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Comments on the Article entitled ‘How Anekantika is
Anekanta? Some Reflections on Jain Theory of ‘
Anekantavada’ by Daya Krishna published in the
JICPR, Vol. XVI, No. 2

The canonical literature (agamas) of the Jainas forms the basis of their
philosophical thoughts. The word ‘anekanta’ does not appear in the agamas.
The word was first used in the beginning of the age of philosophical writ-

ings. Probably, Siddhasena Divakara was the first to use it.
The basis of anekanta is naya. The Bhagavati Sttra deals with reality from

the point of view of two nayas—the substantial (dravyarthika) and the modal
(paryayarthika). The two points of view (naya) are relative, according to
Acharya Siddhasena. Their relativity is known as anekanta.'

The philosophical thoughts in India flow between absolute permanence and
absolute transitoriness. The insentient element (prakrt), according to Sankhva,
is permanent-cum-transitory, but the sentient element (purusa)is apsolutcly
permanent, having no modifications. According to the Vaisesika philosophy,
the earth is permanent as cause and transitory as effect, but soul, qu and
Space are without any modification. The reality is momentary, according to
the Buddhists—Whatever is real is momentary., just as the cloud. foe gon;
Cept of eterniity is rejected outright in the Buddhist philosophy. In the lettzenit;z;
Brahman is absolutely unchangeable and maya is changeable; Brahman, beitls

beyond reality and unreality, 1S unspeakable.
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lity neither originates nor per.

of substance, rea
the mode originates and penshes. Tk

s of reality—the permanent and the
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From the point of view
ishes. From the point of view of mode,

Bhagavati Sutra speaks of two aspect
temporary. The permanent part does not change,
change’—athire palottai, thire no palottai.

Umasvati defined reality as consisting
destruction on the basis of the two viewpoints of substance and mode—
unpﬁdawayadhrauwayukta{n sat| (Tatrvartha Sitra, 5/29).

Reality has three characteristics. Therefore, it is anekantika. One cannol
com?r'el?end its nature without anekanta. When it 1s said— Reality 1s perm¥
;‘;m , 1L 1S one Vf'CW; when it is said Reality is ‘temporary,’ itis another view
pe;za(;i ::-e:: n\ll-l;vrfp?: ek’b“.r:t.ikah(one-sided). 'When‘ it is saidf-—-'l?ucalit)";‘s
B o ary,’ it is the anekanta viewpoint. What is pecubdr

simultaneously accepts reality as possessed ©f bo

permanence as well as transitoriness.

THE MEANING OF THE TERM ANEKANTA
negdt*

Anekanta is lexj .

Anekianta const;csa::]y ’ negaFlve term, but substantially it 1S not DC&T

have existence of o:)nle relativity of substance and mode. Itis 10" P )wblcnd

mode cannot exist \zts}:l bstance or only mode,® that is to say, substancs®

anekantika, the term elk"om cach other. The very nature of reality Jos®

not mean ‘indefinite’ @nta cannot be used to comprehend 1t Aneka U
¢’ or ‘infinite’, but it means ‘more than onc” callf}’ ",

of permanence, origination and
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wHY THERE WAS THE RISING OF ANEKANTA?
ge- Naya,
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d syadvada are essentially the forms of knowledge, holelys
know it. Sometimes we have a propensity t(? know 1t - various
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pro'lPhe doctrine of naya* is the process of known'ng the reahtg pI 2 anreal
From substantial naya, the substance is a real object; the mode

: it is the vice-versa.’ .

object. From modal naya, 1

i bstance;
The substantial naya is the standpoint to comprehend the su

) - ode.
mode does not fall in its domain, but it does. no_t mean-that 1.t ctierpsisetvl\lle(nma )
Therfor, though ekantia, such & Sandpo e BASEL B ecome invalid
If the substantial standpoint denies the .m ’ de. but it

. 1201y the modal point of view comprelllenc_ls .the mode, b
gii?zfziesnl;n tl}l::: syubstance. Therefore', thqugh partial, 1t 15'2-1 vf";:ld vlevil(;
point (naya). If it denies the substance, it, being absolutely ekantika, wou
become invalid. The non-relative one-sided view has _created many problems
in the field of philosophical thought. Anekanta provides a soh.mon to th—ose
problems. If substantial or modal nayas were to be non-relative, anekanta
would not have arisen. The reality has an innate capacity of changing and
change is thus a part and parcel of reality. Permanence and change cannot be
Sparated totally; they cannot exist independently. It is to deny their independ-
ence that non-absolutism arose.

