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Abstract :

This research paper studies the historical development of Jaina pramanamimamsa and compares it with the pramana
systems of the major Indian philosophies. The basic question is how Jaina thinkers resolved the problem of the validity of
knowledge, and where their solution coincides with, and where it diverges from, other traditions. The study is based on
historical, text-analytical and comparative methods. There are four principal conclusions. First, Jaina pramanasastra
developed in three stages: the agamic fivefold classification of knowledge, the pratyaksa-paroksa division of the
Tattvarthas(tra, and the logical turn of around the eighth century, in which, through Siddhasena Mahamati and Akalanka, a
new system of anumana, hetu and samvyavahara-pratyaksa came in. Second, in the Jaina tradition the basis of the division
of pramanas is not the source of knowledge but the immediacy of knowledge (saksatta - with respect to dependence on the
senses, etc.), for this very reason, in the original scheme sense-perception is ‘paroksa’. Third, the distinguishing feature of
Jaina epistemology is the linking of pramana with naya, anekanta and syadvada, from which arises the doctrine of the many-
sided nature of things and the relativity of statement. Fourth, on comparison with Buddhism, Nyaya, Samkhya-Yoga,
Mimamsa, Vedanta and Carvaka, the strength of the Jaina view appears in its integrative framework, and its limitations in
the two-tiered character of samvyavahara-pratyaksa, the logical criticisms of syadvada, and the historical dependence on
Buddhist logic. The conclusion of the paper is that it is more appropriate to read Jaina pramanamimamsa not merely as a
sectarian doctrine, but as an active participant tradition in the dialogue of Indian epistemology.

Keywords: Jaina philosophy, Jaina Nyaya, pramanamimamsa, Indian epistemology, pratyaksa, paroksa, anumana, nayavada,
anekantavada, syadvada.

Introduction:

The history of Indian philosophy is not merely a history of explanations of the self, the world, God and liberation,
it is also a continuous examination of the question of how a human being can know reality and why he can trust
his knowledge. Before accepting any metaphysical claim, one has to ask what knowledge is its basis and on what
account that knowledge is valid. The systematic study of this very inquiry was called pramanamimamsa or
pramanasastra in the Indian tradition.

The word ‘pramana’ is generally used for the means or process by which valid knowledge (prama) arises. But the
traditions are not unanimous on the definition of pramana, its number and its scope. Some regard only pratyaksa
and anumana as sufficient, some give the status of independent pramana to $abda, upamana, arthapatti and
anupalabdhi as well. This disagreement is not merely one of enumeration, behind it work different conceptions
of knowledge, language, the being of things and truth.

The pramanamimamsa of Jaina philosophy developed in this broad intellectual atmosphere. While analysing the
nature of knowledge, Jaina thinkers also asked what the relation is between the standpoint of the knower, the
object known and the language of statement. Their distinctiveness is that they do not keep the discussion of
pramana apart from the doctrine of the many dharmas of a thing, this is why anekantavada and nayavada find
a place within their epistemology.

A shtra of the Tattvarthasitra, the foundational text of the Jaina tradition, declares pramana and naya to be the
two means of tattvabodha (comprehension of reality). pramananayair adhigamah | The significance of this
sdtra is that it does not confine the problem of knowledge to any single means. It is also necessary to be cautious
that pramana and naya are not synonymous: pramana is connected with the validity of knowledge and with the
comprehensive grasp of a thing, whereas naya is a method of grasping some one aspect of a thing from a definite
standpoint. The elaboration of this distinction is given in later sections.

Another caution is important in the historical study of Jaina Nyaya. The tradition has regarded Nyayavatara as a
work of Siddhasena Divakara. But according to the analysis of Balcerowicz (2001/2008, 2016), its author is
probably Siddhasena Mahamati, who lived around 710/720-770/780 CE, and who is different from Siddhasena
Divakara, the author of the Sanmatitarka.? This distinction is necessary because the reconstruction of the
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chronology of the Jaina logical tradition depends on it. The present paper proceeds in“accordance with this
modern research conclusion, keeping the two acaryas separate.

Literature Review :

Modern literature on Jaina pramanamimamsa can be understood in three streams. The f|rst stream is doctrinal-
interpretive: Mookerjee (1944) tried to show the Jaina anekanta to be different from indeterminism, Matilal
(1981) read anekantavada in the context of the nature of things and of statement, Indra Chandra Shastri (1990)
and Sanghavi (1961) gave an integrated introduction to Jaina epistemology and logic. The second stream is text-
critical and historical: Balcerowicz (2001/2008) presented a critical edition and comparative study of the
Nyayavatara and its commentaries, he (2016) analysed the change that came in Jaina epistemology in the eighth
century by calling it a ‘revolution’, den Boer (2020) studied early Jaina epistemology in the philosophical chapters
of the Tattvarthadhigama. The third stream is comparative, in which the collections of Matilal (1986) and Matilal-
Evans (1986) provide a method of reading Indian epistemology in the context of the Buddhist and Nyaya
traditions.

