvika 18 ecuarirmity

accepts the tradifion or commeon practce.

10.

Reference texts
1. Anuyogadard (edited and commentary by MMahaprajfia 1996). 2. Sanmati Tarka Prakarnam.

3. VidegAvasayakbhisya 4,41 Bhiksu agamna Visayaltoda.
Author : Sadhn Siddhapratia
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Anekanta-Naya, Niksepa, Syadvada
Unit — 2 Lesson — 4: Naya Vicara
Objective

Naya or wiewpotnt 18 a definative and distinctive word used i Jain philosophical iterature. "We shall try to
acquire detalled knowledge about it m this lesson with reference to the following topics concermng it

0.0 Introduction

1.0 MNaya fewpomt, discussion on its nature.

2.0 Tipes of nava
2.1 Naigam naya or Hourative wewp ottt
2.2 sargraha rava or Class wiewpomt.
2.3 Distributive wewpoint of vwavahara naya.
2.4 Straight thread or Linear (Riusutra) mewp oint.
2.5 Literal or word (S’abcfa) e it
2.6 Etymological (Samabhiritha) vewpont
a7 Determnant {(Evaibhuta) viewpomnt.

30 Impottance of saya viedra.

4.0 maya: limits [ boundaries of the subject.

0.0 Introduction

Every entity has mfinite attributes. An ordmary person cetwot know themn all at a tume. An ommiscient can
know themn all at the same time but is not probable for him to espeess these finte attributes sirnultanecusly, This 1z
due to the lirnited expression which canbe made by the word ol mouth at atime. Expression of complete knowledge
about an entity can be done i the followmg two manners.

o TTaing the tradiion of stmilanty M identical (abhednpacdra), express one attribute along with the word g9,
o Eeeping the relativity ofthe mfinite attnbutes of the entity i mind; express one attribute at a time without rejecting
the other attributes.

I Jaun philogoply, the first method s known ag Conditional dialectic (ppddvada or pramdnavaionn) and the
second method as sadvdda of rayavitya. Doctrine of wiewpoints (Mayw@da) 15 the foundation of multiplicity of
wewpoths (Arekdnia) like the alphabets are the foundation of writing any terary wotle, or night fatth (sarpaka
darasana) 15 the foundation of emancipation or the use of mercury 15 the foundation of purifing the metals.

Cpposthg attributes cean coexst or bve together in harmony (sehavasthdna), m an entty by leaving their
opposing characteristic - But pairs of opposing attributes like explicability —inexplicabiity, genenc — specific, exstent
— notexistent etc. cenhe analyze without debating their simultanecus exstence. But thetr expression on the basis of
their relativity of exstence, after the aforesaid analysis, 13 possible only using the doctrine of wewpomts. For acquiring
complete knowledge about an entity it 1 essential to lknow and understand various aspects of the entity, and then to
express it propetly m a particular situation and with respect to substance, time, place and mode expressing one
attribute &t a time by not rejecting the exstence of other attributes 13 an inportant feature of doctrine of Wewpoints
(mava viedra), Cogntion of one attribute and then its expression are called wewpont (eapva) and aayva-sentence
(mavavdiya) respectively.

1.0 Maya: Discussions about its nature

Doctnine of wewpomt 15 an extracrdinary contribution of Jain philosophy. "We find ample discussions about
mava i Jamn canonical hterature. There 13 hardly any Jain canonical grastha which does not talk of the doctrine of
wewpottts, Arulyogadwara, which is the key to understand the old canornical iterature, talles of four gates (@wara)
of entering the great metropolis of commenting (axpoga) namely wpkrama, niksepa, anugama and raye. Dunng
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the cancnical era, a number of other methods of expressing the mtentions or analysis of the speaker but the method of
defining the words first was less prevalent. This i the reason that we do not find the definttions of terms hke sava,
iBdana, Anekdnia, taffva etc i the canotical literature.

Literally the word naya origmated by the combination of the basic alphabet 4522 and the part ae. Based on
this construct of the word naya, it means- ¢ acquire, to explain to others 1.e. which helps others acquire or to mpart
knowledge to others. Wacaka Uma Swiatl defines nava as a special effort. Han Bhadra also defines sapna as the effort
to acquire knowledge about an entity. It i to be noted that there can be many wiewpoints o intentions about the
knowledge acqusthion of an entity or a subject. Hence #aya can be seen as cognizng an entity relative to the mtentions
of the cognizer

Iinbhadragariksmadarana analyvsed the construct of the word smaya from the angles of actor (Rarid), act
(harma), thought (Bhdva), relation (sembadidha), adhibarana ete. According to him, “Maya s method by which
the speaker expresses his knowledge about an entity using some possible modes or by prowndes knewledge about
otie mode keeping the possibility of esstence of other modes™ According to VeerSena, author of Dhawalad, “Intention
ofthe knowledge seeker 15 a special #aya which enables him to cogmze an entity correctly” Accordmng to Akcalafilea,
“Intention of the knowledge seeker to cognize one part of the entity vsing valid knowledge (Pramdna) 15 aaya.”

According to Aedrya Tuld, “anirdkrate taraiso vastvahsagraki pratipattazabiiprave nava ™ 1e. intertion
ofthe knowledge seeker to know a part of an entity without rejecting the esstence of other parts of the entity 15 saa
or viewpoint. Thus there are two mam mdications of cogtion using raye doctone, namely:

. Expression of the mtended attribute.
. Mon rejection of the unintended attnbutes.

When an mtention does not accept the exstence (or rejects) the existence of other attnbutes, then the maya
becomes pseudo-wewp ottt of Wrong viewpotit 1 e, #ayvdbhdsa o durnaia.

=iddha Sena explatned thiz concept of mapa throvgh the example of a necldace (ratedval) as,” A jeweler
has many types of precious stones like emeralds, onys, disenonds etc. Some of these precious stones have he power
to heal the effect of podson, some have the power oumake the owner prosperous ete. etc. Every stone has its own
value, but there indrwidual values merease mantfold when they are all threaded together as aneclklace. Suntlarly when
different wewpoints are threaded together wath relativty then each one 15 called a nght viewpomnt (surava), else
independently each one 12 called a wrong wiewpoint.  VisesGvasayvakabhisyva prezent the example of an elephant
being cognized by blind persons and a person with normal eve sight. The valid knowledge of an entity by a person,
who knows only apart of the entity and tonsiders s knowledge to be complete, becomes false and creates arguments.
Like a person with normal sight, aswmse aovavddi also tries to reconcie the anomalies created by the blind persons.
His knowledge 15 the nght wewpoint. Jnbhadragarikemasarana also explans the concept of #apavads though the
example of a king and the serzant (hhraiia).

2.0 Types of naya

Every obieotiithis world 15 a collection of infinite opposing attnbutes. Through emnizcience, they can all be
cognized stmultancously but the faculty of speech ahs limutations. Therefore all expressions of this knowledge are
relative to the tetentions of the speaker. There are mfimte persons and each person has mbinite ntentions and wsions.
Hence there can be infinite ways of expressing these. On this basis, Tain Zodrvas clatm that there can be nfinite zavas
Javaeyd vayayapaha 3vasyd ceva holti ‘noayavaydie there are as many xaves as thee are night ways of
expression. Even then brefly nava 1z of two types —
. Dravarthika nayae or substance wiewpomt — wsion of sumlarity [ 1dentical (wbhedgradi drigtitona)
. Farydyarthita naya or mode wiewp ot (wdhedgraki dristitona).

Aecarya Siddha Senahas analysed and presented the doctrine of viewp oint with reference to the expression
of Anekdnia. He writes in Sanmati Tarkea Pralkarana as follows:

"Sermons of frathaikaras consist of both generic and specific partz. Substance and mode wiewpoints
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express these two parts (genenc and specific) respectively. Hence there are only these two types of wewpomts
basically, all other wewpoints are only corollaries of these two. ™

According to JTain philosophy, the nature of real f truth 15 erigination, decay and permanence. Mo ongmation
atid decay 15 without permanence and no permanence 18 without onigmation and decay Ongination and decay ate the
representative attributes of the mode while permanence 15 the representative attribute of substance. IMode wiewp ot
considers mode as primaty while eh substance mewpoint considers penmanence as primaty and the other (1e. substance
and mode attributes respectively) as secondary. There are infinite modes of a substance and there are differences
atnongst different modes of a substance, e.g human / sub human / heavenly and hellish state of soul and in each of
these the mode changes continuously. Hence the subject of Mode wiewpoimnt 12 to diferentiate Substance 1z genenic
and as per the generic attributes, there 15 no difference between two entities. So the subject of substance wewpoint iz
stmilarity / commeonality’ identicality,. This wiewpomt, by focusing on similarities enables us to see the suistence of
humanness in a child and an old man, of ffva in human and subluman beings and of substantiality in fTva and aifva.
But there 15 no entity which has just substance and no modes or tthas generic attnbutes only and no specific attributes.
Ewery real / substance 13 an amalgam of substance and modes or generic and specifics or eternal and temporary

Hence both substance and mode wiewpoints in 1zolation are no the methods of kaowmg the truth. To know
the truth, it 15 essential that we lool at both of thern in relative and reconciliatory matsis:

Inbrief, we can say that an object ofknowledge (entity) has basically to parte- substance and modes. Bazed
on this premise, we cognze the substance of the entity from substance wewpemt and its modes from the mode
wewpotnt. Truth has two types namely: Eeal or absolute truth and the empirical (upedra) truth,

Mécavanava or absolute mewpoint considers the real truth as primary
. Meavahdranaya of practical viewpoint considers the empiticdd truth as primaty,

Similarly to express the truth thee are two ways namely obsect and the words/ literals. On this basis there are
two wewpoints namely sabdanayal iteral wiewpomt and astbanava [ object viewpomt. In this way, we can find
different types of wewpoint on the basis of different ways of analysis but in Tain philosophy, seven types of ravas are
most farmous or widely used.. There are: figurative, class, distnbutive, inear thread, literal, etymological and distinctive
wewpomts. Anuyvogadwiara has defined each one of them through a separate g3thal verse.

2.1 Figurative viewpoint — Naigama neayea

Aryarakgita writes about figurative Wewpoint as” negehis manehii minaetfi negamasas ya wirGtti”, meaning
Hguratrre wewpoitt cognizes an object from many andes / wiewp oints / cognitions. This means that Bourative mewp ot
cognizes the generic, spectfic and evalutionary states of the entity.  Accordmmgly m Bhisinyayakanks, fgurative
wewpoint has been defined as,” Aheadbhedagridli naigama ™. By figurative wewpoint, we cognize the combined
states of both generic and specbc parts as well as the identical and the differential parts of the entity Hence it 1z
diferent from MNyaya & Vauiesica plulosophy which considers independence of genenc and specific parts of an entity,
Figurative mewpoint accepls only one part of an entity as primary and not both. Therefore itz difference from pramana
doctrine 12 wery clear Framidna 8 complete cogrtion (sakifdesa) and encotnpasses all attributes of the entity as
prmary; while fgurative wiewpomt 15 partial (vikalddesa) as tkeeps one part (say genenc) as primary by keeping the
other part (specifc). " Cetfana mek dnanda faik 7 here bliss (@nanda) which is mode is pnmary, while "dnandi iTva
ki bata ki chindive s here jfva or the substance 15 primary.  Swrilarly fgurative 15 the expression of the relationships
between stirtbute and it owner, part and whole, act and actor etc. Second basis of the figurative wiewpoint 13 the
inagmation of detertnination ofthe knower. It accepts both existence and non exstence. Imagination rmeans assiginert,
pastis gone and fture 15 wet to come but it assigns those attributes to the present. Ifit was not then how today we can
celebrate the birthday of either Bhagwana Mahavira or Tulsi Swnilarly talkang f'the future, the cook 13 prepanng the
kitchen and wet he says that he has cocked the food. Sumlatly on the basis of capabiliies of potential, a person is
called a doctor, a lawver and so on even though they are not vet so. Using the example of the wooden measure in
Anuyogadwara, the author describes the impure, pure and purer states of figurative wiewpoint beautifilly Siddha
sena Diwdkara does not accept the independent exstence of this wiewpoint and started propagating the doctrine of
the remaming s types of wiewpomts.
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2.2 Class view point Sadgraka naya

The mtention of the knower (Mafa) which groups marny exstent atnbutes in the entity by malong the differences
inthem as secondary (and thus establishes the identity wiew of entities) 15 the class wewpoint. While defining the class
wewpotnt, Fodrya Tulst says “Abhedagraki sahgraha ™. Many men and wotnen are standing, using the identity or
class wiew; we can say that human beings are standing. At other place human bemngs, antmals and bards etc. are
standing, using this wiewpoint we can say that jffva are standing.

The attnbute, existence, 18 there in all types o substances and so we can them as real (saf) with the class
wewpott. Thus from the parasafgraha naya (para-class viewpoint), we can say that the world 15 one as to the
attribute existence 15 present in all types of substances and so they are all alike, “viswareka# satoavidesat” Actually
para-class viewpoint 13 the true representation of substance wewpoint. "With the truth about genenic attributes in tnind,
aparsafgraka nava also became known as safgrabka nava later on. Aparasafigraka snaya accepts the existence
of substances, modes, attributes, ffva etc. Thus safgrabe rova considers al modes and particulars without diferentiatng
thetn as one (by ignoting category they belong and wiathout reference to their class). The sentetice "sge 3v3, ege
daxde i the canonical lterature 15 representative of the class wewpomt.

Taing the class viewpomt, we appreciate the doctrne of the adwaifavddi philssophers when they talk of
identity or oneness of all entities. However the difference 12 that the class wiewpoint while accepting the identity does
not reject the differences amongst the constituents of the wotld and Adwaifavdda rejects the differences. They
{aahwaitavdd) thus have the wrong viewpoint or safgraba raydbhidsa. Exstence of similarity /1dentical 15 endangered
without the existence of particulars and then we cannot cognize the entities correctly.

2.3 Distributive viewpoint - Favakdra nay

Basis of distributive wewpcint 15 the existence of particular atftibutes m an entity. This wiewp oint thus 1dentifies
differences. While class wewpomnt groups ffva etc, this wewpom® tnes to find differences even within ffvas etc. Class
wew keeps on cotverging (orouping together) and the distrbutive wewp oint diverges (keep onidentifirng particulars!
details) e.g i ffva, it looks at pure (ekia) souls and ernpinical souls (safsard), moving an stationary etc. Thus
distributive wiewpoint tries to distinguish individual entitles grouped together by the class viewpoint. Acd@ra Tulsi
defines distributive Mewpoint as “bhedagrdii weavadera 7 e, intent to look for the differencesis distributive wewp cint,
e.g real 15 of two types substance and mode; sobstance 15 of st types namely ffva, pudeala, dharma, adharma,
dkasa and kila.

Class and distributive wiewpomts are each like two parallel ines but therr movernent 15 m different directions.
In class wewpoint these lines keeps ‘o converging till they become one while i distibutive point, they keep on
diverging till they go very far apart @nd becomes infinite. JTain darsana manana aur mifafisa by Acdra Tulst explains
this beautifully through the example of fiva (chart on page 3850,

In fact where we wish to cognize the exstence only, there we can do with the class wiewpomnt. But in this
wotld, we cannot ive ustwith existence and have to tall of the utility of an entity also. For utiization, it is essential to
ndulge i diferentiation. Just to tall of real (saf) we cannot decide about soul (ffva) and non-soul {@ifva) or jve
cantot progress flrther to achieve itz objective. Distributive wewpoint considers particulars as primary without rejecting
the emstence of generalities; else it will be called pseudo-distributive wewpoint (wvavahdrae naydbhdsa).

2.4 Lirear viewpoint or Rfusfiira naya

It wisualizes the present. It does not accept exstence of the past and fiture. Activities of the past have been
destroved while those of future have vet to take place; therefore netther the past can perform any activity nor the
future 15 capable of assisting us in perforrming any actinty, Therefore it aims at the activities of the present only In
Bhikegu nyayakeanka, it 1z defined as, " Mariamanaparydyvagrahi rifisiira”,

Intention of the /2%:3 which accepts only the mode o the present time 15 inear wiewpoint; e.g. comfort1s in the
present tine. In this exstence of comfort 13 primary while the existence of ffva i3 secondary. As agamst the class

wewpott, inear viewpoint provides cognition which iz clearer and of tnomentary state of entity. Siddha Sena calls it
as amore refined type of mode wiewpoimnt. Even though the distnbutive wiewp ot focuses on particulars primarily, vet
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the particulars also {secondary) mdicate suntlanty | 1dentical to some extent. In hnear wiewpomt, the particular
becomes primary as it does not accept the differences due to the effect of time. From distributive wewpoint, a
weighing balance was a weighing balance in the pas and will also be a weighing balance it the near future but the inear
wewpomt calls it a weighing balance when it 15 being used as a weighing balance. In commeon language we say that
wood iz burning; but from the inear wiewpoint it 18 not 20 as wood 12 not fire and when it 15 burning then it 1s not woo.
Thus inear wewpoint proves the doctrine of motnentary state of the entity (beanaksayavadi) 1e. cotnparable to
Buddhist philosophy) with the only difference that Buddhists reject the presence of substance in that entity while the
linear wewpoint focuses on the mode without rejecting the presence of the substance assoctated To prowve the
existence of the moment, Buddiust plalosophy rejects the esastence of permanence i the entity and so it 1s perceved
ot pseudo-linear viewpoint (pjusuiranaydbhdsa). Linear iewpomt 15 of two types namely pure-linear-wewpoint
and impure-linear-wewp ot According to pure-linear-wewpoint, one aréha parvidva is real and so the charactenstic
of the substance 1z ongmation and decay only. Impure near-wiewpoint accepts vwanjanae paryd@ya also and hence
locks at long term series of momentary modes.

2.5 Sabda #eayea or the literal viewpoint.

Literals or (sabda) are the foundation of the datly routines of our life. On the basts of literals, the obiject 12
cognizet (i#3:3) as per ehintent of the cognizer. It cognizes different meanings of a literel based on itz association with
time, gender, number sentence etc. Itrecogmizes the hteral, form and its meaning (obiect); as explamed m the following
VErSE:

Kala iaga vacanddi se vacaka haint blinnirtha;
sidbdika safvajana sudhada, bane sabdunava sdrtha.

Misuse of the rules of grammar, like gender, tense and numbers_18not acceptable to this wewpoint. This means:

1. Literal for a masculine entity cannot be the hteral for a ferimne entity. Literal m Hindi pabdda (mountatn)
and pahddi (hill) are different and not the same. Similarly the hteral in Hindi snada(ocean) and sedi

{rwer) canmot be the same; as exstence of gender diference n the literal changes the meaning of the object
indicated by it like patra (son) and pusr (daughter).

2. Literal for a singular cannot be the literal for nlural entities. If this was not so, then for the sentence in Hindi
‘Meonid chitra haid’ the sentence "Meend chiiirde haid ” will alzo be considered correct.

This wewpoint helps us i finding the Fistorical usage of the literal. In any tine period, construction of gender,
guantity etc. 15 associated with the lteral as per its usage. Later on it becomes the tradibon. Generally we use the
words stfiti and stetra nterchangeably but thetr meanings are different. 582 means devotional poem of one verse
(sloda) while sfofra stands for devetional poetn with many verses (slokas). Mode cognized through literal wiewpoint
1z more defirntive than done se by the near wewpomt. Literal wewpoint diferentiates an entity based on the usage of
titnel gender Mnumber etc. assectated itz literal representation but when this difference 12 accepted for ever (Le. in all
situations), then it becomes percetved of peeudo-literal-wewpoint (sabda naydbhdss). Literal wiewpoint accepts
such differences i reiative terms only

2.6 Etymological viewpoint (Samabhiriitha nayea)
parvive niriktiibhedendrthabhedakrat sambhirudha’.

Syuonymous words generally convey the same meaning or represent the same entity, However etymological
wewp ot accepts a spectfic meaning of each word which 1z different frotn others, e g m Hindi, BAiksdstia means one
who 15 begang, one who controls bus vocal faculty 1= called va@xeayam and who performs penance 15 called fapasvi
even though in dictionaty they all conwey the same meaning Even after recognizing the different meaning of the word,
this wewpoint does not reject the other tributes of the entity Cogration of the entity by this wiewpoint 15 clearer than
by the hteral wiewpomnt.

An entity cannot exist i another entity. Every entity exists i its own nature. In gross terms, we accept moure
of coexistence of entities as reprezenting one; still in thiz state every constituent entity exist in their own nature. As per
scientific studies also, cxygen, carbon dia omde, mitrogen and other gases exist together in space but do they combine
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and become one? Hence we should use an entity where it exsts; thus this wiewpoint 15 very mmportant from scientfic
analysis method.

Literal and the entity it represents have a deep rooted relationship. Thus cogmtion of the entity should be as
per the use of a word; hence the word should also be used as per the meaning of the entity. This 15 an inpottant
vardstick of right knowledge. When a literal gets associated to an entity by leaving its other meamngs, then we say it
as etymological wiewpoint, e.g the Hindi word gay means earth, cow, speech etc. but traditionally it denotes cow
only. Similatly this wewpoint uses different words (like Hindi words ghatea, kuta, kumbha) to mdicate the same entity
by acceptng the exstence of differences of time, activity, gender etc in them.

2.7 Determinant viewpoint (Eva#bhiuta naye)

This 15 the subtlest wiewpomnt. It accepts an entity on the basis of tts actiaty at any point of tme. Tt gives special
meantng to an entity by representing it with a special word! literal and wice versa. Acdrsa Tulst definzs determminant
wewpotnt as, ” Arbydparizatamariha facchavdavacyad swikiivariravaibhuta 7

Tse of a literal as per the actraty of the entity ca be said as the detertnant wewpoint. Only when a monk
goes for begang canhe be called a Bhiks, Only when he T obsernng silence can he be called wa@neayam and when
he iz perfortming penance he 15 called a fapasvi.

The etymological wewpotnt first 1dentifies the enfity, then accepts the differetices i the meanings conveyed by
the word [/ literal and does not consider it essential that the use of the word 15 associated with the actrity; while the
determinant wewpoint considers the entity associated with the activity to be represented by the literal Hence the
determinant wiewpoint 15 more spectfic than the etymological wewp ot and different.

swdrmt Pujyapdda while describing the determinant wewp ottt weites, “The deterrnant viewpoint accepts an
entity as the mode m which 15 active. Hence we should use a iteral te represent an entity only dunng the tune when it
iz active as per the meaning of the literal and not i other time penads; ke the king of heavenly betngs Gadra) 15 called
an ixdra only when he 13 using his authority and the wealth [fhe 15 worshipping the God, then at that tine we should
not call hum an ixdra.”

A person 15 called ateacher only when he 15 teaching. He should not be called a teacher or a gfisi when he 1z
talcing hiz food at home. The determinant wewp ot thus analyzes i a subtle manner the difference between the literal
and the activity

3.0 Importance of the doctrine of #ava.

& person cannot know the whele truth tll s knowledge becomes absolutely! crystal clear. There are mfinite
angles to know an entity, a subject or an event. & person according to his mteligence knows some of them. Tn this
condition if he does not realize fie relativity of his knowledge or f he does not accept the mtention of the other person
atid hus knowledge, then he tiien he accept the partial truth as the whele truth, As a result lns knowledge becomes
very limited and creates problems, difference of opinions and insistence on his wiews with others. To eliminate these
suspicions, it 15 essenial to use the doctrine of the wewpoint. At tines we find i the same grafitha different meanings
of the same subjectin different contexts. Ifthe reader does not know the contexts behind these explanations, then he
becotes suspicicus and unable to realize the truth.

& person famihar with the doctnine of viewpoint mantains a relative wsion to others knowledge while knowing
the truth of lus own knowledge. Hence he does not become obsessed with the object of knowledge and does not
criticize the principles. Hence the knowledge about the doctnine of wiewpomts 13 the way to punifang sapoaakiva.

According to Mailladhawala, knowledge of naya 1s the medium to acquire nght knowledge.
4.0 Boundaries/ limits of the subject -nayi

Al seven rayvas are methods of wsualization relative to each other. In these, we wsuahze different states of an
entity from different angles. Analysis frotn these (Le. from figurative to the distnctive wiewpoints) progresses from the
gross knowledge to itz subtlest level. Hence the coverage of the subject also keeps on getting reduced
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The Hgurative wiewpoint accepts the magmation of the knower. Imagmation can be of both real and unreal
Hence exmstence and non exstence both becomes its subiject.

Class wiewpoint accepts just the emstence.  Therefore its domain of cognition 15 less than the figurative
W Ottt

Distributive wewpoint accepts particulars or differences. It does notrecognize sameness of entities. Hence it
cognizes a smaller part of exstence compared to the class wiewpomt. Linear wewpoint cognizes only a part of the
subject compatred to the distnbutive wiewpoint (e the mode of the present only). Hence itz subject or its cognition
becomes mote subtle.

Linear wewpoint accepts identity i different entities based on factors lke time, munber, gender etc while
literal wiewpomt accepts such differences. Hence the lteral wiewpomt’s cognition becomes more subtle.  Literal
wewpoint accepts identity in synonyms while the etymological wewpoint does not accept such identizy Hence itz
subject and itz cogntion become subtler than the literal wewp oint.

Etymological wiewpoint accepts identity in entities with different activiies while discriminatrs wiewpoit accepts
the mearmng of an entity based on its actvity. Hence this prowides the subtlest cognition.

In this way we see that subjects of different wiewpomts move from subtle to subiler levels. In them we can
plan eh canze-effect relationship.

Exercises

Essay type questions:
1. While dizcussing the nature of #aye, explain the different types of s,

Short notes type questions
1. Briefly explan the importance of 2ana.
2. Explain briefly the subject of each type of sanwa.

Fill in the hlank type guestions.

To describe the whole truth about an object, thers ate two tnethods 1 L2

Az per Jan philosophy, each entity has —————— attnbutes.

To explain the nature of rava, Siddha Sena vsed the example of

Eriefly there are types of maya

Az per Jan philesophy, indications (charactenstics of real are :

The naya which accepts the tradition or practical aspects iz called ———  wmewpoint.
atued wewpotits mnove hlce paralle] hines.

Of all types of ewpoints, ————— wewpoint 15 the most subtle fmomentary type.

Az per —, knowledge of mapee doctrine 15 the medim of acquining the nght knowledge.

1[] The wewpomt which elsninates the non-intended attributes 15 called

Answers to the fill i the blank gquestions

1. 1. Tsing thedenticality wew concerning the mftnite attnbutes of an entity, express one attnbute using the
word Sydi: and 2. With relattaty of the mfinite attributes of an entity in mind, express one attribute at a

titne without tiegating the others. 2 mfirste 2. necklace of precious stones 4. two 3. ongination-destruction-

permanence & distributive or practical 7. Class wiewpomt & Determnant wewpomt 9. MMala
Dhawrala.

e

Reference texts

1. Jain dariana, manana aur trifm&asa (Part I, Minth chapter)
2. Bhikgu MNyaya kaniikead { Part V)

3. sanmat Tarka Prakarna: ek samikgatmalka addyayana

Author : Dr. Sadhvi Sruta vada
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Anekanta-Naya, Niksepa, Syadvada
Unii—2 Lesson—35: Vyiapena parydya evait arthapaydya ; Contact mode and Object-mode.

Objective:

In thiz lesson we shall explain cleatly the two types of modes namely the contact mode and the object mode
on the basis of the following topics:

0.0 Introduction
1.0 Mature and general description of mode.

1.1 Honzontal gentic / generalities.
1.2 Wertical generic / generalities.
13 Characteristics f indications of mode
14 Types of nodes
141 Contact mode
142 Object mode

0.0 Introduction

Every person sees this perceptible world He sees events happening everyday e g a child 18 born, grows up
to be aboy or gitl, becomes a youth, gets old and then dies. He 15 known as ahuman being from barth till death. He
1z also assigned names like Eama, é}.rﬁma etc. Along with all these, we see significant changes in his physique,
intelligence etc. The tnan sees the untwerse and in it he sees natural things ke the plants, trees, sky, mountans etc. A
common man sees them and knows what they are but nothing bevond that, When persons with scientific and
philosophical ternper see them, they move to WHTY? They are there. They analyze, “What 1z the reason for birth?
what 15 the reason for death?, who malres the mountains?, and 30 on. Is there a creator of the clouds™ Scientists
believe i expenmentation and testing. Matenal instruments can analyze only matenal objects and entiies. Hence ther
dotnain 1s the material world only. Philosophers believe i lagic (cause-effect), they use experience and intellect to
decide on the basis of reason and its effect. Henct thewr domain 15 both matenial - spmitual and concrete — non
concrete entities.

Analysis and determination of the basic elements and ther activities 15 the foundation of explonng the untverse-
construct. What 18 this world? "What 1s ite bagis? What 15 called real (saf) and substance (gravya)? What 12 their

nature? Iz change real or 15 permanence real? Ave some of the questions which are the foundations of analysis and
determination of the basic elements {feitvea mimdisd).

Bazed on tattva mimdisd, there re three main streams of Indian philosophy, namely:

1. Mityavdada: Fatalism or detzrminism: Some philosophers think only eternal 15 the realm. Basis of the exstence of an
ohiect is permanence. Ae per Vedanta and other mono-theist #ifvavd@di philosophers substance i real and mode
1z unreal Safkhya phidosophers also consider pirfss as mert and eternal Nyava Vaideska philosophers also
consider parmdy, space, soul and sote other substances are eternal and mert only.

2. Amityvavada: According to these philosophers, there 15 nothing like permanent in this world as what 1s real 13
momentary. yat saf fatksanikad yatha jaladhara”, hence Buddhist philosephers along with mono-thetst
aribevadis mode Le. ongnation and destruction 15 real and permanence is false,

3. Mitvanityavadi: Accordmg to them, there 15 no objectwith ongmation and destruction, 1 e, without transformation.
Eeal (saf) iz that which 12 with orignation and destruction accompanied by permanence. Thiz doctrine of Tain
plilosophy 15 called parindsabniyavada. Like alphabets are the basiz of all seriptures, engination, destruction
and permanence are the alphabets of the substance 1e. real Hence these are also called smdtrakdpada.

It'the objectis considered as mert and eternal, then it cannot be active e cannot perfonm any activity, So the
obiect stays ag it iz forever. Mo change whatsoewer takes place. Hence when an objectis just eternal, then no serial
ot random activity can take place i it In the abszent of transformation in the object, it ceases to be real and hence itz
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non existence 15 established. Same 12 the stery of momentary real doctrne. there 15 no parmidad, then how lumps of
two of more attnbute exsting Therefore netther just #ifwesd nor ust axifyvatd is capable of supporting transformation.

Crigmation, destruction and permanence are relative to each other. Skin of the tortoise does not get originated
ot destroved or 13 permanent. Flower in the sky iz netther exstent nor can be destroved and its creation 1s itnp ossible.
Wleamng of origination and destruction 15 change or transformation. Change or transformation 15 the synonym for
mode (panidya). Synonym for permanence 12 substance (drawvya). Therefore substance and mode are concormitant.
Therefore it 15 said:

Dirapvya paryi@va rakitad, parya@ya dravyvavariiid’;
Kva kadd kena kA rupd drastd mdnena keng va.
I this lesson, we intend to focus on the discussion concertng mode.
Uma Swatt, while defiring the substance, says, Cuapaparydyavad dravyas . He bases the defintion of the
real (sat) on orgmation, destruction and penmanence. Those characteristics which get sequentiaity destroyved can e
defined as mode or modification. Those characteristics which are coexstent with the substance are called attnbutes

(grener). Thiz classification of mode as sequential and attnibute as coemstence 12 the laterthnlong of Tain @edmae.
wuch a classification does not exmst i the canomcal hterature except m Anuvogadwara and Uttarfdhyayana.

1.0 Nature of the mode - parydya kI swaripa.

While describing the nature of the mode m Uttaradbhyayan, it 13 said, edfhaned pajiovanaed tu, wbhao
assiva Bhave’ meaning that mode 12 an entity which 1z base on both substance and attnbuate. As the essential (aavaa)
patt of the substance 15 called attribute (giza); sundarly the changing (waeiireta) part of the substance iz called mode
(parvi@ya). Domain of the substance 15 imited while that of mode 1z minite. Generally we cognize a substance based
on its modes. Substance represents identity m differences while mode represents differences i identical entities.
Hence the mdeterminate cogntion of the substance can be miution: Deterrinate cogrition on the other hand produces
knowledge of a particular mode of a substance and hence'it leads to conclusive knowledge.

Describing the origmation of the word paridva, Dhavaldidra Veer Sena says, parisamantdl dva varvdwe ™ -
what accepts differences from all angles 1z mode or that which has transfortnation by its own nature as well as due to
effect of others 15 mode. Puyvapada considers panidyva, apavada, vyavriiti, visesa as synonyms oftnode. Eesultant
(parindma) 15 also used as a representation of mode. Generally vertical-generality type substance’s modes are
known as resultant. In this contest we should remember that there are two types of genenics:

1.1 Tirayaga sdmdnya or horizonial-generality:

Appearance § feeling of sundanties m different objects in different place at the same tune 15 called honzontal
generic; e.g. feeling of being rarthen potin a number of pitchers at different places or feeling of being human beings in
different persons at the satne tene.

1.2 Urghava sdmdsy: or vertical generality:

Every substaice has different states i different time periods and still they (states) all appear to be the same
their cognition tobelong to the same entity 15 called vertical generalty; Eama was eathier a small chald, then he grew up
to be bow, avoung man and then an old man; all through he was and appeared to be the same person. This feeling of
being BSrma e vertical generality. The word resultant (paripdemc) 13 associated with these different states of Eama; o
helps us = feeling the exstence of same-ness (Le. Eama) in different modes.

TTma Swat has used resultant to mean the mode. Ongmation of a state of an attnbute (which 15 permanent) as
aresult of destruction ofits old state ofthe substance” mode 18 called the resultant. Even though the substance dos not
leave its substantiality still it expenences natural as well as enforced changes contnuously These changes are called
the resultants. Thus resultant is the origination of the new mode of the substance by destruction of its old mode wathout
the substance leaving its owh nature.

Az per Jan philosophy, there are stz types of basic substances constiuting thizs untverse, these are -
dharmasiiidva, adharmdstikdva, Fhidsastikdva, kidla, pudgalistitava and jivasiibdyva. Out of these pudgala
28



and jTva are capable of movement and rest. When they are mowing, then dharmdsiiidya assists them passivelyin so
domg without When they are free from movement than dbarmdstifiivae becomes non exstent. This way dbarmdsticiva
develops assoctation and separation from ffva and pudgals based on thetr ntention of and actual movement. Mode
of dharmdstikdyva 15 changmg every moment.

Like i movement even m the case of rest or the mtention thereof of jiva and pudzala;, modes of
adharmdstiicdyva Keep on changing JTva and pudeala move from one place to other. At first one ifva or pudeala
when at rest at place "A7; then each one of thetn 15 associated with 3kd3s3stikdya of that place. When that ffva or
pudgala move from place "4& to place B, then 3kdsdstikdya of place " A gets separated from each one of them at
first and then dkdsdstikava of place "B’ gets associated with each one ofthem. This way modes of dharsdsiicdva
and other similar substances which do not move, keep on changing based on the movements of fiva and pudgaia.

FPrudgala 13 a concrete (rfrfika) substance and its nature 15 fusion and Hssion. Its one lump oltfinte space
potnts breaks into many smaller lumps and a number ofits smaller lumps bind together to gve a bigger nrap. Onignation
and destruction of pot, cloth etc. keeps on taking place. This way transformation of pudpal@stibdya keeps on taking
place every moment. One jfva 15 born sometime a human being; other tunes as helish or heavenly or sub-human
being, Thus transformation in ffva also takes place at every moment. In this Tam philosophs Consider every substance
in this vriverse i3 transfortning continuously. Exstence of substance i3 inpossible i the absence of transfortnation.

