PIOTR BALCEROWICZ

ON THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE NYÅYÂVATÅRA
AND THE SA˛MATI-TARKA-PRAKARAÍA*

1. For last few centuries the Jaina tradition came to uncritically
attribute such works as the Saºmati-tarka-prakara∫a (STP), the
Nyåyåvatåra (NA) and a number of Dvåtriºƒikås to one and the same
author, namely to Siddhasena Divåkara. A number of scholars raised
doubts as to the authenticity of such attribution and, at least as far as
the number of Dvåtriºƒikås is concerned, there is no doubt that some
of them could not possibly have been composed by one and the same
person, and certainly not by the author of STP. Despite the necessity
to update it 1, a valuable resume of research heretofore done on
Siddhasena Divåkara is offered by UPADHYE (1971), who writes: ‘Its
(= Nyåyâvatåra’s - P.B.) constitution (whether it had 32 verses), its
authorship by Siddhasena (the author of the Sanmati) and consequently its date have to remain open questions for a number of
* The present contribution is a slightly modified version of my paper that was
presented at the XI World Sanskrit Conference, Turin, April 3rd-8th, 2000 and referred
to in BALCEROWICZ (2001b: 377) as ‘forthcoming’. The major changes are incorporated in the latter part, §§ 6 ff., which contains my analysis of some arguments
brought forward by Bansidhar BHATT (2000). The present contribution is a part of my
research subsidised by the Alexander von Humboldt-Stiftung.
1. Among recent contributions to the research on Siddhasena, we could list
papers of: MOOKERJEE (1971), DHAKY (1981-82), GRANOFF (1989-1990), DHAKY
(1995) and BHATT (2000), who while referring to various Jaina Prabandhas giving
biographical accounts of Siddhasena, is silent on GRANOFF’s (1989-1990) papers, as
well BALCEROWICZ (2001a: iii-xl), (2001b).
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reasons 2.’ Perhaps we will never know the true name(s) of the
author(s) of STP and NA, but the question of the original number of
verses of NA – viz. thirty-two, precisely as the text was rendered to us
– seems to have been positively answered recently 3. In the present
paper I intend to add some more arguments in favour of my thesis 4
that STP and NA are works of two different Siddhasenas, and their
composition is separated by at least 150 years. Following my earlier
suggestions that there is no substantial reason why to maintain the
identity of the authors of STP and NA, I shall keep the name of
Siddhasena Divåkara for the author of the Saºmati-tarka-prakara∫a.
As a matter of fact, we can not even be sure that the Saºmati-tarkaprakara∫a was written by a Siddhasena and we might only rely on
such a late statement as that of Abhayadeva-særi, the commentator on
STP, who – in the introductory part of Tattva-bodha-vidhåyinœ (TBV)
– explicitly mentions the title of the work (‘A Prabandha called
Saºmati’) and the name of its author: Siddhasena Divåkara. 5 In order
to distinguish this Siddhasena from the author of the Nyåyâvatåra, I
will use the name of Siddhasena Mahåmati for the author of the
Nyåyâvatåra, following Haribhadra-særi in this regard 6.
1.1. Here, I would like to draw attention to certain discrepancies
in the text of STP and NA that prove, in my opinion, that these two
works were written by two different people and at different times.
Both the genuine title of STP (whether Saºmati, Saºmati-tarka or
Saºmati-tarka-prakara∫a) and the name of its author are of secondary importance.
2. UPADHYE (1971: xxiii).
3. See BALCEROWICZ (2001a: xxxvi).
4. See BALCEROWICZ (2001b).
5. TBV.1.1 (introductory part), p. 1.17-18: …Siddhasena-Divåkara – tad-upåyabhæta-Saºmaty-åkhya-prakara∫a-kara∫e …
6. On the name of the author of NA see: BALCEROWICZ (2001a: xxxiv-xxxvi).
See also Pt. Dalsukhbhai MALVANIA (1979: 287-288), UPADHYE (1971: xxiv) and
DHAKY (1995: 44). The supposition against the common authorship of NA and STP is
enforced by what UPADHYE (1971: xxiv) was right to point out: ‘Haribhadra, in his
Aß™aka, quotes the Nyåyåvatåra 2, by referring to its author as Mahåmati. Elsewhere,
however Haribhadra speaks plainly about the author of the Sanmati as Divåkara and
˙rutakevalin.’

On the Relationship of the Nyåyâvatåra and the Saºmati-tarka-prakarå∫a

33

Most conspicuous differences, viz. Sanskrit of NA and Prakrit of
STP as well as an overall stylistic dissimilarity, would certainly be a
highly unconvincing argument against joint authorship of both works.
Much less so is, however, the general outline and matters discussed in
both works: apparently the single feature these two works share is
their epistemological concern. With the excep-tion of two verses (NA
29-30), NA discusses the question of epis-temic validity (pråmå∫ya)
and the definition of pramå∫a as well as its divisions and their definitions, there being no single reference to the method of the seven-fold
predication (sapta-bha√gœ), an important issue in STP. The text of NA
– both in its rigid outline and vo-cabulary – clearly follows the epistemological tradition of Di√någa-Dharmakœrti school, especially the
Nyåya-bindu and the Nyåya-praveƒa of ˙a√karasvåmin 7. In its consistent structure, a definition is followed by its explanation and further
exemplification; each thesis derives from the preceding. It is hard to
find in NA typically Jinistic technical terms, in the sense that one does
not have to be acquainted with the Jaina doctrine and creed in order to
understand the contents of NA in its entirety. The contents of STP is,
in its turn, derives entirely from the Jaina tradition, with a detailed
exposition of the theory of multiplexity of reality (anekånta-våda) –
that includes nayas (dravyåstika and paryayåstika, as well as the set of
seven viewpoints: Ωju-sætra, etc., especially STP 1.3-5, 7-18, 23, 31),
nikßepas (STP 1.6, 40 ff.), sapta-bha√gœ (STP 1.36-40) – and with a
discussion of the cognitive faculties (upayoga) in Chapter 2, as well as
ontological and ethical and soteriological questions of predominantly
Jaina relevance. None of these topics is present in NA. Its outline
seems to be entirely different from NA, much less rigid and consistent, almost chaotic, the same issue being discussed on several occasions. STP seems to be rather a plain exposition of some aspects of the
Jaina doctrine, and a refutation of some contrary doctrines happens
occasionally. STP constantly uses locutions and terminology that had
been coined as early as in the Canonical literature and takes it for
granted that the hearer / reader is well acquainted with Jaina doctrine
and peculiarities of expression: certainly a non-Jaina would find it
7. See BALCEROWICZ (2001a: viii-xxix). Also BHATT (2002: 79-81) provides a
useful list of structural and terminological similarities between NA and NB / NBÒ.
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rather difficult to follow the contents of STP without any prior knowledge of Jainism. Thus, one may have an impression that NA and STP
derive from alto-gether different intellectual backgrounds 8.
1.2. Any direct comparison of NA and STP is indeed an unfeasible task in view of the fact that neither the contents nor the vocabulary of NA and STP overlap. Accordingly, we cannot pinpoint a single
concept of expression in order to be able to see whether it is treated in
the same manner in both texts.
Even a positive answer to the question (viz. the confirmation that
a given term or concept is given precisely the same meaning both in
STP and NA) would neither prove the same authorship for both works
nor disprove the thesis that NA and STP were written by two different
authors. Such overlapping could only have a supportive-corroborative
strength, but would in no way be decisive; but its corroborative
strength would be directly proportional to the uniqueness and singularity of the identical treatment of a given term / concept in both
works and their divergence from the whole Jaina tradition in the case
of the given term / concept.
To find a concept, however, that is explicated entirely differently
in both works or that rests on completely different presuppositions
would, on the other hand, prove that NA and STP could not have been
written by one and the same person. Indeed, there seem to be indeed
some points that presuppose an entirely different conceptual framework in NA and STP.

2. One of them is the question of the cognitive faculties
(upayoga) of the living element (jœva). It is problematic what exactly
the relation between the two cognitive faculties (upayoga), i.e. jñåna
(cognition) and darƒana (insight / conation), on the one hand, and
pramå∫a (cognitive criterion), on the other, was for Siddhasena
Divåkara in STP. Commenting on STP, Abhayadeva-særi – against the
general Jaina tradition – apparently takes upayoga to bifurcate into
8. The above issues are discussed in more detail in BALCEROWICZ (2001b: 353354).
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pratyakßa and parokßa, and the five subvarieties (avadhi, manaΔparyåya, kevala and mati, ƒruta, respectively) to overlap with the
Ågamic varieties of pramå∫a 9.
Traditionally, pramå∫a related only to the question of the validity
of cognition (jñåna), viz. to one aspect of the cognitive faculties
(upayoga). Thus, Tattvârtha-sætra in one chapter discusses five varieties of cognition, and only then adds that these are divided into two
pramå∫as 10. This opinion is further supported by Tattvârthådhigamabhåßya 11. The question of the cognitive faculties (upayoga) is discussed separately in the next chapter of TS 12; the upayogas comprise
all possible cognitive faculties irrespective of their validity. For
instance, four varieties of erroneous cognition (ajñåna) as well as
three varieties of erroneous conation / fallacious insight (adarƒana)
are still cases of upayoga 13. This is precisely the approach that overlaps with such Canonical works as the Pa∫∫ava∫åsuttaº 14, where the
question of pramå∫a is discussed separately.
There seems to be no indication, in my opinion, as regards the
exact relation of the upayogas and the pramå∫as in STP, and we must
leave the question open.
9. See, e.g., TBV ad 2.1 (p. 457.6-7): … upayogo ’pi paraspara-vyapekßasåmånya-viƒeßa-graha∫a-pravΩtta-darƒana-jñåna-svaræpa-dvayâtmaka– pramå∫am
darƒana-jñånaîkånta-ræpas tv apramå∫am …; TBV ad 2.1 (p. 458.4-5): niråkårasåkårôpayogau tûpasarjanœ-kΩta-tad-itarâkårau sva-vißayâvabhåsakatvena pravartamånau pramå∫am na tu nirastêtarâkårau; and TBV ad 42 (p. 650.23-25): athavå pratyakßa-parokßa-ræpaΔ sa√kßepato dvividha upayoga åtmanaΔ. tatra pratyakßôpayogas
trividhaΔ avadhi-manaΔ-paryåya-kevala-bhedena. … parokßôpayogas tu mati-ƒrutaræpo dvividhaΔ.
10. TS 1.9-12: mati-ƒrutâvadhi-manaΔ-paryåya-kevalåni jñånam. tat pramå∫e.
ådye parokßam. pratyakßam anyat.
11. See, e.g., TBh 1.12: mati-ƒrutåbhyåº yad anyat trividhaº jñånam tatpratyakßaº pramå∫aº bhavati.
12. TS 2.8: upayogo lakßa∫am, TBh 2.8: upayogo lakßa∫am jœvasya bhavati.
TBh 2.9: sa upayogo dvividhaΔ såkåro anåkaraƒ ca jñånôpayogo darƒanôpayogaƒ
cêty arthaΔ. TBh 1.3: jñåna-darƒana-upayoga-lakßa∫o jœva iti vakßyate.
13. See TBh 2.9.
14. Pa∫∫ 9.1912-1914: … duvihe uvaoge pa∫∫atte. taº jahå – sågarôvaoge ya
a∫ågårôvaoge ya. … taº jahåΔmati-∫a∫a-sågarôvaoge, suya-∫a∫a-sågarôvaoge, ohi∫a∫a-sågarôvaoge, mati-a∫a∫a-sågarôvaoge, suya-a∫a∫a-sågarôvaoge, vibha√ga∫a∫a-sågarôvaoge. … taº jahå – cakkhu-daºsa∫a-a∫ågarôvaoge, acakkhudaºsa∫a-a∫ågarôvaoge, ohi-daºsa∫a-a∫ågarôvaoge ya.
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2.1. However, the second chapter of STP opens with the verse
that distinguishes two kinds of the soul’s cognitive faculties
(upayoga), cognition (jñåna) and conation, or insight (darƒana) 15:
STP 2.1: jaº såma∫∫a-ggaha∫aº daºsa∫am eyaº visesiyaº ∫å∫aº /
do∫ho vi ∫ayå∫a eso pa∂ekkaº attha-pajjåo //
– ‘Insight is the grasp of the general. Cognition is one, characterised by
the particular. This modality of the object [viz. its general and particular aspect]
is individually [the contents] for both viewpoints, [i.e. substance-expressive
(dravyårthika) and the modal, or mode-expressive (paryåyårthika).’

What the first hemistich of the verse states is that insight / conation (darƒana) grasps the general (såmånya), whereas the cognition
(jñåna) grasps the particular (viƒeßa). Here the discrimination between
the såmånya and the viƒeßa apparently does not pertain to the usual
distinction of the universal (as related to the class notion, jåti, language and concepts, kalpanå) and the individual (vyakti, bheda). The
dividing line is clearly the opposition between ‘general, indistinct,
unclear’ (for såmånya) and ‘particular, distinct, specific’ (for viƒeßa).
Such a position was definitely liable to censure not only from the
Buddhist side, in as much as it could easily be interpreted in opposition to perception (pratyakßa; called darƒana), grasping the viƒeßa,
and inference (anumåna), etc., grasping the såmånya.
Besides, certain inverted, as it were, parallelism of formulations
(såmånya – darƒana and viƒeßa – jñåna) as compared with Dharmakœrti’s distinction of sva-lakßa∫a as a respective province (vißaya)
for perception (pratyakßa) and såmånya-lakßa∫a as a respective
province (vißaya) for inference (anumåna) is likewise conspicuous. If
the author of STP had been acquainted with Dharmakœrti’s ideas, he
would not have failed, I expect, to enter into a polemics or elaborate
on the issue, just the way Siddhasena Divåkara defends his position as
regards the distinction of darƒana and avagraha (see § 4.2) against
15. I deliberately do not employ the term ‘perception’ (reserved for pratyakßa)
to render ‘darƒana’, in order to preserve the distinct character of the two terms and to
avoid hasty identification of pratyakßa and darƒana, that in general epistemological
discourse are often equated, but are often kept distinct in case of the Jaina theory of
upayoga.
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possible misunderstanding (non-Jainas could have easily taken his
darƒana to be pratyakßa, or avagraha); by the same token one would
expect him to have done the same in the case of the categorisation of
the såmånya related to darƒana and the viƒeßa related to jñåna. And
precisely in the same way as the author of NA anticipated a possible
criticism from the side of his opponents (the school of Dharmakœrti in
the first place) in the case of svârtha and parârtha, while extending
the distinction to both pratyakßa and anumåna, 16 as well as in the case
of non-erroneousness (abhråntatva) of both pratyakßa and
anumåna 17.
I believe the author of STP did not merely ignore any possible
criticism, for instance, from the Buddhist side, but he was not even
aware that his statement could trigger such a criticism at all. This
seems to be a serious indication that he flourished before Di√någa and
Dharmakœrti.
2.2. On the other hand, in the text of NA we frequently find – as
I have just mentioned – more or less concealed polemics directed
against Di√någa and Dharmakœrti, e.g.: (1) in NA 5 18, the phrase
stating that inference (anumåna) ‘is non-erroneous because it is a
cognitive criterion, just like perception’, is a refutation of
Dharmakœrti’s thesis that inference, even though being a cognitive
criterion, is erroneous 19, (2) NA 13 20 is reminiscent of the trairæpya
doctrine and NB 3.1 in the sense that it states new and better condi16. Cf. JACOBI (1926: iii, n. 1), VAIDYA (1928: xviii-xx), BALCEROWICZ (2001a:
iv ff., xii ff.).
17. Cf. JACOBI (1926: iii), VAIDYA (1928: xviii-xx), BALCEROWICZ (2001a: v-viii,
xvi-xvii).
18. NA 5:
sådhyâvinå-bhuno li√gåt sådhya-niƒcåyakaº smΩtam /
anumånaº, tad abhråntaº pramå∫atvåt samakßavat // –
– ‘Inference is regarded traditionally to determine the inferable property on
account of the inferential sign, which is inseparably connected with the inferable
property. It is non-erroneous because it is a cognitive criterion, just like perception.’
19. See BALCEROWICZ (2001a: xvi-xvii).
20. NA 13: sådhyâvinå-bhuvo hetor vaco yat pratipådakam /
parârtham anumånaº tat pakßâdi-vacanâtmakam // –
– ‘Such an utterance that demonstrates the logical reason as inseparably connected with the inferable property is the inference for others, whose essence are
propositions, like the thesis, etc.’
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tions of validity 21. All these and similar passages prove that there can
be no doubt that NA was written after Dharmakœrti 22. Furthermore,
NA reveals its author’s general anticipation of possible criticism, e.g.
verses NA 2-3 23 are meant to combat possible censure that the definition of cognitive criterion (stated in NA 1) is unnecessary. It is rather
doubtful that the author of NA, so sensitive as regards possible criticism, might at the same time be the author of STP, so much oblivious
of how controversial the verse of STP 2.1 could appear 24.

