UNIVERSAL AND PARTICUIARS(Simanya and VWyakti)

We have already mentioned in the Introductory
chapter that the problem of " aniversal and articulars
(s@manya and vyakti) is one of the many aspects of
controversy between the Nyéya—vaiéegika realists
and the Buddhist phenomenalists. The Naiyayikas assert
that the universal (s3mdnya) is a separate category
(padartha) and is something over and above its corres-
ponding particulars (vyakti) in which it resides. But
the Buddhist phenomenalists, on the other hand,

insist that the unique particulars (svalaksanas or

ksanas) are the only realities, and the universals
have no objective existence what so ever, these being
illusory creation of our Productive Imagination
(kalpand). This problem of universals and particulars
be viewed both metaphysically and epistemologically.
We shall begin with the metaphysical or ontological

aspect of the problem first.

According to the Nyéya—vaiéégika realists, the

universal is a synthetic principle which assimilates
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the ingividual objects subsumed under it into an
indentical mode of being. But the Buddhists are
vehemently opposed to this view. According to them,
the external world consists of discrete and detached
bits of reality called “unigue particulars"

(svalaksanas); their synthesis exists only in our

thought and hence, it has no objective reality of

its own. The so-called universals, maintain the
Buddhists, are nothing but mental images or conceptual
constructions of our Productive Imagination(kalpana).
In contrast with the Nydya-Vaisesika thinkers and the
Mimdmsakas who are un-compromising realists so far as
the ontoclogical status of universals is concerned, the
Bﬁddhists have been generally designated as nominalists:
but their is a kind of'nominalism which cannot be
distinguished from conceptualism, since a name and a
concept, according to them, cover the same ground.
Conceptual thought has been defined by them as naming
thought capable of coalescing with a name. "Names

originate in concepts", says Dignaga and vice-versa,
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"concepts can originate in names."l Hence, to determine
the import of names is the same as to determine the
fundamental character of concepts. For the Buddhists
conceptualism is the same as nominalism, there being

no difference between them whatsoever.,*

Reality, according to the Buddhists, consists

of a plurality of unigque particulars (svalaksanas).

Every vestige of generality is absent in it. Generality,
similarity, relation or universal is always something
imagined or constructed by the spontaneous creativity
of our understanding which in the Buddhists' terminology

is known as Productive Imagination (kalpand). Positively

‘the real is the efficient (artha-kriva-kdri), negatively
the real is the non-ideal (nirvikalpa), by which is'
meant ‘not ideationally constructed'. This non constructed
dynamic particular which is said to be grasped immediately
by our first moment of sensation in the cognition of

an empirical object is claimed to be the only ‘'pure'

1. Vikalpa-yonavyah sabdah vika lpah dabda-yonayah
Quoted in Nyayavartlkatatparyatlka by Vacaspati Nhsra
(calcutta Sanskrit Series,1936,1944) ,p.681.

"% As stated in the book of Sushanta Sen, A Study of
Universals (Research Publication,Visva-Bharati) ,p.44




- 143 -

reality by the Buddhists. This reality is 'pure' in
the sense that it is not mixed up with the slightest
bit of imaginative construction (kalpand) of our mind.
Directly opposed to this pure reality, there is pure
identity, pure imagination of our understanding. God,
Soul, the Sadkhya concept of primordial Matter etc.

are examples of this pure imagination (viduddha kalpana).2

These are, to use a pharse used by Kant, "transcendental
illusions" having no objective validity whatsoever.

But between these pure realities of éfficent particulars
and pure idealities of the so-called metaphysical
entities, there is a half-imagined world, a world which
though consisting of constructed images, are yet
established on a firm foundation of efficient particulars.
It is the phenomenal world .of our everyday experience.

The images arise in functional dependence on the moments *

of unique particulars (svalaksana) reflected in sensation

and by an act of imputation they are objectivised and
identified with those bare particulars. The result is

the phenomenal world. Hence, we find that there are two

2. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic,(Mouton and Co. S.Gravenhage,
1958,vol.1l), P.70.
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kinds of imagination, one pure and the other mixed with
reality; and two kinds of reality, one direct and pure,
and the other indirect and mixed with imagination.3

