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Introduction

Jaina philosophy occupies a prominent place among the
system of Indian Thought and Reality. Along with its richness
of vast coverage of the field of study it is very much suggestive
of the newer ideas to crop up within and outside the borders
of India. Its consonance with the researches and concepts by
scientists, so fat as it goes, it equally encouraging. Anekantavada
(theory of Non-absolutism), Syadvada (theory of Relativity)
and Saptabhangivada (theory of Sevenfold Expression or
Predication) are its foundational principles which, in essence,
imply a conditioning of existents and knowledge under the
governance of reference frames, both subjective and objective.
Anekanta is held be the enlightenment or manifestation of two
contradictory traits (dharmas) in an entity (vastu) with no
possibility of inconsistency.' Jaina thinkers do not find any
inconsistency in the co-existence of contradictory traits in a
real. According to Jaina philosophy the contradictory traits
like existence (bhiva) and non-existence (ahdva). unity (eka)
and diversity (aneka). permanence (nitya) and impermanence
(anitya), distinct (prthak) and non-distinct (aprthak) etc. are
held to reside in the same real peacefully and even to the
extent of making such a contradiction vital to the very existence
of the real. Thus it makes Anekantavada a two-planked theory
of Relativity. The prefix Syat (meaning somehow) in the term
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(Syédvéda}, besides covering the contradiction of
Anekantavada, makes Syadvada more general by introducing
the need of reference-frames, and goes to bracket even the
relational (sapeksa) and the non-relational (nirpeksa) into its
ambit. Saptabhangivada is the further extension of
Anekantavada to sevenfold traits of a real under the pressure
of the theory of expression (vaktavyata or vachaniyata). It is
certainly a unique Jaina contribution, not evidently available
elsewhere.

The title of the work Saptabhangi-tarangini also denotes
that the main and only theme of the unique work in the
exposition of the Jaina theory of Sevenfold Expression of
Predication, Vimaladisa, the author of the work, was a
Digambara Jaina by faith as he himself mentions in the Sanskrit
text of the book. As regards his time he has made a reference
to plavanga sarvat (Plavanga era), which being not identified
as yet, nothing can be said with certainty as to when he graced
this country with his presence. The mention of his place
therein is Tanja where he completed the composition of his
work. Nothing more about Tanja is seen there. In the book he
also mentions a number of scholar-saints of Jainism, from
which some idea about his time may be constructed. He
begins with an phorism of Tattvartha Sitra of Umaswami
(34-4% century). He produces a verse from Svarupa
sarhbodhana of Aklanka (8"-9th century). He also quotes
aphorisms from Pariksamukha siitra of Manikyanandi (9"-
10" century), and also recalls Prabha Chandra (10t-111
century) the commentator of Pariksamukha siitra. The names
of scholars-saints mentioned above will certainly enable us to
draw the conclusion that Vimaladasa was later than the last of
them, that is later than the 11™ century.

The above survey of the literary field made use of by
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Vimaladasa is very much conductive to convince the readers
about his deep and extensive studies of Saptabhangi-vada of
the Jaina system. He must have been closely and critically
aquainted with the text of Aptamimarhsa wherin Samaita
bhadra has intitiated the theory in its widest context in respect
of number of duos (dyads). He must have equally critically
gone through the commentatiers of Aptamimamsa entitled as
Astasati by Akalanka and as Astasahasri by Vidyananda. He
must have collected necessary information about the subject
from sources both Jaina and others to make his composition
exaustive and convincing.

It will not be out of place of remember Anantavirya
(11th-12th century). In his Prameyaratnamala he pays his
tribute to Manikyanandi (9th-10th century) as T bow to Acharya
Minikyanandi who churned out the nectar of Nyaya-vidya
(science of Logic) from the ocean of the expressions of Acharya
Akalanka’. It was Acharya Manikyanandi who composed
Pariksamukha Siitra— a very important and original work on
Jaina Logic on the foundation laid down by Acharya Akalnka.
Similar seems the situation with Vimaladasa who composed
his Saptabhangi-tarangini—a unique and core-touching work
on the seven-planked theory of formulating bhangas or
propositions. It is certainly a rare contribution of Vimala dasa
to reveal and elucidate the theory. This similarity of situations
between Acharya Manikyanandi and Vimaladasa is exemplary
and encouraging even for the modern scholars for building the
necessary ground and basis for their themes and projects.
Actually speaking this Saptabahngi-tarangini preseribes and
gives us a practical course of discipline as to how we obtain
the seven-fold predication as a necessity for expression.

The seven bhangas (break-ups) or propositions, admitted
universally in Jaina literature on the subject are enumerated in
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Saptabhangi-tarangini as under :
1. Somehow the pitcher certainly is — Syadastiyeva

ghatah.

2. Somehow the pitcher certainly is not —Syannastyeva
ghatah. |

3. Somehow the pitcher certainly is and is not — Syadasti-
nasti gahtah. ;

4. Somehow the pitcher certainly is expressible —Syad-
avakatavya eva.
5. Somehow the pitcher is and is inexpressible—Syadasti-
chavaktavyascha.

6. Somehow the pitcher is not and is inexpressible—
Syannasti-chavaktavyascha.

7. Somehow the pitcher is, is not and is inexpressible—
Syadasti-nasti-chavaktavyascha.

After establishing the first two bhangas with detailed
arguments Samantabhadra advanced to the third and the fourth
ones with lesser details. The advancement has been repeated
a number of times in connection with all the syads he chose
deal with. Regarding the remaining bhangas he has stated
“The experts in the science of Naya-logic may formulate the
remaining three bhangas by applying the technique of Naya-
logic i.e. by supplying contexts and references considered
suitable.”? Thus for him the number of bhangas (break-ups) or
propositions is exactly seven, neither less or more. So it is for
Vimaladasa too in his Saptabhangi-tarangini.

The first two bhangas have been designated as the primary
(miila) ones as they provide ground for the other ones called
the secondary or the derived ones (uttara bhanigas). To obtain
this result the Jaina scholars have resorted to a practical process
— a most evident technique leading to a strong conviction.
The same may be brought under treatment in accordance with
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the mathematical theory of combination. Following the
mathematical notations the total number of combinations out
of three elements is expanded as (*C, = 3) + (°C, = 3) +°C,
=1)=7,oralsoaas 2*-1= 8§-1=7. This makes our
conviction in the theory of Sevenfold predication still
stronger.We are forced to note the difference between the
above two positions. The mathematical procedure requires
three elements to make a start; while the Jaina accepts first two
positions as primary. To reconcile the above two situations
one more position i.e. the fourth one, is required to stand
parallel to the first two ones, though not declared primary.
These three positions or propositions may be said to involve
single elements; the third, fifth and sixth ones to involve two
element each: Finally, we are able to uphold the rigidity of the
bhangas as seven only as discussed in Saptabhangi-tarangini.

The concept of the traits or dharmas is clearly seen to lie
in the very root of the theory of Sevenfold predication. The
search for a trait or dharma starts with an urge to know
(prasna). answer (uttara), impulsion to speak (vivaksa)
culminates in traits (dharma) followed by a proposition (bharga).
It is also held that the holistic cognitions (pramana) and partial
cognitions (naya) are both subject to such a treatment in the
form of seven propositions under Saptabhangivada.’ It also
means that the Sevenfold predication is admitted of all types
of cognitions. Again, retracing the passage backward in
Saptabhangi-tarangini there is a discussion of various types of
cognitions implied by the seven propositions of
Saptabhangivada. These various types of cognitions just point
to the objects so cognized along with reference frames in
which they are placed. Thus the Sevenfold predication keeps
itself tied to the Order of Existence on one side and to the
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Order of Knowledge on the other, and, in itself, embodies the
Order of Expression.

The determination of traits or the dharmas has been
furth€r reinforced and explained at a larger length by
introducing the ideas of sva-chatustaya-the quaternary of
substance (dravya), place (ksetra), time (kala) and manifestation
(bhava) belonging to an entity and that of para-chatustaya —
the quaternary of substance (Dravya), place (ksetra), time
(kala), and manifestation (bhava) belonging to the other. An
entity is considered in its four aspects and is also referred to the
four aspects of others. It may be clearly noted that the two
traits, position and negation so distinguished, belong to the
self same entity. It has been clearly asserted that we also do not
assign a different locus for the negative trait. Hence it becomes
logically necessary to locate a negation for every position and
vice versa. Samantabhadra very clearly and firmly announces.
‘Astitva or position is necessarily concomitant with Nastitva
or negation; and negation or Nastitva is necessarily concomitant
with Astitva or position in the same entity.””> He finds no
fallacy of mutual dependence in such a situation. So in
Saptabahngi-tarangini we find that strenuous effort is made in
favour of the search for opposition. Vimaladasa takes up the
instances of the ultimate universal, the son of a barren lady, the
horn of a hare, the sky-flower, the hair on the back of a tortoise
to establish the truth of negation. Thus the non-existent and
the imaginary entities are also shown as equipped with their
positive and negative traits. In this way the basis for the
formulation of the first two bhangas or propositions and that
of para-chatustaya the quaternary of substance (dravya), place
(ksetra), time (kala) and manifestation (bhava) belonging to
the other is established. As already mentioned, the rest of the
bhangas result from the combinations of the primary bhangas.
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The third, bhanga emerges from the successive consideration
of traits behind the first two bhangas. Its identity may be
gainfully compared with Mill's Joint method of Agreement
and Difference which holds its individuality inspite of its
dependence on the first two methods of agreement and
dependence in the field of Inductive Logic.® ‘So the third
bhanga is also singular, and may not be taken as a return to the
first and the second ones. The fourth bhanga is evidently
necessary, as the first three bhangas covered under the
expressible ones, leave scope for inexpressibility. The
individuality of the fourth bhanga lies in the failure of language
to present and convey the opposition and contradiction by a
single term simultaneously. The fourth bhariga thus, being
singular and individual, is capable of effecting its combination
with the former three bhargas along with its own individuality.
Thus the possibility of only seven bhargas, neither of more
nor of less, turns into a certainty under the Saptabhangivada
of Jaina philosophy.

It may be noted that none of the seven bhangas yield an
absolute commitment. Every bhanga finds its validity in a
limited sphere by being governed by and fitted into a relevant
reference-frame. So in case of the bhangas resulting from the
process of combination of the first two bharnigas and the fourth
one, the binary and trinary application of reference-frames
comes out not only justified; but, with Vimaladasa too, finds
detailed explanations as essential to the theory of Sevenfold
predication. The linguistic expression of every bhanga involves
the use of Syat (somehow) and Eva (certainly) to indicate the
need of a reference for the certainty of the statement under
consideration. This situation may be interpreted as introducing
a type of absolutism within non-absolutism. It may be happily
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held so, but it is only a partial absolutism to give meaning to
the restrictive terms. In view of the assertion that the ‘a Naya—
a partial and referenced cognition—refers to an example along
with its negation’’. Such a meaning becomes expedient for
communication and practicality (sarmhvyavahara).

This Saptabhangi-tarangini of Vimaladasa, a treatise
written in Sanskrit prose, has created for itself a very important
and special place in the realm of philosophy in general and
Jaina philosophy in particular. The entire Sanskrit text of the
work has been divided into paragraphs, and each paragraph is
followed by its English translation. The plan of its simple
literary translation has been intentionally adopted so as to
present the contents of the work before the readers in their
original form as understood and expressed by the author. This
will certainly allow them freedom to frame their views, opinions
and conclusions about the theme of the work. It is earnestly
wished and hoped that this humble attempt at English version
of Saptabhangi-tarangini may open further avenues to reveal
the deeper meaning of Anckantavada, Syadvada and
Saptabhangivada of Jaina philosophy.

I humbly express mu gratitude to Sahu Shri Akhilesh
Jain, Managing Trustee, Bharatiya Jnanpith for accepting this
work for publication. I also owe my special thanks to Dr.
Gulab Chandra Jain, Chief Publication Officer for his keen
interest and close supervision of the publication work from the
very begining. I pray and wish that Bharatiya Inanpith attains
unforeseen heights of success in its mission of surving the
cause of Jaina Philosophy.

S. C. Jain
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SAPTABHANGI-TARANGINI

e Grare - A< s aireed |
sitelit el TR IO Il 2 I

1. Having bowed to Shri Vira (Tirthankara) whose lotus-
feet are venereated by the host of gods (heavenly beings), I
(Vimaladasa compose the Saptabhan gi-tarangini (rivulet with
ripples of seven propositions) spontaneously (i.e. with a natural
inspiration from within).

[Before making a start to compose the work entiled
Saptabhangi-tarangini, Vimaldasa, the author, pays his homage
to Lord Mahavira, the last of the series of the twenty-four
Tirthanikaras of the running aeon of time, thinking it an
auspicious act of remembering the Lord and praying to him
for a successful completion of the work. The holy feet of the
Lord, in the state of Arhathood, are equally venerated and
worshipped by the hevenly beings as well as the human
beings. Lords Mahavira was adorned with spiritual splendour
of infinite intution, infinite knowledge, infinite bliss and infinite
power resulting on the destruction of the destructive (ghati)
type of karmas and also with physical splendour of the
association of the gods from heavens and human beings from
the surrounding regions who assembled in the divine pavilion,
known as the samavasarana to listen to the holy and divine
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speech and benefit themselves by it. Vimaladasa must have
surveyed a vast range of literature on the subject and the
inspiration and implusion to write the work must have risen
from within as a natural phenomenon with no ulterior interest.
The exposition of the sevem-fold predication, an outcome of
the Syadvida theory, is the central subject of the presently
works and it is the result of a deep and prolonged study on the
part of the author. The Saptabhangi-tarangini is mainly
concerned with the problem of predication, its possibility and
position, its extent and limitations and its value and truth.]

2. T8 Ty awffarmieE gfouefagem™: EHR:
CquorRfaT: g | aentE fgfau—ef: wuevEfd
i FEeEs Afagatesy: | TuuifeTd: wseEd: | |/ H
ffarer: — FHTVTICeh] AT | ST aRaaT e e SHToesh: |
o TaTe: | o fgfasisfy 99 wwwn wedd,
ffugRmyTTeTaT | ST T TaHAEgia ¥ e |
@M SEH— A SRR §E: wwugia aed: | @ =
AT —

‘EreEd e Il R Il SR T 1l R | SR A =
He: || 3 || SEIFST TE 1| % (| TehE Seeedyd |l Y 1| S
TEEAEAY || & || TR AT =reeee= 1 1 Il gid e arer -

FUEE: TAYET HeAd |

2. Here the author (Umasvami) of the Tattvartha-sutra,
desirous of exposing the ways of the comprehension of the
nature of reality has said that this comprehension is achieved
by synthetic knowledge and analytic cognitions. There this
comprehension is of two kinds : for oneself and for others.
The comprehension for oneself is congnitive in nature and is
of the form of sensuous, perceptual ones, etc.; and that for
others is expressible by words. That too is of two kinds, viz.
synthetical and analytical. The synthetical one is to know a
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real in its wholeness, and the analytical one is to know a real
by division into its parts. This division of comprehension into
two kinds takes seven forms by giving prominence to assertion
and negation. This very process is called the synthetical
Saptabhangi and the analytical Saptabhangi. The collection of
(these) seven propositions or sentences is the Saptabhangi The
seven sentences are (as under) :
1. Somehow (In some respect or in a certain context) the
pitcher is (exists) certainly.
2. Somehow (In some respect or in a certain context) the
pitcher is not (does not exist) certainly.
3. Somehow (In some respect or in a certain context) the
pitcher is (exists) and is not (does not exist).
4. Somechow (In some respect or in a certain context) it
is inexpressible exclusively.
5. Somehow (In some respect or in a certain context) it
is (exists) and is inexpressible also.
6. Somehow (In some respect or in a certain context) it
is not (does not exist) and is inexpressible also.
7. Somehow (In some respect or in a certain context) it
is (exists), is not (does not exist) and is inexpressible.
The collection of these seven propositions is said to the
Saptabhangi (the septad of the seven forms of predication).

3, decARU IR ITAREIasgcd gid, Thaw-
FovrsaRTa g o g s YTeHeh T T eh e ol (ST eh Srarer q i
THEEEH | Ted =% et SfiqereREes | qaunfe—wTieTeh-
YA Taae 8 WAl Ui YA Ao | qUT |
TR TeARA gfaaese fagen s, faasmn = aeagarn, 3
TR YA - Jaa e HH G e | Td =2
Siea TR ae G A - HehTieh] A1 sy TS &ieaTawl Si:

deeheel o dad 34 |
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3. Its definition is as follows : There arising the purpose
of a question by the questioner, the group of the seven
propositions (not more or less) is the sufficiency of the collection
of seven sentences generating cognitions of the nature of
assertion and negation about an entity as the qualified one
without contradiction. This definition covers the septad of the
propositions shown above. Further, the recognition of the
purpose of the question by the questioner is held as generaling
the cognition of such a question by tradition. In this way by
the cognition of the question by the questioner a desire to
propound (the subject) is aroused for the exponent, by such a
desire to expound the use of sentences is initiated. Thus, the
collection of the above mentioned seven sentences is justified
in respect of the mention of the purpose of the cognition of the
question by a questioner. In this way the cognitions of
uncontradicted assertion and negation about an entity like a
pitcher, etc. as a qualified one, the cognition of the type the
pitcher is (exists) etc. and the generation (of such a cognition)
proceedes (consistently).

