Samantabhadra, Siddhasena, and Akalanka
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0. The two main branches of Jainism, the Di-
gambaras and Svetambaras of Jainism, are gen-
erally believed to have no discrepancies in the
philosophical issues. In fact, they have only
slightly changed their doctrine in their long his-
tory of more than 2500 years. Both schools, for
example, have the highly developed karma the-
ories which are not essentially different from
each other. Their philosophical views seem to
have remained monolithic through the ages. This
observation is also true when we study the Jaina
ideas of logic and epistemology as a whole. The
Svetambaras as well as the Digambaras classify
pramanas into two sub-divisions: pratyaksa and
paroksa.

But when it comes to the details, we come
across different views between the two branches.
The Svetambaras admit the authority of the can-
ons written in Ardhamagadhrt, while the Digam-
baras deny it, saying that the old canons vanished
in ancient times. Moreover, the latter does not
admit that women can attain the final liberation,
while the former proclaims that even a woman
can annihilate karmas completely to liberate her-
self. Thus, there is a female tirthankara or savior
in the Svetambara tradition. According to the
Digambaras, however, all the tirthankaras are
male. In addition, the two branches have a dif-
ference of opinion as to whether or not a kevalin,
or omniscient person, feels hungry. These dis-
crepancies noted by many scholars are well-
accepted. About epistemological differences, we
have so far very little information. In this paper
some examples of such differences in Jaina Nyaya
will be shown.
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1. Akalanka, Digambara philosopher in the
eighth century, has written many independent
philosophical works such as Siddhiviniscaya and
Nyayaviniscaya. Among them, Pramana-
samgraha with Vrtti ' is regarded as his last and
most mature work of his career. As the title
suggests, it is a compendium of pramanas con-
taining about ninety verses in nine chapters. In
the sixth chapter which discusses the way of
debate (vada), Akalanka refers to three kinds of
hetvabhasas mentioning three Jaina philosophers
by name. It reads:

asiddha[h] siddhasenasya viruddho devanandi-
nah / dvedha samantabhadrasya sattvadir
acalatmani// v. 56 //*

When we try to establish the reality of atman
(which does not change at all) by means of a
hetu, such as sattva or existence, that hetu is
regarded as asiddha by Siddhasena and viru-
ddha by Devanandin while Samantabhadra re-
gards it as both.

This verse and Akalanka's own commenary are
difficult to fully understand.’ Fortunately Aka-
lanka writes a similar verse in the sixth chapter
of Siddhiviniscaya which deals with the charac-
ters of correct hetus. The verse reads as follows:

! Published as a part of Akalarika Granthatraya,
ed. by M. K. Jain as Simghi Jaina Granthamala, no.12.
Ahmedabad-Calcutta 1939.

2 The letter enclosed in brackets is added by the
editor.

* According to the editor of Siddhiviniscaya, Ana-
ntavirya is said to have written a sub-commentary on
Akalanka's auto-commentary, which is not available
to us. For details, see Siddhiviniscaya vol. 1 (Kasi
1959), Hindi introduction, p. 60.
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asiddhah siddhasenasya viruddho devanandi-
nah / dvedha samantabhadrasya hetur ekanta-
sadhane //v.21 //

Akalanka explains this verse in his own com-
mentary as follows:

If we try to establish the reality of a thing
which is regarded as having absolute nature,
attributes of a real thing, such as existence
(sattva), when used as hetu, are asiddha be-
cause absolutism of momentariness as well as
permanence can never be established. Alter-
natively the attributes must be viruddha be-
cause they establish that otherwise-not-under-
standableness (anyathanupapatti) proves non-
absoluteness of a thing. Moreover if those
who have not ascertained the meaning of the
truth try to prove the momentariness etc. by
means of a hetu, such as existence, then that
hetu would be anaikantika because it exists in
both sapaksa and vipaksa. (sattvader vastu-
dharmasya asiddhatvam sakalyena ksaniketa-
raikantayor asiddheh / anyathanupapatter
anekantasadhanad viruddhatvam / anaikanti-
katvam punah sattvadeh ksanaksayadi-
sadhane asamiksitatattvarthaih lokapratitim
pramanam asritya tatha hetur ubhayatra
vartate svapaksavipaksayoh, . . .)*

Here Akalanka criticizes the ontology of other
schools, such as momentariness or eternalism,
and refers to three kinds of hetvabhasas. The
relationship, however, among the three Jaina phi-
losophers and the hetvabhasas remains unex-
plained. What we can infer from Akalanka's
statement is that Siddhasena, Devanandin, and
Samantabhadra seem to have different opinions
on hetu and hetvabhasa.