3. Leaving aside a possible relationship between pramå∫a and
upayoga in both works, let us take a look at the paradigms of valid
types of cognition and their division into kinds of cognitive criterion
(pramå∫a).
3.1. Let us begin with NA. We do not find any mention of cognitive faculties (upayoga) or insight / conation (darƒana) there in the
first place. After formulating the definition of pramå∫a in the first
hemistich 25 , NA 1cd states that there are only two pramå∫as:
‘[Cognitive criterion is] two-fold: perception as well as indirect cogni21. See BALCEROWICZ (2001a: xvii-xviii).
22. See BHATT (2000) and BALCEROWICZ (2001a: (2001a: iii-xl)).
23. NA 2-3: prasiddhåni pramå∫åni vyavahåraƒ ca tat-kΩtaΔ /
pramå∫a-lakßa∫asyôktau jñåyate na prayojanam //
prasiddhånåº pramå∫ånåº lakßa∫ôktau prayojanam /
tad-vyåmoha-nivΩttiΔ syåd vyåmæ∂ha-manasåm iha // –
– ‘[Rejoinder:] “Cognitive criteria are well-known and everyday practice is
accomplished by them; [therefore] no purpose is known for stating the definition of
cognitive criterion”. [Reply:] The purpose for stating the definition of cognitive criteria, [although they are] well-known, should be the eradication of disorientation concerning that [definition of cognitive criterion] in the case of the disoriented-minded
here.’
On this see BALCEROWICZ (2001a: xv-xvi: § 4).
24. Another point of divergence is the way STP and NA approach logical issues
and their different attitudes towards the question of reasoning and the proof formula
(sådhana, pañcâvayava-våkya). These issues are discussed at length in BALCEROWICZ
(2001b: 360-362).
25. NA 1ab: pramå∫aº sva-parâbhåsi jñånaº, bådha-vivarjitam / – ‘The cognitive criterion is cognition revealing itself and something else [different from it and it
is] free from subversion.’
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tion, corresponding to [the way of] determination of the cognoscible’ 26. Subsequent verses provide more information as to the character
of the two pramå∫as. The understanding of the nature of the direct
cognition, or perception (pratyakßa), radically diverts from the traditional strand in the Jaina tradition which regarded it to be supra-sensory, and coincides with the general Indian epistemic tradition that
took it to be the cognition directly derived through and with the help
of sense organs.
Such an interpretation is not only confirmed by Siddharßi-ga∫in in
his commentary 27 as well as by the whole subsequent tradition that
followed NA, but also by the internal evidence. Indeed, the definition
of pratyakßa and parokßa formulated in NA 4 28 is basically tautological in the logical sense, and henceforth brings no information 29. In
other words, the two definitions allow for all possible interpretations!
Fortunately, several other passages give us a clear idea that the main
division of the pramå∫as is along the lines of general Indian epistemological tradition, viz. the touchstone for directness of cognition
(pratyakßa) are sense organs, whereas the indirect cognition (parokßa)
comprises inference, verbal testimony, analogy, etc.
26. NA 1cd: pratyakßaº ca parokßaº ca dvidhå, meya-viniƒcayåt //
27. NAV 1: pratyakßaº cêty-ådi; tatra siddhânta-prasiddha-påramårthikapratyakßâpekßayâkßa-ƒabdo jœva-paryåyatayå prasiddhaΔ. iha tu vyåvahårikapratyakßa-praståvåd akßa-dhvanir indriya-vacano gΩhyate. tataƒ câkßaº pratigataº
pratyakßaº. yad indriyam åƒrityôjjihœte ’rtha-såkßåt-kåri jñånaμ tat pratyakßam ity
arthaΔ. – ‘…Perception, etc. Concerning that [issue], the linguistic unit “perceiving
organ” – with regard to ultimately real perception well-known from the Canon – is
well-known as a synonym of the living element. Here [in this verse], however, the linguistic unit “perceiving organ” is used – since [we] are dealing [here] with the conventional perception – as an utterance [denoting] the senses. And, therefore, that
which has gone towards “the perceiving organ” is perception. The meaning is as follows: such a cognition perceiving directly an object which commences resorting to the
senses is perception’.
28. NA 4:
aparokßatayârthasya gråhakaº jñånam œdΩƒam /
pratyakßam, itaraj jñeyaº parokßaº graha∫êkßayå // –
– ‘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’.
29. To put it plainly, ‘direct is not non-direct’ for pratyakßa and ‘what is not
direct is non-direct’ for parokßa, or ‘a = -(-a)’ and ‘-a = -a’, respectively. If we want
to keep the sentential negation (¬) distinct for the predicative negation (~), we can
symbolise the two sentences respectively as: ‘α = ¬(~α)’ and ‘~α = ¬α’.
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In the first place, subsequent verses illustrate two main divisions
of the indirect cognition, viz. inference (anumåna) and the verbal
knowledge (ƒåbda) 30. They are indirect because inference is based on
the inferential sign (li√ga), or the logical reason (hetu), and because
the verbal knowledge is derived from a sentence (våkya). Besides, NA
5 and NA 6, while discussing the issue of validity and erroneousness,
contrast perception (pratyakßa) with inference (anumåna) 31. They are
also contrasted in a few other passages 32. While providing a definition
of the thesis in NA 14 33, we find the statement that ‘the thesis is not
revoked by perception etc.’ (pakßaΔ pratyakßådy-aniråkΩtaΔ), viz. the
soundness of the thesis is generally verifiable with ordinary means and
common cognitive apparatus: by implication ‘perception’ has to mean
here ordinary, or sensory perception, employed by everyone, and not
extra-sensory perception – viz. either clairvoyance (avadhi-jñåna),
mind-reading (manaΔ-paryåya-jñåna) or absolute knowledge (kevalajñåna) – not accessible to common people. The phrasing emulates formulations of a validity condition well-known form several other
works, just to mention a few, NP 34, NM 35 and PBh 36. Similarly, the
dΩß™êß™âvyåhatåd våkyåt paramârthâbhidhåyinaΔ /
tattva-gråhitayôtpannaº månaº ƒåbdaº prakœrtitam // –
– ‘The cognitive criterion – arisen as grasping reality due to a [momentous] sentence, which is accepted as that what is experienced and which is not contradicted
[and] which communicates the ultimate truth – is declared [to be] the verbal knowledge.’
31. NA 5:
sådhyâvinå-bhuno li√gåt sådhya-niƒcåyakaº smΩtam /
anumånaº, tad abhråntaº pramå∫atvåt samakßavat //
NA 6:
na pratyakßam api bhråntaº pramå∫atva-viniƒcayåt /
bhråntaº pramå∫am ity etad viruddhaº vacanaº yataΔ // –
– ‘Inference is regarded traditionally to determine the inferable property on
account of the inferential sign, which is inseparably connected with the inferable
property. It is non-erroneous because it is a cognitive criterion, just like perception.
Neither is perception erroneous, because it is determined to be a cognitive criterion,
since [to say:] a cognitive criterion is erroneous is a contradictory utterance.’
32. E.g., NA 11ab pratyakße∫ânumånena prasiddhârtha-prakåƒanåt /
33. NA 14: sådhyâbhyupagamaΔ pakßaΔ pratyakßâdy-aniråkΩtaΔ /
tat-prayogo ’tra kartavyo hetor gocara-dœpaka // –
– ‘The thesis is the acceptance of the inferable property; [it] is not revoked by
perception, etc.; the pronouncement of it has to be made here as showing the domain
of the logical reason.’
34. NP(1) p. 1.5-7 (= NP(2) 2.1, p. 72): tatra pakßaΔ prasiddho dharmœ prasiddhaviƒeßa∫a-viƒiß™atayå svayaº sådhyatvenêpsitaΔ. pratyakßâdy-aviruddha iti våkya-ƒeßaΔ.
30. NA 8:
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cases which invalidate a thesis and turn it into a fallacious thesis
(pakßâbhåsa) 37, enumerated in NA 21 38, overlap with formulations
found both in Jaina texts posterior to NA 39 and in other epistemological-logical traditions in India 40. In other words, the meaning and
implications of the term pratyakßa are so deeply interwoven in the
epistemic system of NA in the very same manner as the term was
– ‘Out of these [members of the ‘syllogism’], the locus is a well-known subject; it is
intended by [the propounder] himself to be proved as qualified by a well-known distinctive feature. The following annotation to the [above] statements [is tacitly implied:
the locus] is not contradicted by perception, etc.’
35. NM 1 (as restored by G. TUCCI):
pakßâdi-vacanånîti sådhanam; tatra hi svayaº /
sådhyatvenêpsita – pakßo viruddhârthâniråkΩtaΔ // –
– ‘Proof [consists in] utterances [expressing] the locus, etc. Among these very
[utterances], locus is what is intended by [the propounder] himself as the inferable
property [and] which is not revoked by objects [that are] contrary [to it].’
36. PBh [266], p.49-50: avirodhi-graha∫åt pratyakßânumånâbhyupagata-svaƒåstra-sva-vacana-virodhino nirastå bhavanti.
37. The sequence of NA 12 (on vacas / våkya and pratyakßa), NA 14
(pratyakßâdy-aniråkΩtaΔ) and NA 21 (pratipådyasya yaΔ siddhaΔ pakßâbhåso ’kßali√gataΔ – it is the standard division of pakßâbhåsa) may prove that perception is sensory, hence shows that pratyakßa here is also indriya-pratyakßa (not only anindriyapratyakßa).
38. NA 21: pratipådyasya yaΔ siddhaΔ pakßâbhåso ’kßa-li√gataΔ /
loka-sva-vacanåbhyåº ca bådhito ’nekadhå mataΔ // –
– ‘The fallacy of the thesis is what is [already] proved for a [person] to be
taught, [what] is subverted by the perceiving organ and by the inferential sign as well
as by the opinion prevalent among people and by one’s own utterances; it is known
[to be] manifold.’
39. See, e.g., PALV.6.15,16: /15/ [pakßâbhåsaΔ] bådhitaΔ pratijñånumånâgama-loka-sva-vacanaiΔ. /16/ tatra pratyakßa-bådhito yathâtuß∫o ’gnir dravyatvåj jalavat. Cf. NAV ad loc.: tathâkßa-li√gato ’ dhyakßa-hetubhyåº loka-svavacanåbhyåº ca bådhitas tiras-kΩto yaΔ sa pakßâbhåsaΔ. … pratyakßa-bådhito
yathå: niraºƒåni svalakßa∫åni, paraspara-viviktau vå såmånya-viƒeßåv iti. anumånabådhito yathå: nâsti sarva-jña iti. loka-bådhito yathå: gamyå måtå iti. sva-vacanabådhito yathå: na santi sarve bhåvå iti.
40. See, e.g., NB.(2).3.49-53: /49/ (2) tatra pratyakßa-niråkΩto yathå: aƒråva∫aΔ
ƒabda iti. /50/ (3) anumåna-niråkΩto yathå: nityaΔ ƒabda iti. /51/ pratœti-niråkΩto
yathå: acandraΔ ƒaƒîti. /52/ (5) sva-vacana-niråkΩto yathå: nânumånaº pramå∫am.
/53/ iti catvåraΔ pakßåbhåså niråkΩtå bhavanti; also to NP.(2).3.1: sådhayitum iß™o ’pi
pratyakßâdi-viruddhaΔ pakßâbhåsaΔ, tad yathå: (1) pratyakßa-viruddhaΔ, (2)
anumåna-viruddhaΔ, (3) ågama-viruddhaΔ, (4) loka-viruddhaΔ, (5) sva-vacana-viruddhaΔ, (6) aprasiddha-viƒeßa∫aΔ, (7) aprasiddha-viƒeßyaΔ, (8) aprasiddhô-bhayaΔ, (9)
prasiddha-sambandhaƒ cêti // tatra…

