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Abstract Two eight-century Jaina contemporaries, a Śvetāmbara philosopher
Siddhasena Mahāmati and a Digambara Akalaṅka Bhatta revolutionised Jaina
˙˙
epistemology, by radically transforming basic epistemological concepts, which had
been based on canonical tradition. The paper presents a brief historical outline of the
developments of basic epistemological concepts in Jaina philolosophy such as the
cognitive criterion (pramāṇa) and logical faculties (upayoga) as well as their
fourteen typological models which serve as the backdrop of important innovations
in epistemology introduced by Siddhasena, Pātrasvāmin and Akalaṅka. An important contribution of these Jaina thinkers was to economize Indian logic and the rules
of inference, first, by devising only one kind of logical reason called ‘inexplicability
otherwise’ (anyathânupapatti, anyathânupapannatva), based on the single inseparable connection (avinâbhāva) of the proving property (sādhana) with the
inferable property (sādhya), and, second, by limiting the necessary number of the
members (avayava) of the proof formula (prayoga) merely to two. These two
innovations were related to the thinkers’ intention to devise a logic which would not
primarily be based on empirical verification (intensional logic) but its structural
patterns would be valid irrespective of external observation (beginnings of extentional logic). Further, the paper focuses on the nature of the epistemological shifts
which Siddhasena and Akalaṅka introduced independently of each other and on the
question how Siddhasena’s and Akalaṅka’s ideas were partly anchored in Buddhist
concepts of the pramāṇa school of Diṅnāga and Dharmakı̄rti. With the Buddhist
background, Siddhasena sought to define the criteria essential to distinguish true
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from false cognitions and to provide a novel classification of the pramāṇas. He can
further be accredited with formulating the first Jaina descriptive definition of the
cognitive criterion (pramāṇa). The final section of the paper explains how Akalaṅka
applies novel epistemological ideas, first, to construct realistic ontology and
objectivity of both the external world and the cognising subject, and, secondly, to
combat fundamental Buddhist concepts such as idealism and momentariness.
Keywords Jainism · Buddhism · epistemology · logic · pramāna ·
˙
philosophy of language

Introduction
Two Jaina contemporaries, a Śvetāmbara philosopher Siddhasena Mahāmati (ca.
710/720–770/780)1 and his younger contemporary Digambara thinker Akalaṅka
Bhatta (c. 720–780), are regarded by their respective sects as the fathers of Jaina
˙˙
logic. Even though the claims might be slightly exaggerated, both of them indeed
revolutionised Jaina epistemology by radically transforming basic epistemological
concepts which had been based on canonical tradition.
The former is credited with composing the succinct Nyāyâvatāra (Introduction to
Logic; hereafter NA), and is generally confused with a pre-Diṅnāga thinker
Siddhasena Divākara (c. 450–500), the author of the Saṁmati-tarka-prakaraṇa (A
Treatise on Correct Reasoning).2 Despite his importance, we know basically nothing
about Siddhasena Mahāmati, not even his correct full name. His seminal work
belonging to the category of works in 32 verses (dvātriṁśikā) was commented by a
few authors. Siddharsi-ganin completed his commentary Nyāyâvatāra-vivr̥ tti on 21
˙
˙
May 906, and Devabhadra-sūri supplied his gloss Nyāyâvatāra-ṭippana in the
second half of the twelfth century. Śānti-sūri (Śanty-ācārya) composed his versed
commentary Nyāyâvatāra-vārttika-vr̥ tti in the eleventh century.
Akalaṅka Bhatta was one of most prolific writers among the Digambaras, and his
˙˙
oeuvre ranges from commentaries, such as the Royal Scholium (Rāja-vārttika) on
Umāsvāmin’s Tract on Truth (Tattvârtha-sūtra, TS; c. 350–400) and the Work in 800
Statements (Aṣṭa-śatī) on Samantabhadra II’s Examination of Authority (Āptamīmāṁsā, ĀMı̄; c. 600–660),3 to independent and highly demanding works on
epistemology, such as Three Simple Chapters (Laghīyas-traya), namely Prolegomena to cognitive criteria (Pramāṇa-praveśa), Prolegomena to viewpoints (Nayapraveśa) and Prolegomena to the Doctrine (Pravacana-praveśa), An Enquiry into
Epistemology (Nyāya-viniścaya, NVi), An Enquiry into Conclusive Proofs (Siddhiviniścaya), A Compendium of Cognitive Criteria (Pramāṇa-saṅgraha, PSa), The
lustre of the Jewel of Cognitive Criteria (Pramāṇa-ratna-pradīpa), A Brief
1

On the dating of Siddhasena Mahāmati see Balcerowicz (2003a; 2008, i ff.).

2

On the relationship between Siddhasena Mahāmati and Siddhasena Divākara see Balcerowicz
(2000, 2001, 2003a, 2008, pp. i–ii, v–xli).

3
On three Siddhasenas and their dating, see Balcerowicz (2014), see also Balcerowicz (2008, p. ii;
2011).
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Exposition of Epistemology (Nyāya-cūlikā)4 and The deﬁnition of cognitive criterion
(Pramāṇa-lakṣaṇa).5
The present essay will, in the first section, focus on the nature of the
epistemological shifts which both thinkers introduced independently of each other
and on the question how and to what degree Siddhasena Mahāmati’s and Akalaṅka
Bhatta’s ideas were partly anchored in Buddhist concepts of the pramāṇa school of
˙˙
Diṅnāga and Dharmakı̄rti. The second section demonstrates how Akalaṅka applies
the novel epistemological ideas to construct his realistic ontology and to prove the
objectivity of both the external world and the cognising subject vis-à-vis Buddhist
idealism.
To understand the significance of the shifts and developments that took place in
Jaina epistemology and logic in seventh and eighth century we should first take a
closer look at the traditional framework of the system prior to the age of change.

Traditional Epistemology
As was the case with the majority of philosophers and philosophical schools in
India, two most important issues that concerned Jaina thinkers were a profound
soteriological interest, the central idea of which was liberation (mokṣa), and the
search for solid foundations of our knowledge, on which the belief in liberation and
a path leading to it rest.
It is very unlikely, despite popular claims of its followers, that the founder-cumreformer of Jainism Mahāvı̄ra Vardhamāna (Prakrit: Mahāvı̄ra Vaddhamāna /
˙
Vaddhamāna, fifth century BCE6) or his predecessor Pārśva/Pārśvanātha (Prakrit:
˙˙
˙
Pāsa / Pāsanātha7), who were primarily ascetics preoccupied with moral and
soteriological issues, developed any significant interest in epistemological questions.8 At an early stage, there were rather unsophisticated cosmological and
ontological beliefs, e.g. the belief in six classes of beings (jīva-nikāya) and simple
concept of deeds related to material consequences (that later developed into a fullfledged concept of karman), that formed the theoretical background for ethics, based
4

No manuscripts of the Pramāṇa-ratna-pradīpa and the Nyāya-cūlikā have been discovered so far.

5

The work has never been published so far although there are some extant manuscripts of it.

6

Various branches of the Jainas have dated his parinīrvāṇa variously to 525/6 BCE (most popular),
527/526 BCE, or 510 BCE, whereas a number of Western scholars used to assign him traditionally to the
period of 540–478 BCE. Since the Göttingen Symposium (Bechert 1991–1992), it is generally assumed
that he died some time in the period between 427/425 and 395 BC at the age of 70 (e.g. Dundas 2002,
pp. 24–25: c. 425 BCE). Recent research suggests the date c. 393 BCE plus minus 20 years as
Vardhamāna’s parinirvāṇa (see Balcerowicz 2016b, § 3.2.1.2 and Table 5).

7

According to Jaina legendary accounts he preceded Mahāvı̄ra by 250 years, viz. he lived in the period
of c. 948–848 BCE or c. 932–832 BCE. However, for various reasons, this tradition seems highly
unlikely. Most plausibly Pārśva lived c. 600–500 BCE, i.e. approx. 100 years before Mahāvı̄ra (see
Balcerowicz 2016b, § 3.2.2.1 and also Dhaky 1997, p. 3).

8

While there is no evidence that Vardhamāna had any interest in epistemology, Pārśva may be
accredited with an earliest version of the method of the four standpoints (nikṣepa-vāda, nyāsa-vāda), see:
Balcerowicz (2016a, pp. 179–182, 326–327). On the beginnings of Jaina epistemology see: Balcerowicz
(2016a, pp. 174–219).
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on the insistence on one’s withdrawal from any dealings with the surrounding world
and abandonment of any action (akarman). It was probably a few centuries later that
epistemological questions started to preoccupy the minds of Jaina thinkers and that
happened, in the first place, in confrontation with rival religious and philosophical
traditions. In the context, crucial for the beginnings and the development of early
Jaina epistemology were its genetic links with the Ājı̄vikism.9
We may safely assume that, against the popular claims of modern Jainas, such
theories of relativity, widely associated with Jainism, especially a comprehensive
doctrine of multiplexity of reality (anekânta-vāda), were developed much later. The
roots of this well-known theory lay in the felt need, first, to fine-tune early Jaina
ethical theory, predominantly geared to curb any kind of violence (ārambha, vaira,
hiṁsā) against any living being, by determining what a living being is, and in what
sense, as well as what constitutes violence against it, and, secondly, to adjust to the
demands of soteriology and to the needs monastic discipline and everyday life.10
One of the earliest epistemological ‘analytical’ devices of this sort to be applied to
ethics, was the conviction, borrowed from the Buddhist probably in the period
between 3rd and 2nd centuries CE, that deeds can be performed in a triple way: by
means of the mind (manas), speech (vāc) and body (kāya).
A gradual development of ontology after first century BCE/first century CE,
especially detailed analysis of the ontological distinction into living beings (jīva)
and lifeless elements (ajīva) along with elaborate classifications of both the
categories necessitated a development of a relevant theoretical analytical devices.
After this period, still during the so-called ‘canonical period’ (from fourth/third
century BCE till 450–480 CE) as reflected in the Jaina canon eventually codified in
the second half of fifth century, complex dialectical ways of analysis (anuyogadvāra) were developed (that culminated in an intricate theory before fifth/sixth
century), and crucial theoretical determinants were the four standpoints (nikṣepa,
nyāsa)11 as tools of analysis: substance (dravya), place (kṣetra), time (kāla) and
actual condition (bhāva) of an entity analysed. Occasionally, other parameters were
added in canonical literature, such as a particular quality (guṇa), a mode (paryaya),
spatial extension (pradeśa), name (nāma), form (rūpa), material representation
(sthāpanā), transformation (pariṇāma) etc.12 Also in the post-canonical literature
the authors such as Siddhasena Divākara’s Saṁmati-tarka-prakaraṇa (STP 59–60,
c. 450–500 CE) enumerated similar parameters that served the same purpose:
substance (dravya), place (kṣetra), time (kāla), actual condition (bhāva), mode
(paryāya), aspect or part (deśa) and combination of elements, or the whole
(saṁyoga).
These helped determine in what sense, for instance, a particular entity can be
considered a living being or a lifeless element, or in what sense or aspect a
particular living being can be injured, in what sense a particular category of beings
is infinite in number or innumerable, in what sense, aspect or region the universe is
9

See Balcerowicz (2016a).

10

Balcerowicz (2015b).

11

See Alsdorf (1973), Bhatt (1979), Balcerowicz (2015a, pp. 208–214; 2016a, pp. 179–182).