WHAT IS SYADVADA?

:\izfan}a took_birth on the basis of intcrdgpcndcnce of substantial and modal
o g(:ms_ Syadvada expresses that very interdependence, Anekanta hag two
ol Permanent and temporary, existence and non

ar, one and many, expressible and inexpress
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ontradicting the remaining viewpoint
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from modal point of view. Naya, anekanta and syddvada—all these lhreg:y
useful in the field of metaphysics. .

SAPTABHANGI

Existence has many modes. Three dimensions haye been identified for deter
mining the nature of each of these modes: existence, non-exXistence
inexpressibility. These three dimensions can €Xpress the nature of €Xistence
For example, a duet of two atoms has two aspects: It exists in its own namu"
but it does not exist from the point of view of the nature of another enjty |
An example of atom in modern science may be given: the hydrogen atop
consists of two particles—one electron and one proton. The electron has,
negative charge and the proton has a positive charge. The electron rotates in
the circumference, while the proton is stationary in the nucleus. Thus both
are opposite to each other. It can be said that the electron is real from the
point of view of its own nature, but non-real from the point of view of the
nature of proton.

Here a doubt may be raised—when it is commonplace knowledge tha
anything is not real from the point of view of opposite nature, why should
it be propounded as a theory? For example, Professor Daya Krishna b
mf“d the question—‘The negative characterization, however, is both tod
Wl(_ie anfi too vacuous to be regarded as significant in terms of actual predt
fal:{O"’ tor. if, say, there is such a thing as a red rose and we are sayin du:
tl:eltﬁarc (t)st(}: ;f xrt C;: we ]are not only denying that it has other colouﬁ.hb:llais;
meant by the te n‘;"“i ephant or any of the other myriad things wl;i‘c' bl
be meant by saying tﬁ;(: t hm the Enghgh language. But whe‘;‘t cou! ispsot y
of these things? It s, of e object designated by the term roserms o
synonymous of the ; C(‘)‘urse,”b?mg ass.ur.ned t.hat the other t¢ the &€
" €rm “rose”, just as it is being assumed that xS,
The question rais::jn designating other things, is used In different Conat;)nﬁ
Constituting the rose f here can be summarily answered thus: The e

ower have assumed the form of rose at Prese™”
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o inthe past nor will they be so in the future. Therefore, the atoms
notti;g the rose arc rose from the point of view of present times, but
tue ot 1OSE from the point of view of past or future, S\;umi
thf)’ “mumdﬂji, the Guru of Dr Gopinath Kaviraj, is said to have the
Vlsu“i} ‘to change the rose into stone and vice-versa, through the solar
capﬁb'; Another example is that of water. “This is water'—this statement
sclt?:icns' (o the present mode. It would change into oxygen and hydrogen as
f;:;,roccss of electrolysis .takcs place through cl%'ctricity. (If water is re-
quired, @ proper process will transform the gases into water.)

[n these €ases the rose (or water) is real from the point of view of the
esent mode, but it is not real from the point of view of past or future.
Therefore, positive and negative statements are made for showing the rela-

tivity of the modes of past, present and future.

A substance has two-fold powers: one is the power to hold its own self.
This is the quality of agurulaghu, which is propounded through a positive
satement. The other power is that of keeping one’s existence independent of
others so that an entity can exist scparately, and does not lose its identity.
This power is stated through a negative statement. The positive and negative
statements are thus not imaginative; their usages are not redundant. A single
positive statement cannot describe what it is and what it is not. The rose
flower is different from that of dhatura* is a case of empirical knowledge,
needing no positive-cum-negative statement. But a positive-cum-negative state-
ment is required to show why they are different. Both of them are essentially
nothing but matter (or pudgal&stik&ya). The molecules forming the rose are
different from those of the dhatura flower. Therefore, the rose flower is
keeping its entity separate from that of the dhatura. If the molecules of both
the flowers had identical mode, rose would have been dhatura and dhatura
“’Ol{ld have been rose. Only the positive statement could not have propounded
the identity-cum-difference or unity-cum-diversity.