¢ Siddhiviniscaya vol. 2 (Kasi 1959), p. 404. To
understand the auto-commentary clearly, we have to
consult Anantavirya's commentary in Siddhivniscaya
vol. 2, p. 404.

54—

2. As far as we know, the verse is quoted, with
some modifications, by three Jaina philosophers:
Vadiraja in his Nyayaviniscayavivarana,” Vi-
didevasiri in his Syadvararatnakara,® and Santi-
siiri in his Nyayavataravartika-vrtti” And the
last two explain its meaning in some length, so
does Anantavirya in his Siddhiviniscayatika
when he comments upon Akalanka's verse quoted
above. Hereafter, with the help of these three
commentaries, we shall attempt to find out the
differences in the opinions among Samantabadra
and the others.

2.1. In order to explain the meaning of the
verse, Anantavirya quotes a verse from Siddhase-
na's Sammati-tarka / -suttam / -prakarana.

je samtavayadose bhanamti
samkhanam / samkha ya asavvae tesim savve
vite sacca // MI-50 // ®

sakkolitya

The Buddhists as well as the Vaisesikas point
out the fault in the theory of evolution
(samtavaya, Skt. sadvada) of the Samkhyas.
In turn the Samkhyas also do that to their
theory of creation (asavvaa, Skt. asadvada).
All of them remain true’

Only with the help of this verse we cannot un-
derstand why the hetu is regarded as asiddha in
Siddhasena's opinion. In this connection we shall
consider the statements of a Digambara philos-
opher Manikyanadin. To illustrate the sandi-
gdhasiddha hetvabhasa, Manikyanandin de-
clares, in his work called Pariksamukha, as fol-
lows:

5 Nyayaviniscayavivarana vol. 2 (Kasi 1954),
p. 181.

s Syadvadaratnakaravol. 2 (Delhi 1988), p. 1032.

’ Nyayavataravartika-vrtti (Bombay 1949), p. 107.

$ Sammati-tarka (Ahmedabad 1939; reprint, 2000),
p. 124.

? See Sammati-tarka, op.cit.
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samkhyam prati parinami Sabdah krtakatvat
//N1-27 // tenajiiatatvat // VI-28 // '°

If someone argues with the followers of the
Samkhya school and states that sound is per-
ishable because it is caused, then that hetu is
asiddha since the Samkhya school does not
accept it.

Thus it is understood that, in the Jaina tradition,
any attribute used in reasoning is asiddha when
the opponent does not admit its reality. So Aka-
lanka's intention in the pada 'asiddho siddhase-
nasya seems to be as follows:

According to Siddhasena, sattva etc. in the
proof of the reality of a thing is hetvabhasa
because of the absolutism (ekantavada) of oth-
er schools. In absolutism an attribute of a
thing, krtakatva or the attribute of being some-
thing that has been created, for example, ad-
mitted by the one school, say Buddhists, is
not recognized by the other, i.e., the Samkhyas.

Siddhasena is the first Jaina philosopher that in-
dicated such tendencies of absolutism in other
schools."! That is why Akalanka refers to him
in connection with asiddha.

Here a question arises: why Anantavirya does
not refer to or quote from the Nyayavatara which
is generally regarded as a work of Siddhasena?
In the Nyayavatara asiddha, along with viruddha
and anaikantika, is clearly defined."”” Santisiri,
in his commentary on the Nyayavatdra, says that
the Siddhasena referred to by Akalanka is the
author of Nyayavatara."> But he does not give
any reason.'* One possible answer for the ques-

' Pariksamukha (Lucknow 1940), p. 169.

"' Kundakunda also refers to the Samkhya school
in his Samayasara, verse 366ab. He, however, does
not refute the absolutism in the school.

> Nyayavatara 23: asiddhas tv apratito yo yo
'nyathaivopapadyate / viruddho yo 'nyathapy atra yu-
kto 'naikantikah //

B Nyayavataravartika-vrtti, p. 107: siddhasenasya
sutrakartuh sakalyendasiddhatvat sakala eva hetuh
asiddhah iti.
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tion may be that the Siddhasena mentioned by
Akalanka is not the author of the Nyayavatara
but that of Sammatitarka."