The pure reality consists of unique particulars which
are directly reflected in pure sensation. These
particulars are shorn of all sensible gqualities; they
have no duration in time, nor have they any extension
in space. Each of them is differeﬁtiaﬁed and disting-
uished from everything else in the world(sarvato-
vydyvrtta). Hence they are discrete, disconnected and
absolutely isolated. The Sanskrit word for the Unique
particular’', svalaksdnﬁneansﬁ'of its own kind' which
has no parallel to it in the whole universe. It
exists only for one moment, because no sooner it is
born thanvit is destroyed and replaced by another
quique particular whiéh, although similar to it, is
guite different from it. Lasting only for a 'moment',
it is called momentary (kganika ). But as a matter

of fact, there being no separate reality called time

which is the temporal receptacle of objects as

3. Ibid.
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understood in the realistic systems, the unique
particular itself is called the 'moment'(kgana). As
it is shorn of other duration in time or extension
in space, the best English term for the Buddhist
particular would be 'Point-instant', a term used

by Stcherbatsky. This svalaksana, ksapa, or 'point-

instant' alone is the pure reality, according to the
Buddhists, because it is not yet mixed up with the
imaginative construction (kalpand) of our mind. But
over and above this pure reality, there is another
reélity which is impure so to speak, begause it
consists of objectivised images on the basis of these
unigque particulars. This reality has'been endowed by
us with a position in time, a position in space and
with all variety of sensible and abstract gqualities.

This is the phenomenal world of our everyday experience.

From the above discussion it is clear, that
a mn, a cow, & jar etc., will not be real particular,
according to the Buddhists; the real particulars here

will be the transcendental point+instants which underlie
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these phenomenal individual objects. Any general

image constructted by though with reference to and on

the basis of these point-instants is a universal,

In thié sense every predicable concept, every relation
and quality will be a universal. From the Buddhist
point of view, whatever can be expressed in speech

by a name is a universal, The particular point-instant
is inexpressible, since it is a thing shorn of all
relatiocns and is the ultimate subject of all possible
predication. Hence the particular and the universal
"may be mutually defined as the negation of one another,
they are correlated as the real and the unreal(vastu,
avastu), as the efficient and the non—éfficient(samartha,
asamartha) , &s the non-constructed and the constructed

(nirvikalpaka, kalpita), the non-artificial and the

artificial (akrtrima, krtrima), the non-imagined and the

imagined (andropita, &ropita), the uncognizable and the

cognizable (jnanena aprapya, prapva), the unutterable

and the utterable (anabhilapva, abhilapya), the own

essense and the general essense (svalaksana, samanvalaksana),

the thing shorn of all its extension and the thing
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containing albeit quite redimentary extension(sarvato

vvavrtta, avyavrtta),, the unique and the non-unigque

(trailokva-vyavrtta, avyavrtta), the non-repeated and

repeated in space-time (desa-kdla-anugata,ananugata),

the simple and the composite (anavavavin, avavavin),

this jindivisible and the divisible (abhinna,bhinna),

the transcendental thing and the empirical thing

(paramartha-sat, samvrti-~sat), the essence unshared

by others and the essence shared by others (asaddhiarana,

s@dharana laksana), the external and the internal

(bahva, abdhva), the true and the spurious(analikam,

alikam), the non-dialectical and the dialectical -

(viruddha-dharma-adhyastam, anadhvastam), the

gighiificant and the insignificant (atuccha,tuccha),

the unformed and the formed (nirakdra, sakara), the

Thing-in-Itself and the phenomenon (svalaksana-paramartha-sat,
. )

samvrti-sat=samidnya-laksana)!

A guestion can be raised here: how can the utterly

heterogenous point-instants having nothing identical in

4, Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic({Mouton and Co.
S-Gravenhage, 1958, Vol, 1), pp.184-185.
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common produce an illusory image of identity in our
mind ? The mental origin of the idea of universal
which is the same as the idea of identity (anuvrtti
pratyaya) is perfectly conceivable when, corresponding
to it, there is an idential character called uUnikversal
existing in external objective world., But the
Buddhists deny the objective existence of universals
altogether while retaining the notion of identity as

a mental concept (vikalpa). The genesis of this notions,
therefore, remains an unaccounted mystery. To say

that the idea of identity is simply an illusion(alika).
without giving any rational explanation of the illusion
in guestion is simply to evade the intricacy of the
problem, To this the Buddhists answer that the
postulation of an objective universal to justify the
origin of the idea of identity is based or necessitated
by an erroneocus view of causation a view which holds
that the effect must be similar to the cause. But our
experience teaches us, argues a Buddhist, that the
things or objects which are utterly dissimilar can yet