In Hindi, the introductions of Dalsukh Malvania on Jaina philosophy of the agama period and the introductions
relating to the edition of Hemacandra’s Pramanamimamsa are foundational. Even so, most studies are either
written from within the Jaina tradition or compare only with one or two philosophies. The effort of the present
paper is to place the historical sequence of development and comparison with many philosophies in a single
framework, on equal comparative grounds.

Research Problem, Objectives and Methodology :-

Research Problem :

Many views developed in the Indian traditions on the nature of pramana and the validity of knowledge. There
are similarities among these views, but serious disagreements are also seen on the source of knowledge, the
relation of knower and known, the being of things and the role of reasoning. The problem of the present research
is: under what intellectual circumstances Jaina pramanamimamsa developed, what the Jaina acaryas gave to
Indian logic, and in what way the Jaina pramana system is similar to or different from other major philosophies.
Research Questions :

(1) How did a systematic pramanasastra develop out of the Jaina agamic classification of knowledge? (2) What
is the relation between pramana and naya in Jaina philosophy? (3) What are the fundamental differences
between the Jaina and Buddhist conceptions of pratyaksa and anumana? (4) What are the similarities and
differences between the Jaina and Nyaya views on the validity of sabda/agama? (5) In what way do
anekantavada and nayavada make Jaina epistemology distinctive? (6) What are the strength and limitation of
the Jaina logical tradition?

Objectives and Hypothesis :

The objectives are: a chronological study of the development of Jaina pramanamimamsa, analysis of the
definition and classification of pramana in the principal texts, evaluation of the contributions of Siddhasena,
Samantabhadra, Akalanka, Vidyananda, Vadideva and Hemacandra, among others, and comparison with other
philosophies on equal grounds. Hypothesis: The distinctiveness of Jaina epistemology lies not in the number of
pramanas, but in the basis of the classification of knowledge (saksatta) and in the linking of pramana with the
structure of naya-anekanta.

Research Methodology :

The study combines historical, text-analytical, comparative and critical methods. By the historical method the
chronology of the acaryas and texts has been reconstructed, where the dating is disputed, the approximate
period and the disagreement of scholars have been indicated. By the analytical method the definitions of
concepts such as pramana, pratyaksa, anumana, naya and agama have been examined. In the comparative
method all the philosophies have been placed on seven common criteria (Section 7). The purpose of the critical
method is not to declare any philosophy superior, but to clarify its arguments, assumptions and limitations.

As primary sources, priority has been given to the original text of Sanskrit and Prakrit works. The full text of
sitras, karikas and gathas, the transliteration, the meaning and the textual reference are given in the endnotes,
the main text contains only their analysis. Where editions of the text differ (especially in the Svetambara and
Digambara texts of the Tattvarthasatra), this is indicated in the endnote. The translations and glosses are the
author’s own.
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The Historical Development of Jaina Praménamiméms"é“:-

The Agamic Basis: Five Kinds of Knowledge :

Jaina philosophy is an ancient philosophical tradition connected with the Indian sramana tradltlon in which
systematic thought developed on questions such as jiva, ajiva, karma, bandha, moksa and knowledge. A
methodological caution is necessary in historiography: traditional narratives, archaeological-literary evidence
and the datings of modern scholars are not of the same level, so it is not appropriate to place them in one single
category of evidence.

The early agama literature enumerates knowledge in five kinds: abhinibodhika (mati), Sruta, avadhi,
manahparyava and kevala. “nanam pamcaviham pannattam, tam jaha-abhinibohiyananam, suyananam,
ohinanam, manapajjavananam, kevalananam |” Meaning: Knowledge is said to be of five kinds: abhinibodhika
(mati), $ruta, avadhi, manahparyava and kevala.® The purpose of this classification was not merely to give an
intellectual list, it also showed the relation among knowledge, karmic covering and spiritual development. The
more free of covering knowledge becomes, the more complete it is, and in kevalajiiana there is complete
destruction of the covering. This early conception became the basis of the later discussion of pramana, but
questions such as the logical definition of ‘pramana’, the structure of inference and replies to opposing views
were not yet central in it.

The Tattvarthasiitra: The Transformation of Knowledge into Pramana :

Umasvati (Umasvami)’s Tattvarthasitra is regarded as the first systematic work to bind in sGtra form almost all
the major subjects of Jaina philosophy, and den Boer (2020) has read it in the context of the philosophical milieu
of the Gupta period (approximately 300-600 CE). The first chapter begins with the exposition of the path to
liberation, in which right faith, right knowledge and right conduct are harmonized.
“samyagdarsanajfianacaritrani moksamargah |” That is, right faith, right knowledge and right conduct - these
(all three together) are the path to liberation.* In this context ‘knowledge’ is not mere acquisition of information
but the right comprehension of reality, which is connected with the practice of liberation.