Piotr Balcerowicz

42

understood in such systems as Nyåya, Vaiƒeßika or in Buddhist tradition, that it is thoroughly unfeasible to interpret it differently, in agreement with the Jaina Ågamic tradition. The only exception to the sensory interpretation of pratyakßa is provided in NA 27 41.
The exceptional case of perception is thus the absolute cognition
(kevala). But such a standpoint does not contradict the thesis of the
general Indian epistemological-logical tradition as the background for
NA; in fact, it corresponds to the idea of mystic insight (yogipratyakßa) as an additional, supra-sensory kind of perception, wellknown not only from the Buddhist tradition 42. Thus, in NA we find
two subdivisions of pramå∫a: (1) perception (pratyakßa), divided into
sensory an supra-sensory (kevala), 43 and (2) indirect cognition
(parokßa) that comprises inference (anumåna) and verbal testimony
(ƒåbda).
3.2. We find an entirely different world of epistemic ideas and
notions in STP. In the first place, not only are the terms pramå∫a,
pramiti, måna, pramå, or any equivalent, entirely absent from STP,
but even the idea of cognitive criterion (pramå∫a) and the concept of
validity (pråmå∫ya) nowhere occur in STP. It is even more surprising
in view of the fact that not only these questions are crucial in NA, but
sakalâvara∫a-muktâtma kevalaº yat prakåƒate /
pratyakßaμ sakalârthâtma-satata-pratibhåsanam // –
– ‘That whose essence is freed from all veils, which shines as [something]
absolute is perception representing constantly the essences of all objects.’
42. See, e.g., NB.1.11: bhætârtha-bhåvanå-prakarßa-paryanta-jaº yogi-jñånaº
cêti; or VS.9.13: åtmany åtma-manaso – saºyoga-viƒeßåd åtma-pratyakßam.
43. Siddharßi-ga∫in confirms this in NAV 1: tataƒ ca sarva-jñånånåº yat
svaræpa-saºvedanaº tad api pratyakßam ity uktaº bhavati, tatrâpi svaråpasya
gråhyasya såkßåt-kara∫a-sadbhåvåd iti. akßebhyaΔ parato vartata iti parokßam. akßavyåpåra-nirapekßaº mano-vyåpåre∫âsåkßåd-artha-paricchedakaº yaj jñånaº tat
parokßam iti bhåvaΔ. – ‘And, therefore, what it amounts to is the following: that
which is a sensation of the intrinsic nature [of an object in case] of acts of omniscience is perception, as well, because direct perception of the intrinsic nature [of an
object] which is to-be-grasped is present also in [case] of these [acts of omniscience].
That which operates aloof from the perceiving organs, [i.e., the senses], is indirect
cognition. The intent is as follows: the cognition which determines an object indirectly by the operation of the mind, independent of the operation of the perceiving
organs (sc. the senses) is the indirect cognition.’
41. NA 27:
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also it was Siddhasena Mahåmati who formulated the first descriptive
definition of pramå∫a in the history of Jaina epistemology 44.
The keywords, as it were, are in STP upayoga, five kinds of
jñåna, and four kinds of darƒana. The cognitive faculties are discussed at length especially in the second chapter, e.g. in STP 2.1-5, 18
ff., 30. The distinction between the two kinds is due to their respective
provinces (STP 2.1, vide supra p. 4): conation, or insight (darƒana),
grasps the universal (såmanya-graha∫aº darƒanam), whereas cognition (jñåna) grasps the particular (viƒeßitam [=viƒeßa-graha∫am] jñånam); this way they are related to two viewpoints: the substantial, or
substance-expressive viewpoint (dravyârthika) and the modal, or
mode-expressive viewpoint (paryåyårthika) respectively 45. However,
none of the cognitive faculties is entirely bereft of the other viewpoint,
STP 2.2 46: insight, being basically related to the substantial viewpoint,
comprises secondarily the modal viewpoint, and the same rule applies
mutatis mutandis to cognition. The difference between insight
(darƒana) and cognition (jñåna) remains on all stages, including
telepathy (manaΔ-paryåya), but their distinct character disappears on
the level of the absolute cognition-insight (kevala), according to
Siddhasena Divåkara 47.
3.3. To prove this identity of jñåna and darƒana in case of an
omniscient person (kevalin) is one of the main points of STP, for
which the work was subsequently criticised by many Jaina thinkers.
The thesis that jñåna and darƒana have their end in the absolute cognition (kevale sanidhane) was apparently so important for Divåkara
that he considered it imperative not only to restate the same idea in
44. See BALCEROWICZ (2001a: xiv-xv) and (2005, n. 31).
45. Another difference is mentioned in STP 2.11: jñåna is såkåra (distinctive)
and vyakta (manifest, distinct), whereas darƒana is anåkåra (non-distinctive) and
avyakta (not manifest, indistinct). See also STP 2.14 on the distinction såkåraanåkåra.
46. STP 2.2: davva™™hio vi heæ∫a daºsa∫e pajjava™™hio hoi /
uvasamiyåœbhåvaº pa∂ucca ∫å∫e u vivarœyaº //
47. STP 2.3: ma∫apajjava-∫å∫aºto ∫å∫assa ya darisa∫assa ya viseso /
kevala-∫å∫aº pu∫a daºsa∫aº ti ∫å∫aº ti ya samå∫aº // –
– ‘Up to the telepathy, cognition and insight are different; however, [in case of]
the absolute cognition insight and cognition are the same.’
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STP 2.8 48, but also to introduce the pårva-pakßa verse of STP 2.22 49
that claims the conditional difference between the absolute cognition
(kevala-jñåna) and the absolute insight (kevala-darƒana), which is
subsequently refuted. This treatment of kevala is entirely – with one
exception 50 – different from its treatment in NA 27 (vide supra p. 8, n.
41). In NA there is not slightest trait of this highly debatable issue and
the kevala knowledge is plainly stated there to be a special kind of
pratyakßa.
Furthermore, there is even an indirect indication as regards the
real standpoint of NA. According to NA 7, the representation (pratibhåsa), or the mental ‘mirroring’ of an object, is a characteristic fea-

48. STP 2.8: saºtami kevale daºsa∫ammi ∫å∫assa saºbhavo ∫atthi /
kevala-∫å∫ammi ya daºsa∫assa tamhå sa∫iha∫åiº //
49. STP 2.22: daºsa∫a-puvvaº ∫å∫aº ∫å∫a-∫imittaº tu daºsa∫aº ∫atthi /
te∫a suvi∫icchiyåmo daºsa∫a-∫å∫å∫a a∫∫attaº //
– ‘[The absolute] cognition is preceded by [the absolute] insight, but [the absolute] insight is not conditioned by [the absolute] cognition; hence we rightly conclude that there is difference between both [the absolute] cognition and [the absolute]
insight.’
This verse, in my opinion, does refer to the alleged distinction between kevalajñåna and kevala-darƒana in view of the second hemistich of STP 2.21 that introduces
it: ‘Just like [sensation], in the same manner, the difference between both the absolute
[cognition and insight] is this much only…’ (jaha ettha kevalå∫a vi visesa∫aº
ettiyaº ceva // ).
50. This is the description of the absolute knowledge (kevala) in NA 27 and in
STP 2.17. There is indeed some conspicuous similarity as regards the character of
kevala (similarities are underlined):
(1) NA 27: sakalâvara∫a-muktâtma kevalaº yat prakåƒate /
pratyakßaº sakalârthâtma-satata-pratibhåsanam // –
– ‘That whose essence is freed from all veils, which shines as [something]
absolute is perception representing constantly the essences of all objects.’
(2) STP 2.17: tamhå cauvvi-bhågo jujjai ∫a u ∫å∫a-daºsa∫a-ji∫å∫aº /
sayalam a∫åvara∫am a∫aºtam akkhayaº kevalaº jamhå // –
– ‘Therefore it would follow that [cognition would be] four-fold [not five-fold],
but there [would be] no [separate] cognition and insight [in case of] Jinas, if the
absolute cognition is without veils, eternal, imperishable.’
The verse of STP 2.17 is a rejoinder of Siddhasena Divåkara’s opponent who
draws the conclusion from Divåkara’s thesis about the identity of cognition and
insight. It does not express Siddhasena Divåkara’s own position! Hence the similarity
of expression is only apparent and by no means conclusive since it may be due simply
to a general, standard way of describing the nature of the absolute cognition.