The rose flower is a mode of pudgaldstikiya (which is one of the ultimate
s‘.ij‘a“C‘fS) and so is the flower of dhatura. At present, modes of both are
d(‘)fr:‘r-‘]rm}t. In future, it is possible that the molecules which huvc“u‘l?c‘n‘ t?\rc
Buy 'v(v)' }dhulura ﬂf)wcr may take the form of rose ﬂu.)wcr.l um? \M\;r:hd

On;a Olft 1ut showing the separation of nmlcculcs‘whwln'lmvc .1?5\1‘1:1:\ 'Oulfj
01 b rOSL_'.frO'n those wh.ich h.uvc us.sumcd the lg.rm o?'dlmtrluft: lblcm o
Objectslxzmblc for us to |dc1.mfy (fhjccls —that |.~..lo' say, the .y o
. uld become impossible. For a layman, rose and dhatura are €

¢ Dathura alba, e thom apple which 1s a powerful na

vere :
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OMNISCIENT

Anekanta is a form of knowledge and anekantika substance is the object o
knowledge. The basis of anekanta is the nature of reality (sat) or substanc:
The nature of the substance in itself is permanent-cum-temporary. It does
make any difference if it is known by an ordinary man or an omuniscient. T
only difference is that a common man knows it through the sensuous know-
edge whereas the omniscient knows it through the direct knowledge. The
:)}‘f;nekﬁn{a is of universal application. Substance cannot exist without mo
foree?;e;;;:i:?;]:,es ‘;‘; substance; mode cannot exist without substance; &
are not absolutel;nse t’;r::ie .transcenc_iental. existence and empincal exlsﬁf’f’
existence and the sub[s)tancz :: t:‘:e an phllosophy. Thgimode B emp:f;
rably joined together._bot hnscendental existence; but they arﬁ“:n:Y

and therefore, they cannot b t D0 Are two aspects of the same ¢X
If existence is 1o be pro e conceived of as absolutely independe™™ "
USe syddvady and saplabhap-ou-nded even by an omniscient, he will L
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nolecule is not exprc?sscd from that point of view. There would be no
Jifferenc® whethgr this molecule of three atoms is expressed by an omnis-
cient or by an ordinary man.

The methodology of anekanta does not admit of any difference between an
omniscient and an QTdillﬂr}' Srutajiiani. The theory of Syadvada is not con-
nected with perfection or imperfection of knowledge. There is no reason to
Jccept that the knowledge of imperfect being is ekantika. Anekanta does not
imply that the knowledge of one who knows partial truth is ekantika and the
knowledge of one who knows the whole truth is anekantika. The basis of
anekanta is the triplicate nature (i.e. origination, cessation and permanence)
of substance and not limitation or unlimitation of knowledge (i.e. srutajiana
and kevaljiiana). The object of knowledge of an omniscient in its entirety can
be the object of the partial knowledge of srutajiiani also. As already stated,
omniscient knows directly the whole truth, whereas a man of partial knowl-
edge, can know it through the statements of the omniscient, i.e. through the
scriptures; therefore one cannot say that the knowledge of the man of partial
knowledge is necessarily ekantika.

The nature of permanence and temporary are not imposed on substance by
knowledge, perfect or imperfect. Permanence and transitoriness are the objec-
tive attributes of the substance, and not of knowledge. Because the substance
is intrinsically permanent-cum-temporary, it does not depend on the knowl-
edge of the knower. As the nature of the substance is permanent-cum-tem-
porary for the omniscient, so it is for the ordinary knower (who is endowed
with only partial knowledge).

TRANSCENDENTAL AND EMPIRICAL TRUTHS

The theory of permanence and transitoriness being of universal application,
no distinction between transcendental and empirical existence can be admit-
ted. If this distinction is to be made at all, we may put it according to the
Jain view as—substance is transcendental, whereas mode is empincal. These
two are not absolutely different; therefore, existence of substance can be
accepted as permanent as well as transitory without any difficulty.

NOTION OF POSSIBILITY

That the substance is anckantika has two meanings: The first meaning 1s—
is of triplicate nature of origination, cessation and permanence. Therefore,
It can be said to be anckantika. The second meaning is that the substance

T sy
bl
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has many-—innumerable or infinite—modifications: therefore has infinjy,
attributes.