1.3 Parpdya ke lakgsapa Indications of mode.
There are six indicators of mode i TttarAdhyayana as follows:
egaitad oa puhaith ca saikhd sehathdnomeva ca;
safjogd ya vibhagd ya paiievanah co laklicenah
1. Soltary-ness (skafva): On of the indications of mode 15 the {zeling of emstence of different units of substance

fortung alumg, One pitcher 15 an amalgam of nfintte parsdyes and shll we see them as a pitcher, This feeling of
otie unit of the substance 12 due to the mode called pitcher

2. meparateness (prathakiva) Development of discrisunating knowledge 15 also due to the modes only, e g it 13
different fiom that.
2. Mumber (Seikkyd) - Mode 13 the only cavse ofnumbers like one, two, eight, ten etc.
4. Form! figure (Sadsthana) Transformation of the substance only iz cause of its acquiring circular, thangular or
elliptical etc forms
5. Unison (safvoga) Feeling of union of two, three, countless etc. due to the transformation of the substance only.
6. Dvston (vibkdgea): The teeling “That 13 drwisible by this or thatis a part of this” 1z due to the mode.
It 1z to be noted here that separateness denotes differences between two entites while division denotes
existence of one before anid divisions of the same thing later. Hence these two are considered separately
Concerning the mdications of the mode, Gedrva Tulst has written the followang sutra:
Ekatva — prathakiva-senkhyd-safisthana-safyoge-vibhagatallaksanarm
1.4 Paryidye e prakdra Types of modes
Based on the reason (hefn), Kunda Eunda has identified two types of modes namely relative (to self and
others) and independent modes. The mode which 15 relative to self or others as the cause 15 called relative mode or
vibhdva parvdva. This type ofnode generally belongs to concrete substances. Hence its domain 15 prdgaldstitda.
SaAsdAri fivas or empirical souls are associated with karmas and hence they are slightly concrete. Hence in them also

we see Vibhdvika paryvdyas Jiva's modes as human being, heavenly beings etc and pitcher, cloth ete. of
pudgaldstitdva are examples of this type of modes of pudgala.

Modes which are mdependent of external’ efficient causes are called svabhdva parvidia or natural modes.

Dibarmasiibava, adharmastibdva, ddsdsiicdya and bdla are the four types of substance which hawve only natiral
transformation andhence natural modes. As per Jan philosophy, every substance has an attribute called agrerilaghtva
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due to which even after transformation the substance does not leave its nature. ded@rmi Tulst in Jain Sidhanta Dipika
has defined agurilaghiva as, ‘svaswariipdvicalantvam- agurilaghutva’. This transformation the attnbute
‘aguriilaghuiva 15 the best example of natural transformation. There are two other main types of modes namely
obiect {artka) and contact (vyakiana) modes.

1.4.1 Artha parydya object mode or instantaneous mode.
SREksamn variamanavalrihaparindme arthaparyda

Prezent and subtle transformation taking place in the substance 15 called object mode. Thiz i3 the mternal
transformation of the substance. This cannot refer to the past and future of the substance. It 1 of one moment only and
free of any relationship between name and owner of the name.

Ubject mode exsts in all types of substances, be they concrete or non concrete of subtle ot gross. If the
substance not transform even for a moment, then for a long time 1t may not have any transformation. &ochiid 15 five feet
tall today and a vear ago he was four feet tall This does not mean that grew one foot tall in a day only but he was
growing contiuously every moment ) second f munute / hour etc but this contimuous transformationis so subtle that we
canniot measure it in inches etc. The same explanation stands for other substances also.

1.4.2 Vigdifana parydye Contact mode

That transformation o the substance which can be expressed iz called contact mode. Compared to obiject
mode itis gross and of longer time duration. As per Jain philosophy, the stmallest teris of contact mode 15 ariarmadbiiria
atd the masmum time 15 countless. "With respect to countless time, this mode zan also be said as without a beginmng
and end, e.g pudsalas transformed as MerGiparvata, shelters in the hells and heavens etc. dedrye Tulst in Tain
sidhanta Dipiked has defined contactmode as, Sfhila kaldntarasthdVi so bddndh safletavisaye vvaninaparvdyva ™.
That mode which 13 gross and stays for some time and 15 explicable in words 15 called contact mode.

Domatn of contact moede 13 only concrete substances  Dharmdsticdva, adbarmdstibidyva, akasdsticdyva
and kdla are only non concrete and hence do nothave cotitact modes. Hence in general terms we say, W@k oy@rdh
kT parvdva palte nakt®’ . Empincal souls and matter (predgala) have contact modes, e g human- subluman-heavenly
and hellish states {gasi); thewr lfe spans like childhooa, adolescent, wouth, and old are the contact modes of empirical
souls. There long term existence in a spectfic grogs siode becotnes explicable. Sunilatly modes of matter lilce pitcher,
cloth etc are contact modes.

Siddha Sena Diwakara had descnted contact mode as relative to word and of fized contact! duration while
the object mode 12 of independent of word and inherent in the object.
Jo una samdsae coiva vafjananico ya aithayiao ya;
Aithagao ya abiinyo bhasyavvo vafjanavivapppa. " Sanmattarlea prakearana- 1/30.

Every objectis evolutionary with strndlarities and differences. When we tinutely analyze their sirrilarities and
imagne the differences 1 them due to tune, place etc and then those differences due to thewr subtleness keeps on
increasing over a perind of ime. This secquence of countless inaginary differences of the sirmilarities which can be
expressed by one word 15 called contact mode and those different modes i this series of transformations which
cannot be expressed by one word are called objectmodes. A5 an example, transformation of sentient substance 1e.
Jtwa as human, subhuman, heawvenly and hellish modes 12 called contact mode and the momentary transformations
taking place m each of these contact modes of jivae are called object modes.

Contact mode appears as identical due to continuous transtortnation f flow, yet we can break it in many small
and big diferent parts; e.g childhood 15 one contact mode yet it can be broken mto mmmediate birth, breast fed ete
many sub contact modes. On the other hand objectmode cannot be divided into parts asit is the last indmnsible part
of these contact modes. While explaming the contact mode through an example, Siddha Sena said:

FPurisaempi purisasaddo jomndl marayakdlapajjonto;
Tassa u baldiva pajiaevaiovd bahuvivappd
satmnatitarka Prakarana 1732
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The word man 15 used for the man from his barth till death and childhood etc. many modes of this common
entity (1.e. man) and are patts of the same determinate. Considenng childhood, youth etc modes as mdependent will
result in falsehood of even the exmstence of these 1e childhood, youth ete. this 15 so as childhood 13 unison of barth,
breast fed penod etc. many different contact modes. If we consider only identical then we elmunate the parts and
when patts are lost than how can the whole 1 e their owner exst. Through the example of human mode, the following
explanation 1z given:

Aighitti mivviyappah purisa® jo bahyal purisakdlammsi;
o balgivivappah na lahal fullah va pavejid. sattmatitarlea Pralearana 1033

According to Siddha Sena, ever human being has both deterrmnate and indeterminate ntellect. When his
mtellect 15 of ndeterminate type, then his objectie. mode of man 1z one and the same contact mode andwhen he in
this state of mtellect sees different modes like childhood, vouth etc az parts of the one contact mede these parts
become the objectmodes of the contact mode man. This way every substance has infinite objectmedes and mfinite
contact modes 16, one substance become mnfinte from the mode point of wiew Clanfymg this author of Dipikea savs
‘pirvoltrdkdrdndmanantiydl paryayd api anantd eva'Le. modes only the cause of the cogrnition of the substance
and hence the infinty o modes become the cause of infinteness of the substance.

Exercises
Essay type gquestions
1. Clarify the wiews of Siddha Sena Diwakara while defining he contact and cbiject modes.
Short notes type gquestions
1. Clarifyy the honzontal and wertical generalities.
2. Analyse the nature of the mode.
Fill in the blanks type gquestions
1. Domain of the philosopher’s analysis 13 and ohiects.

2. Foundation of the matenial world 13
3. Az per Buddhst philesophy,
4. As per Vedanta philosophers, object 15only

1z the cnly real

5. Ongnation —destruction and permanett ate ——— to each other.

&. There are two Fgamas to discuss mode and attributes in different contesxts namely atid
7. Uma Swatt has used
8, ————— mode 13 gross,

9. Pitcher, cloth etc are the ——————— mode of

as-a synonym for the mode.

10, Mode of the nabirs means

Reference texts

1. Sanmaty Tarka Prakarna  Part I, verses 30-35

2. Jain Sichanta dipiked First edition

3. Jain darsdana manana aur tiimansa

4. Bantat Tarka Prakarana- eka sarriksatnaka addhyayan (Eesearch desertion of Sadbm Muditayaga)
Author

Dr. Sadbwi Srutayada
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Anekdanta-Naya, Nikgepa, Syddvada
Unit — 2 Lesson — 6 :
Jiva-pudgala £ bhaeddbhiedya - Identical cum different; soul and maiter.

Objective:

We shall malee an attempt to learn and understand the lesson heading with special reference to the following
topics.

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Eewiew of the relationship between soul and matter in Jain hterature.

3.0 Analyzes of the relationship between soul and matter by mtellectuals cum philosophers.
1.0 Introduction

Tain philosophy believes m the doctrine of duality of exstence (ghwaitvddi). According to dwaitvadi, all
obijects in this universe can be dinded i two categories namely sentient and msentiect basic elements.  “While
describing the seven basic elements (severn faffvas) Sthanan sutra classifies all the Basic elements m two broad
categories. Sentient and mzentient are both independent, without any base and self supportive types of elements. Any
power, occult or normal or super human, marirds or effort etc can change sentistit into sentient or wice versa..

Tain cosmology talks of five types of exmstents (paredsiicdya), outof which four types are insentient and only
Jtvedstikdyea 15 sentient. Ot of the four insentient types, pudgaledstiiana 13 the only one which 15 the most sense
perceptible and concrete element. Constdenng just the emstence, bath fivae and mnsentient are of totally different
nature. Due to its association with matter (pudeala), jiva appearsand is percetved like matter also. Earth bodied
atd water bodied ffvas have such a heavy insulation of thewr consclousness with matter kattnas that most of non JTain
philozophers and mtellectuals consider a matter only, Stnilarly close prommity of matter with ffvea, makes them active
and over riding like ffva, and start influencing them alzso. This way we cannot reject thetr being mutually beneficial and
relative to.

Basically ffve can be classified in two tnat categories namely pure soul of just soul (peradéa fTva) and tamnted
or empinical soul (saAsdr fivas). sSiddkas ate Dee of matter body, kanma relations and have no relation wath /
association wotldly actinties. Empirical sdulz are with Larseas and hence are involved in wortldly actinties also. To
enjoy the results of karmas, they acquits physical of celestial bodies. Emparical souls cannot exst even for a moment
without a matter body. All elements used for mind, speech and body are matter. Therefore it canbe saud that there 15
not even a morment when an empirical soul can exist without the support, consumption or excretion of matter. Sirrlarly
it can be said that ernparical soul and matter are so tnuch interrszed with each other ke mille and water. Accordingly
it 1z said:

Anondpugayinan emal va fan va i vibhayanamagiutian;
Jaha duddhparivanes javania visesapa(idya. Tarka Sammat Pralarana 1047

Lz both ffea and pudgala are so mtermmixed, it becomes mpossible to differentiate as to which part tt1s body
(prudeala) and which 1z soul (fiva) an whether childhood, yvouth, old age and colour smell, touch etc are all attnbutes
of body Lol pudgala only or that the jfva has no effect on them Similatly it also becomes difficult to say as to those
modes associated with ffea are effected or not by pudgais. Enowledge, memory, pain and pleasure etc are all
modes of fiva, but we can also see their effect on matter. Actually in an empinical soul all modes whether ofbody or
soul are netther pure modes of /T nor of pudoala or matter but are modes ofthe union of both 1 e they are collective
modes. This 15 the reason why Siddha Sena has cited the example of childhood, youth etc. modes to prove 1dentity
cum difference of fiva and pudeala.

2.0 Review of the relationship between soul and matter in Jain literature.

To prove the mter mingling of jffva and pudgala, Siddha Sena has borrowed a number of examples from
canonical iterature and the sentences "ege dande’, "ege dyd’ from Sthanafsutra
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evai ege Avd ege daxnde  ya hoe kbrivd ya;
karayavisesena ya vivhajosiddhi vi aviruddhad .

We find in Sthanafi and other canonical iterature at some places descriptions ke ffea 15 one, wolence is one,
activity 15 one etc. and at places descrption like four types of ffva, three types of wiclence and actraty etc. If we
constder soul and matter very different than speech, mind and body are matter only and on that basis how can we
constder one activity of many types. Onthe contrary if we consider actimties of mund, body and speech of many types
then how can we make the staternent “eva? ege @3 ege dande . Basis of an actiwity 12 energy (vina) and £ £ I
considered only the nature of soul, then we can say of one type or infimte types but why talk of three types only?

There 13 no point in discussing the above iff we accept that soul and mater are different. Mental, speech and
physical are many modes of zoul still they are related to one soul ad hence they are one. Sinlatly even though
methods of activity are different, vet being associated with one soul, the sentence “evai ege 3va ege daide "appears
logical. Swmilarly there are three methods of expression of energy — mind, body and speech and on this basis energy
can be said to be of three types.

Fenerally the soul element which experiences patn and pleasure 15 considered as internal and the other element
pudgala which acquires colour [ taste fsmell etc 15 considered as external Here a douwbt can creep m o five and
pudgala are considered identical; then ether the soul should be external like matter or the matter should be considered
as internal due to its assoctation with soul. Siddha Sena prowides an explanation ortlis subject as follows:

Na ya bakirayo bh avo abbhantarao ya atihi samayammi;
noeidivai pu wa padduca hoi abbhaitara viseso.SanmatiTarka Prakearana 1/50

Actually i Jain canonical hterature we do notfind any fized classification that this particular obiject i3 external
ot thatis internal Those objects which cannot be experienced by the external senses and which are subjects of mind
only are called mternal. Those objects, due to thetr being gross and expenenced by external senses only can be called
external only, e.g karma particles (k@rmane vargdnas) catnot be experienced by senses and hence are called
internal Sunilatly activities ke movement etc of empinical soul are the subjects of senses and hence i a way fTvea also
can be considered as external

Haribhadra in Sastravartas atnuccaya whils proving identity cum difference i one human being only has used
the logic of Sanmattarka Prakarana Yasowjaye in commentary on éastravéﬂasamuccaya i thiz context has also
rejected absolutistn doctrine (ekdnivadal (FHence he rejected the wews of MNyaya philosophers that modes like
childhood, youth etc are those of body asthe souli1s nert. Whereas the feeling T am a child” shows the identity of soul
and body, the states of body like earlier a child and now old” shows the difference of ‘T the soul from body (was child

atd now old).

Onthe subiject of ideniiteum difference of soul and matter, we find a dialogue between Bhagavana IMahawira
and Gautam wherein Guatam asks.” O lord! Is body the soul or different than soul? Bhagavana replied,” Gautam!
Body 15 the soul and different from different alse.” Then Gautam fiurther asks,” O Lordl Is body concrete or non-

concrete?’ Bhagavana repled,” Gautam| Body 18 both concrete and non-concrete.”

I we consider soul and body are just one only on the basis of their being identical, then how we can we make
statements like ‘body iz concrete” ete. we consider that body and soul are ust different than what can be the basis
tor making statements ke "body 13 soul and body 13 non concrete’ etc. These canbe proven only after accepting the
doctrine of soul and matter being identical. Sinilarly calling body as msentient, concrete or /e eto. proves itz being
different firom soul

From the point of their nature jfva and pudeale are totally different. J/foea 15 non concrete and free from
attributes ke colour, taste, and smell etc. Pudgala 13 concrete and attnbutes lkce taste, smell and colour etc are its
nature. Jfva 12 sentient and pudoala 12 msentient still how can both interact? What 12 the cauze due to which both of
them interact with each other and get attracted towards each other? In Veakhya Prajfivapti sutra, the five words hawve
beenused for this subject namely “apvomyabaddha, anyvonyasprasia, anyonya avagdthe, snehapraiibaddha and
anyvoryva-ekibhiiia’

33



ot of these the word “snebaprafibaddhba *iz very important. Both ffva and pudgala encowrage each other to
be attracted to themn Skeha of fiva 15 called mflux (Gsrava) and of pudgala is its quality of bemg attracted towards
Jova, This attraction towards each other only cause their establishing a relationship and getting bonded to each other
When ffva 15 without this attraction, then influx iz stopped and pudgaia cannot be associated with five and thecomes
free (siddia).

Every philosophy beliewing m dualty of exstence (dwaitavddi) fom ancient times contemplated on the
subject of the relationship between jTva and pudgala. In Buddha's tirme the question about identity cum difference of
body and soul became a prominent issue.

I Buddhist canonical iterature called pitakas, we find the descniption concerning five lunps natnely ~fpa,
vedag, safiid, sanskdra and vijidna, As per these pitakas, these cannot be conaidered as identical or different
than soul If we say that if we bifurcate or separate these lumps then also the soul does not get bafurcai=d, then the
question of etemality arises. Onthe other hand ffwe conader soul and lumpsidentical, then the question of wechedawida
arises. Hence can netther sad to diferent nor identical with hem and 15 mexplicable.

Carviaka philosophy does not consider mdependent esastence of soul as an element. According to them when
the five seabrdblnitas unite then the form of the bodyis created and an entity called ffve alse gets created. Shtrakortatioa
does not talk of Carvaka or Lok ayata but does refer to paschmabdbhitavada. Accordingto these philosophers,
unon of the five md@habliias result m an element called fFva and thewr destruction results mn that elementbody 15
destroyed. Incanonical era, they were known as Tajivatchriravidda and we can nd there references in both parts
of Sttralertanga. Buddhust iterature describes Anthesakambaal as its founder In thiz philosophy soul and body are
constdered as one and not different elements as the soul lives as long as the biody hives; soul dies as soon as the body
dies; fova 15 netther different from body nor can it be expenenced wathoui the body. Like we can see and experience
separately a sword frorm its housing, od from the oilseed, juce from the sugar cane, wood frotn the fire and meat from
the bones; nobody can show or explain a soul separately from the body In E&jprasniva, E&jd Pradest also supported
this philosophy and he tries to explan this doctnine using a swrber of examples of identity of soul and body;, hence it
1z useless to talkk ofheaven, hell etc. On the other hand Emaia érama:;a Eedltned to prove the differences between
body and soul by many examples and counter examples and so they cannot be considered as same. Swlarly Tpmsada
and many other philosophies also who refute extstence of soul without bodsy

In the canonical era, this discussion on bedy and soul's identity cum difference was based onthe explanation

of the interaction between the soul and the kody and the analysis of the effect of the one on the other In other post
canorical era hterature like Vizegavadvalka Bhagya, relationship between soul and body started becormng clearer.

3.0 Analyses of the relationship betiween soul and matter by intellectuals cum philosophers.

Western philosophers congtder soul and tmund as one and hence talk of the relationship between mind and
body Logic era philosophers zave the following doctrines of this relationship.

i. Interactionism : Esne Des Cartes talked about the relativity of body and mind  Wlind has an attribute called
sentient / conscious wlde the body iz an extension of matenial attibutes; hence from attnbutes point of view they are
both totally different. Still how they affect each other? According to Des Cartes, the brnidge for the two 1e. body and
mind to interactis-called pineal gland. This doctrine to prove interaction between body and mind through pineal gland
1z called Interactionism.

ii. Parallelism : Accordmng to Spinoza, proponent of thiz doctrine, body and mind are not two different and
independent entities but are the two aspects of the same element. These two entities lke parallel ines imnteract and
effect each other but never meet. Basically the cause of their mteraction is God. Being part of the same God, they
mteract with each other

3. Pre established harmony

According to Liebnitz, neither the mind affects the body nor does the body affect the mind. They act
independently and both have therr own rules and systems. Still God has established an understanding | harmony
between them that they mteract with each other so that appears to be affecting each other He cited the example of
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watchmaleer and two watched in which he watch malcer sets thei times and techatism so that they always give eh
same time. This doctnne of arrangement between mind and body 12 called pre-established harmony between them.

4. New doctrine (#avyorkrintivida)

According to some modem philosophers, mind 12 an element which ahs been created by the body The mind
acts onthe body (and the body becomes secondary) like a new thing overshadows the old one. This way the western
philosophers did not analyze the 1dentity cum diference of ffva and pudgala but they definstely focus thew analysis on
mind and body The concept of ffva 13 non exstent m western philosophy and tmind 15 considered fiva. On this basis
their analysis of mind and body can be compared to the analysis of ffva and pudeala. From canonical iterature like
Bhagwati and Sthanafi tumes to the logic era, Jam scholars have done deep analysiz of thus subject. VidezRvasvaka
Bhagya has sigmficant dizcussions on this subject. Actually Jain philosophy propagated doctrine of mamfnld aspect
(Anekdnia) and hence they accept differences in their existence due to their attributes and identity in them due to co
existent m same space and their nature to attract and be attracted to each other.

Exercises
Essay type questions
1. Explain the analysis of Siddha Sena Diwdlcara concermng identity cum differences between soul and matter.
Short notes type questions
1. Enunciate the wews of western philosophers concerning the relationship between body and mind.
2. Please clarify the new doctrine of the western philosophers concermung rmumnd and body relationship.
{Juestions concerning the topic, short answers.
1. Bazed on the doctrine of duality of existence, in how many categeries can we dinde the universe?
2. What 15 the feature russing between jfva and a/fva and why?

3. Which philosopher used the example of watches and the watch maker to explain the relationship between
tnd and body

. From which canonical iterature has the sutra “Aege v “indicated in it?

. Edjapraaniva Sutra contains the dialogue between which personaliies?

Which five skandhas are described in Buddingt Prtalea sutras?

. In the word snehapratibaddhba, attractici between jDva and matter 13 indicated for whom?

Which example did Siddha Sena used to describe the identicality between empirical soul and matter?
9. The natne of which cult! doctrine has been used i Sutra Kratanga for Carvakas?

10, Which doctrine 15 used by Des Clartes to explain the relation between mind and body?

il =1 O h e

Answers to the questioi's concerning the topics.

1. Two categones. 2. aty@ni@bhdva 3. Licbmtz 4. Sthanaf 5. E&3 Pradest, Kumara érama:;a Ees
6. Rigpa, Vednd, Saiind, sanskara, Vijiana, T Influx for jive and to be attracted for matter. 8. Sthanan.
9 Pancamahabhitavada 10 Interactiomsm.

Reference texts

1. Sanmaty Tarka Prakama: eka samikgtmalkea adhyvayana Sadhw Mudita Yada
2. Pascatya Dardana k3 samasyatmaka vivecana Eedar Math Eama Natha
3. Siya Gado Bhaga I Prathama A ddhyayana ke tippata

4 Jain Dardana Manana aur Mimansa — Maha Prajfia

Author : Dr. Sadhvi Snita vasa
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Anekanta-Naya, Niksepa, Syadvada
Unit — 2 Lesson — 7
Universal and particular-ness of the object; Vastu ki samdnya visesdtmakid

Objective:

Tain philosophy use the doctnine of Axeldsia to understand the nature and essence of reality (saz).
Monism or single minded analysis cannot describe the reality completely, TTaing the doctrine of Anekadnta, we
realize that an entity 15 not only it has urversal attributes but it alse has specific attributes. The entity 15 both
universal and specific and to understand this m details we shall analyze it with reference to the following topics.
1.0 Background.

1.1 Basis of Anekania

1.2 Mature of the universal in Sankhya philosophy and its review

13 Mature of the universal i Vedanta plulosophy and its review.

14 Mature of the universal in Buddhist philosophy and its review

1.5 Mature of untversal in Nyava- Vasesika philosophy and its review
1.6 Einds of existent in Jain philosophy

1.6.1 Swargpdstitva (existence i its own nature) and Sapidaa

1.6.2 Non sustamabiity of the concept of Saiidaa.

1.6.3 Urchedatmaka nirvaya cannot be accepted.

17 sddrasydstitva (emstence like similar objects)

1.7.1 Two types of specifics.

18 TThiversal-specific and substance-mode are synonymous.

1.0 Background:

Philosophy iz born due to our mouisitiveness about the exstence. Jan philosophy supports duality of existence
(hwaitvdda). According to it sentient (cefana) and insentent (jad) are the two basic elements / substance types
which explain / control the administration of the wotld "LThe nature and exstence of both i3 independent but still they
are related to each other Jain philosophy supnoeris the relatiaty of both the substance and the mode. There are
different concepts of the object in different braviches of Tndian philosophy, Substance is inert 18 the wew of Vedantfs
who consider only Brahma as real and Hess one; differences in this wotld are unreal. Sankhyayoga considers two
basic types of elements namely puriide and prakr, purise 15 mert and deoes not go through transformation and
prakril goes through transformation contmiously and it does so for purfiza. Buddhusts on the other hand do net
beliewe i the exmstence of soull acrording to them only change/ transformation iz real They do not believe i the
existence anything called substance and consider it imagmary. Nyayva Vatsesika consider the object as with universal
and specific attributes but they consider them both as ndependent when Jain philosophy believes in the universal and
spectfic-ness both of the every object. In thiz philosophy, substance and mode have been described on the basis of
Awmekcdnia It accepta the exstence of both the substance and the mode. We shall study the admmistration of the basic
elements as perthes doctnne of Amekdnia and compare the same to other philosophies.

1.1 Basis of Anekania:
Four pairs of opposing attnbutes are cited as the basis of the doctrine of Axnekdnia namely:

1. Eternal and temporary 2. Esastent and non existent
3. General and spectfic / particular 4. Ezplicable and mexplicable.

Thesze four opposing patrs of attributes lead us to accept that infintte such opposing pairs of attnbutes can be
present inthe substance. Onthis basis the doctnine of Anekdnfa was established. We know the truth and its expression
1z done by the trie of object (artha), words (Sabda) and knowledge (fAd»qa). Different philosophers have wiewed this
(truth) i diferent ways, ez Vedanta has identified its three states as transcendental, practical and imaginary
(pratibhdsiia) with Brahma as transcendental truth, sensual perception as practical and mrage and dreams as
inagmary truths, Buddhust consist truth in twoe ways namely transcendental and practical (sefvriz) truth with the
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momentaty state of an object as transcendental truth and the general perception due to our udgment of the object as
practical truth. Different philozophers have presented different wiews of the truth based on determinate (savikalpa)
and mdeterminate (eirvikaipa) knowledge. In the indeterminate expenience we just come in contact with the obiject
without knowing any spectlics about it (1e. something 15 there) while determinate experience being based on sensual
perception results in perception of different details of the object Vedanta accepts the substance as transcendental
truth and then consider mode as tmaginary while Buddhizsts consider mode as transcendental truth and the substance
as inaginaty. According to Jain Avdyva, both substance and mode are truth. When we are vnable to visualize the
substance hidden under the waves of modes, then we consider modes as primary and the substance as secondary
Sirmlatly when in the tranouil ocean of the substance, the modes i e, waves are quite then substance becomes primaty
and modes as secondary. Vedant's alternative 15 the second state of tranguil ocean while of Buddhists is the ocean
with lots of waves. Both of them are contamned i the doctnine of Arekdnta.

Aparvaya® vastu samasyvamdnadravyametacea vivicyamanah,;
adesabhedoditasapiabhandga madidrasasivai budhripavaidham.
“Anvayogavyavacchededwatrifisked ™

When our cognitive alternative tends to be unfiang then we find the substance and mode gets lost i the
background, and when the same 15 discrinunative then the mode appears and the subsiance disappears m the
background. Dunng the penod when Anekdsia doctrine was being established on-a Brm footing, certain rules of
concotnitance were fitrned resulting in the acceptance of the fact “that substance without mode and mode without
substance cannot exst’ as explaned below:

Fiimwvifudad davvadl davvavijulid ya pojijayd notthi;
Donhat agaynabhidah bhdvad samand paravifiti Pacastcaya gatha 12,

There 15 not much distance between true. There 15 no bifiecation like one alternative 1s true and other 13
false; and that both are falze if we accept that universal 18 independent of particular and particular 1s independent of
umversal.  Both become true when they are both considesed relative to each other, Similarly  both become false
when they start rejecting each other and become true when each starts talking of itz subject/ domain.

1.2 Nature of universal in Sankhya philosopihy and its review:

sankhya philosophy talks of 25 basic elements constituting this universe. 23 basic elements are created from
prakril - mthal - ahahldra (ege) - suteen (Gve karmaindris, 5 jhdnedris, mind and 5 foppndtrds) and from five
tanmatras- five bhiitas totaling 24 along with puriiéa as the 25% basic element. Further prriisa 15 mert, void of
knowledge, eternal, all pervasive but sentient. This purisae element 13 many in number and independent of each other
and other types of basic eletnents. FlralriTis active te. transtorming conttmiously and eternal In thist e prakydd one
state 1# transtormed and contamed into other. This prakrfiz one and with three mam attributes, uversal, object and
transforms into seabat etc as ds deformations (vikdra) as mdicated m Sankhyalcanka:
Triguhdtmba visaya s s@manyvamacetanah prasadharmi,;
FMaictia tathd pradhdna® iadviparTiasiathd oq pumdn.
sankhya has emphasized more on prafys which 1 untversal in nature. They recognize puriiza but they
constder it ke prokara paidsa and cannot be bonded or mized with anything not can it achieve moksz. Bondage
and iberaticn both take place only of prakrin

Atpbutes, whether explicable or not are of three types namely safva, raja and fasa and they have no
knowledge of etther puriisa or prakrit. These attnbutes are uruversal, enjoved by purfisa and are msentient. There
nature 13 creation. Charactenistics of prurfisa are different from these. Purfisa does not have these three attnbutes, has
the power to discriminate and 15 not enjoved by anytlung, 15 sentient and particular; itz nature 15 notto create anything,
Purisa 12 wathout patrts, eternal, inert, independent and all pervasive. Specifiing these differences between the two
basic elements, Sankhya philozophers cannot explain the logic of adminstration of basic elements and the wortld.

mankhya philosopher’s thinking can be justified if they consider:
1 lack of similarity (axvorydbhdva ke diferences m wheat and gram) between explicable and inexplicable as the
nature of explicable and mexplicable;
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i wreversible lack of sunilarity (afvanidbhdava like the difference m jfva and gifva or sentient and msentient)
between prakr and purisa as the nature of prakpil and puriisa;

. intellect as the canse of development of intellect (prdcdbbdva ke the difference i cotton plant and cottor) and

v, paxcamdhdbhite as past form of taxmatrd ( pradivansibhiave like milk of curd).

This1s so as non-exmstence (ehkdva) 1snot anmndependent obiect as considered by Narrayika. But to consider
absence of one object as the nature of another object (ke absence of pitcher in the sand) by Narikhya 15 not tenable.
similarly fwe consider substance as just without modes, then one objects will become otnupresent (all pervastve) and
hence there will be no difference between purdse and praizet due to ther commenality fom exstence wew.

1.3 Mature of Universal in Vedanta and its review : According to Vedanta philosophers Brhima 1z the sole
existent. They do notreject pitcher, cloth etc from any organ of knowledge; however they say that the meatis used, by
those beliewing in differences i exstence (bhedvddi) m the universe, are full of flaws and hence the pariculars get
rejected themselves. Bhedvadi consider multiphictty of canses 15 the basts fmultipheity of effects but Vedanta philosophers
do not think so. They say that those who believe in multiplictty of objects on the basis of different fvpes of cognition’
knowledge are not right as start imagining differences m one object only due to our own intentions! thinking This s
explamed as follows:

athd visudhamdkdsah fmiropapluto nara’

Saffirpamiva matrabhibhirnndrablimanyate

Tathedamamalad brham mirvikalpamavidiyayo

Kalugatvamivapannah bhedariipa? prapasyvati Viahada bha va 3/5/43-44

& person sulfering from cataract sees many types of coloured lines m the sky even of it 15 pure and clear

Sirmilatly an ignorant person sees Brham, which s wathout any differences and s just pure, h many and tainted forms.

Wedant's statement 1 e there 13 only one element which i 2ll pervasive and mcomparable known as Brham
does not appear logical. Everybody realizes the exmstence of pitcher, cloth etc as diferent objects around vs. If such
obijects are not different from Brham then what 1s the meane of proving thewr 1dentity with bum? Are these objects the
fortns or nature or creations of Brham? These will lead us to accept that these means (s3dhana) are same as the
object (Bthatm) otherwnise we have to believe inthe duslity of existence (waitvaddsa). Further f'means and the object
or end are same then differentiating between means and the object being not possible will negate the theory of solitary
element of exstence 1.e. Brham The inference that all objects are contained in Brham because they are just like
inaginations (ke the forms of Brhatn) alse does not prove the exstence of just Brhima Further fwe accept that place
of exstence (paksa), reason (hetid) and example are different, and then it 15 essential to accept duality of exstence
else how can they be the means tol accept the exmstence of Brham The same 15 true of the validity of canonical
lterature (Fgara pramdaxa). Vedania philosophy says:

Gryuvabha evaieindi candrakdnta evahbhasiam;
prorehandmiva plakea’sa ety sarvajanmindm.

Like the pieristhe cause of its web, candrakdntsnan 12 the cause of water and tree 1z the cause o ifs
branches; so 15 Brham the cause o creation of all mng bemmgs. Similarly prowing exstence of Brham from the canonical
literature will causs the same problem whether @gassa 18 different from Brham or not. Iwe postulate that the two are
different that we accept duality of exstence; ff we consider them as same then the concept of means and end / object
cannotbe justiied Thus exstence of just Brtham cannot be proved by any valid organs of knowledge (direct, mference,
canonical terature etc.) and m the absence of any pramdna (valid knewledge), accepting exstence of any object 1z
not possible. However if we accept the self proving of sole exstence of B r ham, then the emstence of objects
experienced or Anekdnia doctrine etc. will alse be proven automatically. Therefore the sole exmstence of Brham 1z
not proved by any walid organ of knowledge.

Nature of the universal in Buddhist philosophy and its review.

In Buddhist philozophy we find a special concept of the umversal object 1e. it an wnagmary object. They
constder two types of real namely transcendental (parndrthita) andimaginary (sadnvreis). Cognifion ofthe momentary-
ness 15 called the transcendental truth and “this 15 that” type of comparisons 15 magmary truth. Thus they consider
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universal as imaginary of unreal truth. They do no constder cow-ness, human-ness etc as real objects. Human beings
are different from non human beings, as they perform similar actrvities we have accepted exstence of something called
human-ness in them identifiing their being considered as human betngs. The same canbe said about cows and other
classes of similar objects. Thus we see that human-ness, cow-ness i3 something identified by them as unversal
Buddhist philozophy talks of only two types of basic elements namely particular and general. Particulars are satd to
hawe thew self-indications and thesze are called transcendental truth. They further say that except thesze particulars
there iz o other real element. This 12 universal and that 13 particular type of thinking and expenience does not exst and
without such thinking, differences in various objects cannet be established. Hence they say that the other mdications
of the untversal identified by Tatnz; except cows, men, Shafdi, muddi ete. (Le classes of beings), do not exst.

Tainz, on the other hand consider that the abowve analysis iz incotrect as we cahhot separate cow-ness and
man-ness from cows and ten as these (Le. cow-ness and man-ness) reside only in cows and men and notanywhete
else. If we consider non exstence of such parts (like cow-ness m cows), then we have to accept non exstence of
patticulars also. The feeling / experience of the form of any obiject in our thoughts cannot be rejecied by any valid
orgat of knowledge. These stay at all times and places and not rejected by any valid organ of knowledge and assist
{become the cause of) m our day to day bfe and behawour. Hence the feelings or expenences ofthe forms and types
of the obiject by our mntellect prove the exstence of universals i such obijects.

The statement of Buddhists that “due to non differentiation between untwversal and particulars by the intellect,
there i1z no real undversal exceptthe particulars” 15 also not correct. Attributes like touch, taste, smell etc residing in the
same object are also differentiated by the intellect only. If attributes which are the subjects of the sense organ eve only
{e.g. colours ke while, black, brown etc) and residing m different ohijects of the same type ke say cows are
cognized as different, with different colours are considered same as thew are the subjects of cogrition by the same
sense organ, then we will have to accept attributes like temperaturs, weight, hardness etc. same as they are all the
subjects of the sense organ touch s body Hence expenencing the differences everywhere 15 the cause ofthe existence
of diferences / particulars.

