
National Journal of Hindi & Sanskrit Research 

                                                                                                                      ~84~           

 

 
ISSN: 2454-9177  
NJHSR 2019; 1(26): 84-88 
© 2019 NJHSR 
www.sanskritarticle.com  

 
Divakar Mohanty 
Associate Professor, 
CASS, S.P. Pune University, 
Pune. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Correspondence: 
 

Divakar Mohanty 
Associate Professor, 
CASS, S.P. Pune University, 
Pune. 

 

Śankara’s Treatment on Jaina Philosophy 
 

Divakar Mohanty 
 

Introduction : In the systems of Indian Philosophy the Jaina theory of 
Anekānta has been criticized by all other schools including Nyāya, Vedānta, 
Mīmāmsā, and Buddhist etc. In the present paper an attempt is made to 
critically analyze and evaluate the criticism of Anekānta theory of Vedantins, 
particularly the Advaitins.  
 

Context : In Brahma Sūtra Śānkara Bhāṣya (Bra Sū Śān Bhā) II.2.33-36, 
Śankarācārya has recorded the Anekānta theory and allied problems related to 
it, on the context of analyzing the nature and type of reality after refuting the 
position of Buddhist.  
 
 

Issues presented: Śankarācārya has criticized two basic theories of the Jainas, 
namely (i) The theory of Anekānta on which the whole philosophy of Jainism 
stands (ii) the concept and nature of soul of the Jainas.  
For convenience the present paper is organized in four parts - 
A. Jainism as presented by Śankarācārya 
B.  The arguments forwarded by Śankarācārya against the Jaina theory of         
    Anekānta and the doctrine of soul. 
C. An analysis of Śankara’s criticism. 
D. Observation in the form of conclusion. 
     Now let us proceed to discuss following the above mentioned arrangements. 
In the presentation of Jainism and framing the objections against the Jaina 
doctrine, my source have been the Bhāmatī of Vacaspati Mishra on Śān Bhā  and 
Kalpataru of Appaya Dixit on it, along with Śankara Bhāṣya itself. The whole 
discussion from the point of view of Jainism as recorded by Śaṅkara may be 
recognized in the following manner. 
A.The Jainas postulate seven categories or Tattvas, namely soul (jīva), non-soul 
(ajīva), the issuing outward (āsrava), restraint (Sambara), destruction (nirjarā), 
bondage (bandha), and release (mokṣa). In short these can be divided into two 
main categories, namely Jīva and Ajīva.1 To make clear this point Bhāmatikara 
stated that there are two constituents, which forms the reality, namely sentient 
and non-sentient, i.e. jīva and ajīva respectively. Kalpatarukāra has given the 
description of jīva beautifully as the very nature of the jīva is going up, as like a 
bird that goes up being freed from the cage, or as the sprout getting up from the 
seed being sucked with the water, or as the dry pumpkin comes up from the 
water being dissolved the mud which was pasted on it and which was kept on the 
bottom of the water. It means it goes up being freed from the state of bondage in 
which it was associated for a long time. He says: ऊ वगमन ंजीव य वभावः, केिच  ु
िचरकालशरीरावि तत यु ब धमु वू वगमनं यथा प जरमु शूक य यथा वा वा रिनिभ नप रणतैर डबीज य 
यथा वा ढपङ्किल जलिनम जन ीणपङ्कलपेशु काल बुफल य इह वनािदकाल वृ ब धिवगमात् 
सततो वगमनिमित।2  
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Further, the Jainas hold the view that there are five 
asthikāyas, namely jīva, ajīva, pudgala (matter), 
dharma (the medium of motion), adharma (the 
medium of rest) and Ākāśa (space).3 These issue are 
further elaborated  in detailed by Bhāmatikara and 
Parimalakāra. Jivāsthikāya is of three kinds i.e. 
baddha, (bonded soul or mundane soul), mukta 
(liberated soul), and nitya siddha (ever liberated 
soul). Pudgalāsthikāya i.e. mater is of six kinds, 
namely four mahābhutas i.e. earth, water, fire, air, 
sthāvara (immovable substance), and jaṅgamas (the 
mobile things). Dharmasthikāya is that which is 
understood from the principle of motion and 
adharmāsthikāya is from the principle of rest. In 
other words dharmāsthikāya is the principle of 
motion and adharmasthikāya is the principle of rest.  
Ākāsāthikāya is of two types namely, Lokākāśa and 
Alokākāśa. Lokākāśa is that ākāśa which remains 
inside the two lokas, which are existing in an 
ascending order, or in other words lokākāśa exists in 
the space between the two lokas and above from this 
is alokākāśa, in which there is no lokas and it is the 
place of salvation. 
    After these description of reality Bhāmatīkāra and 
Kalpatarukāra has given the ethical division of the 
reality, namely, Āsrava, sambara, nirjarā and 
mokṣa. According to Bhāmatī, Āsrava, nirjarā and 
sambara are in the form of efforts and efforts are of 
two fold, namely true or false.  
    Āsrava i.e. the influx in the false effort and 
sambra and nirjarā are the true efforts. Āsrava 
pursuits the senses to relate or connect with objects. 
It means the soul gets connected with objects the 
senses and it transformed into various knowledge 
like tactual etc. According to some other Jaina 
philosophers Āsrava is nothing but the karmic mat-
ter only. It is treated as false effort, for, being the 
ground of the wrong object i.e. the other than mokṣa. 
Sambara and nirjarā are treated as true effort 
because it leads to salvation. Thus, sambara is the 
effort which is the form of self-restraint (dama) and 
mental quietness (sama) and it stops or obstructs the 
out coming flows of Āsrava. Gupti i.e. control over 
the body, speech and mind and Samiti i.e. without 
giving pain to other creatures and to travel and to eat 
as per the minimum requirement being observed the 
sun's movement. Nirjarā is the cause of vanquishing 
of effort which has been associated with the kaṣāyas 
i.e. the attachment of worldly objects, kāluṣa i.e. the 
sinful acts and Pūṇya i.e. virtuous acts, since the 
infinite time and also it causes the soul mount on the 