Modifications have two varicties: the intrinsic modificati
and the visible modifications (vvanjana parvaya). The intri!
are subtle; they change with the minutest unit of time (samayva. the SMalley,
unit of time, which is further indivisible). This chang® has twelve Stagey)

The subtle modifications cannot be known through the senses. They g ,
the object of super-sensuous consciousness. The visible modificationg
gross. They are manifest and, therefore, can be known lhfough, the Sensey
also. It is in the case of these gross modifications that We can think Of borh,
the possible and the probable. Every modification i\as the possibility of
changing into any other mode. A colour can change 1nto anotiier colour, ,
smell into another smell, a taste into another taste, aﬂfi 4 touch 1nto anothey
touch. Yati Bhoja has described two types of PO“’—"ﬁa‘““35—“\e potentialiry
which can be actualized at a distant time (ogha Sakti) afld potentiality which /
can be immediately actualized (samucita sakti); the former 1s the mediat
cause, while the latter is the immediate cause of change. Grass has the
potentiality of becoming ghee at a distant future. Curd can change into ghee
imniediately. The potentialities are too many to be enumerated. Theoretically,
it could be said that potentialities of an object are innumerable as far as the
mediate form of potentiality is concerned. A scientist through his research can
know a few of these. A person with the power of super-sensuous knowledge
can know them through super-sensuous knowledge. An ordinary man can,
however, know only the immediate cause or the visible modifications. We,
therefore, cannot put any limitation on the possibilities or probabilities.‘

The reality has five varieties, viz. dharmastikaya (medium of motion
adharmastikaya (medium of rest), akasastikaya (space), pudgalﬁstikﬁ.‘“
(matter) and jivastikaya (soul).

They never change into one another. The soul does not change into mat
and vice-versa. The reality or the ultimate substances are absolute truth. N"‘*
absolute truths are only the modifications. Man is not an ultimat¢ substam™

he is only a modification. All visible objects are modifications of the ““'fm 0
substances, they are not the ultimate substances. Things emanatmglumn
m_Ofiifications can change into each other; they are, therefore, not ab’i{mt §
dlﬁe‘:rent. The doctrine of identity-cum-difterence propounded by / ¢
useful for understanding the identity as well as difference of the ObJeﬁtt}ristiﬁ—
visible objects are possessed of their own shape, qualities and char®® is ot
and, therefore, they are different. Thus, gold is not mercury:

ns (urthupunﬁ‘u
181 modiﬂcmi'um'
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B Ell:stt:nce viz t“:; b;)th‘of them are modifications of the same
- su mercu;y an.dp vicga a (1.e. matter). Therefore, gold can be trans-
formed into versa. They are non-different or identicai from

. of view. Thus, they are neith -
his pomt o ) _ er absolutely diff tel
t | but they are i dentical-cum-different y different nor absolutely

-dentical, _
. The phenomenon Of_ radl(,)aCtiVity accepted by modern science is a good
n to make this point clear. The element Uranium which has the
mber 92.gets trapsfomed into the element Lead which has the
atomiC number 82, 1na specific time, on account of its radioactive nature. The
atomic qumbers of gold and mercury are 79 and 80 respectively. When,
hrough Proper external means, the atom of mercury is made to lose one
electron and one proton and two neutrons, it will change into the atom of
gold.
Anekanta has its limitations; it is applicable only in the field of ontology—
only to comprehend the relativity of substance and modification. The science
of existence or reality 1s absolute; non-absolutism is not applicable to the
ultimate existence of the reality. Therefore, it 1s not desirable to apply non-
absolutism everywhere. For example, in the field of mathematics, anekanta
could be applied once in a while, but it is not possible to apply it everywhere.

Eminent statistician, Professor P.C. Mahalnobis has observed that
‘Syadvada’ has the genesis of the basic foundation of the modern science of
statistics.’

‘I should now like to make some brief observations of my own on the
connection between Indian—Jains’ views and the foundations of statistical
:‘::\3- [ have already pointed out that the fourth category ‘Of S.VWVW"-
calcg()’;;e"""’“aVya or the‘ “indeterminate” is a ‘s‘yqthesnf’ of three eafner
o : of (1) assertion ( ‘it is”), (2). negation ("1t 1S not ),_and (3) asser-
e 1o l:‘;gauon in succession. The fourth category of syad-vada, therefore,

€ 10 be in essence the qualitative but nof quantitative aspect of the

Mode
. concept of probability ... .