On the Relationship of the Nyåyâvatåra and the Saºmati-tarka-prakarå∫a

45

ture of cognition (jñåna) 51. At the same time, NA 27 defines the
absolute cognition (kevala) as ‘a perception that is a representation
[revealing] constantly the essences of all objects’ (p. 8, n. 41). Thus,
the absolute cognition (kevala) is defined with the help of the characteristic mark of jñåna, and the only difference between kevala and
ordinary jñåna is that the former is a representation of all things,
whereas the latter is a representation limited only to some of their
aspects. This can be interpreted as a proof that the kevala of NA is
jñåna and the aspect of darƒana is either not relevant or not important
for Siddhasena Mahåmati, in so far as the author of NA does not consider it imperative to explain the nature of kevala explicitly. This
would be surprising, if we assumed that the same person wrote also
STP and was once in pains to prove that both jñåna and darƒana
become one single unity on the level of kevala.
4. In STP we come across the fivefold division of cognition: (1)
mai-∫å∫a = mati-jñåna (STP 2.6, 23, 27) that corresponds to ahi∫ibohe
= åbhinibodhika-jñåna (STP 2.32), (2) suya-∫å∫a = ƒruta-jñåna (STP
2.16, 27, 28), (3) ohi = avadhi (STP 2.16, 29), (4) ma∫apajjava =
manaΔ-paryåya (STP 2.3, 16, 19, 26) and (5) kevala (STP 2.3, 5, 8, 14,
17, 20, 34, 36, 37). This is the typology well known from TS 1.9-12
(vide supra n. 10) as well as from Òhå∫ 60 52 (vide infra p. 11 ff.).
sakala-pratibhåsasya bhråntatvâsiddhitaΔ sphu™aº /
pramå∫aº svânya-niƒcåyi dvaya-siddhau prasidhyati // –
– ‘Since it is incorrect to assume erroneousness of all representation, cognitive
criterion, which is patent [and] which determines itself and something different [from
it], proves to be correct with regard to establishing the dyad.’
Cf. NA 12: pratyakßa-pratipannârtha-pratipådi ca yad vacaΔ /
pratyakßaº pratibhåsasya nimittatvåt tad ucyate //
– ‘And such an utterance that demonstrates an object recognised through perception is called perception, because it is the external sign for the representation.’’
52. This must have been the tradition from which TS evolved. In Òhå∫ 336 we
come across another strand of epistemological tradition (vide infra, n. 56). In fact, the
epistemological ramifications of STP are even closer to Òhå∫ 60 than to TS 1.9-12,
inasmuch as both STP and the divisions found in Òhå∫ 60 lack the ‘pramå∫a’ element, in other words, pramå∫a does not occur in the classification at all. Clearly, this
strand is not the tradition from which NA stems from. We do, however, find in the
Jaina Ågamas another strand – in Viy 5.4.26[3] and in Òhå∫ 336 [partly A∫D 436]
(vide infra, n. 56) – that goes back to the four-fold division of cognitive criteria, viz.
pratyakßa-anumåna-aupamya-ågama, apparently derived from the Nyåya and
51. NA 7:
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What is now the relation between the sensuous cognition (matijñåna, åbhinibodhika-jñåna) and the opposition pratyakßa-parokßa
according to the author of STP? In other words: under which heading did
STP classify the sensuous cognition (mati-jñåna, åbhinibodhika-jñåna)?
4.1. If we first take recourse to the Ågamic tradition to decide
whether the sensuous cognition (mati-jñåna, åbhinibodhika-jñåna) is
to be classified as direct or indirect according to the Jaina tradition, we
can easily find out that the Ågamic tradition was not at all unanimous
as regards the divisions and subdivisions of upayoga and jñåna.
Accordingly, as far as classifications of cognitive faculties are concerned, we find at least five irreconcilable strands in the Canonical tradition prior to STP 53:
Model I: upayoga: (I) jñåna: (1) åbhinibodhika-jñåna, with its four
stages: (a) avagraha, (b) œhå, (c) apåya, (d) dhåra∫å, (2) ƒrutajñåna, (3) avadhi-jñåna, (4) manaΔ-paryåya-jñåna, (5) kevalajñåna, (II) darƒana: (1) cakßur-darƒana, (2) acakßur-darƒana, (4)
avadhi-darƒana, (5) kevala-darƒana. 54
Ånvœkßikœ tradition. These two traditions find their partial reconcilliation in A∫D 435440 (p. 173-174). I do not find anything in A∫D 435-440 that would essentially contradict the typology of NA, granting that NA subsumed under the parokßa head the
categories of anumåna-aupamya-ågama found in A∫D and leaving aside the fact that
NA is silent on the issue of the relationship of the pramå∫a theory and the upayogas.
Thus, it might have been the tradition from which the theoretical considerations of
NA partly evolved.
53. Cf. e.g. SHASTRI (1990: 196-213, ‘Divisions of Knowledge’), who gives a
reliable account of various canonical positions regarding divisions of cognitive faculties (the tables on pp. 202-211 are generally quite handy). He distinguishes four
strands, overlooking two models: my Model III, which is basically of non-Jaina origin, and Model VI. In the scheme of six models, Model I emphasises the subdivisions
that could contribute to our case. Principally, I leave aside all sub-divisions of testimony (ƒruta), telaesthesia (avadhi) and telepathy (manaΔ-paryåya), since they are not
directly relevant here.
54. Viy 8.2.22-23 (p. 336): …paºcavihe nå∫e pa∫∫atte, taº jahå – åbhinibohiya-nå∫e suya-nå∫e ohi-nå∫e ma∫apajjava-nå∫e kevala-nå∫e. … åbhinibohiya-nå∫e
catuvvihe pa∫∫atte, taº jahå – uggaho œhå avåo dhåra∫å. Cf. NaºS 6[28-29] and 8
(pp. 6, 9): …∫å∫a-daºsa∫a-gu∫å∫am… ∫å∫aº paºcavihaº pa∫∫attaº. taº jahå –
abhi∫ibohiya-∫å∫aº suya-∫å∫aº ohi-∫å∫aº ma∫apajjava-∫å∫aº kevala-∫å∫aº.
Viy 2.10.9[2] (p.115): …jœve ∫aº a∫aºtå∫aº åbhi∫ibohiya-nå∫a-pajjavå∫aº
evaº suta-nå∫a-pajjavå∫aº ohi-nå∫a-pajjavå∫aº ma∫apajjava-nå∫a-pajjavå∫aº
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Model II: jñåna: (I) pratyakßa: (1) kevala, (2) no-kevala: (a) avadhi,
(b) manaΔ-paryåya, (II) parokßa: (1) åbhinibodhika: (a) ƒruta-niΔ
ƒrita (arthâvagraha + vyañjanâvagraha), (b) aƒruta-ni – ƒrita
(arthâvagraha + vyañjanâvagraha), (2) ƒruta 55.
Model III: pramå∫a / hetu: pratyakßa, anumåna, aupamya, ågama 56.
Model IV: pramå∫a: (I) jñåna: (1) pratyakßa: (a) indriya-pratyakßa
(ƒrotra, cakßur, ghrå∫a, jihvå, sparƒa), (b) no-indriya-pratyakßa:
(avadhi, manaΔ-paryåya, kevala), (2) anumåna: (a) pårvavat, (b)
ƒeßavat, (c) sådharmya, (3) aupamya […], (4) ågama […], (II)
darƒana: (1) cakßur-darƒana, (2) acakßur-darƒana, avadhidarƒana, kevala-darƒana. 57
kevala-nå∫a-pajjavå∫aº mati-a∫∫å∫a-pajjavå∫aº suta-a∫∫å∫a-pajjavå∫aº
vibhaºga-∫å∫a-pajjavå-∫aº cakkhu-daºsa∫a-pajjavå∫aº acakkhu-daºsa∫a-pajjavå∫aºohi-daºsa∫a-pajjavå-∫aº kevala-daºsa∫a-pajjavå∫aº uvaogaº gacchati,
upayoga-lakka∫e ∫aº jœve…
55. Òhå∫ 60 (p. 14-15): duvihe nå∫e pannatte, taº jahå – pacchakkhe ceva
parokkhe ceva. paccakkhe nåºe duvihe pannatte, taº jahå – kevala-nå∫e ceva ∫okevala-nå∫e ceva. kevala-∫å∫e duvihe pannate, …∫o-kevala-∫å∫e duvihe pannate,
taº jahå – ohi-∫å∫e ceva ma∫apajjava-∫å∫e ceva. …ma∫apajjava-∫å∫e duvihe pannate, …parokkha-∫å∫e duvihe pannate, taº jahå – åbhi∫ibohiya-∫å∫e ceva suya-∫å∫e
ceva. abhi∫ibohiya-∫å∫e duvihe pannate, taº jahå – suta-nissite ceva asuta-nissite
ceva. suta-nissite duvihe pannate, taº jahå – atthoggahe ceva vaºja∫oggahe ceva.
asuya-nissite vi emeva. suya-∫å∫e duvihe pannate, taº jahå – aºga-pavi™™he ceva
aºga-båhire ceva. …
56. Viy 5.4.26[3] (vol.1, p. 201.1-2); pamå∫e cauvvihe pa∫∫atte, taº jahå –
paccakkhe, a∫umå∫e, ovamme, ågame. Òhå∫ 336 (p. 149): ahavå heæ cauvvihe pannatte, taº jahå – paccakkhe a∫umå∫e ovamme ågame.
57. A∫D 435-471 (p. 173-179): [435] se kiº taº jœva-gu∫a-ppamå∫e? …tam
jahå – ∫å∫a-gu∫a-ppamå∫e daºsa∫a-gu∫a-ppamå∫e caritta-gu∫a-ppamå∫e. [436] se
kiº taº ∫å∫a-gu∫a-ppamå∫e? …taº jahå – paccakkhe a∫umå∫e ovamme ågame.
[437] se kiº taº paccakkhe? …taº jahå – iºdiya-paccakkhe, ∫oiººdiya-paccakkhe
ya. [438] se kiº taº iºdiya-paccakkhe? …taº jahå – soiºdiya-paccakkhe cakkhuriºdiya-paccakkhe ghå∫iºdiya-paccakkhe jibbhiºdiya-paccakkhe phåsiºdiya-paccakkhe. se tam iºdiya-paccakkhe. [439] se kiº taº noiºdiya-paccakkhe? …taº jahå
– ohi-∫å∫a-paccakkhe ma∫apajjava-∫å∫a-paccakkhe kevala-∫å∫a-paccakkhe. se taº
∫oiºdiya-paccakkhe. se taº pacchakke. [440] se kiº taº a∫umå∫e? …taº jahå –
puvvaº sesavaº ∂i™™ha-såhammavaº… [471] se kiº taº daºsa∫a-gu∫a-ppamå∫e?
… tam jahå – cakkhu-daºsa∫a-gu∫a-ppamå∫e acakkhu-daºsa∫a-gu∫a-ppamå∫e ohidaºsa∫a-gu∫a-ppamå∫e kevala-daºa∫a-gu∫a-ppamå∫e ceva. cakkhu-daºsa∫e
cakkhu-daºsa∫issa gha∂a-pa∂a-ka∂a-raghådievsu davvesu, acakkhu-daºsa∫e
acakkhu-daºsa∫issa åya-bhåve, ohi-daºsa-∫aº-daºsa∫issa davva-davvehiº savvapajjavehi ya. se taº daºsa∫a-gu∫a-ppamå∫e.
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Model V: jñåna: (I) pratyakßa: (1) indriya-pratyakßa (five sensory
kinds), (2) no-indriya-pratyakßa: (a) avadhi-pratyakßa, (b) manaΔparyåya-pratyakßa, (c) kevala-pratyakßa, (II) parokßa 58: (1)
åbhinibodhika: (a) ƒruta-niΔƒrita (with four stages: avagraha, œhå,
apåya, dhåra∫å), (b) aƒruta-niΔƒrita, (2) ƒruta 59. This classification is in so far inconsistent as it virtually classifies cognitive processes of mati-jñåna both as indriya-pratyakßa and parokßa.
Besides, this classification does not know the notion of upayoga 60.
Model VI: (A) pramå∫a (= jñåna): (I) parokßa: (1) mati with four
stages: (a) avagraha, (b) œhå, (c) apåya, (d) dhåra∫å, (2) ƒruta,
(II) pratyakßa: (1) avadhi, (2) manaΔ-paryåya, (3) kevala; (B)
upayoga: (I) jñånôpayoga (såkåra): (1) mati-jñåna, (2) ƒrutajñåna, (3) avadhi-jñåna, (4) manaΔ-paryåya-jñåna, (5) kevalajñåna, (6) maty-ajñåna, (7) ƒrutâjñåna, (8) vibha√ga-jñåna, (II)
darƒanôpayoga (anåkara): (1) cakßur-darƒana, (2) acakßurdarƒana, (3) avadhi-darƒana, (4) kevala-darƒana. 61 This model
offers two very similar sub-models (pramå∫a and jñånôpayoga)
that partly overlap.
58. The indirect cognition (parokßa) is in fact said to be homogenous, its two
subdivisions (åbhinibodhika and ƒruta) being in fact identical (NaºS 44).
59. NaºS 9-61 (p. 9-27) expands the division of NaºS 8: [9] taº samåsao
duvihaº pa∫∫attaº. taº jahå – paccakkhaº ca parokkhaº ca. [10] …paccakkhaº
duvihaº pa∫∫attaº. taº jahå – iºdiya-paccakkhaº ca no-iºdiya-paccakkhaº ca.
[11] …iºdiya-paccakkhaº paºcavihaº pa∫∫attaº. taº jahå – soiºdiya-paccakkhaº cakkhiºdiya-paccakkhaº ghå∫iºdiya-paccakkhaº rasa∫oºdiya-paccakkhaº phåsiºdiya-paccakkhaº. [12] …no-iºdiya-paccakkhaº tivihaº pa∫∫attaº.
taº jahå – ohi-paccakkhaº ma∫apajjava-paccakkhaº kevala-paccakkhaº… [43] se
kiº parokkhaº? parokkhaº duvihaº pa∫∫attaº. taº jahå – abhi∫ibohiya-∫å∫a-pasrokkhaº ca suya-∫å∫a-parokkhaº ca. [44] jahå ’bhi∫ibohiya-∫å∫aº tattha suya∫å∫aº, jattha suya-∫å∫aº tatthå ’bhi∫ibohiya-∫å∫aº. do vi eyåiº a∫∫ama∫∫am
a∫ugayåiº taha vi pu∫a etthå ’yariyå ∫å∫attaº – abhi∫ibujjhai tti åbhi∫ibohiyaº,
su∫atîti sutaº. ’ mati-puvvaº suyaº, ∫a matœ suya-puvviyå ’ . [46] se kiº taº
abhi∫ibohiya-∫å∫aº? abhi∫ibohiya-∫å∫aº duvihaº pa∫∫attaº. taº jahå – suya-nissiyaº ca asuya-nissiyaº ca… [48] se kiº taº suya-nissiyaº mati-∫å∫aº? suya-nissiyaº mati-∫å∫aº catuvihaº pa∫∫attaº. taº jahå – uggahe œhå avåe dhåra∫å. [49]
…uggahe duvihaº pa∫∫attaº. taº jahå – atthoggahe ya vaºja∫oggahe ya… [NaºS
61 ff. (p. 27ff) discusses at length the divisions of ƒruta-jñåna and the Canon].
60. The term upayoga occurs only once in 47 [ga. 66] (p. 21) in a different context. Similarly, the term darƒana occurs only once in 71[1] (p. 28) in the context of
divisions of the Canon (daºsa∫a-dhara).
61. TS / TBh 1.9-12,2.8-9.
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The idea of pratyakßa as the direct cognition occurs in Model II,
Model IV, Model V and Model VI 62, it is still absent from Model I,
while pratyakßa in Model III corresponds to sensory perception of
other systems.
Excluding Model III as genetically non-Jaina, Jaina divisions of
pramå∫a in the Ågamic tradition could hardly accommodate the panIndian idea of pratyakßa as sensory perception directly, perhaps with
the sole exception of Model V and Model VI. The most frequently
recurring point in these models (with the exception of Model I and III)
is that avadhi, manaΔ-paryåya and kevala are classified as direct types
of cognition (pratyakßa), whereas ƒruta is catalogued under indirect
types of cognition (parokßa). The most controversial – and in our
analysis crucial – issue is, therefore, the proper assignment of the sensuous cognition (mati-jñåna).
Clearly, such a diversity of opinions points to the fact that there
was no unanimity among Jaina thinkers and the author of STP could
have either subscribed to any one of the Canonical models or could
have devised his own model.
4.2. Since, as we have seen before, NA follows the general Indian epistemological tradition as regards the nature of pratyakßa as
different from more advanced acts of conceptualisation, and the notion
of the sensuous cognition (mati-jñåna) – with its four traditional
stages, viz. sensation (avagraha), speculation (œhå), perceptual judgement (apåya) and retention (dhåra∫å) – does not fit into the framework of NA 63. If we analyse all the six models, the idea of the four
62. Kundakunda’s standpoint follows the same lines, cf. PSå 1.57-58:
para-davvaº te akkhå ∫eva sahåvo tti appa∫o bha∫idå /
uvalddhaº tehi kadhaº paccakkhaº appa∫o hodi //
jaº parado vi∫∫å∫aº taºº tu parokkhaº ti bha∫idam a™™hesu /
jadi kevale∫a ∫ådaº havadi hi jœve∫a paccakkhaº //
– ‘These perceiving organs are [made] of different substance. Under no circumstances can they be said to be the essential nature of the cognitive subject (soul). How
could possibly what has been grasped by them become direct cognition for the cognitive subject (soul)? As regards objects, what is the discernment through other [means
(i.e. senses)] is called indirect cognition; for when cognition arises through the living
element (soul) completely is direct cognition.’ See also PSå 1.54.
63. See Model 2 in BALCEROWICZ (2005, § 5).
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stages of the sensuous cognition (avagraha-œhå-apåya-dhåra∫å)
occurs in all of them, with the exception of Model III. What these
models have in common is their treatment of the four stages (avagraha-œhå-apåya-dhåra∫å) as indirect (parokßa). And it is not surprising, since only the first stage of sensation (avagraha) could correspond to the perception (pratyakßa) of other philosophical systems.
The remaining stages – speculation (œhå), perceptual judgement
(apåya) and retention (dhåra∫å) – involve the process of conceptualisation, rationalising, memorising, etc. Even if one admits that the notion of pratyakßa does not necessarily have to be taken strictly in the
Di√någian-Dharmakœrtian sense of ‘being free of conceptualisation’
(kalpanâpo∂ha) but it may allow, as the Jainas would have it, for pronounced conceptual component (savikalpaka), beside the non-conceptual variety (nirvikalpaka), nevertheless the set œhå-apåya-dhåra∫å
entails deep and extensive involvement of exclusively mental activities. Furthermore, a clear indication of the truly indirect, i.e. conceptual character of the sensuous cognition is a series of expressions synonymous to mati-jñåna from TS 1.13: matiΔ smΩtiΔ saºjñå cintâbhinibodha ity anarthantaram. Similar lists of synonyms can be found in
other Jaina works 64.
4.3. In STP, Siddhasena Divåkara clearly admitted of the sensuous cognition (mati-jñåna, åbhinibodhika-jñåna) himself, since he
speaks of it explicitly, mentioning its name four times (STP 2.6, 23, 27,
32). Was this mati-jñåna for Divåkara just the same kind of cognition
as it was to the Jaina tradition prior to him only nominally, whereas in
reality he took it to correspond to the sensory perception (pratyakßa) of
non-Jaina traditions and considered mati-jñåna to be in fact ‘direct’ in
the sense of direct sensory grasp? I am convinced that such a supposition would neglect the available internal textual evidence.
In fact, Divåkara definitely subscribed to the notion of the four
stages of the sensuous cognition (avagraha-œhå-apåya-dhåra∫å), since
he refers to the first stage avagraha twice, namely in STP 2.21 65: [The
64. E.g. VABh 396: åbhinibohiya, œhå, apoha, vimaºså, magga∫å, gavesa∫å,
saññå, sai, mai, paññå.
65. STP 2.21: daºsa∫am oggahamettaº ’gha∂o’ tti ∫ivva∫∫a∫å havai ∫å∫a /
jaha ettha kevalå∫a vi visesa∫aº ettiyaº ceva //
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prima facie position to be refuted:] ‘Insight is nothing but sensation,
because it designates “[this is] a pot”, [hence it] becomes [the sensuous] cognition. Just like [sensation], in the same manner, the difference between both the absolute [cognition and insight] is this much
only…;’ and in STP 2.23-24 66: [Rejoinder:] ‘If you maintain that
insight is nothing but [ocular 67] sensation, [or] a qualified cognition,
[then], if it were so, it [would] follow that insight is nothing but the
sensuous cognition, and such would necessarily be [the case] with the
insight derived through the remaining sense organs. But this is not
correct. [The opponent argues:] “If in [the case of] these [remaining
senses] only cognition is understood 68, in the very same way in [the
case of] eyes [only cognition should be understood]” 69.’
Avagraha is a well-known technical term and it unequivocally
implies the acceptance of the remaining three members of the sensuous cognition, viz. œhå, apåya and dhåra∫å. Such being the case, the
use of the term avagraha not only indicated that Divåkara subscribed
to the tradition that subdivided the sensuous cognition (mati-jñåna)
into the four steps, but he must have classified the sensuous cognition
as indirect in view of the indirect, i.e. mental, or conceptual character
of the triad: speculation (œhå) – perceptual judgement (apåya) – retention (dhåra∫å). This is confirmed also by two rejoinders above (STP
2.21,23) quoting the position of a hypothetical opponent. The oppo66. STP 2.23-24: jai oggahamettaº daºsa∫aº ti ma∫∫asi visesiaº ∫å∫aº /
mai-∫å∫am eva daºsa∫am evam sai hoi nippha∫∫aº //
evaº sesiºdiya-daºsa∫ammi niyame∫a hoi ∫a ya juttaº /
aha tattha ∫å∫amettaº gheppai cakkhummi vi taheva //
67. In view of the phrase sesiºdiya (ƒeßêndriya) in STP 2.24, the sensation here
must refer to cakßur-avagraha (*cakkhuggaha = ålocana).
68. The form gheppai corresponds to *√ghΩp / *ghΩpsyate, a root paralel to
√gΩbh (see: PISCHEL (1981: § 212, p. 182, § 534, p. 434 and § 548, p. 441). I would be
inclined, nonetheless, to relate it to √khyå / khyåpyate (‘to predicate’; cf. NA 19c:
khyåpyate yatra dΩß™ånte).
69. The idea of the opponent is that if one accepts that there should be only
respective sensory cognition, e.g., olfactory cognition (ghrå∫a-jñåna), and the idea of
an olfactory insight (ghrå∫a-darƒana) be rejected, the same rule should be applied to
the sense of sight: one should accept only ocular cognition (cakßur-jñåna) and reject
the idea of ocular insight (cakßur-darƒana). In the preceding section (STP 2.20)
Divåkara – following tradition – recognises cakßur-darƒana as one of four subdivisions of darƒana.
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nent’s criticism jointly points to a seeming affinity between Jaina avagraha and darƒana that could be understood to tally with non-Jaina
pratyakßa. Divåkara’s reply shows his intention to prove that darƒana
is something more and above avagraha 70.