hot-rock (siddhaśilā). And ultimately it destroys 
completely the enjoyment, pain the pleasure, good 
and evil etc. 
   Baṅdha is that which binds soul with the karmas. 
Thus, the bondage is in the form of eight karmas. 
These eight fold karmas can be divided into two, 
namely ghātikarma and aghāti-karma. Aghātikarma 
is also of four kinds,  jñānāvaraṇīya, 
darśanāvaraṇīya, mohanīya and antarīya. 
Ghātikarma is of four kinds, vedanīya, nāmika, 
gotrika, and ayuṣka. Jñānāvaraṇīya-karmas are in 
the form of illusion (viparyaya) i.e. that knowledge 
it neither causes salvation nor the true nature of 
object can be known through it.  Darśanāvaraṇīya-
karma is in the form of that salvation cannot be 
obtained through the practice of Arhata darśana. 
Many Tirthaṅkaras in Jaina philosophy have advised 
many ways and failing to comprehend the most 
special path out of these, for salvation is mohanīya-
karma. The person who wants to get salvation in 
having the knowledge of the obstacles of the 
salvation is antarīya-karma. These four karmas are 
called ghātikarma, because of these karmas the real 
intention (śreya) is destroyed. 
Mokṣa is the up word movement of the soul being 
detached of liberated from the principle of the 
motion (dharma) and the principle of rest 
(adharma). But according to some Jaina philosopher 
when soul exists in the highest state only in the stage 
of bliss of knowledge, which is not covered by any 
impression i.e. the complete destruction of all 
miseries or sorrows is called liberation.4 
    Jaina’s chief doctrine is the theory of  
saptabhaṅgīnaya They predicate seven different 
views with reference to the reality. They are as 
follows. 
a) In certain sense it is there (syādasti), b) in certain 
it is not there (syād nāsti), c) in certain sense it is 
and it is not (syādasti nāsti ca), d) in certain sense it 
is inexpressible (syādavaktavyam), e) in certain 
sense it is and it is inexpressible (syādasti 
avaktvyaśca), f) in certain sense it is, it is not and it 
is inexpressible (syādasti nāsti avaktavyśca).5 
    Unlike other systems of Indian philosophy, the 
Jainas postulate that size of the soul as equal to the 
size of the body, it occupies and it has infinite parts 
or limbs and therefore is could expand and contact. 
The soul has no definite size. Thus, when it animates 
the bodies of an infant or youth it has that size; when 
it occupies the bodies of horses and elephants it gets 
the respective sizes of successive expansion and 
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dilation. Like gas, it fully occupies the entire body 
which animates for the time being. 
    Though the size of particular soul changes form 
depending on the size of its locus still it is eternal. It 
simply means that the permanency of the final of the 
soul which it has at the time of release. This 
eternality or the size of the soul is with regards to its 
final size at the stage of liberation.6 
B.In   this way Advaitias has presented the Jaina 
position. Before going to see the objections and 
arguments of Advaitins the Jaina  doctrine, a remark 
on their presentation or their faithfulness, or 
otherwise is in order. As can be seen, Śaṅkara, 
Vācaspatimishra and Appaya Dixit, putting together 
faithfully have presented the Jaina doctrines without 
any bias. It can even be said in appreciation of their 
presentation that one can read Jainism on the basis 
of their presentation which we have shown by 
drawing comparison to the Vedantins presentation 
with some original texts of Jainas by putting them 
side by side in the foot notes. The prime objections 
based on our presentation in the foregoing in the part 
one of this paper entitled 'A' are as follows: 
Following are the prime objections raised by the 
Vedantins : 
Objection 1. In one substance it is not possible that 