12

Cf. the general catalogue of such parameters in Bhatt (1974, pp. 15–32).
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inhabited and by what class of living beings, in what sense a living being (say, as a
soul or as a material body, or as a composite of soul and body) is eternal or
perishable, endowed with perfect cognition or deficient in its cognition, suffering or
insentient, imprisoned in the mundane world of transmigration (saṁsāra) or
liberated, in what sense or at what stage of development a living being is possessed
of sensuous cognition (mati-jñāna) or omniscience (kevala, the ultimate ideal for the
Jainas), etc. All these considerations had ethical and soteriological implications. An
example of such deliberations is the following passage of the canonical Exposition
of Instructions (Viyāha-pannatti):
[The senior disciple Indrabhūti Gautama asks Mahāvı̄ra:] We know and we see
that living beings that have two senses, three senses, four senses and five
senses breathe in and out, they inhale and exhale. But we do not know and do
not see that beings whose bodies are made of earth, water, fire, air or plants
breathe in and out, they inhale and exhale. O Lord, do they breathe in and out,
they inhale and exhale?13—Oh Gautama, all these living beings do breathe in
and out, they do inhale and exhale. …
They breathe in and out, they inhale and exhale: from the standpoint of
substance, substances of infinite units of space; from the standpoint of place,
substances immersed in innumerable units of space; from the standpoint of
time, substances that occur in any situation; from the standpoint of actual
condition, substances that are endowed with colour, smell, taste and touch…’
(Viy1 2.1.3–7, Viy2, pp. 145–147).
Oh, Skandaka, since you have doubt in your mind … whether souls are with
limit or without limit, this is the state of affairs (artha): from the standpoint of
substance, souls are singular and with limit; from the standpoint of place, souls
occupy innumerable units of space and are immersed in innumerable units of
space, however they are with limit; from the standpoint of actual time, there
was no time, nor there will be any time that souls would not exist, souls are
eternal and have no limit; from the standpoint of actual condition, souls are
possessed of limitless cognition, of limitless conation and of limitless good
conduct, are limitlessly neither heavy nor light (i.e. have no mass) and have no
limit. (Viy1 2.1.23[2], p. 82 = Viy2, p. 161).
The four standpoints (nikṣepa, nyāsa) served for a Jaina dialectician as important
parameters that helped analyse in which way a particular entity is relevant to
morality and one’s conduct, through which one should refrain from any kind of
violence, as well as to metaphysical questions pertinent to the attainment of
liberation and omniscience, as its corollary.
The four basic standpoints (substance, place, time and condition) underwent a
gradual two-fold development. On the one hand, in the final phase of the canonical
period (c. 5th–6th centuries), were in extenso incorporated into the method of the
seven-fold modal description (sapta-bhaṅgī, syād-vāda) as a set of parameters under
13
The question implies an important doubt of moral relevance whether such entities as the four elements
and plants, often considered insentient, are alive or not, ergo whether they can meaningfully be objects of
human moral actions that incur sin, i.e. whether they can be harmed or injured.
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which a truth-value of a sentence could be assessed. On the other hand, they were
significantly remodelled and came to stand for an independent method of the four
standpoints (nikṣepa-vāda, nyāsa-vāda), codified also in extra-canonical literature,
especially in Umāsvāmin’s Tattvârtha-sūtra (TS, ca. 350–400 CE).
Other developments in the early phase of Jaina epistemology concerned the
classification of cognitions, the nature of cognition as well as the sources and
fundaments of our cognition.14 It seems that the earliest development was an
attempt to classify all cognitions into five types: sensuous cognition, testimonial
cognition, or knowledge based on testimony, clairvoyance, or telesthesia, mindreading, or telepathy, and absolute knowledge, or omniscience (Model I).15 These
varieties may have been accepted in Jainism from a very early stage and the
classification is present at an relatively early canonical stage. The background for
the classification was not epistemological but religious and doctrinal and therefore it
lacked consistence.
The first of these, sensuous cognition (abhinibodha, mati; lit. ‘apprehension’,
‘mental process’), was initially understood as an ordinary perception, common to all
living beings. In the course of time, and under the influence of the Nyāya school,16 but
also to differentiate it from the second type, the Jainas tried to clearly distinguish it
from other kinds of cognition and eventually defined it as a cognition that originates in
the contact of a sense organ, the mind and an object. In this way the ordinary, mundane
cognition came to be more or less equated with sensory perception of other schools in a
broad sense. It was, however, not restricted to cognitions derived from perceiving any
sensory data but also comprised mental insight, or inner apprehension of mental
images, memories etc. It covered not only sensations and awareness of such sensations
derived from particular sense organs (including the organ of hearing) but also mental
processes triggered by such sensations, including processes of simple reasoning,
sensation of doubt, acts of deliberation and cogitation, recognition etc. Basically, it
embraced all that was not included in all the remaining four kinds of cognition! Such
an unspecific understanding of sensuous cognition, in which sensations, perceptions
and mental processes overlap, were the nucleus of later contradictions in Jaina
epistemology which troubled some philosophers.
The second type of testimonial cognition (śruta; lit. ‘the heard’/‘the revealed’,
i.e. the cognition of what is heard, i.e. based on language communication) covered
all cognition that was not based on direct experience of the cognising subject but on
verbal testimony provided by another person. In the first place, it connoted all
cognitions derived from scriptures or orally transmitted scriptural tradition, i.e.
14
For a useful sketch of these developments see Shastri (1990, pp. 196–213, ‘Divisions of Knowledge’);
he generally follows the historical stages worked out in Sukhlāl (1942, 5 ff.). See also the typology in
Balcerowicz (2003a, pp. 45–52).
15

For models of typologies of cognitions, see Appendix.

16

Esp. by the definition of perception expressed in NS 1.1.4: ‘The cognition which is produced by the
contact of an object with a corresponding sense organ, which is non-verbal, which is unerring, the nature
of which is the decision regarding the nature of the object, is perception.’ This influence is clearly
reflected in Umāsvāmin’s TS 1.14: (‘Sensuous cognition is occasioned by sense organs and by the mind’)
as well as in Umāsvāti’s TBh 1.11 (‘Sensuous cognition is occasioned by the contact of sense organs with
their respective objects’) and TBh 1.14.
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imparted by a religious authority (the ‘revelation’). Thus, testimonial cognition was
essentially any kind of cognition revealed indirectly by means of speech, and as
such it was later said (TS 1.20) to be preceded by sensuous cognition, inasmuch as
the sense of hearing and sensory perception (comprised under sensuous cognition),
but later also visual data in the form of script (text) perceived through ocular
sensation, were a prerequisite to it.
Since testimonial cognition was genetically related to sensuous cognition, but
specifically referred to acts of cognition based on the use of language (either in
verbal or, rarely written, form) by isolating those of potentially religious
importance, its difference from sensuous cognition lay not in epistemological
considerations but in practical application of such a knowledge to moral conduct as
a morally uplifting factor.
These first two kinds of cognition were initially distinguished mainly on the basis
of the role they played in religious practice: it was testimonial cognition, especially
in the form of imparted doctrine and rules of conduct, that had religious relevance
and could provide devotional incentive or moral motivation (samyaktva) for the
pious believer. Sensuous cognition was, on the other hand, rather morally neutral
and merely reflected the surrounding world, being a sensory/cognitive reaction to it.
Thus, the primary ground for the distinction between these two was that of religious
relevance. It was only later that another important and conspicuous difference
surfaced, directly related to epistemological questions, which emphasised what
could be compared to ‘knowledge by acquaintance’ and ‘knowledge by description’
respectively, a distinction introduced by Russell (1912, 1917). As in the case of the
first type, also testimonial cognition was believed to be common to all living beings,
but in practice a category of most primitive living beings, i.e. those possessed of
only one sense, namely of the tactile sense faculty (ekêndriya), also called
immovable beings (sthāvara), were barred from it.
A reflection of the logical primacy, with respect to religious practice and
soteriological goals, of scriptural cognition over sensuous cognition was the first
place in classifications scriptural cognition occasionally enjoyed, whereas sensuous
cognition was mentioned as second (e.g. Uttar 28.4).
The third variety, clairvoyance (avadhi; lit. ‘mental infiltration’), or telesthesia,
opened a realm of the suprasensory. Through it, a grasp of objects was possible that
were considered physically beyond reach of ordinary cognition, being of two
varieties (sensuous or testimonial cognition) (TS 1.21–23). There were some
restrictions imposed on it. First, only macroscopic objects at a distance possessed of
physical form (rūpin) were amenable to it. Although it was usually not stated
explicitly, we may assume that excluded were objects that were considered invisible
because of their subtlety (sūkṣma), such as atoms, or because of temporal distance
(things past and future). There was tendency later on to include possibly all physical
objects classified as invisible (adrśya).17 Secondly, clairvoyance was not accessible
to everyone: some beings, such as divine beings and denizens of hells, were
possessed of it by virtue of their birth; others—and here not only ascetics but even
17
On the categories of what was considered in India invisible and on the idea of (im)perception of the
invisible (adr̥ śyânupalabdhi) see Kellner (1999, 2003) and Balcerowicz (2005a).
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animals were included—were supposed to be able to acquire it through special
practices. The category of clairvoyance certainly was, on the one hand, an attempt to
accommodate a popular belief that that some individuals (humans, ghosts, divine
beings etc.) can see things ordinary humans cannot. On the other hand, however,
this variety was soon given an additional significance: along with the fourth variety,
mind-reading, became a rung in a ‘ladder’ of more and more sublime cognition that
culminated in perfection, i.e. absolute cognition.
Telepathy, or mind-reading (manaḥ-paryāya or manaḥ-paryaya; lit. ‘penetration
of mind’) was the most sophisticated kind of cognition out of all ‘mundane’
varieties. One was believed to directly observe other persons’ thoughts, i.e. all
contents of other minds. However, only morally advanced humans, because of their
spiritual development and virtues, could acquire it as a ‘side effect’ of their moral
excellence and advancement on spiritual path to perfection. The background that
provided justification to the belief in telepathy was an almost pan-Indian conviction
that thoughts and all mental phenomena are somatic18: mental phenomena are
spatially located (in our minds as physical organs) and have their extension. That is
why we could be justified in considering telepathy a very subtle, sophisticated kind
of perception the percepts of which are extremely fine. For all imperfect beings
trapped in transmigration it was also the closest mundane approximation to the ideal
of omniscience. Again, the category of telepathy should not be considered a result of
a systematically and logically worked-out system of epistemology but rather an
offshoot of a popular belief that some individuals, e.g. ascetics, yogins etc., have
special mental powers and can read people’s minds.
The culmination of the whole epistemological edifice, the apex of all spiritual
and cognitive development and the fulfilment of the perfection dream of the
imperfect man, anguished by dread of nihility, ceaseless suffering in the saṁsāra
and unpredictability of the world, was absolute, perfect knowledge, or omniscience
(kevala; lit. ‘the singular one’). The Jaina concept of omniscience was, it seems,
most flamboyant and uncompromising of its kind ever conceived in India.19 It had
no spatial, temporal or structural limitations and nothing could be hidden from it.
Omniscience, as understood by the Jainas, was not some kind of potentiality
available to the adept in a situation in need (as in Buddhism): the omniscient
perfected being (kevalin) literally comprehended everything at once, all things past,
present and future, distant and sublime, material and mental. There was nothing in
the whole universe (loka) which was not covered by it; moreover, it was believed to
reach even beyond the confines of the universe and to penetrate the infinite ‘nonworld’ (aloka), filled only with space (ākāśa). The attainment of this perfect,
absolute knowledge was tantamount to liberation, the consummation of mundane
existence of a soul transmigrating from times immemorial, and was conditioned on
extremely austere ascetic practices, complete annihilation of all activities and
spiritual growth. In the course of time, as the doctrine of karman, ultimately
conceived by the Jainas both as ethically bound actions as well as subtle matter that,
18
On the concept of somatism in traditional Indian philosophy and psychology see Schayer (1936),
Dandekar (1941) and Kunst (1968).
19

See Jaini (1974).
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being triggered by them, envelops the soul, grew into an intricately elaborated
system, detailed explanations were given how the destruction of karmic matter is
related to the attainment of omniscience (e.g. TS 10).
Albeit its elements, i.e. particular varieties of cognitions, were discussed from the
very outset, it is rather unlikely that the fivefold classification as such was developed
much earlier than approx. first century BCE, i.e. before Indian philosophers began to
classify cognitions in a systematic manner. Certainly the belief in omniscience, as
opposed to all mundane varieties of cognition, was a defining characteristic of the
earliest Jaina doctrine. These classification in its fivefold divisions shows no
external influence as such; however particular solutions and definitions of respective
cognitions did develop under the influence of other philosophical systems and
religions, especially that of Ānvı̄ksikı̄ and Nyāya-Vaiśesika. Certainly a clearly
˙
˙
palpable influence of Nyāya-Vaiśesika and a reflection of the discussion on the
˙
nature of perception was a slight modification of Model I by adding a list of four
stages of sensuous cognition (TS 1.15): sensation (avagraha), i.e. the first contact of
a sense organ and the object, cogitation (īhā), speculation as regards the character of
the sensory data and an internal process of its analysis, (c) perceptual judgement
(avāya—Digambaras, apāya—Śvetāmbaras, apanoda), which removes doubt as
regards the character of the sensory data and determines the source of the sensation,
(d) retention (dhāraṇā) of the judgement, which is ultimately a source for future
reminiscence and memory. The result was Model II.
Independently of this fivefold scheme, and at a slightly later stage, the Jainas
developed another classification of cognitions into two varieties: direct cognition
(pratyakṣa) and indirect cognition (parokṣa) (Model III). This bipolar picture
reveals external influence. In the first place, it goes back to two aspects of the world
as reflected in one’s cognition and acts as well as in sources of one’s cognition,
well-known from the Brāhmaṇas: the direct, immediate (pratyakṣa) and the indirect,
distant (parokṣa). What was directly in front of our eyes was called pratyakṣa,
whereas the realm of the divine, beyond our eyes, was parokṣa. The division into
direct (pratyakṣa) and indirect (parokṣa) is found in late Vedic literature and is also
reflected by Yaska (Nir 7.1, p. 715) in the division of the genesis of Vedic hymns
(r̥ c). Unsurprisingly, the terms describing the two realms of reality were transferred
onto cognitive procedures and cognitions that grasped their respective spheres. This
is reflected as early as in the earliest Upaniṣads (BĀU 3.4–5) and in the
classification of cognitive procedures found in Kautilya’s Artha-śāstra (AŚ 1.9.4–7,
˙
1.15.19) and replicated in the Mahā-bhārata (MBh 12.57.26, 12.59.68). What we
observe in Jainism is a radical departure from the established interpretation
characterised by the semantic shift: pratyakṣa came to denote direct cognition of the
soul, unmediated by any physical organ, whereas parokṣa referred to cognitive acts
by means of sense organs and/or the mind which served as instruments of cognition
for the soul.
One might ask what prompted this reversal of the meanings of pratyakṣa–parokṣa
in early Jainism. For Jaina ethics and soteriology the pivotal idea was that of the
living being (jīva), or soul (ātman): all actions were ultimately performed by it,
whereas the mind, speech and body were treated only as instruments (indriya). It
seems that it was the transference of the dominant role of the soul over the organic
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instruments of its actions that resulted in the central role in epistemology assigned to
the soul as the ultimate ‘perceiving organ’. In later times, the soul was even called
akṣa (‘the eye’) is such contexts.
Thus, for early Jainas their epistemology was determined by their ethical system
and moral considerations. This radical semantic shift was not as arbitrary and going
against pan-Indian tradition as one might think. Reflecting a tradition that goes back
to Vedic times, and which also treated the soul as the ultimate cognitive subject,
Pānini (c. 6th–5th c. BCE) tried to explain the meaning of the term indriya (‘sense
˙
organ’) as derived from the term indra (also the name of the god Indra) in the sense
of the soul/the self: ‘Optionally, the term “the perceiving faculty” (indriya) denotes
“an attribute of the self (indra)20”, “perceived by the self (indra)”, “created by the
self (indra)”, “welcomed by the self (indra)” and “given by the self (indra)”’ (A
5.2.93). Patañjali (2nd c. BCE) reiterated that ‘indirect (parokṣa) is what is beyond
the reach of the perceiving organ’, but added that ‘the perceiving organ (lit. ‘eye’) is
‘that through which something is attained’ (MBhā ad A 3.2.115, Vol. III, p. 189).
This explanation deliberately left room for ambiguity: either ‘the perceiving organ’
could be interpreted as a sense organ, i.e. an instrument by means of which the agent
attains the desired object, or the subject of the action who ultimately attains it, i.e.
the beneficiary of the action. This and similar considerations, reflected also in early
grammatical literature, may have additionally influenced Jaina thinkers to treat the
soul as akṣa and the basis for the interpretation of what consists pratyakṣa and
parokṣa.
These two models, the fivefold scheme and the twofold classification, began to
merge at some point (Model IV), probably around 2 century CE.
Another approach to classify epistemically relevant mental phenomena was a
scheme of two kinds of ‘cognitive application’ (upayoga), or two kinds of cognitive
faculties of the soul.21 Traditionally the cognitive faculties bifurcated into cognition
(jñāna) and perceptual experience (darśana) (Model V), which already brought the
seed of contradiction into the classification of cognitions. The difference between
the two lay in cognition being distinct, i.e. having definite contents (sākāra), and in
perceptual experience being indistinct, not having any definite contents (anākara,
nirākāra). Sometimes (STP 2.11) the division, which apparently did not seem
completely unambiguous, the former was defined as manifest (vyakta) and the latter
as not manifest (avyakta). This brought, however, inconsistence into the classification models: perceptual experience (darśana), which was said to be directly
related to senses, would overlap with some initial stages of sensuous cognition
(mati-jñāna), which at the same time represented both a different (fivefold) model
and was the other category of the cognitive faculties (upayoga).
The idea of upayoga understood as cognitive faculties of the soul was developed
at a slightly later stage than the classification of parokṣa–pratyakṣa.22 The

20

On the equivalence of indra and the self (ātman) see Vatsyayan (1999).