4, mﬁwz—‘mﬁﬁaﬁwﬁﬂ%ﬂﬁm%ﬁw
gt 3id |

s — YEENR, SO eurEn: yarsgemd: | fafu-
St ffafimmraaasehed: | sfateta g
Sforee fafarafaieEeat | T S ] TR | 7
Fered R uSAEaHSY MY S G IS gxaTe -
TR s e | T TG AReTIH T |

4, The proponents had said so that on account of a
question to hypothesize assertion and negation (of something)
in a single entity without involving any contradication is the
saptabhangi—the doctrine of sevem-fold predication. Its
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meaning is like this. Here in the use of the fifth declension
fw ith prasna) is meant to indicate the purpose. To hypothesize
assertion and negation means the generation of cognitions of
the types of assertion and negation. Without contradiction
(avirodhena)—the meaning referes to the third declension and
goes with assertion and negation. In a single entity (ekatra
vastuni)—here the use of the seventh declension refers to the
qualified thing. It goes with the partial cognition (of one part)
of the hypothesized entity. The use of the terrm Saptabhangi
(a group of seven sentences or propositions) is to provide a
basis for the sufficiency to the group of the seven propositions.
In this way (with the justification of every term used) certainly
the aforesaid definition (of Satapbhangi) is established.

5. 33 9 YoAaTlefawgiaagiay aare e e um-
fogfa | RS 781 ARTENEEHRTEERUE  Tha&(aRIeeh d |
wefm e 't e, 3fa aerggansfoentaam
Huifa | TR AR e af T e < S AT KR v
HaTeRIATwd |

5. Here again ‘without contradiction’ is meant to ward
off the over-extension (over application) (of the definition) to
the assertive and negative sentences found contradictory to the
cognitions obtained by the perceptions of the direct type etc.
To avoid the grouping of such an entity is menat. To ward off
the over-extension only to two sentences as ‘somehow the
pitcher is and somehow the cloth is not’ the (numerical term)
seven (sapta) is mentioned. To ward off the under-extension
(avyapti) of the aforesaid septad of the sentences in indifferent
sentences like ‘bring the pitcher’, expressive of the pitcher,
there is the mention of the sufficiency of the seven
sentences. '
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6. Though in view of the mention of the questioner and
his question as the last term (in the exposition), the problem of
warding off the fallacies of over-application and under-
application do not (actually) arise, still to expose the rule that
there are only seven propositions possible on account of the
seven types of questions worth discussion, the mention of the
questioner and his seven questions has been made. Now the
query is how the questions take seven forms; the answer is that
inquisitiveness (about an entity) rises in seven ways. Verily, a
question is said to be a sentence expressive of the inquisitiveness
residing in the mind of the questioner.

7.ﬁwﬁaﬁm§agﬁl%ﬂ,wmﬁwﬁ:t
IR =t i LIS G IR ISR IS GIESIEEIRE
ofarac, Fafacad, FAMIAE, e, FAE]
TefafEETeTE, FufaegTatatag A HATAA -
W%ﬁan@aaﬁhaﬁmﬂw:ﬁamw
75 e TEEE 91 T30, HUfacTERe el e JUHEIE: |

7. The query is how the inquisitiveness takes seven
forms; the answer is that the doubts are generated in seven
ways. And the sevenfoldness of doubts is due to the seven-
foldness of traits which are the subject-matter of doubts. Such
traits are existence as modified by ‘somehow’; non-existence
as modified by ‘somehow’; both applied in a successive order;
inexpressibility; inexpressibility qualified by existence, as
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modified by ‘somehow’; inexpressibility qualified both applied
by non-existence, as modified by somehow’, and
inexpressibility qualified by both applied successively. Thus
the traits are only seven. In the same way with the above
shown traits as subject-matter the doubts are also seven. Here
somehow the pitcher is certainly existent or not (s0), is the first
doubt with alternatives of ‘somehow’ exisent and the negation
of the same.

8. 77 I—wufgcaraegE: FHAfgeEcad, T
e, HUfEEET e faeTE | TR
T YRR & YR Aoy SH R RehaITH,
a1 ofg oF Tt geaferdiexaEi = - fagiew T -
ST AR SRTRIE: | T = e HERATEHE
7 3ff g 3 9q? = —cfifage Hufaefaeeen-
FereaaRaaRfear, @o = AEaud:, aarE e faeeeE |

8. Further, but the negation of ‘somehow’ (conditional)
existence is the ‘somehow’ (conditional) non-existence;
(therefore) it is not possible for it to become the subject-matter
of doubt, because it holds no contradiction (of it) with the
‘somehow’ conditionally existent. A doubt is a cognition of
many (mutually) contractory traits in the same locus (the base
for the traits), and (it is not) only the cognition of the type
involving many traits in the same locus. If so, the cognition of
the fact that it is a pitcher—an object with manifold traits—
and so qualified by them it will also Lave to become a doubt.
Under such a situation how can a doubt as the pitcher exists
surely or not be upheld? If such is the difficulty, the solution
follows. In case of the doubt as shown above it rests on
‘somehow’ (conditioned) existence and absolute
(unconditioned) existence; and in this way the above objection
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does not rise because the two are mutually contradictory.

9. S FATITAGARE YR, FH— TS,
anmsﬁﬁmgﬁmmm
Tyt ? T S aeqasfasEy giaee e
GyfaraaEryaK | eEEtmaEE e hifed
TS AT ETHRY o AT Rt ae: ww
TrERErEREwg 1 e | @ fedaneHeEyshil ST |
freEIET 9 W aRaeEERREeAa - 3 e
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foTaTEE 96 & gy o
9. Then, the situation of doubt arises only in case of two
alternatives well known somewhere, just as that in case of the
trunk of a tree and a man. Here also, the conditioned existence
being well-known and absolute non-existence being not known,
how does the situation for doubt arise? If so upheld, it is not
like this. There is, in a real sense, a possibility of becoming an
object of doubt for the unrecognized entity becoming known
by recognition. There is one pole of existence comprehended
as pitcher-type; and the the pole of existent consists of its
being comprehended in all other ways. In this way there is no
incongruence for the existence of an entity inspite of the non-
existence comprehended in all the ways. Similarly even the
other forms of doubt like the second one, etc. are to be
conceived. And, by the doubt so explained the inquisitiveness
as to the decision regarding the realistic existence in case of
the pitcher is generated, for doubt is a cause of inquisitiveness.
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By such inquisitiveness a question as to the pitcher is somehow
existent certainly arises, for in case of the question the
inquisitiveness works as a cause. By the knowledge of such
a question a desire to expound arises in the mind of the
exponent and by the same desire an occasion for the answer
is created. Thus, by following the system so explained in order
to make home the seven types of propositions controlled by
the seven types of traits, a reference is made to the suitability
of the use of the knowledge of the question from a questioner
in the very definition. The same has been said as—

“The propositions as ‘exists’ etc. are seven, there are
seven doubts behind them, inquisitiveness takes seven forms,
the questions must be seven and also the answers must be
seven.

10, 7Fa T TR, At e S o T
g 7 et | G e AT ShHmshHI AT
e e eI rr i PRI LI S T

10. All this can be consistent, if seven types of traits are
established; this very contention is not posible. Like the first
and the second traits there is no rule assigning individuality to
the first and the third and the like ones applied successively or
simulataneously. If so held, it is not so.

11, FEEEEIEET: TerqdaeEa e RiReErTTdrd: | @R ¥
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11. The reason is that the successive and simultaneous
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use of the first and the third traits is not popularly known as
a trait distinct from them. In the proposition ‘somehow the
pitcher is’ etc. the possibility of the two forms of existence in
the form of existence as a pitcher, does not exist. If some other
existence is possible in case of the pitcher congnized as of
earth, then the other non-existence of the pitcher as of wood
etc. will also be possible. Then for the existence determined as
made of wood etc. (in case of a pitcher) another set of seven
traits will be established; and for this reason it will only give
rise to another septad of propositions for there being the septad
of other seven traits. By this, the distinct individuality of the
second and third traits applied in succession or simultaneously
is also refuted, as the double negation knwon as one is not
possible.

12. qﬁa—umdﬁﬁaﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬁmmﬂ Higaat:
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12. If so, then how will a distinct individuality of a trait
be assigned to the first and the fourth, the second and the
fourth, and the third and the fourth traits when combined? The
trait of inexpressibility is really a dyad of position and negation
applied simultaneously. And, just as the application of position
and negation is not possible, because two forms of existence
cannot be there, in the same way the situation is the same in
case of the simultaneously applied dyad. If so considered, it 1s
not like this. Because the trait of inexpressibility is not only the
simultaneous application of position and negation; butitisa
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distinct trait of the form of absolute inability to express the
simultaneously applied position and negation. And further, the
distinct individuality as a trait is well known in case of
inexpressibility etc. as applied along with position.

13. Hord T e WHRYEA g, f5id gREw, il
Ft T, 998 ceeeras, T g R
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13. In the first proposition, position is mainly cognized;
in the second, negation; in the third position and negation
applied successively; in the fourth, inexpressibility; in the
fifth, inexpressibility qualified by position; in the sixth,
inexpressibility qualified by negation, in the seventh, the
cognition of inexpressibility qualified by the successively
applied position and negation, are cognized. In the propositions
like the first etc. there only the secondary position is assigned
to non-existence, etc. and their negation is not meant.
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14. There is a query. If inexpressibility is a distinct trait,
then expressibility also attains the (the status of a) trait. How,
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then, are traits of seven kinds only? Thus in the presence of the
trait of expressibility as the eighth trait and along with it there
would be the octad of prepositions, and not the septad of
propositions. If so held, it is not like this.

In general, there is no distinct trait of expressibility.
Expressibility in the shape of position is already covered
under the first proposition and so on. Or, there may be an
additional trait under the name expressibility, then, too, with
expressibility and inexpressibility, made object of assertion
and negation, another septad of proposition is obtained as 1s
done with the dyad of existence and non-existence; and there
is no refutation of the seven traits like existence and non-
existence etc. Thus traits being of seven types, there are seven
kinds of doubts etc. as their objects. And so the possibility of
greater number (than seven) of the septad of the seven
propositions is also turned down.

15, T Tensfumtenea=sesy Feeneaws: FY
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15. Thus, there arises a question. In this way inspite of
the possibility of a greater number (than seven) being turned
down, how can the possibility of a lesser number (than seven)
be established? Then further, if in case of picther etc. seven
traits beginning from existence are consistently possible, then
by transgressing their objects like doubts etc. the septad of
seven propositions may be proved. But it is not so proved, for
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there is so distinction between existence and non-existence.
The self-identity which accounts for existence accounts, for
non-existence, from the point of view of the other’s identity
under such a situation the first two propositions are not
consistently maintained, because one includes the other as
regards the reality behind them. In this way, the possibility of
the prepositions like the third etc. being refuted, where is the
scope for the septad of prepositions? If it so held.
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16. The position is explained here. Here existence and
non-existence mean existence as determined by the tetrad of
one's identity and non-existence, as determined by the tetrad
of other's identity. Thus there is a distinction between them on
account of their (distinct) determinants. Otherwise, like the
identity by one’s determinants, there would be existence by
the other’s determinants; and like the non-existence by other’s
determinants, there would be non-existence by one’s own
determinates.

Further, existence is of the nature of pervasion. In the
statements, like the pitcher is on the ground’ the pervasion
implied by the ground is also implied by the pitcher. Such a
cognition is effected by the proposition. Non-existence is
implied by the object (i.e. pitcher) by a relation of negation. In
the statements like the “pitcher is not on the ground’ the object
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implied by the negation pervading the ground is again the
pitcher. Such a cognition is effected by the preposition.
Moreover, the difference between the identities of existence
and non-existence remains there undisturbed.

17. &ty 9—3 Fored ggfresf drmaca: | 3 =1 weediE=si<
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17. Furthermore, for both the Buddhists etc. who prefer
the three-limbed definition of a cause and for the Naiyayikas
etc. who prefer the five-limbed definition of a cause with
respect to the agreement among similar instances, the difference
among the opposing instances is distinctively admitted; or
there would be the turning down of the three-limbed and the
five-limbed definitions (of a cause) accepted by them.
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18. And under such a situation what is the difference of
the dual application of the two as compared with the application
of existence as a mode qualified by ‘somehow’? The dual
(undistributed) application of the pitcher and the cloth is
certainly not different from the application of (distributed)

28 :: Saptabhangi-tarangini



pitcher and cloth taken singly. If so thought, it is not so. The
dual application is commonly experienced as different from
the application taken singly. It is why all contenders accept the
distinct identity of the term (ghata in Sanskrit) pitcher which
is of the dual nature applied in succession and compared
with the application of ‘gha’ and ‘fa’ taken distributively. Or,
on the non-distinction between the term ghata and the letter
‘gha’ etc. the cognition of ghata (pitcher) and ‘pata’ (cloth)
will be possible, and hence, on the generation of the cognition
of the position determined as the pitcher, there would occur
the redundancy of the pronunciation of the remaining (letters).
Therefore, the distinction in some respects (somehow) between
a garland as compared with the single flowers is established
by general experience. And thus the dual of existence and
non-existence applied in succession is distinct from existence
and non-existence modified by ‘somehow’ and applied as
such.

19. It may be so, but how the dual applied sucessively is
different from the dual applied simultaneously, the terms ‘in
succession’ and simultaneously being rooted in word
(expression) and not in reality. Verily, in case of the pitcher etc.
the simultaneous application of existence and non-existence 1s
not distinct from the successive application of existence and
non-existence. On the surface of the ground as locus for the
pitcher, the cloth and the both, the pitcher, the cloth and the two,
as considered in succession, and the pitcher, the cloth and the
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two as considered simultaneously are not experienced by
anyone as one in the first case and the other, in the second case.
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20. Further, there being no distinction between existence,
non-existence and the two applied in succession, and existence,
non-existence and the two applied simultaneously, no harm
occurs there. There is no inconsistency in the process of
expression in seven ways for the septad of the unrepeated
propositions in the shape of the principle (doctrine) of sevenfold
predication. The ways of the process of expression, making
existence and non-existence as their object, ensure only seven
ways, and no more ways. The mention of the unrepeated
proposition is meant to point to the doctrine of sevenfold
predication. Repeated expression means the proposition
announced later on, generating a cognition similar to one
generated by the former proposition. In the present context,
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such repetition in respect of the third and the fourth propositions
is not possible, for in the cognition generated in the third
proposition the type being ‘non-existence qualified by
existence’ and in the cognition generated in the fourth
proposition the type being ‘existence, there is immunity of
non-existence and the two’ from similarity between the
cognitions generated in the third and the fourth propositions.
If held so, it is not the case, because then the possibility of
more than seven propositions cannot be avoided. Further, just
as there is no non-repetition in the third and the fourth
propositions, because of generating distinct cognitions; in the
same way there will be no non-repetition in the third-existence
applied in succession, and the other proposition with generation
of cognition of non-expression along with non-existence
qualified by existence is effected by the third proposition; and
the generation of a cognition of the type ‘existence qualified
by non-existence’ by reversing the order of succession and the
position of the qualification and the qualified, there is no
similarity between the two cognitions so generated. In this
way there is no similarity with the seventh proposition and the
one generating cognition of inexpressibility along with the
two applied with reversed order of succession. Thus we get
the nine fold theory of prediction. If so held,

1. el qoRshaeiEE s FaHeEE | S g
TSR 7 GARASYRI | ST wI -
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21. (then) here they say. In the third proposition the
predominance is of the dual of existence and non-existence. In
the fourth proposition the predominance is of a separate trait
of the nature of inexpressibility, there is no doubt about the
two being one. Inexpressibility is distinct from existence and
non-existence. Certainly existence alone is not the identity of
an entity, because it is obtained with the help of the determinants
of the other entities like one obtained by the determinants of
the one itself. Even the non-existence is not the identity of an
entity, because it is also obtained with the help of its own
determinants. Nor is even the dual of the two the identity of
an entity, because the identity of an entity is experienced as
transcendent beyond (and different from) the dual of the two,
as the drink prepared with curd, sugar and the group of the
four consisting a the ‘Chaturjataka’ yields a pleasant taste and
smell of a different type as compared with (that of) curd, sugar
ete. taken singly. Nor can we hold this transcendence beyond
and different from the two as the sole identity of an entity,
because ‘somehow’ existence and ‘somehow’ non-existence
are also experienced in a thing like the experience of curd,
sugar, and the group of the four (ingradients) in the drink
prepared with them. Such should be our comprehension
regarding the latter (three) positions. And further, on account
of the establishment of the seven traits with (their) distinct
identifications, the septad of sevenfold predication of the form
of the counter statements of their subject-matter in the form of
doubts, inquisitiveness etc. taken in order (as already
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mentioned) is proved.
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22. This septad of sevenfold predictions is of two kinds
as related with comprehension (pramana) and partial (naya)
types of knowledge. Again, now what is the proposition of the
comprehensive type of knowledge and what is the proposition
of the partial type of knowledge?
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23. Here some hold that comprehensive proposition refers
to comprehensiveness of knowledge and a partial (naya)
proposition refers to (only) partial (analytical) knowledge.
The reference to a comprehensive knowledge means a
proposition causing emergence of knowledge covering many
aspects of the multifaceted reality, and a proposition causing
emergence of knowledge covering (only) a single aspect taking
reality to be (limited to) only that aspect (of reality)
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24. For them the sevenfold division of the comprehensive
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propositions and also of the partial propositions comes out to
be untenable. The reason is that the first, the second and the
fourth propositions which generate solely the cognition of the
existence, the non-existence and the inexpressible as the single
individual trait of an entity, so they become the partial (naya)
propositions; and the third, the fifth, the sixth and the seventh
propositions become comprehensive ones for generating
cognitions of many traits (more than one) of an enuty And it
is not consistent to say that neither the partial propositions are
only three, nor are the comprehensive propositions only four,
for such a position will stand contradictory to the established
principle (and the truth regarding the situation under
consideration).