5. A separate question is the exact semantic relationship between the
term daºsa∫a occurring in STP in a variety of meanings and the term
pratyakßa employed consistently in NA, i.e. whether there is any sense in
which the daºsa∫a of STP corresponds to the pratyakßa of NA.
5.1. Indeed on some occasions one might have an impression that
the daºsa∫a of STP is used in the sense of perception as such an operation of the cognitive apparatus (not necessarily sense organs in the
case of STP) that provides some awareness of an external object,
either indistinct (vyañjita) or non-conceptual (nirvikalpaka). This happens for instance in the case of STP 2.25 71: ‘The cognition as regards
an object not [directly] touched [by senses] and beyond the province
[of senses] becomes insight (perception?), with the exception of such
[cognition that pertains] to the provinces of the future and the past
through the [inferential?] sign.’
Similarly, the verses of STP 2.27-29 72: ‘[27] In [case of] a conditioned person (in the state of bondage) the comprehension of objects is
occasioned by the sensuous cognition and testimony; there is no
insight in any one of them; wherefrom [should there be] insight [in
them]? [28] Since objects cognised through testimony are not
amenable to grasping [them] directly, therefore the word “insight”
(perception?) does not apply to the cognition through testimony at all.
70. More on the above passage (STP 2.21-24), comp. BALCEROWICZ (2001b:
365-366, § 6.2.2).
71. STP 2.25:
∫å∫aº apu™™he avisae ya atthammi daºsa∫aº hoi /
mottæ∫a li√gao jaº a∫ågayåœya-visaesu //
72. STP 2.27-29: mai-suya-∫å∫a-∫imitto chaumatthe hoi attha-uvalaºbho /
egayarammi vi tesiº ∫a daºsa∫aº daºsa∫aº kutto? //
jaº paccakkha-gaha∫aº ∫a inti suya-∫å∫a-sammiyå atthå /
tamhå daºsa∫a-saddo ∫a hoi sayale vi suya-∫å∫e //
jaº apu™™hå bhåvå ohi-∫∫å∫åssa hoºti paccakkhå /
tamhå ohi-∫∫å∫o daºsa∫a-saddo vi uvayutto //
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[29] Since entities not [directly] touched [by senses] become direct[ly
cognisable] for the cognition through telaesthesia, therefore the word
“insight” is [correctly] employed with regard to the cognition through
telaesthesia.’
Of course, the verses explicate in the first place the three – out of
four – subdivisions of darƒana (insight / conation) as a subtype of the
cognitive faculties (upayoga), viz. cakßur-darƒana, acakßur-darƒana
and avadhi-darƒana. The issue of the proper interpretation of the term
daºsa∫a in these contexts would, however, require a separate detailed
analysis.
5.2. What concerns me here is the peculiarity of expression in
STP 2.28 and its comparison with even more peculiar statement of NA
12 73: ‘And such an utterance that demonstrates an object recognised
through perception is called perception, because it is the external factor for the representation.’ This startling statement of Siddhasena
Mahåmati should be viewed in the context of his thesis of parârthapratyakßa and his attempt to prove that the idea of efficacy for others
(pårårthya) and efficacy for oneself (svårthya) is applicable both to
perception (pratyakßa) and to inference (parokßa). What is important,
NA explicitly accepts the idea that perception can be directly generated in other people also through verbal communication 74. In other
words, objects are amenable to direct comprehension also on the verbal level and verbal statements can be classified as perception under
special conditions.
This stands in contradiction with the statement of STP 2.28
quoted above that ‘objects cognised through testimony are not amenable to grasping [them] directly’ (paccakkha-ggaha∫aº ∫a inti suya∫å∫a-sammiyå atthå). And it is STP 2.16ab (pa∫∫ava∫ijjå bhåvå
samatta-suya-∫å∫a-daºsa∫å-visao /) that links ‘communicable entities’ (prajñåpanœyå bhåvåΔ) with testimony (ƒruta).
pratyakßa-pratipannârtha-pratipådi ca yad vacaΔ /
pratyakßaº pratibhåsasya nimittatvåt tad ucyate //
74. Cf. NAV ad loc: pratibhåsasya nimittatvåt pratipådya-pratyakßa-prakåƒa-hetutvåd upacåre∫ôcyata ity arthaΔ. – ‘“because it is the external factor for the representation”, which means that [an utterance] is called metaphorically [perception] because it
is the cause of revealing [an object] through perception to a [person] to be taught.’
73. NA 12:
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6. It is well known that the author of NA is innovative in his attitude with respect to Jaina tradition and seems to go against the Canon,
e.g. in his new division of the pramå∫as and in his new definition of
pramå∫a, even though ‘everyone knows what it is’ 75. Nowhere in the
whole text of NA does Siddhasena Mahåmati takes recourse to tradition or the scriptures to corroborate his statements. He solely relies on
the power of logic and argument.
This attitude largely differs from the ‘Ågamic’ approach typical
of STP, viz. the attempt to remain faithful to the Jaina tradition and to
the authority are the Ågamas, even though the ‘Ågamic tradition’ is
not always unanimous 76.
A good example of such an ‘Ågamic’ attitude is provided by STP
3.10-12. In the first step, Siddhasena Divåkara introduces the pårvapakßa position: ‘As a matter of fact, two viewpoints were distinguished by the Lord (the Jina), viz. substantial viewpoint (dravyårthika)
and modal viewpoint (paryåyårthika); but since there is additionally
the “quality” particular, [hence] also qualitative view-point (gu∫årthika) should be adopted 77.’ This is rather a logical and consistent
conclusion, if one accepts that the main divisions of view-points
(naya) are derived from the main ontological aspects: the substance
and its modes. Since there is also quality (gu∫a) as the third aspect
underlying the being, and it is even more fundamental ontologically,
one would expect a separate viewpoint corresponding to it. Siddhasena Divåkara’s rejoinder to this argument is not based directly on
logic or reasoning but takes first of all recourse to the stand of the
prasiddhåni pramå∫åni vyavahåraƒ ca tat-kΩtaΔ /
pramå∫a-lakßa∫asyôktau jñåyate na prayojanam //
prasiddhånåº pramå∫ånåº lakßa∫ôktau prayojanam /
tad-vyåmoha-nivΩttiΔ syåd vyåmå∂ha-manasåm iha //
– ‘[The prima facie position to be refuted:] Cognitive criteria are well-known
and everyday practice is accomplished by them; [therefore] no purpose is known for
stating the definition of cognitive criterion. [Rejoinder:] The purpose for stating the
definition of cognitive criteria, [although they are] well-known, should be the eradication of disorientation concerning that [definition of cognitive criterion] in the case of
the disoriented-minded here.’
76. For instance comp. above the lack of unanimity as regards the divisions of
the cognitive faculties (upayoga).
77. STP 3.10:
do u∫a ∫ayå bahavayå davva™™hiya-pajjava™™iyå niyayå /
etto ya gu∫a-visese guna™™hiya-∫ao vi jujjaºto //
75. NA 2-3:
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scriptures and the authority: ‘But because what the Venerable One
(the Jina) distinguished and expounded to Gautama and other [disciples] in those sætras is the notion of mode (paryåya), hence [we have]
modal [viewpoints]. Even though it is understood that “mode” and
“quality” in many ways have the same meaning, nevertheless [we] do
not say quality (viz., qualitative viewpoint), because [there is] the designation “modal viewpoint” 78.’
7.1. Now, I would like to devote some space to recent arguments
brought forward by Bansidhar BHATT (2000), who asserts that: ‘we
arrive at a certain conclusion that the author of NV [= Nyåyâvatara –
P.B.] lived after Prajñåkara / Dharmottara (both: 700-750 A.D.) – terminus a quo…’ (p. 77). This ‘certain conclusion’ has, however, a
rather weak basis. In the first place, BHATT practically treats NB and
NBÒ jointly throughout his paper, from the very moment these two
works are first mentioned (p. 70), and whenever he refers to the
Nyåya-bindu, he consistently writes ‘NB/NBT’, without making much
distinction as regards the contents of NB and NBÒ. It is not surprising
that via this petitio principii device one has to finally arrive at the conclusion that Siddhasena Mahåmati lived after Dharmottara.
Secondly, from the fact that NA follows ‘the Buddhist texts on
logic, e.g. Pramå∫asamuccaya, Nyåyapraveƒa 79 etc. of Dignåga…,
Pramå∫avårttika, Nyåyabindu (NB) of Dharmakœrti…, Prajñåkaraguptabhyåßya…, but more often Dharmottara’s commentary on
Nyåyabindu (NBC)…’, BHATT (2000: 71) comes to conclusion that
NA must be posterior to all these works! Clearly, Prajñåkaragupta in
his PVA or Dharmottara in his NBÒ had to follow the pattern of the
works which they decided to comment on, viz. Dharmakœrti’s PV and
NB respectively. But there is nothing that would logically compel us

78. STP 3.11-12: jaº ca pu∫a arihayå tesu tesu suttesu goyamåœ∫aº /
pajjava-sa∫∫å ∫iyayå vågariyå te∫a pajjåyå //
parigama∫aº pajjåo a∫ega-kara∫aº gu∫a tti tullatthå /
taha vi ∫a gu∫a tti ba∫∫ai pajjava-∫aya-desa∫å jamhå //
79. Wrongly ascribed by BHATT (2000: 71, 72 n. 16) to Di√någa, instead to
˙a√karasvåmin, see MIRONOV (1927), Tucci, DHRUVA (1930: V-XIII), FRAUWALLNER
(1961: 140), cf. also HATTORI (1968: 4) and STEINKELLNER-MUCH (1995: 16).
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to assume that NA, which did follow the pattern of NB 80, is posterior
to NBÒ, which follows the identical structure.
His third and final argument to prove that Siddhasena was posterior to Prajñåkaragupta, to which he devotes a few more lines, is
based on the rather curious idea of ‘perception for others’ (parârthapratyakßa), most probably the innovation of Siddhasena Mahåmati
himself and clearly modelled on Di√någa’s and Dharmakœrti’s distinction of two kinds of inference, but later on dropped by most, though
not all 81, thinkers of the Jaina tradition. BHATT (2000: 73) maintains
that: ‘A new variety of pratyakßa, viz. parårtha pratyakßa in Indian
logic is introduced by the NV [= Nyåyâvatara – P.B.] (v. 11). This
represents a clear influence of Prajñåkara who provided the NV-author
with an idea of parårtha pratyakßa (cp. yady anumå-notpådanåd
vacanam anumånam, pratyakßotpådanåt, v. 1.: vacanam api
parårthaº pratyakßaº bhavet. PVB [= Pramå∫a-vårttikâla√kåra
P.B.] 3/4.1.1., p. 476; cp. also: NV v. 10cd with this PVB-statement).’
7.2. The first part of the argument about Siddhasena’s authorship
of the idea of parârtha-pratyakßa is indeed sound 82, however, its latter
part is a result of some confusion. When we read the whole passage of
Prajñåkaragupta from which BHATT extracted just a line (vide infra,
bolded), we realise that the quotation referred to by BHATT is, in fact,
an objection against Prajñåkaragupta’s position (!), which he subsequently refutes. In the excerpt, Prajñåkaragupta explains why it is possible that genuine inferential process (svårthånumåna), which has
been essentially carried out by the cogniser himself who witnessed the
events that are the basis for generalisation, can be demonstrated verbally to another person and evoke a similar cognition in the hearer;
hence, even though the proof formula is, strictly speaking, merely a
verbal statement, it is metaphorically called inference for others
(parârthânumåna), because it generates the same inferential conclusion in the hearer as it did in the speaker. Prajñåkaragupta insists that
80. See: BALCEROWICZ (2001a: xii ff.).
81. E.g. by Vådideva-særi in PNTÅA 3.26 or by Gu∫aratna-særi in TRD, p. 223
ff., see BHATT (2000: 76, nn. 27, 28).
82. See above § 5.2; cf. also BALCEROWICZ (2001b: 367-368, § 8).
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this metaphorical transference, does not, however, apply to perception.
The complete passage of PVA, p. 467.15-26, reads as follows:
‘However, the comprehension of the inferable property which has
become the subject of the debate [is possible] by means of the demonstration
of the triple-formed inferential sign, therefore [its] statement (sc. verbal
demonstration of a proof formula) [which is inference for others
(parârthânumåna)] is not pointless. Because inference is produced on the
account of this [verbal statement], also it is inference due to metaphorical
transference of the genuinely inferential character of the inference for oneself (svârthânumåna)].
[Objection:] “If the statement, [which is called the inference for others, is] inference because it produces inference, then [a verbal statement] is
also perception for others, because it produces perception”. No such
quadruplet [is possible, viz. inference for oneself (svârthânumåna), inference
for others (parârthânumåna), perception for oneself (svârtha-pratyakßa) and
perception for others (parârtha-pratyakßa)].
[2] Perception never arises with respect to anything in the same way
(sc. on account of the statement) as inference is produced: when one remembers the relation (sc. invariable concomitance) on account of the statement
[of the logical reason].
[3] When one remembers the triple-formed inferential sign, there necessarily arises inference. However, when a statement [is formulated by one
person which describes] only an object that one has cognised oneself, no one
[else except for the speaker] cognises [this object] through perception [on
account of the statement].
[In other words,] no perception arises on account of merely a statement.
[Objection:] “[When one person exclaims:] «Look! A deer is running!»,
[the other person] looks [in that direction], [and in this way] there arises
perception [in that person]”.
No, also in this case [on account of the statement] there immediately
arises inference [and not perception]. For it is as follows:
[4] [A person] is enjoined to direct one’s sight towards this object as
follows: “Look!” [in the sense that:] “[This object which] I have [just] cognised [myself], has been demonstrated in the context”.
[So,] this is a statement of injunction [formulated by the speaker]:
“Direct your sight there!” in the sense of taking a look at the deer. And [further]: “Just as I have directed my sight [towards this deer], so you, too, [look
there]”. Then, when [the other person] is directing [one’s] sight towards [that
deer] in this way, there [takes place] the operation of logical reasons: remem-
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bering [the logical ground] in this way, [the person] proceeds [with the intention to see the deer]. So this is nothing but inference. Therefore, having considered, through inference, that there is a possibility of perception (sc. that
one might be able to see a deer), one proceeds (sc. sees the deer).’ 83, 84

