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A LOGICAL ILLUMINATION OF SYADVADA

RAGHUNATH GHOSH

Hemachandra in his Pramapamimarsa has forwarded some
arguments in favour of justifying Syadvada and Anekantavada and refuted
the view of the opponents. Our effort is to give a critical exposition of the
position of Hemachandra on this score.

1

Let us concentrate on the arguments given by the opponents as put
forth by Hemachandra in connection with the refutation of the tenability of
Syadvada. 1t is the contention of the J aina-logicians that the substance
and mode are somehow identical and different both, but not absolutely
different and absolutely identical. The opponents are of the view that such
standpoint is not at all admissible due to having the defects like contradiction
etc., of the following type.

First, just as an entity cannot be both blue and not blue in the same
locus, both the affirmative and negative assertion in the same object cannot
coexist. as they are opposite to each other.’

Secondly. if an object is both identical and different, an object
becomes identical in respect of one aspect and different in another. From
this. it will follow that there will be another locus of difference and another
locus of identity leading to the non-integrity of the locus (i.e., as locus will
not remain as one).’

Thirdly, the object is identical in some aspect and also different in
some aspect. These aspects are also to be taken again as endowed with
identity in some aspect and different in some aspect. Otherwise. every
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thing would come under the influence of ekantavada (absolutism) but not
anekantavada and there would arise the defect of Infinite Regress
(anavastha). That is, the locus of the identity and difference has to be
taken as a bifurcated one due to having both identity and difference which
must have another locus endowed with the same identity and difference
and in this way infinite regress.’

Fourthly, an object is identical with reference to some aspect which
is also endowed with both identity and difference. Again the object is
different with reference to some aspect which is also endowed with both
identity and difference. On account of having such opposite characters an
object is to be taken as a mixed entity (sankara) not capable of being
described with a particular name, definition etc. Because an object having
definite shape, size etc. would be capable of being described. If something
is having a mixed character, it becomes indescribable due to having no
definite character,’ but in our everyday life we describe and define an
object. |

Fifthly, the aspect which is associated with identity will have difference
also and in the same way the aspect which is associated with difference
must have identity also. That is, the same aspect will be associated with
identity and difference. From this there would arise the possibility of
exchange of functions and attributes of one with another due to having the
same character, which is not possible.

Sixthly, an entity being endowed with identity and difference cannot
be ascertained as having a particular character which would lead to doubt
due to having two conflicting alternatives.® This doubt leads to the non-
ascertainment of an entity and lastly this non-ascertainment leads us to the
non-determination of the individual status of an object.” If an object is not
ascertained at all, it cannot be utilised in our daily life to fulfil our purpose-
oriented actions.

These are the arguments by which the opponents have proved the
futility of the Syadvada and anekantavada.

II

Hemachandra came forward to refute the above-mentioned
arguments and justified the Jaina-position. He argues that the problem of
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contradiction as mentioned by the opponents is not at all a contradiction in
the true sense of the term in an object already apprehended. An object is
to be taken as opposite to another when in presence of an object the another
is not known as existing. Ifthe object is perceived clearly, how does there
arise the question of contradiction? If there is the cognition of both blue
and non-blue in particular locus, there is no contradiction as per the definition
already cited. The Buddhists also do not accept contradiction between
blue and non-blue cognised in a variegated canvas. If there is the realisation
of the apparent diverse opposite characteristics like ‘mobile and immobile’,
‘red and non-red’, ‘covered and non-covered’ in a pot etc, there is no
scope for the possibility of contradiction in the sense already mentioned.?
In the light of the same reason the problem of the disintegrity of locus
(vaiyadhikaranyadosa) does not arise. In other words, if an object is
identical with the locus in some form and different from the locus in some
other form, there would arise the disintegrity of locus due to the difference,
which is not correct. As said earlier an object may have both the properties
the red and non-red etc. From this it does not prove that there is
contradiction, because in presence of one (i.e., redness) another property
(non-redness) is perceived in the same object. In other words, when redness
is found, non-redness is also found as in the case of citra-varpa. Hence,
there is no question of disintegrity of locus as the object is the same.”

It has been stated earlier that an object is identical in some aspect
and also different in some aspect. These aspects are to be taken as endowed
with identity in some aspect and difference in some aspect, which leads to
the defect of infinite regress. This view is also not tenable because the
non-absolutist believes that in a real entity there is the synthesis of substance
(dravya) and mode (paryava). Difference is not other than this substance
and mode, because the term bheda or difference denotes these two. When
it is said that something is identical with substance, it is to be known that
substance itself constitutes the identity, but nothing else. If something is
said to be different, it indicates both substance and mode alone, nothing
else. Hence it suggests that the real is one and many.'