In the same chapter the five kinds are enumerated as knowledge, and immediately after, that very knowledge
is called pramana and divided into two classes: the first two (mati and sruta) are paroksa and the remaining
three (avadhi, manahparyaya, kevala) are pratyaksa. “matisrutavadhimanahparyayakevalani jianam |
tatpramane | adye paroksam | pratyaksam anyat | |”° This is the decisive contribution of the Tattvarthasatra,
because here the agamic classification of knowledge and the pramana-$astric division connect with each other.
Also, mati, smrti, samjiia, cintd and abhinibodha are stated to be synonyms of one and the same field of
knowledge, matih smrtih samjfa cintabhinibodha ity anarthantaram |® from which later dcaryas obtained the
basis for explaining the paroksa varieties such as smrti, pratyabhijfiana and tarka.

A conceptual point deserves attention here. In the popular sense, knowledge arising through the senses and the
mind is called ‘pratyaksa’. But in this original scheme that very matijfiana is ‘paroksa’, because in it the self
depends, for its knowledge, on media such as the senses and the mind. Pratyaksa is that which arises directly
from the self without these media. Therefore in Jaina philosophy the meaning of ‘pratyaksa’ is fundamentally
different from the ‘sense-born knowledge’ of the Buddhist or Nyaya tradition. This very difference was resolved
by later acaryas through the conception of samvyavahara-pratyaksa (Section 3.4).

Philosophical Works of the Acaryas: Kundakunda, Siddhasena Divakara, Samantabhadra :

The period after the Tattvarthasitra is in Jaina philosophy a period of debate with other schools. In the works
of Kundakunda, knowledge is regarded as the nature of the self, and through the conception of naya two levels
of the knowledge of the kevalin are stated: from the vyavahara-naya the kevalin knows and sees everything,
whereas from the niscaya-naya he knows and sees the self. This shows that in Jaina philosophy the explanation
of knowledge was linked with naya from the beginning.”

janadi passadi savvam vavaharanaena kevali bhagavam |

kevalanani janadi passadi niyamena appanam | |

Siddhasena Divakara’s Sanmatitarka is the principal work of the philosophy of nayavada and anekanta. One of
its famous gathas states that there are as many nayavadas as there are modes of statement, and as many
parasamayas (other doctrines) as there are nayavadas.®

javaiya vayanapaha tavaiya ceva homti nayavaya |

javaiya nayavaya tavaiya ceva parasamaya | |

At the end of the work, anekantavada is saluted as the doctrine without which even worldly practice does not
function at all.®

jena vina logassa vi vavaharo savvaha na nivvadai |

tassa bhuvanekkaguruno namo anegamtavayassa | |
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These statements show that here anekanta is not merely a doctrine of splrltuallty, ‘but-a-principle of the
structure of practice and knowledge.

Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa is an important link in this development, in WhICh in the context of the
examination of aptatva, the argument for anekanta and syadvada is given. One of its karikas calls pramana
‘tattvajiiana’ and, dividing knowledge into successive and non-successive forms, states it to be refined by
syadvada and naya,*®

tattvajiianam pramanam te yugapat sarvabhasanam |

kramabhavi ca yaj jianam syadvadanayasamskrtam | |

Another karika gives a logical basis to syadvada by declaring a thing to be sat from the standpoint of its own
nature (svarapa), dravya, ksetra, kala and bhava.*!

sad eva sarvam ko necchet svariipadicatustayat |

asad eva viparyasan na cen na vyavatisthate | |

From the standpoint of the four beginning with svaripa (svadravya, svaksetra, svakala, svabhava), all things are
indeed sat - who would not accept this? And from the opposite standpoint the same are asat, if this is not
accepted, (the order of things) does not stand. The exact date of Samantabhadra is disputed, Balcerowicz has
presented a new view on the relative chronology of Dharmakirti and Samantabhadra, and therefore in this paper
his period is stated only as ‘approximately fifth-seventh century (disputed)’.

The Logical Turn of the Eighth Century: Siddhasena Mahamati and Akalanka :

According to Balcerowicz (2016), in the eighth century a sudden decisive change came in Jaina epistemology,
which he has called a ‘revolution’. At the centre of this change are two acaryas: Siddhasena Mahamati, the
author of the Nyayavatara, and Akalanka. The first karika of the Nyayavatara calls pramana ‘knowledge that
illumines itself and the other, free from obstruction’ and regards it as of two kinds, pratyaksa and paroksa.?
pramanam svaparabhasi jianam badhavivarjitam |

pratyaksam ca paroksam ca dvidha meyaviniscayat | |

That is, pramana is knowledge that illumines itself and others, free from obstruction. From the standpoint of the
determination of the object (meya), it is of two kinds - pratyaksa and paroksa. This definition places together
the self-illuminating character of knowledge, its grasp of the object and its non-discrepancy (avisamvadita),
which is comparable to the conception of avisamvadi knowledge current in Buddhist epistemology.