Intuition of the stntlarities of the objects and experience of the particulars m thetn proves the mdependent
existence of untwersals and specifics. Intution of untversals cannot take place without the exmstence of external causes
like cow-ness in cows. Extra ordinary and special perzons also cannot be the cause of this imtuition of umversal as they
can malte ug expenence the particulars only. Toresect universal as not lkce that (@éadvyd@vriti) or as the other cause
(atatharyakdrana) 12 also not logical; as urwersal's transformation going on continueusly Zke Lhaddi, st eto
the cows will result in the rejecting the cow-ness (ggarnvyd@vriiti) and as other cavse (afadkdrakdrana) inthemn. By
atatkdryakdrayavritii 1s meant rejecting the ving beings lilkce horse ete as the cause of other ving beings hlkce cows;
Le. horses are nether a cause nor atrelfect of the cows. Buddhusts conaider emstence of afathdrakdranavritii n
cows, butthis cannot be so withoulthe existence of the uiversal cow-ness mthem. Ifthe new part of the object can
be without the uuversal paricthen we will have to reject the part without particular also. Hence it 15 essential for
Buddhists to accept the universal of the object as the basis of expenencel feeling Thus we tried to reject the Buddhist
concept of umversal as imaginary truth and accept it as their transcendental truth.

According to Tains, 1t 15 not correct to differentiate between universal and the ndication of the objectitself If
we analyze the construct of the word svalaksana, as “svad asddhdranad inksanah yasyeii salaksana¥’, meaning
‘like the particular 15 associated with itz pecubiar indication to produce the resultant differentiation, so is the uruversal
1z associated with its peculiar mdication to produce the resultant similarities”. Hence there 15 no diference between
thetn dueto their own peculiar indications. Like rejecting the particulars the knowledge transforms; so also it transforms
to accept the uruversals. Likke m actiwibies lkce mlling, carrying the luggage etc by the cows i3 not sustamable by
umiversal alone but 13 possible only when w consider cow as an amalgam of universal cum specific. Therefore from
the wewpoint of transformation, there 18 no difference between universal and spectfic. Besides it 15 also not correct
that universal and specific are exstent independently as proposed by Naivayika Hence particular £ specific without
umversal 15 like a flower i the sky as said in the following werse;

MNirvicesa# i s@mdnyaf bhavecchasavis@navat;
Samdnvarakitatviacea visegastadvadeva k. A Pa floka
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1.4 Naiyayik- vaisegika philosophers views on universal and its review:

Triversal 15 defines as an entity due to which we develop a feeling of surilanty between two objects, e g
cow-ness, human-ness etc are called untversals. Universal 15 eternal, one, all pervasive, et and mdivsible. In
Eankavali it 15 said:

Samdnvah dvividhah prokitai paraf cdparameva ca;
Drapvyaditrilavraitisti safid paralyvocyate;

Farabhinnd ca ya jati’ saivaparatayocyate;

Drapvyatvadika j@tistu pardparaiyocyate Eanka .9

Thiversal is of two kinds namely para-sdmdanyvae and apara-samdnva. Exstence and exstent are the para-
sdmdnye and cow-ness, human-ness, substantiality, giaafva and karsaiva are the aparg-sdmdnya. Cow-ness i3
not created at the time of the barth of'a cow nor 151t destroved at the time of cow’s death as 1z eternal Cow-ness 13
qust one, eternal and all pervasive and not many;, and 18 present in all the cows and not that separate cow-ness exists
in each cow separately. Because it iz all pervasive, therefore it 13 inert and does not transtorm ke in space (@6d@sa).
Thiversal 15 not divisible in parts 18 1t 13 without parts. Hence we can not mmagine parts of the universal when it 13
considered as just one. These are the wiews of MNaiyayika-vaidesikcas.

The abowe wews of MNayayika-vaiiesikas are not completely flawless. The abowve definution of universal 1z
cotrect but describing it as just one, eternal and all pervasive does not appear logical By treating universal as et and
eternal, we reject its capability of its bemg actively mvolved or bemng transformed m other objects/entiies. An enbity
which iz eternal can netther transform step by step sequentially nor sirultaneonsly az a whole ag an entity which does
not transform itzelfis not called an object. Ifthe cow-ness universal is one and all pervasive, then how 12 it found only
i different cows and not at other places where we do not see cows? Further this uruversal called cow-ness whether
it exists only as apartin each cow or as whole in each cow? Ifthe cow-ness universal is just one and 15 found as whole
in one cow, then how i3 it present in other cows? Similarly we cannot accept the universal to be consisting of patts and
they claun that it exsts m parts n different cows.

Yogo (Mavavika-vaisesikas) consider unnversal and specific to separate and differenti1e. cow and cow-ness
are separate and another entity called sarmvdia causes the cow and cow-ness to be bonded to each other But it 1z
not logical to constder uraversal and spectfic to be separate. The fact 15 that uriversal and separate are not separate
but are always co-existent. The wiews of NarvSvica-vaisesioas that umversal 15 one, mert, eternal and all pervassve

had been strongly refited by Buddhist philozophers, espectally Dharmakart logically and Yoge find it impossible to
refute this. Dhrmalorts in Pramanavartioa cays:

Na vatt na ca talr3sidasti pascdnna cdsavat;

Jabai plirvamddhbdramaho vyasanasantati’

Thizs werse means, “From where does the wversal cow-ness come when a cow 15 born? Thizs cow-ness
canniot come from any other place or from any other cow as they consider it mert. The logic that the umversal cow-
ness was already existing there is not correct as nothing can exist wathout a basel foundation. The universal cow-ness
can be born at the tume of the barth of the cow because uruversalis eternal; it cannot come from another cow partially
as the untversal iz ot dinsible and 15 one; the untversal cow-ness cannot leave the first cow completely and come to
this cow as the first cow will become without cow-ness. Hence it 15 logical to consider that stmilar universals, like
stmilar specifics, are different m each cow. Hence the logic presented by Yogo that vniversal 15 one, all pervasive and
eternal 130t tenable and hence better be rejected”™

Watdesika's consider specific as a separate substance. Due to this doctrine they are famous as vatsesikas.
Spectfic 12 eternal and many. Specific exsts in permanent objects. Purpose of thiz specific in a an objectis to provide
unieque identity to the object. Al paramdnus of earth are sioilar and yet each parasdsu of the earth 1 different from
the other paramdns as a different specific exsts m each paramdnu Hence each paramdnu appears different.
Sirmlatly all souls are similar but existence of different specific in each makes each one appear as different. The same
iz true of'mind and other objects. & peculiar quality of the specitfic iz that each specific i3 rejected (distinguished) from
the other specific and hence they are mutually different from each other This tmeans that the logic that a specific 1 a
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separate substance to prove differences i different parasdaus 12 not necessary to prove differences i different
spectfics themselves as one specitic 1ds by nature different from another specific.

Vatfesika's consider specific as a separate substance also is not tenable as there 15 no valid means of proving
it. Ttis also notcorrect say that specific exists only in permanent substances as there 1sno substance which is penmanent.
All substances are partially tetoporary and partially permnanent. All eternal substances, like parasdsus etc stay in
their own nature (which iz different from other substances). Due to thew nature, they themselves associate or dissociate
with other substances and hence there 12 no need to consider existence of a separate substance for distinguishing
between different spectfics. Vatfesikas themselves have agreed it as unnecessaty to consider exstence of a separate
substance called specific m diferent objects and one specific 15 rejected / diferentiated from the other specific
automatically. Hence there should be no objection in accepting that diferent substances like soul can, due totheir own
nature, associate of reject other substances themselves. Hence to inagine a separate substance like samvdyva for
cogmng intra class differences (ke between different parsdyus or different souls) 15 notlogical Culy the exstence
of concurrence of co-exstence can establish the differences between universal and specific. This is supported by the
fgurative wewpoint of Jatnz, This wewpoint supports evolutionary nature and contains both wversal and specific as
itz component enbibies. Ithelps m cognizing a part of the substance which 1z both universal and specific. Jans do not
accept Kandda’s viewpoint that untwersal and specific are both independent entities as wiversal without specific and
spectfic without utiversal cannot be explained or experienced. Both of these are the atinbutes of and entity! object.
similarities between two objects m some parts and dizsimilarities between the other parts of the same objects are due
to universal and specific attributes of these two substances. Only universal f sinilarities or specifics § dizsstimilanities 1z
not possible. Accordingly @cdrva Hemcandra says:

Svatoauuvrtiivyativritivetiibhid; bhdviniaraneyaripa’;
Fardatmataitvadatathdimataivad dvayah vadantoakusald’ shhalant.

An object which iz both universal and spectfic can be cognzed only with a valid organ of knowledge. An
indrnzible objectis eh subject of pramedsae and a part of the sarie object 1s the subject of mewpoimnt (pay). Figuratrre
wewpotnt 15 the way of knowing many parts of the same object butitie still not aprasdsae. In prasmayae all attnbutes
of the object get the same status or consideration whil= i #aya, one attibutes becomes the primary and the others
become secondary, Hence in this doctrine 1 e, zayvae when universal is primary, specific becomes secondary and when
spectfic becotnes pritnary, universal becotes secondary. 3o universal without specific and specific without uruversal
cannot exst i any object.

sdmarne aba visese davve yanah havei aviroho;
sk (3 sammatal pahu puna faf fassa vivarivad.

Cognition of a substance. swhich 13 with umiversal and specific, without any doubts results m the nght
knowledge; any other type of cognition does not result in nght knowledge.

sAmdmavisesdimd fadartho vizava . Panlezamulkcha 471
1e. an object which 15 with universal and specific attributes is the subject of valid knowledge (pramdana).

An object which 15 with untversal and specific attnbutes 15 the subject of vahd knowledge. That 1z an object
which have both wuversal and spectfic as its foundation. Use of both utiversal and specific etther singly or together but
mndependent ot zach other cannot be accepted { or are rejected)by valid knowledge.

1.6 Kinds of existent in Jain philosophy
Every object ahs two types of existences namely
1. exstence i tts own nature (swartipdsiifvea)

i existence lke simlar objects (sddrasydstitva)

Swaripdsitva provides unique identity to the object which differentiates it form other obijects belonging to
sttnilar or dizsimilar classes of obiects. Due to it only various modes of the object keep themselves different from the
modes of other objects. Further it assists the object to mamntain its 1identity owver apertod oftune m all ofits modes and
keepsit alooffrom other ohjects. swarupdsitva 15 also called vertical unmversal or wrghavid sd@mdava. This 15 called
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the substance as it flows through itz serialmodes 1 e results inits generations. Differences between Buddhists saffasi
{generation) and swarfipdsitva are enumerated below

1.6.1 Swaripdsitva and santing

Like Jainz define swarfipdsifva as substance of permanence, Buddhists tall of saxédna (offspring or child)
butin it no permanent part exsts which s carned forward as unchanged from one momentary mode to the next mode.
Ifwe say that that some part of the object changes and some do not change from mode to mode, then all the problems
associated with proposing obiject as etther eternal or momentary will surface and not tenable. By accepting a little
concotnitance of changing and unchanging parts; we find that no part of the object can exst which 15 not transformed
else concomitance theory of both parts will fail. Hence we have to find a solution 1.e. etther the object 15 eternal or it
13 motmentary 1 e. a sentient object can transform into an msentient object also. Between these two untenable sxtremes
g the concept of substance (dravya) which is netther totally not transtormable nor does it transforms to the extent that
it looses its substantiality and transforms ttself nto other objects of the same or different class.

In sitnple words, pertnanence iz defined by Jains as “retention of its identity from other sumilar o dissinilar
obijects even when it 15 transformmng contmuously’. This swaripdsitve 15 the substance, permmanence or attnbute
(grener). Functionality of samt@ne as defined by Buddhusts 15 alse the same. Santna at sny fized moment 15 the
material cauze of the object’s mode the nest moment and not of any other object of samis o different classes. This
tneats that due to saxidae, a sentient momentary object/mode 15 the taterial cause ot its next momentaty mode of
existence and not any other sentient or nsentient objects. This metaphysical analysisleads us to conclude that there 12
no difference between the cause and effect of substance and saxédna. The enly difference 15 m the terminclogy
Buddhists call this sanidna as a row or myrsd due to its functioning like the rows of columns m the army as indicated
in Bodhicaryavat, "sanidng semuddtase padiniasenddivanmrsd .

Zonsider ten men standing m a row and the collection ofthese teritrien andthe horses with them iz called the arry.
Eventhoughno separate substance lice artiy exsts yetthese collectively behave lice an artry. Stmilarly exmistence of sanfd@na
which helps transformation from one mode to the nest 15 wreal. This the nature of sapetdng 5 diferent from substance as
proposed by Jams whichis not an imagination of some one bitis real ke the moment tself Like tenpersons standingin a
row hawe each mdependent exstence without emstence ofthe independent and real element called row, sirlatly swarsgdsitva
tound i serial modes of an object 5 not inagnary but a tranzcendental reality Wisa cannotbe the basis of practical or day
to day life as without a metaphysical swartpdstw asenes of modes cannot exmst wathout thew fallng apart m different
objects. Inthe doctnne ofthe rows in the ammy, a versonin a row can, at his sweet will, get out of the row and behave
diferently but no mode, no matter how nach i wishes, can leawe the sequence and move to diferent positions even mn the
SErEes.

1.6.2 Untenability of Sanrdna.

We realize he hollowness of the concept of saxnt@na of Buddhists when they tall: of nirvazna or emancipation.
When they talle of the death of disappearance ofthe sentdna of sentiency, e in airvdna, the ciffa or sentiency gets
destroved malung ciffa a long tenm senes of sentient modes but has netther identity of its own and nor 15 eternal. But
this logic of destruction of an mdependent obiect is netther tenable nor expenenced. Even though Buddha kept the
subject of the nature ofxirvana as mexplicable; later Zodryas commented on enlightened sirvana based onthe same
concept of xirvdia as eminciated before.

1.6.3 Untenability of nirvidna

Wihen we talk of the end of samtd@na of sentiency m nirvana, the entire logic of the workang of the uraverse
talls apari based on the concept of samé@na and mrsd;, as thinlung of different stages of the results of actions,
relations, bondage, maksa, memory and comparison etc. becomes baseless or 15 hke budding a house on temporary
toundation. To imagine the safskdra of barmavdssd in non exstent saxédna, ke magimng the colour diferences in
cottonseeds due to the safskdra of lac (i@k) n them for welding the results cannot be accepted. By irrigating the
cotton seed with the colours of Jakh; parsmanus of cottonseed have acquired new modes i the form of cotton plant
and acquired the results of safskdra m the form of red colour In this example we accept all objects f entities like
cotton seed, [@kh and modes as real and not sred. But santana on which Buddhist wish to wnplant sexpskdre of
karmavdsnd and make 1t erjoy itz results (Le. of sapskdra), and considering that samédna as a row and then to
behewe its total destruction at the tine of mimpdne cannot be acceptedfimagined mteligently Hence the only logical
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and metaphysical nature of miradsa 12 active sentience without indhue of any type (uirdsravacitiotpddrupa) as nferred
i the verse of Tattvasafigraha (page 184):

Cittameva ki saksdre ragddiklesavasitm;
Tadeva taiviraimurkita? bhavanta eti kathvate.

e citia soled with attachment etc Alega 15 the safsdra (umiverse) and ciféa without these Sledas 1z end of safisdra
of emancipation/ #irvdya. When the same soul (citta), inits empinical form, keeps on transforming contimously until
it attatns emancipation and becomes without any further influz, then its senal sasidnas cannot be said as unreal all the
tines. Thus transformation of the substance, exstent i itz own nature eternally, every moment ito a mode cantot
totally destroy the substance. This substance 15 permanent, swaripdsiitva. Itis not mmagmary but transcendental truth
and 1z also called vertical untversal (urghva sdrmdnia).

1.7 Sddrasydsiitve or existence of similarities.

sadrasydstitva causes the feeling of similarities between two diferent objects. This 15 also called frmaaia
sdpdria (honzontal untversal) or s@drasyva sdmdnya. It 13 not correct to inagine exstence of one entity or untversal
like cow-ness of man-ness i a mimber of independently exmsting cows and men. They cannot'be accepted as the
cotbined modes of two disstmilar substances as two objects of extremely different spaces cannot be the material
cause in one mode as the spontanecus reaction takees place only after recerving an mdicaben. & person who develops
a feeling of sameness amongst many persons after obsernng some cotmmen patts teatures amongst them can only
experience existence of man-ness amongst them (due to the exstence of sddrama sdmdnva amongst them). Hence
we should accept existence of s@dradadstifva as the cause of sinilanties amongst different objects which 15 present
to some extent in each object. Vertical waversal or swaripastitva had beet discussed eatlier and so we accept two
types of untversal attnbutes.

1.7.1 Two specifics / particulars or visega

similarly the part / component which cause the senal transformation from one mode to another m a substance
1z called particular / speciiic or visesz. Specific [ particular o vigesa cause the feeling of diference between two
obiects i1z called wvatireka-vidssa | Thiz implies that the feeling of same in two modes of an obiject 12 due to vertical
uiversal while the feeling of difference (like aging) in the samne object 15 due to visesa called parmid@ia of mode as
ndicated n Parkzamukha, ‘Pardparavivariavyvipl dravvamirghvat@mpdive sthasddisu, ekasmin dravye
kpmbhdving  parindmd parydya dimani harsovisddddivat.” Fortherthe feeling of sameness in two different objects
iz due to vertical-untversal attribute and the fesling of differences amongst them 1z due to wiatireka-visese. This 1z
explaned in Pardegamulcha as follows:

sadriparindma siiyark handamundidisu gotvavat;
arih dnttaroguto visadréaparindme vyatireko gomahisddivat.

1.2 Universal cumn specific stiributes i.e. substance with modes.

Hence every object s universe 12 with universal and specific attributes. Thiz 12 the nature of the substance
by which the part causing the feeling of sarmeness m an object 13 universal and the part which iz the cavse the feeling of
differences in the same is called specific. These relate to the horzontal uiversal and vyatireka-visesa respectively
Crigmation-destriclicn-permanence i an objectrelates to transformation inthe object. The permanence component
of the substance relates to vertical universal and the ongination-destruction to visesa called mode or parwdwe. Past
being the matetial cause of present and present bemng the matenal cavse of future proves that the three motnents are
tied to thezeparable cause-effect-causze sequence. Exmstence of this combination of uriversal and specific attributes
in an obiect 15 the mdication of the emstence of nfimte attributes m the object.

Esen though expression of the horizontal vrnversal or s@dradstitva 15 relative to other objects; yet all objects
are independent and separate. Object 15 netther just with universal nor just with specific attributes. If we say that the
obiect 15 with st vertical universal only, then it will at all tines hawe one effect without its changing or actiwity with
others e it will become mert. We will then not be able to explain any activity in the universe i the absence of
transformation i the object. Feeling and understanding the doctnne of bondage-liberation or ment-demerit etc. will
all fall apart. Hence we have to accept transformation/changes taling place in all objects. We see daily how a child
grows and learns like amaoon iits ascending cycle. Ifthe objectis mert and eternal and no transformation iz serial or
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stmltane ous will be possible resulting i a question mark on itz very existence. Similarly f we consider the object as
qust specificiparticular ke mode onlyie. just momentary or the pat has no relation to the present moment or to foture
moment; then practices ke teacher — disciple, give and take and logics ke bondage and emancipation etc will cease.
There will not be any cause-effect and activity ftransformation of the obiject brnging all that we see and do to a
standstill Hence it 15 essential that we accept the object with vertical-umversal and mode-specific/particular as itz
coexstent parts. S1ddha Sena has accordingly written i Sanmatt as follows:

sdmanRamp visese visesapaklhe ya vaya navinvess;

davvaparigdmamanial ddel iayaf oa vayamano,

egaiianivviseaR eyaiiavisesiyaR oo vayamana;

davvassa pajiave ki daviyah pitaiiel
1e. using specific along with universal and untversal along with specific indicates untversal 1.e. substance as different
frotn the results of its transformation and relates the specific or mode to the universal or substance. Thosze who talle
qust of substance tend to separate it from its mode and those whe talke of just modes tend to separate t from the
substance. A1l our experiences are cogmtive. Lack of doubts about the expenience 15 the test of the knowledge
being valid Valid knowledge is the only way to establish the nature of the obiject.

Eeal, substance etc general experience always relate them to their particular / speeiic Form;, e.g. earth, pitcher
etc are all associated with the universal (e, earth) and it 12 ungquestionable. Hence we st accept along with utiversal
there 15 the particular of the object also and that particular 15 not different from 1t vraversal 1. untversal and specific
are coexistent. Thus the object appears to be of ewvelutionary nature with both vieversal and specific as ts mseparable
patts. Ifthe universal exists without the particular, based on the experience of st universal, we have to forget the
experience of particulars. As a result we have to call bangles, ear rings, necklace etc as just gold but such thinking or
verbal expression is netther seen nor expenienced. Onthe contrary we cxpenence and express verbally universal and
spectfic together like gold bangle or gold necklace and so on This proves that universal and specific even though
different are still inseparable and coexistent.

Exercises
Essay type questions:
1. Descrbe the uraversal-specific- ness of an entity as per Jam philosophy.

Short notes type questions
1. Explain the nature of reality as per Vedanta plulosophy
2. Explain the Buddhist view on specifics iz a vis Jain wews.

Short questions on the topic

1. What 1z the basiz of diferent wewrs on the reality?

2. Which type of basic element (feifva) emphasized in Sakhya philosophy?

3. How many of kinds reality are dizcussed in Buddhist philosophy?

4. What 1z the nature of utiversal in MNaiyayik - vaidesika philosophy?

5. How many types of esmstence are discussed m Jain plulosophy?

6. What 15 the subjsct of prarmdana and naya?

7. Swariipdstitva of Jan philosophy 8 company with which type of exstence i Buddhist plulosophy™
8. “What 15 swisdra and emancipation i Buddhust philosophy?

9 What'is srzrtical generality?

10. What 1z the valdity (prasmdna) of knowledge?

Reference texts:

1. Jamn Darsana Pt Mahendra Kumara Nyayacirva Publisher Ganedavard Sansthana Varanast

2. Jain Dar $ana aur Anskanta Acarya Maha Prajfia Publisher Adarda Sahitya Safigha Prakasana,
3. Apta MEnamfisa (Tattva Dipikd) Prof Uday Chand Jain Publisher Ganedavartd Safisthana Varanasi.
4, Sanmatt Pralarna Edit Pt. Sukha Lala Safnghaw Publisher JAanodaya Prakasana Ahmedabad.
Author : Dr. Ascka Eumara Jain
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Anekanta-Naya, Niksepa, Syadvada
Unit—3 Lesson—8
Origination, Destruction and Permanence; Updda Vyaya Divauvya
{Objective:
A1 substances [ entities which are with ongination-destruction and permanence as therr nature keep on going
through transformation i its attributes along with the passage of tune. Permanence has been given a special place in

Tain thinking Ongination- destruction and permanence in JTatn philosophy are called the co-exstent trio in every
substance. In this leszon w shall we shall study the following topics.

1.0 Foreword

1.1 Explaming the nature of ongmation —destruction and permanence.
1.2 Crigihation etc. are caused by themselves or dependent on others?
2.0 Analysis of Mayva doctrine by Siddha Sena.

2.1 Concomitance between origmation —destruction and permanence.
2.2 Logical explanation of origination etc. and its utility

2.0 Summanzing the analysis
4.0 Tdentiticality cum difference in origination —destruction and pernanence

1.0 Foreword

Jain philozophy 18 the proponent of Anekdniavada or the docinne of multiple wewpomts' poly-endism.
Armeidniavdda 1s based onthe co-emstence of many mutually opposing attributes i all substances. Further it believes
that every substance goes through transformation continiously. Transformation has three parts namely origination,
destruction and permanence. Co-exmstence of origination-destriction and permanence i3 called saf / real. Bhagavana
Ilahavira had the capacity to directly visualize / know the real / saf completely. Hence he used to give senmons of the
right! truth. He was asked,” Bhasie] What 12 the fafiva freal ™ Bhagavana Mahavira replied, ™ An entity originates, 1z
destroved and contiues to maittain its permanence.” Ttialogical sense it can be sad that when a new mode originates
i a substance, itz old mode 15 destroved at the same tiune. In spate of origination and destruction, the fundamental
nature of the substance continues to exst all-the time.  In Sthanafl sutra, the trio of ongination, destniction and
permanence i3 called as the basic alphabets natrasuyvoga pada) of Jan metaphysics ke alphabets of any language.

1.1 Explaining the nature of origination —destruction and permanence.

An entity otigmates as well'as gets destroyed. Here onigmation and destruction are the mdications of the
change of the mode of the entity: Basic nature of the entity 12 penmanence or eternal This 13 an mdication of non
transformation or non changing aspect of tts existence. In Bhagawat Sutra, it 15 stated, “Athire palottai thire no
palofiai. " The temporary part of the entity goes through transformation and the permanent part does not go through
the transformation. It 1. 1o observed that no substance, be sentient or msentient, 13 completely destroved. Waterin a
pond gets dred during summer. This does not mean that the water of the pond 18 completely destroved. It only mans
that the matter particles of water are converted into matter patticles of vapour due to mtense heat In other words it
can be satd tliat the water 15 destroved and vapours are ongnated.  Actually what we call as the engmation or
destructior of an entity 18 in fact qust the change inits form. For example, when coalis burnt, it has residual ash bt he
coal 15 totally destroved as patts of it gets mized with cxygen in the air to weld Carbonic acid gas and some parts are
let as ash. In ewvery entity, therefore even with origination and destruction, its permanent parts always exst. Thus
permanence 15 an dication of non change in a changing entity and of similarity i dissimilar fdifferent entities.

Co-exstence or the combined exstence of origination—destriction and permanence 12 called substance. An
entity 15 called substance only when it 15 real. Buddhist philosophers consider real as only changing / temp orary while
Vedanta philosophers 15 just permanent or eternal only. Jan philosophy considers real as evolutionary 1. 1t 15 both
permanent and temporary,. Origination and destruction are the indication of ternporary nature and permanence i the
indication of itz eternal nature. Vacaka UmaSwat also calls the combined existence of otigination — destruction-
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permanence as substance. Eunda Eunda also has defined the substance accordingly  “While defining origination,
destruction and permanence, Plijva Pada savs

mentient and msentient substances never leave thewr mherent nature, still acquisthon of new modes by them continuously
due to internal and external canses iz called as origination, e g transformation of a lump of 2ot into a pitcher iz the and
otigination of the pitcher. Dizsappearance of the old state 12 called destruction e g0 otigination of the pitcher mdicates
the destruction of the form of the lump of soil. Permanence means the eternal and evelutionary nature. Sentiency of
Jtva and in-sentiency of affva are eternal as they can netther onginate nor get destroved. Sunilarly any faffve freal
which goes through two modes 13 permanent e.g. sod i both lump form and pitcher always exat.

1.2 Origination etc. are caused by themselves or dependent on others?

Crigihation etc. are considered as to be caused both by themselves as well as by others. Transformation in
substances ke diarma, adharma, dhdza and pure soul (of the form of artha parnidya) 15 caused by the substance
ttzelf ITn gross obijects, the transformation 1z caused by the other entiies. This explaing the Tai thinking that
transfortmaton is essential in all types of substances, be they in-sentient, sentient, subtle of gross. Hence the essentiality
of ongmation — destruction-penmanence coexsting in all substances 13 explamed m Jamn philosophy

2.0 Analysis of ¥aya doctrine by Siddha Sena.

Ziddha SenaDiwakara, ke KundaKunda and Thna Swat, accepted the natrs of substance as with ongmation
—destruction and permanence but he used the naya doctrine to explain this tho of esmstence. This explanation 1s not
only unique but 13 also onginal i the hterature. He says-

Uppaijonti vivasil ya bhava yivamena pajjeuaydssa
davvalthivasse sevvan sayd aiuppannarnavinathan
davvan pajjaviuitd ya pajjovd patihi

uppayithii — bhaid haidi davivalaklhayes evan

From the mode wiewpoint, all obijects, as atule, get ongimated and destroved. Substance wewpoint looks at
the pertnanence aspects of the substance. Hence from substance wiewpomt, all objects are without orgmation and
destruction. Substance does not exist modes which et with origination and destriction and no mode exists without

a permatent part of the substance. Hence together onmnation- destruction and permanence form the mndication of real
{substance).

Acarya Samant Bhadra, ke Siddha Sena, has accepted spectfic attributes or the modes as the basis of
origination and destruction. He has explaned the trio of origination — destruction- permanence through the following
two examples.

1. One man wants a pitcher of gold The second person wants a crown of gold. The third person wants just gold.
The goldstruth melts the pitcher to make the crown This anncys the first person while the second person feels
happy. The third personstays happy in both the situations. Here the cause of sorrow, happiness and equantmity 1s
destruction, origination and permanence respectively Hence all entities are with the trio as their nature.

2. A person who talies a vow to qust take milk does not eat curd on that day Another person who takes a vow not
to takee mulke eats just on that day. The third person, who takes a vow not to take datry product (gorasa), does not
eat curd arid not drink milk on that day. This proves that the destruction of the mode milk results in the mode curd
and m both of them the dairy product (gorasa) exsts and hence it can be considered as permanent. Conclusively
so, every object 15 with the trio of engmation-destruction-permanence as its nature.

Here we can compate the to of ongination —destruction-permanence of an object wiz a wis Minafsd and
Yoga philosophies. In both these philosophies, this fact has been proven by the example of gold.

Chrmaledra Jina Dasa Ganf has explamed the concept of onigination, destruction and permanence on both ifva
and affva on their modes. A heavenly betng 15 born as human being by destrowing its heavenly mode and originating
inte hurnan mode. Similarly destruction of the mode of a parssdyu results mthe origination of atwo space pomts lump
of matter without loosing itz nature ( 1e. bemg matter or pudgala)  An entity with mftmte attnbutes can only become
the subject of a prasmana. This trio 15 the basiz of the mbmte attributes of an entity.
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2.1 Concomitance between origination —destruction and permanence.

Orngmation, destruction and permanence are closely and tightly coupled together, Absence of any one cannot
stop the influence of the remaining two. TTpadhyaya Tasowjaya while proving the mutual co-exstence of the trio says,
“There iz concotnitance i orgination, destruction and permanence. "Wherever there 13 concotritance between attribautes,
possibility of opposttion to each other does not anze. Like mango- ness and tree are concotmtant and coemst,
stmilarly origimation-destruction and permanence co-exst concomitantly’

2.2 Logical explanation of origination etc. and its utility.

It 1z wnportant to know here that discussion of origination, destruction and permanence exsts i canonical
literature. But crifical analysis of these does not exmst in thetn. This analysis 13 a later developent due to the discussions
by Buddlust phiosopher Nagarjuna and others. In the chapter Safisknta Parikesd of Madhyamica K anks, he condemns
the charactenstics of origination, destruction and permanence of an entity. The same discussions are alsc seen in later
Buddhist lterature also. Eeeping such criticistm in mind only, Jain Zodrmas while using Axeld@uniovdda, logically
proved the sustamability of the doctnine of ongmation-destruction and permanence of all entities.

3.0 Summarizing the analysis

Conclustvely as per Jain phidosophy, it can be said that substance, attributes aud modes are all real and are
with origmation, destruction and permanence 1e. with three characteristics. Two fonmeof energy are always active in
ever substance. Energy to onginate results i the spectfic mode and the destructicnenergy destroys the spectfic mode.
In spite of contmuous engmation and destruction of modes, the substance does notloose its substantiality. In brief'this
iz the nature of the entity.

The nature of the entity as propagate by Jains 15 different frome what 15 described by other philosophies.
Euddlust philosophers consider the entity differently also. According to them, every entity 15 momentary only. Thus
only orgination and destruction only 15 the real / truth, Vedanta phdosophers consider substance without modes as the
only real. Sankhya plulosophers consider prakps as evolulonaiyreal 1 e, with ongination-destruction and permanence
and purdsa as mert and eternal Vaizesika philosophers cotader some parmdyues, space, soul etc. as eternal while
other entities likce pitcher, cloth as just tetnp orary with ooznation and destruction. Hence ongmmation — destruction and
permanence 15 the only sustainable nature of real and 4l entities.

4.0 Identiticality cum difference in originativn —destruction and permanence

Every object in the word 15 capable of going through transformation. Any real substance cannot be totally
destroyved. Smmilarly st temporary substance cannot be onginated / created. Mot only this, all substances are
eternally exstence, nothing from thets got totally destroyed or added in themn. All basic elements which exsted from
times unmetmorable will continue to st for ever.

Ewery real obiject, eveir though being complete i, continues to go through transformation every moment.
Evwen while every entity 18 wermanent ih its basic nature, vet the contirmons seres of origination and destruction of its
modes goes on for evet.

Here the quesion arises as to the relationship which exmsts between origination, destruction and permanence.
‘Whether all these three exst together or senally? Is the tune of their exstence same or different?

T Swah through itz sutra “wipddavyvayvadhranvyayuktian sai was the first to establish the nature of the
real, buthe also did not elaborate about the nature of the relationship existing betweenthem Eunda Kunda established
the relaticnship between thetn on the basis of concotntance. According to hirm, “Till such tine a new mode 15 created,
the old mode cannot be destroved. Sumlarly without the destruction of one mode, other mode cannot originate.
Hence both ofthem i e, origination and destruction have concomitance of thetr existence. Stmilarly he related permanence
to themn by saying that origination and destruction can take place only when we accept existence as permanent.”

siddha Sena Diwalkara explained the emstent relationship between thetn using the doctrine of wewpoint
(mava) as ndicated m the followang verses/gdihds.

Tinwi vi uppdyai ablinnkdld ya bhinnakdid ya
Aithaniaran anaithayiiarad ca daviyahi sadyanwd
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Jo Guaicanakdlo so ceva pasdrivasse v pa jutto
Tesin puna padivatii vigame kdlasiarah yatthi.
The time of emstence of ongmation, destruction and permanence 15 both different and same also. If we
consider two sequential modes, then we can acceptthe timing of origination and destruction as sate. The time when

the first mode 13 destroyed, the second mode 15 simultanecusly onginated. At that also, the generic nature of the
substance continues to exst also. Hence all three are co-exstent.

It we consider the above with reference to one mode of the object only, then we have to accept thew
existence at different times. In sertal modes, where the destruction time of the one mode i3 same as the origination time
of the succeeding mode but wiath respect to one mode only, the origination and destruction times are different.
Destruction tune of sod and origmation tume of pitcher can be same but the ongmation and destruction tme of just
pitcher cannot be same. Sinilarly permanence time or existence tine of one mode, like its ongmation and destruction
tines will also be different This 15 explamned by considering the series of time intervals when a particular mode
orginates, then at other time 1t exsts and then at the thard time 15 destroved m a senal manner’ Hence the tune of
origination, destruction and exstence of one mode being senal m nature are different.

Ziddha Sena explaned the above analysis through the example of bending and stretihing of a finger. The time
of bending and stretching of the finger cannot be same as bending and stretching are both different and mutually
exclusive modes of the finger. But two zenal modes do not have different times of thisir ongmation and destruction.
Therefore the time at which the bending mode ongmates 1z the time of the destruction of the stretch mode of the finger
and the finger exists i both of them Thus through this example concormtatice of the origination destruction and
petmanence 15 proved,

In the same example, f we just consider one mode 18, stretchug of the finger only, then the difference m all
he three 1.8, origination, destruction and permanence 15 obwious ana+s to be accepted. In the finger it 15 impossible
that crigination and destruction of its bending talke place at the same time. In conclusion therefore all three esxst at
different times i the same mode.

siddha Sena also established the identity cumn difference between origination, destruction and permanence on
the basis of the relationship between attnbutes and thet owners. Substance 15 defined as the owner of attributes also
as it 12 with origination, destriction and permanetice-as attributes/ charactenstics. Attributes and characteristics are
different frotm therr owners. If we consider attrbuies and thetr owners as same, then both cannot exst as two entities,
otilly one of them can exist and not both, Sundady characteristics and ther owners are not atways different. Charactenstics
always exist in an entity Existence of characteristics separate from entity cannot be imagmed Hence they both are
identical also. In conclusion therefore we can acceptidentite ality and differences of attributes /charactenistics and their
CWHELS.

substance with ongwaion —destruction and permanence 15 eternal for all the tunes. He explaned this through
the following example while talling about their identitcality cum difference.