contradictory qualities should exist simultaneously, 
i.e. the every expression of syādasti nāsti ca is 
contradictory in nature. Śankara makes this point 
clear by giving some example. An object cannot be 
hot or cold at the same time or light and darkness 
cannot be resided in one place at the same time.7 
Objection 2. Following the theory of Anekanta, no 
judgment can be made for certain and all our 
assertions would probable; thus making room for 
ambiguity and doubt. And if everything is probable 
then what about the doctrine of the Jaina. Are they 
probable or definite. If they are not definite, how are 
the followers going to accept those.8 
Objection 3. The expression 'inexpressibility' 
(avaktavya) is meaningless by its nature. Because if 
the nature of objects is inexpressible, how do the 
Jainas talk about the reality itself. 
Objection 4. On the nature and size of soul, the 
Advaitins have formulated the following objections: 
Since the soul is of limited size and subject to 
change, hence it could not be eternal and it cannot be 
omnipresent. To clarify, the bodies of the different 
classes of creatures are of different sizes. The soul of 
a man taking the body of an elephant on account of 
its past deeds will not able to fill up the body of an

 elephant. Similarly the soul of an elephant will not 
have sufficient space in the body of an ant or the 
soul of a child or a youth being smaller in size will 
not be able fill completely the body of a grown up 
man, unless they change their sizes. Thus the soul 
has to be antiya.9 
To the objection by Jainas the soul is having infinite 
parts and therefore it could expand or not ? If they 
could not, how could they be compressed in a small 
space ? If they could, then all the parts be in the 
same place and could not expand into a big body. 
Therefore Jainas have no right to assume that a soul 
has infinite limbs. What is the proof to justify the 
view that of limited size contains an infinite number 
of particles.10 
    Jainas clarification that the soul is really of 
indefinite size, means that whenever the soul enters 
into body having size some particles acced to it and 
some withdraw from it, whenever it enters to a body 
having smaller size. Therefore by successive 
expansion and dilation to, like the air or the light, it 
fully occupies to the entire body v/hich animates for 
the time being. To this, Vedantins would say that 
even in this case, Jaina philosophers cannot get over 
objection and the soul would be liable to change, 