As we can see, there can be no doubt that Prajñåkaragupta rejects
even a slightest possibility of ‘perception for others’ 85. In his opinion,
what the opponent – doubtlessly a Jaina thinker – considers to be perception for others is an inferential process, triggered by the verbal
instruction: ‘Look! A deer is running’, which can be summarised as
83. PVA, p. 467.15-26: tri-ræpa-li√ga-prakåƒana-dvåre∫a tu vivådâspadœbhåtânu-meya-pratipattir iti na vacanasya vyarthatå. tato ’numånam udetîti tad apy
anumånam upacåråt. yady anumånôtpådanåd vacanam anumånaº pratyakßôtpådanåt pratyakßam api parârthaº bhavet. nêdaº caturasram.
[2]
yathå gΩhœta-saºbandha-smara∫e vacanåt sati /
anumånôdayas tadvan na pratyakßôdayaΔ kvacit //
[3]
tri-ræpa-li√ga-smara∫e niyamenânumôdayaΔ /
sva-pratœtârtha-måtrasya vacane ’dhyakßavin na tu //
na vacana-måtråd adhyakßaº parasyôdeti. nanu “paƒya mΩgo
dhåvatîti” dΩƒyate darƒanôdayaΔ. na, tatrâpy anumånasyânantaratvåt. tathå hi –
[4]
tad-arthônmukhatåyåº sa paƒyêty evaº niyujyate /
mayå pratœtam etat ca såmarthyåt pratipåditam //
abhimukhœ-bhava mΩga-darƒana iti niyoga-vacanam etat.
abhimukhœ-bhåvaƒ ca yathå mama tathå tavâpi. tata evam abhimukhœ-bhavane hetænåº vyåpåra iti smaran pravartata ity anumånam eva. tato ’numånåt pratyakßasambhavam ålocya pravartate.
84. The same idea is elaborated also by Durveka Miƒra in DhPr, p. 89: nanu ca
parârthânumånôtpådaka-våkyavad asti kiñcid våkyaº yat para-pratyakßôpayogi.
yathå “eßa kalabho dhåvati” våkyam. ataΔ parârthânumånavat parârthaº
pratyakßaº kiº na vyutpådyata iti? atrôcyate – parokßârtha-pratipatter yå såmagrœ –
li√gasya pakßa-dharmatå sådhya-vyåptiƒ ca – tad-åkhyånåd våkyam upacårataΔ
parârthânu-månam ucyate. na tu tatra kathaºcid a√ga-bhåva-måtre∫a, svåsthyâder
api tathå prasa√gåt. idaº punaΔ ‘ayaº kalabhaΔ’ ity-ådi-våkyaº na pratyakßôtpatter
yå såma-grîndriyâlokâdi tad-abhidhånåt tan-nimittaº bhavat tathå vyapadeƒam
aƒnute yena vyutpådyatåm apy aƒnuvœta. kiº tarhi? kasyacid didΩkßå-måtra-jananena.
yathå kathañcit para-pratyakßôtpattåv a√ga-bhåva-måtre∫a tådråpye netrôtsave vastuni sannihite ’pi kathaºcit parå√-mukhasya pare∫a yad abhimukhœ-kara∫aº ƒirasas
tad api vacanâtmakaº parârtha-pratyakßaº vyutpådayitur vyutpådyam åpadyeta.
etac ca kaΔ svasthâtmå manasi niveƒayet. kiº ca bhavatu tathå-vidhaº vacanaº
parârthaº pratyakßam. kiº naƒ chinnam?…
85. See also Manorathanandin in PVV ad PV1 1.3bc (p. 4.2-4): artha-kriyånirbhåsaº tu pratyakßaº svata evârtha-kriyânubhavâtmakaº na tatra parârthakriyâpekßyata iti tad api svato niƒcita-pråmå∫yaº.
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follows: ‘He has seen a deer; if I look there the way he does, I will
also see it’.
Instead of finding in the above passage ‘a clear influence of
Prajñåkara who provided the NV-author with an idea of ‘parårtha
pratyakßa’, we see just the opposite: it is Prajñåkaragupta who criticises the idea formulated in NA. This criticism cannot prove that the
person whom Prajñåkaragupta had in mind was Siddhasena Mahåmati
and his NA. All we can with certainty say is that the criticism is
directed against the same idea which we find in NA, and which may
have been also maintained by some other thinker(s) who might have
directly provoked Prajñåkaragupta censure. We cannot, however,
claim with absolute certitude – but with a high degree of probability –
that it was indeed Siddhasena Mahåmati who was the inventor of the
notion of parârtha-pratyakßa.
Additional corroboration for the above hypothesis is provided by
Siddharßi-ga∫in, the commentator on NA. In his Nyåyâvatåra-vivΩti,
he refers to Prajñåkaragupta critical remarks, and reasserts the genuineness of parârtha-pratyakßa:
‘If perception were conjectured to be superior, on account of [the argument that] in certain cases the indirect cognition proceeds by the force of the
relation which has [first] been grasped by perception, [then] the superiority
of the indirect cognition would follow immediately on account of [the argument that] it is [also] an empirical fact that [1] a perception the province of
which is a deer [that is observed] due to a sudden movement of the neck by
the force of the speech element (sc. expression): “Look! A deer is running!” etc., [or] similarly [2] [a perception] the domain of which is a forest
or a temple, etc. [that are recognised] either due to the recollection [of the
forest or the temple, etc.,] as such or due to grasping the linguistic convention [relating the word “temple” and the object temple] as such with curiosity, etc., to see objects not seen before, is preceded by the indirect cognition
[in both cases].’ 86
86. NAV 1.8, p. 341: kvacit pratyakßa-parigΩhœta-sambandha-balåt parokßaº
pravartata iti pratyakßasya jyeß™hatva-kalpane “paƒya mΩgo dhåvatîty” -ådi-ƒabdabalåt kΩkâtikå-mo™ana-dvåre∫a mΩga-vißayam, tathå smara∫åt sa√keta-graha∫åd
vâpærvâpærvårtha-darƒana-kutåhalâdinå vana-deva-kulâdi-gocaraº parokßa-pårvaº
pratyakßaº dΩß™am iti parokßasya jyeß™hatâsajyeta. A rejoinder to Siddharßi-ga∫in’s
position seem to have been formulated subsequently by Durveka Miƒra, see n. 84.
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The injunction within the bolded phrase is exactly the same as the
one found in Prajñåkaragupta, and the detailed description of the
whole process which finally leads to ‘perception for others’, triggered
by a verbal statement, is to explicate the perceptual nature of this
process, as against Prajñåkaragupta’s position.
The fact that it is Siddharßi-ga∫in who, in his commentary on NA,
defends the idea propounded by Siddhasena Mahåmati in NA may
lend some additional support to the claim that it was indeed the
Nyåyâvatåra which Prajñåkaragupta had in mind. And that may be
taken as a corroboration of the hypothesis that the time of composition
of the Pramå∫a-vårttikâla√kåra is terminus ad quem for Siddhasena
Mahåmati. As long as we do not prove that it was indeed Siddhasena
Mahåmati who was the first to introduce the idea of parârthânumåna
this remains only a very probable postulate. This does not have much
bearing on the dating of Siddhasena Mahåmati in view of the fact that
the date of Prajñåkaragupta is to be assigned to the similar time, i.e.
circa 800 87, as the date of Haribhadra-særi 88, which is accepted as the
upper limit for that Nyåyâvatåra.
8. Is has been frequently suggested that the structure of NA is not
intact, or that some of the verses of the text are interpolations. As a
matter of fact, if we analyse all secondary literature written on NA, we
see that reservations have been occasionally expressed about the genuineness of perhaps half of all the verses of NA! Recently a similar
suggestion has been voiced also by BHATT (2000), who drew our
attention to a number of verses which may imply, in his opinion, that
they were not originally an integral part of NA. On subsequent pages I
shall try to evaluate such arguments and discuss the place of the spurious verses in the general structure of NA.
8.1. We should approach with special caution, as BHATT (2000:
73) warns us, the verses of NA 8-9: ‘However, the original text of the
NV does not appear to be intact. NV v. 8-9 describing ƒåbda pramå∫a
have almost similar expressions, e.g. dΩß™eß™åvyåhata- (v. 8a);
adΩß™eß™a-virodha- (v. 9b); tattva-gråhita- (v. 8c); tattvopadeƒa- (v. 9c)
87. See STEINKELLNER-MUCH (1995: 74).
88. Cf. BALCEROWICZ (2001a: xxxiv).
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etc. It is certain that v. 9, being confined furthermore to the ƒåstra and
not referring to the ƒåbda in general, is spurious in general, is spurious
in the logical treatise, viz. the NV. Moreover, it is not in agreement
with the scheme the NV-author certainly had in mind, viz. to encompass precisely the subject matter of logic in a small compendium.’ As a
matter of fact, in expressing his reservations about NA 8, BHATT
revives the arguments brougt forward, among others, by P.L. Vaidya in
his introduction to NA3 (p. xiii-xiv, xxviii) and MUKHTAR (1956).
The repetition of a phrase is hardly a conclusive ground to question the authenticity of any verse in NA. On the contrary, we can see
that some verses in such a relatively short treatise reveal a repetitive
character, just to compare three cases of pairs of adjoining verses:
2a, d: prasiddhåni pramå∫åni … jñåyate na prayojanam and
3ab: prasiddhånåº pramå∫ånåº lakßa∫ôktau prayojanam
22a: anyathânupapannatvaº and
23b: yo ’nyathaîvôpapadyate
24ab: sådharmye∫âtra dΩß™ânta-doßå nyåya-vid-œritåΔ
25ab: vaidharmye∫âtra d®ß™ânta-doßå nyåya-vid-œritåΔ

By applying the suggested method to discard all verses that contain repetitions one would end with perhaps with a handful of verses.
The main point, as a matter of fact, concerns the occurrence of ƒåstra,
which might seem ‘spurious in the logical treatise’. A closer analysis
will reveal that the reference to ƒåstra / åpta not only is relevant to the
discussion of epistemological issues, especially in the context of
debate with Di√någa and Dharmakœrti, but also it is absolutely essential in the structure of NA, which offers a new model of pramå∫as.
The sequence of the verses runs as follows:
NA 8 89: definition of verbal cognition (ƒåbda),
NA 9 90: definition of a reliable source of verbal cognition
(ƒåstraº + åpta / åptôpajña),
89. See n. 30.
90. NA 9:

åptôpajñam anulla√ghyam adΩß™êß™a-virodhakam /
tattvôpadeƒa-kΩt sårvaº ƒåstraº kåpatha-gha™™anam //
– ‘Authoritative treatise is that which has been discerned by an authoritative per-
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NA 10 91: definition of parârthânumåna as a special kind of verbal cognition, in which the reliable source is what the speaker himself
experienced.
Thus, Siddhasena’s idea is to prove that there are only two
pramå∫as: pratyakßa and parokßa, the latter comprising all categories of cognitions that are not pratyakßa. In this way, Siddhasena
emulates Di√någa’s manoeuvre who first (PS 1.3) describes the nature
of pratyakßa as being free from conceptual construction
(kalpanâpo∂ha) and then subsumes all other kinds of cognition under
one general heading of anumåna, including inferences for oneself and
for the others (PS 2.1ab and PS 3.1ab) as well as verbal cognition
(ƒåbda, PS 5.1: na pramå∫ântaraº ƒåbdam anumånåt), along with
testimonial cognition derived from an authority (åpta, PS 2.5: åptavådâvi-saºvåda-såmånyåd anumånatå). In the case of NA, all kinds
of cognition other than pratyakßa, which is defined as first, are subsumed under the heading of parokßa. Just as Di√någa specifically singled out ƒåbda and emphasised that also verbal cognitions, including
those based on testimony of authority, are comprised under anumåna,
Siddhasena Mahåmati holds that verbal cognition (ƒåbda, NA 8,9) and
inference (NA 10), with its two subtypes ‘for oneself’ and ‘for others’
(svårtha-pratyakßa and parårtha-pratyakßa, NA 11), are likewise different varieties of parokßa 92. Therefore the place of NA 8 and 9 is justified in the whole scheme of cognitions. In other words, not only does
Siddhasena do precisely what Di√någa did when he comprised ƒåbda /
åpta-våda under anumåna, but even terms used in both cases are
almost identical!
son, which is not negligible, which does not contradict what is accepted or what is
experienced, which gives the instruction about reality, which is for everybody [and]
which obliterates errant paths.’
91. NA 10:
sva-niƒcayavad anyeßåº niƒcayôtpådanaº budhaiΔ /
parârthaº månam åkhyåtaº våkyaº tad-upacårataΔ //
– ‘A sentence which brings about the determination for others – just the way [it
brings about] the determination for oneself – is called by the learned the cognitive criterion for others because of the metaphorical transference of this [cognitive criterion
onto the sentence].’
92. For further details see: BALCEROWICZ (2005, §§ 3, 4).
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In addition to that, Siddhasena’s peculiar, as it were, usage of the
term ƒåstra in a logical-epistemological treatise finds its precedence
again in Pramå∫a-samuccaya of Di√någa. In the well-known opening
verse, which is a homage to the Buddha, we read:
‘Having paid to [the Buddha] who is a cognitive criterion, who strives
for the welfare of the world, who is the teacher (ƒåstΩ), the well-gone, the rescuer…’ 93

And further Di√någa explains that ‘the cause [why the Buddha is a
cognitive criterion] is his perfection in inner disposition and in its
application. The application [of being a cognitive criterion] is his being
a teacher because he edifies the world.’ 94 Instead of ƒåstΩ, Siddhasena
speaks of ƒåstra, but in an active sense of ƒåstΩ: ‘authoritative treatise
is that … which gives the instruction about reality’ (tattvôpadeƒa-kΩt
sårvaº ƒåstraº). As we can easily notice, the idea, the wording and
the epistemological context are very similar in both cases.
Thus, there remains nothing that could seriously disprove that
either NA 8 or 9 are out of place or are some later interpolations.
8.2. Bansidhar BHATT (2000: 74) expresses his further reservations: ‘The NV v. 27 defining the pratyakßa as kevala appears all of a
sudden between the final topic on the parårtha anumåna (v. 26) and the
conclusion of the entire thesis, viz. pramå∫a-phala (v. 28), without any
specific hint of it at the initial stage (v. 1,4, 6 etc.). It is an interpolation.’
We should remember that the concern of the author of the
Nyåyâvatåra, which is so closely tight to epistemological-logical issues, is not only to present a new model of epistemology, but also to
present it in such a way that it may further serve as the basis of and
proof for both Jaina ontology and soteriology, the latter being of paramount interest to the Jainas. This should, again, come to us as no surprise: it suffices to recall the opening verse of Pramå∫a-samuccaya,
which correlates soteriological issues and epistemology, as well
Dharmakœrti’s two introductory verses to his Pramå∫a-vårttika. Even
93. PS 1.1ab: pramå∫a-bhåtåya jagad-dhitaœßi∫e pra∫amya ƒåstre sugatåya
tåyine / , quoted in PV1 (Pariƒiß™a, p. 518.26).
94. PSV: tatra hetur åƒaya-prayoga-saºpat. … prayogo jagac-chåsanåc
chåstΩtvam.