produce a similar effect and they can do so by virtue



- 149 -

of their inherent power.5 For example, the plant known
as 'guduci' is used in medicine for the purpose of
curing fever, But there are other plants which are
also used in medicine for the same purpose. But these
different plants all of which produce the same
febrifuge effect have not the slightest similarity
with one ancther, other in shape, or in substance, or
in stuff or in any other., Their similarity lies not

in having an identical property in common but in
producing @ similar or a nearly similar effect. 1In

the same way, the utterly dissimilar particulars of

a certain class, though not having in common an
objective identical property called universal, can yet
stimulate our Productive Imagination(kalpanda) by virtue
of their inherent power (Sakti) in such a way as to
produce a general image, fhe notion of an identical

universal in our mind.

5. Lvamatyantabhede pi keclnnlyatasaktltah Tulya-
pratyavamarsdadehertutvam yanti népre. Séntarak51ta,
Tattvasangraha (Gaekwads' Oriental Series,Baroda,
1926, Vol.l),p.239,

6. Yathd gudiicyddindmeva jvarddisamane saktirndnyesam,
1ndr1yav1sayaiokamanskaradlnam ca v1é1$ta3nanotpadane,
tathaﬂkagnratyavamarso Pi kesdmcideva saktiniyvama iti.
kamaléila, Tattvasamgraha-pafljika (Gaekwad,1926),
p.497.
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IT

The problem of universal, though mainly an
ontological problem, has a well-marked epistemological
hinterland which shapes and determines the nature of
the former. In the present section, therefore, an
attempt will be made to study this problem in its
epistemological background without which the true

significance of it cannot be fully appreciated,

The controversy between realism and phenomen-
alism in India is closely associated with two different
theories of sense-perception. The Nyéya—vaiéegika
realists assume an imageless (nirakdra) consciousness
and a direct perception by the senses of both the
particular and of the universal residing in it. The
Buddhist phenomenalists transfer these universals out
of the external world of mere particulars directly
reflected in sensation, faced by an internal world
of mere images, that is to say, of mere universals.
Sensation becomes related tH images as particular to

universals,
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Perception, according to the Buddhists, is
nothing but the passive receptivity of senses, the
pure sensation of an efficient point-instant

(svalaksana) of external reality and is absolutely

devoid of the forms of the understanding

(kalpanépo@am)? It is, therefore, the bare moment of

pure sensation or sense-intuition and is thus
unutterable in itself, The Buddhists agree with the
Mimdmsakas in holding that in all perception there
must be an element of novelty, i.e., a felt addition
to our experience. Cognition in the true sense, must
be a new cognition, cognition of the object not yet

cognised (anadhigata-artha-adhigantr). If this be the

case, argues a Buddhist, then such feeling of novelty
belongs only to the first moment of sensation in the
knowledge of an object. In the following moments, when.
the attention of the perceiver is aroused, it is no more
that pure sensation which it was in the first moment:; it
becomes the repeated -cognition of the first flash of

awareness. True perception, therefore, according to the

7. Dharmakirti, Nvavabindu, Chapter-I.
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Buddhists, is always momentary sensation, enduring
perception is not perception at all; it is not cognition
proper, it is re-cognition. The cognitive element of

our mind is limited to that moment only when we get

first awareness of the object's presence. It is followed
by the synthetical operation of the intellect which
constructs a general form of immage of the object. But
the function of sense—perception consists only in
signalising the presence of the object in the ken, its
mere presence and nothing else. To construct an

image of the object Whose presence has thus been reported
by sense-perception is the function of Productive
Imagination (kalpand). Therefore, the salient feature

of sense-perception lies in the fact that though it is
followed by the construction of a general image, in
itself it is non-constructive in nature. What passes as
perception ordinarily and is regarded as such by the
Nyéya—vaiéegika thinkers and other realists under what

they call savikalpaka-pratvyaksa or judgmental perception

is not perception at all, It is the original sensational

core-followed by the construction of a general image of
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the object and by an act of identification of the image
e

so constructed with the given in sensation. In the

judgemental perception, 'this is a cow', the 'this'

is the sensational core and is unspeakable in itself

and the element 'cow' is a general coneept constructed

by the understanding and expressed in a mnemic image

( a connotative name) and identified with the given

sensation by an act of imputation.