25, 7g iR faRa SR HeheeyT,
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25. If comprehensiveness means a proposition not dealing
with the traits but the possesser (locus) of the traits and the
fragmentariness (vikaladesha) means a proposition not making
the possesser of the traits but the (single) traits (only) as its
object, such a position (too) cannot be maintained. The reason
is that verbal cognition is impossible to be assigned to the"
locus not qualified (even) by any of the traits like existence,
etc. and also the position of even a trait with no pervasion with
the locus (dharmi) comes out to be impossible in the same
(above mentioned) way.
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26. And by the proposition that somehow a jiva certainly
is, the generation of a cognition of the locus (dharmi) alone is
meant; and by the proposition that somehow the pitcher is
certainly existent, the generation of a cognition of the trait
alone is meant, the definition of comprehensiveness and
fragmentariness is not rendered impossible. Such a position
cannot be upheld. The reason is that by the term ‘jiva’ the jiva
as determined by the trait of jivatva (i.e. being a jiva) is
expressed, and not only the locus (thereof) is expressed. So
also by the term asti (is existent), is-ness or existence as
something qualified by its pervasion in the locus (dharmi) is
expressed, and not the trait alone is expressed. Such a position
is evidenced by the popular experience.
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27. Nor can it be held that a division (distinction) between
the words jiva and being a jiva cannot be effected, for the
word implying primarily substance is the ‘substance’ word.
For example (there is) the word jiva. By the term jiva the trait
of being a jivais verily implied secondarily, and the substance
of (jiva) is mainly implied. Thus, the terms which imply the
traits are abstract ones (derived therefrom); for example there
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are the terms asti, etc. By it the traits like astitva (is-ness) are
mainly implied, the locus (thereof) is secondarily implied.
Thus the division (distinction) between an entity and its
entitiveness is effected.
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28, Ifit is said that the word ‘cook’ (pachaka) is the word
implying substance, and the abstract noun corresponding to it
implies the functions of cooking (pachakatva), and thus the
distinction between the words implying substance and function
is explained; this too does not go consistently. The reason is
that even by the word ‘cook’ certainly the person qualified by
the trait or function of cooking is implied and even by the
‘term’ cook the trait or function qualified by the functionary,
as pervaded by the trait as being the cook, is cognized.

Some other thinkers hold that the propositions like
somehow (the pitcher) is etc. even being of seven kinds, when

taken distributively, are said to be a partial implication; and
when taken collectively (comprehensively) are said to bea:
comprehensive implication.

29. 373 o —FaeTe eaaTR Yo o ?
T — gy e gRaR Y ¥fd 9= 1 qR-
SEETEEy fRaRTETT:, gafeaty SeifcEaRETh

36 :: Saptabhangi-tarangini



forcer; TR a8 AR as:, HeTeH e
PCaECO el IRRIBER IR PIRRICEIEY

29. Here it is considered how the propositions somehow
(the pitcher) is etc. taken distributively, are taken to be partial
implication.

If it is held that the partial implication is there because
such a proposition does not convey the full meaning. It is not
so. The reason is that even the septad of such propositions will
become (suffering from) the partial implication, and the septad
of the propositions like the pitcher is existent taken collectively
will be wanting in cognizing the totality of an entity, because
only the complete scriptural knowledge is potent to cognize an
entity in its totality or fullness.

By this it is also refuted that the propositions of the
sevenfold prediction, taken collectively, yield the
comprehensive implication. The reason is that the (above)
septad, taken collectively, will not admit of a cognition of the
totality (of an entity); and the septad of the propositions (like
the pitcher is existent) will not be potent to covey the cognition
of the traits of oneness and manifoldness made object of the
(other) sepad of propositions.
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30. Those (well) versed in the principles (of philosophy)
also hold that the comprehensive implication means the
generation of a cognition having all the traits of an entity
identical with the totality of all the remaining traits by means
of cognition of a single trait. So it has been said that a
comprehensive implication means the collection (cognition)
of the entire identity of an object by means of an initiation of
the cognition of one (particular) attribute or trait.

Its meaning is explained (here). When a non-distinct
entity is expressed by means of a single attribute or trait, there
being an impossibility of a special cognition of the possesser
of attributes without the attributes, it is called a comprehensive
implication. Verily, one single jiva is described as bereft of
parts and as a totally through one single attribute from amongst
(many) like existence etc. by means of non-distinct pervasion .
or of non-distinct convention, because (therein) the other
opposite attribute responsible for division is not in the focus of
our exposition. How is non-distinct pervasion possible? And
how is the non-distinct convention possible? If such questions
are raised, the answers follow. If the substantial point of view
is resorted to, the attributes being non-distinct from the
substance, the non-distinct pervasion is maintained. If the
modal point of view is resorted to, inspite of mutual distinction,
the convention of non-distinction is maintained by an ascription
of unity or oneness. If a resort to non-distinct pervasion and
the convention of non-distinction is not made, the proposition
generating cognition of an entity identified by one single trait
is the partial implication, so they say (hold).
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31. There results the first proposition (bhanga) generating
the cognition of position of an entity without negating any
other trait of it. That takes the form of expression as somehow
the pitcher is certainly existent. The second proposition results
by generating the cognition of negation of an entity without
negating any other trait of it. That takes the shape of expression
as the pitcher is certainly non-existent. There in the first
proposition the term pitcher is expressive of substance, being
an object of qualification. The term (existent) asti is expressive
of an attribute, being an adjective.
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32. Sometimes, in cases such as the colour of a pitcher,
the sweet taste of a fruit, the odour of a flower, the coldness
of water and the touch of air, the attributes are seen as the
objects of qualification; hence the qualifying function is
admitted of the substance as well. If so held, it is true
(consistent). Still, in the sentences with equal denotation of the
subject and the predicate (hence mutually convertible) like the
lotus is blue, the cloth is white, the air is sweet-smelling, etc.
there is a rule that the terms expressive of substance are objects
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of qualification and those expressive of qualification alone are
adjectives.

33, g5 EETRRRiaE Tikedy wfeatere e
FEREEEEHT: | 8 ¥ wEeRiEeHd 7 A e |
qgHR—

‘TR SAYRT AR e T |
FagHAI TR Ferad

T AR TR Fered s e e e e,
A AT HT AT IR0 geLuneATTE e e o wier=,
AeMReTEIsAfgT: | fFee St He-esR TEEmRIEieTd
17 7 91? SRsTereTard: | 5 FdehEn werIHeE sy
RIS qe  weereRyAnts Y yeronferts -
AREREaSRIART s 32 3 I

33. There, like position determined by the self-identity
etc. of an entity the negation of the same may also come in. To
avoid the unwanted situation the determining term ‘eva’
meaning exclusively is supplied in the proposition in ‘some
respect the pitcher is exclusively existent’. By so doing it is
established that existence alone (of the pitcher) is determined
by the self-identity etc. and not (its) non-existence. It is said:-

To avoid the intervention of an undesired meaning the
use of the determining term (eva) must be made; otherwise the
intervention of the same may find a place somewhere being
similar to one not expressed or mentioned.

There is no safeguard against the avoidance of the
undesired meaning at places having multiple meaning like the
cow alone is, inspite of the determining word ‘eva’; and at an
occasion like ‘bring the cow’, etc, the avoidance is effected
without the determining term ‘eva’ on account of the (related)
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reference. Thus, the avoidance of the other is not controlled by
the determining term. And further, does the determining term
(i.e. eva), effecting the avoidance of the other, stand in need
of another determining term ‘eva’or not? In the first case, the
objection in the form of ‘argument et infinitum’ occurs. In the
second case, just as by the use of the determining term ‘eva’,
in the absence of the other such term, the avoidance of the
other is obtained with the help of the context; in the same way
inspite of the use of all the terms the avoidance of the other
(undesired) can be obtained reducing the use of the determining
term ‘eva’ as purposeless or redundant.
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34. In this way, we cannot think, because the traditional
system of the usage of words is contradicted. There verily, the
words, indicated only in their unfixed own meaning, require
the use of ‘eva’ for the fixing of their meaning on the emergence
of a need of such expression; and in case of a need for
expression to include them the conjunction ‘cha’ (and) 1s
required. For example there, bring the pitcher and (also) bring
the cloth, Whatever (word) is indicated in its fixed meaning
there is no need of another ‘eva’ for fixation of meaning, just
as there is no need of another conjunction ‘cha’ (and) on the
congnition of the inclusion by the first conjunction *cha’ (and),

35, 7 9 TIuaE] dahacaseE drEha 7 gradiia
Wlﬁﬂmaﬁw&mwwamml

Saptabhangi-tarangini :: 41



e T AT S W YTy, $fd ST

35 nor can it be held that adverbs (nipatas) being
indicators (of meaning) cannot be expressive (of meaning),
because the position of adverbs as indicators as well as
expressives has been up held in the works (on the subject). It
has been reexplained (therein) that the adverbs) are (also)
indicators. Here the use of cha (also) confirms that the adverbs
are also expressives.
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36. Others hold that the adverbs, by virtue of being
indicators, there is no need of other indicators for these indicators
for fixing their indication by means of another ‘eva’ to be
attached with the first one, just as there is no need of another
lamp for the first one, and for the expressive words like .
pitcher, etc. the need of the use of eva to effect their fixed
cognition is justified. But also, for the indicators the need of
another indicator is also seen. In the expression “evam eva’
(exclusively it is so), etc. only the advert ‘evam’ (s0), ending
with ‘ma’, requires the advertb ‘eva’. And further, 1f all the
indicators, in case of entities indicated, need other indicators,
then it is difficult to avoid the fallacy of argumentum et
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infinitum. If held so, it is not the position. There the word
‘evam’, being expressive of its own meaning, needs the
reference of the indicator for excluding the other (entity); and
expressiveness is also held consistent in case the adverbs in
the authoritative works. There in the terms like ‘upakumbha’
the compounding of the word ‘kumbha’ with the word ‘upa’
(near) is found consistent. Or, the word ‘upa’ being an indicator,
the (above) compounding would not have been possible, for
(such) compounding with an indicator is impossible. It is held
thus.

37. a7 G — ‘g veATeA et FReIfaTald
R aedHaure 3w sfd 9=

T —RevREfErdara g Hatase | A} =
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37. Here the Saugatas (Buddhists) say (so) that all the
terms being expressive of exclusion of the other, the cognition
of the exclusion (avoidance) of entities other than the pitcher
by the words like pitcher etc. themselves is accomplished.
Therefore the certainty of their meaning (by ‘eva’) is not
justified. It is not so, because the cognition of an entity by way
of its positive aspect by words like pitcher etc. themselves is
accomplished. Therefore the certainty of their meaning (by
‘eva’) is not justified. It is not so because the cognition of'an
entity by way of its positive aspect by words like pitcher is
certified by (general) experience. If the cognition of an entity
in a positive form is not held to be proved by experience, then
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how does the word or term ‘exclusion of the other’ generate
the cognition of exclusion of the other in a positive manner?
Nor can we say that the cognition of the ‘exclusion of the
other’ is effected by way of exclusion of the other by some
other word denoting exclusion of the other. If so held, the
cognition of the exclusion of the other being expressible by
way of some other exclusion there will occur the fallacy of
argumentum et infinitum. And thus the position that for the
fixing of meaning in a proposition by using ‘eva’ for the sake
of avoiding any other unwanted meaning, is established.

38, 37 TaeRfEEY;, FANHTSCE M AT -
ALk FAEANTITSICagHYd 31d |

38. This fixation of meaning by the use of ‘eva’ takes
three forms : one, determining cognition of exclusion of no
relation, two, generating the cognition of relation with other's
exclusion and three, generating cognition of absolute non-
relation.

39. T TR AaRRIsATEaweld:, JA—Ig: UG
| ErTIEsEl AT — S YIS G SHTI Heh LI HTETT (-
e | Yohet AeadEssce Mg, g e-T4(€ed gl
T, T T— g IR ST 7 qIecdIUglel e,
fhg=nuTe:,  defadificd UGl Wdd 3Ad Wg-
AT T TG e Vg Saee a: |

39. There, where ‘eva’ goes with the adjective, it is the
first form (i.e. ayoga vyavachheda bodhaka). The example is
the conch is only white. This first form means the non-
_ opposition of the negation of the same locus with the determinant
of the subject. In the (present) context, the being of the conch
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is the determinant of the being of the subject. Keeping in view
the entity determined by the being of the conch, whiteness has
been mentioned. And further, what is absolute negation of the
entity with the same lives with the being of the conch is not
the negation of being white, but it is the negation of others. Its
non-opposition exists in being white. Thus in the aforesaid
context the (resulting) cognition is that the conch is possessed
of whiteness which in non-opposed to the entity with the locus
identical with that of the being of the conch.
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40. Where the ‘eva’ goes with the qualified entity (it is
the second form (i.e. anyayoga vyavachcheda bodhaka). The
example is that Partha alone is the archer—warrior with a
bow. This second form means the exclusion of the identity of
all different from the qualified one. There the use of ‘eva’ is
indicative of the negation of the relation of identity of every
entity other than Partha as the archer. And, the (resulting)
cognition is that Partha is non-distinct from the archer like the
negation of identity of all different from Partha.

41. W@W@H@E@w T e TS
TR | STREINT el AT — SRS G AT R eH (-
At | YHd DRTEdEGh GUSEd, deHiaie Hienie-
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41. Where the ‘eva’ goes with the verb, it is the third form
(atyantayoga vyavachcheda bodhaka). The example is that
the lotus is exclusively blue. This third form consists in the
non-opposition of the negation of the expansion of the
determinant of being the subject. In the present context, the
being of the lotus is the determinant of being of the subject.
The meaning of the root identical with blue is the lotus
determined by the trait of being in a lotus, because non-
distinction from blue is also existent in some lotus, but it is also
the negation of the other. Its non-opposition is found in the
non-distinction of blue. Thus the resulting cognition is that the
lotus is possessed of the identity of non-distinction from blue
which is non-opposed to the absolute negation of the pervasion
of the being of the lotus.
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42. If so held, in the propositions ‘somehow the pitcher
exists’, only etc., the third form of the use of ‘eva’ must be
there, because (there) it goes with the verb. Thus, the desired
meaning is not established, because such a use is possible
inspite of the negation of existence (is-ness) is some pitcher.
For example, the use that the blue lotus exclusively exists
inspite of the negation of existence in some pitcher (is there).
If so considered, it is not like this, because in the present
context only the first form of the use of ‘eva’ in accepted. At
places the third form of the use of ‘eva’ by its going with the
verb is seen to generate the cognition of the first form of the
use of ‘eva’. For example, in the statements like ‘knowledge
comprehends (its) object the meaning of the root as
comprehending the object is cognized as non-opposed to the
absolute negation residing in the same locus with the being of
knowledge determined as the subject. There also the usage
that knowledge, also comprehends silver will come in like the
usage that knowledge comprehends (its) object in spite of the
gain of the cognition as after the third form of the usage of
‘eva’. Even in all the cognitions bereft of the prehension of
silver, by the presence of prehensions of sliver in any form of
knowledge also preshends sliver, the usage of the third form
of the use of ‘eva’ is seen free from inconsistency. After the
same manner, the use of ‘eva’ takes the first form inspite of its
going with the verb. In the propositions, somehow the pitcher
is etc., the cognition is that the pitcher is possessed of is-ness
(existence) which is non-opposed to the absolute negation of
an entity having the same locus with the being of the pitcher.
It is because the root meaning of the ‘eva’ as non-opposition
of the absolute negation of an entity having the same locus
with the being of the pitcher. Whatever is the absolute negation
of an entity with the same locus as the being of the pitcher, it
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is not the absolute negation of existence (is-ness) but it is the
negation of others and its non-opposition resides in existence
(of the pitcher).