The most important logical novelty of this period is the definition of hetu. The Nyayavatara states the
characteristic of hetu to be ‘anyathanupapannatva’, anyathanupapannatvam hetor laksanam iritam |3 that is,
the impossibility of the hetu without the sadhya. The tradition of Patrasvami is said to lie behind this idea, which,
against the Buddhist trairGpya-hetu, argues that where there is anyathanupapannatva, what need is there of
three forms, and where it is absent, even the three forms are meaningless.'*

anyathanupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kim |

nanyathanupapannatvam yatra tatra trayena kim | |

In this way Jaina logic placed the validity of anumana on the avinabhava of hetu and sadhya, and entrusted the
knowledge of that avinabhava to the type of knowledge called ‘tarka’ (Gha).

Akalanka (c. 720-780) gave a two-level explanation of pratyaksa. According to him, knowledge endowed with
vaisadya (clarity) is pratyaksa, but it is of two kinds: mukhya pratyaksa (supersensory knowledge arising directly
from the self) and samvyavahara-pratyaksa (knowledge arising through the senses and mind from the standpoint
of worldly practice).®

pratyaksam visadam jiianam mukhyasamvyavaharatah |

paroksam Sesavijianam pramane iti sangrahah | |

This solution does two things at once: on the one hand it saves the agamic scheme of the Tattvarthasitra, and
on the other hand it also gives a place to the ‘indriya-pratyaksa’ that is popularly current and accepted by
Buddhist-Nyaya thought. Vidyananda (c. 775-840) gave a detailed exposition and defence of these arrangements
of Akalanka.

The Later Systematizers: From Manikyanandi to Yasovijaya :

After the ninth-tenth century, independent textbooks on pramana began to be composed in the Jaina tradition.
Manikyanandi’s Partksamukha, in sdtra style, calls pramana ‘determinative knowledge of oneself and of a
previously unknown object’,'® svapirvarthavyavasayatmakam jianam pramanam | and divides paroksa into
smrti, pratyabhijiana, tarka, anumana and agama.l” paroksam itarat | pratyaksadinimittam
smrtipratyabhijfianatarkanumanagamabhedam | Prabhacandra’s (c. 980-1065) Prameyakamalamartanda is an
extensive commentary on this. In the Svetiambara tradition Vadidevasari’s (1086-1169)
Pramananayatattvalokidlamkara calls pramana ‘knowledge that determines oneself and the other’,%®
“svaparavyavasayi jianam pramanam |” whereas Hemacandra’s (c. 1088-1172) Pramanamimamsa gives a

559

Adolescencia e Saude, vol. 21, No.10s, p. 556-567



comparatively concise definition: right determination of the object alone is pi‘i'amén .'Ig"”samyagar'ghanirr_\ayah
pramanam |” In the seventeenth century Yasovijaya’s Jainatarkabhasa reconstruct§'-th_is tradition in the Navya-
Nyaya style.

Among these acaryas there is also disagreement on the components of the definition of pramana, especially on
the question of whether or not to include the word ‘apirva’ (anadhigata) in the definition, and on the necessity
of the word ‘svapara’. This disagreement shows that Jaina pramanasastra is not linear, but a tradition of living
debate among sects and acaryas. The principal stages are summarized in the table that follows.

Table 1: Principal Stages in the Development of Jaina Pramanamimamsa (Periods Approximate and in Many
Places Disputed)

Acarya / Work Approximate Contribution to Pramanamimamsa
Period
Agama tradition Early Fivefold knowledge, initial pratyaksa-paroksa distinction

(Nandisatra, etc.)

Umasvati, Gupta period Calling knowledge pramana, mati-$ruta paroksa and the
Tattvarthasatra (disputed) remaining three pratyaksa, adhigama through pramana
and naya
Kundakunda Early centuries Knowledge as the nature of the self, explanation of

(disputed)

kevalajiana through the vyavahara and niscaya nayas

Siddhasena Divakara,
Sanmatitarka

c. 5th century
(disputed)

Philosophical expansion of naya and anekanta

Samantabhadra, c. 5th-7th century Apta-pariksa, logical basis of syadvada and pramana
Aptamimamsa (disputed)
Siddhasena Mahamati, c. 710/720- Svaparabhasi definition of pramana,
Nyayavatara 770/780 anyathanupapannatva, dialogue with Buddhist logic
Akalanka c. 720-780 Mukhya and samvyavahara pratyaksa, validity of tarka,
systematization of the varieties of paroksa
Vidyananda c. 775-840 Exposition and defence of the Akalankan system
Manikyanandf, c. 9th-10th Satra-form definition of pramana, five varieties of paroksa
Paritksamukha century
Prabhacandra c. 980-1065 Prameyakamalamartanda: extensive commentary on the
Pariksamukha
Vadidevasiri 1086-1169 Pramananayatattvalokalamkara, Syadvadaratnakara
Hemacandra, c. 1088-1172 Concise, well-organized pramana text (available
Pramanamimamsa incomplete)
Yasovijaya, 1624-1688 Reconstruction of Jaina logic in the Navya-Nyaya style

Jainatarkabhasa

The Pramana Systems of the Major Indian Philosophies :

To understand the distinctiveness of Jaina pramanamimamsa, a brief but original-text-based introduction to the
systems of the other philosophies is necessary. The aim here is not merely which philosophy accepts how many
pramanas, but how it establishes the validity of knowledge.