The Nyaya-Vaisesika thinkers, on the other hand,

consider both the pure sensation (nirvikalpaka

pratyekga) and the judgemental perception(savikalpaka

pratyaksa) to be sense-perception and caused by sense-

object contact (indriydrtha sannikarsa). The difference

between these two kinds of perception is, for them, one

of quantity to be explained as follows. All the elements
of judgemental perception are directly presented to

our pre-judgemental level of perception as self-contained
units not gqualifying one another and as realities outside,

In the savikalpaka perception also, according to the
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Nyéya—vaiéegika, there is immediate presentation(which
may @lso be called immediate discovery) of reals outside,
and as such there is no difference in quality between
these two kinds of perception. The only difference

in the latter case is that the items of the nirvikalpaka

perception are presented (immediately discovered) as
standing in a qualifief-qualified relation; and according
to the Nydya-Vaisesika thinkers, this qgualifier-qualified
relation is as much an independent reality outside as

the items themselves,

According to the other Indian realists also like
the Smkhya and the Mimdmsa thinkers, the difference

between savikalpaka and nirvikalpaka perception is never

one of quality but one of the degree of distinctness

and clarity. The nirvikalpaka perception, they hold, is

vague, indistinct and inexpressible in words., On the

judgemental plane, all the items of the nirvikalpaka

perception become clear and distinct by qualifying one

another.8

8. Satkari Mukherjee, The Jaina Philosophy of Non-
absolutism(Calcutta,1944) ,pp.258-60.
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Hence the difference between these two cases
of perception, according to the Indian realists, is not
one of kind, as the Buddhists maintain, but either
one of quantity or of degree., The difference consists
in @ qualified and non-qualified cognition of the
objects perceived, not in the passive receptivity
of sense and the spontaneous construction of understanding.
Substance (dravya), quality (guna), universal(sam@nya)
etc., a8ccording to the Nyéya-vaiée§ika thinkers, are
not thought-constructs as the Buddhists say, but ultimete
irreducible forms of reality as the objective material
- of both kinds of perception-determinate or judgemental
and indeterminate or pre—judgementgl. We have direct
apprehension of these ultimate entities through
different forms of sense-object-contact. 1In the case
of perception of a universal qualifying an object, the

corresponding contact is either samyukta-samavidya or

.samyukta—samaveta—samavéya.9 In the case of a universal

like *jarness (ghatatva) corresponding to the substance

*jar' (ghata), the sannikarga or contact is samyukta-

9. S.C.Chatterjee, The Nvava Theor& of Knowledge,
(Calcutta University 1939), pp.182-83.
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samdvaya through which the universal in question is
perceived. The individual jar (ghata) being a substance
(dravya) is samyukta or in direct conjunction witﬂ the
sense and the jarness (ghatatva) is related to the
individual jar by the relation of inherence(samavaya)

and thus through samyukta-samaviya or the relation of

inherence in that which is in conjunction with the
sense, in perceiving the jar we also perceive the

' jarness' inherent in the jar. In the case of the
perception of universals corresponding to gualities
and movements (guna and karma), the particular contact

involved is samyukta-samaveta-samaviva. Blue colour,

@.G.‘\is & Quality and bluness inheres in the blue
colour as its universal and blue colour again inheres
in the blue substance. We perceive the substance
through the relation of conjunction (saﬁonQ) with
our sense of sight, the colour blue of the blue

substance through the relation of samyukta-samavavya

or inherence in that which is in conjunction with the

eyes and the blueness of the colour blue through the
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relation of samyukta-samaveta-samavaya, i.e., through

inhering in an inherent quality of the substance which
is in conjunction with the sense., The same type of
sense-contact operates in the perception of universals
corresponding to motion. &Again, soundness (sSabdatva)
as the universal of different kinds of sound is
perceived by the auditory sense through another kind

10

of sense-contact known as samaveta-samavava, The

universal 'soundness' is in contact with the ear
through its inherence (samavdya) in sound which

inheres as a quality (samaveta) in the auditory sense.