43, AY—FSHATHMNTRION A ST<UE g sTe-
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argEnTET e =i afay, s FeserREeeE
T w9 oy grenifa =g —3=d, gfaaiimeafieson
JrayfaaiiTeasd:, agsyTe— ey Gh M HhvE
TETIERICHAI Y - SAERE | ¥g: TUgL Tl Sfadifieatesson
-y fr frestah g Hes e g EEEIaH 0T
g ISEAMHERRAEE ! T8 9 YHasHIRTIY:
e fah o i i, S19E ST v
FEICHATATTRAYI | T 9 S Mg Fiaafieafeeron
AsqE:, 7 qEGrEaEEy e, a9 gihEiiEs e
AR | fehremnee:, aefaifine =i ettt i

43. Further, on the mention of the absolute (extreme,
total) negation of the entity with the same locus with the being
the pitcher, the absolute negation of existence too becomes
admissible because the non-existence, which is the absolute
non-existence of the existence, is present in the pitcher. Such
non-opposition of negation is contradicted in existence. Thus,
we get the negation of non-existence of the existence by the
sentence of explanation. If so, it is further explained. The
meaning of ‘eva’ is the non-opposition of the negation of the
special locus of the opposed (entity). In case of such a negation
the community of the locus of the determinant of being the
subject is obtainable by the use of the term generating cognitions
of being the subject. In the propositions like the conch is white
alone etc. the meaning of ‘eva’ as the non-opposition of the
negation of the opposition of the opposing locus being only in
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the past, the gain of the community of the locus with the conch
is obtainable by the use of the term pitcher. And further
whatever is the negation as the locus of the opposite, and in
the negation the community of the locus with the being of the
pitcher is obtainable by the use of the term pitcher. And further
whatever is the negation as the locus of the opposite and as the
same with the locus of the being of the pitcher is not the non-
existence of the form of the negation of existence, because it
has the same locus as existence - the opposite of non-existence.
But it is the negation of the other. The non-opposition of it is
seen uncontradected in existence too.

44379 Jra@fEafysoa ey gEiwden GeTRRon-
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44, Here in the manner explained before, on the reference
of the special locus of the opposition being not made, and on
the negation of the non-existence by the existence from all the
means being obtained, the use of ‘eva’ is made to indicate non-
absolutism with the exclusion of the absolutism of existence.
It has already been shown that having a special locus with the
opposition is placed in the meaning of ‘eva’ under the
governance of the term ‘syat’ meaning somehow (under certain
condition only and not absolutely).

45, TSR IR EEEey dgEdy e 3§
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45. Among the many possible meanings in the
consideration of (many) ways of non-absoluism, the meaning
of the term ‘syat’ has been chosen as non-absolutism here
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under the pressure of expression. Being non-absolute is certainly
an identity with the manifold traits. The term anta (trait) goes
with the pitcher, etc. in a non-distinctive way. The cognition
of the pitcher which is identical with manifold traits is that it
is possessed of similar existence.
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46. And also, this also cannot be said that non-absolutism
being known by the term syat (somehow), it is useless to
mention terms like exists (asti). Inspite of non-absoluism being
known in general the use of the terms like exists (asti) is meant
to know it specially. It has been said :

Non-absolutism being known in general by the term syat
(somehow), the use of other terms (like asti etc.) in this context
is meant for its special comprehension.

For example, in the sentence ‘it is a banyan tree’, having
known the banyan tree as a tree, the use of the term ‘banyan’
is meant to know the banyan tree in its (own) identity. With the
use of the term syat (some how) as indicatory the use of terms
like exists (asti) certainly comes out logically consistent, because
the term syat indicates non-absolutism expressed by the terms

50 :: Saptabhangi-tarangini



the term syat indicates non-absolutism expressed by the terms
like exists (asti) etc. In the absence of the use of the term syat,
the comprehension of non-absolutism becomes impossible by
excluding absolutism in all its forms like the non-
comprehension of the desired object in the absence of the use
of ‘eva’.
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47. A question may be raised here. In spite of being not
used, the term ‘syat’ (somehow) is acknowledged by the force
of reality of the nature of the non-absolute as is effected every
where by the use of ‘eva’. If so, it is true. Such a use (of syat)
becomes necessary in case of the learners to enable them to
comprehend (it) in the absence of the expertise of judging it by

‘syadvada by its being not known by the force of reality. It is
desirable to use sydt in case of learners even in the presence
of expertise to draw judgements in accordance with Syadvada.
The entire (range of reality), being established as non-
absolutistic, the usage ‘the pitcher is (exists)’ may generate a
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cognition that the pitcher is (exists) exclusively’ for the well-
versed in Syadvada.

It has been said : Or the term ‘eva’, without being used
is cognized everywhere by dint of (the force of) a real by the
knowers of that (Syadvada), just as the term ‘eva’ is known
(without its use) with a purpose of excluding the forms of the
use of ‘eva’ like the first form etc. (of the use of ‘eva’).

Again a query is raised (there) and answered thus.
Whatever reality like the pitcher, etc. is there it is (so) by virtue
of its own (obtained) substance, place, time and mode, and not
by those of other’s. Their (others') exclusion is (already) there
because of the absence of their context. And the use of syat
(somehow) becomes meaingless or redundant. If so, it 1s true
for that type of meaning being known by the term itself to
determine the type of the term, the use of syat is made under
the necessity of the type of the term. This form (grammatical)
of syit results from the root ‘as’ meaning existence in some
inflexion implying blessing. It is an adverb of the form of
tifianta verb form.
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48. Again a query is raised and answered. Indicatory
aspect of the term syat being accepted, again by what term
being announced non-absolutism is indicated? The reply
follows. In propositions like ‘the pitcher is (exists) exclusively’
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etc. by non-distinctive pervasion or by concesion of non-
distinction the term anekanta (non-absolutism) is indicated. So
we say, verily, comprehensiveness propounds the real like the
pitcher, etc. with the totality of its traits by non-distinctive
pervasion with time etc., or comprehensiveness is of the nature
of pramana or knowledge of the total object. And partial
comprehension propounds the real like the pitcher etc.
indentical with true partial absolutisms or vaild nayas in
sucession mainly with distinctiveness or (mainly) by a
concession of distinctiveness. becasue the partial
comprehension is of the nature of naya (analytic cognitions
of the object).
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49. Then, what is sequence, or what is simultaneity? It is
(now) being explained. When it is desired to discuss the traits
like existence etc. with distinction of time etc., then for the
single term like existence etc. there is the absence of capacity
to generate cognition of the manifold traits like non-existence
etc.; and therefore then a recourse to succession is adopted.
But when its own idenity constituted by the same traits is
described by non-distinction with time etc., then by a single
term like existence etc. the totality of all the traits, being
identical with it, becomes describable by means of initiation of
the cognition of the single trait of existence etc., and there is
simultaneity.

50. % T HIENEA: ? 3 wgeAd | e, TeAed, e,
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50. What are the time, etc. (in this context)? It is described
as (follows). They are time, self identity, the real, the internal
relation, the auxiliary work, the place of the possesser of
attributes, the external relation (contact) and the word. There
in the situation ‘somehow the pitcher exists’ just as existence
pervades the pitcher etc. by excluding time, then by excluding
time the remaining infinite traits also pervade the pitcher. It is
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the non-distinctive temporal pervasion by pervasion of the
nature of co-spatiality excluding the community of time for
them (those traits). When the identity of existence is the being
an attribute of the pitcher, the same is its identity of the nature
of its infinite attributes. Thus it is the non-distinctive pervasion
by self-identity. Whatever entity of the form of a pitcher is the
locus of existence, the same is the locus of the other traits also.
This oneness of identity is the ‘somehow’ identity, the same is
also the opposite of the same (one) relation of even infinite
traits. It is non-distinctive pervasion by relation. Whatever is
the auxiliary work of existence in the form of absorption of
reddening itself, the same is the accomplishment of spatiality
for itself, for example, as in case of attributes like blueness,
redness, etc. The colouring as blue, red, etc. is the
accomplishment of spatiality for itself, the same is the attainment
of the generating cognition related with the qualified entity
possessed of traits of its own kind. The auxiliary work of the
trait of existence in the form of existence in the form of
absorbing (colouring) itself is there, it is the generation ofa
cognition of the type of existence of the pitcher—the qualified
entity. The same is also done by the totality of traits like
existence and non-existence etc. Thus, the accomplishment of
the same function (result) is the non-distinctive pervasion by
the auxilary work. Whatever existence is pervading the pitcher
etc. by excluding spatiality, the traits like non-existence etc.
also pervade it by excluding the same spatiality. It is not that
existence is accomplished by excluding the neck (of the pitcher)
and non--existence by excluding the back (outer surface).
Such distinction of spatiality is there. Thus, it is the non-
distinctive pervasion by the spatiality of the possesser of the
attributes by excluding the occupation of the same space.
Whatever is the connection (contact) of existence by singleness
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of an entity, the same is opposition of the one (contact) of the
other traits. Thus, it is the non-distinctive pervasion by contact.
Now the query is “what speciality is there between relation
and contact? It is being explained. In the relation of the nature
of conditional identity non-distinction is dominant, and
distinction is secondary. Such is the speciality (between the
two). Conditional identity is of the nature of conditional
distinction-cum-nondistinction. There the relation is non-
distinction qualified by distinction, and is said to be the relation,
and that distinction qualified by non-distinction is said to be
the contact. Whatever word is expressive of the trait of existence
of a real, the same is expressive of the infinite remaining traits
of the real. Thus, expressibility by the same word is the non-
distinctive pervasion by word. Thus, the distinctive pervasion
by the eight factors is generated by the dominance of substantial
point of view on the recession of the modal point of view.
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51. In case of recession of the substantial side and the
dominance of the modal side this non-distinctive pervasion of
attributes (traits) is not possible. Further, verily, the non-
distinctive pervasion by time is not possible in case of mutually
opposed manifold attributes in the same locus, for a real
becomes distinctive every moment (of its existence). In case
that is supposed to be possible, the distinctions in the locus
will also have to be accepted in the same way. And also, the
non-distinctive pervasion by self-identity is possible, because
the identity of the manifold attributes is mutually distinctive. If
non-distinction is supposed to be there in the mainfold attributes,
their mutual distinction becomes inconsistent (contradictory).
Nor is there the non-distinctive pervasion by reality, because
its own locus takes distinctive forms, or to hold the locus as the
same for manifold attributes will become contradictory. Nor is
the there non-distinctive pervasion by relation, because
distinction from it is seen through the relata. For example, the
relation that is between the staff and Devadutta is different
from the relation between the umbrella and Devadatta. Nor is
there non-distinction by auxiliary work, because the virtual
work done by manifold attributes according to their fixed
identity takes manifold forms, and there is contradiction between
the onenes of the auxhiliary work and the varied factors
responsible for the auxiliary work. Nor is there non-distinction
by the space occupied by the possesser of the attributes,
because such space too is distinct in accordiance with the
individual attributes. On admission of non-distinction the non-
distinction of the space occupied by the posseser of attributes
in respect attributes belonging to different entities has to be
admitted. Nor is there the non-distinction by contact, because
the contact is also distinct from the agent of the contact. On
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admission of non-distinction (between them) contradiction
will result in rerspect of the agents of contact. Nor is there the
non-distinction by word (expression), because the word also
assumes distinction by distinction among entities. On admission
of the possibility of expression of all the attributes by one
word the use of varied words will become useless on account
of the expressibility of all the entities by one word alone. Thus
the non-distinctive pervasion of traits like existence etc. in the
same entity being impossible in the real sense, a concessional
acceptance of non-distinction of attributes is effected about the
attributes though distinct by time etc. (i.e. the eight factors.
mentioned earlier).
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52.Thus, the term ‘syat’ (somehow, conditionally) is
consistently used as an indicator of a real like the pitcher, etc.
obtained with totality of traits through one (single) term like
existence, non-existence, etc. described by non-distinctive
pervasion and by a concession of non-distinction. In this way
the implication of terms is explained.
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53. The implication of a proposition is described
(hereafter). The cognition resulting from the propositions
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‘somehow the pitcher is exclusively, and somehow the ‘pitcher
is not exclusively’ is that the pitcher is the locus of existence
as isolated by its (own) factors of identity; and that the pitcher
is the locus of non-existence as isolated by the factors of
others’ identity. In the reals of the form like the pitchers etc.
existence is to be admitted by the factors like self-identity, and
non-existence, by the factors like others’ identity; otherwise,
the being of a real (the capacity of a real to perform function),
will meet its extinction. The being of a real is verily maintained
by establishment of its own identity and by its differention
from the identity of others.
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54. There, what is the self-identity of the pitcher, or what
is the other-identity for it? The query is like this, the answer
follows. The trait of the name ‘ghatava’ (being of the pitcher),
{llumined in the intellect on the mention of the word ‘pitcher’
is the self-identity of the pitcher. It has the differentia of similar
manifestations implied by the term ‘pitcher’ and describable
by it and also excluding it from others. Being cloth, etc. is the
other-identity (in this context). On admission of the existence
(of the pitcher) by the being of cloth like the being of the
pitcher too, the being of pitcher has to be accepted (as) of the
nature of the being of cloth. On admitting non-existence of the
being of a pitcher like that of the cloth, there would be
absolute (by all ways) void like the horns of a hare.
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55. Or, whatever, from amongst name, conditioning,
substance and mode (i.e. the svachatustaya), is made the
object of statement is (its) self-identity, and the other is the
other-identity. There an entity is (exists) qué the identity as
made object of expression, and it is not (does not exist) qua
identity as not made object of expression. If it is not (does not
exist) even qua identity made object of expression, then the
non-existence of the pitcher is obtained like the horns of a
hare. If it is (exists) even qué identity not made object of
expression, there the mutual distinction of the name etc. will
not be there.
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56. Or, from amongst entities whatever type of a pitcher
as differentiated by being as pitcher is prehended, the traits
like volume. etc. are its self-identity, and the traits prevailing
in the other individual pitchers are (its) other-identity. There it
exists qua that type of identity, and it does not exists qua
other-identity. On not holding the existence of the pitcher even
qua self-identity, there occurs non-existence for it as mentioned
before. The same is the position in respect of further
considerations. If the pitcher of that type exists even by the

60 :: Saptabhangi-tarangini



identity of the other (pitchers), then on account of other pitchers
obtaining oneness, the treatment or practice based on generality
will be reduced to nullity.

57. FAYa—afeg=a sefawiy  swraTaUEEa

e e IR aT: T, Teeg qee e,
3 =TT | SRR MG | Afe Fyarah ey s,
qC TRIERYE SeTAlTE Y HYeIA A e sy ¢ |

Tou verarE e Teraeia e o | Th
SEEERTEte A ¥ i, TE dehe Sele sy
et AaEd |

57. Or, in the same particular pitcher, stable (continuous)
in others times, the former and the later collocations of states
like the lump of earth to the pieces of the pitcher are the other-
identity, the modal forms intervening the interval among them
are the self-identity. It is by that identity, and it is not by the
other-identity. If the pitcher exists by modes of the lump of
earth and its two hemispherical parts, then in the state of the
pitcher, like the mode as the pitcher, the modes like the lump
of earth and its two hemispherical parts will also have to
exists. In the presence of the made as the lump of earth, if the
pitcher is held to exist, then the heavy attempt to orginate and
destory the mode of the pitcher will become useless. Thus, if
the pitcher is not existent even by the forms of modes pervading
during the interval (of time), then during that interval its
functions like the fetching of water will not be found (seen).
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58. Or this much is already established by the current
acceptance that homogeneous changes go on every moment
in objects like the pitcher. There, from the point of view of the
‘straight thread’ or linear view or the standpoint of
momentariness (rjusitra naya), the mode of the pitcher existent
in the present moment is its own identity, and the modes of the
pitcher gone by and not yet emerged are its other-identity. The
pitcher is (exists) by the present nature of existence at that
moment, it is not (does not exist) by the nature of existence
during other moments. Such is our expreience. On the
assumptién of is-ness by the nature of existence at that moment
and also by the nature of existence at other moments, all will
become durable only for one moment. On the assumption of
the negation of its is-ness by the nature of its existence at other
moments and also by the nature of its existence at the same
moment, the practical treatment (use) of the pitcher will be
reduced to nullity because of'the absence of the practical use
of (the modes) the pitcher gone by and not yet emerged.
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59. Or, in the same pitcher existing in the same moment as a
collocation of corporality, the shape and colour as a big
spherical shape like the stomach, is its own identity, and the
shape other than this is its other-identity. The pitcher exists by
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the shape as a big spherical stomach, it does not exist by (any)
other (shape). (Thus) on this existence of the pitcher by the
shape, as a big spherical stomach the practical treatment of the
pitcher is possible, and in the absence it is not possible. The
practical treatment (of the pitcher) being determined by the
shape of that type, the negation of its existence, by a shape as
a big spherical stomach, the pitcher (itself) will meet its non-
existence. In the absence of the shape of that type and its
existence by any other shape, its treatment as a pitcher will
become possible even in case of the pitcher etc.
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60. Or, in the practice that the pitcher as differentiated by
colour, etc. is pereceived by the eye, the pitcher (as a whole)
is perceived by the initiation of colour and shape (riipa); hence
colour (riipa) is its own identity, and taste and the like are its
other-identity. There the pitcher exists by way of the identity
of colour, because it is perceptible only through the eye. If the
perceptibility through the eye is accepted in respect of taste
also, then the supposition of the sense of taste becomes futile.
If, as in case of taste etc., the colour (riipa) is not accepted as
the object of occular perception, then there will result the non-
apprehension of the pitcher itself, becasue the perception of
the pitcher etc. is determined by the perceptions of (its) colour,
etc.
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61. Or with the change of words the change of the
entities (expressed) is certain, because on the difference of
words like pitcher (ghata), mat (kata) the difference of the
entities is accepted under the sambhiradha naya (the fixation
of meaning). The pitcher is a pitcher for its behaviour and the
mat is a mat for its being capable for being rolled curved, thus
the use of a word is justified only at the moment by its
existence as modified by the action. There the doership of the
action as a pitcher is its own identity, the other than (different
form) this is its other-identity. There it exists by the former and
does not exist by the latter. Thus by adopting such ways the
self-identity and the other-identity are to be considered.
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62. Thus the own substance of the pitcher is the substance
of earth, and the other-substance (of the pitcher) is gold etc.
The pitcher is (exitsts ) by the identity of earth, it is not (does
not exist) by the identity of gold etc. On the assumption of the
existence of the pitcher by its other-substance, like that its own
substance, the regulation that the pitcher is made of earth and
not made of gold will not be possible. And then there will be
the contradiction of the regulation regarding the substance (of
things).