and consequently would not be eternal. Since the 
soul eternal there is no question of liberation and 
rebirth.11 
If the limbs of the soul can be increased or decreased 
depending on the respective locus, than how could it 
be different in nature from the body. So one of the 
limbs only can be the Atman, how do they determine 
whence do the limbs of the soul come ? Where do 
they take rest etc. They cannot string from the 
material element and re-enter because the soul is 
eternal.12 
From their thesis that soul has a definite and eternal 
size at the state of release, it follows that its initial 
size and its intervening size must be permanent. 
Therefore, there is no difference between the size of 
soul in different states or stages. There is no 
peculiarity or difference according to the Jainas, 
between the state of release and the mundane state.13 
Thus the soul must be regarded as being always of 
the same size whether minute or infinite and not of 
the varying size of the body. Therefore the Jaina 
doctrine of the soul and the Anekanta theory is 
untenable and inadmissible and hence stands refuted. 
We have formulated in the foregoing pages the argu-
ments and the objections of the Advaitins, which are 
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basically grounded on two major aspects. One is 
contradiction, second is absurdity. Let us now see to 
what extent those arguments stand justified on the 
light of the Anekānta theory of Jainas. 
C.Now the main contention of the Advaitins is 
contradiction arising from the expression in the third 
of the alternative namely, syādasti nāsti ca which is 
just quoted. To clarify: the Advaitin thinks, if 
something is i.e. exist, how it is not i.e. non 
existence. Thus, assertion of the Jainas is nothing 
but absurd leading to contradiction. The Jainas 
answer to this objection of contradiction is simple 
which will be clear from the analysis of third 
assertion itself. 
     The classification proposed in the syādavāda 
theory is dialectical and not ontological. It simply 
suggested that the reality can be verbalized in seven 
different ways, viewing it from different angle of 
different aspects of reality. In one and the same 
moment all aspects of reality cannot be expressed; 
for the reality is so dynamic, to be brought under one 
and encompassed by one. Individual intention only 
present a one-sided view of reality which served a 
single aspects of reality. Hence, there is no 
contradiction in the Jaina theory of relativity of 
many fold-ness. On the basis of the expression given 
by the speaker or listener uses on a particular aspect 
of reality. When it is said 'the pot is' in the sense of 
existence, the user want to emphasize on the 
dravyatva, i.e. the continual aspects of reality. Fur-
ther, on the basis of spatio-temporal limitation the 
expression 'the pot is' and 'the pot is not' is also 
valid. There is no contradiction whatsoever, which 
can be pointed out in the Jaina theory of relativity. 
In one point of time, the Jainas say that a reality 
delimited by the spatio-temporal relation and 
delimited by one and same aspects i.e. 'a thing is' 
and 'is not'. Thus, in the case of the simultaneous ex-
pression i.e. 'is' and 'is not' in the third alternative 
expression, the expression of the reality is delimited 
by two different quality. 
     The Brahma Sutra reads 'naikasminasaṁbhavāt' 
to mean- it is not possible to predicate positivity and 
negativity i.e. "astitva and nāstitva' to one and the 
same object, due to impossibility and non- 
applicability. The Jainas also favour the same idea 
that contradictory characteristics cannot be attributed 
to one and the same reality delimited by the quality 
commutation which is aspect of the reality and 'is 
not' i.e. non-existent is qualified by the quality of 
changes which also is the essential aspect of reality 
and making a singular assertion of the reality in the 