21

See Balcerowicz (2016c).

22

It is basically impossible to offer any objective dating here, except for relative chronology at this stage
of research.
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scheme of cognitive faculties was initially independent of the (fivefold or twofold)
classification of cognitions. That is why the upayogas were, at an early stage,
discussed independently of the standard fivefold classification of cognitions.23
However, the notion was again probably rooted in much earlier concepts:
interestingly, upayoga is traditionally defined as the nature, or defining characteristic (lakṣaṇa) of the soul (Uttar 28.10–11, TS 2.8). These early descriptions
mention the upayoga in the context of the path to liberation (mokṣa-mārga), which
consisted of cognition (jñāna), conation (darśana), or belief, i.e. the proper ethical
approach to life and worldview, conduct (cāritra) and ascetic practice (tapas) (e.g.
Uttar 28.2). These were subsequently (e.g. TS 1.1) reduced to the first three
elements, by the addition the attribute ‘correct’ (samyañc, viz. correct cognition
etc.) to each of them and by reducing acetic practice to a sub-category of the correct
conduct. It is probable that, at the earliest stage, the term upayoga, mentioned in the
context of the path to liberation, referred to the practical capability of the soul to
apply all its innate endowments that were relevant to achieve the ultimate goal of
existence. A canonical reference to upayoga mentions that it equally relates to
happiness and suffering: ‘The soul has as its defining characteristic the application
(faculty) as regards cognition (jñāna), conation/perceptual experience (darśana),
happiness (sukha) and suffering (duḥkha)’ (Uttar 28.10). Thus, at the earliest stage,
if there was any twofold division of jñāna–darśana, it rather concerned not the
distinction cognition versus perceptual experience (as the later tradition takes it), but
rather the distinction cognition versus conation (belief, religious worldview).
Historically the list of the characteristics that define the soul’s nature was extended
and other elements were included: ‘Cognition (jñāna), conation/belief (darśana)
conduct (cāritra), ascetic practice (tapas), innate energy (vīrya) and cognitive
faculties (upayoga) are the characteristics of the soul’ (Uttar 28.11). This inventory
shows that upayoga eventually assumed its classical meaning of cognitive
application, i.e. twofold cognitive faculty of the soul.
Gradually, probably around the fourth century the twofold division of cognitive
faculties (upayoga) merged with the fivefold classification of cognitions. The result
(Model VI) was a list which also included varieties of perceptual experience, or
indistinct cognitive acts, that roughly corresponded to the varieties of cognition,
except for any perceptual experience that would correspond to testimonial cognition
(śruta-jñāna) or to telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya-jñāna). The reason for that was that
both śruta-jñāna and manaḥ-paryāya were felt to be closely related to language and
conceptualisation, therefore could not have their corresponding indistinct
counterpart.
After second century CE another concept entered Jaina epistemology under an
indisputable influence of the school of Ānvı̄ksikı̄24 and Nyāya. It was the idea of a
˙

23
E.g. Uttar 28.4 discusses cognitions first, and the mention of upayoga is made in a different context
(Uttar 28.10–11).
24

On Ānvı̄ksikı̄, see Balcerowicz (2003c, pp. 175–210; 2012).
˙
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‘cognitive tool’ or ‘the cause of valid cognition’ (hetu), being the causal factor of
comprehension (upalabdhi-kāraṇa), primarily developed within the tradition of
Ānvı̄ksikı̄ (1 century BCE–1 century CE),25 which was soon adopted by Nyāya and
˙
other schools under the name of cognitive criterion (pramāṇa).26 The historical
layers in Jaina canonical literature reflect the historical stages of the development of
the concept and its name. In the course of time, the Jainas adopted the well-known
classification into four categories of perception (pratyakṣa), inference (anumāna),
analogy (aupamya) and scriptural testimony (āgama), first classifying them as the
causes of valid cognition (hetu),27 which reflected the Ānvı̄ksikı̄ influence, and
˙
subsequently as cognitive criteria (pramāṇa)28 (Model VIII). It seems that the
notion of ‘cognitive criteria’ was introduced into Jainism with ‘the typological
package’, i.e. already with the fourfold classification, not as a separate term.
This tradition, albeit adopted in some strata of the canonical literature, was
apparently perceived as a foreign body in Jaina epistemology, and was indeed
incompatible with all prior philosophical tradition of the Jainas, and therefore was
subsequently obliterated (after the fifth century CE), with one exception though.
What remained was the acutely felt need to classify all cognitions within the
framework of cognitive criteria (pramāṇa), a standard Indian typology of valid
cognitions and/or their sources which every serious, self-respecting system of Indian
philosophy was supposed to have.
The first attempt to adjust Jaina fivefold classification of cognitions (Model I) to
new requirements of Indian standard epistemology was undertaken by Umāsvāmin
(ca. 350–400) who first lists the five standard varieties of cognition and only then
adds a clarification that these fit well into the pramāṇa scheme (TS 1.9–12). The
new classification of two cognitive criteria takes up the canonical division of
cognitions into direct and indirect (Models III, IV). The result is Model IX, which
basically corresponds to Model IV with the addition of two cognitive criteria: direct
cognition (pratyakṣa) and indirect cognition (parokṣa), that merely replace the
direct and indirect cognition of Model IV.
Traditionally, cognitive criteria concerned the question of the validity of
cognitions (jñāna), i.e. merely one aspect of cognitive faculties (upayoga). What
was left out was the other variety of cognitive faculties (upayoga), i.e. perceptual
experience. The Jaina authors were quick enough to include both kinds of cognitive
faculties into one scheme that partially overlapped with the model of cognitive
criteria (Model IX), independently developed by the same authors (TS 2.8–9, TBh
2.8–9, SSi 2.8–9). Accordingly, the comprehensive model of cognitive faculties
(Model XI) includes all cognitive acts irrespective of their validity. We find there
three major categories: five valid kinds of cognition, that overlap with the five subvarieties of cognitive criteria (Model IX), three varieties of erroneous cognition

25

CarS1 vi 8.33 = CarS2 vi 8.6.25.

26

NS 1.1.3.

27

Thān 336 (p. 149).
˙ ˙
Viy 5.4.26[3] (Vol. 1, pp. 201.1–201.2).

28
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(ajñāna), both of which (i.e. jñāna and ajñāna) are distinct (sākāra), as well as four
varieties of perceptual experience (darśana), which is indistinct (anākara).
This Model XI is, in fact, Model VI augmented with the scheme of erroneous
cognitions. The very fact that Model XI envisaged separate room for ajñāna was the
result of introducing the idea of valid cognitions, connoted by the idea of pramāṇa.
It has also as its direct background another Model X found in a canonical work
Paṇṇavaṇā-sutta (Pann1 9.1912–1914), on which Umāsvāmin elaborated. Conspic˙˙
uously, the canonical passage dates prior to the moment when the theory of
cognitive criteria (pramāṇa) was incorporated into Jaina epistemology (i.e. before
TS) insofar as it does not refer to it at all;29 instead it elaborates the idea of cognitive
faculties and excludes telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya), perfect cognition (kevala-jñāna)
and perfect perceptual experience (kevala-darśana) from its scheme.
The development of scheme of Model VI, which distinguished two kinds of
cognitive faculty (upayoga) took also another, slightly different track to eventually
merge with the idea of the three salvific elements, popularly known as three jewels
(tri-ratna), that lead to liberation (TS 1.1): correct cognition (samyag-jñāna), correct
conation (samyag-darśana) and correct conduct (samyak-cāritra). The final model
found in late canonical strata (Model XII) tried to accommodate the idea of
cognitive criterion (pramāṇa), or valid cognitive measures, in the tripartite system
of the three jewels, and accordingly all the three salvific components were named
‘valid cognitive measures’, which constituted the qualities of the soul (jīva-guṇa).
As inner irreducible qualities they came very close to the idea of defining
characteristic (lakṣaṇa) of the soul (Uttar 28.10–11, TS 2.8). In this way, the former
idea of twofold nature of the soul consisting in cognitive faculties (upayoga) was
extended to three qualities, the third being ‘valid cognitive measure of the soul’s
quality in the form of conduct’ (cāritra-guṇa-pramāṇa). Model XII also shows that
the second element, or darśana, of the salvific triad no longer meant belief or
conation, but assumed a clearly epistemic dimension of ‘perceptual experience’, i.e.
darśana as one of the cognitive faculties (upayoga), and not darśana of the path to
liberation (mokṣa-mārga), and confirms the ambiguity of the term mentioned earlier
(p. 11). Model XII is significant also for another reason. It is a clear canonical
response to the criticism levelled by other systems against the Jaina ambiguous
usage of the term pratyakṣa and their peculiar definition of perception. It tries to find
the golden mean between the earlier canonical understanding of perception as
cognition directly (pratyakṣa) appropriated by soul (akṣa) without the sensory or
mental medium and the idea of perception as cognition derived from sense organs
(pratyakṣa). It specifically distinguishes fivefold sensory perception (indriyapratyakṣa), based on five sense organs, and threefold extrasensory perception (noindriya-pratyakṣa), comprising the three traditional kinds: clairvoyance (avadhijñāna), telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya-jñāna) and omniscience (kevala-jñāna). The
attempt was not bereft of inconsistencies, the major being apparent conflicts: one
between the idea of ocular perception (cakṣur-pratyakṣa), as a variety of cognition
(jñāna), and ocular perceptual experience (cakṣur-darśana), the first kind of
29

Paṇṇavaṇā-sutta mentions the division into pratyakṣa and parokṣa in passing, but does not mention
any division of cognitive criteria, or the term pramāṇa per se.
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perceptual experience (darśana), and the other, similar one between auditory
(śrotra), olfactory (ghrāṇa), gustatory (jihvā) and tactile (sparśa) perceptions and
non-ocular perceptual experience (acakṣur-darśana). It would be quite difficult to
tell where the difference between these sensory varieties of jñāna and darśana lay.
This model was not followed by Jaina tradition in the centuries to come.
A very similar canonical approach to reconcile conflicting traditions within
Jainism and incompatibility of Jaina understanding of perception with pan-Indian
philosophical tradition was attempted in another canonical work Naṁdi-sutta. This
culmination of the canonical development, which was Model XIII, systematised ca.
450–480, was undertaken either prior or at the time of the third Valabhı̄ Council,
which under the guidance of Devarddhi-ganin Ksamā-śramana finally codified the
˙
˙
˙
corpus of Jaina (Śvetāmbara) scriptures. Just like as Model XII, it distinguishes two
kinds of perception: sensory (indriya-pratyakṣa) and extrasensory perception (noindriya-pratyakṣa) within the traditional scheme of direct cognition (pratyakṣa) and
indirect cognition (parokṣa).
We can easily see that the early development of Jaina epistemology focused on
classification of cognitive acts and was marred by a tension between an attempt to
faithfully preserve the early canonical tradition and a tendency to adapt to new ideas
developed by philosophers of Ānvı̄ksikı̄, Nyāya, Vaiśesika schools, that exercised
˙
˙
strong pressure on Jaina philosophers to update their system of epistemology. The
post-canonical period was dominated by tree competing and complementary models
—Model IX, Model XI and Model XIII, along with their minor variants and slight
modifications—that were developed during the canonical period, viz. by the end of
fifth century.
Jaina epistemological theories of the canonical and early post-canonical periods
faced a number of insoluble difficulties. One of them has already been mentioned a
number of times: how to reconcile the specifically Jaina meaning of the term
pratyakṣa as ‘direct cognition’, or supramundane cognition, with the meaning of
‘perception’ or ‘sensation’, primarily sensory perception, universally adopted by
Indian philosophers? An attempt to solve the problem was a late canonical
suggestion to distinguish two kinds of direct cognition, namely sensory perception
and extrasensory perception. This attempt, however, was not widely acknowledged.
Another problem was the overlapping of two cognitive faculties—cognition (jñāna)
and perceptual experience (darśana)—at various levels.