63.ﬂwﬁmﬁﬁwmqmﬁﬁﬂﬁlﬁmﬁ
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63. If you hold that there is no contradiction regarding
the rule of substances on account of the fact that union,
division etc. are dependent on manifold substances, it is not
s0, becasue there the own substance is the manifold substances
with manifld attributes and the (its) other-substance is that
which does not admit of dependence on the own substance.
On the acceptance of union etc. even by independence of the
own substance, the violation of the rule regarding the existence
of (its) own substance as dependent on itself will continue to
occur in the same form. And on the admission of the non-
existence of the pitcher by its own substance like the form of
its other-substance the totality of substances will suffer from
the lack of dependence, causing the fallacy of the absence of
the basis (for them).
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64. In this way the surface of the ground (below) is its
own space for the pitcher, the other-space (for it) is the space
(occupied by) the bowls, etc. The pitcher is in its own space,
it is not in the other-space. On the assumption of the presence
of the pitcher in the other-space like its own-space, there will
be the absence of the regulation regarding the occupation of
space. On the assumption of the non-existence (of the pitcher)
in its own space like the other-space, there will be inconsistency
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of its being without a basis.
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65. And the own-time for the pitcher is the present one
(time), the other-time (for it) is the past etc. There (the pitcher)
_exists in its own-time, it does not exist in the other-time. On
holding existence of the pitcher in the other- time, it will
become eternal in the absence of the regulation of existence in
time. In holding non-existence of the pitcher an its own-time
like the other-itme, it will become a non-entity because of the
absence of all temporal relations. The entitive nature is verily
a temporal relation. Thus the pitcher exists by its being a
pitcher, (and) does not exists by being cloth; it exits as regards
the substance ot earth, (and) does not exist as regards the
substance of gold; it exists with respect to its own-space, and
does not exist with respect to the other-space; it exists with
respect to its own-time, (and) does not exist with respect to the
other-time. Thus the discussion comes to conclusion.
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66. Here the type of cognition is like this. By being a
pitcher it points to the differentiation by the third (grammatical)
inflexion, and it follows (agrees with) the meaning of the root
dhatu). This meaning of the root ‘as’ is existence, exhausted
by the mode of existence. The implication of the declension is
the provision of a basis. (And) thus the pitcher is the basis of
the pitcher differentiated as being a pitcher. This cognition is
generated by the first proposition. The reason is that the
negation (non-existence) differentiated as being cloth comes
out to be identical with the pitcher because of the nature of
negations being of the nature of the bases or the support.
There the meaning of the root ‘as’ when accompanied by the
support and used with a negative prefix ‘nafi’ is negation or
non-existence. The inflexion (herein) implies a base or support.
In this way even on the generation of the cognition of the
pitcher as the base for that type of negation, the identity of the
pitcher as the base of that very type of negation is proved
(established) for the pitcher, because of the negations (non-
existences) being identical with the base. In the third
preposition, the use of the third inflexion after the term ‘earth’
means differentiation. In this way the other cognitions are to
be discussed (considered).

67. T—TAIRGIIAHN EEUfCAqE WEIISE A1
IR WEIGH SEITE ARy el
T ? AU S IrERHGE ST GEH, glHd el
TEIRRRINE HafaceawE fo RN FerdeaHe-
FAN A W1 2 FTH( SRgeAaredIqad:, 3fd =q—
aafusli vIM IEqEEEITNLTAL | IREEE Y- fal
WREHd e TgrElGs  faudieaidia FMegraggashiaei

=Y THTRGfawfaamT farfagaeme: | g & adamEtid-

Saptabhangi-tarangini :: 67




qeifed weTseTn, (AR Fafats: | §fa aE ) TR
A EEER g o | 912 S HEYERR Ashad
qalqanﬁawﬁamﬁﬂawa@ﬂsﬁmgﬁwﬁlmmﬁwﬁ
R T, T | ST, A TR
R ST | T S aagearTH ey, a9
eI | UM SeuAfd S TASHISTIAM: IETH |
Al TEEw FAed | SHRITEERE = EILEHEIE GG A IR
TATCITEYH | SUATORITE {Ie iR eI,
@h@%ﬁa&aﬁ@%@ﬁmw|wﬁqﬁwﬁw
T | goARRE v e | exirentd Fe el AT
FeesrneR v TET | et me e TEaH |
ety wiEEsfEEsae | TR HETH
weyq | AffsaanmE=ae  qae WET geaarEAnd
fmerEalyT: - TdAaaE AT e |d e
TR TETH | HeheTIETd helaelaled HehlseH-
Wmiaﬁwﬁgw|mmmﬁl
RO TETIEd Sfgafeed | afgRrawfaferT-
AT |

67. A question may arise here. On accepting the
establishment of all the entities by the tetrad of own-identity
and by that of the other-identity, how can the regulation of the
own-identity etc. be possible in the absence of the own-
identity, how can the regulation of the own-identity etc. be
possible in the absence of the own-identity i.e. the (dimensions ‘
of its) own identity etc.? If in these cases the determination is
due to the other self-identity, then there will be (the fallacy of)
infinite regress, Even after going very long if any regularity
(or orderliness) is accepted in the absence of the determination
by self-identity, then what is the emergence of the orderliness
in the form of the process (support rendered in favour of
establishing existence (position) and non-existence (negation),
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which is only a self assumption (and not a reasoned conclusion)?
It is so because the orderliness among reals is generated in
accordance with experience. If so held, you seem to be ignorant
of the process of examining the identity of the reals. Only the
experience of the identity of the reals makes the existence,
non-existence etc. differentiated by the self-identity and the
other-identity, for our effort is started with such an end in
view. Otherwise, it will be difficult to ward off many a false
cognition. The way by which uncontradicted experience about
the reals is generated is the orderliness of the identity (of the
reals), bacause it is said that the measurement dependent on
cognitions leads to the establishment of the measurable. And
further, is the distinction among self-identity etc. in case of the
self-identity etc. (of a real) experienced or not? In the last (ie
second) case the other (additional) self-dentity etc. is certainly
not accepted. In this way too the establishment of the orderliness
regarding their existence, and non-existence is proposed to be
discussed later on. In the former case the distinction (otherness)
of self-identity etc. from the self identity etc. (of a real) is
admitted under compulsion by experience. Thus, there is no
infinite regress; for where there is the experience of self-
identity etc., there alone such orderliness is established. There,
the self-identity of the jiva is the general upayoga
(consciousness in action), because it 1s its (jiva’s) differentia,
as has been mentioned that ‘upayoga’ is the differentia (of the
jivas). The other, i.e. absence of ‘upayoga’ is (its) other-
identity. Exstence and non-existence are experienced (and
detemined) by the two. The identity of the general ‘upayoga’
is either of knowledge (jiidna) and intuition (darsana), any
entity other than these is (its) other-identity. The self-identity
of knowledge i.e. a special type of ‘upayoga’ is of the form of
a firm determination of the particularity of its obect, (and) the
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self-identity of intuition is the indefinite apprehension of its
object like one as ‘something is there’. The self-identity of the
direct knowledge (non-sensuous) is (its) vividness. The self-
identity of intuition, generated by the eye and the other senses
is the apprehension born of the instrumentality of theeye, efc,
The self-identity of clairvoyant (avadhi) intuition is the
apprehension of the objects specified for clairvoyant intuition.
The self-identity of the indirect sensuous knowledge, though
generated with the instrumentality of senses and the quasi-
sense of manas (no-indriya), is the attainment of defintie
knowledge of its objects. The self-identity of ‘sruta’ (extended
over sensuous knowledge) knowledge is (its) generation only
by the quasi-sense of manas. The self-identity of the knowledge
of the limited form of clairvoyance (avadhi jiiana) and telepathy
(manah-paryaya), though independent of the instrumentality
of the sense, is the vivid determination of their objects. The
self-identity of the complete direct knowledge defined and
differenciated as the type of omniscience (kevalajfiana) is the
direct perception of all the substances and modes; its other-
identity is anything other than this. By these two the
comprehension of (its) existence and non-existence may be
obtained. In this way the self-identity and the other-identity of
even the particulars (divisions) following one after the other
may be discussed (reasoned) by the wise persons, for infinite
is the number of these particulars following other particulars.
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68. A query may be raised. What is the self-identity of the
knowable, and also the other-identity (of the same), by which
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the knowledge may be designated as somehow it is and
somehow it is not? On this it is said. The self identity of the
knowable is (its) knowability, and being the pitcher, etc. is (its)
other-identity. The knowable exists by knowability, it does not
exist by being the pitcher, etc.

69. 3 §—" ' TR WEY THAE, AqHIE TEIH | 7 T —
ST TR RIS 3 are; Y eIeEd Sl
agEr | 7 I— IR THAEEE W SR
TRy ST, TeERTEIIER TS | e 8
grors=y fafafaugcy, 9=1 gAMOIYE TYTEd | T
FreTaErETREqEl yHgEamad: I $eg: |

69. But others hold that the self-identity of the knowable
is (its) knowability, its unknowability is its other-identity.
Nor can it be said that unknowability is the negation of
knowability, because the negation of knowability is well
known in case of the horns of the hare etc. Nor can we
say that, because the horns of the hare, etc. are the objects
of knowledge from the practical point of view and therefore
the objection of the knowability is there. The reason is that,
in the absence of an evidence to prove its existence, there
is the absence of knowability. Knowability is being an object
of knowledge (evidence) born of an evidence, and that too
is not generated in absence of the evidence (pramana). And
thus existence (is-ness) and non-existence (not-is-ness) are
generated by the (already) explained self-identity and other-
identity. So they say.

70. T—Sianegeamn woui fh wEwed fb A1 qiseAd ?
iR St ST, 3 Jg=ad | quEfy

YF HegeATieATEe qoafaus HEMEYReATed A

Saptabhangi-tarangini :: 71




=99 Il

70. There is a question. What is the own-substance of
(all) the six substances or what it their other-substance, by
which (their) existence and non-existence can be established,
for there is no possibility of any other substance and of non-
existence (beyond them)? If so, the reply follows. For them
also existence is upheld with respect to the existent pure
substance, and non-existence is upheld with respect to the
existent impure substance.
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71. (Again) the question arises. How can the orderliness
of the all-exhaustive grand existence of the pure form be
established, because it is of the nature of all (complete)
substance, place, time and mode, and there is no existence of
substance etc. excepting this. If held so, it is not like this. The
orderliness of existence of the pure substance is admissible in
respect of the complete (sakala) substance, place, time and
mode; and that of non-existence is admissible in respect of
incomplete (vikala) substance, etc., for there is a saying that
existence is (always) accompanied (attended) by an antithesis.
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72. Following this chain of reasoning existence of the all
pervading space is admissible with respect to the totality of
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substance, time, place and mode, and the non-existence of
space may be understood as explained with rerspect to partial
place, time, etc.
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73. Again, there is a question. Existence alone is the
identity of a real, not the non-existence, for that depends on
the other-identity. If non-existence, dependent on the identity
of the other, is the identity of a real, then colour etc. belonging
to cloth will also become the identity of the pitcher. If so held,
it is not so (correct), because there is evidence (proof) in
support of the two as the identity (of a real). And verily, the
existence of the pitcher as differentiated by its own-identity
and the non-existence of the pitcher as differentiated by its
other-identity are apprehended directly by our perception. It is
an uncontaradicted experience that the pitcher exists as being
a pitcher. The syllogistic usage (supporting it) is (also) there.
Existence is nuturally concomitant (in the real) being its
adjective like the agreeing traits. Just as agreement of traits (in
a real) is cocommitant with the disagreement of traits (in a
real), in the same way existence is naturally concomitant with
non-extence. (The relation of) concomitance is, as a rule, the
pervasion in the same locus (real).
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74. (Again) a query arises. In the argument as the pitcher
is predicable being knowable the agreement ‘of traits is seen
without disgreement’ on account of the absence of
concomitance with agreement in the absence of disagreement
of traits, the illustration (given) is not consistent. If so held, the
reply follows. The argument of traits means determination by
pervasion in the locus of the entity to be established.
Disagreement means determination by pervasion of the
negation in the locus of the entity to be established. In this way
the determination of knowability is pervasive in the negation
of predictability like the non-pervasion of the horn of a hare
etc. Thus for this reason the disagreement remains undestroyed.
Thus goes the reply. In this way non-existence is by nature
cocommitant with existence being an adjective like the
disagreement. But by this syllogistic argument (anumana) the
concomitance between the two is established.
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75. A question is raised (here). The earth is distinguished
from other entities because of its possession of the quality
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(cause or hetu) of smell. In such contexts the reason (cause) as
disagreement works without agreement. In this syllogistic
argument the inconsistency of the illustration is seen. If so
held, it is not like this, because in case of the pitcher, etc. the
agreement is possible in the presence of the disagreeing cause.
In the locus of the pitcher as (admitted) of the other kind the
agreement remains undestroyed by the determination of the
argument from the possession of smell. There is no such rule
that agreeement is expected, only where the entity to be
proved is different and is not the same.
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76. Further, non-existence is seen in case of the horn of
the hare etc. without existence. If so observed, here we say.
The horn that is well known as existing by its association with
the forehead of the cow is determined as non-existing by their
association with rams etc. Whatever fine hair (fibre) are well
known as existing by their association with rams etc., those
very (hair) are determined as non-existent in respect of the
tortoise, etc. The flower which is well known as existing by
its association with (some) plant, the very one (flower) is
determined as non-existent with its relation with the sky. In the
same way existence and non-existence are found concommitant
with each other.
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77. But the contention of other thinkers in regard to the
problem is (like this). Just as the potency of the words like
Devadatta etc. lies only in the soul differentiated by the body
of Devadatta under compulsion from the statements that
Devadatta cognizes, experiences pleasure etc.; in the same
way the potency of the words like frog, etc. must be accepted
in the soul alone differentiated by the body of the frog, ete.
And in this form the jiva, attaining various types of relation on
account of the force of karmas and accepting expressibility by
that word (or term). The existence of the frog with a crest is
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admissible on attaining the form of a frog, and again attaining
the female form in the birth as a demsel, and on being an
object of recalling that it belongs to the bird with a crest, and
its being known as the same frog with a crest. The non-
existence is admissible on account of the negation (absence)
of the crest contemporary with the body of the frog in case of
the jiva related with the body differentiated as the body of the
frog. If words like Devadatta and also frog are expressive of
the connected bodies because of the practice as Devadatta is
born and destroyed etc, that also becomes a cause of cognition
of the present jiva because of its unity (oneness) in respect of
bondage. Then for the substance, having potency for modes,
beginningless and endlessness, now modified by the form of
the body of the frog, and on account of accomplishing the
internal modes by succession as the demsel, the garland of
pearls, etc. and the hair etc. upto the absence of hair, of the
female form, existence is admissible of the frog with a crest.
Non-existence is established (of the same) on account of the
absence of modification (of the substance of matter) as the hair
at the same time on the destruction of the material substance
modified in the form of the body of the frog at the same
moment of time. In this way the same (plan) may be used in
cases of the son of a barren lady, (the horn of) a hare, a man,
an ass and the soft hair of a tortoise etc. But in case of the sky-
flower the reference of existence and non-existence is like
this. For example just as it is said that a flower belongs to a
plant accomplished by the operation of the vegetable body-
making (nama) karma, as the matter to modified as a flower
being distinct from the plant of that type but pervaded by it; in
the same way the pervasion of the flower by the space is
similar and therefore the name as the sky-flower is consistent.
Further, it is called the flower of mallikd by virtue of the
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auxiliary help by (the plant of) mallika, it cannot be so called
the sky-flower, for there is no virtual action of the sky for the
flower. If so held, it is not like this. By taking the subsidiary
action of accommodation of (the substance of) space it will be
difficult to avoid the use of the term (nomenclature) as sky-
flower. What more? The flower even fallen from the plant
does not fall.(away) from the sky. Thus there exists an eternal
relation of the flower with the space or sky.
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78. And if it is said to be the flower of mallika because
of its birth from the creeper of mallika, then the practice or
usage of saying sky-flower is difficult to avoid, because space
or sky is also the cuase in all the actions by providing
accommodation (to them). Or, if it is held that practice of
saying that the sky-flower is not (possible) for the distinction
of flower from space, then (a question can be raised) as, the
distinction is admitted in some ways or absolutely. Under the
first alternative the practice that it is the flower of mallika must
not be admitted, because the flower is, in some ways, different
from mallika. Under the last (second) alternative the distinction
in all ways (absolutely) with respect to space is not established.
Conditional (somehow) non-distinction by virtue of being a
substance etc. is also seen existent. Therefore there is nothing
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particular (extraordinary) between the flower of mallika and
the sky-flower. Thus the existent-non-existent nature of the
(underlying) principle is established. So they say.
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79. Further, in the statement that ‘the jiva is (exists)
certainly’ is the entity expressible by the word ‘jiva’ of a
different nature from the entity expressible by the word “asti’
(exists) or is it of non-distinct nature? If such an entity is of
non-distinct nature, then the entity expressed by the word
‘jiva’ and that expressed by the word ‘asti’ (exists) are certainly
one and the usage of the same locus (for the subject and
predicate) and the relationship between the quality and the
qualified will not be there like the use of words ‘pitcher’
(ghata), ‘jar’ (kalasa) etc. for the absence of the common (or
same) locus, and there will remain no scope for the use of
other words. And there what to say (further)? Because
existence covers all the substances and modes, the jiva attains
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the same status being of a non-distinct nature from it and thus
all substances gain the status of being jiva. Again, if the entity
expressible by the word jiva is supposed to be a different one
expressible by the word “asti” (exists), then the jiva will become
non-existent, for being different from the entity expressible by
the word ‘asti’ (exists). The logical usage also runs like this.
This jiva is non-existent with reference to (its) being different
from the entity expressible by the word ‘asti’ (exists), like the
horns of the hare. Thus, existence (itself) suffers from negation
(absence) by losing its basis, being different from all the
entities like the (its) difference from the jiva. Nor can it be said
that existence as different from the jiva etc. continues with the
jiva etc. by the relation of association (samavaya), because
such a position has been refuted in other contexts. If so held,
here is the explanation. Between entities exprerssible by the
word ‘astitva’ (existence) and by the word ‘jiva’ there is non-
distinction from the substancial point of view between them;
there is a distinction (between them) from the viewpoint of
modes. Thus, there is no blemish or fallacy for the followers
(upholders) of anekanta philosophy—a philosophy of multiple
forms of existence and their perception, such being the
experience. This will be made clear later on.

i yem-fedasimged et
Thus the duel of the first and second
propositions is described.