form of either 'it is' or 'it is not' would amounts to 
concealing or suppressing the real nature of reality. 
Thus, there is no contingency of any kind in the 
Jaina theory of relativity, is the conclusion of Jainas. 
     As regards the objection to the fourth alternative 
namely, 'syād avaktavya', it may be pointed out that 
the concept of inexpressibility should be 
differentiated from 'avyapadeśya' concept as 
elaborated by Nyāya Sūtra Bhāṣya (I.1.4), or from 
the 'avaktavya' of the Vedantins with regards to the 
nature of Brahman. The Jainas do not propose that 
the reality cannot be verbalized hi fact such a view 
will go against the supposition of the theory or 
relativity, which is dialectical and verbalizes the 
expression of the reality. What the Jainas propose in 
this bhaṅgas is the attribution of two or more 
contradictory properties or aspect in a single 
expression is not possible, hi other words, syād 
avaktava means the inexpressibility of an expression 
of experience of existence and the non existence of a 
reality in particular place and time delimited by one 
and the same property. For example, it is not 
possible to verbalize the cognition of a pot as being 
present and absent in a particular space and time is 
delimited either the aspects of continuity or the 
aspect of change alone. Thus, one cannot have an 
expression like 'pot exists delimited by this place 
and that time delimited further by substance- ness 
(looking from the point of view of dravyatva or 
reality) and the pot does not exist being delimited by 
the above mentioned delimiters like the same place, 
the same time and the same properties. This is the 
meaning of the term ' avaktavya'. Thus, the objection 
that nothing can be verbalized or the realities are 
inexpressible as posed by the Vedantins, is 
misleading and based on the wrong interpretation of 
the concept avaktavya which is not intended by the 
Jainas. 
    As to the objection regarding size of the soul the 
Jainas have a practical and empirical approach to it. 
They feel that it is convenient to assume the size of 
the soul as limited pervaded by the individual, 
occupied in a given time. The objection that due to 
the identical size of the various sizes of soul in 
various states like the stages of the bondage and the 
liberation the distinction between bondage and 
liberation cannot be maintained, is not true. The 
Jainas are arguing that it is not the size that is 
responsible or in the cause of bondage or liberation 
but the qualities that soul possesses. When the soul 
is devoid of karmas it is liberated and when 
associated with karmas it is bounded. Size has no 
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role to play in this regard. 
    Further, the objection regarding the soul that it 
will be transitory or subject to destruction it being of 
limited size does not sound logical to the Jaina 
logicians. To them eternality or transitory-ness of a 
reality is not dependant on its size but its nature. The 
Jainas are true followers of the re-birth theory.      
    To them the soul is eternal irrespective of its size. 
It is the presupposition of the Vedantins or the 
logician that if some reality is of limited size, is 
subject to destruction, which is not acceptable to the 
Jainas. The Jainas argued that a thing is eternal 
judging from the point of view of its continuity and 
transitory from the aspect of its change. For the 
Jainas drauvatva i.e. the continuity and vyaya i.e. 
change and utpata i.e. emergence is the real nature of 
each and every reality. When soul takes or fits into 
different bodies having different sizes like the body 
of elephant or the body of an ant, what happens is 
that the size and the shape is changed but not the 
essential nature of the soul. Thus it is illogical to 
argue that the soul will be transitory i.e. anitya, if it 
is accepted as be the size of body it resides. 
D.In conclusion it can be observed that the Jaina 
approach towards the reality is more practical. (1) 
The Jainas’ Anekānta theory is grounded on the 
prime supposition that realities are so dynamic and it 
is very difficult to encompass of its absolute nature 
in a single judgment. Hence, all the assertions in the 
form of judgment are partial truth, which reveals a 
single aspect of reality, where the other aspects are 
suppressed for the present time. (2) Jainas 
classification of the seven bhaṅgas are dialectical 
and are not be confused with ontological clas-
sifications. (3) The Jaina concept of avaktavya 
should be differentiated from avyapadeśya of 
logicians and avaktavya concept of Vedantins. (4) 
The concept of nityatva is relative as is understood 
differently by the Jainas from others. (5) The 
dialectical analysis of relativity is more practical and 
nearer to reality reveal the real nature of it. 
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