The Buddhists, however, deny the perceptibility
of universals on the ground éhat they are not forms of
reality at all and the aforesaid varieties of sense-
contact are not possible. The universals, according to
them, are the intelligible concepts, the workmanship
of our understanding which the sense cannot know. The
function of the sense consists merely in presenting

the efficient particular (svalaksapa) which is the

10. Ibidk pp.183-84.
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affirmative elements in perception. It is the under-
standing that elaborates the presented element into

a known empitical object by means of a concept of

a universal of its own creation, A judgemental
perception thus involves both the receptivity of

sense and thé spontaneity of the understanding, and
therefore is not pure perception., Pure perceptioni is,
as we have indicated already, nothing but presentation
as such without any imaginative or conceptual
elaboration., It is the bare datum in its immediacy
and is unutterable in itself. Perceptual judgment is
a further elaboration, the interpretation of the datum
through any one of the five kinds of thought-construction

(paticavidha-kalpana), namely, the image of substance

(dravya-kalpand) a quality (guna-kalpand) an action

(karma-kalpana), a universal (samdnya-kalpand), and a
11

name (nama-kalpana). It should be noted here that

though the mame 'universal' (séménzg) is 'given to one

of the five kinds of categories of the understanding,

11. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic(vol.I), p.217
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yvet all of them should be treated as universals

from the Buddhist point of view, since all of them
represent the general construction of our understanding
as opposed to the particular point-instants of

external reality.12 This is how a perceptual judgement
transforms the non-significant datum of sense into a
significant knowdble object. Perception or more
properly sensation, according'to the Buddhists, does

not know though it apprehends, while judgment knows

but only by distorting what it apprehends. The subject
of the judgment is the datum in its immediacy and as

such .unutterable. The predicate is an intelligible
concept or universal, Judgment is the act of predication,
i.e., the inter pretation or mediation of the unutterable
immediacy by an intelligible universal and is so far

a deviation or distortion of the given in its immediacy.

Both the Mim@msakas and the Nydya-vaisesika
thinkers, however, reject the Buddhist view that the

savikalpaka perception is a construction of the understanding

,12, "....... @ll categories are universals" ibid,p.218.
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and therefore void of truth., The savikalpaka, according

to the non-Buddhist Indian realists, answers to the real
relational character of objects and is not a superimpo-
sition of thought-constructs ab-extra on an intrinsically
non-relational manifold. For the Nydya-Vaidesika
thinkefs, the rélational as well as the non-relational
represent different stages of knowing rather than of
being so that though in the order of being there may

not be relations without relata or vice-versa, in

the order of knowing relations and the relata are first
apprehended in themselves before they are apprehended

as qualifying one another. It is clear from the above
that if reality is essentially non-relational - a non-
relational dynamic manifold as the Buddhists say or

a non-relational undifferentiated essence of pure
presentative consciousness (Brahman) as the Advaitins
say, — then the relational consciousness of the non-
relational reality will be more or less a construction

of the understanding and will so far be a distorted
representation of its intrinsic nature. Thus the movement

of experience from the nirvikalpaka or non-relational
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plane to that of the savikalpaka or relational will

be a falling away from truth and reality, according
to the Buddhists and the Advaitins. For the Nyaya-
Vaisesika thinkers and the Mimdmsakas, however, (and
also for the Samkhya-philosophers for whom relational
forms are real evolutes of prakrti as the original

non-relational matrix of objective reality) nirvikalpaka,

i.e., non-relational, and savikalpaka or relational

experience are not negatively related as according

to the Buddhists and the Advaitins. One the contrary,
the relational forms being not the impoverishment but
rather the fuller and more developed forms of the non-
relational experience, the latter is only a less
adequate and less articulate apprehension of what is
apprehended more clearly and distinctly and more in
accordance with its developed intrinsic nature in
relational experience. Thus the advance from the

nirvikalpaka to the savikalpaka is not a falling away

from truth as the Buddhists and Advaitins say but
a marked gain in content, clearness and distinctness of

apprehension.
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The above discussion is sufficient to show
how the ontological problem of universal can be linked
up and is practically based upon the logical problem
of perception., The validity or invalidity of the

savika lpaka perception determines the reality or

unreality of the universals. But the problem of
universal can be viewed from a more general epistemo-
logical point of view., It rests upon the question -

are sensibility and understanding, sensation and
conception, two different .and distinct sources of human
knowledge or, do they represent two different stages

of the same process of knowing ? The Buddhists maintain
a sharp, radical and transcendental distinction between
these two separate faculties of human knowledge, while
the Mimdmsakas and the Nyéya—vaiéegika thinkers deny
this distinction altogether. According to the Buddhists,
the sensibility is passive and receptive and i§ the
source of direct knowledge, while the understanding

is creative and spontaneous and is the source of

indirect knowledge, the sensibility directly apprehends
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only the non-relational dynamic particulars, while the
understanding creates the general images of the parti-

culars and knows them.