A geraTeg e )
Now the third proposition is being described.
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80. The third proposition implies existence and non-
existence of the pitcher. Its differentia is the formation of a
proposition implying cognition of the type of assertion and
negation applied successively to the single qualified object
like the pitcher etc. (the locus of traits) as the single identity of
the nature of the pitcher, etc. The pitcher is of the nature of
existence-cum-non-existence with reference to the successively
applied self-identity and the other-identity. Thus, it has been
already described.
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81. With respect to the application of simultaneous
expression of the self-identity and the other-identity, the pitcher
is somwhow inexpressible. Thus runs the fourth proposition.
Its differentia is the formation of a proposition implying
cognition of the type of inexpressibility of the qualified entity
like the pitcher etc.
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82. Now the question is how the pitcher is inexpressible.
Regarding this we say (like this). All the words mainly do not
express existence and non-existence at the same time, for such
an expression the words do not possess the potency. It is so
because all the words (taken singly) accept one entity as an
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object of expression. The term “asti” (exists) verily expresses
existence, (and) does not express non-existence. And the term
‘pnasti’ (does not exist) expresses non-existence, it does not
generate a cognition of existence. On accgepting the
expressibility about the terms like “asti’ etc, for the traits of
existence, non-existence and the dual (of the two), the use of
the other term will be redundant.
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3. There arises a question. If there is a rule that one
word is expressive of one entity, then there will be the difficulty
of the breech of the words having many meanings. If so, it is
not like this. The plurality of meaning as heaven etc. of the
terms like ‘go’ (meaning a cow) is really well known, the
practice of using it as one is occasionally accepted because of
similarity. Otherwise, the entirety of objects being expressible
by one word the use of many words for different entities will
become futile. Just as under the ‘samabhiiidha naya’ (the
etymological standpoint), the difference of entities is certainly .
there on account of the difference of words expressing them;
in the same way the difference of words is established on
account of the difference of entities. Otherwise the practice of
the rule regarding the expressibility of entities and the terms
expressing them will become extinct.

84, TAT—TmE ST e fauge  TeATEAH,
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84. By this for one proposition the simultaneous
apprehension of a plurality of entities (objects) is refuted. For
the proposition ‘somehow the pitcher is and in not’ with
reference to the tetrad of self-identity and that of the other-
identity, accepted by way of a successive application of the
dual traits, the admission as one is only from the practical point
of view. Or, there the dominance of the sigularity of the two
expressed in succession is one. The same singlularity is
expressed by existence and non-existence,for this reason there
is the signularity of one proposition an account of the expression
of one entity by such a proposition. So there is no flaw (here).
Thus for all the words (taken severally) the potency to generate
cognition of one entity is proved, because every proposition
mainly takes one entity as an object for expression by means
of dominance of one action. In cognizing entities the action is
not possible by going beyond the potency of words and their
potency for yielding information. The word ‘asti”is possessed
of a special potency for expressing existence alone, and not
for expressing many traits like non-existence etc. On the side
of expression by the adverbs (nipatas) the word ‘somehow’
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(syat) is possessed of a special potency to express anekant
(mainfoldness) in general, and not for ekanta (one-sided)
expression, and also not for expression of anekanta of a
special type. For them (nipatas), on the side of indication, the
special potency for pointing to the anekanta (mainfolderness)
is admitted, and not in any other context. The use of words
(terms) is nowhere perceptible in practice adopted by the
senior (wiser) persons by going beyond the potency for
indication and expression.
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85. A query may be raised (here). Because the use of the
words is seen in accordance with the indication from them, the
word meant for simultaneously indicating existence and non-
existence should be expressive of the same like the two suffixes
of datr and $dnacha (to denote possession), or like the terms
puspavanta, meaning the sun and the moon simultaneously. If
considered so, it it not like this, for bekoning is also utilized
under compulsion of the potency for expression of the potency
possessed by the expressibility and the agent of expression
(expressed). Just as a tool of iron as doer possesses the potency
for engraving on wood, and, not in the same way. for engraving
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on steel (vajra); or as there is its impotency for engraving on
steel and, not in the same way, it is for engraving on wood; or
as a wooden object possesses the capacity for being engraved
by iron and not in respect of steel (as an object) for being
engraved by and as there is a lack of potency in respect of steel
(as an object) for being engraved by it, and as there is a lack
of potency in respect of steel, so it is there in respect of wood
also. It is so determined. In this way the word also possesses
potency for simultaneous expression of one singular object,
and it is impotent for simultaneous expression of mainfold
objects; in the same way one word is possessed of potency to
express only one object, and not to express manifold objects.
It is so determined. For the words like puspavanta etc. the
potency for expression in succession (one after the other) only
is admitted.So there is no flaw or fallacy.

86. Tq— AT S RTATATI R AT fEeTea T o1 -
wiqurEehe Tefafd == | HguReR g e SRS,
JETAHE T, TR AR, TeleReriie Trehie,
THEITCEHE T TREIRH, T HIH R A iaae gvad |

86. (Again) there is a question. The (simultaneous)
expression of many objects is seen in respect of words like
army, forest, war, row, garland, drinks, village, town etc. If so
held, it is not consistent. The reason is that only the collection
of elephants, horses, chariots and foot-soldiers is expressed by
the term army; the collection of trees, by the word forest; the
collection of flowers, by the term garland; the collection of
sugar (guda), etc. by the term drink and the collections of
palaces, etc. by the term town. Thus, on account of such
expressions, the expression of manifold objects by one word
is not seen.
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87. Thus (again) a question has to be faced. How does
then the term ‘vrksau’ (in Sanskrit meaning two trees) generate
cognition of two trees and the term ‘vrksah™ (in Sanskrit
meaning many trees) generate the cognition of many trees? If
so contended, we say that it is so, according the grammarians
like Panini, by the tradition of the remainder as one (out of the
two or out of many); and according to the following of the
Jainendra grammar, by being so naturally. In the acceptance of
the rule of remainder as one, there is 0 simultaneous cognition
of two trees by the expression of the double use of the word
‘tree’ and that of many trees by the manifold use of the word
‘tree’. On the disappearance of the remaining words the use of
one word becomes admissible (and correct) because of the
qualitative and quantitive similarity among the entities of the
nature of trees; and because being natural (in case of the
followers of the Jainendra grammar) the word ‘vrksau’ as
being dual-numbered or vrksah being multiple-numbered
express naturally the entity of the nature of trees as qualified
by duality and by mainfoldness. In the use as vrksau (two
trees) the entity meant by the term vrksa is differentiated by
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being a vrksa (tree), the duality is the meaning of its being
dual-numbered. As the use of suffixes follows the orginal
nature (of entities), the cognition, by the use of vrksau as
qualified by duality of number is generated; and the cognition,
by the use vrksah as qualified by the plurality of number, is
generated.
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88. Though, in case of the second alternative, only the
single term ‘tree’ generates the cognition of many trees, still
there is a rule that the generation of cognition of the entities
differented by a plurality of characteristics (or traits) is not
(consistent) admissible of a single term. Thus, even by the
term tree as plural by number, the cognition of an entity of the
nature of tree and differentiated by a single trait is generated,
it is not of the nature of entities differentiated by other traits.
In the same way, by the terms like asti (exists) etc., the
cognition of a single entity as differentiated by traits like
astitva (existence) etc. is possible, but not of an entity
differentiated by other traits like nastitva (non-existence).

W_uza E?:[ a{mqgﬂgﬁ[ |”gﬁ“
89. Again there is a question. The term * vrksah’ is a word
where the orginal form is supported by a suffix, because the
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grammarians hold that a term must be followed by ‘sup’ (to be
suffixed with nouns) and 7 (to be suffixed with verbs). And
thus by the term vrksah with a number of plurality there is the
cognition of the entity identified by being a plurality of trees
differentiated by means of a plurality of traits, and therefore
there is a breech of the rule that the cognition of an entity with
manifold traits is not admissible of one single term. The same
has been said as ‘Many and one become admissible by a
(single) term like the term vrksah by the orginal term appearing
with suffixes (pratyaya).
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90. If so held, it is true. For one term, the cognition of
manifold traits is not admitted mainly or dominatly, the rule
has been so formulated. In the present context, firstly the term
tree generates the cognition of the substance differentiated by
the universal of being a tree. After this the cognition of the
word regarding (its) gender and number follows in
succession.
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01. It is said : The word, without a reference, having
expressed independently the inherent substance as (its) own
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knowable, goes to express the gender, number of the inherent
(entity), by being followed by suffixes.

Thus mainly there is the experience of the entity
differentiated by being a tree mainly, and in a secondary way
there is the experience of the number being manifold so there
is no flaw or fallacy (in the above explanation).
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92. Further, if for a word or sentence the cognition of an
entity differentiated by manifold traits is not admitted mainly,
then how is the comprehensive (pramapa) proposition
enlightening an entity with a totality of traits mainly formulated?
If so, the reply follows. An entity is expressed in its fullness
by pervasion with time etc. or in a non-distinct way by a
concession of non-distinction by applying the points of view
of the mode and the substance. So it has been explained
already (before).
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93. Existence-non-existence is a term resulting from a
combination in dual number by ‘dvandva samasa’, hence it
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mainly generates the cognition of existence and non-existence.
because it is said that the combination by dvandva samdsa
evinces dominance of the two. Thus how is inexpressibility
possible for an entity as one with existence and non-existence?
If held so, it it not consistent. In case of even the combination
by dvandva samasa there being the potency for expression in
succession, there is the context of dominance and
secondariness. There according to the (grammatical discipline)
the rule that the important one should appear first, the use of
the important (main) entity first is found consistent. Or, let
there be the cognition by dominance of the two in the
compounding by dvandva samasa. Still there being absence of
a word potent to express an entity (dharmi) differentiated by
existence, non-existence and the dual (of the two) mainly, (the
thesis of) inexpressibility 1s not destroyed.

94.??—‘mﬁﬁﬁ@aﬁ'sﬂﬁ?wﬁmﬁmmw~
R qg et Sl Sygrafeta o=, T
e TUHa AERA T | SRR
Eﬁmlmﬁaﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁmﬂisﬁmn

94. And nor can it be said that by the contention that an
entity is qualified by existence and non-existence in the
combination called ‘ tatpurusa’ covering the combination by
dvandva the generation of cognition of an entity mainly by a '
trait of the dual is possible by the term ‘qualified by existence
and non-existence’. The reason is that the dominance of
existence-cum-non-existence (as one single trait); and not of
the two (taken severally) being subordinated. According to
grammatical discipline, it is said that the combination by
“tatpursa’ the latter term (or entity) becomes dominant.
Therefore, there being the absence of a word expressive of the
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{otality (of an entity),it i established that somehow the pitcher
is inexpressible.
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95. That inexpressibility (too) is not of the absolute type,
because it is expressible by the term ‘inexpressible’. Therefore,
‘the pitcher is somehow inexpressible’ is the fourth preposition.
So some say. There what is predicated by the term inexpressible
is to be considered.
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96. And it cannot also be said that by the term
‘inexpressibility’ an entity differentiated (known) by existence
and non-existence as main traits is expressed. On the thesis of
such a supposition the thesis of its absence of expressibility by
all (possible) words will be destroyed. It is so because there is
the presence of the word ‘inexpressible” to express it; and also
the rule that for one word there is no cognition of an entity
differentiated by many traits, held dominant, will also have to
face a breech.

97, TeFg—ersaaeaafa Ue Tihfaeh AGUIUHE =T
S, e SRR qEeeh el T A 2

97. And further, there will arise a question. Just as the
indicative word inexpressible is expressive of an entity
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differentiated by the dual traits of the type, in the same way
why should some other indicatory word not be expressive of
the same?
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98. If for some other indicatory word, the generation of
cognition of an entity differentiated by traits similar with it in
succession is not accepted, then for the word inexpressible too
the (its) simultaneous expressibility should not be there. Just as
by some other indicatory word an entity differentiated by the
traits of existence, non-existence and the dual (of the two) is
known in succession, then in the same way (it should be
known) by the word inexpressible, there being no distinction
between the two. Verily, by the word inexpressible an entity
differentiated by a trait of the nature of the absence of
expressibility is known, and not an entity differentiated by
mainifold traits like existence, non-existence, the dual (of the
two) ect., is known. It is evidenced by the experience of all.
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99. Further, in this way how can the statement made by
Svimi Samantabhadra as ‘On the absolute admission of
inexpressibility the expression that it is inexpressible can be
held consistent? On the admission of absolute inexpressibility
of an entity specially qualified by existence and non-existence
its expressibility by the term inexpressible will not be there. So
it has been explained there. If so held, it is not like this because
of the lack of knowledge of the entity.