The Change: In Search of Criterion
Such was, more or less, the state of affairs still at the turn of the 6th and 7th
centuries, before two outstanding contemporaneous thinkers (c. 600),30 Mı̄māṁsaka
Kumārila Bhatta and Buddhist Dharmakı̄rti, entered the philosophical scene. Their
˙˙
exchange of arguments on epistemological issues31 also had an impact on Jaina
stance and forced Jaina thinkers to revise their epistemology. It was not only a
30

Generally taken to live around 600–660, but perhaps 550–610, see Balcerowicz (2014).

31

See Steinkellner (1997).
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desire to adjust Jaina classification of cognitive criteria to what most Indians
understood under direct and indirect types of cognition but also a strongly felt need
to comply with generally accepted terminology, a precondition to engage in a
philosophical discourse based on a commonly shared philosophical language, that
eventually forced terminological and typological changes.
It was around the eighth century when new ideas eventually materialised in Jaina
philosophical treatises and Siddhasena Mahāmati could be credited with advancing
an entirely new classification of cognitive criteria, although his revolutionary ideas
were clad in traditional phraseology, as is often the case with transforming
traditional principles of philosophical systems closely related to religious dogmatics
that tends to oppose any change. In the opening verse of his Introduction to Logic
(NA 1) he defines what cognitive criterion is and distinguishes two kinds of it:
‘The cognitive criterion is the cognition revealing itself and something else
(sc. something different from it), and it is free from subversion; it is two-fold:
perception as well as indirect cognition, corresponding to the way of
determination of the cognoscible.’
The reason for the division is a modus operandi on which cognition rests: as
Siddhasena immediately clarifies,32 perception is therefore a direct cognition ‘that
grasps an object not-indirectly’ (aparokṣatayā), which explains what mutatis
mutandis indirect cognition should be. This seemingly tautological and uninformative clarification takes recourse to earlier traditional phraseology of the canonical
period. Such an approach, which compromised two seemingly incompatible
traditions, had, as we shall see, a hidden potential that made it revolutionary.
Further, as the subsequent verse (NA 27) suggests, one could distinguish two
kinds of perception: conventional, sense-dependent perception and absolute, senseindependent perception (kevala), contingent on two understandings of the term
‘perceiving organ’ (akṣa, cf. p. 10). Accordingly, perception was defined as a
cognition directly acquired either through a sense organ (akṣa as ‘the eye’
understood as ‘a sense organ’), in accordance with a general Indian approach, or
through the soul (akṣa as ‘the soul’), in compliance with earlier Jaina canonical
tradition. All kinds of cognition that could not be subsumed under the head of
perception belonged to the category of indirect cognition, and what Siddhasena
particularly had in mind was verbal cognition (śābda, NA 8, 9) and inference (NA
10). He further distinguished two subtypes of verbal procedures: ‘sentence for
oneself’ and ‘sentence for others’ (svârtha-vākya and parârtha-vākya, NA 10),
which has usually been interpreted by researchers to stand for two varieties of
inference (svârthânumāna and parârtha-pratyakṣa),33 however Siddhasena—apparently in reaction to Diṅnāga’s conflation of anumāna (inference) and śābda
(verbally derived cognition), or rather the inclusion of the latter into the former—
seems to extend the division to cover all verbalisation, both inner monologue, a
variety of which is ‘inference for oneself’ as an internal process of association and
32
NA 4: ‘Such a cognition that grasps an object not-indirectly is perception; the other one should be
known as the indirect cognition, as far as the manner of grasping an object is considered.’
33

See, e.g., Shah (1967, p. 32).
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drawing general conclusions, and interpersonal communication, its variety being
‘inference for others’ as a formalised persuasion procedure. Conspicuously,
Siddhasena radically does away with cognitive faculties (upayoga),34 i.e. with
two kinds of cognitive faculties, i.e. with the distinction into cognition (jñāna) and
perceptual experience (darśana), which could indeed be confusing for a consistent
epistemologist.
Venturing such a consistent epistemological stance, Siddhasena further distinguished two subtypes of conventional perception: ‘for oneself’ (svârtha-pratyakṣa)
and ‘for others’ (parârtha-pratyakṣa)—apparently, out of the desire for symmetry or
harmonic consistency. The reason is a conviction that all cognitions share both
efficacy ‘for others’ (pārārthya) and efficacy ‘for oneself’ (svārthya). One can
reason internally, ‘for oneself’ (svârtha-°), with the sole purpose to better
understand a particular phenomenon, but one could also convey one’s own
understanding to other people (parârtha-°) through a proof formula (prayoga) and
argue in favour of one’s own understanding of the phenomenon. Similarly, one
usually perceives objects and one oneself is the sole beneficiary of one’s own
perceptive acts. However, it is possible, argues Siddhasena, that the ultimate
beneficiary of one’s own perceptive act is another person (parârtha-°). That happens
when one’s own perception is communicated this way or another, e.g. by a gesture,
by an utterance or otherwise, and triggers a very similar process of perception in
another person. As he says, ‘Such an utterance that demonstrates an object
recognised through perception is called perception, because it is the external factor
for the representation’ (NA 12). Just a macroscopic object z, being external to one’s
cognitive apparatus and mind, activates a sense organ and gives rise to its
representation in the mind of the cogniser, similarly a verbal symbol or gesture of a
person x, being in the same way external to the cognitive apparatus of person y, can
generate a cognitive process the final contents of which is that macroscopic object
z. In other words, verbal utterances, gestures or other varieties of meaningful
expression through symbols can be classified as cases of perception under special
conditions, viz. if they communicate something that is being perceived and
contribute to the generation of a piece of knowledge in the hearer that corresponds
to the speaker’s cognitive state derived perceptually. Such a process of ‘perception
for others’ is structurally far more complex than ‘ordinary’ perception, i.e.
‘perception for oneself’. But, as Siddhasena would argue, also the process of
‘inference for others’ is far more complex than ‘inference for oneself’; in the case of
perception for others and inference for others the operation of cognitive apparatus of
person x is external to perception or inference, respectively, of person y and it only
activates person y’s cognitive process.
It seems that the criterion for such a division of all cognitive processes is the idea
of the ultimate beneficiary of the cognitive process. If the beneficiary is thought to
ultimately be the primary cogniser, the cognition is ‘for oneself’ (svârtha-pratyakṣa,
svârtha-vākya, svârthânumāna). If the ultimate beneficiary is intended to be another
person, as secondary cogniser, and if one wishes to convey one’s cognition to
another person either directly (through a perceptive act) or indirectly (through a
34

See Balcerowicz (2003a, p. 44 f.).
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speech act), then we have the case of the cognition ‘for the other’ (parârthapratyakṣa, parârtha-vākya, parârthânumāna). This classification was directly
inspired by Siddhasena’s Buddhist predecessor Diṅnāga (480–540),35 who was
the first to introduce a distinction of inference for oneself (svârthânumāna) and
inference for others (parârthânumāna).36 The result of such a complex argument
aiming at consistency, simplicity and symmetry was Model XIV.
Siddhasena Mahāmati was quite explicit in indicating that the reason for the twofold division of cognitive criteria into perception and indirect cognition was two
different modes of apprehending reality, or two different epistemic procedures. He
considered it of crucial importance, for he emphatically expressed the idea twice in
his succinct work, namely that the division ‘corresponds to the way of determination
of the cognoscible’ (NA 1d), viz. ‘as far as the manner of grasping an object is
considered’ (NA 4d).
His emphasis on two different cognitive procedures had a historical background:
it was to counter an earlier claim made by Diṅnāga, and later reinforced by
Dharmakı̄rti, that there are primarily two different, irreducible aspects of reality
(sva-lakṣaṇa and sāmānya-lakṣaṇa, see below, p. 18), and that dyadic division
influences the way we can cognise it.
Without Siddhasena’s Buddhist predecessors it would not have been possible to
account for the epistemological turning point marked by Siddhasena’s scheme of
cognitive criteria, and their impact can be seen at different levels.
First, although the general binary scheme of cognitions, accepted traditionally by
the Jainas, was preserved by Siddhasena in the Nyāyâvatāra, it was merely a
nominal acceptance, inasmuch as Siddhasena gave it a new dimension and contents:
the term pratyakṣa came to mean ‘perception’ the way it was generally understood
in India. That was a typical strategy followed by the majority of Indian thinkers who
would introduce changes and modifications in the systems not by an outright
criticism of their predecessors but by launching a new interpretation (‘rectification
of erroneous interpretations’) of earlier statements.
Secondly, Siddhasena’s manner of grouping of all cognitions under two heads
likewise followed the path earlier taken by Diṅnāga, albeit with some important
modifications. We should, therefore, first turn to the Buddhist philosopher. In the
opening section of his Pramāṇa-samuccaya (PS 1.2ac, PSV ad loc.), he famously
states that
[PS] The two cognitive criteria are perception and inference, because the
cognoscible object has two marks… [PSV] For there is no cognoscible other
35

On Buddhist influence on Siddhasena see Balcerowicz (2008, ix ff.)

36

See PS2 2.1ab: ‘Inference is twofold. The first one, inference for oneself, is the discernment of an
object by means of the triple-formed inferential sign’; and PS2 3.1ab: ‘…inference for others is the
proclamation (sc. demonstration) to others of the object one has experienced oneself’. See: Randle (1926,
pp. 28–29) and Hattori (1968, p. 78, n. I.11). We find the influence of Diṅnāga’s svârtha / parârtha
distinction and conceptualisation-free perception already in Pūjyapāda Devanandin’s Sarvârtha-siddhi
(SSi1 1.6, pp. 15.1–15.2), who says: ‘In TS 1.6, cognitive criterion is twofold: for oneself and for the
other. Out of these two, the cognitive criterion for oneself is free from testimonial (śruta) component.
Further, testimonial cognition is for oneself and for the other. “For oneself” means “to consist in
cognition”; “for the other” means “to consist in statements”.’
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than the individually marked (unique particular) and the generally marked
(universal thing), and we shall further demonstrate that perception has as its
datum the individually marked (unique particular), whereas inference has as
its datum the generally marked (universal thing).
The ground-breaking passage distinguishes two cognitive criteria that would
correspond to two different and irreducible aspects of reality. It can be known—in
Diṅnāga’s phenomenological approach—either (1) in terms of absolutely unique
sensation, i.e. a sense impression which points to itself only, unrelated to anything
else either concrete or abstract, and can be called a unique particular (i.e. ‘what is
marked by itself’, sva-lakṣaṇa), or (2) in terms of concepts—summarily labelled ‘a
universal thing’ (i.e. ‘what is marked by similarity’, sāmānya-lakṣaṇa)—that
actually convey a synthesised image, embedded in a set of relations that allow the
cogniser to group items, construct hierarchies of objects, draw inferences etc., and,
finally, to make use of speech, as the medium of all concepts.
The line of distinction between the two spheres, that of the unique particular and
that of the universal thing, is drawn along the application of the idea of
conceptuality, or conceptual state of mind (kalpanā), that has a universal thing as its
referent, whereas—as Diṅnāga emphasises—‘perception is free from conceptual
construction, [which, in its turn], is connected with name, class, etc.’ (PS1 1.3d).
What Diṅnāga means by the neologism37 ‘that which is marked by itself’ (svalakṣaṇa) is that perceptual datum that constitutes the contents of perception, e.g. a
particular patch of colour, a unique taste or touch sensed in a particular moment etc.,
carry the information which does not extend over its presently perceived actuality.
In other words, the unique particular communicates nothing but its own self, or its
own’s presence, and by definition is bereft from any kind of conceptualisation or
conceptually constructed ideas and verbal designation.
All the remaining kinds of cognition, which are collectively subsumed under
‘inference’, share a peculiar feature that their contents is based on conceptually
constructed ideas. Accordingly, the contents of ‘inference’, which actually
comprises all kinds of valid speech- and concept-related pieces of cognition, is
artificially constructed, generated on the basis of a range of perceptual data, memory
and conceptual framework imposed on the perceptual data by the language. Such a
conceptually constructed idea conveys a generalised object, be it a sequence of
perceptual data that are subconsciously associated together as one and the same
individual thing extending in time over a number of moments due to their similarity,
be it an arrangement of a string of perceptual data that have been independently
apprehended by different sense organs and subsequently correlated with each other
into one ‘whole’, that induces an impression of its relative permanence, or be it a
set-up of isolated abstractions, the essential nature of which are their relations to
other conceptual entities and which are abstracted from a range of similar features
of perceived phenomena.38 Such a ‘second-hand’ cognition is precisely what
37

Although the term has its earlier Abhidharmic history, the way Diṅnāga uses it is novel. For the
historical background see: Singh (1984, pp. 117–135).

38

Cf. Herzberger (1986, pp. 106–144), Hayes (1988, pp. 133–144, 173–219).
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facilitates acquisition, or expansion of knowledge of a conceptual object x, of which
we have no direct knowledge, on the basis of an object y, which has already become
the contents of our cognition and of which we know that it is related to the object
x by a particular relation R. It was Diṅnāga’s claim that the use of any system of
symbols, which are necessarily constructed conceptually, be it in verbal communication or reasoning, involves the selfsame rules that govern the acquisition of
knowledge and co-ordination of its contents. What follows from his assumption is
that all cognitive processes based on symbols, including verbal communication, can
be classified as some sort of inference:
Verbal cognition is not an additional cognitive criterion, different from
inference, because it names its object through the procedure known as
“exclusion of the other” in the same way as the inference: “x is impermanent,
because it is produced”, determines its object to have the quality of
“impermanence” on the basis of the already known quality of “being
produced” etc.39
In contradistinction to perceptual experience, the contents of which actually never
enters the conceptual mind and of which one is never consciously aware in common
experience, but which constitutes an immediate experience of the real, in the case of
all other kinds of cognition, which are conceptual, there is something that mediates
between the objective fact and the contents of the mind. In the case of a piece of
cognition, derived second-handedly, that ‘there is fire on a mountain’, although we
do not see it ourselves, whether we rely on the fire’s specific mark, or its inferential
symbol, i.e. smoke, which we directly perceive, or whether we depend on the term
‘fire’, being communicated to us by a verbal symbol, in both cases we conclude the
same fact and, structurally and procedurally speaking, both these modi operandi are
essentially in no way distinct from each other. In both cases a particular abstract
symbol triggers the knowledge of its (ultimately abstract) denotatum to which it is
related. Or, in other words, certain phenomena perceived by us, of which we know
that they are attributes of other objects and inferentially lead us to them, as well as
verbal expressions, of which we know that they refer to things other then the verbal
expressions themselves (i.e. they are not self-referring), serve the same purpose in
precisely the same manner: ‘Since there is similarity in terms of infallibility as
regards the utterance of an authoritative person, it has the status of inference’.40
What follows is that the gist of indirect cognition, called by Diṅnāga ‘inference’, is
determined by two coextensive and inseparable ideas, or symbols: conceptualisations and speech, that are not really different from each other: the cognitive contents
is always a general, verbally expressible concept, which conveys some general
features, not a particular individual, which remains specifically the scope of
perception only.