One house 1z i the process of being built. The part of eh house already built has been created (1e. already
otiginated) and the balance partis vetto be bt/ created proving the etermty of creation and destruction. To build the
house, its parts ke bricks, cement and mortar etc leave thew mdependent exstence. In this respect they loose or
destroy thewr independent exstence. So these parts, which have beenused m the part of the house already built, have
destroyed their existence in the creation of the house. In the part of the house yet o be built, independent emstence of

these parts 15 vetto be destroved proving thew eternal nature. On the same basis we can prove the eternal existence
of the house itself

Efforts made by Siddha Sena, to prove identcality cum differences of origination, destructon and permanence,
1z indicative of his Axekantiia wews. Inpact of his explanation and use of Axekdnia can'be cleatly seen in the later
philosophical iterature of Jamns.

Apta Mimansa is a honoured text by dcd@rya Samanta Bhadra. It also uses the dwekd@nia doctrine also in
mote or less the same way as Siddha Sena uszes i Sanmat Tatka Prakarna. He has used permanence wathout
origination and destruction in place of the genenc attributes and origination and destruction in place of specific atbutes

48



of the entity. He has also said that origination, destruction and permanence are identical and different as shown in the
tollowing verse.
Karyoipdda’ ksaye hetoniryamdllaksandt prathak
Na tau jdtyddhavasthanadanpeksd’ khapugpavat
Crigimation and destruction of an activity 15 due to a cause / reason. There 15 a rule of causation in
otigination and destruction. Cause of the onigination of an actrnty also becomes the cause of the destruction of
substance base. Cause for the destruction  of the sod becomes the cause for the ongmation of the pitcher.
Similarly cause of the destruction of the pitcher becomes the cause for the origination of the broken pieces of the
pitcher. Thus sameness of the cause proves the identity of ongmation and destruction. Here it 13 to be noted hat
Myaya Vaideska consider the causes of ongmation and destruction to be different, which 15 contrary to Jaima wiew.
Thus origination and destruction are just same but they are different also. With reference tother nature,
origination, destruction and permanence are different as thew characteristics are different also. For example m a frt,
colow, taste and fottn et are expenienced diferently, sunilatly onigination, destruction and permanence are expenienced
differently also. In conclusion w can say that ongimation, destruction and permanence are mivtually related, different
as well as same and evolutionary at the same time.

Exercises

Essay type question:
1. Write an explanatory essay on Utpdda Pvaya Dhraineva
Short notes type questions:

1. Explain the nava doctrine of Siddha Sena

2. Explan the sumlanty and diferences of Utpdda Pyvayae Dirawvya
Fill in the blanks based on this lessan

1. Where do we find the mention of maird@mpmnga !

2. What 15 the meaning of permanence (diraiiva)?

3. ..., lke Sidha Sena, has accepted speodic attnbutes or the mode as the basis of ongmation and
destruction ¥

4 In....... after Magarjuna, we tnd condemnation of erigmation etc?

S0 neither accepts only penmanence nor only momentanness?

. Ewery object in this worldas 7

F The ... of an olijact trom the beginning till the end?

8. One house 1s in the process of betng butdt 7

9 Substance canbesmdas .Y

10. The conclusicdis that all three 1 e, ongination, destruction and permanence are ... .7

Answers to the fill in the blanks guestions.

1. Thanan sutra. 2. eternal nature of the substance. 3. Samant Bhadra 4. Buddlust texts
3 dain philosophy 6. with the nature o transformation 7. time 2. house 2. object
with attributes 10, relative
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Unit — 3 Lesson -9
Application of the docirine of multiplicity of viewpoints -Anekdnifa ki vyapkid

Ohjective:
Arekdnia s a principle / doctrine of Jain philosophy. It enables us to understand the true nature of an entity

without aty doubt. Therefore it 15 application 1s all-pervastve. In this lesson we shall study the clear applicability of this
doctnine on the following topics.

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Analysis of an entity’s motdstic of pluralistic nature. Pasfy i5 ek@niaid aur anekdntaia ka vivecansy

2.0 Metaphysical analysis of monism and pluralistn, Tafiva mbmdnsd mein eldniaid aur aneldniatd sambhava
VIVECERE,

1.0 Introduction

Indian culture 15 founded on spirttualism. Cne of the strong foundations of thic 1z Axekdnta Axekdnta
provides clanty i our thinking and analysiz. The thinking that, whatewver I think 15 the stly and complete truth eludes
success from a man. Only that person i3 successful whoe tries to find the good / truth and accepts the same. This way
we honour the 1deas of others alse without considering our own thinking as the only truth. Axekdsta doctrine 15
therefore usefil and applicable in all areas of actinties, be they spiritual, ethical, political or social The first step of
spitituality is right faith / belief Acdrmia Siddha Senain Sanmati Prakarna hasthe word sappvak darsana | right belief
tor Amekdnia, Substance wewpoint locks at the substance (genenc attitbutes or permanence component of the
entity) pritnanly while Mode wewpoint looks at the mode (changing aspects of temporary part of the entity). Both
these wiewpoints, if considered mdependently and separately, can never analyse the whole truth of an entity. Iutual
relativity of bothis nght belief f fath and this 15 Anekdnta. &z lohg as a wiewpoint continies to be montstic, 1t 15 false
{ waithvd. Wision or wewpoint becomes right only 18 right when it accepts or encompasses Arekdnia.

Aneldnta iz an all-pervasive thought process Tils applicable oniteelfin a similar way as it1s applied to other

entities / events. While proving Axeldnia as anskdniamica, Hiddha Sena writes-
Bhayand vi hu bhaivvd jaho Pigyand bhayai savvadavvain
evan bhayand pivamo vijior samaydviroheia,

Awmeicdnia establishes itzelf as ameldrniamica m a sumilar way as it establishes other entihies arekdniamica.
Motz and Pluralism (Asekd@nia) are pot motally contradictory. They are evolutionary versions of naw and prassdna
regpectively. For example- Batnaptabha prathyi 12 a bttle bit (3132) eternal and alse a lttle bit (gpds) tetnporary
represents the doctnine of AsefZnta. From substance wiewpomt, it 15 eternal only and from modal viewpomnt, it 15
temporary only represent motism and hence false. By taking both these sentences as relative to each other they
became mutially melusyre fassociative. Henee Aneld@nta iz only anekdniarica. The word "oa3f 13 the basic foundation
of Anelgnia. The word syat 12 used both with naya and prasedse. In retrospective we can say that the word syat
1z used both perspectives 1 e, Arekidnia and Blkdnia. The same entity when described or thought in its completeness
then it becomes an expression of pramdana or Anekinia; while the same object when described with a spectfic
wewpotnt ofily then it becomes an expression of maye or the Zkdnfa perspective.

Alcalanilea has further classified both Axekdnia and Bkdria mtwo groups each. He wrote, "We can think of two
types of Anskanta relative to pramarna and naya 161 Bight Anekdnia and 1. fawed fmithyd Anekania’ . Sunlarly
Hicanta can be of two types namely 1 Bight Bicdnia and 1. flawed [/ Awighvd Bkanta. To accept multiple relative
attributes m an entity based onlogic and canomcal lterature 15 nght Axekdsia. Smmilarly to accept an entity based on
independent multiple attributes on dlogical or biases 15 lawed Anekdaia. Talking of Bkdsia in a stmlar manner, we
say it right Elcanta of we talce apramdna wiew of all attributes as related to the entity and then consider just one of its
attribute at a time for better understandmg. To consider just one attribute of the many attnbutes of the entity as
independent and representative of the entity completely 13 saithwd Bhdnia.
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2.0 Explanation of the Axekdntatd and Ekdniati of the entity

Awmeicdnia is ttself Aneldntica. Itis a collection of both Anekdnia and Bicdrnia. While explaning this concept
logically; it 15 said that considenng Axekdnia as just Arekdntica and no validity of Bkdnta, then the collective
exmistence of right Bkdnias than Axekania as a collection of right Fibdnias will also get elirnated like atree without
itz branches. If we consider Awekdnia as Ekaniica then all the concomitant attributes of the entity wall also get
elminated. Hence considerng Aneldnta mboth Aneldnta and Bidnia izlogically correct. "With reference to Axnekdsta
and Blkania, Alalafilca has described the seven bhadgas as follows:

1. Is httle bit Bhkania

i Is little bit Axeldnta

. is BhkFnia and httle bit Anekanie

1w, Is little bit inexplicable

v Little bit Bkd@nfa and hittle bit mexplicable

w1 Lattle bt Arnekdaia and hitle bit mexplicakle

i Is little bit Bidnia, Aneikdnia and inexplicable as well

The basis of the above bhaigas iz basically the concept of relativity of naye and prawanae. Sunlatly he basis
of Aneldniaid of Anekdnia 1z the relatrnty of oy and prasmdna. Thus all later Digamibara as well as Svetambara
dedrvas have established and accepted the Axekdasiica nature of Anekdnia and e di-pervastve nature. W cannot
ignore the impact of Siddha Sena on these Zodras.

While presenting the all-pervasive nature Axekdnia. he not only used the logic but alzo a mumber of examples.
Logic 15 usefil for ingmsts only while examples are good for inguists aswell as cotmeon philosophers and latty.

We use Anekdnia to understand and express the nature of atientity There are two types of basic elements
comprising the untverse namely sentient and insentient. Some philesephers consider them as ust different wiule others
consider them as similar. Some say they are eternal while the others say they are momentary Some say there 13 only
entity while others say there are many  Axekdnia thus considers all such options and tries to bring reconciliation
amnongstthem and says that from genenc wewp omt they are all surlar permanent and one while fom specific ewpomt
they are also different, momentary and many. This catcbe considered as an example o he object of knowledge itself

similarly when Axeldnia wiewp ot loclos at ttself to explatn its own nature, then it also becomes collection of
tnaty viewpoints but when viewed from a speciic wiewpoint it also becomes Bidnfica. It should be understood here
that even that F&dafica wiewpomt should be based on the right or prasmdna doctrine. Like the Anekdaia ewpomt
ries to guide us to protect curselves fromthe commeon flawed propaganda of other Bidntica wiews [ philosophies; it
also tells us to avedd using ArekFsta wewpoint to insist on our Bkdxiics wewp ot about Jain doctrines. Jan doctrine
1z Anekantica,; the follower of sucha doctnne fused only Bidnfica wewpomt, then it may be grossly Anekantica
but becomes Fhdntica from nctaphysical viewpoint. As a result it does not remain nght or correct. A5 an example
we can consider each and every description of knowledge and conduct as given in Jain philosophy.

3.0 Viewpoint based on metaphysical considerations about Axekdrniafd and ERdniatd

Az per Jat raetaphysics, we find stz types of empinical souls based on ther body types. From the point of
wiew of right conduct, kilbing of vng bemgs or wolenceis a cause of sin. Considenng these two wewponts mdependently
will cause ceszations of reality resuling i our lacking Axekdntica wiewpoint. Living beings are of stz types or there
are only 2zt fypes of bodies. In this discussion we loose track of the common attribute of iving beings 1 e, sentency
and we look at diferences only. Hence earth bodied etc st types should not be considered as separate or mdependent
we should alzo look at their commeon attnbute 16, sentiency to have completeness in our understanding of the lving
betngs.

stmialtly constdering ust kalling of iwing beings as wiclence also causes the real doctrine getting lost as in some
contexts kalling of ving beings 15 not considered as wiolence also. Some careless monl, even though he 15 cautious and
tries his bestto protect ivng beings, when unable to save a hving being from dieing, then the wiclence caused by him
does not count as sin or killing also. Generally klling of iving beings 1z wiolence and cannot be considered as non-
wolence. Hence kiling of hving bemgs in 1solation 15 netther wiclence alone nor non-wiclence also. Viclence and non-
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wolence, this combined form of togetherness of these wiewpoints 12 in fact right wsion ot sampagdreg. Siddha Sena
in hiz text Sanmat Tarka using Anekdstica wewpomt grves three examples as follows:

guhaparigayan gl ceva kel givamena savivamicchanti,

fa# pi va udealvan faha gal annahd agal.

giranivvativasannd eva? dahanddac vi datthaved,

Jan i jakd padisiddhan davvamadavvan tahd hot .

kanbho na jfivadavivan jiva vi ko hot kinbhadavivan &,

tampehid do vi adavivan ayponyavisesivd kol

1. When aperson, who thinks with a broad or general wiew, sees an entity mowing, then he presumes that the entity

1z i motion (n all directions). The same event when wiewed i depth, then we realize that the above analysis 15
partially true. Any entity (straw in this case) does notmove i all directions at the same time 1 &, north, south, east,
west, up and down etc. When it moves in upward direction, at that motnent it cannot mowve 11 the downward
direction also. It moves m one direction only at a tune thus concluding that itis notin motion i other diwections at
that imstance. Thus when we wew an event in depth (details), then we say that both complets motion and rest at
the satne tirne cannot exst. Thus we see absence ofthe contradiction between the oppesing states of tnotion and

rest when viewed in a general (gross) state at an mstance. An important basis of Axekdnia 15 relatraty of both
motion and rest.

2. One of the synonyms (as per its nature) for fire 13 to burn (dabana) ‘dabati et dabana "1 e the entity that burns
1z fire. Stntlarly synotym for atr (@) 8 pavana. “pavali efi pavana” 12 the entity that malees the bran fly and
separate it from the gram 15 called pavaral air. Thus the abowe analysis concludes that burning cannot become
non-burning fcooling and meotion cannot become rest! no-motion: However detaled analysis brings forth the
oppostte, Le. burting can be non-burning fcool and motion can'be rest fho-motion also at the same tine.

Fire bums all entiies and so 15 called a'burner f dabana, However itis to be noted that fire can burn only combustible
objects only. Substances lce space, soul, paraesda eto], which are not combustible, camot be bumnt by fire. Hence
fire bemg able to bumn with respect to combustible entities, 13 also mcapable of burming non-combustible enthies at the
sarme tine . Thus burning and non-barning are both relatne only Sirnlarly air canmeve general objects but carnot mowe
abig mountain. Hence ar 15 capable of both mabsigthings move as well as not move atthe same time. Thus motion and
rest are also relatve.

3. Jova fsoul 13 an mdependent type of substance. Its exstence 15 mdependent and so it 15 a conceptual entity
Sirmilatly pitcher etc other matter okjects have independent existences. Hence they are also conceptual objects.
bz per Anekdnia doctrine all entiies are both conceptual as well as physical 1 e, non-conceptual at the same
time. If we consider both the =itnes 16 soul and pitcher, then we start asking o they are completely wstble or
experential? Or are they different also? Ifan attribute of soulis sentiency or consciousness while those of matter
are taste, touch, smell and colour. So the soul has sentiency exmisting in if but lacks attibutes of matter 1 e taste,
touch etc. Stmilarly pitcher has exstence of attnbutes lke taste, touch etc but lacks attnbute of consciousness.
Thus it 15 only logical to accept both exstence and non-exstence of attributes i any entity

In conclusion, we hawve to admit that Siddha Sena has tned to present examples and logic of the all pervasive
nature of AxeisFnta and put the Jan doctrine of Axwekdnia on firm footing before both Jain and non-Jam philosophers.

Exercises

Essay type questions:
1. Analyse the all-pervasive nature of Anekdnta as per Siddha Sena Divakara?

Short notes type questions:
1. Explain briefly the types of Awekdnfa and Bkinia, as per Akalanka?
2. Explain briefly from the wewp ot of conduct, killing of bvng bemgs or wiclence 13 the casue of adharsae £ sin
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Fill in the blank type questions:
1. Thefirst............. of spirituality 15 right belief
2. Awneldnta 15 an all-pervasive. ...
3. Aweicdnta purtfies our.. ..
4. The wiewpoint / wision becomes nght only when it includes. .
5. The word svdf s used both for. . and. ... .
&, Why 1s fire called burner /dabana
7. When does Aneldnia wiewpomt! wision describe its own nature?
8. Az per Jain metaphysic, how many types of bodies of lving beings are there?.
9. In how many directions mowement of an entity 13 possible at a time?.
10, What 15 basis of Anekantmakia of Anskanta’.

Answers to blank type questions
1. Sopdna (step),
2. Thinkang method (viedra paddaii),
3. Thoughts;
4. Amekidnia,;
5. nava and pramdna
&.Fire burns entities and so it 15 called burner fdatarna,
7. When it analyzes its object of knowledge (prasmeya);
8. S
8. Only one dwection;
10. Basic difference of wewpomt (partial or total) between oy and pramds
Reference texts
1. Sattnatt Tatka Prakarana.
2. Sanmati Tarka Prakarana . a review study by Dr. Sadhon Siddhapragfia.
Author
sadhw Siddhaprana.

A3 nuaanrtr R §5 8 1
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Anekanta, Naya, Niksepa and syadavada
Unit — 4 Lesson — 10
The sevenfold doctrine, its nature and parts-Saptabharigi kd Swartpa evari Bheda

Saplabhangt or sevenfold predicament 1s a specific doctrine of JTains to analyze, cognize and present /
express the knowledge so cognized of the object. Using this doctrine, one can express any entity or tts nature by using
seen special types of sentences. Every sentence 13 relative and ether affirmative or negative in nature. Shn Vimal Das
it his book Saptabhatigftarangind and Shn Bhikan Eam Yadav in his boolk Syddavdda and Saptabhafiginaya have
detailed this doctrine i a comparative and clear manner. We shall discuss the doctnine, nature of Sapéabbargt onthe
basis of these two books.

1.0 Nature of the sevenfold predicament:

Doctnnes of Arekdata and Swidavdda acceptthe co-exstence of infinte attributes of an eniity. Accordingly
they lool at the duality of eternal-tetnp orary like attributes coesmsting i the entity and then describe them. An ordinary
person will find it possible to comprehend the mfite attnbutes of the entity and describe them suttably, This 15
because his capability to cognize and then express are both irmited. Therefore it becomes =ssential to separate out the
desired attributes frotn the other infinite attributes of the entity. In such a situation it becotnes necessaty to use a
method so that the under attnbutes of the entity are not ignored or negated while d=senbing the deswed attnbutes. It
1z with this objective that JTain dedryvas have adopted the use of Saptabhaigt i ther analysis and discussions of valid
knowledge (pramdna).

Arccording to Jain Fedrvas, Saptabhangt 1o the doctnne, whithis capable of expressing successfully the
partial meanng (with respect to deswred attnbute). It 15 possible bwvsing a special term 513 which mamtains the
equanitmity between the statement of an attribute and not negating the exstence of other attnbutes at the same time.
The term “swit” eliminates the doubt and uncertainty from the exzpressed relationship between an attribute and its
owner and makes posiive statement that a specific attribute belongs to a specific entity. It separates the desired
attribute i ks expression without negating the exstence of other attnbutes m the entity. The term ‘st " ensures that
the existence of other undesired attibutes are not negated i our statement.

In general, our language of expressiotiis bound by the limits of posttivel IS (asfi) and negatve/TSINOT
(ndsti). Any statement w malce 12 either affivinative or negative If we wish to cross the limits of affirmation and
negation, then we have to use the term ‘mesphcable (avakiavval In this way affirmation, negation and mexzplcakle
are the three forms used for expressiens To ensure that there 15 no conflict in these three ways of expression, Jain
dedrvas have devised the use of the term 5@ " with each sentence. The penmutation/combination of these three
types of expression, namely affrination-negation-mexplcabiity along with the use of term “5w@: * gives rise to seven
tvpes of sentences popularly nown as Sapfabhangt in Jain texts.

Tain dcdryvas have defined Saptabhbaner n diferent ways. Tattvarthavartika descnbes Saptabhangt as
‘imagination of affirmalion and negation i an entity without any doubt’. " Pradeavasddelasmin vastunyvavirodhena
vidhipratisedhavikalpand saptabhang. (Tattvarthavartikca 1.6.5) 1. keeping the mousitiveness of the knowledge
seeker in mind, the method of expressing (using the sewen sentences) the swtable attribute of the entity without
negating the exmstence of other attributes also 15 Sapfablargt.

In Pancastikcaya, it 15 stated that SapéabhbaigT 15 the method of stating an entity based on one f itz attrbute
using Navavalkya (sentence with mdmmdual wiew pomt) without opposing the statement of the entire entity using a
pramanvakya (sentence with whole and walid statementz of all attributes) “ekasminnavirodhena
pramananayavdkyaia . sedddibalpane ¥a ca Sapiabhaigl sd matd’ (Pancistkayal Tatparyawnt verse 14 page
a0, saptabhatigitarangm and Myaya Dipikd also call the collection of the seven sentences as Saptabhafigl (sapiédndn
bhangdndn samdhdra” Sapiabhangti (Saptabhafgtaranoripage 100 Saptabhatio] Maya Pradipa Prakarana also
defines Sapiabhangt sunilatly It says © using the affirmation and negation aspects of the mtended featung of the
entity, collection ofthe sentences to express the same 15 Saptabhatgl Fidhinigedhdblndn svarthamabhisadhana’
sapiabhatimanucchali (Saptabhatod Maya Pradipa Prakarana 13). Thus the followers of Anekdnta have desrized
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a set of following seven sentences based on the principle of affirmation and negation as relative to described an
attribute at a tine of an entity (hawing mfinite attnbutes).

1. St asti imagne affirmation.

2. SYdi ndsti imagine negation,

3. SYaE asti SVaEE nasti ca imagine affirmation and negation at the same tine.
4

. ovdl avakitavyan imagne mexplicability of stmultanecus exstence of both affirmation
and negation.

5. 5vdE asti avakitavvan imagine affirmation and mexplcabdity of stmultanecus affirmation —negation.
. Va3t nadsti avakitevyar  magme negation and mezplicability of simultaneous affinmation —negation
7. Svat asti wdsti avakitavyvaimagme mexplicability of sequentially as well az sumultaneously affirmation and

negation,
1.1 Nature of the first two types of sentences / predicaments

To express the existence of an entity, there are primarily two states of existence of any anbute in i, etther first
affirtning its exmstence or the second negating itz emstence even though both states existin relative terms. This iz
because when we express one specific attnbute of an entity in affirmative manner then s opposite for example when
we say that such an entity 15 red i colour, immediately it becomes clear that the entity 15 netther green nor vellow in
colour. In this way both asfi and »dsfi always exst in the entity. Presence of both asfi and »dsfi create situation
demanding ther reconciiation (samanvayva). fhoth aspects do not present themselves before some one who acts as
their reconcihation agent then the question of theirreconciliation does not snse. Therefore it 5 essential for reconciiation
that both aspects are present. In this way the doctnine of Sapfabbafct starts its development path based on asfi-
ndsii aspects,

1.2 Third and fourth predicaments (bhangas) and tireir nature.

The first two bhafgas express an entity keeping st or #dsi as the primatry aspect of an attnbute of the
entity. But the third 2fasdga 12 the expression of the svalationary (ubkaya) state of the entity. Thiz implies the serial
expression of both asfi and #dsé of the attribute #1the entity in the same entity For example, a mango i3 green at a
time and not vellow even though both colours exist in the mango but expressed at different times. Esastence of green
colour in the mango 15 as important as the non-exstence of vellow at the zame time. Only in this manner the exact
coleur and nature of ehmange iz ascertaned. Hence the third bhasga expresses consecutively the desired attribute/
s of the entity However [ we wish io describe both the states of the attribute sumultanecusly, then the state of
inexplicability (avakiavya) arises which is the fourth blasige. Tt recognizes that similtaneous expression of both ass
atd xdsti 1z notpossible. This state (of simultaneous expression of both asfi and »#3s) can be realized [/ expenenced
but not expressed.  Itis this ubkkelihood, which 15 mdicated by the fourth predicament. The mmportant conclusion 1s
that both asii and »#dsti states of one o many attributes of an entity cannot be expressed by one statement. Staternents
are always senial Maodern doctrine of logic also believes that every aspect of an objective gives rise to a specific
statement and each of these statements 15 affirmative or negative i nature but these expressions are not sunultaneous.
& ctally affirmative and negative statements are senalin nature and independent and they are therefore divided in two
categories by taodern logic doctrine.  Similatly Jain phidosophers also state that an entity has infinite states and
attributes and hence needs mbmte staternents to express then, All these statements are etther affirmative or negative
i character. Butthe motment w start expressing them simultane ously, we hawe to itnmediately use he term avakiawva
ot ihexplicable. Inexplicable 15 inpotrtant as it denotes the relative expression of affirmation and non-expression of
negation thereby establishing the hrmtations of'the language and speech faculty, Inexphcabality 13 different from the first
three Bhargas as the first three dhasizas express the natire o an entity taking the relative existence of an attribute in
it while inexplicabiity indicates the difficulty in expressing the entire entity at a tine. Hence it 15 different from the other
three bhargas and undque.

The mono-1st Vendants call avakaivyva as axirveaniva of mdescnbable. Like the Jain view of mexplicability
Le. stmultaneous expression, of an entity  its entirety; Vedantis agree with it (as per Shankaracarya). Shankar also
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agrees that the terms saf —asaf (existent-nonexstent, with and without attributes, specific and generic; void of space
and even sai-cifia-arand etc are not describable in the supreme state of the entity i their entirety. This 15 because the
complete state or nature ofthe Supreme Being iz beyvond the capabilities of speech, intellect ete. Therefore Tpnisada
use the term Mefi —Nefi 1e. notthis, not this for every statement to define the supreme state of the entity. However it
does notimply that the Supreme Being [/ state 15 non-exstent. It extsts but itz expression 15 beyond the capabiibies of
the language. Hence it is indescnbable. fanirvacanive).

Magauna established the four-old doctrine of Abdva (logic) to express the nature of existence. But Shankar
refutes this four-fold doctrine and says that the ultimate Supreme Being cannot be expressed by it as it cannot be
bound or expressed by mental precepts (pradyaya). It 15 not possible to descnbe the ultimate state by speech and
hence cannot be expressed by the four-fold doctrine of Magarajuna. It inplies that nothing can be said-about or
express the Supreme Being or exstence. Jains refiute this statement. Tains say that the Supreme Being 15 exnlicable in
a sequential manner but not simultane cusly.

Even though the entity 15 with mfinite attnbutes and an ordmmary person cannot know them 2l simultane ously,
Howewer and ommscient 1z capable of knowing them all sumultaneously, But, due to imitations of the faculty of speech
and language een He cannot express it stmultaneously but He can and does express i sequentially. In this way,
Vedanta beheves that the nature of the entity as the cause of indescribabiity while Jams b eheve that the real cause of
inexplicability 15 the bmitation of speech faculty and language and not the nature of the entity. Hence indescribability
atd inexplicability are different and summarized below:

1. Vedanta assign mdescribable to the nature of the entity as they say tht the supreme Being or state of an entity 15
describable. Jams on the other hand assign nexplicability to the bmitations ot the faculty of speech and the language
for simultaneous expression.

2. Indescribabiity assumes mdependence of each attribute as  Behewes that the entity cannot be described while
inexplicakility 1z based on relatinty of asii —ndss.

3. Indescnbabdity 15 a negative athtude, as it says nothing ahout an entity except negation of everything said about it
O the other hand mexplicabiity 12 to some extent negaiive i nature but also talles nterms of relative affirmative
terms about the entity

Here it 15 imp ortant to know that even mexplhcabidity of Tains 15 bifircated i two parts namely:
1. Eelative mezplicapabiity.
2. Independent mexplicability.

The second type of nexplicability believes that the nature of the entity 13 ndescribable and hence the language
cantiot express it at all The first tyee on the other hand believes that the nature of the entity 15 descnibable to some
extent. Tt just says that the secueniial expression of the entity / exstence inits entirety 15 possible but notthe simultane ous
expression. Different attributes of the entity can be expressed ndependently but in its entirety, the existence cannot be
described simultaneously

1.3 The remaininz three bhasigas and their nature.

We should not take it that the entity couldn’t be described completely based on the complete nature of the
entity. Even though mexplicable, vet the entire nature of the entity can be described based onthe relatinty of asti and
ndsti. Sapilarly based on the evolutionaty states of the entity, the mexplicabiity of the entity i its entirety through a
series of sequential statements 13 retained. It 15 this reason that even after the fourth bkarge, three more compound
bhangas have been identified after it to malke the Sapfabbargl. Whatever 13 possible to be expressed about an
entity, we use the asfi and »#d3sf and whatever i3 posable to be expressed we usze the mexplicabidity and the compound

three bharsgas thereafter,

2.0 Pramdna (valid knowledge)-Sapiabharngl and Naya-Sapiabhangf

Like knowledge or the knower can know an entity with many attributes at the same time, simlarly one word
cantiot provide knowledge about many attributes at the same time. Therefore the speaker always forms one attribute
as the basis of'his speech or expression. If the spealcer tries to malce us know the entire entity by using one attnbute
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ofthe entity then iz sentence 12 called prasmdxnavafya. On the other hand fhe tries to cotrvey knowledge about one
attribute of the entity while being mdiferent for other attributes exmstent in the entity, then his sentence 15 called
RV,

A ctally the entire form of speech / talling 18 #aia based on the basis of the speaker’s wewpoint. &cordingly
siddha Sena says that there are as many types of »ayvas as the ways of expressing an entity. Samanta Bhadra and
widdha Sena are therefore considered as the father and proponent of sy@davdda or conditional dialectic doctrine of
Tains. Intheir books Apta Mimansa and Sanmati Tarka both have described nayve and Saptabhargr Their heir and
the onie who established firtaly the Jain M@y, Alalankea discussed Pramdnae (valid knowledge)-Supéabhangr first
i his book Tattvarthavartilca (P 252). After establishing the mfimte attributes exstent in an entity, he says that that the
word usedto descrbe an entity, the word can assume one of the two paths namely consecutively and simulianeously
to convey the meaning There 15 no thitd path. When we tty to express ah exsting attribute i an entity based on
differences due to the mnpact of time etc., then we express them consecutively due to the madequacy of one word to
convey many meanings. Sinilarly when we do 2o but based on sitnilanties (abkeda) due to the wapact of time etc. |
then one word, even though capable of conveying ust one meaning, can express simultane ously the entity in its entirity
dueto the concomutance of all attributes with the one being expressed. Whenwe express allthe attnbutes smultanecusly
in this tashion, thenit 1z called pramdana due to the expression ofthe entity i tis entirety (sudlddesa). And when we
express these attributes consecutively, then it 15 called sayva due to partial (vikalddesa) expression of the entity
saptabhangt 12 applicable to both pramdyae and naye and 15 accordingly called promdna sapiabhaigt and »ayva
sapiabhaiot.

There 15 very httler or no basic difference n pramdne saptabhong and nave saptabhangi e m both we
use all the seven predicaments /sentences to express an entity m its enbrety or in parts and then termed as pramdna
and mayea respectively. The question then anses as to how to diferentiaie the two? Generally the distinction between
the two 13 based on the mtention of the speaker as to whether he {2 trang to convey the meaning of the entity m its
entirety of its part only. Let us take the sentence “the chair ewte” From certain aspects lice tine and place etc.; if'the
speaker mntends to convey the cotplete mearng of the chiaw then it 15 pramd@aye sapiabhangt and f he intends to
express only one part of the chatr, say itz cost or colour or thatenal then it 15 #ayva saptabhangl.

2.1 Pramidna (valid knowledge)-Sapiabhangt

We have seen above that the basic difference between pramana saptabhanigt and naya saptabhaigris the
intention of the speaker to use similarity’ 1dentity m attnbutes or differences in the attributes exsting in the entity and
than each sentence he vses 15 called etther promdnavaion or noyavalye accordingly, Respectively, Hence o
depends completely on the mtention ol the speaker as to wht he wishes to convey Le. if the speaker 12 using the
sentence with the intention of coveying the entire nature of eh entity, then it1s called prasmdiavdiya of valid sentence.
It 15 natural atthis pomt to ask’ Lowis ttpossible for one attnbute to covey the complete meaning of the entity having
infinite attrbutes? . Besides the opposing attnbutes of what 15 being expresszed also exst in the entity, Affirmation
cantiot cotvey the exstence of opposing attnbutes. Thus it appears that prasd@se sapfabhbaigt is not valid

saptabhafgfarangd atternpts to resolve this dichotomy based on Abkedanvrizsi (belief i sirdlarity) and
Abkedopacdra (onceptual sundlanty). Abbkedaveitsl states that the entity and its attnbutes are not different 1.
cannot be separated from each other Hence stating one attnbute can describe the entity m its entirety.

Criothe other hand Abkedopacdra believes that different attributes of the entity and the entity itzelf are
different trom each other Because of the concomitance of attnbutes with the entity, we concetve thetn as same as
entity hself The example of an mstitution and the people worlung for it explains the difference between Abkedavriisi
and Abkedopacdra. Anmsttution cannot exst wathout the people working for it Ttis thus a collection of people like
owners, wotlers, custotners and managers etc. etc. So whenever the imnstitution 1s to be represented in an event (get
together of people for some activity), one of two persons associated with the mstitution are sent there to reprezent it.
At such an eventwhen it 15 enquiredif such an such institution i3 present, then the presence ofthose persons representing
it 15 talen as the presence of that institution itself Here it 15 the Abkedavritsi between the persons an the mstitution
which conveys presence the presence of the mstitution ttzelf. Thus, without deubt, we can conclude that sometimes
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expressing one attribute can convey the knowledge about the entity completely On the other hand the persons
wotking for the mstitution are different from each other and the matitution itself ITnstitution 15 the collective form of all
persons working in it while each person is the indiwidual and different from each other and the institition. Sil the
exmistence and welfare of the indimduals and the nstitution are inter-related. Therefore they can be considered! concerved
as same/ similar even though they are not so. This 15 Abkedopacdra 16, presence of one person 15 concerved as the
representation of others as well as the institution itzelfl Similarly expression of one attribute of an entity 12 concerved to
representiexpression of all other attributes and even those attributes, which are present in the entity (concomtance of

all attributes with the entity).
Following eight aspects / postulates are the basis of Abkedaveiiti and Abkedopacdra

L Kala Tine

i Atmarupa Mature of the attribute or entity
i, Arthe entity

et sambandhba Eelationship

W, Upicdra Eenevolence

Vi, Crunidesa Part of the entity

Vii. SAREARE

Viii. Sabda

Becauze of these eight postulates, one attnbute, based on its concenitance with the entity, we are able to
express the entire entity by just expressing this one attribute only For szample there are twin brothers. Due to
stmilarity i thetr physical features, age, colour eto, describing one vl can automatically descrnbe the other also as
sitnilar. We just say the other twin 18 also like this one’ In the same way the above eight postulates found in one
attribute of an entity are found m other attributes of the entiy For example the first dharga says “gypddastyeva
ghata ™ of i some aspect, the pitcher 13 exstent or exsts In this statement we express the exstence o the pitcher
Fromthe aspect of time (first postulate above), we coneliide that the attbute “exstence” of the pitcher also expresses
the presence of the attribute “emxstence” and other attribates of the pitcher. This 15 due to the concomitance of all other
attributes 1n the pitcher based on the -time aspect. This 15 Abkedavriiti. "Tesdmekakd
avacchinnaikadhikaranavrittitva # kdlandbledavriti” or the basis of Afmarupa is explained as the existence is
an attribute of the pitcher, so it the nature of cmstence to be an attribute of the pitcher”. Sunilatly we can analyse the
other s postulates ndicated above.