This is its meaning. The entity is expressible by taking
the traits severally; it is inexpressible by bringing to prominence
the traits of existence, non-existence and the dual simultaneously
and thus being differentiated by them. On holding
inexpressibility of the entity of the type by bringing to
prominence the mainfold traits like existence, etc., the
expressibility for it will not be there even by a term implying
the trait of the absence of expressibility. Putting aside such an
explanation and adopting the explanation that an entity
inexpressible in the form of existence, non-existence and the
dual becomes expressible by the term ‘inexpressible’ of the
same nature, the conclusion reached is that an entity is
expressible in a form, it is inexpressible in the same form. This
should also be accepted. And further, his own statement that
for the knower of the Syadvada logic the absolutism of the
two is not acceptable on account of contradiction.
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100. The knowers of the true principles hold like this. On
contending that the pitcher is inexpressible exclusively the
inexpressibility will be upheld of the pitcher (absolutely) in all
the ways, then the predication of the pitcher by the first and the
other porpositions through the traits of existence, etc. will not
be possible. Therefore the use of the adverb (nipata) syat
(somehow) in there. An thus the pitcher is expressible alone
by forms as existence, it is inexpressible alone (certainly) by
the forms of existence, non-existence and the dual brought to
prominence simultaneously. So they hold the essence of the
meaning of the fourth proposition.
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101. By resorting to the view point of substance and
mode severally or collectively the last there prepositions (of
the saptabhangi) may be formulated. The fifth preposition as
the pitcher is somehow existent and inexpressible alone arises
by taking substance singly, and by taking substance and mode
focussed simultaneously and collectively. The differentia of
such a proposition is the generation of cognition of an entity
as one qualified by the form of the possesser of the traits like
the pitcher etc., the cognition being of the nature of qualification
by existence and inexpressibility qualified by non-existence.
The reason is that the focus for expressibility is on existence
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by the simultaneous application of the substantial and the
modal points of view.
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102. In the same way the sixth proposition as the pitcher
is somehow non-existent and inexpressible alone arises by
resorting to the mode severally, and substance and mode
collectively. The differentia of such a proposition is the
generation of cognition of the type where inexpressibility is
qualified by non-existence with the qualified entity as the
single possesser (of traits) like the pitcher etc.
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103. By following the same way the seventh proposition
as ‘the pitcher is somehow existent, non-existent and
inexpressible alone’ arises by resorting to the point of view
of substance and mode taken severally, in succession, and
collectively focussed together. The differentia of such a
proposition is the generation of cognition of inexpressibility
qualifed by existence and non-existence having the
possesser of the traits as one like the pitcher etc. In brief
it is the exposition.
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104. Here, substance alone is the reality, therefore there
is only one proposition as it is (exits). So hold the Sankhyas;
but it is untenable, for the mode (as against substance) is also
experienced. In the same way mode alone is the reality, therefore
the only proposition is that it is not (does not exist). So hold
the Saugatas, but it is also vititated for substance (as against
mode) is also proved by experience. Thus the absolutism of
inexpressibility too as ‘the total reality is inexpressible alone’
becomes (destroyed) by one's own statement like saying that
I am always observing the vow of silence. In this way other
absolute philosophies being refuted by experience, only
anekantavada or the philosophy of non-absolutism remains
established.
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105. Here a question is raised : whether the septad of
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propositions, of the form of assertion and negation, stands
applicable in case of the non-absolutist philosophy, or not. If
it is applicable, then in holding the negation (of it) we get the
absolutism alone. Thus, there results the flaw mentioned in
favour of that thesis; and also there will occur the fallacy of
argumentum et infintum on admitting another non-absolutism,
for such absolutisms assertion and negation will become
expressible. If the fallacy of argumentum et infinitum does not
find application, then there will be the destruction of the
principle that the entire reality 13 governed by the principle of
the septad of propositions. If so held, the position is not like
this, because by a distinciton of application of comprehensive
knowledge (pramana) and partial knowledge (naya) that (septad
of propositions) comes into existence or fids validity. And
verily absolutism is of two kinds : true (samyak) absolutism
and false (mithya) absolutism. There, true absolutism 1s one
that perceives a single trait residing in an entity having manifold
traits which are subject of comprehensive knowledge, and one
which does not negate other traits (in the same locus). The
false absolutism is competent for (aims at) negating all the
other traits by cognizing only one trait. The true absolutism
alone is competent to expose the mainifold traits like existence,
non-existece, etc. in a (single entity and is also not contradictory
to perception (pratyaksa), reasoning anumana and the tradition
(agama), based on authority. The false non-absolutism is
positing manifold traits (in an entity), contradicted by (organs
of knowledge) as perception, etc. There the true absolutism is
the partial cognition (naya), and the false absolutism is the
deceptive partial cognition (nayabhasa). The true non-
absolutism is the comprehensive knowledge (pramana), and
the false non-absolution is the deceptive comprehension
(pramanabhasa). Such is the exposition (of the problem under
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consideration).
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106. And further, resorting to the true absolutism and the
non-absolutism and with reference to the application of
comprehension knowledge (pramana) and partial knowledge
(naya), the septad of propositions (saptabhang]) is formulated
as ‘somehow there is absolutism, somehow there is non-
absolutism, somehow there is the dual (of the two), somehow
there is inexpressibility, somehow there is absolutism and
inexpressibility, somehow there is non-absolutism and
inexpressibility and somehow there is absolutism, non-
absolutism and inexpressibility.” There it becomes absolutism
by an application of partial knowledge (naya), because the
naya is capable to perceive only one trait; it becomes non-
absolutism by an application of comprehensive knowledge,
because it is identified by a determination of the entirety of
traits. Though non-absolutism is admitted to be non-absolute
only, then there will be an occasion for the absence of non-
absolutism of the nature of the collocation of absolutisms, on
account of the absence of the non-absolutisms, like the absence
of the tree, etc. on the absence of the (its) branches etc. Thus,
the two primary propositions being established, the latter
prepositions should be formulated in the same way.
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107. This septad of prepositions should be formulated in
respect of the traits like permanence (nityatva), transitoriness
(anityatva), oneness (ekatva), mainfoldness (anektva), etc.; as
the two primary propositions ‘somehow the pitcher is
permanent and somehow the pitcher is impermanent’ are
admitted, because the pitcher is permanent qua substance and
impermanent qud mode. The same has been said as :

The existent, as a rule, orginates and gets extinct as seen
under the modal point of view (paryayarthika naya), and it
does neither orginate nor meet (its) destruction and is thus
permanent as seen under the demarcation by the the point of
view of substance.
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108. Here in the proposition ‘somehow the pitcher is
permanent” the word syat (somehow) means in some ways,
and differentiation seems to be the contact (samsarga). Thus

Saptabhangi-tarangini :: 99



the cognition of the first proposition that the pitcher is possessed
of peramanence differentiated by being substance, is also
consistent. In the second proposition the meaing of the word
‘anitya’ (impermanence) is (its) distinction from ‘nitya’
(permanence). Thus we get a cognition of the pitcher as the
possesser of distinction differentiated by the modal form. That
is not consistent; because the distinction from permanence in
the pitcher, permanent as substance, is contradicted, and because
distinction is all pervasive (in the locus). If so, the explanation
follows. By the uncontradicted experience that the tree has no
contact (or relation of anything else like the monkey), the
presence of distinction without pervasion is certainly accepted.
In the present context the function without pervasion is the
pervasion by the opposite. The opposite of the associated
distinction from one associated with it continues undestroyed,
for (this) distinction from one associated with it is seen in the
tree as differentiated by the root (or trunk). And in this way the
distinction from permanence is found in the pitcher as
differentiated by a mode. It should be understood that nowhere
there is a breach (disturbance) in the cognition that the pitcher
exists as distinct from permanence by its differentiation through
modes.
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109. The septad of propositions in respect of oneness and
mainfoldness is as follows. The pitcher is somwhow one, and
it is somehow many are the two primary propositions. As
substance the pitcher is one, for the substance of earth as one
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substance the pitcher is one, for the substance of earth as one
runs through all the stages like sthasa (lump of earth) kosa
(hollow conical of shape), kusila (shape appraching
completion) etc., for it is of the form of a vertical universal
(urdhvata simanya). The pitcher 1s manifold by its modal
forms, because it is identical with many modes like form
(colour), taste, etc.
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110. In spite of this how does it go consistently that all
reality is somehow one and somehow many, for all the reals
oneness is not possible in any form whatsover? Nor can we-
say that oneness is possible for all the reals by the forms of
existence etc. for oneness of existence pervading all the reals
being contradictory with the established truth (and reality).
The established truth holds up similarity (alone) in change,
entering the constitution of reals taken severally with distinct
forms according to (each and every) individual and thus being
distinct from each other. So has been said in the Slokavartika
(by Vidyananda) under the commentary of the aphorism
‘upayogo lakshanam’ (consciousness in action is the differentia
of Jiva) : Verily we too do not hold simultaneously the (existence
of) similarity in change (as one) which pervades mainifold
reals, for it is so accepted elsewhere only in a concessional
way.
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111. Manikyanandi Svami has also written an aphorism
as : The horizonal universal is the manifestation by similarity
like cow mess forevading) in the cow s of the khanda the
munda (type) etc.

It has also been emphatically explained in Matarnda
(Prameya-kamala-martanda) as :

The horizontal universal is manifold and is of the nature
of similar manifestations.

Therefore, existence, with the nature of rhe horizontal
universal, too, being distinct in case of every individual
(real), how is there oneness of all the entities possible? If
so held, we say like this. The universal of existence has
been accepted as one-cum-mainfold in the scrplures of
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established truth. Existence, verily, inspite of being mainifold
with reference to individuals, is one by (in) itself, for the
quoted statements of the Acharyas mentioned before are
meant to nagate absolute oneness in all forms, Or, on
admitting absolute mainfoldness of the universal of existence,
the absolutism of distinction alone will stand as respected
(accepted). And thus, the statement of Svami Samantabhadra
raised in the couplet beginning as ‘prthktvaikanta-pakseps’
and the commenting statement of Akalanka, etc. will be
contradicted. Even similarity will be difficult to express on
not accepting the oneness of a trait running thtough manifold
individuals, for similarity being distinct from the (the other
traits), is the presence of many traits inhabiting them (the
individual entities). For example, being distinct from the
moon, the similarity, with the moon, is admitted in the face
(of a demsel) causing pleasure etc. found in the moon. In
this way the agreement of traits between two pitchers is
generated by accepting a single trait of being a pitcher; or
there will be no regulation of traits of the general type and
those of the special type. The universal type is verily the
pervasion in mainfold individuals. It is why oneness of all
is consistent with respect to existence etc. and mainfoldness,
by the (distinct) substances of the jiva, etc.
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112. The same has been stated by Svami Samantabhadra
as : The oneness of all (entities) is there with reference to the
universal of existence; and distinction is maintained (among
them) with reference to the difference of substances etc., as it
is there in the expressions of the special cause by distinction
and by non-distinction.

Just as the cause is manifold with reference to its
expression in terms of agreement with the thesis, etc., but as
being a cause it is one; in the same way all (entities) are one
with reference to the universal of existence and distinct with
reference to the difference of substances of the jiva, etc, It is
the meaning. As this meaning is discussed in Devagama-
alankara (Apta Mimarnsa), it is not being explained here.
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113. Here also, on account of the difference of meaning
of the term ‘aneka’ (manifold) from the term ‘eka’ (one), how
can distinction from one reside in an entity like the pitcher,
etc? On raising such a vicious reasoning, the answer is that the
distinction as differentiated by mode is there; just as in the tree,
as differentiated by the root or trunk, there is distinction of the
entity asoociated by contact (of the monkey) from that to

4 :: Saptabhangi-tarangini



which (i.e. the tree) it is so associated. The dissolution (ofthe
fallacy) may be understood as before.

Thus, there are two primary propositions: somehow the
jiva is and somehow the jiva is not. There the meaning is that
the jiva is by being identical with upayoga (consciousness in
activity), and it is not with reference to its identiy with
knowability, etc.

The same has been mentioned by Akalanka Deva as :

The soul is unconscious with reference to its traits like
knowability etc., it is identical with consciousness with
referencé to knowledge and conation. (Therefore) the jiva is
CONSCious-CUM-unconscious.

In the present context, being non-jiva is constituted by its
possession of the traits like knowability etc. which pervade the
non-jiva (also); and being jiva is constituted by its possession
of the traits like knowledge, conation. etc. It is to be so seen.
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114. Now a question is raised. (The philosophy of) non-
absolutism is only a deceit (chhala), because its announcements
are of the form that whatever is existent the same is non-
existent, whatever is permanent the same is transitory. If so
supposed, it is not (like this) because the differentia of deceit
is not applicable (there). The general definition of deceit is to
effect predication by :[aking some other meaning in the
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interpretation of a term used with a different purpose (aim)
form one used for some other meaning. For example, someone
finds fault with the proposition used with a different purpose
‘nitially asanew (nava) blanket, from that of the proposition
that Devadatta is ‘navakambala’ there in the word ‘nava’
meaning ‘nine’ (i.e. he possesses nine blankets or a new
blanket). He does not possess nine blankets being poor; there
is no possibility of possessing even two blankets, where to
hope for possession of nine blankets by him. In the present
context there is no implication of that type of deceit in the
philosophy of non-absolutism, because there is no implication
of a different meaning (or aim) of a word from one used with
some other purpose.
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115. Further, the philosophy of non-absolutism is the
cause of (creating) doubt, because there is no possibility of
contradictory traits like existence, non-existence etc. in the
same real. Doubt means the cognition of the type which
implies many contradictory traits in a single entity qualified
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(by them). For example, the cognition of the type whether (the
object under perception) is a trunk (of a tree) or not is called
doubt. The reason is that it implies a cognition of being a trunk
or the absence of the same about a single real as a qualified
entity. In the same way non-absolutism is the cause of
(generating) doubt, for it generates the cognition of (generating)
doubt, for it generates the cognition of the type which implies
contradiction of many traits like existence, non-existence, etc.
in respect of a single entity like the pitcher etc. as the qualified
one. If understood so, it is not like this for some distinct
differentia being available. Verily, a doubt is generated by a
special perception different from a general one and accompanied
by a specified memory. For example, the doubt whether it is
a trunk (of a tree) or a man emerges in case of a perceiver
perceiving the universal (similarity) only, the height at a time
obscured by the absence of extreme light or extreme dark at
a spot expected to accommodate the trunk as well as the man,
(and) not catching the particulars as uneven cavity, the nests
of birds, etc. belonging to the trunk, and (also not catching) the
particulars like covering by clothes, removal of skin irritation
(itch) of the head, the knot of the tuft of hair, etc. belonging to
the man, and remembering them (all at the very moment).
According to the philosophy of non-absolutism the perception
of the particulars is not disturbed or destroyed, for the self
identity, (and the) other identity, etc. for particulars being
available in respect of every activity. Therefore, the particulars
being available, the concept of non-absolutism is not the cause
of a doubt.
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116. Further in this way too, the doubt it difficult to
dispel. Further, verily, are there the settled causes to prove
the traits of existence, non-existence etc. in the entities like
pitcher etc.? If not, then the exposition of the reals for those
not understanding them is impossible. If they are there, then
also doubt is difficult to remove, because of the presence
of causes accounting for the mutually contradictory traits like
existence, non-existence, etc. in the single real (or entity).
If so understood, the position is not like this, as there is
no contradiction between the traits of existence and non-
existence being applied with a distinction of determinants.
For example, incase of the same (person) Devadatta,
fatherhood with one reference and being a son with another
reference are mutually non-contradictory, and as existence
in case of the sinoke as a cuase in agreeing instances like
kichen etc. and non-existence of the same (smoke) as a cause
in disagreeing instances like the tank, etc. are mutually
uncontradictiory. The same is the position in case of
existence and non-existence. The contradiction between
them will be got rid of clearly in accordance with the use
of the terms.
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117. But in the non-absolutistic philosophy the eight
flaws or blemishes like contradiction, etc. are possible. And
further,verily, in the same real the traits of existence and non-
existence of the form of assertion and negation are not possible
to reside, for existence and non-existence are contradictory
like cold and heat. Existence is of the form of assertion being
an object of cognition by the initiation of position. Non-
existence is of the form of negation being an object of
experience pointed out by the use of ‘no or not’ (nail). Where
there is non-existence, there is its contradiction with existence.
Thus the contradiction is noticed. The locus of existence is
something and the locus of non-existence is some other entity.
Thus there is the vitiation of locus vaiyadhi karanya for
existence and non-existence; that (vitiation of locus) too is the
pervasion in different bases. The form by which existence is
seen and the form by which non-existence is seen, this form
of dual type must be admitted (expressed) incase of existence
and non- existence both taken severally. That too is admitted *
(expressed) of existence and non-existence, both taken severally.
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That too is admitted through the self-identity and the other-
identity. For them (two) too, when taken severally, existence
and non-existence by self-identity and other-identity, must be
accepted. Thus, there the fallacy of argumentum et infinitum
occurs (leading to no conclusion). This fallacy arises when
there is no end of the chain of thoughts (hypotheses) based on
the chain of unproved (unestablished) entities implied by the
(various) terms. The form by which existence is admitted, by
the same form non-existence also has to be admitted. Such a
situation will have to be faced. The form by which non-
existence is admitted, by the same form existence also has to
be admitted. Such a situation will be there. It will the flaw of
sankara (all mixed-up). All the entities apprehended
simultaneously is the meaning of the flaw of sankara, so (it)
has been said. The form which implies existence, non-existence
alone will be implied there by it, and not existence; the form
which implies non-existence existence alone will be implied
there by it, and not non-existence. Thus, there will the flaw of
vyatikara (mutual transgression among entities). The mutual
transgression in entities is called the flaw of vyatikara, being
so mentioned. The flaw of doubt is there because, on holding
a real as of the nature of existence-cum-non-existence, it
becomes difficult to determine that the entity is this or is of this
type. Then follows the flaw of non-cognition of the nature
(type) of non-determination. In the same chain there will be
the flaw of absence of the entity of the nature of existence-
cum-non-existence.
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118. Here the learned persons say (like this). There is no
contradiction between existence and non-existence (somehow
experienced) made object of expression and experience some-
how with reference to self-identity etc. (actually) perceived in
some ways. Verily, the contradiction is proved by non-
attainment (of an entity). Certainly the absence of existence
with reference to the other-identity etc. it not obtained at that
moment, where the existence of an entity with reference to
self-identity is obtained. (Our) experience ceftifies existence
only with reference to self-identify, etc. and non-existence
alone with reference to the other-identity, etc.
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119. Certainly the identity of a real is not absolute
existence, for (then) existence will be proved even by the
other-identity like the self-identity (of an entity). Nor is absolute
non-existence the identity (of an entity), for (then) there will
occur non-existence with reference to self-identity like the
other-identity.