Buddhist Pramanamimamsa :

In the Buddhist tradition Dignaga reorganized the entire discussion of pramana by holding only pratyaksa and
anumana to be pramana.?

pratyaksam anumanam ca pramanam hi dvilaksanam |

prameyam tatprayogartha na pramanantaram bhavet | |
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Dharmakirti, carrying this scheme forward, called pramana ‘avisamvadi knowzledge', whose-criterion is success
in arthakriya.? '

pramanam avisamvadi jianam arthakriyasthitih |

avisamvadanam $abde 'py abhiprayanivedanat | |

His definition of pratyaksa is knowledge that is ‘kalpanapodha and abhranta’,> “tatra pratyaksam
kalpanapodham abhrantam |” that is, knowledge in which there is no conceptual construction of name, class
and so on and which is not erroneous. The relation of Buddhist pramanasastra to the Jaina tradition is deep and
dialectical. Balcerowicz holds that many logical arrangements of Jaina epistemology are to a great extent based
on the legacy of Buddhist logic, while the Jaina acaryas at the same time oppose it. The fundamental difference
lies in the conception of the being of things: the Buddhist tradition, in accordance with ksanikavada, regards
pratyaksa as svalaksana-grahi and anumana as samanya-grahi, whereas the Jaina view, regarding the thing as
nitya-anitya (utpada-vyaya-dhrauvya), connects pramana with the grasp of the thing as samanya-visesa-
ubhayatmaka.

Nyaya Philosophy :

Nyaya philosophy accepts four pramanas: pratyaksa, anumana, upamana and $abda.?
“pratyaksanumanopamanasabdah pramanani |” In the definition of pratyaksa the Nyayasitra includes
knowledge that is produced from the contact of sense and object, is avyapadesya, avyabhicari and
vyavasayatmaka.?* “indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jfianam avyapadesyam avyabhicari vyavasayatmakam
pratyaksam |” Here pramana is classified on the basis of the producing causes of knowledge, which is a different
view from the Jaina classification. The validity of sabda in Nyaya rests on the reliability of the apta, which is
comparable to the Jaina agama’s discussion of aptata (vitaragata, sarvajfiata), although the basis of Nyaya’s
aptata is different.

Vaisesika Philosophy :

In the Vaisesika tradition, from the early period pratyaksa and laingika (anumana) were regarded as the principal
means, and in Prasastapada’s bhasya other means such as $éabda are included in anumana.? “$abdadinam apy
anumane 'ntarbhavah samanavidhitvat |” In the later Nyaya-Vaisesika tradition the doctrines of both
philosophies merged, so it is necessary to keep a distinction between early Vaisesika and developed Nyaya-
Vaidesika. In comparison with Jaina philosophy, the conceptions of dravya, guna, samanya-visesa and samavaya
are decisive, because disagreement on the nature of things directly affects the theory of the object of pramana.

Samkhya and Yoga :

drstam anumanam aptavacanam ca sarvapramanasiddhatvat |

trividham pramanam istam prameyasiddhih pramanad dhi | |

Samkhya accepts three pramanas: drsta (pratyaksa), anumana and aptavacana.?® In the Yogasitra too,
pratyaksa, anumana and agama are called pramanas.?’ “pratyaksanumanagamah pramanani |” Here the
enumeration of pramanas is smaller than the five paroksa-varieties of the Jaina, but the view of classification on
the basis of the source of knowledge is close to Nyaya. In comparison with the Jaina, the basis of the validity of
agama and the nature of anumana are of special importance.

Mimamsa and Vedanta :

In PGrvamimamsa the validity of the Veda and the sphere of inquiry into dharma-knowledge are central,
according to the sitra, the characteristic of dharma is codana (Vedic injunction).?® “codanalaksano 'rtho
dharmah |” Within Mimamsa there is disagreement on the number of pramanas: in the tradition the Prabhakara
school accepts five and the Kumarila school six pramanas. In the Vedanta traditions the validity of sruti is
regarded as the basis of brahmajfiana,?® “$astrayonitvat |” and in later prakriya texts of Advaita six pramanas
are enumerated: pratyaksa, anumana, upamana, 3gama, arthapatti and anupalabdhi.®® But it is not appropriate
to apply this classification equally to all Vedanta sects.