If an object is identical in some aspect which is endowed with both

identity and difference and if an object is different from something in some
aspect which is endowed with both identity and difference, it would be
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taken as a mixed entity not capable of being described with name etc. This
defect of samkara does not arise at all, because it is already pointed out
that in a cognition of the multiform colour and in the synthesis of universal
and particular, in all existent objects there is no confusion inspite of having
manifold varieties capable of being described. If it is said that in the above-
mentioned instances problem is not there as it is solved by the direct
experience of the data, it would go to the Jaina’s favour. Because the
Jainas also agree that the perception of something gives rise to the cognition
that reality is manifold."

Moreover, no doubt can be entertained in a matter which is already
ascertained. Because, doubt is a kind of cognition which touches both the
conflicting alternatives (ubhayakotika). Such type of doubt is absolutely
not posible in an object the cognition of which is already ascertained 'vithout
any conflicting alternatives. If it is said that the knowledge of an object
which is known is not possible, it will lead us to the world of contradiction.
If knowledge is established, it is to be assumed that there is no lack of
knowledge. Hence, the concept of reality as the synthesis of substance
and mode is not inconsistent with our experience leading to the substantiation
of anekantavada or Syadvada. 12 Though an object has got different
modes, it cannot be dgscribcd as a dubious one (sandigdha.) Because itis
clearly known to us having diverse modes. The cognition does not touch
both the alternatives like ‘either snake or rope’ or ‘either pillar ora trunk
of a tree (sthanurva puruso va) etc., but it has got definite character
(nirpaya) of diverse nature like an object having existence, non-vxistence,
indescribable character etc.

11X

It is rightly pointed out by the opponents that, if an object has got
manifold characters, it would develop a mixed character capable of not
being described. In response to this some supplementary arguments may
be developed in favour of the Jaina-thinkers. If it is said that an object
having fixed (but not mixed) character is capable of being known and
described, it would never be described. Because, it is very difficult to know
all the definite or fixed characters of an object. Rather it is not possible for
us to know all the hidden definite characteristics of an object. Some
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characteristics are known and some unknown or indescribable. A man is
not an omniscient being and hence he has got some limitations according
to which he can have limited knowledge. For this reason the fixed character
which is called ekanta is not at all possible for the Jainas as they believe
that each and every object is fundamentally anekanta i.e., having diverse
characters. Though an object is endowed with diverse characters yet it is
capable of being known and described in diverse ways. When we keep
looking towards an object, we become acquainted with its various aspects
of it. To know an object means to know its substance and various modes,
which are capable of being described. Hence, it is not true that a mixed
entity cannot be described just as we can easily describe the various colours
in the rainbow.

The Jaina view of anekantavada may be established through the
insertion of relation according to the Naiyayikas. It depends on the different
modes (bhangi) of looking towards a particular fact. When it is said -
‘The mountain possesses fire’ (parvato vahniman), the existence of fire
on the mountain is asserted through relation called contact (samyoga).
The same fire does not exist on the mountain through relation called inherence
(samavdya). It is the relation through which an object is apprehended as
existing as well as non-existing in certain locus, which proves the essence
of syadvada.

Though all Aryans and non-aryans reside in India at present, they
may be described as existing in England also through a particular mode of
looking which is through relation called svasamradadhikrtargjyatva (i.e.
the property of being a kingdom occupied by a king ruling individuals of a
particular state) The individuals in India are to be taken by the term sva.
The king of them is the former king of Indian like Edward VlIth etc. The
region conquered by him is England in which the kingdom of this type
remains. Hence this existence is through the indirect relation called
svasamradadhikrtar ajyatva.”

Someone may say that he is in the room and is not in the room
simultaneously. If it is left in this way, it would be contradictory like p.~p.
But the apparent contradiction may be removed if this positive and negative
factors are shown to be correct through some specific mode. One may
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say that one is in the room through the relation of contact (samyoga) and
not in the room through the relation of inherence (samavdya). Though a
woman is unmarried, she may be described as having a son (putravati)
through insertion of a relation called pragabhavavattva (by virtue of being
a locus of the prior-absence of a son). Though she is not married and no
son, it amounts to saying that there is the pragabhava (prior-absence) of
a son.

As per this syadvada the apparently inconsistent pairs like ‘existence
non-existence’, ‘eternal-non-eternal’ etc simultaneously feature the one
and the same object relative to different limitors (avacchedakas). An
individual may exist in some place in a capacity of husband. teacher, officer,
father. actor etc. The wife feels the existence as husband, but others miss
him not as such. In the same way, students, employees, sons, spectators
feel his existence as teacher, officer, father, actor respectively. In such
case also an individual can be looked upon as different ways. A jar may
remain in some place as such, but does not exist as cloth (ghatatvena
ghatah asti na patatvena)."