39
PS 5.1. For other translations see: Hayes (1988, p. 300), Herzberger (1986, pp. 145–146) and Pind
(2009, p. 76).
40

PS 2.5, quoted in PVSV2 216, p. 71.28 = PVSV3 213, p. 108.1.
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This is why, for Diṅnāga, all our cognition is organised in two disconnected
compartments that correspond to two aspects of reality. These two aspects of reality
are ultimately the grounds to distinguish two cognitively valid procedures (pramāṇa).
What Diṅnāga actually does in his analysis is to search for one clear criterion that
help us reduce all sound cognitive phenomena to a minimum number of subtypes of
cognitions. That criterion is eventually conceptual state of mind (kalpanā).
Although these were the ideas initiated by Diṅnāga that eventually influenced
Siddhasena’s search for the reason for the twofold typology of cognitive criteria
(pramāṇa), they were mediated by and filtered through the formulations of
Dharmakı̄rti by the time they entered the Nyāyâvatāra, because that work which
moulded its structure was Dharmakı̄rti’s Nyāya-bindu (NB).41
In this work (NB 1.12–17) Dharmakı̄rti, who adopted and modified Diṅnāga’s
scheme and introduced some crucial innovations, was explicit that the reason to
distinguish two different criteria was the existence of two distinct realms for our cognition:
The datum for perception is the individually marked (unique particular). An
object in the case of which we experience the change in its representation in
cognition depending on its proximity or distance is what is individually
marked. Nothing else but the unique particular is the ultimately existent,
because any real thing is characterised by the efficacy to execute causally
efficient action. What is different from it is the generally marked (universal
thing). It is the datum for inference.
On an earlier occasion (PV 2.1–3), Dharmakı̄rti mentioned a number of additional
reasons for the twofold division of the cognitive criteria—i.e. a thing’s uniqueness
as the scope of perception and things’ similarity as the scope of inference, the
thing’s inverbalisability (in the case of perception) or verbalisability (in the case of
inference), the thing’s temporal and spatial presence (in the case of perception) or
absence (in the case of inference) during the cognitive act—the twofold division of
cognitive criteria:
[1] Cognitive criteria are two, depending on two kinds of data which, in their
turn, are also two because of their potential (in the case of perception) or lack
of potential (in the case of inference) to execute causally efficient action. For
instance, a hair-net is not a really existing object, because it does not warrant
the fulfilment of a causally efficient action that concludes with the
appropriation of the object.
[2] We recognise that there are only two cognitive criteria also because of
similarity (in the case of inference) and lack of similarity (in the case of
perception), and also because of the capability of the data to become the
contents (in the case of inference) or because of the incapability to become the
contents (in the case of perception) of speech, and also because the object’s
image is either present (the case of perception) or absent (the case of
inference) when other causal factors are present during the cognitive act.

41

See: Balcerowicz (2001, xii ff.; 2008, pp. v–xli).
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[3] What is capable of causally efficient action is called here the ultimately
existent; what is different is called the conventionally real. These two are
respectively the individually marked (unique particular) and the generally
marked (universal thing).
There is no doubt that the above line of argumentation to distinguish two cognitive
criteria led Siddhasena Mahāmati to devise a consistent scheme that gave the earlier
Jaina tradition a touch of more stringent consistency. In contradistinction to
Diṅnāga’s and Dharmakı̄rti’s considerations, for Siddhasena the reason to distinguish cognitive criteria was not ontological, and thus external to epistemic
considerations, i.e. two aspects of reality, but exclusively epistemic: two different
modes of cognition, or modi of its acquisition. Valid cognition is organised in two
disconnected compartments precisely because there are two modes of its acquisition, whereas the reality remains one and the same.
The above three verses of the Pramāṇa-vārttika also introduced Dharmakı̄rti’s
novel definition of what the real is: what is ultimately existent is also causally
efficient and triggers perception, its defining characteristic being the capability to
execute causally efficient action (artha-kriyā-sāmarthya). When the real is
subsequently manifested in the cognition as an image (pratibhāsa), or verbally
expressible concept, its mental representation is not causally efficient, hence it is not
ultimately real. A serious consequence of such a definition of the real had its impact
on Dharmakı̄rti’s assessment of the character of inference. Since actual referents of
any conceptual cognitive act are fictitious, insofar as they do not comply with the
definition of an ultimately existent entity and are not effectively causal, inference
cannot but be erroneous (bhrānta).
Such a position provoked still another reaction from the side of Siddhasena, who
emphasised that all cognitive criteria have to be, by definition, veracious, nonerroneous and not contradicted by other pieces of cognition obtained through other
cognitively valid procedures: ‘the cognitive criterion is cognition … which is free
from subversion’ (NA 1). Any cognitively valid procedure, if it is supposed to yield
a reliable piece of cognition, must itself be reliable, and the condition holds valid
also in the case of inference (NA 5: ‘Inference is … non-erroneous because it is a
cognitive criterion, just like perception’), something which Diṅnāga’s and
Dharmakı̄rti’s school vehemently denied, because—as they argued—inference did
not yield knowledge of the only ultimately existent things (sva-lakṣaṇa), but only of
conceptually constructed ideas, which are—as actual referents for one’s cognition—
fictitious. However, as Siddhasena countered, we could not possibly rely on a source
of cognition which itself is not non-erroneous, or else all our knowledge and its
fundaments would collapse.
He further argued, in accordance with the correspondence theory of truth, he
strongly advocated that representations of external objects existing in the mind as
mental images (pratibhāsa) are both reliable and true (NA 7: ‘… it is incorrect to
assume erroneousness of all representation’), and that is why, conceptual cognition
can be true and can have a really existing object outside of it corresponding to the
mental image or idea. That explains why conceptualisation-based cognitive criterion
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(parokṣa) is not only reliable (in the Buddhist sense) but also necessarily true and
non-erroneous (abhrānta).

In Search of Descriptive Definition
This leads us to perhaps most important contribution of this period to Jaina
epistemology, namely to the first formulation within Jainism of what a cognitive
criterion (pramāṇa) actually is. The idea of pramāṇa and the technical term for it
had been current in India since the beginning of the first millennium CE and there
had also been formulated various typological definitions of pramāṇa, which
demarcated the notion by merely mentioning a range of specimens to which the
definition applied, but it was not until seventh century when first descriptive
definitions of it were developed, i.e. proper definitions which describe the character
and essential aspects of the definiendum.
We could regard here Dharmakı̄rti as the pioneer,42 who apparently was the first
to offer a descriptive definition of pramāṇa, in two parts, that specified its character
and individual features as follows: ‘the cognitive criterion is an unerring cognition,
… alternatively the cognitive criterion is a cognition that manifests a previously
uncognised object’ (PV1 1.3, 7).43 That was immediately followed by Kumārila
who, in the now lost Br̥ haṭ-ṭīkā, formulated his own definition, preserved as a
quotation in a Buddhist work Refutation of the proof of permanent things (Sthirasiddhi-dūṣaṇa, RNA 106.9–11) by Ratnakı̄rti44: ‘Such a cognition of a previously
uncognised object, which is determined and triggered by causes that are not
defective, is accepted by people as cognitive criterion.’45
Siddhasena Mahāmati followed the suit and can be considered the first Jaina
philosopher to offer a descriptive definition of pramāṇa: ‘The cognitive criterion is
the cognition revealing itself and something else different from it (sc. object), and is
free from subversion’ (NA 1).46 This step can certainly be considered an
advancement of Jaina epistemology.
In his opinion, what distinguishes a cognitive criterion from any other act of
cognition that is neither true nor absolutely dependable is its freedom from any kind
of subversion (bādha), or sublation: it is both well-founded (or sufficiently
corroborated) and not falsified either by observation or by logic, as well as
consistent with the body of one’s true beliefs (other systemic theses).47 That is the
42

See: Franco (1997, pp. 59–61), cf. Steinkellner and Krasser (1989, pp. 3–5).

43

The former is sometimes called ‘epistemological’ definition, whereas the ‘pragmatic’ definition, see
Katsura (1984).
44

See Kataoka (2003, p. 99).

45

Some (Kataoka 2003, p. 95 f.) consider that the definition had its forerunner in Kumārila’s following
statement made in his earlier work: ‘A cognition which is resolute, which has actually arisen, and which
does not disagree with another later cognition, should be considered a cognitive criterion’ (MŚV 5.5.80),
whereas others (Franco 1997, pp. 59–60) deny it arguing that the verse merely states general conditions
for a pramāṇa to occur.

46

See Balcerowicz (2001, pp. xiv–xv; 2005b, n. 31).

47

Cf. NA 21.
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veracious aspect of his definition, stated in the second part of the definition. Further,
and this is the first part of the definition, cognitive criterion not only presents the
object to the mind in the form of its representation (pratibhāsa) but also makes one
immediately aware of the representation and of the fact that one is aware of it:
otherwise one would not be aware of the mental image of the cognised thing and
would simply not know it consciously.48 Such an understanding has two important
implications. First, cognitive criterion proper must be a cognition through which one
becomes immediately aware of the object, and it is not a case, as the schools of
Nyāya and Mı̄māṁsā maintained, that one becomes aware of the mental image of
the object in a subsequent act of cognition, after the object has left its impression on
the mind, through a process of inner perception or inner inference. Further, we
immediately know that we know—this is, again, not an act of inner inference of the
sort: from the fact that we know an object we infer that we know that we know it.
Another important implication was the realistic component of any true cognition,
and it was indeed and expression of the correspondence theory of truth: only such a
cognition which directly represents an external object can be true. It was a direct
criticism of all idealistic philosophies. In a subsequent section49 Siddhasena—as if
following the procedure of Dharmakı̄rti (see above p. 23)—elaborates on the
definition, and in its second formulation introduces one more element, i.e. patency.
The term ‘patent’ (sphuṭa) became an integral part of most definitions formulated by
later Jaina philosophers, one of the first ones to adopt it was Akalaṅka who used it
interchangeably with ‘clear’ (viśada).50
Siddhasena may seem to have been anteceded by Samantabhadra who
characterises cognitive criterion as ‘the cognition of reals/doctrinal categories’
(ĀMı̄ 101a), such as living elements, lifeless elements etc., enumerated e.g. in TS
1.4. What looks at first like a definition turn out to be, when properly read in the
context,51 merely a restatement of Umāsvāmin’s TS 1.652: ‘the comprehension of
these categories representing reality (mentioned in TS.1.4), is accomplished through
cognitive criteria (pramāṇa) and conditionally valid viewpoints (naya),’ and was
not considered a definition by Samantabhadra himself. There is still one more
phrase in his Svayambhū-stotra (SvSt1 63cd = SvSt2 13.3cd) which some53 take to
be Samantabhadra’s definition of cognitive criterion: ‘… like a cognitive criterion,
which—with respect to earth—manifests itself and something else (sc. object) and is

48

The same idea is expressed in NA 7c.

49

NA 7: ‘Cognitive criterion, which is patent and which determines itself and something different from
it, proves to be correct with regard to establishing the dyad’, i.e. it correctly reveals itself and truly
represents its object.
50

E.g. LT 7, 23; see below p. 30 f.

51

The complete verse of ĀMı̄ 101 reads: ‘Cognitive criterion is the cognition of reals (doctrinal
categories). It either is a simultaneous representation of all entities (which is the case with the absolute
knowledge (kevala)) or occurs consecutively (of this kind are remaining varieties of cognitive criteria).
The cognition of these reals is composed of the method of seven-fold modal description (which
corresponds to pramāṇa) and of conditionally valid viewpoints (i.e. naya).’
52

Balcerowicz (2005b, p. 359, n. 31).

53

Fujinaga (2003, pp. 164–165).
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characterised by a cognitive state.’ To do so, one would only prove to be mislead by
one’s reading of the passage out of context, because the first hemistich of the verse
SvSt1 63 = SvSt2 13.3, of which the above quote is a continuation, reads: ‘We can
speak of one consolidated cognition of the universal and the particular jointly well
known through the attributes of continuity and singular character of a perceived
thing that are mutually dependent, like a cognitive criterion, which—with respect to
earth—manifests itself and the other (sc. object) and is characterised by a cognitive
state.’ In the verse Samantabhadra merely refutes the idea that there are two
irreducible aspects of reality which can never occur in one act of cognition, which
remains divided into two impregnable compartments, as Diṅnāga had claimed (PS/
PSV 1.2ac, see above p. 17), but instead we apprehend both the universal and the
individual aspects of one and the same reality in one act of ‘consolidated cognition’
just the way numerically one and indivisible cognitive criterion always reveals two
aspects of reality (the cognised object and itself) at one swoop. That is not only a
refutation of Diṅnāga but also a reply to the arguments formulated by
Dharmakı̄rti.54 Further what some consider a definition would hardly fulfil the
requirements of a proper definition of a pramāṇa, even in the eyes of Samantabhadra himself, because the phrase of SvSt 63 cd covers most acts of cognition, be
they true or fallacious. Incidentally, however, Samantabhadra’s phrase does contain
an element that later features in Siddhasena’s descriptive definition of cognitive
criterion, i.e. that ‘it manifests/reveals itself and something else’. Besides, we
should always distinguish a conscious attempt of an author to formulate a definition
of a phenomenon from a casual remark which centuries later happens to be
interpreted as such, which is a classical case of projecting and superimposing
subsequent developments of ideas on an earlier phase.55 However, if there were a
Jaina philosopher to consciously formulate a descriptive definition of pramāṇa prior
to Siddhasena Mahāmati it was certainly not Samantabhadra but someone posterior
to him, of whom we do not know for certain, a potential candidate being
Pātrasvāmin (alias Pātrakesarin/Pātrakesarisvāmin, c. 660–720), the author of the
now lost Tri-lakṣaṇa-kadarthana, who, it seems, exercised considerable influence on
Siddhasena Mahāmati.