Carvaka Philosophy :

Carvaka/Lokayata is generally regarded as a tradition in which pratyaksa predominates, and its criticism of the
validity of anumana is important in the history of Indian pramanasastra. But its original texts are largely
unavailable, so the reconstruction of its doctrine often depends on the accounts of opposing acaryas, it is
necessary to keep this source-problem in mind.3! Jayarasi’s Tattvopaplavasimha goes even further than this and
conducts a metaphysical examination of pramanas themselves, and for this reason it is a special challenge for
the Jaina acaryas, who regard the establishment of pramana as necessary - “athatas tattvopaplavam
vyakhyasyamah |”3?
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The Structure of the Jaina Pramana Doctrine :-

The Definition of Pramana : <

The Jaina acaryas gave many definitions of pramana, in which certain components recur: (a) knowledge alone is
pramana, (b) it is self-illuminating, (c) it determines the other object (visaya), and (d) it is free from obstruction
or discrepancy (visamvada). Manikyanandi adds the word ‘apirva’, whereas the definitions of Vadideva and
Hemacandra are comparatively concise (Section 3.5). Two things emerge from these definitions. First, the Jaina
tradition regards knowledge as both the instrument of pramana and itself pramana, in it the distinction between
‘jiana’ and ‘pramana’ is made not by the enumeration of causal factors such as the senses, but by the valid state
of knowledge. Second, the qualifier ‘svaparavyavasayi’ puts forward the claim that knowledge knows itself too,
this is close to the Buddhist conception of svasamvedana and different from the view of the Naiyayikas that
regards knowledge as grasped through anuvyavasaya.

Pratyaksa and Paroksa :

The basis of the Jaina division is not the source of knowledge but immediacy (saksatta). Knowledge that arises
from the self without an external medium is pratyaksa, that which arises through the medium of the senses,
mind, linga or $abda is paroksa. From this standpoint avadhi, manahparyaya and kevala are paramarthika
(mukhya) pratyaksa, and mati and sruta are paroksa. The logical inconvenience of this scheme was that worldly
practice and other philosophies call sense-born knowledge pratyaksa. Akalanka’s samvyavahara-pratyaksa is the
solution to precisely this inconvenience: sense-knowledge is pratyaksa in worldly practice and paroksa from the
ultimate standpoint (paramarthatah). This two-tieredness is both a strength (integration) and a complexity
(difference of terminology) of Jaina epistemology.

Varieties of Paroksa and Anumana :

In the scheme of the Pariksamukha, paroksa knowledge is of five kinds: smrti, pratyabhijiana, tarka, anumana
and agama. Smrti arises from the samskara of a past experience, pratyabhijfiana is knowledge arising by joining
together, as in ‘this is that same’ or ‘this is similar to that’, tarka (Uha) gives the knowledge of vyapti, anumana,
on the basis of that same vyapti, brings about the knowledge of the sadhya, and agama is knowledge born of
the words of an apta.

The most distinctive point of Jaina logic is to regard tarka as an independent variety of pramana. The Buddhist
and Naiyayika traditions resolve the problem of the knowledge of vyapti through pratyaksa and anupalambha,
or through some process of anumana itself, the Jaina acaryas establish a separate cognitive process for this.
Along with this, the characterization of hetu as ‘anyathanupapannatva’ (Section 3.4) completes the same logical
framework: the validity of anumana rests not on three-form conditions but on the impossibility of the hetu
without the sadhya.

The Question of Pramanya :

On the question of the origin (utpatti) and cognition (jfiapti) of pramanya there is a fundamental division among
the Indian traditions: Mimamsa supports svatah pramanya, Nyaya paratas pramanya. The Jaina acaryas,
especially the tradition of the Pariksamukha, give a middle solution to this: the origin of pramanya is regarded
as paratas (from the qualities of the causes), but its cognition may be svatah in the state of familiarity and paratas
in the state of unfamiliarity.33 This solution denies exclusive svatah or paratas pramanya and accords with the
method of anekanta.

Naya, Anekanta and Syadvada: The Auxiliary Structure of Pramana :-

The Metaphysical Basis of Anekanta :

The metaphysical basis of Jaina epistemology is the position that a thing is endowed with utpada, vyaya and
dhrauvya.?* “utpadavyayadhrauvyayuktam sat |” A thing is not exclusively permanent or impermanent, it is
enduring in its dravya-form and changing in its paryaya-form. For this very reason the many dharmas of one and
the same thing, from different standpoints, can coexist without being mutually contradictory. A sitra of the
Tattvarthasitra states this in the language of standpoint: that from different standpoints the principal or
subordinate form of a thing is established - “arpitanarpitasiddheh | 3>
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The Nature of Naya and Its Relation to Pramana : . -
Naya is a method of grasping some one dharma of a thing from a particular standpqmt W|th0ut negatlng the
remaining dharmas. In the Digambara text the Tattvarthasitra enumerates seven nayas named naigama,
samgraha, vyavahara, rjusitra, $abda, samabhiridha and evambhta.? »
“naigamasamgrahavyavahararjusiatrasabdasamabhiridhaivambhiita nayah |” For example, a pot may be seen
on the basis of its substance, its present shape, its use or its process of making, each view is right, but incomplete.
A naya becomes false (mithya) when it makes its own side the whole truth and begins to negate the other sides.
The relation of pramana and naya can be understood thus: pramana is the sakala (comprehensive) cognition of
a thing, whereas naya is vikala (partial) cognition. On this basis the acaryas explained sakaladesa and vikaladesa,
which is the principal subject of the commentaries on the Tattvarthasttra (1.6). It also becomes clear from this
that anekantavada does not mean that ‘all views are equally true’. The validity of a standpoint depends on its
object, standpoint and purpose. For this very reason in the Sanmatitarka the plurality of nayavadas is connected
with the plurality of parasamayas, but their harmonization is regarded as the function of anekantavada.
Syadvada and Saptabhangi :
Syadvada is the linguistic expression of anekantavada. ‘Syat’ means not doubt or possibility but ‘from some
standpoint’. Seven kinds of statement are held possible about a dravya: syad asti, syan nasti, syad asti-nasti,
syad avaktavya, syad asti-avaktavya, syan nasti-avaktavya and syad asti-nasti-avaktavya. This saptabhangi-
formula is found as a Prakrit gatha in the works of Kundakunda.?’
siya atthi natthi uhayam avvattavvam puno ya tattidayam |
davvam khu sattabhamgam adesavasena sambhavadi | |
In the saptabhangi each statement is regulated by ‘eva’, so that it is not indefinite but remains conditioned by
standpoint and definite. It should be noted that saptabhang is not, like the Buddhist catuskoti, a system of
‘negation of the kotis’. It is a system of enumeration of the valid standpoints of statement. At the same time it
brings the problem of pramana to the level of language: the kevalin’s total knowledge is sakala in experience,
but in language all the dharmas of a thing cannot be stated at one time together, and therefore language is naya-
dependent and conditioned by standpoint.