' Blddharavrittitvamarthenibhedavritt” Twe andyse relabonshiy f Samebasdha thenwe seethat exstence
has concomitance with the pitcher " owner of the attnbute. &n attribite cannot exist exceptits owner and so also the
owner without its attributes. Hence here 13 concomitance between exstence and pitcher Like emstence all other
attributes present i the pitcher have concomitance wath it It 15 thus relative to relatonship as owner and attribute,
bage and basts, are different also and not exactly same. *Kathaicittatadatmyalaksano-astivasya sambandhanssa
evinaniadharmineacpityeka-sonbandhaprafiyogitvas sambaidhabhedavrits 7 Upkdrg denotes enhancerment
ofthe benefits denved by the entity or adding to the specific benefits dertved by the entity from the attribute. Therefore
every attnbute contnbutes a specific quality in the entity, e g existence makes the entity exstent; exstence of colour
attribute oives entity colours like green, yellow ete. to the entity. Besides the attributes also imparts spectfic knowledge
aspect about the entity. In this way the contribution of all attributes being sundar denote commonality | sumlanty of all
attributes. * Iyekakdmajenakatvamupakdrenabhedavritti 7. Gunidesa means a part of the owner / entity, like
emistence found in apart of an enity, non existence etc other attributes are also same part of the entity. It iz not that
existence 15 found in one aprt and non exstence are found i other parts of the entity. Hence based on the palce also,
there 12 stntlanty in them (attnbutes). " Bradeddvacchinnavriititvas gunidesenabhedavritti 7 Sansarga (relationstop)
1z relation based difference in two entities £ attributes. According to Sassange like emstence is related to the pitcher,
o are the other attrbutes related to patcher and so to each other. Therefore ther owners and themselves are conceptually
related and so similar in nature. Existence 1s an expression of an exstent/ entity and so of non-exstence. Thus based

58



on time and other aspects relative to attributes and entity exst This iz possible only when substance viewpoint iz
prmary and mode wewpomt 1z secondary. The conclusion 15 that keeping the diferences or specifics exsting between
different attributes and entities in abeyance and keeping similarities as primary consideration, they appear stroilar
(Abkedavriiti) elze there differences appear and then to consider them stmilar 13 Abkedopacdra.

2.2 Naya-Sapiabhangi

The basiz of Maya-Saptabhangt 15 Bhedavritti (belief m differences) and Bhedopacdra (conceptual
differences). Bhedaveiiti imples differences exsting i attributes and entities. Shedavritii on the other hand mmplies
keeping similarities between entities and attributes as m substance wewpont as secondary, we give pritnary imp ottance
to the Mode wiewpoint to expenience the differences prevating I this the mtention or emphasis o the speakeris on
differences only. Hence he just wisualzes differences in the entibies and their attributes. The same eight postulates
discussed abowe which lead us to wsualize similarities now make us experiences the differences in enfitizs and the
attributes m Mayva-Saptabhangt. This 15 the reason that each sentence or bharga of Naya-Sapiabhangt coveys
knowledge about the spectfic attribute mtended by the speaker only and keeps other attribute on the side. For
example it appears to be impossible for opposing attributes to co-exst at the same time-JE We accept their co-
existence hen it can be concluded that there are as many entties as there are attributes. We carnot deny the dfferences
in entities based on differences in the attributes. Adcgrye Siddha Sena in Sanmati has explained differences or
intmerability of entities with this doctrine in mind.

Egadavivarmmi je attapajiayd vayvanapaljovd va vi
Tivanagavbhuyd tavaeyan taf haval dawrad Sattnatt 1731

1e. ah entity i3 of as many types as the number of itz artha-paridya (momentary states/ modes) and vvaniana-
parvdvas (long tern states’modes) i the past, present and future. In this way the substance fentity based on existence
or substance wiewpomnt 15 different from the different substance states based onits other attributes. Further the opposing
attributes cannot co-exst as the substance undergomng constant transformation every moment. Green and Yellow
colours i mango cotne memstence at two different tines - Today an atom 15 of black colour and tomotrow it can
become of while colour. Even though both the colours emstin the atom, vet they do not co-exst at the same tume but
at two different occasions or instants of time. Strrilarlytve can analyze based on dtamrupa or nature of the entity as
oppostng modes and attributes cannot co-emst ab flie same tine i the substance. Therefore based on substance
wiewpotnt, the basiz of ther relationstup becomes genenc (gupatva) or dharsmaiva (nature). However from mode
wewpoint, even though the genenc nature of the attnbute exsts and related, yet the fact that every attnbute has
spectic nature and is thus unique. Becavae of this uniqueness of every attnbute, tt1s not possible for thetn to be sitrular
Black and White are both colours but they are both very different. “Svarupabhede tesdn parasparabhedasva
viradhdt.” Sinilarly from the entity ot of wew, it1s not possible to have beliefin similanty (Abkedavrits) between
attributes, modes and substatices. Accepting one substance as the basis of different attributes and modes will make it
difficult to accept differences ui attnbutes. In pramdana sapiabhangt, since substance wmewpoint 18 prirnary, if 15 all
right to accept similanty hetween attributes and substance due to their concommitance. Butin mode wevwp ot when the
etnphasts 12 on differences, it becotes difficult, nay itnpossible to accept thewr concotritance and sunilarty. & man iz
son from s father s ewp omt but from his son’s wewp oint he 15 the father. Hence an entity cannot be same from two
different wewpomts. Swmlarly one entity cannot be the basiz of two attnbutes. Eelationship also does not justify
stmilarity of the two. Because based on relationship also, the differences only becotme pre dominant. For example a
man standtig near a rikshd wil be caled rikshd- w3l and ithe 15 standingnear a foxngd, he wall be called a fongdwdla.
similarly spkdra or benefits also being of diferent types from different attnbutes, one attribute cannot hawve similanty
with another  Asfifva or existence conveys affirmative knowledge while »dsfifvae conveys negative of negation
knowledge. By refuting diferences m benefits of different attributes, we cannot prove differences i effects’ results.
By refuting differences m effects/ results, differences in the causes are refuted Differences i attributes automatically
establish differences n guyidesas elze entities different than the entity being expressed will becotne one or stmilar. The
patt of the pitcher where red colour resides 15 different from the part ofhe same pitcher where white colour ezasts. If
we do not accept this, then not only the parts of pitcher hawving different colours wall become one but also other entities
like cloth etc where these colours exit will becotne the satne as pitcher. Hence it 15 essential to accept difference in
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attributes and guyidesas (or the owner of the attribute). " Tadbhinndrihagundnamapt gunidesd bhedaprasangdt.
" Even from the sa#sarsa aspect, differences only emerge between different attnbutes and modes Eelatonships are
also different with different relations. “sadsargaidpisaisargibhedena bheddt’ . Ioy winds produce only cold
envirotment, while hot winds (foo) will provide only hot environment. In both these situations, the enwironment cantiot
be the same. The word also justfies differences i attributes and modes as every word has a umgque meaning conveyed
by it For example different meaning are conveyed by asiifva and adsiitva for the same pitcher. A s against this, ifwe
do not accept diferent meanings for each word, then we don’t need different words for different entities/ attibutes.
Az a result the need or the dictionary will be elimunated. "Servagundndmekasebdavacyaidyan
sarvdrthdndmekasabdavacydpaiivd sabdantarveifalvdpaite ™.

In this way based onthe modalwiewpomnt, we cannot convey the meaning of an entity completely srmulianeously
ad based on one attribute due to differences in different attributes, modes and entities. Substance wewpoint 1z based
on stmlanties of genenc attributes while Mo dal wiewpomtis based n diferences m attnbutes and medes. According
to this every attribute 12 different from its ownerie. the entity and other attributes of the entity. It 12 this independence
of each attribute that results in different entities and differences m modes of attributes also. These also prove different
types of transformations, effects and uses.

Questions
1. Essay type questions
Ezxplamn in details the nature and different types of seven predicament doctrine / Sapiabhangt
2. Answer hriefly the following questions
1 Ezplain the differences between pramdna sapiabhaigl and naya sepiabhaigh

1. What do yvou understand by Abkedaveiii (beliel in sunilanty) and Abkedopacdra (conceptual sularity) and
Bhedavritii (belief in differences) and Bhedopacdra (concepnial differences).

3. Other questions

Answer any five questions in one word each.

1 Meanmng of wmewpoints of swmilanty (ebkeda) and diferences (Bheda)?

. ive names of the eight aspects of swmlartics and differences?

. What 15 the difference between relationship (sambandha) and sarsarza?
v, Is there a basic difference between expression by prawmidaa saptablangt and nayae sapiabhangt?
v.  Inexphcable {avakaivya) bharga, 1s it relative or mdependent?

. wWhat 15 the difference bebween substance and modal wewpomts?

wi. What 15 the meaning of owder of the attribute (grxfdesa)?

witl, Whe discussed proesdne sapiabhaigt first?

£z, What 15 the meaning of sakalddesa and pramarnavakya?

% What 13 the tieaning of vikalddess and navavaiya?

Reference texts:

1. Saptabhafgftarangind by Shi Vimal Das

2. Syadavada and Saptabhafginaya by Shri Bhikan Eam Yadawv

3. Jain Nvdva by Pt Kallash Chand Sastn

Author:

sarnas Catanya Prajice
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Anekanta, Naya, Niksepa and syadavada
Unit — 4 Lesson — 11: Why seven biuasigas only. Bhanga sidta ki Kyo?

Tain philozophy believes i nultifaceted wiewpoints (Axnekdnia) to express an entity According to it Every
entity 15 an amalgam of many attnbutes, some of which are opposing to each other in nature / qualities™. Ttis true- false;
one-many, eternal-temporary are some of the examples. Inthis way almost infinete pairs of opposing attributes exst
inthe entity. Conditional dialectic (Sv@davdda) iz amethod / form of expressing these attnbutes in the entty, Axeidnia
and Svddavada are not synonyms of each other. Aseidsia iz the method M way of thinkung fanalysing and Syddavada
1z the method / way of expressing m words the same.  Sv3davdda 15 the lawless application o the langupge which
expresses ah entity with infinite attributes simultanecusly. Svadavdda 12 a compound word consisting of SwiE and
Vada. Vada means to say’ of to express i words’ while “5w3f “means relative to or from a particulas wiewpoint or
also (rathanciia). Syddavdda expresses an entity from different perspectives / wiewp omts. It refiesthe doctnne of
qust attribute existent in an entity thereby gowing equal importance to all attnbutes existing ity the entity. The only
difference iz that it assigns primaty role to one attribute at a time while expressing the entity keeping the other entities
in the background and not refiting their existence m the entity, Acd@rve Armrit Candra explans this beautifully through
the following exarmple.

‘Ek.endbarsayantt slathayantt vastutativamitarea
Antena jovati jainh mitimernthdnane irdmive gopl’

Wleamng: Like a maid while churning curd i a patcher to take the butter out of it, she pulls one part of the
string while letting the other end of the stnng loose causing the rotation & the stirrer in the pot to chum curd and
take butter out of it; siralarly Svd@davdda also projects of focuses op cae attnbute only at a time while letting the
other exst i the background, expresses the multifaceted entity completely.

1.0 Meaning of Sapiabharngt

maptabhangt or sevenfold predicament 15 the detaled application of both Arekdnta and Svddavada.
Anekdnta establishes the nnltifaceted exstence of atenioy hawing pairs of opposing attnbutes also. All such attributes
can coexst it the entity but cannot be expressedse simultanecusly. To be able to express them simultane ously, we
have to be able to add consecutiveness and relabsity to the language used for expression. According to Syddavada
methodology, every attribute 12 expressed int=lation to its opposing attributes through a medim of seven sentences
consisting of asfi (13), #3586 (15 not) and avakaivya (inexplicable) and their permutations.

This 1z 5o as each attibute has these states of existence. The method of expressing an entity using this set of
seven sentences is caled Supiablhadgh Acaryve Akalanka explains Supiabhadigl as “Prasnavasidekasmin
vasturvaviradhena vidhiprotsedhavikalpand saptabhang | (Tatvarthavartka 1.6.9) 1e. keeping the mousitiveness
of the knowledge seeker i mmusd, the method of expressing (using the seven sentences) the sutable attnbute of the
entity without negating the exzistence of other attnbutes also 15 Sapiabhangt. Thus practioners of Anekdnia doctone
dewized a set of severi sentences based on asi (affirmation) and »dsf (hegation) of the exstence of one attributes of
the entity at a tirne 2 -one question can be answered i any one of seven possible sentences completely All questions
are answered getierally etther i affirmative {asff) or negative (#d@std). This 15 the basis of the development of
sapiabharngt. FEeeping the relatnty [/ relationships of an entity in mind, the following types of sentences form
sapiabhalcd,

1. Svidd asti eva exists relative to a wewpoint.

2. Svid ndstieva does not exist relative to a wewpoint.

3. Svad asti eva Syad ndsti eva exists relative to a viewpomnt, does not exst relative to a wewpoint

4. Svdd avakiiavvaneva inexplicable relative to a wewpoint.

5. Syads asti avakitavvareva exists relative to a wiewpoint and mexplicable relative to a wewpomt.

6. SwEd ndsti avakifovvah eva does not exst relative to a wiewpoint and mexplicable relative to a Wewpoint.

T Svad asti mdsti avakitavyvan eva exsts relative to a wiewpoint, does not exist relative to a wiewpoint
and inexphcable relative to a viewpomnt magine
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2.0 Why seven predicaments (bhangas) only?

The origin of Sapfabhargt can be traced to Bhagavati, one of the oldest Jam canonical texts. Here Gautam
enquires from Bhagavana Mahavia the nature Ratnaprabha planet. Bhagavana Mahavira says " Rayvarapahd puthavt
shva ava shva no B3 siva avaitavve ' Le Rathaprabha planet 3 pethaps soul, perhaps not soul and perhaps it 15
mexplicable. The discussion progress further till Bhagavana Mahavira talles about an atom (parsidam) 16 an entity
with one space point only,

An entity exits relative to ttself] it does not exst relative to others. Further exstent - nonexstent cannot be
expressed simultaneously and so become nexplicable. &ccording to BhagavatT, if an entity has only one space point,
then it an be expressed with the assistance of three sentences only. If the entity 15 an amalgam of two space points, it
can be expressed by a masmum of & sentences. The munber keeps on growing to 14 for three space-potits entity
and so on. The question then arises that BhagawatT says that bhasgas can be less than and more than sewen’ So how
we have only seen blangas only now? On closer analysis of Bhagavat, we find that the bhasgas, wihich are more
than seven are all subsets of the seven primary bhasgas Also Bhagavati forms the space pomts of an entity as the
basis of expressing an entity. There are only sewven bhaigas, netther more nor less in number as established in
saptabhafgitarangmd

Bhangdssat vadayasapia sansayassapid tadgatd’

Ieaning there can be seven types of mquisittiveness about an entity. Basiz olthese types of inguisitive - nesses
are the seven types of doubts and the basis of seven types of doubts 15 the seven types posaible exmstence of the
attributes i an entity

This definition establishes that the basis of Sapiablanst 15 not just inguist but based on the nature of the
attributes of an entity also. Therefore it becotmes essential that while we use Sapfabbargt its every sentence should
be specific to an attribute ofthe entity. If we wish to attnbute, say the eternal attnbute of the pitcher, then we should
use appropriate words so thatit is indicated but its temporary-riess attribute does not get elwninated. This is possible
otly by using Sapiablargl " Frasanila prasayniidng prayejaive safi” describes the nature of Sapfabbaigt and
says thatits development 1z based enthe query ofthe enguirer. We may wonder how an enquirer can have only seven
types of questions to seek answers to? Why not more ot less than seven?’ This 15 so as the needs of the enquirer can
be of seen types. Or example the enquirer wishes fo'lnow of the soul 12 eternal of temporary? Based on these two
types of mauisttive-ness, we have two bhasgas. Sunilarly if the enquirer 15 a bittle more mteligent, then s questions
can extend up to seven types only as the meuistove-ness is of seven types only Here we can again question why there
are only seven types of thauisitive-ness oty and not more” This 15 further explained that the encquired can have seven
types of doubts about any one attribute of an entity? Clanfication of seven types 15 given by the fact that an attnbute
which 1z being enquired has only seven types of characteristics fqualities. The first 15 possibility of its being extstent,
second 12 possibility of its being none exmstent, the third 15 possthiity of itz being existent - none exmstent 1e. i an
evolubionary state, fourth 15 the possibidity of bemng mexplicable, the fifth 1s the possibility of itz exstent shghtly and so
1z thexplicable, the stth isthe possibility of its being none exstent shghtly so 13 mexplicable and the lastis the possibility
of itz being evolutionary state slightly and so 15 mexplicable. In this way the characteristics of an attribute can be of
seentype. Hence thete are as many types of Bhasgas as the type o doubts- mousitiveness. Collection of these types
of sentences 13 called SapiabhasngL.

Why there are seven bhargas only? Another explanation for this 13 as follows. Out of the seven bhasgas, the first
i.e. ast, the second 1 e, »dsti and the fourth 1 e mexplicable favakatavya are the three primary diasgas, The third,
tourth and sueth are the compound Bkatgas of two basic bhasgas while the seventh 15 the compound of the three
basic bhargas Third, fifth and seth bkargas are the compound of two basic Bhasgas whie seventh 1z of combinations
of the three basic bbasgas. For example the three ingredients of spice namely salt, pepper and sour can give nise to
two mdependent tastes plus four compound tastes off salt-pepper, salt-zour, sour-pepper and lastly salt-sour-pepper.
Hence only seven types of tastes from the three ingredients are possible. Simlarly asfi, #@si and avakatavya can
produce only seven biaigas masarnum 1 e three mdependent Bhasgas as one of each three, three blafgas which
are combinations of two blasgas and the last a combination of all three basic Shasgas. Al these seven bharsgas are
based on the mtention of the speaker. &z per the mtentions of the speaker an attribute in an entity can be said as
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existent of nonexistent, of existent to some extent and nonemstent or inexplicable or exstent from a viewpoint but
mnexplicable or nonexstent from a wewp oint butmexplicable or exstent — nonemstent from a wewpoint and mexplcable.
On these premises, Sapfabbaigt iz established. Some one asks meif Tam an intelligent person? To reply this T think
at least some knowledge of things and hence itis  possible that T am intelligent and it will not be wrong to say so.

Eecause Thave knowledge of the scriptures and not of maths and English, so I am unintelligent alzo and so I
can say I am not mteligent or I have knowledge of some subjects and no knowledge of others and [ am both
knowledgeable and not knowledgeable. If T have to say both the states of my knowledge simultaneously then I can
say [ am inexplicable. Proceeding further, it 12 possible that Thave some knowledge and [ may not be able to answer
iz questions and so L ambknowledgeable but cannot say so (nexphcable). s also posable that I amnot knowledgeable
and still T may be able to answer his questions and so I cannot say. All these methods of expressions mamtain their
applicabiity and express one attibute of the entity differently and its nature entirely.

3.0 Debates /arguments about Sapiabhangr

Az per Mone-1st philosophies, they accept existence o only one entity 1.6, Brghem orly. Hence as per them
only one form of exstence only 15 possible and it 15 fallacious to accept possibility of everything as nonexstent.
Therefore svar asti eve 12 only valid statement. Sinilarly suevavddi Buddhists accept only the nonexistent state of an
entity and so they accept validity of 523 #dsti eva only. Jain philosophers say that botithese views are only partial
and from one wewpoint only There explanation 15 as follows.” If we accept exstent waly then all entities wall become
ofie of one entity will become omnipresent. Similarly Buddhists wmew every enhiy as momentary only and hence the
universe will become void (Suayva).’

SEFVORIASt] SVQrLpena pararupea A1 oo,
Anayathd sarvastvvanl svad svarupasviapyasanbhava’

Wleamng Ewvery entity i1z exstent relative to s own time, place, mode and substance and 15 nonemstent
relative to other entity’s time, place, mode and substance. Thetefore we should accept the entity as an amalgam of
both exstent and nonemstent attributes. MNyaya Vatdegika that all entities can be grouped in two categories only e
existent and nonexmstent only, *Sadasaivarsdssatattavar Thus according to them only sentences with asti and
ndsti are only valid and the remaiming types of sentences are invalid This statement 15 also refuted by JTains as the
toment an entity 15 expressed i affirmative fortn then the entity becotnes exstent only and when it 13 expressed in
negation form hen it entity becomes nonexmstencs. Sumlarly when both these forms are expressed consecutively as
primarily then s evolutionary state 13 expressed. So it also becomes an essential form of expression. However when
we wish to express both exstent and nenemstent stmultaneously then itz mexplicabiity becomes essential Hence the
tourth Bhasga also becomes essential The remammng three are the compounds of these four bhasgas and hence 1tis
only night o consider seven Bhasgzas and no less. Sapiabhanst enables an entity to be expressed completely as
existent-nonemstent, generic spectfic, eternal-temporary and explicable-inexplicable points of wews.

3.1 Bhasgas can be mare than seven also..

The question Can thete be more than seven bhasgas? has been raised in Saptabhafigharangimd Lilce we
have a compound birga of first and second bhasga namely swd@t asti-ndsti; suniarly we canmale another blaviga
with third and first Bhatga as o0dt asti sval asti-»aszii. In this way we can have another compound bhasgoa with
tourth and thisa Bhargas.

This process can be continued to create more bhasgas. Saptabhafigharangid clarifies that assumptions are
baseless as the combmation of compound dkasdga of first and third Shasgas creates an entity or attribute, which iz
nonexstent.  Swnilatly other compound Bhasgas establish nonexstent attributes and entities. Hence the question of
tnote than seven dhaigas does not arise.

3.2 Possibility of infinite bkarigas

There are some thinkers who say that an entity has infinite attibutes and so there can be mfinite Shangas It
1z all nght to say that there are mfintte attnbutes and so there can be infinite Saptabhatgls. However based on any one
attribute only one Saptabhatidl is possible. Limit of bhadgas 12 seven only. bhargas.
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Another doubt ratzed i Saptabhafigftarangid 15 there 13 a possibility of nine dhadgas nstead of seven by
changmg order of @sti- #dsei m third and seventh bkasgas This way the emphasis changes from exstent to nonemstent
i the new dhasgas andhence the sequencing s changed Howewer we find that this difference 1z only cosmetic and
not real as both asfi and #dsfi are independent and mot relative. Therefore the term mexplicable i used by keeping
both asti and #d@s6 as pnmary and not consecutive or one prmary and the second as secondary. Therefore there 15
no need for establishing a relation between adjective and its specific noun for the entity and attnbute. But for modes
of past and fiture and present times, we need the application of mexplcabidity Becavse experience proves that
differences in the entity based on exmstent, nonemstent and evolutionary states of an attnbute 15 posaible. For example
curd, sugar, black pepper, cardamom etc combined together create a new type of different drinke, which 1= different
frotn the taste of indimdual ingredients. Still it can netther be sad as totally diferent from the ingredients nor totally
stmilar. In this way we should understand the relationship between the seven bhasigas Hence to prove the nature of
seven different and independent attrbutes, we have to consider seven types of doubts, mouisitivensss etc for each
Hence there are only seven bhargas for each attribute only.

3.3 Possibility of dharigas being less than seven.

Another quety ratsed in Saptabhafgftarangiriis that the bbasgas can be less than seven also. Thisis so asan
entity, which iz existent as a pitcher 15 nonesxstent as a cloth at the same tune. Hence the compound bhanga svdd asti
gva and sydd #dsti eva cannot occur for the same entity at the same tirne as the one s consumed inthe other Hence
otly one out of these two bbargas can be valid. There 15 no need to consider them separately

Thiz also iz established as meorrect as exstence and nonemstent are both diferent fromm each other. Whatever
1z exmstent cannot be nonemstent and wvice versa. In such a siuation they both have to be considered as separate,
otherwise accepting exstence from self-wewpoint wall also become nor-exmstent from other’s wiewpoimnt. Buddhist,
constder mmiddle tern (hefu) as with three charactenistics and Nyava considers Aefu as with five charactenistics
relative to exstent and non exstent only 1e. exastence of the muddle term m its own form (entity) and non exstence in
the other’s form (entity) 15 based on exstent and non extstent being mdependent and different. Hence they also accept
asti and »asgi as diferent and independent. So by accepiing etther emstent or nonemstent, they are not akle to
suppott the three attributes and five attnbutes respectively of the middle term. Hence from there doctrne also
establishes independence and difference in asti and s

Ewen though we consider asfi and mdsti as different and independent, vet there 15 no need to consider the
third dhaige at alli e asti—»dsti depicting the evolutionary stat of the attribute. Because expressing pitcher and cloth
separately or together in evolutionary state conveys the same meatng. Therefore after accepting sva@d asti and svd@d
ndsti, there 12 no need for swdd asti—»geri. His argument also does not appear valid as the evolubonary state for each
entity fattribute 13 held valid from expenience. For example the letters gha and fa in ghata are diferent from ghata.
It we do not accept this then qust stating gha should convey the meamng of ghaia but it 13 not so. Swnilarly like a
gatland 15 different from lowesan it, the evelutionary state o an attnbute 1z different from its ast and »dsti states
separately

One can stll doubt how the consecutive expression of asfi, adsfi with reference to the evolutionary state 1z
different with the simultaneous expression of asfi, »dsfi expressing evolutionary state. Explanation for this 15 that the
consecutive expression of a state 15 different from itz smmultaneous expression as follows:

1. In the conzecutive expression, the modes fstates of an attribute or entity are expressed consecutively.
2. In the simultaneous expression, the modes fstates of the attribute or entity are expressed sumultaneously,

Ifwe do not accept the difference m these two, then the problem of repetition will arise. In Sapéabhasgi the
third bharga denotes serial expression while the fourth Bhasgga denotes simultanecus expression. The third bharsga
cotweys the knowledge of both exstence and nonexistence. The third and fourth Shasggas convey different states of
the attribute or entity. Hence they are both different. In this way the Jan philosophers accept seven Shasgas only and
neither more nor less. Whenever Svddavdda expresses an entity with many attributes, then it does so using
sapiabbangt only.
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{Juestions
1. Essay type questions
Explamn on the basis of Saptabhafigtarangd why there are seven bhasgas only?
2. Answer briefly the following questions
1. How more than bhargas can be possible?
. Can we develop infinte bhargas based on infinite attributes of an entity?
3. Other gquestions
1. According to Tan philosophy, anentity has ... ...

ii. Anekdnta and Svddavida are related as .

. Ewveryentity1s ... ... based onits own place, time, substance and modes.
1w According to Brhmadvattavada bhanga (s 1sfre possible
v, Accordmg to Nyaya Vadesika, ... ... ...... types of sentences / bhaszas are possibls,

1. How many compound bhargas of two blargas present m Saptabhangt!

i What 15 Sapiabhangtt

i, W hat 15 the meatng of Syddavada’

= Which iz the fourth Bharga?

z Which are the basic bhargas in SapiabhangT?

Reference texts:

1. Zaptabhatgftarangind by Shet Vimal Das

2. Apta Mimansa Tattva Dipika commentary Prof U.C. Tain Shri Digambara Jain Sansthana Varanasi
Author:

satnad Shubha Pragid * 4 ¢ il »a
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Anekanta, Naya, Niksepa and syadavada
Unit — 4 Lesson — 12
Self-same and non self-same nature of the object of knowledge {(entity)

Prameya kas sva-rupaiva aiy para-ripaivd.

How are object ofknowledge (prasswa), entity and object are considered m Jain plalosophy? What 15 the nature of
its self-same and non-self-zame (others)? How in different simations, their concepts change as per the intentions of
the spealker? We shall attempt to study these aspects in this chapter. its

Ubject of knowledge (prameaya) denotes and object about whotn we intend to know In metaphisics, we
find the word jZeva mplace of pramera. In general talkes we use the entity or objectte denote prasmeing. Analysis of
the nature of the entity 13 the prmary focus of every philosophy. Determining the true nature of the prareya 15 also
constdered as the basis for achiewving salvation and the right-conduct in ife. “fafivaiidndir Srevasddhigamea "Every
philosophy has a ddferent view on the prameya and its analysizs. Jan philosophy also considers the nature of prareeya
from two wiewpoints. These are called absolute freal and practical frelative newpoints. T Logic literature they can be
described as Pramdaxna and Nayae wewpomts or Anekdnia as relative mewpomts.

1.0 Self-same and non-self-same nature of the entity. As per A#ekdnfg doctrine.

To analyse an entity keeping its past-present and foture states in st s called Axekdntica wewpoint. Dy
Bhikar Lal Yadav has explaned m simple terms the self-same and non-self-same nature of an entity wath Axekdntica
wewpoint as follows.

‘Tain philosophy believes in realistic / exstent nature of an entity and pluralistic existence of entities. Along
with the pluralistic exstence of entities, it also believes in the existence of infinite attributes i it and hence its being with
mfirte states also. Thus not only are there infinite entiies bat also every entity also has miinite attnbutes, qualities and
modes. Therefore the entity 13 said to be with infinite qualites. Mot only this, in each entity, we also find many pairs
of opposing (posttive and negative) attributes. This iodie reason why it 15 called Axekdnfica.

1.1 Infinite gualities of the entity.

Tain philosophy believes i the entity Being wath many properties fqualities. Axekdnia means Areka + ania
1e. many ends + wews or qualites. Thus Arxeldria means more than one 1e. many or mfinite qualities of the entity
‘anantadharmatmakarn vasti’

Mature of the entity 15 wast, Tt 15 an amalgam of infimte attnbutes, infirnte qualites and mfinte modes. The
speaker picks different attributes Fom the infinte attributes present from time to time with the intention of spealking f
expressing them even though snany more attributes exst in it at that time.

But it should not be anderstood that he enforces these attributes on the entity but any entity by its owh nature
has mfinite attributes. Tfwe consider only exstent attnbutes of the entity only, we will still find them to be mnumerable.
For example, the Hloweer roze has pleasant odour, pink or a spectiic colour at that moment, from touch perspective, it
has soft petals butits stem 15 hard and with thorns, its taste 15 very peculiar etc etc. This 15 the statement of exstent
attributes. Ifwe look at the attnbutes, which are non-emstent at that particular time, then we are talling of almost
infinite niarnber of them For example the rose flower 12 not the flower of jasmine or marigold or any other type. Ttis
different from all other entities except ttself-same and it does not have the mfingte attnbutes of those non-exmstent
entities. Further if we consider the past and future modes of the same flower tself-same along with its exstent and
non-exstent attnbutes of present, then we find that we are talling of infinite attnbutes and qualities. Definition of an
entity completely iz thus based on both exstent and non-exstent attributes 1.2, on what it has and what it dees not
hawve. Itis not enough for a chawr to be just having the attnbutes of a chawr but it 12 equally important to know how it 15
different fromn zay table, stool etc. Hence the statement that an entity has mfinite attributes qualities and modes stands
walid.
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Even though we experience only litnited number of attributes and qualities of an entity, vet we cannot say the
entity haz only those attributes. Those attributes whose knowledge 15 bevond our perception, only an ommiscient
(universal observer) can percetve them. Einstetn says © We can only know relative truth but the real truth can be
known only to the universal observer’. Actually an entity i3 a reality with many modes. Every statement expressing
apart of the multifaceted entity 12 thus sigmficant and important. Tt 15 possible two sentences related to the entity may
appear to be opposing Mmegating each other, yet there 12 no contradiction between them because of the existence of
both the qualities i the entity in relative terms. Svayanbhu Stotra says that existent and nonesstent are both desired
but i relatrve terms they are expressed as pnmary and secondary,

Fidhinirsedhasca sathanccidistan
Fivakgayd mikhya-gina-vayavasthd  Svayanbhu Stotra 25
The conclusion is that exstent and nonexstent, even though both opposing in nature, are rportantto describe
the nature of the entity. The nature of the entity cannot be defined in the abzence o any one of thern Otherwize the

entity will become ommpresent. As told before for the chair to be a chanr, it 15 essential that the atibutes of the table
are missing fnonexstent in it Hence the nonesistence 13 the prelude for exstence.

1.2 Anekdntica nature of the entity.

The entity 15 also Axekdstica 1.6 with many properties besides its being withmany attributes. The attnbutes
we consider as opposing, even those are in relative terms existent i the entity at the same time.
Fidosan vasii? Nanddbarmeayilitan vividhasvabhivaill cakitan kathaneit
Astitvandstitatvaikatvdskatvaniivaivanitvablinnatvap amilkhairavisgam
avdami Kartikava Anupreksd (i verse 255,
For example i our datly ife we see that a man 1 a father, a sor, abrother and ahusband at the same tune and
still there 15 no conflict i all these statements. Actually the man wiw s the father i with reference to his son, 15 a son
with reference to his father, 13 a brother with reference to bother or sister and husband with reference to lus wife.

Mot only this in a mango sweet and sour tastes coexist. Thisis so asthe mango sour taste dotrinates when iz
notnpe and sweet taste dommates when it1s npe. If sweet taste were nonesxstent i he mange, then it would not have
been possible for it to become sweet when it ripens. 1T sweet taste was not present in the mango when it was raw, then
how could appear when it ripens? Thus an attribute, which s not expressedin an entity at a particular tine, it appears
at a later stage confirmung its exstence.

similarly opposing attributes cosxst i an entty, Az per Jain Gcd@ryas, all entibes not only have multiple
attributes but also pairs of opposing attributes also. Thus they are real unreal, eternal-momentary and exstent-nonexistent
at the samne time. Acd@ma Amnit Candra says that all entities are dxekdntica i nature due to the existence of many
attributes as well as pars of opposmng attributes in them. An entity which 15 concormtant with an attnbute 15 also non
concotnitant with it, with one atribute only i3 also with many attributes, with existence is also with non existence eto.
' Sa PR sarvamanekdntaimakamitvanusdsti | .. falra yadeva tattadevdial yvadevaikan tadevanskan yadeva
sattadevidsava yadeva sitayvan tadevanityamisyeva vasin " (Samayasdra verse 247 Tikd) e, Bratva-anifyatva,
gkatva-anekaivae it opposing pairs of attributes are the two aspects of the same entity. They are all are existent in
the entity in relative tertns. There 15 no entity, which 1z just eternal but not tetnporary and wice versa As per Dr Sagar
Mal Jamn, exstence 13 with non-exstence and non-exstence 13 with exmstence. Solitude 15 contammed m multtude and
Vice wersa, £n entity, whichis eternal from substance wewpeoint, 13 momentary from the mode wiewpoint. There 15 no
creation without destruction and no destruction without creation possible. Paficastilcdya also savs that exstence 15 not
completely destroved and non-exmstence also 15 not created or destroved. The number of entities i the wmverse 1z
constant andthere 15 never any change in the number of entities exstent but their modes keep on changmng contimuously

Bhdvassa patihi yayo naithi abhavassa caiva uppddo
Uinapajayvesy bhiava uppadave pakinmait Paticastikcaya 15
Further existence of pemmanence 12 also eszential for creation and destriction otherwise what will be destroyved
ot created. Eventhough permanence and creation —destruction are of opposing nature yetno entity can exst without
all three being present n it Accordingly JTain dodrmas have defined entity or substance as permanence with change
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(parindsn mitya), paripdmi xitya being defines as the one which 12 changing contmuously and every motnent but
does not leave tts nature and permanence. * Tad bhdvdvyvan sitvan’ Bwvery entity, without leawing s own nature and
due to the external cause of others 12 changing i different modes. For example a goldsmith 12 the external cause in
gold changing its form into different shapes and forms etc without itz leaving being its emstence as gold. Transformation
of these medes 1z called parinaran or sunply transformation.

This discussion brings forth the fact that eternal-momentary attnbutes are concomutant wath or nature of the
entity; eternal being the one, which iz always and i all times exstent in the entity while the other, 15 continously
changing. This is the basis on which MMahavira, during his time, tied to bring reconciliation between the two opposing
philosophies, one tallung o eternal nature of reality and the other tallung of the momentary nature of the reality and
defined the entity as with origination —destruction and permanence as per his Axnekdnia doctrine.
P Litpddavvayadhbrawvyaynkitan saf "(Tattwarathasutra 5.29) 1 e, i reality ongination, destruction and petmanence
always coexst in an entity,

Permanence addresses eternal nature while engmation-destruction addresses momentary naiure of the entity
Esren though the three attnbutes are different from each other vet they are not independent of eachiother. If we say that
the three are independent, then it will becotne difficult to justifiy the exstence of any one even. Without origination,
there 15 no meanmg or exstence of destruction or permanence. Sunilardy without permanencs, orgmation and destruction
are not possible as both onigimation and destruction need some base or exstence where they can ocour fexst. Ttz
therefore abundantly clear that all three 1. origination, destruction and permanetice are inter related. Hence all three
are essential i the exstence and meanng of the umverse we live . Sanmat Tarkia therefore says that a substance or
existent fentity, without modes hawving ongmmation and destruction as there nabwe, 15 meaningless; because all three1.e.
otiginaticn-destruction and permanence jointly are the mdications of the tature tself-same of the emstent.