In the same way, the knowledge of ‘fire’ may be described
perceptual, inferential and also testimonial depending on the situation. From
the words of a trustworthy person an individual can know of the existence
of fire in a distant place. He may go towards the locus of fire. When he
goes a certain distance, he sees smoke arising from a place by which he
infers the existence of fire. When he goes nearest to the fire, he perceives
the same with his own eyes."

From the above discussion it may be concluded that the
anekantavada or syadvada of the Jaina-logicians is grounded on sound
logic. Each and every individual has liberty to describe an object according
to his own feeling, impression, presupposition, culture etc. As these are
determining factors of describing some entity, the description may be of
diverse types. This is one side of the anekantavada or syadvada. One
question may be raised in this context whether the presupposition, culture,
feeling etc., lead us to describe an entity in different ways or the entity
itself bears diverse modes for which it is described in various ways by an
individual. Hemachandra will favour the latter alternative. To him an object
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is capable of being described in diverse ways as it is endowed with intrinsic
diverse nature. This view may be justified from the fact that one can
interpret a particular sentence or text in different ways according to one’s
culture, presupposition etc. if the object (sentence or text) is capable of
being interpreted. Had there been no such possibility, no one could have
given diverse interpretations. Hence, the entity itself bears nature of diverse
types, which substantiates Hemachandra’s position.
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NOTES

“Tatha hi - dravya-paryayavoraikantika-bhedabheda-pariharena
kathanccidbhedabhedavadanh syadvadibhirupeyate. na casau yukto virodhadidosat-
vidhi-pratiscdharupavorekatra vastunyasambhavannilanilvat.

Pramapammamsa, 1.1.32, Prose portion - 130

“Atha kenacidrapecna bhedah kenacidabhedah. evam sati bhedasya-
nyadadhikaranamabhedasya canyaditi vaiyadhikaranyam.™ /bid.

“Yam catmanam purodhaya bhedo yam casrityabhedastanau bhina-
vanyathaikantavadaprasaktistatha ca satyanavastha.”™ /bid.

“Yena ca rupena bhedastena bhedascabhedasca yena cabhedastenapyabhedasca
bhedasceti samkarah.” fbid.

“Yena rapena bhedastenabhedo yenabhedastena bheda iti vyatikarah.” fhid.
“Bhedabhedatmakatve ca vastuno viviktenakarena nisceturnasaktch samkarah.” Ihid.
“Tataécapratipattih iti ca viasavavyavastha.” fbid.

“Naivam. pratiyamanc vastuni virodhasyasambhavat. Yatsannidhane yo
nopalabhyale sa tasya virodhiti nisciyate. Upalabhamane ca vastuni ko
virodhagandhavakasah? Nilanilayorapi yadyckatropalambho® sti tada nasti
virodhah. Ekatra citrapatijnane saugataimilanilayorvirodhanabhyupagamat ekasyaiva
ca patadescalacalaraktaraktavriadirviruddhadharmanamupalabdhen prakrte ko
virodhasamkavakasah?™ fhid.

“Etena vaivadhikaragyadoso® pyapastah. tayorckadhikarapatvena praguktayuktidisa
pratiteh.” fhid.

“Yadapyanavasthanam dasanamupanyastarm tadapyanekantava-
dimatanabhijaanaiva. Tanmatam hi dravya-paryayitmake vastuni
dravvaprayayaveva bhedah bhedadhvanina tayorevabhidhanat, dravyarapenabhedah
iti dravyamevabhedah ckanekatmakatvadvastunah.” fbid.
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“Yau ca samkaravyatikarau tau mecakajiiananidars anena samanya-visesa-drstantena
ca parihrtau. Atha tatra tatha pratibhasah samadhm, parasyapi tadevastu
pratibhasasyapaksapatitvat.” [bid.

“Nirnite carthe samsayopi na yuktah tasya sakampaprati-
pattirapatvadakampapratipattau durghatatvat. Pratipanne ca vastunyapratipattiriti
sahasam, Upalabdhya-bhidhanadanupalambho’pi na siddhastato nabhava iti

“Tatha hi svasamradadhikrtarajyatvasambandhena bharatavarsiyah sarva eva arya
anaryasca englande santi.”

Navyanyayabhasipradipah(Ed. By Kalipada Tarkacharya), Sanskrit College, 1973,
p. 13.

Tushar Sarkar : Some Reflections on Jaina Anekantavida and Syadvada, Jadavpur
Journal of Philosaphy, Vol 4, No. 2, P. 1992, p. 19.

“...sarvatra visayabhedasya darsitatvat-satyarh dharmyabhiprayena samplava
kathyate ... Tadudaharanantu ...” agniraptopadesat pratiyate, amutreti, pratyasidata
dhamadar$anenanumiyate pratyasannatarena upalabhyate’ ityadi.”
Nvavamagjari, The Oriental Research Institute, University Of Mysore, 1969,
p.93.
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