Comparative Analysis :-

The Seven Criteria :

The following seven criteria have been chosen for comparison: (1) the number of pramanas, (2) the basis of
classification, (3) the conception of pratyaksa, (4) the nature of anumana and hetu, (5) the validity of
$abda/agama, (6) the theory of pramanya, and (7) the conception of the being of things.

Table 2: Comparative Summary of the Pramana Systems of the Major Indian Philosophies

Darsana Number of Pramanas Principal Feature Difference from the Jaina
View
Jaina Two basic (pratyaksa, Division on the basis of ---
paroksa), five varieties | immediacy (saksatta), linked with
of paroksa naya-anekanta
Buddhist Two: pratyaksa, Pratyaksa that is kalpanapodha Based on ksanikavada, agama
(Dignaga- anumana and abhranta, avisamvada based | not an independent pramana,
Dharmakirti) on arthakriya tarka not independent
Nyaya Four: pratyaksa, Pratyaksa based on indriya-artha- Regarding indriya-pratyaksa
anumana, upamana, sannikarsa, classification on the | directly as pratyaksa, upamana
$abda basis of source independent
Vaisesika Generally two: Inclusion of $abda, etc. in Analysis of objects based on
pratyaksa, laingika anumana dravya-guna-samavaya
Samkhya Three: pratyaksa, Prama-system in accordance with | Knowledge is a modification of
anumana, aptavacana the purusa-prakrti dualism buddhi, not of the self
Yoga Three: pratyaksa, Pramana as a citta-vrtti Knowledge in the context of
anumana, agama vrtti-nirodha
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Darsana Number of Pramanas Principal Feature Difference from the Jaina
View
Mimamsa Five or six Svatah pramanya of the Veda, Validity ofzégama rests on the
(Prabhakara/Kumarila) apauruseyatva apta, not on the apauruseyatva
of the Veda
Advaita Six (in later prakriya Brahmajfiana through the sruti- The ultimate reality is one,
Vedanta texts) pramana plurality of things is
vyavaharika
Carvaka One: pratyaksa Denial of the validity of anumana | Denial of both tarka and agama

Analysis :

(a) Number versus basis. In the number of pramanas the Jaina view stops at two, while the Buddhist too stops
at two, this numerical similarity is misleading. The Buddhist twofold division arises from the twofold nature of
the prameya (svalaksana and samanyalaksana), the Jaina twofold division arises from the immediacy of
knowledge. The bases of the two are different, this is why in the Jaina ‘paroksa’ come such varieties as smrti,
tarka and agama which the Buddhist does not regard as independent pramanas.

(b) Pratyaksa. In Nyaya pratyaksa is knowledge produced by indriya-sannikarsa, in Buddhism it is knowledge
free of conceptual construction and non-erroneous, in Jainism it is knowledge free of dependence (direct
cognition by the self, atma-saksat). Through samvyavahara-pratyaksa the Jaina view also gives a place to the
popular meaning, but this distinction of ‘mukhya’ and ‘samvyavahara’ also becomes a structural complexity of
the Jaina tradition itself.

(c) Anumana. The Buddhist regards hetu as trirGipa, Nyaya moves towards paficariipa or the five-membered
syllogism (paficavayava), the Jaina regards anyathanupapannatva as the sole regulator of hetu and calls tarka a
separate variety of pramana for the knowledge of vyapti. This is a trade-off between structural simplicity and
epistemological cost: the validity of anumana rests on a simpler criterion, but the burden of proving the
independent validity of tarka increases.