Jain philosophers call these three energies / attibutes (origination, destruction and permanence) as one word
with constituents. While referring to this three part word Bhagavafl says " Uppasnei v3@ vigamei va dhuvel va
According to Tamn philosophy, this part word 15 the foundation of Arekdniavadi method of thought process. Ttis the
representative of the Axekdnfica nature of an entity For exzample Gautarna asks MMahavia, “whether the soul 15
eternal or momentary? Then Mahavira replies, “In relabve manner, soulisboth eternal andtemporary.” Agam Gavtama
asks Bhagavana, ‘How?” Then Mahavira reples, “From substance wewpoint, soul 1s eternal and from mode wiewpomt
it 15 motnentary’

Cleovamd ! JTvd sivasdsayvd siva asdsayd
CTayamdl Davvatthayde sdsayd bidvatthayde asdsqayd.  Bhagavatisutra part 3, 7.2.23
In this way He replies to Somila, “Sonula from substance wiewpoint I am one, but due to transforming states of the
consciousness, [ am also many

Bazed on such textuél sod actual expenential facts that each entity 15 with infite attributes and 15 Awekdntica
also. Buthere some dedrras also express doubts about the possibility of infinite and patrs of opposite attrbutes in one
entity otly Becavse onthiz basis, every soul will have to be considered both as hawving consciousness and
unconsciousness sunulanesusly while we cannot say an entity having consciousness as unconscious also. Suniarly an
entity, which iz not hawing consciousness, cantiot be called as hawing conscious also. In this we cannot call a beautifil
being as ugly also and ugly being as beautifil also. Inreality, it1s not possible to prove the exstence of opposing pairs
of attnbutes ke consciousness and unconsciousness, beautful and ugly in one entity only. Dhavald also says "I we
accept cosxstence of opposing attnbutes like consciousness and unconsciousness, auspiciousness and manspiciousness
in ohe entity, then we may have to accept their coexistence i one soul also. Howewer the truth i3 that the attributes,
which can never be found in an entity, the same can never exst in them alse.

The resolution o this doubtis as follows * The meaning of Arekdatica nature of an entity does notmean that
we show every possible attribute to exst in the entity to prove its Axekdastica nature. Father those opposing pairs
found in an entity are many of almost wfinte by themselves. Hence the non-exmstence of such opposing attributes, like
unconsclousness i entity with consciousness, does not negate our hypothesis of Awekdntica nature of the entity
Entities are only Axekdstica in nature and hence it 15 possible that opposing pairs such as exstent-nonexistent,
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eternal-momentary, real-imaginaty, genenc and specific etc can co-exst i an entity. If some pairs of attributes cannot
coexist i an entity, then these are the mdicators of tts distngnshing nature.

For example when Jam dcdryas elimnate the attnbute unconsciousness fom the soul, then they say
‘nonexmstence of unconsciousness” inthe soul as an attnbute of the soul. This staternent also establishes the exstence
of consciousness i the soul Actually the Axnekdnfica nature of the entity cannot thus be refited. While talling of
Areidntica nature of the entity, Hema Candra i Anvayogavyavacchedikcd says, “All entiies in the wotld carry the
stamp of Svddavdda and no entity can exst without it”. Hence all entities are with infinite attnbutes and dxekdniica
in nature. Even though it 12 true that the Azefdnfica nature of the entity and its having infinite attributes can confiuse the
reader, vet nothing can be done profoundly to elimmate this difficulty due to the very nature of the entity itzelf-zame.
Buddhist philosopher Dharambart also savs so. " Fadtdas svavamarihebinve rocaie ke vavan "Hence all eatities are
with infinite attributes and A»xekdnfica in nature. Axekdnfa analyses and assists in expressing this entiby

2.0 Vst kd sva-rupd, pardagpa Self-same andnon-self-same nature of the entity from the doctrine
of viewpoints.

=o far we have tned to understand the true nature of an entity based on Axekdsta doctnne. Ttis clear by now
that all entities are arnalgams of infinate contradictory and complimentary as well as single attrtbutes exsting i it The
entity 15 then expressed using a language and we are familiar with the lrmtations o all laagiages. Every word coveys a
meaning but the word by ttself-same 15 not capable of conveying the exact or decisive meaning of the entity, Without
knowang the ntention of the speaker and the listener, it 15 difficult to understand the meaning being conveyed by any
word, Hence it 15 important to lnow the mtention of the hstener’ enquirer. Siddha Sena Divakara m Sanmati Tarka
explains this as follows.

Suttan atthanimenan na suttamettoy atthapadivati
Aithagai una payavayagahanaBng durbhigammad.

The word, by ttself-same, cannot carry the mtention of the lstener but the intention of the speaker alzso 1s
needed to enable the word conveys its meatung exactly. This raeans that the speaker can only convey the meamng of
one word towards one entity or attribute only. He will need tiany words to convey the meantngs of different attnbutes
ot entities. Words with many meanings also point towards one entity at a time. Tn such a sitiation it becomes essential
to repeat the word again to convey diferent meating/s. For example the statement” Bring the one from Smndh or a
Sindht’ This sentence when used to convey the galt from the rocks cannet be used to convey the horse from Smdh
even though both meanings are correct even though the word 1s used to convey the people or horse or any other thing
trom Smndh. Sunilarly using the word @éva cannot be used to convey salt as it means horse only. This 15 the reason that
Awmekdnia doctrme 13 based on Syd@dvada and Mayvavdda for expressing an entity. Sometimes an entity with mfinite
attributes cannot be expressed smnilianecusly using a language. Hence an entity expressed in words will be relative
only and not mdependent. Ttz possible to express an entity wath reference to some context only and not completely
o any verbal expression will be valid only in some context. In other contests, its mvalidity cannot be ruled out. A
camera will show an obiect located far away as small while the sate camera will show a near located obiject as big.
Hence photograpling depends onnearness and farness ofthe object being photographed. In the present chapter this
1z the basis of seli-same and non-self-same nature of the entity One statement 13 the expression of the self-same-
nature of the entity at a time while at other time the same statement can express the non-self-same natiure of the entity.

Tnonr analysis ofthe entity, we understood that the enfity 15 both in affirmative (positive or Hawe) and MNegative
(Megative of Hawe not) states. Actually both these aspects 1e. Have and Have-not give a definite exstence to the
entity else it will become omnipresent and cause chaos. Its exstence 13 mited by some boundanes. To make water,
both hydrogen and oxygen have to be present in definite propottions. Al other gazes should be absent. TFwe do not
accept such limitations, then it 15 inpossible to have water. In other words we can say that the formula for water
becamne H,O only when breaking a melecule of water produces two melecules of hydrogen and one melecule of
oxygen. All other gases were conspicucus by thetr absence. Ewvery entity has affirrative (widdd) and negative (pisedia)
states of existences. Eight study and anlysis of both aspects only can help in its evaluation. Inthe past, some dodrmas
quoted the following verse.
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Athmeveti yo eva bhdve bhavii nirnaya’
Naisa vastvantrabhdvasanvitvanugamdadste.

We can conclude that an entity 15 exactly the same, as we understand without knowing the entities, which are
different from it Milk 18 milk only and not curd, can be zaid, unless we know the attributes whose existence 1dentifi
itto be mille and those attributes whose absence also identifiy the existence of mille only Sinilarly T w wish to establish
that an entity has consciousness, we have to ascertain that it has sense organs, the forces of breathe etc, capabiliies
to feel patn and pleasure and desires etc. if we see all such attnbutes, then we conclude that it 12 a ving betng. Tn this
way, we can establish the nature of an entity based on the exstence and nonemstence of certain attributes. "Whatever
1z found m an entity, i logic bterature we call as its self-same-nature or just self~same. For example, i a table made
of wood, wood, particular form and shape and colours and utility etc of the table are called its self-same ornature of
itz self-same. Whatever other attibutes which are not found in the entity are called its non-self-same or nonself-same
nature. For example, humanity or human-ness 1z found i human beings and not mhumanness (e, arimal mstinets).
Hence man-ness iz its self-same-nature and inhuman-ness is its non-self-same nature. In the language and speech,
nature of the entity 13 dependent on the intentions of the spealker and the lstener In such a situation, the same entity
can be wath self-same-nature or with non-self-same nature depending on the mntentions of different speakers. For
example with the intention of knowing a wooden chair, the listener asked ifit was chair? He got the reply that it iz not
a chair az itwas made of plastic and not wood. The speaker did not accept the exstence of chair as the plastic was
not itz self-same nature but non-self-same nature (as only wood was considered as ts self-same nature and not
plastic), even though the chair 15 a chair Hence only destred form/ existence onlywill become its self-zame-nature and
in desired will become its non-self-same nature.

We can discus and analyse he nature of self-satne and non-zelf-same nature of an entity from many
aspects, such as name, nature, postioting, substance, modes, form, e, place, word, present exstence and
activity etc. In all these contesxts, we shall try to understand the self same and non-zelf-same nature of the entity or
object of knowledge through sotme examples.

In the context of zelf-zame and non-zelf-zame nature discussions, we shall find that the commeon nouns such
as living bemg and non-living being are associated wath cifferent entities due to the exstence of special attnbutes in
them. Hence these special existences shall form its ssif-same-natiure and others wall form its non-self-same nature.
For example a person 15 called human bemg because we find humanness in hitm and non-exstence of annal ness and
godliness. Therefore such and such entity 15 ativman bemng 1s established based on the exstence ofhuman ness m him
and non-exstence o atmal ness and godlinzss.

The self-same-nature of an entity will be known by the method of tts posthonng (xiksspa) using the techniques
of name, assignment, space and tirae Other entities being described by the same method of posttioning (iksapa) will
be its non-self-same nature. For example, the speaker asks for a particular person with the name hahavira. The
person appears before him and as per the name xiksepa, he 13 Mahavira and the pictures or 1dels of Bhagavana
Mahavira presented to hirn are his non-self-same nature. Similarly when a speaker askes for Mahavira inthe contest
of worshipping, then idols or pictures of Mahavira are the self-same-nature and the person with the name MMahavia
1z the non-self-same nature of the entity being enquired by the speaker. From substance method of postioning,
Wahavira's life as¢ householder is its self-same-nature and in childhood has state as child iz its self-same-nature. From
the mode method of posthomng, the ormmscient lahavira who established the Jain religion 15 the self-same-nature and
hiz other fotms as 1del, picture, child and householder are all non-self-same nature. In mode xiksepa, when we
mention an entity then its special kind of attributes must exist in the entity. IFwe accept an entity being posttioned with
name xiksepa as same being posthioned i assignment, substance or mode xikgepas, then utilities of all these different
niksepas will vansh. These siksepas are usefil only when the same entity 13 descnbed differently in dfferent sikgepas.

Form (Sasisthdna) assigns specific or distnctive attributes to the entity Form helps to discririnate and
identifiy a specific entity within a group f class of sitnilar entities. For example we can distinguish a Japanese f Afhican
ot at Indian based on the forms of ther body and features even though all have the primary charactenistic of human
nessin them. Swnilatly i other entities, if'a person wants a circular table, then circular shape 15 the self-same nature of
he table for him while triangular of square et shapes o the table are its non-self-same nature. If we do not accept the
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differences in different forms, then the question of all fortns being the same will arise. On the contrary, fwe do not
accept exmstence of specific form as self-same-nature of the entity, then we cannot establish any form of the entity

We can also establish self-same and non-self-same nature ofthe entity based ontune also. In the process of
making cloth, there are many stages for example ginntng, spinning cotton, weawing the cloth etc. Later on we make
spectfic dresses from the cloth manufactured. When a customer goes to a shopkeeper to buy a spectfic cloth, then his
mtention 15 not the earlier forms or later forms o cloth but the form of the cloth made for sale or use. Even though we
use the term cloth from ginning to the last stage, vet the mtention o the customer 18 with the cloth in salable form only
and not itz pre and post stages. If the shopkeeper presents hin ginned cotton of spunthread etc, then they being the
non-self-same nature ofthe cloth, the customer will reject them outright as he iz looking for ready cloth only. Sinlarly
for a customer looking or old rice or jaggery (gida), newly harvested nce or jaggery is non-self-zame nature and
hence rejected by the customer. In this manner, based on the time we can decide about the self-same and non-self-
same natures of the entity. If we do not accept differences due to time, then the distinction of old-nesw, past present
future, eatly late, under construction and constructed, small and big former and later etc. will disappear making our
day-to-day ife and understanding inmpossible.

iOn the other hand fwe do not accept diferences due to tine, then the evolutionzey (arthakriyd@) nature of
the entity itself-same cease to exst m the entity. Ifin the present time, we do not accept miznufactured cloth as the self-
same-nature of cloth, then its utlity as cloth will disappear As a result it will not be celled as cloth even though it 13
cloth, Henice to accept an entity as entity dunng the tune of its transformation £ activity 12 also the acceptance of the
self-zame nature of the entity,

In the present time the entity 15 in self-same nature. . This 15 its self.satiie nature but a moment eather, s colour
was blue and a moment later Twall be of white colour are its non self-same nature. & man was an honest personin his
previous ife but in the present bfe, he 15 a crook, creates wolence and causes terror, then the judge will declare hin as
a terronist based on his present nature and the law wall purish b sutably, If we do not the previcus ife with the
present one, then he will be declared as honest and good peison only and the admimstration of law and udiciary
system to punish him will become wrong Hence the pressnttime 13 also the contnbuting factor in deciding the self-
same nature of the entity.

The self-same and non self-same natures «fthe entity are also established based on the sensory perceptions.
An entity can be recognized based on the eve’s nerception. In such entities we are basing our decision only on the
form and colour attnbutes of the entity and not of touch taste etc. as the subject of cognition by eye 18 ust form and
colour only and not any other attibutes, So the form and colour of the entity will become the self-same nature of the
entity and other attributes as non self-sarie natures based on eve perception. If we consider taste also as self-zame
nature then the question of taste becoming a subject of eve will arize thereby eliminating the need for taste sense
organ. One type of sense organ cogmang all attributes of an entity 15 contrary ¢ our real ife experience. Similarly not
acceptng form and colour as self-same nature ofthe eye 13 also contrary to real life expenence and making cogntion
of concrete objects ke rarror as round or square itnpossible.

We can also draw definition knowledge about an entity bazed on spectfic word uzed to denote it As per
etytnological Mewpoutt (samabhirGtha noya), every word, used to express an entity, conveys a specific meaning,
This meaning 1z seif-same nature of eh mtended entity For example, using the word house denotes a building with
many rootms bt of stones, bricks, cement ete. as itz self same nature while a cottage or palace shall be its non self-
satne nators. Using the word pitcher denotes a spherical and big object made of clay, hence using the word pitcher
malces pitcher as its self-same nature and sur@ht (pitcher with a spout) or a ug will be its non self-same nature.

Actraty at the present tume of the entity also conveys the self same nature of the entity, & person 15 called
teacher while he 1s teaching, 1z called a wotnan cleaning the house will be called a maid or housewnfe {depending on
her actual status). Determinant wiewpoint (Fvadbiuia nava) willnot call the same person as teacher when he 13 not
teaching or the mad f housewate as maid whale they are not cleamng the house. In such a situation saying the person
as teacher, the act of teaching 1z his zelf-zame nature and the student or other persons will be its non self-zame nature.

similarly on the basis on substance, mode, place and time we can establish the self-same and non self-zame
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natures of the entity The basic substance of which an entity 12 made of can be established under the substance
wewpotnt analysis. For example a gold ornament has gold as itz self-same and silver as its non self-same nature.
sitmlatly for he silver ornament silver will become itz self-same and gold a non self-same nature.

Saving the peppers from Gohana will indicate that the pepper was grown in Gohana establishing Gohana as
itz self-zame nature and other places as its non self-same nature. Time ahs been discussed before. From the mode
wewpotnt, a specific state (mode) of the entity 15 considered. By saymg black handkercluef establishes black colour
as itz nature and other colours as its non self-same nature. By saying a triangular stone, the tnangilar form becomes
itz nature and squares form its non self-same nature. Saying a flower with pleasant odour will make pleasant odour as
itz self-same nature and foul odour as itz on self-same nature; saving Maruh car will make Marut as its self-same
nature and Honda, sumo etc as itz non self-same nature.

Establishing nature of an entity from substance, mode, tine and place s very wnportant. From substance
wewpottt, we establish the nature of cause-effect relationship also. Enowing that il i the basic substance of curd
conveys that mulk iz the matenial cause of curd and nothing else. In this cogritive wortld, there are twrs types of entities
namely lvng and non-living beings. Enowing this we realize that different actiwties and combinations of these two
types of entities cause this world, Sinilarly seed 15 the cavse of tree and tree 1z the effect of seed. As aganst this,
without the knowledge of substance, t becomes ddficult to know from where and what an entity 1s produced. Sinlarly
place 15 a very important consideration to determine the self-same nature of an entity By knowing the different places
of growing f manufactonng entiies we can know where from to exportt and inpert hose entiies or go for tourism.
Enowing that the media of motiona nd rest are omm present m the wiverse, we can deermine [ assign limitations as to
the place and moment of the entities. Space, due to its infimte size 15 called emmipresent. Place occupied by small,
medmm and large entities 12 only parts of the satne omnipresent substance space (@345dsa). This way place 15 also an
impottant wewp ot to determine the self-same nature of the entity,

Time also affects an entity. By accepting an entity as itin cast, present and fature, we accept it as eternal only
atd not accepting it in any time will make it non-exstent. Every snode of the substance has been related to it at sotne
titne; be it past of present of foture. This establishes its exstence. Solid, iqud and gaseous states of water exmst at
different times and mn those tunes; it 15 also taken as water only thereby addmmg to its usabiity. Hence time i also an
impottant aspect to establish the self-same nature of an entity

Mode alse plays an important role in deterrmiming the self-same nature of an entity. With reference to the
security of India, an Indian only will be traedin defense forces and not a Palistan. Ewen though both are human
beings m form. Iwe wishto make fassi then we need curd and not mill even though curd iz made from ke, When
we wish to eat, we are not served wheat but bread made out of wheat even though bread 1z made from wheat only
While worshipping we shall worship God of some divine being only and not an ordinaty human being even though
both are living beings. In this way even though the substance 15 samme or surilar yet over aperiod of tune, tts perception
changes considerably. By studying Jain wiew of self-same and non self-satme nature of an entity, we appreciate the
wide applicabiity, uniquenizss and methodology of analyzing an entity as per Jain thinking. In this methodology of
analysis with reference to the reality, all expressions (statements) made are validated m specific contexts. We can thus
analyse most of the socio-political-scientific and practical 1ssues and find therr reselution. " G e igd 3 7T g &

{Juestions

1. Essay t7ipe questions

Ezxplam with examples the self-same and non self-same natures of an entity m different contexts. Answer brefly the
tollowing questions

1 An entity 13 Aneldniica as well as having many attnbutes, Clarify thiz statement.

1. Explam the self- same and non self-same natures of an entity with reference to substance, tune, place and mode
FIEWE OIS,
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2. Other questions-

Fill in the blanks in any five sentences.

1. Along with having many attributes, an entity has many pairs of ...

i Emstencets ... .. And non existencets ...

. All entities go through engmation-destruction-permanence m thewr .

7. Jan Acadryas call esastence and enfity as ... ...

v, Al exmstents in the uiverse are ... ... ... ... existences,

3. Answer m one word. How many compound Shangas of two bhasngaes present in Sapiabhangt?
1. Meamng of evolving (transforming) eternal.

i Examples of pairs of opposing attributes i an entity

il What 1z transformation of substance called?

1w Can origination, destruction and pertnanence exist by matttaning heir independence frotn each other? If not why
not?

v. Indicattve properties of eternal and motmentary states”

Reference texts:

1. Saptabhafigftarangind by Shii Vimal Das

2. Syvadavada aur Saptabhangt Dr Bhikan Fam Yadav
3. Svadavada by Dr. Mahavira Singh Murdia

Author:

Saman Caintanya Prajfia
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Anekanta, Naya, Niksepa and syadavada

Unit — 5 Lesson — 13 Origin & development of Syddavdda (conditional dialectic)
and A#xekdniavada (multplicity of viewpoints)

A1 sigmificant philosophies in the world have thetr distinct wistons f charactenstics. These wisions / charactenstics
are propagated by thewr principal preceptors. For example Shankarachatrya’ wsion of Mono-1am and Buddha’s wsion
of Middle path wete their respective religion’s main precepts. Jain philosophy 15 a significant philosophy of India and
1z also a significant religion alse. Therefore tt must have a sigmficant charactenstic of its own which 15 nurtured by its
preceptor and impotrtant persons and it is there. This charactenistic of JTatng iz known as Areldniavdda or rultiplicity
of viewpoints. It iz the basts of Jain metaphysical discuszsions and validity of ethical postulates. In other word, it
analyses diferent metaphysical and ethical postulates from different wewpoints to establish thewr validity. The only
way to establish this validity iz the Axeldnta way of thinking Swddavdda (condiional dialectic) 18 anly an expression
of Aweicdnta n language 16, words. Hence Syddavdda should not be considered different from Anekdniavada.

1.0 Antiquity of Arnekdniavdda and its founder.

Ilahavira 15 the proponent of present day Jain religion and philosophy Hence according to Pt Sukh Lal,
Llahavira established the basic characteristics and Arekdntavdda of Jan philosophy. He further states that a close
analysis of the thought process and other hustonical facts of JTamn philosophy and religion will show that its charactenstics
were established long before MMahavira. Traces of Awekdntavdda can be found i Vedic literature, which is considered
pre Mahavira, and Buddhust lterature of the same tune as Mahavira. Besides this Bhagavana Paragvanatha emsted
before Mahavira ad he must have participated to a sigmficart extent in desinption and establishiment of Axekantavada
eveni though hi principles are not traceakle i bus own words. However it canbe cleatly established that Mahavira has
defimtely propagated Anekdniavdda, as it exsts today, discussed and further refined m Jam tests and also discussed
by different philosophies in ther texts, must be at least 2500 years old. The main credit for its onigin goes only to
Ilahavira as the crisp way i which Axekdniavada 15 diccussed and further refined in Jain texts 15 not seen in any
other old religious texts,

Acdrya Santa Ealesita of the famous Buddhist Eesearch Institute m MNalanda, m s book Tattvasatigraha
while analyang Anekdntawida refites itas the cheractenstic of JTain, Sankhya, Mimansaka philosophers. This staternent
proves that till 7* and 8 century AD, Buddhict and other philosophers used to think of dAnekd@ntavada as not only
belonging to Jamns but also to Jan, Sankhya, Yogadarsana and Minansaka philosophies.

Slokavartika of Minafsalca and Farindmavida related discuzsions m the texts of Safkhya philozoplues
cleatly establish Anekdniavada as velonging to them also. Stll Pt Sukh Lal says that even though the description of
Aneldntavdda in Sankhya, Tooadardana and Wimaazalka exsts vet it is not 2o crisp and wivid as m Jain texts. The
efforts made by non Jain philosophers to establish Anekdrniavada 15 not even 1% of the extensive effort made by Jan
philozophers to establish Anekdniavdda. This 15 the reason that today whenever any discussion of Arekdntavada or
svddavdda wnmediately volees its belonging to Jain philosophy. The reason for this 15 that Tain scholars have written
very voluminous tesis on Anekdrniavada and Syddavada. They have supported Anekdntavdda mlogical discussions
and hterature and overshadowed the scholars opposing it

Conthstvely two facts emerge, namely:

1. Any other philosopher or proponent of other religions before or during IMahavira time never made such a crisp and
extensive use of Anekdniavada as did Mahavira.

i. The amount of efforts made by the followers of Mahavira to explam and logically defend Anekdrniavada 1s beyond
cotnparison of what other thinkers have put .

1.1 Historical background of Anekdntavida.

To know the oniginal contribution of Mahavira in the old metaphysical dizcussion, there i3 no other better
means than the canonical texts. According to Dalasukhabha Malvanya, the metaphysical considerations of Jam texts
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are older than Mahavira’s time. This implies that the metaphysical thinking of Bhagavana Parasvanatha and Bhagavana
Mlahavira 1s not different. Bhagavana IMahavira has definttely made some changes to the ethical postulates propagated
by Bhagavana Parasdwanatha, which can be traced to Pragnavyakarana and TttrAdhyana canonical texts. Iahavira
clartfied the wnusual and difficult philosophical questions, which arose his durihg time, ih a unigue way. They cah be
constdered as s unique and distinguishing contribution. A Iving being 13 born and then dies were not unique things.
Sirmilatly an atom’s different modes are created and destroyved in the untverse was also accepted then, But what 15 the
nature o both lwing and non-living being which iz acceptable so that different events occurning can relate to their
nteraction was a new question and there were many similar more questions. Different philosophers came up with ther
owtl solutions but the way Mahavira answered these questions keeping the past, present and future in mind was
indeed unique and latter Tain plulosophers futher clarified the same.

The uniqueness of metaphysical doctrines of MMahavira in the form of Anekdniavdda can also be established
by cancmical texts of Jans, Bhagavatfsutra talles often dreams of Bhagavana hahavira before he becatne ommscient.
The third drearm 15 as follows:

‘Egan ¢ mahah citta vicitia pakichagan pinsakoslagan sivinepasitia yan padibidihe’ 1e he became
wise by seetng a bird pusiskalile with many feathers hawng unusual and different colours. This dream 15 explained in
another sentence as follows. “swmane bhagavan Mahavire viccitadh sasamayaparasamayasyan duvalasangas
gaxipidaga#h ddhaveti pannaveli pariveti” Le this dreamn mmplies that Bhagavane Mahavira will deliver sermons
of urique doctrine of self-same and non self-same nature of an entity through the Shddasdnet.

Inthese sentences, the words ciffe viciffa 1 e unique and different are noteworthy Describing the feathers of
the bird prsskalila as big feathers and umque and with diferent colours wnplies that the canomcal texts shall be
based on Axekdniaviada with many colours. Dalasukhabhzm Malvaniys concludes from these statements that the
contexts and references to undque and different colours of the feathers of a large bird leads to the unirueness of the
Awmeicdntica sermons of Mahavira,

In the times of canomical times, Axek@ntavdda was popular as Fibbhaivavada (expression by breakung/
diwing the entity) and Swddavada (condiional dialectic). In Sutrakratanga, the question 15 raised to Mahavira as to
what type of language the monlk should uze? The reply oo this question was Fibbhaiwarvdda “bhilcichu vibhavayan
e vivagareiia Bhagavana Buddha also propagated Fihbbaivavada. In Majjhumambaya, Buddha while replying to
the questions of Sibhamanavaka says 'O Manavaka here I am Fibdhajivavada and not ek@atavddi (mono-1st or
with single wiewpotnt only).” He was seeking Buddha's wewpoint through his question, “Thave heard that a householder
1z only a devotee and not a monk” Buddha replied to lum that ff a householder 15 also with wrong belief then he cannot
be devotee and a monk with wrong beliefalso cannot be a devoted monk but fhoth are with right belief then they are
devotees in their own way. Inthis example, by using the basis fcause of devotion, he says that both a householder and
monk canbe a devotee and not a devotee based on thewr nght behef1 e, rather than answered the question based on
one aspect only, he drndes tie questions m parts and answers each part separately 15 important to note here that
Bhagavana Buddha did not answer all questions using Fibbhaivavdda, but only those questions that could only be
answered using Fibbhaivavada.

The above dizcusszes darifies the distinction and differences between Fbbhapavada and ekaniavddea. Tan
commentators explatn Fibbhaivavdda as Aneldniavida and Svddavdda. The diference between Anekdrtavida
and ekdriavdda 15 also amply clear (Ewen though there 1z a doctrinal difference between Fibbhajivavdda and
Awneicdniordda as the first considers that an entity can be separated in parts for understanding while the later does not
constder this possible and considers all its parts and aspects mseparable, still for sunphcity of understanding, we
considerthem similarhere). In such a situation, Sutrakratanga talkes of Fibbhapavdda as Anekdniavdda, Nevwrvdda,
relativity of atnswenng a question by brealoing into patts and Syddavdda. In canonical iterature we see the use of the
term gvds for expressing relatty. “siva rgvanappabid pithavi aithi” et Smlarly we find Sy@dovdda with one or
more bhargas Hence we can say that during time period of writing canonical hterature, Fibbhaivavdda and
VMibbhapravdda were used mterchangeably Az per Dalasukchabhfi Makanya, Fhbiaivavdda of Buddha was used
in certain mstances only while Mahavira's Axekdstavdda was used more extensively i different situations. Thiz iz the
reason that JTain philosophy became Axedd@niavaddi later on and Buddhist philosophy progressed as propagating monistn.
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1.2 Growth of Amekdniavidda

Az per Dalasukhabha Malvanya, the lrmted applicability of Buddha's Fibbhajvavdda and s negative
approach towards certain aspects plaved an important role in the growth and development of Mahavira's
Awneidrniavdds. MWahavira using Anekantavada explaned the questions, which Buddha declared as mexplicable,
beautifully. Infact, the problem approach which Mahavira used mreplying to these questions were later as discussed
and developed as Axekantavida and made applicable to all situations Accordingly latter acarvas whole heartedly
accepted and adopted this Axekdntavdda for problem resolution.

Adivamavyemasamasvabhivan syddvadamadranatibheds vastd
Tannitvamaivekamanibvamanyvaditi fvaddiiddvisatan pralapd’
In fact there were three questions, which dominated philosophical questions during Euddha’s time.
1. Eternity and temporary-ness of the universe (Joka) and its being with or wathout boundaries.
i. Tdentity and difference between body and soul.
. Exstence or non-exstence of hfefsoul of Tathfgata after his death.

On these three subjects, Buddha did say anything netther affirmatively nor negabvely. If he says that soul or
the universe 12 eternal, then he had to accept the doctrines of Tpanisad’s propagatiig soul and untverse as eternal
only. On then other hand f he says that they are momentary, then he had to accept the docttine of Carvaka
{Uechedavadi) doctrine of materiahism only. It 15 thus clear that he found both these philosophies flawed. Even wath
this understanding he did not aszsign any significance fmame to his doctrine bt only said that these two 1e. Upanigad
and Carvaka, doctrines are not right. Hence he classfied these questiciz as mexplicable of not worth discussions.
Thus he made the way for the development and growth of Anekdntavida clear. On the other hand Mahavira tned to
analyse these questions and prevaling philosophies with both affirimative and negative aspects and presented his
doctrine of reconciiation, which latter becatne popular as Axefdnfavdda o improvised Fbbhaivavada. Al those
guestions, which Buddha did not want to answer in affirmative way, Mahavira was able to answer the same using
Anekdntavdda. He tries to explan the findamental wision of every philosophy and their lirmitations along with the
additional needs in their explanations. He then presented the same before all philosophers and the same formed the
basis of Anekdniavada and sapvavada.

1.3 Anekdntavada during the times of canonical literature.

With reference to understanding Aaskdniavads Jan canonical lterature, we can form the same questions
that BEuddha classified as not worth dizcuzsions. This will help us understand crisply the aspects where Buddha did not
wish to answer m negative, Mahavira established Anekdniavdda to uniquely answer the same.

Let us take the above three questions sequentially, The first one about “Eternity and temporaty-ness of the
umverse (foka) and it being wnith or without boundaries” The answers of MMahavira to this question are grven in the
chapter Skandakain Bhagavatl From this and other chapters, itbhecomes abundantly clear that Mahavira answered
this question cleatly, ciizply and completely

The essetice of hiz reply i3 “the universe i3 with linits from substance wewpoint because it i3 one i munber,
However from mode perspective it 15 mfinite as modes are mfinite. From time perspective also if 15 mfimte 12, 1t 15
eternal as thers was, 18 and will be no time when the untverse does not exist. From space wewpoint, the universe is
with boundaries as i the entite space, because the universe exists only it a part of the entire space.

“evan Khaluy mae Phandaya! Cawvvihe loyve pannate, fan jahd dovvae khetiao kilao bhavao. davve
Ha# ege sa anie.

Khettao nan love asaikhe jjdo joyenakodiodio Gydma vikichanbhenan asaiche o joyvanakodakodio
parikkheve nan pannald aithi puna sa ahite.
Kalao pad loye ko kaydvi na dsi, .. jatihi ping se ahite.

Bhdvao pat love anafid va ¥y apaiiva . . Ratthi pine se ante.
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Inthe above example, usage of the words s@nia e with an end (or imite d) and aranta (or infinte) has been
made primarily to establish Axekdniaviada. Buddha kept both wath imits and mfintte aspects of the umwverse in the
category of mexplicable while MMahavira explained limited and infinite nature of the universe.

sirmlatly explanations concerning © eternal and temporary nature of the Joka, while Buddha kept it in the
category of nexplicable, Mahavira used his Axekdnfovdde and sald “sdsae love Jamdll, janna kayavi yasi, yo
kaydvi o bhavadi, pa kayavi xa bhavissal Bhuvin ca, bhavai ya, bhavissai ya, dhuve yitie sdsae akihae
avvae avatithae wicce” “asdsae love Jamdll jao osappi ni bhaval, ussappind bhaviffa osappind bhavai  1e
Jarnalil This Joda 15 both eternal and alzo momentatry both. There was no moment in the past, when loka was not
existent 1 some form, Hence if 15 eternal. But it 15 momentary also as loka does not stay same for even the two
consecutive mometts. Because of the tme cycles of mcreasing (wéasarping) and decreasing (avasarpinirintellect,
there are both decay and progress mits form and content keep on taking place. An entity, which 1z always eternal, the
same does not have any change taling place i it Hence we should consider Joka both as eternal and momentary
also.

The second question was the identity and difference between body and soul. Buddha ket this question also
in the category of mexplicable but Mahavira answered it In response to Buddha's answer, He said that the body is
same as soul as well as different from soul also. In so saying two questions anse further 1e. the body should be like
soul non-concrete as well as conscious alse. To his he replied ‘the body i3 both concrete and non-concrete and
conscious and without conscious alse’. Thew dialogues proceeded as follows:

‘Aya bhanie! Kave anne kave!
Cavamd! Vi kdye annevi kdye!

rvi bhante, vi kive anne vi kivel
Craveasnd | raovin vi kdve aruvin v kdve!
Bvan eklakle puccha

Crvan! sacitte vi kdve ccatie vi kdvel”

The third question was about the eternal and non-eternal nature of Tathfigatat e soul Buddha again said that
the ruestion about the stated of soul as not of any use and kept quite concerning exstence of Tathdgata after death.
But IMahavira tallked about diferent destines of soul and the benefit of such discussions leading to the attamment of
liberation fsalvation. Hence he used the doctrine +o reply to the question of soul aftr the death.  According to him
Tathagata or Ariat exists even after death asthe does not get destroved but is transformed as siddia but the mode
of human being with karma associated with it get destroyed. Hence Tathagata or Arkaté after thew death do not esast
as human bemng but exst as siddha 16, without assoctated body and karmas and just as pure soul.

‘happmae Ban bhante jive no wimmao vidhattibhavaen parinemal karmenao Bai jaye xno akammao
vibhatiibhdavarparinamai, fanta Goyam” (BhagavatT 12/5)

strrlarly the following dialogue proves the eternal and non-eternal nature of fiva, Uiva nan bhane! Kin
sAVE asd3sayd. Tayard! g Sya sAs0A siva asdspid! Gavamd, davvagihayds sdauyd bhavagthayds asdsayd’
{Bhagavatt 7/2) .

It1s thus cianfied that soul 1z eternal from substance viewpomt (absolute wiewpomt) and from mode wiewpomt
{Le. changing forms or practical wiewpoints, it 15 non-eternal. Here the attempt 13 made using Arneka@niavada to again
bring reconctiation between both eternal-ist (mono-1st) and the weckedavd@di who believe i just temporary o
momentary nature of exmstence. The substance ffva with consciousness 13 never destroved supports the wew of
eternal-ist while the exstence of many states fmodes ofthe ffva bonded with karmas and body supports the wiew of
those who believe emstence to be of momentary nature. He has cleatly agreed that childhood, youth etc are only
temporary states of ffve and hence keep changing,

similarly He also answered using Anekd@nfavdda about one or mfinite exastences of five. He says | ffva 15 one
with respectto its substance, with limits with respect to its space, mfinite with respect to time and modes” In this way
1z both one with it and infinite also. Eom tine and modes wewpoint, there 15 no end of soul {ffva) but with
substance wewpotnt 1t 12 one and from space viewpomnt it has ite/boundanes. “axorayivan mahato mahivian
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statement of Tpingad had been thus refited. Mahavira did not accept the cmnipresence of one soul only and so says
that the every soul (he considers exstence of mfintte souls i this untverse) as substance has hmits to 1ts size. He also
accepts the mfinte nature of soul from tine perceptive as well as stated that from consciousness and knowledge
perspectvesiattibutes and other modes, each soul has infintte exstence because old modes keep on destroving and
new modes keep on ongmating. Thus from mode wewpomt, soul can be said as infimte.