120, TI— RO T TSI | 7 & ¥ yeeEurTe
SR AT S TR | ARl ST Y el AR ey e
Y (LRI TR AT ap e | 3fd =, — feramEe e |
eIty e TelfHEl BeyE! o ? e S | 7 fE e
s | TeE YRR | 7 9 @ W are, 78
TR | Tt HERI R @ | S fadmfafad-
AT TR AT | e § faaEl fasm,
AT E AT TE T i, T
< HP) AT FEN SYU: | T Ad e AT e S

Saptabhangi-tarangini :: 111



T T &0 |

120. But, the non-existence with reference to the other-
identity is certainly the absence of the other identity. It is not
possible to say that the pitcher is non-existent, when the
identity of cloth is absent in the pitcher. The reason is that, like
the usage that the pitcher is non-existent on the surface of the
ground where it is not there, the usage that the cloth is non-
existent in the pitcher where it it not, it is not justified. If so
held, the position is not like this, because it cannot be so
thought of. Is the absence of the other-idendity in the pitcher,
etc. the trait of the pitcher or of the cloth, etc? The former
alternative cannot be admitted for the other-identity itself being
destroyed. Verily, the absence of the identity as cloth cannot
be there in the cloth, then the cloth will meet its extinction. We
cannot say that the self-identity does not reside in the self-
same entity, then it will meet contradiction with being its own
trait, and (also) for there being no possibility of the locus as the
pitcher, etc. for the traits of cloth, or we shall have to admit
weaving and the weaver as the locus of that (cloth). On
accepting the last (second) alternative the difference of
argumentaion comes to a stop, as existence is accepted by the
trait of existence (in a real) and non-existence, by the trait of
non-existence (in a real). And thus the usage as the pitcher is
not (existent) becomes consistent. Otherwise, just as on the
association of the trait of non-existence it is not held as non-
existent, so also in the association of the trait of existence it
must not be held existent.
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121. It may be doubted like this. In the pitcher the non-
existence in the form of the pitcher is the opposition of the
negation residing in the pitcher. That comes out to be the trait
of the cloth. To give an example here in the situation that the
pitcher is not on the ground, non-existence on the ground is
certainly the opposition of the trait of negation residing in the
ground. That comes out to be the trait of the pitcher. If so
considered, it is not like this. Inspite of it there is no contradiction
of the negation of the other-identity with the trait of being a
pitcher, like the negation of the pitcher being the trait of the
ground. In this way the identity of the pitcher as existent-cum-
nonexistent is established, because by dint of the relation of
conditional (referenced) identity, it becomes a trait of the entity
itself (so) related.
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122. By way of a question it may be said. Following this
way, even on proving the existent-cum-non-existent nature of
the pitcher, the expression should be as the pitcher is certainly
and it is not certainly, because the proposition which aims at
the exposition of the absence of the pitcher follows such a
way. For example, the proposition that the pitcher is not there
on the ground proceeds with the exposition of the absence of
the pitcher, not with the exposition that the ground is not there.
In the same way in the present context, even on accepting the
absence of the cloth as the nature of the pitcher, the usages as
‘the cloth is not’ alone is justified. In case of a proposition
potent to generate cognition of negation there is the prominence
of the pitcher, being of the nature of the shreds (of its body)
the usage as the pitcher will be in the form of such shreds,
which aims at the exposition of the pre-negation, is seen, and
not as shreds it (pitcher) is the pieces (themselves). And just as
the usage that the pitcher is destroyed, even on its being of the
nature of the shreds after the destruction of the pitcher, is
justified (seen); in the same way the position should be
understood in the present context. If so held, the answer
follows. On the establishment of the pitcher of the nature of
existence-cum-non-existence, our difference of contentions
has come to a stop, because of the establishment of what we
aimed at.

The usage of words will follow the fore running-chain of
the running usages. Verily the usage of words is not dependent
on existence (of things). In the same way, as an example, the
usage as Devadatta cooks is in vogue. There, is the entity,
implied by term Devadatta, the body (of Devadatta), the soul
(of Devadatta), or the soul qualified by the body of Devadatta?
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In case of the first alternative, it comes to ‘the body of Devadatta
cooks.’ In case of the second alternative it comes to ‘the soul
of Devadatta cooks’. The question of the third alternative does
not arise on account of absence of the usage as ‘the soul
qualified by the body cooks’. And thus in the absence of the
usage so desired for exposition, the only resort is the absence
of the chain of the fore-running usages. And thus the usages
of words being in accordance with the chain of fore-running
usages, it (the tradition) does not deserve (invite) any
questioning.
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123. Further, it can said. Is the (under discussion) negation
of the other-identity residing in the pitcher etc. distinct from
the pitcher etc. or not? If it is distinct, the negation of that is
also thinkable for being of the nature of other-identity; otherwise
the conditional (somehow) non-existence of the pitcher ete.
will not be proved because of the absence of a proof for the
other-identity. If its negation is supposed, then there will the
fallacy of ‘argumentum et infinitum’, because of admission of
the other-identity for it. On the admission of the other-identity
of the nature of ‘weaving and the weaver’ in the pitcher etc.
the being of a pitcher will have to be admitted of them also,
for only the positive entity is established by a double negation
(i.e. negation of negation). If it is not distinct, then, by the trait
of negation of the same status, non-existence will also be
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proved like existence, proved by the trait of position not
distinet from the entity itself in the pitcher etc.
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124. But how is the dual nature of a single entity possible
in face of the situation that existence alone is prehended by
self-identity, non-existence alone is admitted by the other-
identity, and existence, by the self identity, because of the
absence of distinction between existence and non-existence in
the same real? If so, we (also) hold it is (s0), because of the
necessity the auxiliary causation of (the traits of) existence and
non-existence. The real generates the cognition of existence
(or position) by the auxiliary causation of its own substance,
etc.; and it generates the cognition of non-existence (or
negation) by the auxiliary causation of the other's substance,
etc. Thus, there is the distinction between position and negation
in one single entity like being one, two etc. in numeration.
Verily, in the same real, the clear numeration as two etc. with
reference to the other substance is not experienced as different
from numeration as one with reference to the self-same entity
only. Nor, numeration as one, two and dual is not distinct
exclusively from the possesser (the enumerated) of those
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numbers, then substance will become un-numerable. But
numerability of a substance cannot be accepted on the inherent
relation (samavaya) (of numeration) with the substance,
because the inherence (samavaya) will not be possible without
conditional (somehow) identity (between the two). Therefore
the distinction between existence (position) and non-existence
(negation) is established on the distinction of reference like the
numeration. What contradiction will result there, if these
mutully distinct traits are experienced in the same real?
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125. But if the exeprience of existence and non-existence
in the same real is held to be false, it is not so for there being
no obstruction (for such an experience). The contradiction
between them is obstructive. If such is the supposition, it is not
so for the occurrence of the fallacy of mutual dependence. On
the appearance of contradiction (in a real) and on experience
being obstructed by it the falsity of experience is possible to
be proved; and then the contradiction between existence and
non-existence will be proved.

126. Tra—faQiusmafoyn saafagd, Feaemas e,
geaeETaTl 91, Ffaaguufas-gmsdon arl asrd
e e IGahTIG aua: | T TehEH il daamaresan! |fd wafd,
Wmﬁmmlgrdqm THgATIEHAT ARE, T E-
TH | TG AT SRR e | 7 fe qensfere-
AT MU g AT TaaT=Id, Jd] Sesdeh-
aeredl vl Fewd | 9fc Seimmdgaeg T, 9a
TS JEHRYE: | Y FeraeasTn foay:,

Saptabhangi-tarangini :: 117



S FEeA SdaEAa, F91 STHhe YTl | SR
%WWWWWI?%H%SW
Tﬁﬂﬁﬂaﬂﬁﬁmﬁmm?ﬁaﬂwﬁwﬁ
o Tl | T e sreHeeeee R
foRIrTTEa | TS QRATCTCTHTIEN, Tl = Ha: T

§ o || AT Jiaseaufd-
TEEETERIET 7 gryafd | ge—uf ATy iaeres Sie
<@l 7 A s AfRR: wheemiers e ga:, 1
e FeeaerTel TR Wiers:, o d e
Tifeare yaifafasend, sl

126. There is something more to say. Contradiction
(between the two) arises in three ways as : one being (weak)
fit to be killed and the other being the killer, as (the two) not
existing simultaneously (together), and as one being to be
obstructed and the other being the obstructor. The first kind
of contradiction is upheld in the case of a serpent and a
mongoose (and) that of fire and water, etc. And another
(contradiction) takes place on the meeting and the presence of
the two at the same time, for the contact depends on
manifoldness like numeration as two. Water, not in contact or
meeting depends on manifoldness like numeration as two.
Water, not in contact with fire, does not extinguish fire, for
there being an occasion of emergence of the absence of fire
everywhere, then on their meeting the other is killed by the"
stronger one in the following time (moments). Verily you do
not hold the meeting of existence and non-existence in a single
entity even for a moment on the basis of which the contradiction
of the type ‘one is to be killed, another being a killer or the
violater,” both of them being possessed of equal strength; nor
is there contradiction of the form of not existing together, it
emerges between the two existing together with a difference
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of time as between black and yellow hues in a mango. The
yellowness in (its) appearing destroys (its) blackness existing
during the previous moments. And verily. the existence and
non-existence are not the entities existing during the former
and later time. If the two are so supposed then on account of
the absence of non-existence in the time (presence) of existence
all will become identical with only the existence of jiva. In the
time (presence) of non-existence absence of non-existence in
the time (presence) of existence, the processes of bondage and
liberation dependent on them will meet contradiction
(impossibility). The co-existence of the two is also not
consistent because the absolutely existent entity cannot gain
again its non-existence. And further, for existence and non-
existence the contradiction of the type of ‘the obstructed and
the obstructor’ is also not possible. For example, there being
the obstuction by a (particular) jewel burning is not generated
by fire, so the form (of contradiction) as ‘the obstructable and
the obstructor’ between the jewel (mani) and the burning is
justified. Verily, in the same way there is no obstuction of non-
existence in the time (presence) of existence, for the experience
of non-existence with reference to the other-identity stands
esablished in the time of existence by its own identity.
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127. The example as ‘like cold and heat’ (given in
support of contradiction) is also untenable because cold and
hot sensations are available in a single entity with a distinction
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of determinants as the (hot) sunlight and the (cold) pitcher.
Therefore the contradiction between the two stands unproved.

Just as mobility and immobility in case of the tree, etc.
redness and (its) opposite in case of the pitcher etc., being
covered -and being uncovered in case the body etc. are
uncontradictory on account of their availability, in the same
entity; in the same way there is non-condradiction between
existence and non-existence.

By it (what is said before) the flaw of vitiated locus
(vaiyadhikaranya) also stands refuted because existence and
non-existence are experienced as residing in the one (same)
locus..
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128 . The flaw of argumentum et infinitum, as has been
mentioned, is not a flaw for the followers of the philosophy of
non-absolutism, a real itself possessed of infinite (number of)
traits being accepted as prehended (known) by comprehensive
type of knowledge, and also being exempt form hypotheses
related with the chain of unestablished entities for lack of
cognitive evidence.
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129. By this the flaws of mutual mixing-up (sankara) and
mutual differentiation (vyatikara) also stand refuted, for no
flaw is possible in an entity established by experience, and the
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flaws are seen in entities not established by experience. The
flaws of doubt etc. are mostly refuted even earlier. Their
detailed discussion is already available at other places
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130. Further, in this way, even on the refutation of the
flaws like contradiction etc. being explained with proofs, it is
(now) explained to the person not knowing the reality on
account of the obsession of the false faith (mithyadarsana),
after resorting to (aiming at) the popular theory of causation.
The reason (hetu) is to be used by a contestant desiring
(aiming at) the establishment of a required entity (or subject),
for (such) an establishment is not possible only by stating the
problem. Such as reason proceeds to prove the thesis pointed
out for proving, and disprove or to find fault with the opposite
thesis about the same. By whatever form a reason goes to
prove (something) or by whatever form it goes to disprove
(something), these two forms for the reason (in common) are
not absolutely distinct for they are somehow non-distinct (as
well) for both of them being a reason and thus with reference
to the trait of being a reason.

Both of them being non-distinct, the form by which it
goes to prove (a thesis) and the form by which it goes to
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disprove it being distinct there is no flaw of mutual mixing-up
(sankara); or the form by which it goes to prove (a thesis) and
by the same form it goes to disprove it, such a flaw of false
differentiation (vyatikara) is not there; or the contradiction
between forms, one going to prove and the other going to
disprove, is also not possible there. In the same way there is
no possibility of the flaws like contradiction etc. in the process
adopted in accordance with the philosophy of non-obsolutism.
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131. In reality, in the process adopted in accordance with
the philosophy of non-absolutism, there is certainly (the gain
of) knowledge for all the (differing) contenders, because all
agree in accepting the nature of reality as one-cum-many.
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132. We take the case of the Sankhyas. They hold
pradhana (basic reality) as the equilibrium of the pure and fine
(sattva), the active (rajas) and the stolid (tamas). In their
philosophy the non-absolute nature of reality in the form of
pradhana is accepted, for they posit (accept) the capacities for
different natures like delight (prasada), levrtation —(laghava),
evaporation (Sosa), being hot (tapa), warding off (varana), etc.
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in one single entity of the nature of (pradhana). It may be said
the gunas of the pure (sattva), the active (rajas) and stoldid
(tamas) obtaining an equilibrium constitute the basic reality
(pradhina) and also because the potency of the word ‘pradhana’
is acceptable in the collocation of the pure (sattva), the active
(raja) and the stolid (tamas). It is not so, because, even then the
acceptance of a real as one-cum-many stands understroyed.
(Further) the reason is that non-distinction between the single
collocation and the so collected manifold attributes has been
accepted.
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133. We now take the case of the Naiyayikas. They hold
the reals like substance etc. as universal-cum-particular. The
substance etc. are of the nature of universal-cum-particular,
because they are the objects of agreeing and differing
cognitions. The universal is there as an object of the agreeing
(repeated) cognitions as substance. The particular is there as
an object of differing cognitions effected by our intellect
because an attribute is not a substance, and an action is not a
substance. Thus, the nature of universal-cum-particular is
admitted of a (single) entity. Thus, being an attribute and being
an action should be known as possessed of the nature of
universal-cum-particular.
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134. Let us take the case of the Saugatas. They accept the
cognition of a (prismatlic) jewel (mechaka) as constituted by
many specialities (of hues). The (mechaka) is a jewel having
the nature as unity of the five hues. Its cognition is not of the
nature of (single) enlightenment, then it will contradict the
cognition of varied enlightenment. The varied enlightenment
is verily of the manifold hues like blue, yellow etc; but not
certainly of a single speciality. Nor is the cognition of the
jewel mechaka only manifold, because then it will contradict
the experience as it is the cognition of the (singular) mechaka,
and also because of the experience that these cognitions of the
mechaka are manifold. For this reason the knowledge of a
varied type comes out to be of the nature of one-cum-many for
the Saugatas.

135, =g — g TR e, e,
forvarfeel Aewifdad’’ sfa TR eRERET ey aagea-
ftommyea=afaf aef< | 7= 7 giuemmemsfaftemte g,
AT, JAaqEadEeTEdd | Ty gfemfeswiseie
et S | g gfremerests STt

135. We take the case of the Charvakas. They hold that
earth, water, fire and air are the four realities; consciousness is
produced by them as the power for intoxication is produced
by rice of a lower kind, etc. under the pressure of the aphorisms
written by Vrhaspati. They hold that consciousness is the
manifestation of the material tetrad of earth etc. That 1s not
accepted by them as an additional single entity with reference
to earth etc., otherwise they (will) have to accept one more
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entity different from the four (already propounded); and also
(will face) the destruction of the theory of four material elements.
Nor is it certainly one (single) like several entities of earth etc.
taken severally, then the single objects like the pitcher etc. will
become conscious. But consciousness is one and (also) of
manifold nature of the earth etc.
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136. Now we take the case of the Mimarhsakas. They
say that knowledge is of the united single form of the
knower, the knowledge and the knowable, because the
experience goes as I know the pitcher, and (also) because
the self-enlightenment is admitted of all the cognitions.
There, a cognition is accepted as one (and rich) with the
exposition of manifold objects. And the objects of knowledge
being of the cognitive nature, knowledge is accepted as one,
of the nature of the trio of objectivitiy of that type. Following
this way, the process of the non-absolute philosophy should
be considered in case of other contentions (up-holdings) by
the wise. Thus the position, (in the non-absolute philosophy),
is free from all the flaws (and fallacies).
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137. The rivulet of the Septad of propositions, which is
swelling with manifold propostions and is consonant with the
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ocean of principles (relating to reality and its comprehension),
may grant the bliss of the learned (to all).
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138. Obesiance to the revered five teachers (paricha
gurus). This logical treatise, known by the title Sapta bhangi
has been composed (and completed) by Vimaladasa, who was
a favourite and the ablest pupil of Revered Anantadeva svami
and who belonged to a village named Vira grama, in karkata
lagna, under the presence (of the patronage) of Revered first
Tirthankara Svami in the town of Tanja on Thursday, dated
8th of the bright half of Vaisakha (month) of the Plavanga era,
the naksatra being punya, nama yoga being sukarma and
karana being rdjiva and thus at an auspicious moment.

The wrong actions, done with hand, are forgiven by the
noble (persons).

Repeated obeisance to the Scriptures of Jina, and to the
saints (followers) of Jina.

(11}
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