64

Piotr Balcerowicz

the chapter called Pramå∫a-siddhi of PV is formally a commentary on
the idea of the Buddha’s pramå∫a-bhåtvatva. Therefore there should
be nothing extraordinary if we come across any soteriological discussion in NA. And precisely such is ultimately the relevance of NA 27
(n. 41), as I shall try to demonstrate in subsequent lines.
The verse NA 27 introduces the idea of perfect perception
(kevala), after all ‘mundane’ varieties of cognition, direct and indirect, have been discussed in the preceding. Thus, the placement of the
verse after the parârthânumåna section does not seem illogical or
unjustified. On the other hand, it is hardly conceivable that NA could
do without even mentioning the notion of kevala-jñåna, because it has
always played paramount role in Jaina epistemology, ontology and
soteriology. And the most suitable place to mention perfect perception, which is the consummation of all cognitive processes, is in the
concluding portion on epistemological issues.
The emphasis on perfect cognition (kevala) was understood, for it
fulfilled at least three cardinal functions in Jainism: ontological, epistemological and soteriological. According to Jaina ontology, the structure of the world was highly complex, in which all elements were
related to the rest; consequently, the proper description of the reality,
of its multiplex character (anekånta), would have to take into consideration all these intricate relations. A complete account of the multiplexity is possible on the level of perfect cognition, which can grasp
all complexities. In such a way, only absolute perception (kevala)
which perfectly reflects all relations in the world is the warrant for the
idea of ontological premise of anekånta.
Besides, being staunch realists, the Jainas maintained that one of
the proofs of the multiplexity of reality is the multiplex representation
of the world as it is reflected in cognition. A typical argument ran as
follows: since any piece of knowledge has a multiplex character, so
must be also the world reflected through it 95. Absolute cognition was
95. See e.g. (1) SViV 1.27 (p. 115.11 ff.): ata evânekånta-siddhiΔ. … tad evaº
paramârthataΔ siddhiΔ anekåntåt. – ‘Precisely on the basis [of this act of grasping]
the multiplexity [of data] is established. … Thus, in exactly such a way, [we arrive at]
a proof [of multiplex reality] on the level of the ultimate truth, because of multiplexity
[of appearance]’; (2) NAV 29.1: iha yat pramå∫aº tat parasparâvinirlu™hitânekadharma-parikarita-vastuno gråhakaº, tasyaîva tatra pratibhåsamånatvåd; iha yad
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considered the most perfect and full representation of the complexity
of the world. For this very reason, extrasensory cognition of kevalajñåna (NA 27), being the paramount representation of anekånta, is
followed almost immediately by its mundane equivalent, viz. the
naya-våda (NA 29), that also proves anekånta, albeit in an imperfect
manner.
The soteriological dimension of kevala was equally important.
Absolute cognition served as a necessary link to prove that liberation
is possible, and was used in the so-called ‘purification argument’. The
full argument boils down to the following: ‘You can purify yourself
completely, because there is a method. Since your nature is consciousness, when you become absolutely pure, you are by nature endowed
with absolute knowledge.’ This kind of popular proof was possible
only within Jaina ontology thanks to two crucial elements: (1) peculiar
understanding of the soul’s nature as intrinsically pure and omniscient
and (2) the idea of karman as subtle matter, or dirt, that obstructs
innate capacities of the soul. In Jainism åtman was conceived of as
both the cognitive subject and cognitive instrument 96.
yatra pratibhåti, tad eva tad-gocaratayâbhyupagantavyaº; tad – yathå nirådœnavanayana-prabhava-darƒane pratibhåsamånaº på™alatayå japå-kusumaº tathaîva tadgocaratayâbhyupagamyate; parasparâvibhaktâneka-svabhåvåkrânta-mårtikaº ca
bahir antaƒ ca vastu sarva-pramå∫eßu prathata ity; atas tad eva teßåº gocaraΔ. – ‘[1.
The thesis:] in this world, whatever is a cognitive criterion, it [also] grasps the real
thing that is accompanied by multiple properties not detached from each other; [2. the
logical reason:] because this [multiplex object] alone is represented in that [cognitive
criterion]; [3. the invariable concomitance accompanied by the example:] in this
world, [if an object] x occurs in [a cognitive criterion (cognition)] y, this [object] x
alone should be accepted as the domain of this [cognitive criterion (cognition)] y;
thus, [for instance]: just the way a [scarlet] China rose flower is being represented as
roseate in perception having its origin in flawless eyesight, exactly as such (sc. as a
roseate object) it is accepted as the domain of that [cognitive criterion]; [4. the application:] and [similarly] the real thing, both external and internal, endowed with a form
that is under the sway of multiplex essential natures not separate from each other,
unfolds itself in all cognitive criteria; [5. the conclusion:] hence, this [multiplex
object] alone is the domain of those [all cognitive criteria].’ (3) NAV 29.9: tasmåt
tasyaîva tatra pratibhåsanåt “sarva-saºvidåm anekântâtmakaº vastu gocara” iti
sthitam. – ‘Hence, it is established that the real thing, whose essence is multiplex,
[forms] the domain of all acts of awareness, because this [multiplex object] alone is
represented in that [cognitive criterion].’
96. In its elaborate form it runs in two stages. The first stage has the form: ‘The
cognitive subject is such whose complete purification is possible, because the means
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Accordingly, a reference to this most important notion from the
Jaina point of view finds its most adequate place in the structure of the
Nyåyâvatåra: NA 27 concludes the discussion of pramå∫as, whereas
the subsequent verse (NA 28 97) discusses their practical relevance and
results (phala). After strictly epistemological issues have been dealt
with, NA 29 describes the nature of the object of cognitions, NA 30
relates ontological concerns to epistemology and establishes the rela-

for [his] purification exists. In this world, whatever is such the means for the purification [of which] exists is [also] such the complete purification of which is possibly
existent, like a particular gem for the purification of which the means exists, [namely]
prolonged calcination in a clay furnace with the alkali, etc. And indeed the cognitive
subject is such for whose purification the means exists, [namely] repeated practice of
cognition, etc., hence [the cognitive subject is] such whose complete purification is
possibly existent.’ (NAV 27.4: sambhavat-samasta-ƒuddhika åtmå, vidyamånaƒuddhy-upåyatvåd; iha yo yo vidyamåna-ƒuddhy-upåyaΔ sa sa sambhavat-samastaƒuddhiko; yathå vidyamåna-kßåra-mΩt-pu™a-påkâdi-ƒuddhy-upåyo ratna-viƒeßas, tathå
ca vidyamåna-jñånâdy-abhyåsa-ƒuddhy-upåya åtmâtaΔ sambhavat-samasta-ƒuddhika
iti.) This first stage of the argument only proves that purification of the soul is possible, but it still does not prove that supernatural perception or omniscience is possible.
In the second stage, the following equation is established: cogniser = cognition
(because of the same nature): ‘And the cognitive subject, [when] completely purified,
is called the absolute, because there is no difference at all between cognition and cogniser.’ (NAV 27.4: såmastya-ƒuddhaƒ câtmå jñåna-jñåninoΔ kathañcid abhedåt
kevalam abhidhœyata iti.) Both stages of this argument was formulated as early as in
Kundakunda’s works; SSå 278 recounts simile of a transparent crystal (= the knower)
which is in its nature unaffected by colours (= passions) but is seemingly changing,
the implication of the simile is that the crystal can be cleansed from colours that affect
it. The idea that the soul can be omniscient by nature and the soul’s knowledge can
embrace everything is found e.g. in PSå 1.20, 28. The proof is formulated also by
Hemacandra, who instead of the precious stone, speaks of clouds veiling the sun and
the moon: ‘The veiling of [the self] of knowing essence is possible through cognitionveiling and other types of karman just like the moon and the sun [can be covered] by
dust, fog, cloud, veil etc.; and like a blow of wind strong enough can remove [the
veils obscuring] the moon and the sun, so can meditation and contemplation [remove
veils obscuring the knowing self].’ (PMœV 1.15 § 50 (p. 12.20-22): prakåƒa-svabhåvasyâpi candrârkâder iva rajo-nœhåhårâbhra-pa™alâdibhir iva jñånâvara∫œyådikarmabhir åvara∫asya sambhavåt, candrârkâder iva prabala-pavamåna-pråyair
dhyåna-bhåvanâdibhir vilayasyêti.)
97. NA 28:
pramå∫asya phalaº såkßåd ajñåna-vinivartanam /
kevalasya sukhôpekße ƒeßasyâdåna-håna-dhœΔ //
– ‘The direct result of cognitive criterion is the cessation (sc. removal) of
nescience; [the result] of the absolute [cognition] is [both] happiness and indifference;
[the result] of the remaining [ones] is the faculty of appropriation and avoidance’.
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tionship between cognition and the reality, NA 31 98 characterises the
cognitive subject. The structure of the work in itself appears to be
quite coherent.
Conspicuously, this structure of NA 27-28, 31 corresponds also to
that of the last chapter of the Tattvârtha-sætra. In TS, first the causes
of the kevala knowledge are mentioned, viz. ‘the destruction of confusion (sc. delusive karman) as well as the destruction of [the karman]
veiling cognition, of [the karman] veiling insight (conation) and of the
obstructive [karman]’, all of them infecting innate cognitive capacities
of the soul. 99 The contents of TS 10.1 corresponds to NA 28ab: ‘The
direct result of cognitive criterion is the removal of nescience’ (pramå∫asya phalaº såkßåd ajñåna-vinivartanam). Secondly, Umåsvåmin describes the result of perfect cognition, which is liberation, and
defines it as a complete freedom (vipramokßa), or destruction of
(kßaya) of all karmans, which are both the cause and manifestation of
suffering. 100 Again, this corresponds to NA 28c: ‘[the result] of the
absolute [cognition] is [both] happiness and indifference’ (kevalasya
sukhôpekße). The subsequent portion of TS is an account of the final
journey of the liberated soul to the top of the world, the abode of perfected beings (siddha-loka), which has no relevance in epistemological context. Clearly, it is understandable that it finds no equivalent in
NA. However, the final aphorism of TS describes the nature of a perfected soul 101, and is echoed by NA 31. The final verse of NA 32 is
merely a summary.
As we can see, also final verses of NA do not only form a consistent whole, but even comply with the contents of the traditional Jaina
pramåtå svânya-nirbhåsœ kartå bhoktå vivΩttimån /
sva-saºvedana-saºsiddho jœvaΔ kßity-ådy-anåtmakaΔ //
– ‘The cogniser is the observer of himself and of something different, the agent,
the experiencing subject, is subject to change, is well-established by self-cognition, is
the living element [and is someone] whose essence is not of earth, etc.’
99. TS 10.1: moha-kßayåj jñåna-darƒanâvara∫ântaråya-kßayåc ca kevalam.
100. The ˙vetåmbara recension reads it as two separate sætras TS1 10.2-3:
bandha-hetv-abhåva-nirjaråbhyåm, kΩtsna-karma-kßayo mokßaΔ; the Digambara
recension reads it as one sætra, with a slight modification TS2 10.2: bandha-hetvabhåva-nirjaråbhyåm kΩtsna-karma-vipramokßo mokßaΔ.
101. TS1 10.7 = TS2 10.9: kßetra-kåla-gati-li√ga-tœrtha-cåritra-pratyeka-buddha-bodhita-jñånâvagåhanântara-saºkhyâlpa-bahutvataΔ sådhyåΔ.
98. NA 31:
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textbook. In view of the above, it is most debatable whether one
should consider any of these kårikås an interpolation.
8.3. In addition, Bansidhar B HATT (2000: 74) dismisses the
authenticity of NA 27 on metrical grounds (‘it is an interpolation’),
whereupon adds: ‘In contradistinction to v. 27, the authenticity of v.
26 cannot be questioned despite of its defective meter. … Probably,
this verse has been somehow disturbed.’ No additional reasons are
offered, why one of the two verses is accepted as spurious, whereas
the other one is taken as authentic. Indeed, both the verses have defective meter and both have irregular number of syllables: NA 26 has
only 7 syllables in påda b, whereas NA 27 has 9 syllables in påda a!
Since NA 26 and 27 share the same fate of being abhinna-yoga-kßema
(sc. are based on identical productive-supportive principle) in metrical
terms, such a conclusions seem arbitrary. Either one should reject the
authenticity of both, or accept them both as genuine constituents of
NA, at least in terms of metrical analysis.
8.4. Concluding the main section of his paper, BHATT (2000: 75)
briefly points to some terminological affinity between Prajñåkaragupta’s Pramå∫a-vårttikâla√kåra and NA, which should, as far as I
can understand, prove that NA is posterior to PVA: ‘Some of its [of
NA 32] expressions can be compared with those of PVB e.g.
saºvyavahårikam etad (= pramå∫am)…, and vyavahårataΔ …
pramå∫atva-vyavasthiti – (PVB 1.5.197, pp. 25-26).’ Apart from the
fact, that there is only a loose similarity in terms of terminology with
the above-quoted expressions (NA 32 has: pramå∫âdi-vyavasthêyam
and sarva-saºvyavahartΩ—∫åº), so it would not be easy to prove any
direct relationship between PBV and NA on this basis only, the way
the conclusion is reached is rather problematic. Indeed, when we compare expressions found in NA 32 102 with terminology found in other
pramå∫âdi-vyavasthêyam anådi-nidhanâtmikå /
—∫åº prasiddhâpi prakœrtitå //
sarva-saºvyavahartΩ
– ‘The distinctive character of cognitive criteria etc., by nature with no beginning nor end, even though [it is] well-known to all [people] absorbed in everyday life,
is [here] declared.’
102. NA 32:
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works, we discover similarities not only with Prajñåkaragupta and his
PVA, but with a number of other Buddhist works that precede
Prajñåkaragupta. The two expressions which BHATT has in mind bear
also resemblance to some expressions found in the Pramå∫a-vårttika:
PV1 2.58cd: arthakriyânurodhena pramå∫atvaº vyavasthitam // ,
PV1 1.5ab: pråmå∫yaº vyavahåre∫a ƒåstraº moha-nivartanaμ / ,
PV1 4.183: anumånânumeyârtha-vyavahåra-sthitis tv iyaº / This only
shows that both Siddhasena and Prajñåkaragupta were influenced by
Dharmakœrti. On this basis it would not be possible to establish any
relative chronology between Siddhasena and Prajñåkaragupta.
9. The authenticity of NA 16, viz. the illustration of a skilled
archer, has frequently been questioned, most recently by B HATT
(2000: 72). Indeed it is rather surprising to find, in such short treatise,
a single explicit example which does not seem absolutely necessary at
all: one could easily imagine the treatise without it.
Let us first take a closer look at the context in which this puzzling simile transpires, viz. NA 14-16:
‘[14] The thesis is the acceptance of the inferable property; [it] is not
revoked by perception, etc.; the pronouncement of it has to be made here as
showing the domain of the logical reason.
[15] Otherwise, for a [person] to be apprised, who is confused regarding the domain of the logical reason intended by the proponent, the logical
reason might appear to be suspected of being contradictory, just like…
[16] …for a person watching an archer’s skill, the archer who hits without the specific mention of the target [is endowed with both] skill and its opposite.’ 103