- ¢ 8a : 5 . R
YYadvgy me time it is of interest to note that

ad seem : .
4 Qualitagjye fols.,.:lo have given the logical background 0

on ~ . . " .
::amctllar \‘Vh-bhould like to draw attention to the Jain view that -2 real 1s
,a?“m of an inlg-h Possesses a generic attribute.” This is very close t0 the

" viey - ""dividual in relation to the population to which I belongs. The
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denies the possibility of making any pre
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. : also trué In m
. dividual, which would b odem stig l

single and unique ’
theory- -
‘The third point to be mooted is the € .

i d on the multiform aspects of reals which o

qualitative sense) tO the basic ideas “nde[: :
Tivin,

correlation and concomitant variation in ,

mphasis given in Jain philosopy,

(again 1

to be similar at
ciation,

the concepts of asso

statistics- . _ o,
f “existence, persistence and cessation” as the fund

“The Jain ViEW ©

characteristics of all that 18 real necessarily leads to a view of rea;
something relatively permanent and relatively changing which has a fenl/ty s
statistical reasoning. «A real changes every moment and at the same(:ct
continues” is @ VIEW which is somewhat sympathetic to the underlying :d";

of stochastic processes ... -
‘Finally, I should draw a

ttention to the realist and pluralist views of 3

pttﬂosophy and the continuing emphasis on the multiform and intently diver
sified aspects of reality which amounts to the acceptance of an “open” wi o
of thg universe with scope for unending change and discovery. For -

explatmgd abov.e, it seems to me that the ancient Indian Jain pltilosorﬁ
certain interesting resemblances to the probabilistic and statistical Bieyw o

reality in modern times.’

SIMULTANEITY

Anekanta does i .

example, it is arcl(c)iretje?tbthe concepts like impossibility or improbability. F
that the Jiva (soul)pma y Anekanta that it is neither possible nor probab:
jiva). Similarly, it is n e),'tgossess the particular modes of atom (which 8™

stances (ajiva) ,may po; er possible nor probable that the non-sentient®
not expected of the doctsr?:: thfe modes of jiva (the sentient substanCC)-“ ’
gT‘ProbabIe into probable Ar(n) :mekﬁnta to turn impossible into possibk’
ICt] . Anekanta’s job i . ) 5
and!;lsd apparent between the eter:lals jobis to get rid of the mternal cttﬂ \:

 mode. Seen from the poi I and the non-eternal, that is, S
of absol rnal is unreal; wherea of tluxism, change is reé! an o
ute permanence), perma S ac‘:C’r'dmg to the eternalism (the &
nence is real and true, whil¢ chat ‘;“
|

imperma
nence) is u
nreal. This illus;
- I'his 1llusion
of contrast an ict bet
nflict
dco "l

nal and no
n-eternal 1 .
su § Crea
bstance (dravyq). Ane ting problems in understanding the €" g,cﬂ“""
"

kanta has tri
as tried to resolve this proble™ by
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that both—the eternal as well as non-eternal—can co-exist in the same sub-
stratum. (In other words they do not need separate substratum to exist in.)
The substratum of both is the sat (reality). Therefore, we cannot comprehend
sat by separating the permanence and creation-cessation (0r impermanence).
Can we€ separate a pot from the clay? Can we imagine a cloth different
from the fibres? In the same way, can we find out a substratum of mode
other than the substance itself? This is not possible at all. It is only by
accepting this impossibility that Anekanta has put forth a solution to the
problem.

There is a continuous flow of modes in every real (ultimate) substance. As
permanence is the characteristic (nature) of ultimate substance of reality, so
is the creation and cessation.

The simuitaneous occurrence of substance and mode is not at all a philo-
sophical problem. The reality has permanence at the same moment when it

is possessed of creation and cessation. Therefore, the state of their simulta-

e

£ TeasE neity is bound by the law of concomitance (sahacarya). We misunderstand

ophy all laws to be universally applicable———this idea, in fact, creates problems. It
is true that two artificial (or undertaken) activities cannot be simultaneous (in

the strict sense). This is the law of ‘undertaken actions’. Nevertheless, natural
activities can take place in any number, simultaneously, for the law of ‘un-
dertaken action’ does not apply on them. For example, the destruction and
creation take place in the cells of the body, continuously. There is simulta-
neous creation and destruction. Another example is that of a duet or a di-
atomic molecule. It can be 2 vibrating molecule and non-vibrating molecule
atthe same time. One of its atoms may be vibrating, while the other one may
be:non-vibrating. Both these properties (that of vibrating and non-vibrating)
exist simultaneously in it. Thus simultaneity means the tritemporality of
change.