In Search of Economy
These were the developments which took place within Jainism in the period
posterior to Dharmakı̄rti and which brought significant changes particularly to Jaina
epistemology. In this period the Jainas attempted to redefine earlier models,
maximally simplify general typology of cognitions and specify new criteria for it in
a manner that would be commensurable with the general Indian standard. However,
54

Esp. PV1 1.5–6 and PV1 2.76 f.

55

For instance Samantabhadra’s phrase of ĀMı̄ 101a was apparently taken by Vādirāja-sūri (first half of
tenth century) in his Nyāya-viniścaya-vivaraṇa (NViV 1.3, p. 57.22) to be a full-fledged definition of
cognitive criterion. On the other hand, Prabhācandra in his Svayambhū-stotra-ṭīkā (SvStT, pp. 70–71)
˙
does not consider SvSt 63cd a definition of pramāṇa but merely—and correctly so—an example
of how
two different, seemingly incompatible aspects can exist in one entity.
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there is one more important improvement to note, namely the potential impact of
which was not restricted only to Jainism but concerned Indian logic and its methods.
Traditionally, following the methodology of the Nyāya-Vaiśesika school, Indian
˙
logicians applied a five-membered proof formula (pañcâvayava-vākya), consisting
of the thesis (pratijñā), the logical reason (hetu), the example (dr̥ ṣṭānta) the
application (upanayana) and the conclusion (nigamana). An alternative was, even at
an early date, suggested by Jaina philosophers who, in addition, applied a tenmembered proof formula, variously understood, but mostly as containing supplementary tools, called ‘clearances’ (śuddhi), to lend verificatory support and to
provide unshakeable validity to the main five members. Both models strongly relied
on the idea of the example (dr̥ ṣṭānta), which was supposed to provide an empirical
exemplification, both positive and negative, for a logical reason adduced. In the fifth
century the indispensability of some of the members of the classical five-membered
proof formula came to be seriously questioned by the Buddhist master Vasubandhu.
In his two works on logic, now lost Vāda-vidhāna and Vāda-vidhi,56 he suggests to
dispense with the last two members of the proof formula, i.e. with the application
(upanayana) and the conclusion (nigamana), which he considered a repetition of the
logical reason (hetu) and the thesis (pratijñā), respectively. Vasubandhu and his
followers Diṅnāga and Dharmakı̄rti still relied on empirical (both positive and
negative) exemplification of the logical reason that was supposed to demonstrate
that the invariable concomitance (vyāpti) which was supposed to necessarily relate
the proving property (logical reason), or probans (sādhana) and the inferable
property, or probandum (sādhya).57 This made Indian logic intensional in character,
directly dependent on the contents of logical terms and on empirical verification.
The move to limit the number of necessary members of the proof formula and to
simplify the reasoning procedures found its continuation with Jaina thinkers, the
first of this new trend—if we are to rely on Buddhist sources, specifically
Śāntaraksita and Kamalaśı̄la—being Pātrasvāmin. In his Tri-lakṣaṇa-kadarthana,58
˙
he claims that ‘It does not matter if both types of the example can be adduced or not,
because the example is not any basis for inference’ (TSa 1368), and thereby he
highlights the economical trend in Indian logic to dispense with all that is not
absolutely essential in logic. Since our inferences are only about the subject of
inference alone and its properties, any empirical exemplification or any additional
instantiation of similar relations is redundant. Therefore, the proof formula
(sādhanâvayava) may safely consist of only the thesis (NA 14) and the logical
reason, based on an invariant relation, which relates the inferable property and the
proving property (logical reason), to substantiate it. He proposes to replace all kinds
of logical reasons that had so far been in use with a single one called ‘inexplicability
otherwise’ (anyathânupapatti, anyathânupapannatva). Its sole feature is, in his
opinion, the inseparable connection (avinâbhāva) of the proving property (sādhana)
with the inferable property (sādhya), and that can be successfully known though
56

Frauwallner (1933, 1957).
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A classical example of how such thinking was embedded in the structure of the logical proof was
Diṅnāga’s Drum Circle of reasons (Hetu-cakra-ḍamaru).
58

The only available fragments of the work are to be found in Tattva-saṅgraha (TSa 1364–1379).
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suppositional knowledge (tarka, ūha).59 The economic drive was brought to its
extreme by Siddhasena Mahāmati who suggested that, under certain conditions and
provided one remembers the invariant relation, one can effectively argue by
applying a single-membered proof formula, that consists of the logical reason alone
(NA 14–16)!60
Pātrasvāmin is echoed by Akalaṅka in the Laghīyas-traya (LT 12 cd–13ab) who
characterises the basis for inference as follows: ‘Inference is the comprehension of
the sign-possessor (liṅgin) through the inferential sign (liṅga), which has as its the
sole characteristic the determined cognition of its inseparable connection with the
inferable property…’ He further elucidates the idea in his autocommentary: ‘For it
is impossible to know the relation of essential identity (tādātmya) and relation of
causality (tad-utpatti) without the suppositional knowledge (tarka) of “inexplicability otherwise”; and because the logical reason is also operative precisely without
these two relations of essential identity and of causality, this is the proof that the
logical reason has a sole characteristic. For a tree etc. inferred on the basis of its
shadow is neither the essential nature nor the effect of the shadow etc.’ As the
illustration of the tree and its shadow should demonstrate, inference relies on a
singular relation that corelates two facts x (sign-possessor/inferable property) and
y (inferential sign/logical reason) in a unique way such that the occurrence of y is
impossible without the occurrence of x, and on the basis of such presumptive
knowledge we infer ‘that it is the case that x’. What relates x and y is the inseparable
connection (avinâbhāva), a relation adopted by the Jaina logicians from the
Buddhists, is the idea that the logical reason (hetu) is necessarily related to (‘does
not deviate from’) the inferable property (sādhya):
‘there is no logical reason without the inferable property’, or
sādhya-avinā hetu-abhāva.61
To put it differently:
‘x extrapolates y, in case there is no x without y’, or
y-avinā x-abhāva.
What the claim of the avinâbhāva relation stating that ‘x is necessarily related to y’
meant was that the occurrence of y logically follows from the occurrence of x, and
non-occurrence of y logically follows from the non-occurrence of x.
Accordingly, what constituted a turning point in the Jaina approach was the idea
that the relation between x and y was so well determined and obvious that it required
not additional positive (anvaya) or negative (vyatireka) instantiations.
To answer the question how such reasonings can be founded, Siddhasena
Mahāmati takes recourse to what he calls intrinsic invariable concomitance (antarvyāpti), which relates the logical reason and the inferable property in a necessary
59

See Balcerowicz (2003b). Later, the idea is succinctly stated by Akalaṅka in LT 12: ‘…it is not
possible to know the relation of essential identity and relation of causality (i.e. two basic logical reasons
postulated by Dharmakı̄rti), without the suppositional knowledge of “inexplicability otherwise”.’
60
Balcerowicz (2003b, p. 362). The idea finds its precedence in Dharmakı̄rti who maintained that for
those who know the context ‘simply the logical reason alone is to be stated’ (PV 3.27).
61

Balcerowicz (2003b, 352 f.).

123
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manner: ‘Since the probandum is proved only by the intrinsic invariable
concomitance, an exemplification from outside would be pointless…’ (NA 20).
This peculiar relation renders, in his opinion, all additional positive and negative
instantiations both logically redundant and insufficient. The idea was not
Siddhasena’s invention though for he explicitly refers to his predecessors in the
same verse. Whether that was Samantabhadra is highly questionable62; most
probably the one whom Siddhasena Mahāmati had in mind was Pātrasvāmin.
How can we know intrinsic invariable concomitance (antar-vyāpti) with certainty
even when we see two entities only once and it is not a case of a repetitive
experience? The certainty for our reasonings was believed to be safeguarded by still
another process known as suppositional knowledge (tarka), or presumptive
knowledge (ūha), which postulated the following verificatory procedure:
[x and y are related in a necessary manner because:]
whenever there is x, there must be y too;
only when there is no y, there is no x.
To recapitulate, the suppositional knowledge establishes the postulate of the
intrinsic invariable concomitance that necessarily holds between x and y. On the
basis of such a necessary relation, which requires no prior empirical verification
through additional instances, which is problematic in itself, one applies the logical
reason of ‘inexplicability otherwise’ (anyathânupapatti):
If there were no y, there would be no x.
And what follows is the conclusion:
but there is x,
so there must be y.
In such a reasoning, we first assume a counter-thesis which is contrary to the
postulated thesis ‘there is no y’, and subsequently, since we observe a particular fact
which is a premise (‘there is x’) contrary to the entailment of the assumed counterthesis, we concluded that the latter is false: ((¬y → ¬x) ∧ x) → y.63 The structure is
that of modus tollendo tollens.
This inferential strategy was indeed quite a peculiar device that was, as a matter of
fact, supposed to get over the problem of induction, solidly embedded in the strongly
empirically oriented Indian logic: by means of the new procedure one could validly
establish the relation of invariable concomitance that holds between the logical reason
and the inferable property even on the basis of a single occurrence observed. As
Akalaṅka (LT 49) remarked: ‘Observation in a singular case does not make evident the
62

Such a suggestion is made by Fujinaga (2003, p. 165), who maintains that in ĀMı̄ 6, Sbhadra ‘uses
syllogism without example or dr̥ ṣṭānta. … This is the first usage of the antarvyāpti in the history of Jaina philosophy.’
The serious problem with such an interpretation—apart from the erroneous usage of the term ‘syllogism’, which does
not have its Indian counterpart at all (Indian logicians applied the structure similar to modus ponendo ponens with a
substitution of an individual variable)—is that the verse in question is not a formulation of any kind of reasoning: it
merely expresses a thesis and we find no logical reason there. It is not entirely impossible that Samantabhadra was aware
of the idea of intrinsic invariable concomitance, but he never mentions it by name nor applies it in his proof formulas.

63

See Balcerowicz (2003b, p. 357).
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invariable concomitance of the logical reason with the inferable property without
inductive thinking. This suppositional knowledge (i.e. inductive thinking) has as its
datum not yet comprehended objects in their totality (sc. including all cases). … thanks
to the invariable concomitance established by suppositional knowledge, inference
possesses cognitive validity with respect to every singular place housing an object
which is covered by this suppositional knowledge…’ Its nature was a thorough
understanding of the relation between two entities which would allow one to
extrapolate the singular observation on all similar cases.
For an Indian logician induction-based reasoning—and such was Indian logic in
general—involved primarily two stages: (1) one has to established a link between
two individual particulars (viśeṣa), which typify two classes, and subsequently (2)
one has to extrapolate in order to establish a invariant relation, universally binding,
between the two classes (sāmānya) typified by the pair of the particulars.
The difficulty such a model involved lay in the fact that the two stages are
equally defeasible and open to possible revision. At first stage, we can never be sure
that the link between two individual particulars is indeed invariant, and not
incidental, as long as we proof that the link is that of an invariant relation variety
that always holds; the soundness of the first stage lies in the validity of the second
stage. However, at the second stage, even after numerous positive verifications, we
can never reach certainty that the allegedly invariant relation always hold as long as
we make sure that no counter-example ever and under any circumstances obtains,
which would amount to examining all possible cases, which as such is impossibility.
In a way, the soundness of the second stage depends on the legitimacy of the link
observed at first level. For the Jainas, the two phases merged: by observing a
relation between two particulars one could instantly extrapolate to whole classes on
the basis of the claim that otherwise the occurrence of the two related facts would be
inexplicable (anyathânupapanna) insofar as some kind of inseparable connection
(avinâbhāva) would hold between them. Thus, one was believed to have no longer
to take recourse to a two-stage inductive reasoning: the proper understanding of the
link between the two facts should suffice to establish an invariant relation between
them and the two classes they instantiated, and there was no need any more to verify
the postulated relation as well as there was no fear that the relation could be falsified
by a future observation of an counter-example.
Of course, the problem of induction remained: it was merely shifted from the
level of impregnability vis-à-vis possible future falsification to the sphere of how we
can really know that the occurrence of one fact (proving property) is indeed
inexplicable otherwise, i.e. without assuming its relatum (inferable property) one
postulates on the basis of some kind of inseparable connection.
Irrespective of the futility of their attempt to come round the problem of
induction, what remained their valuable achievement was that the Jaina thinkers of
the eighth century presented a completely new approach to logic by claiming that
proof formulas do not have to be empirically verified through other instantiations
and, if they are at all valid they are so only by virtue of their logical structure: the
reasoning of the ‘inexplicability otherwise’ type, based on the idea of inseparable
connection (avinâbhāva) known by means of suppositional knowledge, is a formula
with two variables (sādhya and sādhana), that makes an impression of being
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deductive. Such an approach, the motivation for which was an attempt to simplify
reasoning procedures in order to make them universally binding, without any need
for further empirical justification other than the premises themselves, opened a
genuine possibility of developing strictly formal logic, in the sense of being
independent from circumstances: mere understanding of logical rules allows us to
infer correctly, without taking recourse to empirical verification or falsification of
the logical structure, because the validity of conclusion relies solely on the premises
and not on any other factor external to them. An important question here is whether
the step taken by the Jaina thinkers was prompted by their genuine awareness of
what analytically valid inference rules—or more generally analytic truths—are or
whether it was an expression of their insightful observation that in our reasonings
we synthesise or extrapolate from repeated experience and observation to such a
subtle degree that we are ultimately able to relate pure concepts without taking any
recourse to external reality. On the other hand, after Willard Van Orman Quine’s
(1951) famous criticism, the very analytic–synthetic distinction may seem
questionable, hence whether we consider the new Jaina approach in logic a move
towards genuine discovery of the idea of analytic truths or a way to better
understand the nature of processes through which we synthesise our individual
experiences and apply the synthetic thinking abstracted from our experiences to
logic losses its importance.
Would the move towards economising inference procedures by accepting merely
two steps (members) in a proof formula, i.e. the thesis and the logical reason, led the
Jainas to dispense with positive and negative examples altogether? Not really. They
maintained that the remaining members of a proof formula can be accepted as long
as they fulfil a practical or didactic role of instruction, although in terms of logic
they are perfectly dispensable. For purposes of instruction, rhetoric or persuasion
the Jainas even advise to apply a ten-membered proof formula (NAV 13.2).
To pay justice to Buddhist tradition, what Pātrasvāmin and Siddhasena
Mahāmati, followed by Akalaṅka, did was rather an inspired verbalisation of what
had already been somehow latent in Dharmakı̄rti’s works (e.g. PV1 3.27, NB 3.122),
although he himself had hold it unthinkable to dispense with the example entirely:
for all practical purposes, he had considered it an integral part of the logical reason
(hetu).