2.2. The next philosopher to be considered is
Samantabhadra. Akalanka says that, according
to Samantabhadra, sattva etc. are anaikantika
hetus which exist both in sapaksa and vipaksa.
To explain such an opinion, Anantavirya quotes
a verse from Samantabhadra's Svayambhiistotra
and paraphrases it:

ye paraskhalitonnidrah svadose 'bhinimili-
nah / tapasvinas te kim kuryur apatram tvan-
matasriyah // '®

Those pitiable persons who are not receptacles
of the glory of your doctrine cannot do anything

" because they shut their eyes to their own fault
while they are very careful about the defects
of their enemy.

‘The glory of your doctrine’ (tvanmatasri) here
means, as Anantavirya says, the anekantavada
or non-absolutism of Jaina which pervades all
things.!” Samantabhadra is the first Jaina philos-
opher that has clearly shown the theory of anekan-
tavada in his Aptamimamsa. With that theory
the Jainas maintain that an attribute of a thing
exists as its own nature, and does not exist as
the nature of another. In other words, an attribute
of X exists in X as X's nature and that of Y in Y
as Y's nature. Thus a hetu like sattva exists in a
thing which is regarded as momentary and as
well as that which is regarded as eternal. Such
a hetu should be called anaikantika hetvabhasa.

" In order to explain the original verse of Akalanka,
Vadidevasiiri quotes the sentence beginning with ‘sar-
vam evaikantavading (Syadvadaratnakara, -op.cit.),
whose source is unknown.

' On the necessity to suppose the two different
Siddhasenas, see my paper "Distingushing two Si-
ddhasenas" in Indogaku Bukkyogaku Kenkyu (Journal
of Indian and Buddhist Studies) 48, no. 2, 1999.

' Svayambhistotra 99. This verse is quoted in
Siddhiviniscayatika, p. 406.

"7 Siddhiviniscaya, op.cit.: §rih sarvapadartha-
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Samantabhadra does not explicitly refer to
anaikantika as a hetvabhasa. The following
verse, however, shows that he has a good knowl-
edge of hetvabhasa.

anarthika sadhanasadhyadhis ced vijiia-
namatrasya na hetusiddhih / atharthavattvam
vyabhicaradoso na yogigamyam paravadisi-
ddham// 18 I/ *

If knowledge of probans and probandum (=in-
ference) has no real object, then the vijfiapti-
matra could not be established by means of
hetu. But if it had any object, then it would
commit the fault of vyabhicara . . .

2.3. The relationship between Devanandin and
viruddha remains unclear. In his explanation
Anantavirya quotes a phrase from Jainendra
Vyakarana: siddhir anekantat."” But he does
not go into detail. If Akalanka refers to, with
the name Devanandin, the Jaina philosopher
called Pujyapada, then we must trace his episte-
mological thoughts in his Sarvarthasiddhi, a com-
mentary on Tattvartha Sitra of Umasvati. But
Pijyapada has no epistemological discussions
in that treatise, thus naturally there is no metinon
of hetvabhasa.

Moreover, Vadidevasiiri as well as Santisiri
reads Mallavadin instead of Devanandin.”® This
Mallavadin must be the author of Nayacakra as
Santisiiri points out.”’ Even then the reason why
he assumes that the hetu is viruddha remains
unknown. Though we already have the well-
edited text of Nayacakra,”® most of all the con-
tents of this famous book has yet to be touched
by modern scholars.

vydpyanekdntdbhidheya;rt

18 Yuktyanusasana (Bombay 1920), p. 45.

" Jainendra Vyakarana (Kasi 1956), p. 1.

 Syadvadaratnakara, p. 1032; Nyayavatarava-
rtika-vrtti, p. 107: asiddhah siddhasenasya viruddho
mallavadinah.

A Nyayavataravartika-vrtti, p. 108: mallavadinah
nayacakravidhatur . . .

2 Nayacakra of Mallavadin, ed. by Jambivijaya

3. With these discussions it can be safely con-
cluded that on the hetvabhasa Samantabhadra
and Siddhasena have different opinions. From
a historical point of view this may show the
development of the idea on the hetvabhasa in
Jainism: at an earlier stage Siddhasena, probably
the author of Sammati-tarka, recognized only
one type of hetvabhdsa, ie., asiddha. Later,
Samantabhadra added another kind to it, i.e.,
anaikantika.

in three volumes. Bhavnagar 1966-1988.