(d) Sabda/Agama. In Nyaya $abda is aptopadesa, in Samkhya aptavacana, in Mimamsa the apauruseya word of
the Veda, in Jainism dgama is the word of the apta, and the apta is one who is vitaraga-sarvajiia. Thus the basis
of the validity of the Jaina agama is the faultlessness of the speaker, and not the apauruseyatva of the text. This
view is close to Nyaya-Samkhya and different from Mimamsa.

(e) Pramanya. Mimamsa’s exclusive svatah pramanya and Nyaya’s exclusive paratas pramanya differ from the
Jaina composite (ubhayatmaka) solution (Section 5.4). On this criterion the Jaina view shows a direct application
of the method of anekanta.

(f) Being of things. The Buddhist holds ksanikavada, Nyaya-Vaisesika a divided acceptance of nitya and anitya
substances, Vedanta one supreme reality, and the Jaina a thing that is utpada-vyaya-dhrauvyatmaka. This very
difference in the being of things is reflected in the theory of the object of pramana, therefore it is not possible
to read pramanasastra cut off from metaphysics.

(g) Pramana and naya. Naya has no direct equivalent in other traditions, although the conceptions of levels of
truth in Buddhism and Vedanta (samvrti-paramartha, vyavahara-paramartha) are comparable at some distance.
In Jainism there is no difference of level but a difference of standpoint: no view is lower or higher, it is merely
partial and incomplete.

Similarities and Debts :

The points of similarity are also important. Both Jaina and Buddhist regard the self-illuminating character of
knowledge and avisamvada as central to pramana, both Jaina and Nyaya accept aptavacana as pramana, both
Jaina and Samkhya accept various varieties of paroksa knowledge. On the question of logical debt, the conclusion
of Balcerowicz (2016) is that the eighth-century Jaina logical development arose from deep dialogue with
Buddhist epistemology, but to call dialogue imitation too would be misleading, because the Jaina acaryas
reorganized those very tools within their own anekanta framework.

Critical Evaluation :

Strengths. (a) Jaina pramanasastra joins knowledge, thing and language in one framework, an equivalent of this
comprehensiveness is rarely found in the Indian tradition. (b) The distinction of pramana and naya makes clear
the different roles of partial and comprehensive knowledge, which provides a basis for a logically regulated
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tolerance toward differences of views. (c) Anyathanupapannatva-based anumana and the'independent validity
of tarka are contributions to Indian logic. %

Limitations and objections. (a) The two-tieredness of samvyavahara-pratyaksa makes terminology complex,
calling sense-knowledge ‘paramarthatah paroksa’ seems awkward to other traditions. (b)-One of the oldest
criticisms of syadvada is that of Vedanta: a sttra of the Brahmasatra argues the impossibility of contradictory
dharmas in one and the same thing, and Sankara develops it at length in his bhasya.?® “naikasminn asambhavat
|” The Jaina reply is that contradiction arises only when contradictory dharmas are stated from one and the
same standpoint, there is no contradiction in different standpoints. This reply is reasonable, but the question of
the enumeration of standpoints and the criterion of their selection remains. (c) Many tools of the Jaina logical
tradition are inspired by Buddhist logic, so caution is needed on the distinction between the ‘original’ and the
‘dialogical’ contribution of the Jaina. (d) The basis of agama-pramanya is the omniscience of the apta, which is
difficult to prove by reasoning that is itself independent of the omniscient, the challenge of sceptical traditions
such as Carvaka and Jayarasi is direct here.

Limitations of the research. This paper is based on selected sttras and karikas of the principal texts, a complete
analysis of the detailed commentary-level arguments of Akalanka, Vidyananda and Prabhacandra, and of the
direct textual passages of the Jaina-Buddhist debate, has not been possible in it. A close

matching of the Digambara and Svetambara textual variants at all places is also a task for the future.

Conclusion :

The conclusions of the study are as follows. First, the development of Jaina pramanamimamsa took place in
three stages: from the agamic fivefold knowledge to the pratyaksa-paroksa division of the Tattvarthasitra, and
then, through the logical turn of the eighth century, to the systematic textual tradition of the Pariksamukha-
Pramanamimamsa period. Second, the basis of the Jaina division is saksatta, therefore the position of indriya-
pratyaksa is fundamentally different from other philosophies, and samvyavahara-pratyaksa is the bridge
connecting this difference with worldly practice. Third, the anyathanupapannatva-hetu, the independent validity
of tarka and the svaparavyavasayi characterization of pramana are Jaina contributions to Indian logic. Fourth,
naya, anekanta and syadvada are not doctrines separate from pramana but its auxiliary structure, and this is the
most distinctive identity of Jaina epistemology. Fifth, from the comparative standpoint the Jaina view is close to
the Buddhist in number and most different in the basis of classification, its limitations are seen in the complexity
of samvyavahara-pratyaksa, the criticisms of syadvada and the historical dependence on Buddhist logic.

From these conclusions it is established that it is inadequate to call Jaina pramanamimamsa merely a sectarian
doctrine. It is an active participant in that many-sided dialogue of Indian epistemology in which every tradition
fashions its own position by listening to its plrvapaksa.
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