The sense-perception of an entity, according
to the Buddhists, is possible only if it is causally

efficient (artha-kriva-kari), that is, if it possesses

the faculty of affecting oup sensibility. But mere
efficiency is not enough for the sense-perception of

an object, because there is always a plurality of

causes. Therefore, over and above its causal efficiency,
that cause alone is the object of sensation which
invariably calls forth in our cognition its own general
image.13 But a universal neither can effect our
sensibility, nor can it call forth an image of the

object, since it is ex-hypothesi devoid of any kind of

14 )
causal efficiency. We cannot, therefore,according

to the Buddhists, have any sense-perception of the

13. Arthas@amarthyasamuttham hi pratysksagocaram. Sa eva
carthah pratyaksagocaro yo jfi@napratibhasamtmandhva-
yvavyatireki-vanukirayati. Vdcaspati Midra,
Nyayavadrtikatatparyatika (Chowkhamba,1925),p.17.

18, Na ca samanyam nirastasamastidrthakriyvdsamarthyamevam
bhavitumarhati, Ibid.
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universals. Nor can we have any sense-perception of
the so-called empirical individual objects, because
they are nothing but the meeting point of several
universals on the basis of some efficient particulars.
The transcendental particulars therefore, which
underlie the so-called empirical individual objects
and which are causally efficient are the proper

Objects of our sense—perception.15 That a particular
of this kind should also be cognised by the conceiving,
synthetic faculty of our mind or by inference is
impossible.16 The sphere of absolute particulars is

not the sphere of inference or intellection. Inference
or intellection cognises relationl7 but in an absolute
particular no relation can be found. Relation is possible

only between two universals not bétween two svalaksapa

particulars.18 Therefore it is only the universals that

15. Tasmit svalaksapa visayam pratyaksam. Vacaspati Misra,
Nvavavartikatdtparvatika, (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series,1925) ,p.1°

16. Na ca svalakganamanumanasydpi gocarah, Ibid, p.18.

17. éambandhagrahénapeksamanuménam. Nvavamalijarl
(Vol.I,edited and translated into Bengali, by pPancanan
Tarkavagis, (Calé¢utta University) .p.229.

18. Pratibandhah samanyadharmivasrayate, Vacaspati Misra,
Op.cit..,p.18. The relation holding between a universal
and its corresponding particular is not real relation,
according to the Buddhists, but an imputed one imposed
by the understanding.
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can be inferred not the absolute particulars. The
distinction between sensibility and understanding,
or, between perception and intellection, is therefore,

vigavagata, i.e., arises from a difference of their

respective objects. 1In the case of perception, the

object is svalaksana real. In intellection (indirect

knowing), however, what we know is not the real in
itself but certain universals constructed by thought

on the basis of our perception of uniqué reals,

Here the Nydya-Waidesika thinkers join issue
with the Buddhists. They point out that the Buddhists'

view of perception as svalakgna-visaya does not square

with the facts of experience since the universals like
the particulars, also admit of perception. In fact,
most perceptions of particulars are also perception

of universals inhering in particulars. The different
kinds of sense-~contact which are operative in the

perception of universals have been discussed already.
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Nor is the Buddhist view of intellection as s3manyal-

aksanavisaya necessarily true in every case, since

the particulars also can very well be inferred like
the uhiversals. The existence of a particular fire,
according to the Nyéya-vaiéegika red}ists, can

either be perceived directly by the visual and
tactile sense, or it may be inferred indirectly from
the presence of smoke. 22 To a Nyvdya-vaisesika realist,
therefore, the distinction between perceiving and

mediate knowing is not visavagate strictly speaking:

it arises from the difference of their respective

kdranas or instrumental causes and is thus karanagata

and not visavagata. Thus, perception is jhandkaranka

19. Particulars are empifically conceived by Nyaya-
Vaidegsika realists, but these are transcendentally
understood by the Buddhists. The Buddhists' particular
is the point-instant, the thing-in-itself(svalaksana),
and radically different from all constructions of
the conceptive faculty of our mind. But the realists'
particular is the concrete physical individual objects
of our everyday experience. The concrete individual
objects, being a meeting point of several universals,
is nevertheless treated as a particular by the
realists, but for the Buddhists it is a construction
of our mind on the basis of transcendental particulars
and therefore treated as a universal cognised by
inference.
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jndna, i.e., karapa while parcksa or mediate knowing
or intellection is knowledge mediated by another
knowledge as its instrumental cause. In the case of
perception, the instrumental cause or ké;ana in the