In Search of the Real World
As an important step towards realistic ontology, Akalaṅka improves on the idea,
introduced by Siddhasena Mahāmati, that the distinguishing factor for the twofold
typology of cognitive criteria is ‘the manner of grasping an object’ (see above
p. 17), and draws its consequences for Jaina ontology. His suggestion (LT 3–4, 46,
NVi 3.83, PSa 1.2, SVi 1.19), as briefly indicated above (p. 23), is that it is the
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defining feature of perception is its clarity (vaiśadya), or lucidity (spaṣṭatva),
whereas that of the indirect cognition is its opposite, and that position is upheld by
subsequent Jaina tradition, e.g. by Hemacandra-sūri (1088–1172) in his Pramāṇamīmāṁsā (PMı̄ 1.13–14).
An analysis (LT 5) of the nature of perception, especially its first non-conceptual
stage, sensation, ‘which immediately follows the conjunction of the datum and the
datum-faculty’, brings him to a conclusion that, irrespective of realist or idealist
stance, this conjunction entails the existence—either real, objective, or mental,
subjective—of both the datum as the object and the ‘datum-faculty, i.e. the sense
organ. Whether analysed in terms of objective relation (Jaina approach), or as a
conjunction of elementary constituents of reality (dharma) that jointly make up an
‘objective basis’ (āyatana) for consciousness (Abhidharmic approach), or as mental
representations in the shape of internal sense-data (in phenomenological approach
of Diṅnāga), the experience of perception reveals a complex nature of any act of
cognition or of any object of cognition, or of both. Whether the differentiation into
datum and datum-faculty were real or merely mental which becomes a contents of
each and every cognitive act reflecting objective reality, the fact remains that such
multiplexity becomes an inherent part of it. Similarly, any contents of cognition
reveals the subject-object division which points to the same conclusion, viz. its
multiplex character. Further (LT 23), even consciousness which is not oriented
towards external objects but is a case of consciousness in a meditative state will
have the same multiplex nature: in one breath ‘it is manifested as conceptual
(determinate)’ (because it has a determinate contents) and ‘it manifests its contents
clearly’, i.e. it is a case of introspective perception that is by definition perceptual
and non-conceptual (because it is introspective self-illuminating cognition that does
not require still another cognition in order to be self-conscious).
At all levels of analysis, claims Akalaṅka, we always find that a resultant
cognition is multiplex (anekānta), at least in the sense of subject-object distinction,
as well as intentional, i.e. it points towards its object.
The nature of the object which is represented in cognition is likewise multiplex,
on the principle of the representational idea of truth: a cognition is true if it
represents its object correctly, i.e. the relations within the elements of the objectimage in cognition correspond to objective relations. Since all objects as
represented in cognition, as well as all contents of cognitive acts are multiplex,
the real objects, independent of cognition, must also be multiplex. Now, inasmuch
as nothing is ever entirely different (bhedâikānta) or entirely identical (abhedâikānta), the object is not merely established, but it is established as multiplex,
i.e. as the opposite of the absolute difference and of the absolute identity.
This multiplex structure of every act of cognition, that always has subjective and
objective aspects, requires an external factor as criterion against which one can
judge its truth value; otherwise, ‘what would be the distinction between the truth
and falsehood?’ (LT 28). Since cognitive acts are differentiated into true and false or
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into valid (pramāṇa) and invalid (apramāṇa) cognitive procedures, there must be
some objective criterion against which one could judge the status of an act of
cognition and this must lie outside of the cognition itself, for ‘Where would the
status of the proof and its opposite (sc. defective proof) come from?’ (LT 28).
Akalaṅka specifies that a cognition (or a statement as a verbalisation of a mental
event) is not self-reflexive when it comes to its truth value but depends on
something outside of it. In the argument, Akalaṅka (LT 28) applies the logical
reason called ‘inexplicability otherwise’ (anyathânupapatti), also in its negative
formulation: ‘For not all intentional attitudes concerning human goals deviate from
objects, because otherwise absolute deviance of words and objects would be
possible.’ A similarly objective, non-reflexive point of reference is required even in
the case of the hearer’s proper interpretation of the speaker’s words which are to
convey the speaker’s intention: the meaning is interpreted against the intentional
object. Further, even the Buddhists require an objective point of reference ‘to
determine whether the Buddha or anyone else is an authoritative person or not or
whether a logical formula is well-formed or not.’ Objective, of course, in a relative
sense: as external to the cognition of it. All such decisions require a criterion that
lies in a meta-level.
By appealing to the analysis of the nature of the data and cognition, Akalaṅka
claims that Buddhism idealism is impossible because it is logically self-abortive.
Suppose (LT 7) that the reality ultimately (paramârthatas) consists in consciousness, which is maintained by the Buddhists to be one and homogenous, free of the
subject-object division. That being the case, one can, for practical reasons,
distinguish a valid cognitive procedure (pramāṇa) and the resultant cognition
(phala). If these belonged to one and the same, ultimately homogenous consciousness the fallacy would follow that one cognises what has already been cognised and
such a cognition no longer fulfils the criterion—after the school of Mı̄māṁsā,
recognised also by the Buddhists of Diṅnāga’s and Dharmakı̄rti’s school and by the
Jainas of Siddhasena’s and Akalaṅka’s traditions—of a valid cognition (pramāṇa)
that is supposed to contribute something cognitively new. ‘Therefore,’ concludes
Akalaṅka, ‘an object the essence of which is substance and modes can be both
external and internal in accordance with truth’ (LT 7). Thus, to recognise both the
objectivity of the external world and the existence of a real subject cognising it is
indispensable for epistemological enterprise.
What stood in the background of Akalaṅka’s endeavour to construct realistic
ontology on the basis of his analysis of the structure of cognition was the doctrine of
multiplexity of reality (anekânta-vāda), perhaps most spurious and stimulating theory
the Jainas ever developed.64 It eventually led to another revolutionary development in
Jaina epistemology: an enquiry into the multiplexity of language, prompted by an
intuition that no statement is ever complete. Since the reality is so complex and
multifaceted, no sentence can reflect it on its own and is as such ambiguous. Every

64
It should be pointed out that, contrary to common belief, the anekānta-vāda was a joint project
developed by Jainas and Ājı̄vikas, see Balcerowicz (2016a, pp. 174–185, 220–226).
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sentence stands in need of ‘semantic completion’. In other words, the users of language
supply the missing information from the context. The philosopher’s task now becomes
to develop adequate tools that should disambiguate the language and, what follows,
suitable procedures of reasoning that would be more context-dependent. These
improvements are reflected in Jaina theories of the seven-fold modal description
(syād-vāda) and of viewpoints (naya-vāda), as integral components of the theory of
multiplexity of reality (anekānta-vāda). The complexity of these theories was the price
to pay for an attempt to draw a consistent realist epistemology that would reflect the
diversity of phenomena (prapañca) observed in the world, the ultimately objective
status of which Buddhists denied.

Appendix
Typology of Cognitions
Model I:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

sensuous cognition (abhinibodha, ābhinibodhika-jñāna, mati-jñāna),
testimonial cognition (śruta-jñāna),
clairvoyance (avadhi-jñāna),
telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya-jñāna),
omniscience (kevala-jñāna).

Model II:
(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

sensuous cognition (abhinibodha, ābhinibodhika-jñāna, mati-jñāna),
(a) sensation (avagraha),
(b) cogitation (īhā),
(c) perceptual judgement (avāya—Digambaras, apāya—Śvetāmbaras),
(d) retention (dhāraṇā).
testimonial cognition (śruta-jñāna),
clairvoyance (avadhi-jñāna),
telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya-jñāna),
omniscience (kevala-jñāna).

Model III:
(1)
(2)

direct cognition (pratyakṣa),
indirect cognition (parokṣa).

Model IV:
(1)

direct cognition (pratyakṣa),
(a) sensuous cognition (abhinibodha, ābhinibodhika-jñāna, mati-jñāna),
(b) testimonial cognition (śruta-jñāna),
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indirect cognition (parokṣa).
(a) clairvoyance (avadhi-jñāna),
(b) telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya-jñāna),
(c) omniscience (kevala-jñāna).

Model V:
cognitive application/cognitive faculties (upayoga):
(1)
(2)

cognition (jñāna), distinct cognitive act, having definite contents (sākāra),
perceptual experience (darśana), indistinct cognitive act, not having any
definite contents (anākara, nirākāra).

Model VI (4th c.)65:
cognitive application/cognitive faculty (upayoga):
(I)

cognition (jñāna):
(1) sensuous cognition (ābhinibodhika-jñāna),
(a) sensation (avagraha),
(b) cogitation (īhā),
(c) perceptual judgement (avāya),
(d) retention (dhāraṇā).
(2) testimonial cognition (śruta-jñāna),
(3) clairvoyant cognition (avadhi-jñāna),
(4) telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya-jñāna),
(5) perfect cognition (kevala-jñāna), or omniscience,
(II) perceptual experience (darśana):
(1) ocular perceptual experience (cakṣur-darśana),
(2) non-ocular perceptual experience (acakṣur-darśana),
(3) clairvoyant perceptual experience (avadhi-darśana),
(4) perfect perceptual experience (kevala-darśana), or omni-perception.
Model VII (4th c.)66:

(I)

cognition (jñāna),
(1) direct cognition (pratyakṣa),
(a) complete (omniscient) cognition (kevala),
(i) possessed by souls still in the cycle of rebirth (bhavasthakevala),
(ii) possessed by liberated souls (siddha-kevala),
(b) incomplete (non-omniscient) cognition (no-kevala),
(i) clairvoyance (avadhi),
(ii) telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya),

65

Viy 8.2.22–23 (p. 336); Viy 2.10.9[2] (p. 115); NaṁS 6 [28–29] and 8 (pp. 6, 9).

66

Thān 59–60 (pp. 14–15).
˙ ˙
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indirect cognition (parokṣa),
(a) sensuous cognition (ābhinibodhika),
(i) based on verbal cognition (śruta-niḥśrita),
– (conceptual) sensation of the object (arthâvagraha)
– (non-conceptual) sensation of momentary manifestation
(vyañjanâvagraha),
(ii) independent of verbal cognition (aśruta-niḥśrita),
– (conceptual) sensation of the object (arthâvagraha)
– (non-conceptual) sensation of momentary manifestation
(vyañjanâvagraha),
(b) testimonial cognition (śruta),

included in primary canonical texts (aṅga-praviṣṭa),
not included in primary canonical texts (aṅga-bahya).
(II)

(2)

perceptual experience (darśana),
(1) correct perceptual experience (samyag-darśana),
(a) inborn (nisarga),
(b) acquired (abhigama),
erroneous perceptual experience (mithyā-darśana),
(a) persistent (abhigr̥ hīta),
(b) temporary (anabhigr̥ hīta).

Model VIII/a (after 300)67:
the cause of valid cognition (hetu):
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

perception (pratyakṣa),
inference (anumāna),
analogy (aupamya),
scriptural testimony (āgama).

Model VIII/b (after 300)68:
cognitive criterion (pramāṇa):
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

perception (pratyakṣa),
inference (anumāna),
analogy (aupamya),
scriptural testimony (āgama).

Model IX69:
cognitive criteria (pramāṇa):

67
68
69

Thān 336 (p. 149).
˙ ˙
Viy 5.4.26[3] (vol. 1, pp. 201.1–201.2).
TS, TSBh, SSi 1.9–12.
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(I)

direct cognition (pratyakṣa),
(1) sensuous cognition (abhinibodha, ābhinibodhika-jñāna, mati-jñāna),
(a) sensation (avagraha),
(b) cogitation (īhā),
(c) perceptual judgement (avāya—Digambaras, apāya—Śvetāmbaras),
(d) retention (dhāraṇā).
(2) twofold testimonial cognition (śruta-jñāna),
(II) indirect cognition (parokṣa).
(1) clairvoyance (avadhi-jñāna),
(2) telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya-jñāna),
(3) omniscience (kevala-jñāna).