Besides the above questions, Iahavira used Anekdniavida to clanfy and explain 1ssues concerming identity
curn different esstences of substance and modes, eternal and non-eternal esmstence of paramdn (atom), cause-
effect etc. Hence we find that Jan canotical texts have explained one-many, eternal and non-eternal, asfi-ndsti, ete
opposing pars of attributes as coexsting m an entity using Axekdniavidda. The latter Jan Gedrias have used logic
extensively to refite the counter claims of other philosophies and established Arekdntavada finmly to prove the
validity of abowe and other explanations of hlahavira. With the explosion of philosophical discussions and the mcrease
i the scope m the number and type of questions, the domain of Arekdriavdda also kept onmcreasing. But as per
Dalasukhabha Malvanya, the fundamentals of Anekdniavidda staved the same and not change. I8 dunng canonical
literature Axekdniavdda 15 sued to explan the identity cum diference i substance and modes soul and body etc,
then m phdosophical erait 15 used to establish the identity cumn difference between genenc-specific; substance and
attribute, substance and actinties etc. Ewen though the scope o such dizcussions appear to-be growing vet the basic
question being discussed is the identity and difference of substance and £s modes. Sumilaily other present day discussions
are based on identity cum difference of eternal —non-eternal, one-many etc as discussed m Jain canomcal texts and
hence the applicability of Axekdntavdda kept on increasing.

Both Anekantaviada and Fibhbhajvavdda accept exstence of paws of opposing attnbutes i some way or
the other Therefore both were to some extent considered as synotipms ol each other. However exstence of opposing
attributes can be accepted only with a specific wewpomnt only, "With {his consideration, the use of "swi "m each
sentence was established. Hence Anekdniaviada also became potular as Swidavdda.

1.4 Period of establishing Axekdntavdda and the piilosophical era.

Buddhist philosophers ke IMNagariina, Lsafiga, YVasibandhi and Digndga gave a new direction to Indian
philosophical traditions. & established the concept of telative nature of an entity using Enmya:v&.:fa: of Buddhists to all
philosophers mcluding Buddhists. He sad that an enlity has 15 wathout exstent, non-exstent, evelutionary or non-
evolutionary as nature. An entity cannot be described in any manner. A thus established that an entity is without any
nature ofits own. Entity has no nature of its ewn. Asafga, Vaslbandhi, both brothers thed to establish knowledge as
the nature of entiies thereby denwing the emstence of msentient entites. Digndga, a disciple of VasGbandhd also
suppotted their description of the entity thereby arring a diferent direction to Buddhist philo sophical thinking Therefore
he iz referred is the father of Buddbizt logic. Onthe basis of logic doctrine, he also established the Buddhist doctrine
of momentary nature of an entdy. &1 other streams of Tndian philosophy have so far tried ther mught to refute Buddiust
philosophy. MNatyayica YVatsaydvan tried to establish the exmstence of modes as the nature of soul and other entities
atd thus refuted the statements of IMagariGna and other Buddhist philosophers. Wimansaka Sabara tried to establish
the Godly (and not lounan) authorshup of Vedas by refuting the statements of all Buddhust plulosophers. Even the
statements by Minatisaleas “sarva bganifam “were refuted andhence establishing the eternal nature of soul. Safikhya
philozophers alsotned to support their doctnines. Digndga refiuted clatms of all these philosophers and re-established
the Buddhist doctnne of the entity with sentience as its nature. These philosophical arguments continued till the 5%
centry A1 And were uzed extenstrely by JTains to establishthe supremacy of Axekd@niavada Navavada 1 e multiplicity
of nature ofthe entity from different wewpoints was the hallmarlk of hdahavira’s doctrine all through. Based on the four
angles, 1.e. substance, mode, tune and place, the nature of an entity was established in canomcal bterature. Sumlarly
the beginning of an enduiry in the nature of any entity was made using Miksepas (positioning or presentation methods)
like name, assigning to another entity (sthdpara), substance and mode 15 abundantly found i canonical iterature.

s1ddha Sena, after careful evaluation of canonical bterature, he m iz bools ke Sanmatt Tarlra and the
Dwatringikds in adoration of the ommiscient lords, strongly supported Arekdniavada. He did this m the 5% century
Vikrma. If we examine the period 1% to 5% century AD, 1e. the philosophical era in India, we will find that the

emistence of philosophers ke Digndga created aneed for a gifted plilosopher like Siddha Sena i Jain philosophy and
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the same was not just a coincidence. Siddha Senawas a very strong logician. Hence he presented the Jain doctrines
i a logical manner using Axekdrniaviada. His biggest contribution was that he developed reconciliation of different
philosophic doctrines in different nanas (riewpotnts) of Arekdniavdda 1 e using different nanas, he tried to establish
validity o different philosophic considerations. For example, advaifvdda was held valid by class view (saigraba
mava) of substance wiewpomt, Momentary-ness of Buddhist was held walid from mode wewpoint’s inear wiewpoint
(rincuira nava). Satkhya was held walid from substance wiewpoint and Vaidesika in both substance and mode
wewpotnts. He said that the number of mayas i3 same as the mumber of methods of speech and all of thetn are a patt
of Anekdntavada.

JAvaivd vaya papahd (Evaiya ceva Rontt payavaya

JAVand Rayavayad iavaiyd ceva parasamiay.

He also said hat each philosophy 15 with flaw as long as they try to prove other philosophies with Baws and do
not try to understand thew wewpoints. “para vivalaye mohd’ Hence the philosophers are not able tounderstand the
fawes of ther philosophy and the significance of other plilosoplues. & person who 15 neutral to all these wewpomts
only can see thetr flaws and ments. Based on Arekduntavada, we shall find that Advaiivdda iz also valid from a
wewpottt, which considers the dentity of a human being i it different states. When we lock at the identity of a
person, then its differences become secondary and mmmatenal to hun, Ther philosophy 1o thus valid from substance
wewpotnt. But another person does not consider the identity wiewpoint and looks at every entity from differences in
thetn wiewpoint 1 e etnphasizes mode wewpoint, then he will see differences oly Tn fact there are both identity and
differences coemstentin the entity. Zaakhya considered identity only as primary wide Buddlusts considered differences
otly as primary and both were busy refuting each other Hence they are both flawed. However according to
Awneidrniavads, both of them are correct from different wewpoints 12 those beliewing in identity and the other
believing i the diferences of entiies. He thus establish the validity of Aaekd@niavdda, Thus we se reconcihation of the
two different wiewp oints in Axebdniavida. Inrelatve terms, the diffzrences between boththese philosophies disappear.
similarly Siddha Sena reconciled etemnal and non-eternal_esstence and non-emstence etc opposing attnbutes of
entities by bringing about reconciliation m the exstence of opposing attributes m an entity.

Like Siddha Sena, Samanta Bhadra also did 2 veoman’s service to establish Anekdnfavdda. He brought
about the flaws of prevating philosophies and hence the correctness or validity of Anekdniavada. Svadavada His
spectfic contribution iz the application of Sapiadieig mreconciing the exstence of opposing attributes i an entity
In fact Apta Mimafsa by Samanta Bhadra has proved to be an excellent test in establishing the wvalidity of
Anekantavada. Who is to be considered as Azt (all knowing or omrscient person)? In response to this question he
proved that only Syv@davads iz lawless Hence the preachers of this doctrine 1 e, Syddavada only can be flawless.
By pomting to the flaws of other phiiosophies, he established that the proponents of those phiosophies couldn’t be
omniscient. In Tuktanfsasana he established these flaws in other philosophies and proved that such flaws do not exist
in Jaih philosophy and the spetial doctnines of JTains do not exst m other philosophies.

Wallavadi, commentator of Sanmati Tarka, i his text MNaycakra written in the fifth century of Vikrama era,
has umeuely reestablished Anekdniavdda. The author has thed to establish that all wewpomts are like a wheel in
which every latter dontrine appear to be more logical than the eatler doctnne. But this strength or weakness of a
doctrine owver the-other 18 relative only. It cannot be said that a specific doctrine 12 stronger than the other  Ewery
philosopher iz able to see the strength or wealkmess of his philosophy limself’ and thus establishing the validity of
Amekdniavada. Sanghgam i seventeenth century AT wrote a commentary on Mayacakramn 15000 verses thereby
detatling all the doctrines discussed in Mayacakra. Thus during this period known as philosophical era of Indian
philosophies, all Jain dedrpas tned their best successfully to establish the validity of Anekdniavidda. Thus the latter
dedrvas were required only to counter the new questions raised by latter philosophers.

1.5 Anekdntavdda during the era of pramdna (valid knowledge) doctrine.

Diring this period Tain dedryas defended and enhanced the doctrine of Anekantavada. Acaryas Hari Bhadra
and Alcalafilea gave a great momentumm to the growth and enhancetnent of Anekdniavadas by responding logically and
effectively to s refitations beingmade by others. Acarya Hari Bhadra wrote Anelanta Jaya Pataka Acarya, Alaladlka
wrote cotntnentary on Apta Mimaisa by the name Aggasat and refited dl counter arquments of Buddhist philosophers.
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After this Vidhya Mandi wrote AsgasahastT and established Arekdnia as flawless. He considered all the arguments
against Aneidria tillthen in his book Tattvarthaslokavartika and presented thetr reconciliation through Anekdntavida.
Between 10® to 12% centunies AD after Vidhya MNandi, Manidcya Mandi, Abhaya Deva, Frabha Candra, Vadi Deva
sunt and Hemna Candra wrote Panlesd Mulcha, Cometntaty on Sanmat Tatkea, Prameya K amala Martanda, Laghistraya
and Syadavada Eatnakara to explain #ave and Arekanta in details.

1.6 Anekdntavdda in the new logic era.

Gangesa Upadhyava was the ploneer of the new logic era of Indian philosophies. He was bom in 1205
Vikrama. He developed the new method of Indian logic. Since then all Tndian philosophers used his methodology for
philosophical discussions. However none of the Jan philosophers till Yasowyay came vsed his method. This resulted
in 1solation of Jain philosophers from 12% to 17 centunes AT from the main Indian philosophical discussions. In the
beginning of 17 century AT, Yasowijaya moved towards K aé1 and acquired expertise in all philosophizal discussions
and wrote a number of texts on Jan doctrines meluding Amekdnia. He thus reestablished Axefawia by wnting
Anelanta Vvavastha, wrote new commentanies on AggasahastT and éastravéﬂasamuccaya thereby presenting them
in new form/ style. He alzo wrote Jan Tarkabhagd and Ifanabindu on pramdanae and MNayapradeepa, MNayarahasya
and nayopdesa on sapra doctrmes. Dunng this pencd, Vimala Dasawrote Saptabhafgtaratosity explan Axeldrntavdda
and Syddavdda.

L7 Anelkidnfovidda in modern times.

Modern scholars in Hindi and English have wntten a number of books on Anekantavada. It has now been
established as asymbolic doctrine of Tains and used extensively for scientific, philosophical and every day life subjects.
Hence the crticism, which were raised in the past are not bemgraised now Still some scholars ke Dy, Eadhalerishnan,
shankaracarya etc equate Syddaviada with doubt-logy or indecistvencss etc. Satkar Mukherjee wrote a book
Mon-absolutism and B E. MatLal wrote "The Central Philosorisr of Jaiusm Axnekdniavads, to clanfy some of
these doubts. Acarya Mahaprajfia wrote Anekanta hain tisrd netra and Satya ki khoj anekanta ke aloka mein to
establish arekdnta. Dr Bhikan Lal Yadav wrote his thesis on Svddavdda and Saptabhangmiya. Similarly other
writers have written books on drek@antavdda to discus ttin light of other philosophies also. In this lesson we hawve
thus stuched development and growth of Anskaniavida from canonical hterature to modern times.

iJuestions

1. Essay type questions

Ezxplam m details the ongin, development ana growth of Anekdniavada?

2. Answer briefly the following questions

1. Explain Arekdniavdda in canonicad iterature and philosophical era?

i. Explain briefly the development of Anekdniavada during new philozophical and modern times.

3. Answer in one word.

1. What has been the basic doctrine of Jam philosophy?

. What was the basic doctnine of Sankaracarya for his philosophy?

. Has Arekdniavida been discussed by other philosophies alse?

7. Which canomcal text establishes Mahavira s the ongmater of Anekanta?
v What do ven understand by Fihhajivavadat

. Whatis the difference between Aneldniavada and Svadavadsa 47

i, What s1the specific contribution of Siddha Sena m a Axnekdntavada?
il What 13 the specific contribution of Samanta Bhadra in Axekdniaviada’
= s Joka eternal of momentaty as per Anekdntavada’

x On what basis can we say body as non-concrete and sentient?

Heference texts: 1. Darsana aur Cintana Sukh Lal
2. Agama yuga ka Jain dardana Pt Dal Sukhbhai Malvarda.
Author: Samam Catntanya Prajfia
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Anekanta, Naya, Niksepa and syadavada
Unit — 5 Lesson — 14: Origin & development of Vayavddda (doctrine of viewpoints)

The source of ongin of NMayavdda can'b traced to Bhadra Batw's statement “nathi naehi vikunan siitan
aitho va finamae kidcr Lein Jan religious tests whether o 15 atnorplis (suirg) of its meaning (artha), it catnot
occur with Mayvavdda, Senmons of the ommscient (Arkad) and Mayvavdda go hand in hand and cannot be separated
from each other. In the prezent time cycle, sermons of Bhagavana Mahavira are the source of origin of Mavanedda,
g per Avadvanicyulti (734) and Videsavasyaka bhagya (33430, in the forencon of the eleventh day of the bright
tortrught of the month of Baisalkha i the garden of Mah3senavana, Bhagavana Mahavira debvered s first sermons
(=dmdvika) after attaining omniscience. Therefore his and place can be considered as the time and place of'the onigin
of Mayvavada.

1.0 Mapavddx of Bhagavana MMahavira.

It his search for truth, Srramaxj.a Iahavira adopted the wiewpoint of relatrety. Eelatrvity 15 thus the foundation
of Mayavdda, Like alphabets are the foundation of alanguage and Onigmation —destruction and permanence are the
foundations of metaphysics;, Mayvavdda 1s the foundation | basis of Anekdniavida. Mahavira's every statement and
clanfication highlighted use of Mayavdda, Some examples from Bhagavaff are giver below to support this statement.

1 Gautama asks “Bhaftel Whether soul (fTva) 12 eternal or non eternal?” Mahavira replied © Govamal ffva siva
sAsayd siva asdsaya . davvagthavae sdsayd, bhdvagthayas asdsayad 1e. Jiva 1s possibly eternal as well as
non-eternal. From substance wiewpomnt i1z eternal and from mode wiewpoint it 15 non-eternal. Bhagavat? 7/58,59

. Gautama asks "Bhantel Whether demzen of hell 1z eternal ot non eternal?”  Mahavira repled © Govamal
Avvocchitiinavadagthavde sdzavd. Vvocekhittingvada gthiayvde asdzavd ™ 1e From identity (substance
wewpotnt), it 15 eternal and from differencing (mode wewpowt) it is non-eternal.  Bhagavatt 7794

. Bhante! How many types of colour, taste touch and smell sre there i a bumble bee? hMahavira replied " Govamal
Eitha nan do navd bhavadnti, fan jahd necchabianae yo vavahiivanaye ya ' vavahadrivanayasse kilee
bhambare, necchalyanayassa paicavanne java atthafdse pannate’ 1e. Gautamal This question can bereplied
in two ways. 1. From absolute (substance) ard 2. Mode (practical or diference) wiewpoints. From absolute
wewpott, it has five colour and eight touchtypes; and from mode wewpomt it 15 of black colour. Bhagavatt 15/
108

1. Bhafitel Iz Ratna Prabha a lving bemng (soul)? Gautam! Eatna Prabha is possibly lving being, possibly non-living
being and posstbly mexplicable © How i3 1t possible? It 15 a liming being from its self-same nature and non-living
being from the non-self-same nature. Bhagavat? 12/211-212.

slkandaka asked " Bhentel Isthe universe (Joka) one or mfirute” Mahdvira replied " Skandalcal From substance
and space viewpoints it 15 'etie and from time and mode wewpeoints it 15 mfinite (Bhagavat? 2/45).

Somila asked” Bhante! Are vou one or many?’ Mahavira replied “Somilal From substance wiewpomt, I am
one and from subsiance wewpoint; T am two from the perspective of knowledge and perceptions; indestructible and
existent from space wiewpoint;, many from the wiewpomt of mamfestations of consciousness. Bhagavaff 18/219-220

Frote the abowe examples, it i3 clear that Mahavira’s style of replying was based on relatvity. He used the
tour angle: fewpomti e space, time, substance and mode abundantly. Further he used abzolute-practical wiewpoints,
identity-difference wewpoints, substance-mode wewpoints to answer wiwdly and cnsply metaphysical questions.
Therefore Siddha Sena said:

The words of Tirthafkaras are based on generic and specific attributes of the entity being inquired. These are
represented by two viewpoints namely substance and mode. Substance viewpomt focuses on genenc (1dentity) and
Maode on specific (diferences) attributes of the entity. Santnatl Tarka Prakarana 1073,

Mo substance 15 wathout modes having ongmation and destruction. Similatly no mode 13 without substance
hawing permanence. On the basis of this attribute of all entities we have two wiewpoints namely substance and mode.
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WVedanta propagates identity or substance wewpoint only while Buddhists consider differences only or the mode
wewpotnt of reality only. Mahavira’s doctrine saw partial truth m both these doctnnes and hence proclamed * Every
entity 1z with asfi-»d3sf, existence-non-existence, genenc-specific, eternal - non-eternal pairs of opposing attnbutes.
This 1z Aneldniavdda. Independently or exclusively netther substance nor the mode wiewpoint i3 completely true,
however relatively they are both true. This 13 Mayvavdda, Meamng and commentary on every sutra’ amorphis was
done based on Navavdda otherwizse misunderstanding or wrong interpretation was possible.

1.1 Mayavdda in canonical texts of Jains.

Navavdda was in its developed stage while canonical texts were being writter. . Acarafiga has a mumber of
sutras, which can be understood based on Nayavada only. For example some sutras from Ac@rafiga are given
below:

ije loyan avhhdilihal, ss aitdnas avbhdilicha; je ait@nas avhhd@iklhal, se loyadh avbhaillha ™ 130,
it je aifhatthan janai, se bahkiva janai; je bahivd janai, se qijhatthan janai 17147,
i je egad janal, sw savvad janai; je savvad jdnal, se egan janat 374
v je egan wime, se haku ndme; je baky nime, se egan wime 3570

From the above examples, we see that the clear meamng of these dialogues canbe understood only from
different wiewp oints. For this itis adwized that the reader examines Acarafiga bhagya Tz clearly clanfied in A carafiga
(2(1°77) that the monk should address the religlous gathenng keeping i mind the wmevwpoimnt of each listener (ke yan
piirice kan ca nave). Its explanatory text i Avasvamryulcts (7310 13 given below:

‘aEaiia u soydran paye payavisdrao biyd’

Inthe analysis and understanding of both metaphysics and ethucs, doctrine of raye 15 useful In Suyagado (2F
53, Titanianism 15 declared as flawed, impractical and wrong usags and Axekdnia or multiplhcity of wewpoints as
right, practical and conduct. In seventeen pairs of opposing attribotes have been identified, eg

® Lok iz both eternal and non-eternal.
& Auspicious beings shall attain iberation and alse shall not attain iberation.
® By killing small and big lvnng beings, karmika bondaze 1z both exemplary and non exemplary.
o Marifestation of @dbdkarma results both m bondage and no bondage.
Thiz type of analyzng and accepting coriduct is nght. Stladikasuri writes:
‘ekanayadraggyavadharanatmalopratyaayamandedram Vit page 120
Conternplation and its expressicndone with only one wewpomt 15 flawed and wrong m discussions of principles.
Tsage in contemplation and its expréssion of Mayavdda and Syddavada 1o nght. Thanan (34020 has discussed hell
using Mavaviada. Based onthe firstihree nava types, planet hell 1= exastent as a planet, wlile as per inear wewpount,

it 13 existent i space and according to the remaining three zava types it 13 resident in the soul only. On this basis we
can classify aayas m three vategories as follows:

i Aduddha the first three
i suddha the fourth
. More refined fifth to seventh.

In Thanan (3/402), we find that a senes of numbers bemg used as basic elements of determming zane types.
There it iz shown that one has four types and many also as one.

1 Substance 12 one from substance wewp oint.

i Basic element (dtraldpada) of all nayas 15 one (ongimation, destruction and petmanence)).
. Mode 13 one from mode wewpoint.

tw. Clazs as one from class wiewpoint as many are clubbed together az one.

Four types of many:
1. Many substances. From an indiwidual substance wewpoint there are many substances (like infinite iving beings etc.)
. Basic element of all #aas 15 one but from diferent zayve wiewpomnts, each has a different basic element.
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il Mode iz one but from an mdvdual mode viewpoint, there are many modes.
7. Class 13 one but from one class mewpoint, there are many class types.

To understand the foundation of mayvavdda, it 1z unportant to understand the above description of Thanan,
Substance, 12 one and many;, mode 13 one and many etc. statements, which look opposite to each other but can be
understood cleatly by napavdda, Substance wewpoint tries to adoptidentity in different entities while mode wiewpoint
adopts differences m identical entities as the basis.

o  Thanan (/36) talks of seven types of ravas namely Figurative wiewpomt-Maigam xmayva, Linear wiewpomnt-
Riusgtra naya, Class view point-Safigraba naya, Distributive mewpoint- Fyavahdra roya, Sabda Hava-the
literal wewpomt, Etymological wewp omt-(Samabhiritha nayve) and Determinant wiewpoint-(Bvaibluta naya)

o  Bhagavall tallkcs of substance and node wmewpoints. We do not see seven types of nayva discussed there!

o  ZSamavio (02-131) and Nandi (92-122) talke of 4 and 3 types of mayas respectively, Clrpilcara talkes of 4 navas
natmely class, distnbutive, inear and literal wWewpoints.

o Affvaka phiosophers talk of three sayvas namely substance, mode and evolutionary (Mandi Chrd pages 72,73).

o rigmivada talks of different philozophies. However this text 15 non-existent now Prafidpand 15 secondary
canonical text {axgabdhiva) by Syamaciarya, which 1z considered as the essence of Drisgivdda.
“Ajfnayayanaminad cittan, suyvaryanan digghivayvanisandan’ (Pannavand g@tha 3).

o  Prajfiapana (16/46) uses the word gafi i conunction with zayve, whichis almosi non-exstent elsewhere. There
nayagali 15 sad to be as of seven types natnely naigama nayagali

o Anuyogadvara (71502, 3 uzes the word vacana (spoken word or sentence) and also viadki (many) in conjunction
with or place of mayw seigabavayanar . . .. wijifusiyo noyva vk’

We may thus conclude that there are as many »ava types as the number of ways of thinking and their
expression of the same. Hence nayas can be numerable, inumereble and infinite also.

2.0 New directions in naya development

According to Uma Svat, there are five mayas namely figurative, class, distributive, linear and lteral
{Tattwarthasutra 1/34). Later onm his commentary {Tatnv@thasutrabhagya 1/35), he has further dividedliteral wiewpomt
inte lteral, etymological and determinant also. Thiss he also accepted seven types of 2ayas. Thanan, Amiyogadvara
etc. say “finhan saddanayanad fing fabdanava’ has beenused at many places. Hence all these three »ayas canbe
clubbed together 1.e. literal, etymological and determinant into lteral viewpoint. MandicGr also agrees with this wew

According to Jnabahdragad, the first four mapas focus on the object (artha) and hence termed as object
wewpott (aréfanaya) while the remaining three focuses onthe word and so called Sabda #ayvae. Tma Svat has used
the pairs of opposites like fiva-naiva,; aifva-no-gitva to explan xayvavdda. He forther explains relationships of
each #aya to a spectic type of knowledge.

Eunda Kunda, in Zamavasara and Pravacanaszara etc. mainly uses absolute wiewpoint and practical wewspoint
to explain concepts likesoul, karma, and ommiscient etc. He calls substance wewpoint as dbuidrtha and practical
wewpoint as abhbutdrtina aso. In Paticastkaya, he calls #aner as a type of verbal testimony (Sreata jAdna).

siddha Fena Divakara talkes of st types of manws. He does not agree to the mdependent exmstence ofigurative
wewpotnt. TnlTandiclirm (page 72,730 also, this #aya 15 bifurcated as class and ne-class and assigning them to class
and distnbitve wiewpoints respectively. Hence there are only four savas 1e. class, distributive, linear and hteral
{contatning the other two m it). Siddha Sena has further clubbed st mayas mto two categories namely substance
wewpotnt (class and distnbutive) and mode mewpoint (remaitung four). He savs that class wiewpomtis a better / purer
version of substance wewp otnt while distributive wewpoint 19 its irmited version. Sirmlarly inear wewpoint is the purer
version of mode wewpomnt while the remaung three are its hrted versions.

3.0 Another explanation of Figurative and other viewpoints.

Janacaryas, who were defending and establishing Awekdnia, have analyzed figurative wiewpomt i depth.
Figurative wiewpoint with focus on both identical and different attnbutes of entities uses many types of knowledge. As
per MahaPrajfia, it is indicative of Anekdnfavdda. Al philosophies in the wotld can be held as valid in this viewpoint
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analysis. T3 Svat chahges »aigamea to migama and translates it as cvic body (mundcipality). Theretore figurative
Tewp ot tres to cotnmunicate appropiiate meantngs to words and related entities as used in the civic body. He has
classified substance wiewpoint as part (deda) and whole (sarva).

=iddha Sena does not hold figurative wiewp oint as valid for mdependent existence. He talks of st wiewpoints.
MandicGrlkara also dvides figurative wiewpoint and clubs its parts with class and distributive wewp oints respectively
Vidva Mandi does not agree with them “sasgrake vvavhdre nadndntarabhdvah samikgate’ Class wiewpomt 15
based on identical while distributive on differences i entities while fguratrve looks at them both,

According to Hema Candra Malladhan {Anuyogadvara with page 2297, fgurative and distributive wewpoints
are tnentionedn Anuyogadvara (609 under the title explicable (vakianaid@) by clubbing class wiewp ot and Hgurative
wewp ot (due to ther focusimg onidentity m entibies) or generic attributes while distributive focuses on speific. Since
each entity has generic and specific attnbutes, therefore they are both called as artharnawa (object wiewpant). Ttis of
three types namely:
® Dravye naigama 1.e. grouping of two entities.

& Parydia naigamea e, grouping of two attributes
o Dravva parviva raigama grouping of both entities and attributes.

Widhya Mandi in Tattvartha Slokavartika has fiarther expanded these inte nine types of wewpoints as follows:

L Suddba dravva naigama
i, asuddha dravya naigama
iil. arthaparvidva naigama
v vyvaRjara parvdya naigama
v, mblava parvidyva raigama
Vi, suddha dravia arthaparidya naigama
Vil aduddia dravva arthaparidva naigama
Viil, suddha dravva vvadjana parvidva naigama
ix. asuddha dravva vvadjana parydva naigama

One ofthe meantngs of rigera 15 determination. Tattwartha Slokavartika and Sarvartha Siddhi talk of Hourative
wewpott as one, which focuses on the determination ofthe speaker. In Earikcanuprelcsa, we see the use of vikalpa
{alternative) i place of sadkalpa (determination). Because of its focus on determination, figurative wiewpoint 15 the
knowledge wewpomt, In Navacalra and DravyanuyogaTarkand etc, we see the sue of three types natnely past,
present and future fgurative wiewpoit
& Inthe example of prasthala Cwooden measure), i Anuyogadvara, we see the three types namely avisiddia,

visiiddha and visiddhaiara.
o In MNayacalera, the one who calls aprasthaka as prasashaka 15 classified as foture figurative wiewp ot
o Tn Videsavadvake bhazva, three examples (Miavana, Prasthaka and CGrama) are given to explatn savavdda
o  Han Bhadra m&nuyoegadvaravrith makes two types of substance viewpomt, 1. avisiddharnaya 1.6, igurative and
distnbutive viewpoints; and sEddha 12, class viewpoint.

In thes weay we find that figurative wiewpomntis used widely and it1s of greatest use in daily life. TTma Svat has
called figurative wiewpoint as the most practical one.

iZlass wiew has been firther sub classified i two namely:

i. parasangrakba of very general
ii. aparasangraha or little general

Az per Amivogadvara, assighing a definitive meaning (object) to all substances iz the function of distributive
wewpomt, Commentator of VifesAvadvaka bhigya has translated definutive as specific also. “siscayvan sdmdnyvan
vigato niscava "sdmdnyvabhava ”

TTma Svat has called distributive wiewpoint, which focuses primanly on differences as landibasama and
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lokopacdra. MahaPraffia does not agree with this definttion of distributive wiewpoint as assumed or gross view Al
SEVEN Viewpoints are types of absclute wewpomt.

Figurative, Class and Distnbubive viewpomts are part of substance viewpomt. For Linear wewp omt, there are
two wiews. Substance wewpoint accepts all the four types of presentation (iksepa) methods. Mode wewpoint
accepts only node presentation method (Bhdvanitgapa) Anuvogadvara (14) has considered the word dvadraka
frotm maya and xikgepa doctnnes. There from linear wiewpoint, an unsuttable {aafpdiita) man 15 called dravia-
avasvaka, Siddha Sena has placed lnear wewpoint in the category of mode wewpomt He has fiarther classified
natne, assign (sthdpra) and substance xikgepas to substance wewpoits and mode #ikgspa to mode Wewpoint.
JIinabhadragard on the other hand near wiewpomt accepts all the types of wiksepas.

How can one #apva accept both substance and mode wewpoints? When we keep relatraty i mund, we see
validity of both the wews. In one substance 13 inthe forefront while in the other mode 15 in the forefront of cxpression
and thinking Dhavald talles of two types of inear wewpomt namely definttive (suddba) and general (aouddha)

Definttive inear wewpoint looks at a momentatry mode (artha parydig) while general inear wiewpoint locks at a
consecutive series of momentary modes (vyvanjana parvdya) Hence substance nisepa tan also be s subject.
Mayacakra, Alapapadati and Dravyanuyogatarkana divide Inear wiewpotit in two categeties namely gross and subtle
linear wiewpoints. Uttarddhyana talles of the tne limit of inear wewpotit as ariaramioraia (Op to a masarmm 45
minutes). On the other hand Dhavald assignstime of one moment (sapazya) to definitive inear wewp oint, while general
linear wiewpoint can have ariararpibunia and stz months to numerable wears. This statement 15 based on the viasiana
parvdva observed by eyes. Observed-cbserver, spectfic- special efc concepis are not acceptable to linear wiewp ottt
According to i, colour and mode are not apart of the substance. Alcalanlca hascited the example of ablack crow n this
regard. © A crow is a crow and crow 15 black’. If the black colour 15 acrepted as crow, then bumnblebee ete all black
things wAll becotme crow. If black colour becomes the natre of crow then its meat, bones etc will also hawve to be
constdered as black. This wewpoint also does not accept two medes and two relationships. If we do so, then our
general understanding and way of life will become difficult. PujvaPada has supported this point
‘sarvanawsamiasddbye b lokasaivyvavahdra T Le. practcal ife or way oflife 12 established by collection of all
HAVAS.

4.0 New directions in zayavada.

Wlallavadi has made sigmficant contribuiions m this development of mavavdda. He has analysed all the
philosophies prevaling during 5% century BC from different wiewpoints. He says that the wiews of other philosophyfs
are xaya only. He has established the al! encompassing and Anekanta doctnines of Tains by dispassionately studying,
analyzing and comparing the virtues and faws of all other philosophies.,

vidhinivamabhangavrativvatinkiiaivadanarthaskavacovat,

Jainddonvacchasanamanrtan bhavatitl vaidharmyarm.’

On the basis of thiz verse he wrote his text and clams its ongin to the parvas. He has explaned navas i the
form of a wheel A wheel has twelve spokes. Accordingly he talks of twelve navs compared to the seven types
discussed and accepied so far These twelve nayas n Iv@dasdranayacakra are as follows.

i. vidhi i, vidhi-vidii

i vidhi-ubhova (vidki-vidhi aur mivama) v vidhi nivama

v, Viefhi wier mivama Vi vidhinivarma —vidhi

Vil vidhi-nivama ke vidiinivame fubhavobhava) vl vidhi mivama ke mivama (ubhayvanivama)
ix. mivara x. mivara-vidhi

X1 mivara kA vidhi-nivama (rivamobiayva) XIL mivarna-Hivard.

A1l these aava ke spokes are attached to the Arekdsta like hub. The first six types are part of substance
wewp ottt while the last stz types belong to mode wiewpoint. He has also grouped these twelve as per the seven napias
doctrine as follows.
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Twelve bhangas Seven nayas

1% Dhstnbutive
ard wrd g 4tk Class

St gt figurative

T Linear

otk Gth Literal

10t Etymological
11t 1 2th Definitrve

5.0 Naya and pramdpa (valid knowledge or organs of valid knowledge)

Anekanta has two strong mbs namely saye and pramana (sy@devada). Jan logicians have detined the
object of knowledge using naya and prasmdya. The method of expressing one attribute of an entity 12 callea »aye and
expression of the entire entity using one attnibute 1z called sy@davada. Moy 15 part while praseazae 15 whele or
complete expression of the entity

In Canotucal bterature tune, the five types of knowledge were considered as prasdne. Naya was used to
denote Anekante and syadavada. As per the requirements of the tirne, the pramdnae docinne was established durng
the era of logic (darsaxnikayuga). Arya Balcsita in Anfivogadvara, the first sutra starts with the five types of knowledge
and the discussions on pramdnae was meluded m the section on Jidnag@napramione. There he has used the word
pramana in general or all encompassing form. Mode 15 usefil m acquinng knowledge about an object of knowledge.
Therefore bhdva or mode 12 also called a prasdya. Furher az a type of Shdva pramdna, soaye pramana i3
mentioned and used. As per Samavio (Prakirna Samavae 930, in Bhagavatl, number of questions has been answered
using ardgama-niksepa-naya-pramana-upkrama, As per these and Snfyogadvara, the usage of the words naya
and pramdxa therein, it can be concluded that save was used as apramana alzo. Sindlarly in UttarGdbyayan | we
find use of both naya and pramana.

Davvana savvabhdvad savvapamdnehi jassa uhaladdha,
Skl napaniiThi v vilthararuietti navanve’ Uittradinaan 28724

He, who knows all the modes of all substances vsing all the pramarnas and nayas, 15 said to have an inclination
for details. Itis therefore most hikely that Tna Svaton this basis has given the suira pramdnanayanyaitidhigama.
He has described both pramdsna and sy separately, Samanta Bhadra has also sad that with the ad of prosdana,
we know each part of an entity hawning an afpalgam of many parts.

I the plilosophical / logic era, another problem arose, 1.e. whether aaya 15 pramdna or apramdna? Very
knowledgeable dodrmvas clanfied thic poimnt saying that with zava we acquire valid knowledge of a part of an entity
and hence tt1s not apramdna buéic a part of pramdana. For example water i a pitcher cannot be called an ocean
but it cannot be called a non‘eoczan but can be called a part of the ocean.

Ziddha Sena, an exponent of reconcihatory approach, has given a vivid explanation of ravavdda in Sanmatt
Tarlea. He also started discussions on prasdna m Jam philosophy. His text Myayavatara 1z considered to be one of
the first texts on provaEape. Alalanlea iz credied as the philosopher whe developed the concept of prasmdna. Through
his texts Laghisirava, Myayanmscaya, siddhmnmscaya and Pramanasafgraha, he put pramdnavada onfirm footing
and gawe new directions to ravavdda.
6.0 Neaya and Sydt words.