{dn Jain philosophy, both the types of modes, viz. actual and potential, are
a&epted. Thus, in clay, the mode of pot 18 potential while that of clay is
ackual,
h:'.et us take another example: A person s trying o recite ten verses. After

s “\"‘:8 fccl\cé a verse, we can say that he has ac}uglly rgcnted one verse, there

Ms\a::()ba,‘-)lvhty that he would recite the remammg‘nmc verses. As soon as

e Sp:ctr:cuttng the S‘?cond verse, th.e 'words of the first verse have gone into

Mab“h—r:;f)rd, he is actua.l!y reciting the gecond verse and there 1S the

" COnsi?ier at the would recite the next verse, and soon ... .-N.ow, generally

only the present mode as the real one; but it 1s not an all-




at the recitation of the fir, v
rd is now not real in the f, ey,
. d waves (or particles) in which the v (6
Je) of recitatioth isting in Space, and therefore the verge is%
cles (or Waves). Thus we cannot i, %
ual and the potential mode. Thus g Ing

: y
f diffcrent-cum-identical can take us towards the reality. The J:

lained the doctrin€ of simultaneity on the basis of t, .
d its transformable modes or states, Ther;

and absence cannot be made merely o,

sal law 18 th

conception 0

philosophy has €xp
temporal nature of substance an

fore, the explanation of presence
basis of the sole rule of present tense.

SPEECH

The Jain philosophy has explained the phenomenon of speech or speaking
very deeply. According to it, during speaking, first of all the speaker appro-
priates the clusters of speech-particles and transforms them into speech an
then releases them. In this process, in the first instant of time (t ), the speech-
particles are appropriated and in the second instant of time (t,), they ar
released after conversion into speech. But at the same time-instant (Le.t),
new clusters of speech-particles are also appropriated, which are then re
leased in the third time-instant (t,), and so on. In this way, there is contini-
ous and simultaneous release of the formerly appropriated speech-particld
and app‘ropriation of the new speech-particles, every moment. This shows
that during the same Fsingle) instant of time there are two actions—elea¥
::‘;z;l Sa: aPPYOPHatlgn. It is to be noted that here the release is that Ofﬂ"_
e e e e proding s e sy’ g
but one does not release and a seF o rf:leased, set b .1s appropr}a .
ppropriate set ‘a’ at the same instant of ™

CONCLUSION
Thg doctrine of anekanta
Itis gnunciated for find
(sat) is explained throu

IS not meant for contradicting other absolutst Vicl"‘ :
rca l ¢

modst
0

i
Ng out the nature of truth. The nature of

|

"
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o philosophical era. In the Ggama-era, it was propounded only

mijdlsecfiie the nature of sa
{0 ¢

10.
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Bhagavatl SUHS — . :
Javvam pajjavaviuyam davv‘avmt.ta ya pajjava natthi.
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—Sanmati Tarka, 1/12.
tayugapadavasthﬁyinab parydyah'—Tattvartha Stitra Bhasyanusarini Tika, 5/38.
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taha pajjavavatthu avatthumeva davvatthiyanayassa.