Model X (late 4th c.)70:
cognitive application/cognitive faculty (upayoga):
(I)

70

distinct cognitive faculties in the form of cognition (jñāna-sākārôpayoga),
[(1) three correct cognitive faculties in the form of cognition:]
(a) distinct cognitive faculty in the form of sensuous cognition (matijñāna-sākārôpayoga),
(b) distinct cognitive faculty in the form of testimonial cognition (śrutajñāna-sākārôpayoga),
(c) distinct cognitive faculty in the form of clairvoyant cognition (avadhijñāna-sākārôpayoga),

Pann1 9.1912–1914.
˙˙
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[(2)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(II)

three indistinct cognitive faculty in the form of erroneous cognition:]
distinct erroneous sensuous cognition (maty-ajñānôpayoga),
distinct erroneous testimonial cognition (śrutâjñānôpayoga),
distinct distorted supernatural cognition (vibhaṅga-jñānôpayoga),
indistinct cognitive faculties in the form of perceptual experience
(darśanôpayoga),
(a) indistinct cognitive faculties in the form of ocular perceptual experience (cakṣur-darśanôpayoga),
(b) indistinct cognitive faculties in the form of non-ocular perceptual
experience (acakṣur-darśanôpayoga),
(c) indistinct cognitive faculties in the form of clairvoyant perceptual
experience (avadhi-darśanôpayoga).

Model XI (ca. 350–400)71:
cognitive application/cognitive faculty (upayoga):
(I)

cognitive faculties in the form of cognition (jñānôpayoga),
[(1) five correct cognitive faculties in the form of correct cognition (samyajjñāna):]
(a) cognitive faculty in the form of sensuous cognition (matijñānôpayoga),
(b) cognitive faculty in the form of testimonial cognition (śrutajñānôpayoga),
(c) cognitive faculty in the form of clairvoyant cognition (avadhijñānôpayoga),
(d) cognitive faculty in the form of telepathy (manaḥ-paryāyajñānôpayoga),
(e) cognitive faculty in the form of perfect cognition (kevala-jñānôpayoga), or omniscience,
[(2) three cognitive faculty in the form of erroneous cognition (viparyaya):]
(f) erroneous sensuous cognition (maty-ajñānôpayoga),
(g) erroneous testimonial cognition (śrutâjñānôpayoga),
(h) distorted supernatural cognition (vibhaṅga-jñānôpayoga),
(II) cognitive faculties in the form of perceptual experience (darśanôpayoga),
(a) ocular perceptual experience (cakṣur-darśanôpayoga),
(b) non-ocular perceptual experience (acakṣur-darśanôpayoga),
(c) clairvoyant perceptual experience (avadhi-darśanôpayoga),
(d) perfect perceptual experience (kevala-darśanôpayoga), or omniperception.

71

Pann1 9.1912–1914; TS, TSBh, SSi 2.8–9, which comprises the ideas of TS 1.9–12, 1.32 (SSi 1.31).
˙˙
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Model XII (c. 450)72:
valid cognitive measures of the soul’s qualities (jīva-guṇa-pramāṇa):
(I)

72

valid cognitive measure [of the soul’s] quality in the form of cognition (jñānaguṇa-pramāṇa),
(1) perception (pratyakṣa),
(a) fivefold sensory perception (indriya-pratyakṣa):
– auditory (śrotra),
– ocular (cakṣur),
– olfactory (ghrāṇa),
– gustatory (jihvā),
– tactile (sparśa),
(b) threefold extrasensory perception (no-indriya-pratyakṣa):
– clairvoyance (avadhi-jñāna),
– telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya-jñāna),
– omniscience (kevala-jñāna),

AnD 435–472 (pp. 173–180).
˙
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threefold inference (anumāna),73
(a) based on the antecedent (pūrvavat),
(b) based on the consequent (śeṣavat): by effect (kārya), by cause
(kāraṇa), by quality (guṇa), by virtue of a part (avayava), by
substratum (āśraya),74
(c) based on the correspondence to/between observed facts (dr̥ ṣṭasādharmyavat): facts observed universally (sāmanya-dr̥ ṣṭa) and
facts observed in particular cases (viśeṣa-dr̥ ṣṭa),
(3) analogy (aupamya),75
(a) by similarity (sādharmya),
(b) by dissimilarity (vaidharmya),
(4) scriptural testimony (āgama),76
(a) mundane (laukika),
(b) supramundane (lokôttara),
(II) valid cognitive measure [of the soul’s] quality in the form of perceptual
experience (darśana-guṇa-pramāṇa),
(1) ocular perceptual experience (cakṣur-darśana-guṇa-pramāṇa),
(2) non-ocular perceptual experience (acakṣur-darśana-guṇa-pramāṇa),
(3) clairvoyant perceptual experience (avadhi-darśana-guṇa-pramāṇa),
(4) perfect perceptual experience (kevala-darśana-guṇa-pramāṇa),
(III) valid cognitive measure [of the soul’s] quality in the form of conduct
(cāritra-guṇa-pramāṇa),
(1) equanimity (sāmāyika-cāritra-guṇa-pramāṇa),
(2) reconfirmation (chedôpasthāpanīya-cāritra-guṇa-pramāṇa),
(3) purification by shedding off the karman (parihāra-viśuddhika-cāritraguṇa-pramāṇa),
(4) conduct with subtle residue passions (sūkṣma-saṁparāya-cāritra-guṇapramāṇa),
(5) ideal conduct (yathâkhyāta-cāritra-guṇa-pramāṇa).
(2)

73

This threefold division may go back to NS 1.1.5 as well as to the tradition of the Ṣaṣṭi-tantra.

74

This division reveals the same line of thinking as VS(C) 9.18, by which it must have been influenced:
‘Reasoning based on inferential sign (inference) has the form: “x is the result of y”, “x is the cause of y”,
“x is the conjunct of y”, “x inheres in the same thing in which y inheres”, “x is the contradictory of y”.’
This must also have been influenced by the theory of inference (anumāna) applied to medicine, esp.
medical examination (parīkṣā) based on tenfold procedure, found in Caraka-saṁhitā, e.g. in CarS1 vi 8.83
ff.
75
Likewise, the division is under direct influence of NS 1.1.6: ‘Inference by analogy is the proof of the
inferable property on the basis of its similarity to a property well-known’, supplemented by NS 1.1.34,
1.1.35, but also by the practical discussion of inferences based on similarity and dissimilarity in Vaiśeṣikasūtra (vaidharmya: VS(C) 1.1.21, 2.1.22, 2.2.31, 5.2.21, 5.2.23, 9.12, sādharmya: VS(C) 2.2.29).
76
This twofold division goes back to NS 1.1.7 which mentions two kinds of testimony: that relate either
to visible or invisible objects.
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Model XIII (ca. 450–480)77:
cognition (jñāna),
(I)

direct cognition (pratyakṣa),
(1) fivefold sensory perception (indriya-pratyakṣa):
(a) auditory perception (śrotra-pratyakṣa),
(b) ocular perception (cakṣur-pratyakṣa),
(c) olfactory perception (ghrāṇa-pratyakṣa),
(d) gustatory perception (rasana-pratyakṣa),
(e) tactile perception (sparśa-pratyakṣa),
(2) threefold extrasensory perception (no-indriya-pratyakṣa):
(a) clairvoyance (avadhi-jñāna),
(b) telepathy (manaḥ-paryāya-jñāna),
(c) omniscience (kevala-jñāna),
– possessed by souls still in the cycle of rebirth (bhavasthakevala),
– possessed by liberated souls (siddha-kevala),
(II) indirect cognition (parokṣa),78
(1) sensuous cognition (ābhinibodhika),
(a) based on verbal cognition (śruta-niḥśrita), with four stages:
– sensation (avagraha),
– cogitation (īhā),
– perceptual judgement (avāya, apāya),
– retention (dhāraṇā) of the judgement,
(b) independent of verbal cognition (aśruta-niḥśrita), with four stages:
– sensation (avagraha), of two kinds: fourfold (non-conceptual)
sensation of momentary manifestation (vyañjanâvagraha) and
(conceptual) sensation of the object (arthâvagraha), the latter
having 6 varieties (5 senses and the mind),
– cogitation (īhā) of 6 varieties (5 senses and the mind),
– perceptual judgement (avāya, apāya) of 6 varieties (5 senses
and the mind),
– retention (dhāraṇā) of the judgement of 6 varieties (5 senses
and the mind),

[alternative classification]79:

77
NaṁS 7–61 (pp. 9–27). This classification is insofar inconsistent as it classifies all sensory cognitive
processes (sensations through five senses) both as sensory perception (indriya-pratyakṣa) and as sensuous
cognition (ābhinibodhika) as a subtype of indirect cognition (parokṣa). This classification does not know
the notion of cognitive application (upayoga): the term upayoga occurs only once in NaṁS 47 [ga. 66] (p.
21) in a different context, whereas the term darśana occurs only once in NaṁS 71[1] (p. 28) in the context
of divisions of the canon (daṁsaṇa-dhara).
78
NaṁS 44 mentions that indirect cognition (parokṣa) is actually homogenous, and its two subdivisions
(ābhinibodhika and śruta) can for various practical reasons be treated as interchangeable.
79

Under clear influence of TBh 1.32.
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(a*) sensuous cognition (mati-jñāna),
(b*) erroneous sensuous cognition (maty-ajñāna),
(2) fourteenfold indirect cognition in form of testimonial cognition (śrutajñāna-parokṣa),80
(a) manifold testimonial cognition independent of linguistic symbols
(anakṣara-śruta), e.g. sneezing, coughing, blowing nose etc.,
(b) threefold testimonial cognition based on linguistic symbols (akṣaraśruta),81
(c) testimonial cognition requiring the synthesising operation of the mind
(saṁjñi-śruta),
(d) testimonial cognition not requiring the synthesising operation of the
mind (asaṁjñi-śruta),
(e) correct testimonial cognition (samyak-śruta), comprises 12 primary
canonical texts,
(f) erroneous testimonial cognition (mithyā-śruta), comprises 25 ‘heretical’ texts, etc.

80
NaṁS 61 ff. (p. 27 ff.) discusses at length the divisions of śruta-jñāna and the canon. I just mention
some varieties.
81
The third subdivision has six varieties, which include the acquisition of linguistic symbols with all five
sense organs and the mind, e.g. the acquisition of such ‘verbal’ cognition through tongue or touch.

123
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Model XIV (7th/8th centuries):
cognitive criterion (pramāṇa):
(I) perception (pratyakṣa):
(1) conventional perception (sāṁvyavahārika-pratyakṣa)
(2) absolute perception (kevala-pratyakṣa)
(a) perception for oneself (svârtha-pratyakṣa)
(b) perception for others (parârtha-pratyakṣa)
(II) indirect cognition (parokṣa):
(1) verbal cognition (śābda)
(a) sentence for oneself (svârtha-vākya)
(b) sentence for others (parârtha-vākya)
(2) inference (anumāna)
(a) inference for oneself (svârthânumāna)
(b) inference for others (parârtha-pratyakṣa)
(3) other kinds of cognition
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Verlag, Osnabrück 1970].
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NS = Aksapāda Gautama: Nyāya-sūtra. (1) Anantalal Thakur (ed.): Gautamīyanyāyadarśana with
˙ of Vātsyāyana. Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delhi 1997. (2)
Bhāṣya
Gangopadhyaya, Mrinalkanti; Chattopadhyaya, Debiprasad (tranl.): Nyāya Philosophy. Literal
Translation of Gautama’s Nyāya-sūtra with Vātsyāyana’s Bhāṣya. 5 Parts. Indian Studies (Indian
Philosophy in its Sources), Firma KLM Private Limited, Calcutta 1967, 1968, 1972, 1973, 1976.
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˙ ˙ Mohanlāl Bhojak (red.): Paṇṇāvaṇāsuttam. Jaina-Āgama-Series
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˙
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˙
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Translation and Notes, Jain Bhawan, Calcutta 1973.

Secondary Sources
Alsdorf, L. (1973). Niksepa—a Jaina contribution to scholastic methodology. Journal of the Oriental
Institute (Baroda), ˙22, 455–463. (Reprinted from Ludwig Alsdorf: Kleine Schriften, pp. 257–265,
Edited by A. Wezler, Band X, Ed., 1974, Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag.)
Balcerowicz, P. (2000). On the date of the Nyāyâvatāra. In P. Balcerowicz & M. Mejor (Eds.), On the
understanding of other cultures. Proceedings of the international conference on Sanskrit and related
studies to commemorate the centenary of the birth of Stanislaw Schayer (1899–1941). Warsaw
University, Poland, October 7–10, 1999. Studia Indologiczne 7 (pp. 17–57). (Reprinted from Essays
in Indian philosophy, religion and literature, pp. 313–352, by P. Balcerowicz & M. Mejor, Eds.,
2004, Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.).
Balcerowicz, P. (2001). Two Siddhasenas and the authorship of the Nyāyâvatāra and the Saṁmati-tarkaprakaraṇa. Journal of Indian Philosophy, 29(3), 351–578.
Balcerowicz, P. (2003a). On the relationship of the Nyāyâvatāra and the Saṁmati-tarka-prakaraṇa.
Indologica Taurinensia [Proceedings of the XIth World Sanskrit Conference (Turin, April, 3rd–8th,
2000)], 29, 31–83.
Balcerowicz, P. (2003b). Is “inexplicability otherwise” (anyathānupapatti) otherwise inexplicable?
Journal of Indian Philosophy, 1–3, 343–380.
Balcerowicz, P. (2003c). Historia klasycznej ﬁlozoﬁi indyjskiej. Część pierwsza: początki, nurty
analityczne i ﬁlozoﬁa przyrody [History of classical Indian Philosophy. Part One: Beginnings,
analytical trends and philosophy of nature]. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Akademickie Dialog.

123
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Pramānāvārttika I33. In P. Kieffer-Pülz & J.-U. Hartmann (Eds.), Bauddhavidyāsudhākāraḥ: Studies
˙ of Heinz Bechert on the occasion of his 65th birthday (pp. 625–646). Swisstal-Odendorf.
in honour
Steinkellner, E., & Krasser, H. (1989). Dharmottaras Exkurs zur Deﬁnition gültiger Erkenntnis im
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