Mo when expressed i sentences i called navavdioa of sadvadda. In BhagavatT and other texts, s1df had
been used with »avavaias, Samanta Bhadra i Svayambhustotra has said a #aya associated with the word gpds
gives the deswred results i cognitive process. Malizena and Malavagin both said that by associating 5@ with a
navavaiya, it becomes a pramaravaiya. Akalanka used the word su@t i both pramana and naya sentences.
Alralanla has uzed the word 5v3f i both rayavain and pramanavaloa. Examples:

Framanavalya. SV T eva.
Nayvavdioa VL asti jiva eva.
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Hema Candra has used the word saf for mayve. “Sadeva sai sydi sadifi tridhdrtho, miveia
duraiiingyapramanai” 16, sal 15 Wrong viewpoltt (@@rsaya), sal 15 oy and $y32 saiis proamdna.

widdha Senaand other Godrvas have assumed three parts of a mapia 16, asii, #dsti and mexphicable. Alcalanlca
has accepted sapifabhbaier of nava. WVisesavadvalka bhasya (227) and Tlovapannattl (1/82) have evaluated saw-

pramdna as tollows: "He whe does not exarmine / deterrmine m a systetnatic marmer of an entity using prosdae and
maya, he 15 hable to consider a wrong concept’ object as nght.”

An expert of mayavdda knows correctly the entity as per an appropriate wiewpoint (zayva). He 15 mmmune to
the wewpoint used by others and so does netther suppotrt nor oppose it Therefore he 1s netther attached to the object
of knowledge nor refutes the doctnines / principles.

7.0 Naya and reconciliation

By third century BC, the test Drigsgivada was almost extinct. Based on whatever was avatlable of this text,
samanta Bhandra and Siddha Sena tried to bring reconciliation of vanous prevaling philosophies naing sayvavadda.
Sarnanta Bhadra in Apta Minandsa started the process of reconciliation using saptabhaig? to explain contradictory
attributes ke generic-spectfic, exstent-nonemstent, eternal and non-eternal etc.

Siddha Sena m Sanmati Tatka compared other philozophies and established reconciliation between them
using relativity e.g he used for reconciliation, substance wiewpoint for Safkhya and miode wiewpoint for Buddhist
philozophies respectively. For Jain philosophy, he identified t as a collection of all iawed philosophies. According to
hitn all mayvas are fawed of wewed mdependently or i 1solation (and not in relattve terms) and they become right if
used in relative terms. Sanmat Tarkea again opened the doors for fresh developments of »ayavdda. There are as
many xava types and other philosophies as the ways to speak.

Baszed on the above vast wision of Siddha Sena, other Jawn Gedryas also contnbuted a lot towards the
development of ravawida. Jnabhadragafi even wentto the extent of saing that all other philosophies are benefactors
of the right philesophy 1. Janistm. Hence they are all acceptabie.

MicehatiasamuBamayan sanenatian jua ca taduvagarammi.
VMaggaiti parasiddhanta tassa tao sasiddhant VidesAvadyaka bhagya (249
Tpadhyaya Yadowjava has compared Boddiust using hnear wewpoint, Vedanta and Saikhya using class
wewpomt, MNyayva Vatfesia using figurative wewpomt to establish Jain philosophy as all encompassing philosophy.
Malligena presented Carvaka philosophy from fawed distnbutive wewpeoint (Syadavada Matjan page 3170
Wost probably this reconciliatory approach gave nse to another problem 1e. some philosophers started

constdering Jan philosophy as a colleciion of all lawed doctnines 1 e, different wiewpoints (apvas) as a collection of
different doctrines. This happened s they did not understand the mnovative and fundamentals of Tawusm. They sad
‘when other philosophies are lawed, how can therr collective form be right? Tattwarathabhasva and Apta MEnarsa
gave apt replies to these and other such fallacious observations. "Different wiewpoints are not a compilation of
different philosoplies. Other philosophies are mdependent and not relative and hence flawed. Also they are not a
random or independent collection of biased wiews. These wiewpoints are the ways to determine precisely different
attributes of an ettity having mfintte attnbutes.” (Tattvarathabhagya 1730

"Compdlation of lawed wews will be lawed However navavada is not flawed as they are based on relativity
of expression to an attribute. Hence flawed wews become true as soon as they use the doctnine of relativity m thewr
viewpoltis. -Apta Mimadsa 108

Al nayas when considered as a group become whele representation of an entity. This 15 the nature of Anekeanta.
Mahavira gave a doctrine free of insistence of just one wiewpoint. Therefore Tulsi said “Agrahakiing gakan cintana
kit dvdre hamesd Khild rahe, kana kaye mein ddara (imhadrd paya-misr? jvo ghitld rahe "1 the doors of our
mind should be open and without prequdices when thinking, so that every moment vour 1deals are submerged m truth
like sugar is i water.

2.0 Functions of #ayu
There are two functions of saye; acoquinng knowledge about the object and its expression. Vidhya MNandi according
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grouped all nayas i two categories namely literal wiewpoint for expression and cogritive wiewpoint (jAdxnanaya) for
acquiring knowledge. MahaPrajfia says * All navas are cogmitive in nature. There fanction 15 not to create an object of
knowledge but to know and express the object crisply. Eeality 1 not dinsible based on different mapses, But different
nayas ate enumerated based on different aspects of reality. Foundation of establishing different navas iz the substance,
itz umaue nature and its nfintte modes. These nayas are nether a collection of other philosophies nor a hased
approach of anyone ™ (Tain nvava ka wikis page 63-63)

8.1 Naya ki nigpaiti
There are three obiectives of navavdda 1e. refuting the wrong Cheva), accepting the acceptable ftruth
(upddeye) and oppose the objectionable. Avadvaniryulti and Anfivogadvara have clarified these with examples.

" After knowing the object deatlyand crisply, one should adept and practice the rightwew and discard the wrong

wiew. This 15 f#dxarae. One who histens to the descniption presented from all the navas and then adopts the fght conduct
and forgrreness et1s a monk and he = ight Fom all the navas” Anfivogadvaran 71505 6.

In Jain tradition, growth and dewvelopment of navavdda 18 a contimions process. Fronitime to time different
acatyas contributed to its growth e.g through their tests like Tattvarathabhagya, Apta MEnahsd, Sanmati Tarka,
Tattvarthavartika, Tattvarathaslokavartila, Dhavald, Pramananyatattvalolea, Sarvartha Siddte Mavacalora, Jamm Darsana
Manana aur Mimansa and Jain nyaya ka wikas etc.

Questions

1. Essay type gquestions
Explain the new developments of navavdda?

2. Answer briefly the following questions
1. Explain the style / method of expressing fanswermng questions adopted by IMahavira?
. Explain the types and sub types of nayvas?

3. Fill in the blanks.

1. Place of ongin of apvavaddsa s -

. There are two lmbs fparts ofﬂmekmzm R A

il . said that other philosophies (pczm.:iar ciret) 13 Jain philosophy (svadarsana) also?
it Nayczhastwoﬁmcnonsl B

v. Maya has three benefits 1. ... 2 R T

7. Inthe era . L prawmdna doctrine was started 7

wi. The fourth b}zaﬂga it Dvadas ara hayacalkra s ————

vil, The seventh dharngais ... ... MNava?

ix. Deda paripeks or apartwiew of an entity iz apart of . mava?

zIn....o nine sub types of igurative wiewpoint are given”

Reference texts:

1. Angasuttam

2. Anuyogadvara

3 & Ehiksu Agama Wigayakoga

4. Agarna yuga ka Jain Dardana

5 Jain Dassana Manana and Mimansa
& Jian nyaya k3 vikasa

7. Arhati Drygl

Author:

sadhawi Siddha Praj

fid
‘fafindd s T gash
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Anekanta, Naya, Niksepa and Syadavada
Unit — S Lesson — 15 Origin & Development of NViksepa (Assignment/ Assupmtion)

An object of knowledge 12 cogruzed using pramana and naye. To cognize an entity, first of all we assign
(Miksepa) a name of aform or a substance (past or future existence) or an active state of existence to it By so doing,
it becomes easier to start acquiring knowledge about it We shall try to understand thus fact from an example.

1. The entity must have a name. We assign the name “pitcher’ to an entity, This is itz name assignment (udma
nikzepa).

1 Assignment ofthe entity to some thing else based on itz form / figure ete 15 called sthdpad miksepa. For example
picture of the pitcher 12 called pitcher. To assign any spectfic entity as some other entity which we wish o know iz
sthdpnd wiksepa, to call abead or apiece of wood et as pitcher. This iz of two types natnely the entity which has
stmilar form / figure as the entity to be cognized 15 called sadbhdva sthdpnd wiksepa, and to call some other
dizsirnilar entity like wood, stone ete as pitcher 18 called asadbbave sthdpnd niksepa.

. To assign pitcher to itz past or future forms! modes 15 called dravyva siksepa ez to coll sod (whuch 15 sued to
make the pitcher) or a broken piece of pitcher as pitcher 18 dranawe miksepe.

1w, To assignthe name to an entity when it 1z petformng the function ofthat specdic eatity 13 bhdva smiksepa, g2 an
entity being used to carry water 15 called pitcher.

"This 13 a pitcher’; expression of this sentence conweys four questions

1. In what way 15 it a pitcher? T e. some one’s name 13 pitcher and so 12 being called a pitcher,
i We are assigning the name pitcher to some other entity

. It1s an old or future mode of the entity, which 15 bemg called picher

7. Iz it being used to carry water and so i3 called a pitcher

The word pitcher 15 usedin these conditions. In what sense 13 the word pitcher used inthese conditions 15 the
function of assigntment (piksepa). The use of the word wath an accompanying adjective conveys the reference in
which the word 15 bemg used. This doctrine of mikszpais used wadely m Jain philosoplical texts and discussions. Ttis
a unique concept of Tams, Why did Jain Gedrmaes wtroduce the doctrine of #ikgepa? ; what were the causes which
existed to malke itz usage essential?;, how was the siksepa methodology developed?, nature, definition, types and
benefits of wiksepa etc shall be discussed wn dus chapter.

1.0 Origin of assignment methodology (#ikgepa)

substance has mbmte modes To know all the wnfinite modes, it 13 wnportant to understand the word nfinte
use. Inthe dictionary, we have itnited words. As per the reference, we use one word to convey the meanings of many
entities. This results in the iabdily of the reader of the listener to understand its intended meaning resulting in a state of
indecistveness. To avold that state of mdecisiveness, Jain edrwas devised the method of assignment (miksepa) to
eliminate this state of ndecistveness. Miksepa was developed to plan and implement the correct ethical and moral
practices. Thus wecan say that the method used to plan and wnplement the right conduct and ethics 15 #ikgepa. Use
of miksepa 15 to devise amethod so that the reader or the listener can adopt the intended meaning of the words bemng
used. For this to happen, it 15 essential that we use a specific word with accompanying adjective for every mode of the
substance “We learn many meatings of he same word mn different contexts by #ikgepa.

Ilan 1s the knower and the entity 18 an object of knowledge. How can we establish the relationship between
them? This 15 a plilosophical question? Thiz question has been resolved by Jains using #iksepa methodology, Our
knowledge 13 indirect, so we cannot know it completely directly, We have to use certamn medmm to know it. Through
the medum, relationship between the knower and the object of knowledge iz established. In the series of media, th
ere are two important elements namely name and form Mgure. To map the entity in the knowledge of the knower, it
has to be assigned etther a name or a formfgure.

An entity has mbmte attnbutes. We cannot know this ndestructible entity except through one of tts modes.
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From the time perspective, it has three modes namely past, present and future. The entity can be assigned to its past
or future mode also. To know these modes correctly, we have to use some adjectives with the entity, 8.2 asarira
dravw (substance without body) or bhdvi sarira dravya (foture bodied substance). In both these owr consciousness
cantiot mantfest, hence they are called modes ofthe substance of paryd@a dravia. An actiaty with which conscioushess
1z associated 13 called the thought (Bhdva).

1.1 Sequence of development of #ikgepa methodology.

Place, time etc are many charactenstics m which an entity can be assigned. Therefore there are many #iksspas.
They can be as many as the mternal and external characteristics of the entity. Therefore commentators have said that
there are nnumerable xiksepas. In Tttaradhyayana-niryulch, the word sffara has been assigned fifteen names.

Neaman uvand davive hitia disd td@vakhitta payyavae,
Faikdlasancayapahdndnanakamagananac bhave

In Acarafiga miryukti and Kagayapahuda, sight assignments have been made to the word kas@ye (assion)
ndman thavand davive uppatti paccae ya deso,
rasabhdvakasdye ya tena ya kohdivd caurs, Ac@ranga mryukch 150
kasdo tdva pkkhivivavve pamakdsao thavandiasio,

davvakasio paccakasdo samutpaitibasdo adesakasdo.
rasakasio bhdvakasio cedi Kagavapihuda pge 234

Migepa 13 very important to acquire knowledge about any entity. "We should use as many assignments
(Miksepa) as possible for this but it 15 essential to use at least four wikgepas. We cannot recognize an entity without
itz name and form/figure. The wutial elements to start cogrtion of an entit ade its substance and mode. These are both
the states of the entity. To know the entity, it 15 essential to assign it-fo s present mode. In this way name, form and
states of the entity are the tminimum requiretnents. These four tvpes of sikgepas have been used abundantly in the
religious texts.

Iinbhadragard has proposed four trpes of modes m the entity.
Aheed vatihubhihdnan ndworn wvand ya jo tayagar,
Earanayd se davvan kajid vanna? fayad bhdave.  Videgavadyaka bhagya (60)

Mamme 15 entity’s own identity. Own formof the entity iz sthdpsd sikgepa. The active in which the entity 12
engaged 15 its mode siksepa. Pitcher iz the neme assignment of pitcher. Its bottom of middle or top has form and
these are its sthdpad xiksepa. Soil 15 it past mode while the broken pieces of the patcher are its future mode. Both
these modes devoid of pitcher are its eubstance and the pitcher being used to carty water 12 its mode assignment.

éﬁntj.rﬁcémavﬁtti of Ttradhyavansutra, it 18 said that all assignments are mcluded in these four assignments
types (mikgepa). There are twe purposes for which more than four types of assignments are used namely:

1 To intiate the intellect ofthe student to learn.
. To express generic, specfic and evolutionary states of the entity.

Using assigiunents make it easier for expression of the entity i the texts. “bhawnar ghippai ya sihan
nikkcheva payanisiran satthan’ Dhavala talles of benefits of mikgepa from four angles.

1. If the listetiet 15 predotmunantly hawving the mode wewpomnt, then we should use aiksepa for the non-ohservakble
states s entity,

1. If'the listener 15 predommantly with substance wiewpoint, then we should use miksepa for the presented entity.

1. Ifhe 1z still doubthil, then alzo we should use siksepa to ehminate s doubts.

. It he 1s indecisive still we should use xikgepa to have decisive knowledge.

Anliyogadvarasutra in itz Samayika chapter talks of four gates/doors of the methodology of study and
expression (anifvoga) of the entity, namely upakrama, #iksepa, antgama and nava. The method of expressing the
meaning of the sutra iz axivegs. There are four gates / doors of anfivega., A town, which does not have gates, 13 not
called a town. Itis difficult to come in and go out from a town. Tt takes more time to perform an activity, With four
gates it becomes easy to do our worles etc., time 15 used efficiently Sunilatly there are four gates for expression to
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malce its worle easier. Anfivogadvarasutra, while describing the first gate 1e. wpibramea, tallks of sor sub types of
wpkorara ttsell namely name, formifigure, substance, place, time and mode.

From the wiewpomt of studying the development of assignment methodology, AnGvogadvarasutra has used
tour siksapas for the words essential (@vagraika), text (Sruta) and lump (shandha) while i Samayika chapter, it
talles of s types of wplramea, the first gate, itself. Out of these stz sib-types, the four are same as of #ikgepa and the
two for place and time have been added. Another pomt of mterest 15 that both spkrama and #iksepa have been
described i almost an identical way, &n impotrtant question arises here as to the need of describing wplrama and
wiksepa as separate gate. Why then #iksepa has not been sub dimded into st subtypes here also.

Later on in Anfivogadvarasutra ttself, spakrares has been further classified into st different sub types wath
Anupurvi as the first type having ten sub types. Out of the ten sub types, aikgepa 5 also mentioned with sirdlar
destiptionas miksepa earhier. All these discussions lead us to believe that siksepa 15 a type of wpakramse vvhile n the
text it is also mentioned as a separate gate ke wpakrama. Anlvogadvarasutra thus gives a feeling that it considers
wiksepa as a primary gate with s mdependent mention and description at different places bt @ the contest of
upakrama, it ahs been talen as its subtype. It thus appears that till the time of writing Anfivogadvarasutra siksepa
was used as both an independent as well as a part of other gates. Even though i this text, cimekrarmg has been sub
classified 1 six subtypes as well as other subtypes also, siksepa 15 classified i four subitvpes only. Also we see that
miksepa has been used only to descrnbe essentials (Gvamiaka) and upakrarma had st been used for this. Further
wherever upakrama has been used as a method of expression, there #ikgepa has also been mcluded it In later
texts, miksepa withits four subtypes has been predonmunantly used by all Fodras and not upakrama. Unhke sarlier
texts, in the texts mirmvekiis, Anlvogadvara and bhagyvas etc, siksepa has been used in a very detaled way. At one
titne xiksepa was a tnethod of studying Jain texts but now it has been reduced to ust a doctnine only. That method
of studying texts 15 not prevalent now,

For wnting commentaries on Jamn canomcal texts, mks was used extensively, Anfiyvogadvarasutra has used
four miksepas m details for the words essential (Gvasvaka), text (sruta) and lnmp (sharndha). The author crisply
explains the subject under discussion using xiksepa so that the reader 13 able to cleatly understands it This will
become clear after understanding #iksepa.

In owr day-to-day lfe, use of language 1z eszenbal In the sbsence of language, lfe becomes dthcul But the
latyguage has its own limitations. Theretore the speacer expenences difficulty m expressmghis knowledge clearly. Jans have
tned to resolve sigmfic artly by vsing #ikseper, fiese imttations of the language and the speaker

Mature of an entity 15 with mfinite. attributes. That entity 15 cogrized using pramdne and »aye. In pramdana
and saya, the objects like ffva ete, the decisions are made about therm using the four types of wiksepa. Tattvarthasutra
says wadmasthapanddravyabhavaiasiannydsa”. For acquinng the nght knowledge about an entity, pramdasa,
mayva and xiksepa have mmpottant place. Without them, we cannot dewvelop the nght method of knowing the obijects
of knowledge.

1.2 Essentiality of aszsignment method (zikgepa).

In this real weaild, language has an imp ortant place. Wherever we have to mteract with each other; we have to
essentially use werds. Due to each word having many meanings m different contexts, we are likely to have uncertamties
about the mearing being conveyed by the word maleing their nght understanding difficult. We simplifiy this process of
understandig using xiksepa. Migepa iz the flawless and sinple method of using language. Inthe form of miksepea,
Tain traditon has made sigmficant contribution to the world of languages.

1.3 Definition of #ikgepu

From the histoncal perspective we see thatniles has been used in the canonical texts Bhagavati, Anliyogadvara
atd mirmaddciiz, vetits defiration was first attempted i Videsavadyaka bhagya. Jinabhadragarihas defined #ikgepa as
followrs.

MNelckchappai tena fakin fao va nikkhevanan va nikkheve,
MNpyao va micchio va bhevond so i jan bhanivasn . Visepavadyaka bhagya 512
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1e. to assign a spectic meaning to an expression fword 1.6, such an such word for that objectis the worle of
miksepa. This assignment 13 fized and defintte and so it 15 called nght /decistve.

The science of differentiating the objects 15 called siksepa 1n Anlvogadviracurti. “aikkheve
atthabhedanyvdsa ™ The author of Videsavasdyalkea bhasya while clanfiring the concept of #iksepa says "The entity in
whichhatme etc. cotrelate and associate word (expression of the one who s expressing), object (artha) and knowledge
{intellect) 1z xikgepa ” All entities in this world are associated with defintte name, form / figure, substance and mode.

‘mdmal bhevasaddithabiddhiparinamabhdvas nivayvan,
Jar vatthii matthi love caupajidvan tavan savvan  Videsavasyaka bhagya 73
Mikgepa 1s a definitive word of Tain philosophy. Synonym of miksepa 13 aadsa or decision/ division and the
satme 15 used m Tattvarathasutra. “med@so xiksepa "Many definttions of #iksepa are found m Jamn texts. Vrahada
Mayacalra defines as follows:

JhEts sfjfttamagge jak caubheyena hot Khalfl wvanan,
vagije sadi pamadisi tan nikichevan have samaye’

Appropnate and logical usage of name etc to an entity 15 called assignment (piksspa). Dhavald while defimng
mikgepa savs “saRsavavisparvave aradhidhyvavasdve va sthitebhyvoapasdrve riscoave koipalfil nikgepa ™1 e
removing doubt, opposite understanding and indecisiveness about an entity and impateng definitive knowledge about
it 15 the function of xiksepa. Or miksepa expresses an entity i decisive and delintte form of knowledge. Jain
siddhantadipika also support thus clawn “sabdest videganabalen pratinivatariha pretipddanasaktie niksepanan
wiksepa ™ 1e. niksepa 15 the means force to inpart the predefined meaning to an entity using some adjectives/
assignment.

Mikgepa 15 a means basis of using the relation between the eniity and the words used to express it It 1s the
relation between thought and its expression or the expression andthe speaker. In bref we can therefore zay that it 1z
the means of establishing a relation between the entity in its present state and the words used to express it Ttis also the
method of using language with adjectives and relationships to express an entity.

1.4 Benefits of assignment method (niksepa!

Every word has the power to represent thotuzands of entities. Even one word has many meanings. It can thus
becote an expression of many entities. In such aosiation, it 18 possible to have doubts about the knowledge of the
entity. Thus to remove doubts about the entity zot avalable and to express cleatly the presented entity 15 the benefit of
aikgepa. Laghistray also supportthis claun ‘aprastEi@rthapakarandt prasiGi@rihavydiorandoos nikgpa falovan’

2.0 Types of nikgepu
An entity has infinite athibiates. If we go m details, then it implies that there, as many ways to express the
entities, as there are its forme and attributes. But assignment methods (eiksepa) have been classified as of four types
as sad m Anfyogadvara slse.
Jattha ya joan janejid sikckhevan sikichive nirvasesan,
Jattha viya na jdnejid caukiagad nikihive tattha
Tsage of the number of assignments at a place depends on thew avadabiity, however fnot enough are known
then at least+he four types of assighment namely name, formfMfgurefsubstance and mode should be uzed.

Erery entity has some name and form at least. And it has past, present and future modes [/ states also. Hence
these assignnent types result by themselves. Assignments of the entity based onits 12 called natne assignment; based
on its form 15 called form assigment; based onits past and future modes 15 called substance assignment and based on
its present active mode 15 called mode assignment. Assignment 15 not imagmary but1s based on the nature of the entity
The four types of assignment methods are being described here briefly

2.1 Name assigiment

A name 15 assigned to any entity as per the wishes of the spealker This 15 name assignment. The natme cah be
relative to or non relative to the nature of the entity. The name assigned, which iz purely an mdicative one and has no
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relationship with the attributes of the entity 12 called name assignment e g to call an dliterate as a teacher or a poor
person as millionatre. Here the names of the persons have nothing to do with the attnbutes of the entity they represent.
Thiz 12 called mere assignment (xiksipéa). In name assignment the representation of the meanng 15 not expected
though. InJain Siddhantadipied, name assignmentis defined as “fadartbmirpeksan sanjhdlkarmandmea 1 e, without
beanng any semblance to the entity; assignment of a name to it 13 called name assignment.

For example, caling an diterate as a teacher. Every word having a meanng assigned to iz called a name. Itz
not necessary that the objectis attached to the name. Because of itz independence from the object, ithas therefore no
relationship to the entity £ object. Hame assignment of an entity iz done based on some charactenstic assighed to it
Therefore there 15 no synonym for it In assigning name, Even though it has no relatinty to the entity, vet that name 15
assigned to it Jinabhadtagand has therefore called name assignment as indicative of the wish of the speakes

2.2 Form /figurative assignment (sthdpnd nikgepa)

Tzing the form Mfgure of the entity for cognition and its expression thereof iz called form assignment. To
establish a non-exstent entity with its basic meaning nto another entity s called form assighiment, “fadarthadsumasya
tadabhiprayena prafisghdpanes sthadpnd 1 e, an object which is not sitrilar to the object of knowledge 5 considered
as object of knowledge 1z form assignment e g “upddiydyvapratifirili’ sthapanopddinda
Form is of two types namely similar and disstmilar and so the form assignment 12 of tiro-orpes also.

1. Similar form assignment. & person considers the photo of his teacher as his teacher 15 an example of simlar form
assigninent. “wedohyakdrasamand sadbhavasthIpand

. Disstimilar form assignment. & person considers a conch shell or any otbier thing as hus teacher i3 an example of
dissimilar form assignment. “fad@ikdra Sunyva casadbhdvasthapand’

After assigning a name to an entity, its assignment to any other entity 15 form assignment. Nyayalkumudacandra
defines it as “sthdpyvate it sthapand pratikriti ] &3 ca dhitandmakasyae adipdrapitandmalon draviasva drdde”
‘so-avam ‘itvabhisanghdnena vvavasthapand

An entity devoid of the object of knowledge whettassighed as object of knowledge 15 form assignment. By
fortn assigniment, the object of knowledge can be assigued to a similar or dissimilar entity. AnGyogadvara uses the
wooden forms for similar entities. Figures of men or atimals made in wood are called wooden form (edsthvakrarmea).
The wooden figure 15 made similar to the objectof knowledge in appearance. This 15 similar form assignment. For
dizsitilar fortm assignments entities likce conch shells, beads, etc have beenused for assignment in AnGyogadvara. The
fuestion arises that a reprensentation care be made by any entity then why specifically uses conch shell or beads etc?
One reason can be that from worldly petrspective, conch shell and beads etc used as examples are considered as
auspicious objects and by assuming them 15 considered as auspicious and so mentally satisfrang Therefore they are
used as examples while talling ahout dissimlar form assignment.

Mayacakra talks of two different types of form assignment namely with form (s@34d3ra) and without form
(pirdkdra) e.g to consider anidol as an omrizcient and assigrng attnbutes hlce ofmmiscience etc to represent omriscient
respectively

Edyar iyara wvand Kitima vard b binbaid pathamd,
Dvard Khdhia yauiyd uvand dsiho ya sdyavve’ Hayacalora 274

Eith name and form assignments are not real and so what 15 the difference between the two? Hart Bhadra
considersihe difference based on time between them Mame stays as long as the substance associated with the entity
exists while form assignment 13 of short duration. Today a conch shell, which 1s used to represent a motke, can later on
be uzed to represent something else while the name cannot be mterchanged for different things. Another reason can be
that 1z without a form while form assignment 13 made to some form only. It can also be said that the name can also
change over a period of tine then why consider 12 as associated with the object of knowledge for a very very long
time. Inthe life of a person, so many things are decided based on lus name and the name which changes over a peniod
of time 13 called tts other name (upardma). Many people have more than one name assigned to them e g Mahavira
had maty names. However here we do not consider synonyms and other names.
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Anliyogadvara also considers name, as permanent while fortm can be both permanent as well as temporaty.
Az per Videsavadvaka bhagva, name 13 assigned as per the wishes of an indradual while the form assignment 1z done
based on the object of knowledge. A= per Malladh®T Hema Candra, names lke mountain, sea and island etc are
dependent on the substance while names like Dewa Dutta etc cah be changed.

Mame and form assigrments are both devedd of the actual object of knowledge. Another difference between
them can be aname i1z assigned frst and then the form assignment 1z made to that name whle it not necessary the other
way around.

2.3 Suhstance assignment method {dravya niksepc)

Cognizing and expressing of an object ofknowledge based on its past and future modes 13 substance assignment
method. “bhuiabhdvikdranasya anipayoge va dravyas” The past and future exmstences fmodes and the mode
when the entity 15 not petforrmng the present actiwty are not relevant to the present mode ofthe objectof knowledge
atid hence these are sued for substance assignment.

A person who was earlier a teacher or 15 ikely to be a teacher 13 the substance teachsr, Stnilatly activities
petformed by the teacher when he 12 not teaching are also called activities of the teacher, v g a monk when not
petforming activites of a monlke 15 still called a monle.

Anfiyogadvara tallks of to types of substance assignment namely, dgamaia 12 knowledgeable of texts and
no-dgamate ’ 1e. not knowledgeable of the texts and vet called knowledgeable. Agamaia’ is defined as
Srvddipad@rihainoapi falrdnipayiictia "1e. aperson who 18 knowledgeableabout iming beings or other subjects
but 1z not using s knowledge now 13 called as dgamata ’, while »o-dgarara 13 defined as “calling the body of a
person, having soul with knowledge attnibute, as knowledgeable or knower’. In @garata ’, manfestation of knowledge
attribute 18 not present bat its capabiity exists but in #o-Fearmaia " both manifestation and the capability are absent.

There iz three sub types of ro-dgamaia ™ substance assiciment namely: 1 jAasarTra or the body, which
knowes, . dhavyvasarira and . fadvyaiirakita. Further thess many sub-sub-types also.

i j#asqartra ie the body i which the soul resides and hetice sees and knows e g the dead body of a person who
knows Avadvalkasutra is called as the knower of Avadyalcasutra.

. Bhavvasariraie. the body i which the soul seillreside and acquire knowledge, e g to call anewly born baby as
the knower of Avasyakasutra.

. Thdvvatirakita 1.e. the parts of an entity which are beneficial for acoquiring and expression of knowledge
.2 to call the activities of his hands ete of ateacher while he 18 teaching. From the worldly, flawed tradition and
non-worldly angles also it 15 of three types.

This classification of fadyriirakiia is relative. In this the person petrforming the essential actiwities has been
dinded m three categones. Fust part 13 social or worldly and the remaiming two are for the people mvelved m the
worship and practice of religion. In Jain philozophy preaching unitary-wiewpoint (ehdnia) 15 considered as flawed and
s dl phiosophies, whichfropagate this are considered as flawedtraditons. In non-wotldly flakatiara) only Axekdnta
wewpoint 15 mchided

substatice assignment 15 without the past substance and the present mode. Hence it 13 devoid of present
mode and matifestation of knowledge. There are many meanings of the word dranvva fsubstance. An entity, which
had the pastmodes and the capability of acquining the firture modes is called substance. For example a pitcher had the
capabiity of having butter in it or will have the capability to have butter in 1t i fiuture but 15 without butter now 13 called
a pitcher with butter,

The dgamata’ (Le. jAdndimaka) substance assignment method has been analysed from the seven-mayva
types. Subject of igurative wewpotnt 13 spectfic and genenic. Therefore from this wewpoint, substance canbe of one,
two, many and mimte in oumber. Al those, which are not bemg considered, are substances. Subject of distributive
wewpoint 15 differences or specifics only. In this alse substance can be described as in figurative newpoint. In class
wewpoitt, the base 15 generic only. Therefore from this wewp otnt substance can be emumerated For examnple substance
of a class o substances can be considered as one only and not many. Even if there are many substances, vet this
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wewpotnt will group thetn as one. Hence from class viewpoint there will be only one substance. Subject of linear
wewpoint 15 mode. Hence aperson whe 1s mvelved m the activity can be considered as dgamaia . Plural words are
not acceptable to it Subject of all three literal wiewpoints 18 word, According to thiz a person who knows cannot be
unsuttable. Hence this wiewpoint does not accept dgamata .

The abowve subiject has been dizcussed in Anfivogadvarasutra. There the word vadiaia has been assigned
tour types namely name, form MBgure, substance and mode. There the dravy@vasyaka m the context of Fzamaia’
has been reviewed based on the seven sayvas, which i1z very usefill. We look at it briefly now

substance assignment of @vasyaka 15 dravyvavasyaka.

1 As fgurative viewpoint 15 based on both genenc and spectfic attributes, therefore dravyvd@vasiaka are many.

. Distrbutive and so dravidvasyaka are of many

. Class wewpoint 15 based on generic attnbutes only; hence dravidvasyaka 15 one.

v, Linear viewpomt 15 based on present mode. Hence it does not accept plural words for draviedvadiaka and 15
looking for a specific entity engaged in the actiwty

v Literal, and the two subtypes of this wiewpoint say that the one who knows 13 suttaile also. It 13 not possible a
person who knows cannot be sutable. Hence all three do not accept the validity 'of dgameaia

2.4 Mode assignment Bhdva nikgepd

The assignment of an entity based on its activities in it present modz is mode assignment. “vivaksifa briva
parnate Bhave eg to cal angles Iving m heaven as angels. It is also of fwo types namely dgamaia” and xo-
Agarmaia’.

2.4 1 dgamata . A teacher who knows how to teach and inwolved 1o that profession 15 called teacher Gzarmata
242  mo-dgamata’ A person who knows teaching and 15 busyin teaching 1z called no- dgamaia

Wlode 15 the exmstence of a substance m its present state. Mode assignment 12 also analysed from two angles
natmely kenower of texts (Fgama) and notknower of textts (oo-dgama). One who knows dvasvaka or the substance
and 15 busy i so doing, then that entity 13 mode assigtienient as per ts cognizable mode. Similarly one who knows the
meaning of the word auspicicus and 15 busy in auspiclous actrvities 15 called auspicious mode. Az per this analyse, a
person who knows the meaning of the word pitcher and involved i using it 1z called a pitcher mode. &lso a person
mvolved in getting water using the pitcher 5 called mode pitcher also.

A1 the four types of assighment toethods have been described as follows:
“ndric find jidc admd uvangfind hERt padismdo,
davvaiind fina jiva bhdva jind samavasaraiaithd.
3.0 Relation hetween naya and niksepa.
Maya and siksepa have the relationship of the object of knowledge and its knower. Siddha Sena has clanfied
thiz i1 the following werse
‘ndma wvake davive i esa davvagghivassa nikkheva,
bhave upajjavagghiassa paruvand esa paramathe’

Mame, form and substance are related to the three tire spans and so they are concerned with the substance
wewpotnt hMode assignment iz assoctated with the present mode and hence i3 concerned with the mode wiewpoint
only.

4.0 Basis of niksepa

Basis of miksepa 15 primary non-primary, imagmary and non-imaginary. MMode 15 non-imagmary and so 15 the primary.
The other three types of assignment methods are imagmary and hence not primary.  IMName assigns identity to the
entity, figure assigns knowledge aboutthe form o the entity but its attributes are not known. Substance i the primary
tortn of entity having relationship wath it i the past and future. Hence there 12 no umeueness m them. Iode is umeue.

Mikcgapa had been the primary method of expression m the Jain texts. Inthe process of acquinng knowledge, tthas an
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impottant place. A1l our day-to-day activities o life and learning are based on this method 1. #ikgapa. In its absence
w draw wrong conclusions aboutthe entity and its meamngs. In conclusion is that metho d which eliminates indecistreness
i our knowledge of the entity

Questions
1. Essay type questions
Define miksepa and describe its types and sub types?
2. Answer hriefly the following questions
1. Explain cleatly the origin and development of miksepa”
. "What 1z the purpose of assignment (wiksepa)?
3. Fill in the blanks.
1. In Ttaradhyayan niryulkth m the number of types of #ikgepa for the word witara are?

a ten b. twelve | c. fiteen | d. eight.
i Miksepa methodology, we get ... tneatings i many different contexts?
. The purpose of suing more than four #ikgepa i3 to stnulate the .. ]
tw There are ... ... ... sub types of upakrama’?
v Mikgape s also knownoas T
. Marme and the object of knowledge are related as gy AT

i The method of assignment which does not mantam the relationshiz o the basic word and the object 1t
represents known as ... nimea Hiksapa

wil. To accept the picture of the teacher as teacher iz

= In @gamaia” substance assignment tethod, manifestation of kn-::-wledge 1z absent while. o tor
knowledge manifestation exsts,

x Az per fgurative wiewpoint, there canbe . 0 dravyavasyakas.
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