—Sanmati Tarka, 1/10.
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avattavvam—ayatl ya noayati ya 4. siya aya ya noaya ya 5. siya dyd ya
avattavvam—ayati ya no ayatiya 6. siya no aya ya avattavvam—ayati ya
noayati ya.
‘agarulaghuvikara sva-bhavaparyayaste dvadasadha sadvrddhihanirupah.
anantabhagavrddhih, asamkhyatabhagavrddhih, samkhyatabhagavrddhih,
samkhyatagunavrddhih, asamkhyatagunavrddhih, anantagunavrddhih,
itisadvrddhih. tatha anantabhagahanih, asamkhyatabhagahanih,
samkhyatabhagahanih, samkhyatagunahanih, asamkhyatagunahanih,
anantagunahanih, iti sadhanih. evam sadvrddhihanirupah, dvadasa jieyah.’
Rlz’apapaddhatih, Paryayadhikarah, Appendix 1 in the Nayacakra by
Mailladhavala, p. 211, Bharatiya Jiianapith Prakasan, 1971.
Dravyanuyogatakarna, loka 6, 7:
‘gunaparyayayoh $aktimatramodhodbhavadima.
asannakaryayogyatvacchaktih samucita para.
Jidyamana trnatvenajyasaktiranumanatah.
kimca dugdhadibhavena prokta lokasukhaprada.’
The complete article of P.C. Mahalnobis is published in ‘The Foundations of
Statistics’, Dilectica Vol. VIII, No. 2, 15 June, 1954, Zurich, Switzerland.
Prajiapana Vrtti, patra 264: kaécidekasmin samaye bhasapudgalin grhitva
tadanantaram moksasamaye anupadanam krtva punastriiye samaye grandtyeva
Na muncati, dvitiye samaye prathamasamayagrhitdn pudgaldn muncati
anyannadatte, athnyena prayatnavisesena grahanamanyena ca prayatnavisesena
(ca) nisargah tau ca parasparam virudhau parasparaviruddhakaryakaranat tatah
kathamekasmin samaye tau syatim? tadayuktam, jivasya hi lathh;vibhivy?l
dvavupayogavekasmin samaye na syBtim, ye tu kny@visesiste bahavo pyekasmin
Samaye ghatanta eva, tathidar$anat, tath@hi—ekdapi nartaki bhramansdm';mn‘\
Vidadhang ei(asminnapi samaye hastapadadigatd vicitrdh kriy@h kurvadi drsyate,
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sarvasyapi yvastutah
ckasminncva ca samay 1298}
bhasyak,rtfgahananisuggapayun.’l paropparaviro
uvaogd na hoyj
dvitiyasamayopﬁtﬂn pudgal
tvasankhyeyal
pratisamayam grhnati, :
harato’nusamayamityucycta tatastadasa '
evam nirantaram grhnati, tatradye samayc grahanameva na nisargah, ageh

tadapi kadacidvirahitamapi

nisargabhavat, paryantasamaye ¢a moksa eva, bhasabhipréyoparspn,,

pratyckumckaﬂmin samaye utpadavayawpam' l
e sahghﬁtupuriéﬂt_avapi, tato na kaSciddongl m/".u
hino kaham samaye? 'sam.“ “
a kiriydna ko doso? |||l iti, trtiye punah samaye t;: '
dn muncati na punaranyanadatte, Ulka,:"
h samayairckam grahanam manycta tata dha- -‘an“"“may:ﬂ

Vyay,
nkya vyavacchedirthamaha—ayiryp, ’
am

g

grahanésambhavﬁt, Sesesu dvitiyddisu samaycsu grahananisargau yugapatiyy,,

sthapand ceyam—

A = Appropriation t, t, t, t, t, | ¢t
R = Release A, A, A, A, A, X
X = Nil X R R R R R

Terapanth Vikas Parishad, Anuvrata Bhavan
210, Deen Dayal Upadhyaya Marg
New Delhi 110 002

ACARYA MAHAPRASA

Reaction to the Article of Professor R.C. Pradhan entitlee

‘Persons as Minded Beings: Towards a Metaphysics of
Persons’ published in the JICPR, Vol. XV, No.3

P , C |
rofessor R.C. Pradhan in his article ‘Persons as Minded Beings: Tow

a Met: ' I
etaphysics of Persons’ (JICPR, Vol. XV, No. 3) attempts p buc;ﬂ"‘

as pro od i .

hispm:ses::s:sl:t;‘(‘:i ttl.flc of the arFic.Ic, a metaphysics of persons: B“‘yﬁ
the article fails 1o ris c'arcfully distinguish his position from that OfD_' nat ¥
fails to realize the ise above a restatement of Cartesianism- It see™ e
Manifests in hjg e.: nl:qu.e and unitary character of the person. his bv"’h
one, of a person ”5 asis on the mental aspect, as distinct from th° 0 w’
the self, thereby im even goes to the extent of identifying the P¢ g

i , . ing
d of a pcr:o::llly denying the role of the body P for™

?