Conspicuously, NA 16 is announced with yathå in NA 15d,
through which both verses are syntactically connected. One might,
103. NA 14-16:
[14]
sådhyâbhyupagamaΔ pakßaΔ pratyakßâdy-aniråkΩtah /
tat-prayogo ’tra kartavyo hetor gocara-dœpakaΔ //
[15]
anyathå vådy-abhipreta-hetu-gocara-mohinaΔ /
pratyåyyasya bhaved dhetur viruddhârekito yathå //
[16]
dhånußka-gu∫a-samprekßi-janasya parividhyataΔ /
dhånußkasya vinå lakßya-nirdeƒena gu∫êtarau //
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however, easily argue that yathå was a later modification after a new
verse (NA 16) was inserted.
On the other hand, we can see that the three verses follow in a
logical sequence: NA 14 defines the subject of the thesis (pakßa) and,
most importantly, verbalises the necessity to formulate it as a required
member in a proof formula; NA 15 is a prasa√ga-type of argument:
without a clear pronouncement of the thesis, the debaters and spectators may come to the conclusion that one’s thesis is a fallacy (pakßâbhåsa); NA 16 is a typical dΩß™ånta to illustrate the idea. So much effort
(and space!) just to express the importance of pakßa in the proof formula? That appears striking. Clearly, NA 15 and 16 must have been
formulated against an opinion of someone who maintained that no
pratijñå / pakßa is necessary at all.
In the Pramå∫a-vårttika we find the context for this puzzle.
Dharmakœrti argues that statement of the thesis (pakßa-vacana) is not a
necessary member of the proof formula, because it does not possess
any capacity to prove anything, PV 4.18-22:
‘[18] The assertion of the incapability [to prove anything on the part] of
this [statement of the thesis (pakßa-vacana, PV .4.16)] is made on the ground
that [the statement of the thesis] has [merely] as its contents the object (sc.
inferable property) of the logical reason.
[Objection:] “Also this [statement of the thesis must] have the capability [to prove], because it facilitates the statement of the logical reason”.
[19] [Rejoinder:] [Then,] for a person who wishes to know [the true
state of affairs] due to his doubt as regards this [inferable property (sc.
whether it is present or not)], there should [also] be a ground for an opportunity [to produce this doubt as a proving member of the proof formula].
Also, when one accepts a counter-proposition, this [should be accepted] as
equal [member of the proof formula, that proves the thesis]. Thus, there
would be infinite regress (sc. no limit to the number of efficient members that
prove].
[20] However, the intrinsic efficacy [to prove the thesis] lies in three
fea-tures [of the logical reason]. Only the statement of these [three features]
prevails as that which activates the memory as regards these [three features,
and thus has the capacity to prove.]
[21] [Objection:] “For when [the logical reason] is established [to
have its scope] only on account of the demonstration of the scope – because
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the operation of the logical reason would be impossible, if the scope [of
inference (sc. thesis)] were not demonstrated – this [logical reason] is capable of proving the thesis]”.
[22] [Rejoinder:] [A reply] to this has already been given [in PV 4.19],
[namely that] also without this [scope being demonstrated (sc. without the
statement of the thesis)], even when one asserts [only]: “Sound is [something] which has been produced, [hence] all [entities] like this are impermanent”, [then] the comprehension of the impermanence of this [sound]
should occur by implication.’ 104

With the purpose to disprove Dharmakœrti’s position, Siddhasena
Mahåmati inserts the simile in order to show the proper role of the
thesis. He does agree that pakßa is not an integral part of the proof formula in the logical sense, inasmuch as it has no ‘proving capacity’. Its
role is rather didactic, to clearly demonstrate what the proof formula is
intended for. But also the thesis corroborates the soundness of the
104. PV1 / PV3 4.18-22:
hetv-artha-vißayatvena tad-aƒaktôktir œritå /
ƒaktis tasyâpi ced dhetu-vacanasya pravartanåt //
tat-saºƒayena jijñåsor bhavet prakara∫âƒrayaΔ /
vipakßôpagame ’py etat tulyam ity anavasthitiΔ //
antar-a√gam tu såmarthyaº trißu ræpeßu saºsthitam /
tatra smΩti-samådhånaº tad-vacasy eva saºsthitam //
akhyåpite hi vißaye hetu-vΩtter asaºbhavåt /
vißaya-khyåpanåd eva siddhau cet tasya ƒaktatåa //
uktam atrab vinâpy asmåt kΩtakaΔ ƒabda œdΩƒåΔ /
sarve ’nityå iti prokte ’py arthåt tan-nåƒa-dhœr bhavet //
My translation differs in some crucial points from that of TILLEMANS’ (2000:30-36).
a. Cf. PV2 4.21cd: vißaya-khyåpanåd eva såmarthyam iti cen matam // For
variae lectionis see TILLEMANS (2000: 35, n. 130). It seems to me that the translation
in TILLEMANS (2000: 35) slightly distorts the logical connection of the elements of the
verse, which is as follows: The condition in the clause is siddhau, to be connected
with hetu-vΩtter (primarily related with asaºbhavåt, but here supplemented). Its justification is vißaya-khyåpanåd eva, as the necessary single condition; the ground for the
fact the operation of the logical reason can be warranted ‘only on account of the
demonstration of its scope’, is 4.21ab, which explains why and under what conditions
the logical reason is not operational. When the condition is fulfilled ([hetu-vΩtter] siddhau), it is effective (tasya ƒaktatå).
b. Cf. PV2 4.ab: vyåpti-pårve vinâpy asmåt kΩtakaΔ ƒabda œdΩƒaΔ / For variae
lectionis see TILLEMANS (2000: 36, n. 131).
A similar idea is expressed succinctly in NB 3.34: dvayor apy anayoΔ prayogayor na avaƒyaº pakßa-nirdeƒaΔ .
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proof formula by indicating that no fallacy is involved. The role of the
simile of the skilled archer is not simply to point to some empirical
instance of a contest, but to illustrate that in a well-defined context
(e.g. when all onlookers see the archer’s target) any explicit mention
of the target can be easily dispensed with. In this way, not only the
verses of NA 14-15 are necessary elements in the argumentative structure, but also NA 16.
10.1. The idea of ‘perception for others’ is referred to not only
in Buddhist sources, but also in later Mœmåºså literature, i.e. by
Sucaritamiƒra in his M˙VÒ (III: p., 38.5-8) ad M˙V 5.4.53-54:
athânumåna-gocarœ-kΩtârtha-pratipådana-samartha-vacanapårârthyåd anumånaº parårtham ity upacaryate, tataΔ pratyakßapratipannam apy arthaº bodhayad vacaΔ parårtham iti pratyakßam
api parârtham åpa-dyeta. Interestingly, the context in which the distinction svârtha-parârtha is mentioned is the critical evaluation of the
Buddhist concept of twofold inference. Both Uºveka Bha™™a and
Sucaritamiƒra reject the distinction into svârtha- and parârthânumåna
in their respective commentaries on M˙V 5.4.53-54, viz. ˙VVTT (p.
317.15-318.16, esp.: na tu parârthânu-månaº nåma kiºcid astîty
uktam) and M˙VÒ (III: p., 37.11-40.21) respectively. Both argue
that what the Buddhists call parârthânumåna is, in fact, just a verbal
statement which communicates the result of an inference drawn by
the speaker to the hearer; the hearer, on the basis of the utterance,
subsequently draws his own inference, and there is no room for
‘inference for others’. Interestingly, Sucaritamiƒra avails himself, in
addition, of the Jaina concept of parârtha-pratyakßa and argues that
in the same manner as one were to accept parârthânumåna one
would also have to consent to parârtha-pratyakßa, because both
inference and perception can be indirectly triggered by a verbal
statement.
It would be quite natural that anyone who is willing to refute the
idea of parârtha-pratyakßa and is at the same time acquainted with the
notion of parâtha-pratyakßa, would use the latter to disprove the former. However, Uºveka Bha™™a does not seem to know the idea of
parârtha-pratyåkßa at all; he is silent on it in his commentary on the
same verses (M˙V 5.4.53-54), which are an occasion for Sucarita-
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miƒra to speak of this kind of perception, see: ˙VVTT (p. 317-318) 105.
That may be a hint (not a decisive proof!) that Siddhasena Mahåmati
composed NA either after Uºveka Bha™™a or at the same time, but NA
and the ideas contained in it did not reach any prominence outside
Jaina circles by the time of Uºveka. Alternatively, in case the idea of
parâtha-pratyakßa was not Siddhasena’s own invention, but he borrowed it from some earlier Jaina source, one may likewise suppose
that the inventor of the idea of parâtha-pratyakßa, who inspired
Siddhasena, lived either after of contemporaneously with Uºveka
Bha™™a. The date of Uºveka Bha™™a is uncertain, but can be roughly
assigned to the first half of the 8th century 106. That might mean that
Nyåyâvatåra was not composed before 700.
10.2. We can be quite certain that NA was composed also after
Påtrasvåmin (alias Påtrakesarin / Påtrakesarisvåmin), the author of the
Tri-lakßa∫a-kadarthana. In his lost work Tri-lakßa∫a-kadarthana 107,
Påtrasvåmin criticises Dharmakœrti’s concept of triple-formed logical
reason (trairæpya) and the three restriction criteria of validity imposed
on it (traividhya-niyama 108), and offers instead his own definition of
valid hetu, viz. the relation of ‘the inexplicability otherwise’ (anyathânupapatti), which was meant to replace Dharmakœrti’s definition.
That clearly indicates that Påtrasvåmin was posterior to
Dharmakœrti 109. Both Jaina and Buddhist traditions regard him to be
105. On this discussion compare also Govardhan P. BHATT (1989: 248-249).
106. Either c. 700-750 (according to K. Kunjunni Raja in his ‘Preface’ [p. x] to
˙VVTT) or c. 710 (according to EIPHIL I: § 371).
107. Anantavœrya in SViÒ (ad SVi 6.1, p. 371.19-372.6) mentions the title of
Påtrasvåmin’s (= Påtrakesarin’s) work: Tri-lakßa∫a-kadarthana, and quotes a verse
from it:
nânyathånupapannatvaº yatra tatra traye∫a kim /
anyathânupapannatvaº yatra tatra traye∫a kim //
The verse is also quoted also in: TSa 1369 and SVR ad 3.13 (p. 521.5-6).
Importantly, it is incorporated by Akala√ka in his NVi1 323 (p. 74.1-2) = NVi1 2.154
(II: p. 177.22-23), and the fact that the verse was not a later insertion of the commentator Vådiråja-særi is confirmed by the fact that Vådiråja-særi comments on the verse in
his NViV exactly in the same manner as he does in the case of other Akala√ka’s verses.
108. Cf. SHIGA (2003: 489).
109. Cf. also SHIGA (2003: 489): ‘Påtrasvåmin knew and criticised Dharmakœrti
as well as Di√någa’.
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the inventor of this new notion of the logical reason 110. Furthermore,
Påtrasvåmin’s use of examples of invalidating Dharmakœrti’s trairæpya-hetu, which partly overlap with those used by Kumårila, shows
that Påtrasvåmin was posterior to Kumårila as well 111. In his turn,
Påtrasvåmin influenced Siddhasena Mahåmati, who uses the idea of
anyathånupapatti as some-thing already well known 112.
11. To recapitulate, there are some points that speak in favour of
the separate authorship of STP and NA, namely (1) the peculiar use of
the concepts såmånya and viƒeßa and their application to the terms
darƒana and jñåna that indicates STP was composed before Di√någa
and Dharmakœrti (§§ 1.1, 2.1-2.2), whereas NA was definitely con110. For instance, Vådiråja-særi (NViV 2.160, II: p. 186.24-26: sa prasiddhaΔ sa
vå påtrakesarisvåminå niråpitaΔ avinâbhåva eva sambandho hetu-sådhyayor na
tådåtmyâdis tasyâvyåpakatvåt) confirms that it was Påtrasvåmin who introduced the
notions of ‘inexplicability otherwise’ (anyathânupapatti) as the definition of valid logical reason and of relation of inseparable connection (avinâbhåva) as the single logical
relation between the logical reason and the inferable property (sådhya). This is further
corroborated by Vådideva-særi in SVR (ad 3.13, p. 521.5-6: tad uktaº påtrasvåminå),
see also NViV 2.171ab (II: p. 198.30-31). The same information is also supplied by
˙åntarakßita, who mentions Påtrasvåmin as the source of the idea, see TSa1 1364 (p.
405.1: anyathêty-ådinå påtrasvåmi-matam åƒa√kate…), and quotes a number of verses
from the lost Tri-lakßa∫a-kadarthana in TSa 1364-1379. As regards the correct reading
of the verses, TSa 1365cd should be emended to: eka-lakßa∫aka – so ’rthåt caturlakßa∫ako na vå //, instead of ’rthaƒ, see STEINKELLNER (forthcoming).
Furthermore, Kamalaƒœla quotes two more verses (TSaP ad TSa 1386 (p. 409.1214)), which I believe (see BALCEROWICZ (2003: 359)) to stem from the same work of
Påtrasvåmin:
vinå sådhyåd adΩß™asya dΩß™ånte hetutêßyate /
parair mayå punar dharmi∫y asaºbhåß∫or vinâmunå //
arthâpatteƒ ca ƒåbaryå bhaikßavåca cânumånataΔ /
anyad evânumånaº no nara-siºhavad ißyate //
[a TS1: bhaikßavåƒ. For the emendation cf. PATHAK (1930: 156-7) and KUNST
(1939: 26, n. 3).]
My ascription of these two verses to Påtrasvåmin is corroborated by
Jinendrabuddhi’s Pramå∫a-samuccaya-™œkå, as confirmed by Ernst Steinkellner in private communication: ‘PST B(i.e. the second manuscript) folio 54a2 says (after first
quoting the stanza of TS 1365, and explaining anupapannatvam as ak¬ptir asambhavaΔ): ƒlokam apy åha: vinå sådhyåd …’ = Tibetan translation of the verse (Q 5766,
92a8f.): dpe la bsgrub bya med pa las / rtags ñid ma mthong gêan gyis ’dod / bdag
gis ’di ni med par yang / chos can la ni mi srid pa’o /
111. For instance M˙V 5.4.64cd-65ab= TSa 1372, M˙V 5.7.46 = TSa 1377,
M˙V 5.4.67d = TSa 1378. See BALCEROWICZ (2003: 343 ff.).
112. See BALCEROWICZ (2003: 343).

On the Relationship of the Nyåyâvatåra and the Saºmati-tarka-prakarå∫a

75

ceived after Dharmakœrti (§ 2.2); (2) the assignment of either sensory
(NA) or strictly suprasensory (STP) character to pratyakßa, taken
either as perception (NA) or as blanket term ‘direct cognition’ (STP)
as well as the relation to concept of cognitive criterion (pramå∫a) (§§
3.1-3.2); (3) the (un)importance of the unity of jñåna and darƒana at
the kevala stage and different treatment of kevala (§ 3.3); (4) role of
the four-phased sensuous cognition (mati-jñåna) in the epistemic
schemes of STP and NA (§ 4); (5) divergent opinions on the direct,
i.e. perceptual character (pratyakßa) of verbal utterances and on the
thesis that things conveyed through language are grasped directly (§
5.2); (6) different attitudes to the Ågamic tradition and to novel solutions (§ 6). These points are additionally strengthened by a number of
minor differences and incongruences (§ 1.1) that by themselves are
not only inconclusive but could probably be explained away.
Furthermore, the text of the Nyåyâvatåra does not seem to contain any serious interpolations, perhaps with the exception of some
minor changes in the wording, conspicuous in the defective meter of
NA 26 and 27 (§ 8.3).
In view of the lack of any hint that that author of STP knew of
any novel concepts introduced by Di√någa, I would maintain that he
must have flourished before ca. 500 CE, viz. at least about 150 years
before the composition of NA.
Finally, considering Siddhasena Mahåmati’s dependence on
Påtrasvåmin (§ 10.1), the Mœmåºsaka evidence (§ 10.2) and
Prajñåkaragupta’s reaction (§ 7), we may suggest roughly the following relative chronology:
Siddhasena Divåkara (STP): 450-500
Di√någa: 480-540
Dharmakãrti: 600-660
Påtrasvåmin: c. 660-720
Uºveka Bha™™a: c. 700-750
Siddhasena Mahåmati (NA): c. 720-780
Prajñåkaragupta: c. 800
Haribhadra-særi: c. 800
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