sense of phaldvoga-vvavacchinna kdrapa(the last cause

in the causal series immediately after which the

effect arises) or in the sense of vyaparavat-asadharana

karana (cperative uncommon cause) is either the sense-
object contact or the sense itself, But niether the
sense-object contact not the sense is itself knowledge
though it causes knowledge which we call perceptual
cognition. In inference and cother forms of indirect
knowledge, however, the resulting knowledge is mediated
by some other knowledge. Thus, in inference the knowledge
of the conclusion is mediated by the knowledge of a

universal proposition (vyapti-jfidna) and paksadharmatda-

jAdna, i.e., the knowledge of the mark as a dharma or

property of the paksa or the subject of inference.

As we have already shown that for the Nyaya-

Vaisegika thinkers sensibility and understanding, sensation
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and intellection, are not two radically distinct and
separate soufce of knowledge, because both the particulars
and the universals can be apprehended either directly

by different sense~faculties or indirectly by underst-
anding, there cannot be, therefore, no strict vigayagata
limit for each source of knowledge; one can very well
interfere into the realm of the other. This view of the

realists is known as pramana samplava, a view which

admits that the very same thing, be it a universal or a
particular, can be cognised in two different ways ~ either

directly by sense-organs or indirectly by the understanding.

As against the above theory of the realists,
the Buddhists put forward the theory known as pramina-

vayavasthd, according to which there is a sharp and radical

distinction between two sources of knowledge correspon-
ding to two kinds of object. The objects are either
particulars or universals and accordingly the source of

knowledge are either sensation or conception. Each

20. Ekasmin visaye' nekapramanpapravrttih samplavah,
NyayamafijarI (Vol.I, ed.,p.Tarkavagis,1939),p.227.

20
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source has a marked jurisdiction of its own to which

the other has no access. The particulérs are apprehended
by the senses but the universals are conceived by

the understanding. The senses cannot know the universals
nor can the parﬁiculars be known by the understanding.

The reason for this conclusion has been discussed

already.21

Dharmakirti, the famous Buddhist philosopher,
proposes an experiment by way of introspection to
demonstrate the rigid dichotomy pbetween sensibility
and understanding. The experiment consists in
pointing to the simple psychological phenomenon of

absentmindness., He says that when we are absentminded,

21, It should be noted here that from the empirical point
of view it is just the Buddhist theory which would
deserve to be called 'samplava' theory, since the
two sources of knowledge, sensation and conception,
are not found in our everyday experience in their
pure and unmixed condition. The empirical world is
a world created by our understanding by a synthesis
(samplava) of its concepts with the pure sensation.
In order to separate them and to show their mutual
exclusiveness,we must go beyond actual experience,
beyond all observable conscious and sub-conscious
operation of the intellect, and assume a transcendental
difference, a difference which, although unobserved
by us directly, is urged upon us necessarily by
uncontradicted ultimate reality.
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i.e., when our attention is otherwise engaged

(anyatra-gatacitta), we cannot recognise an object

presented in our senses even 1f the senses are operative
fully. In this case, the observer will not 'understand'
anything except the bare presence of the object.

The attention of the observer must be directed to

the object;vthe disposition of the past experience

must be remembered, the name and its connotation must

be recalled; only then will be observer begin to
'understand' and recognition will follow.23 The
experiment of Dharmakirti signifies the fact that the
uhderstanding is a separate faculty different from

the senses. The understanding is the mind's spontaneous
activity subsequent to the function of the sensuous
passive apparatus. There is a minfimum limit to every
empirical cognition, the limit being the pure unutterable
sensation absolutely free from the construction of the
understanding and on the basis of which the understanding

constructs its universals,

22, Anyatra catacittasya vastum@tropalambhanam,
Sarvopddhivivekena tata eva pravarttate
SAntaraksita,Tattvasamgraha (Gaekwad, 1926, Vol.I) ,p.241

23. Sattketa manaskdrdt sadddipratyaydime,Jayamidnstu
laksyante n3ksavydprtya anantaram,,Ibid,p.240.
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The experiment of Dharmakirti offers a remarkable
coincidence with one proposed by Bergson. "I am going",
says the French philosopher, "to close my eyes, stop
my ears, extenguish one by one bhe sensations ......
all my perceptions vanish, the material world sinks
into silence........L1 can even, it may be, blot out
agd forget my recollections upto my immediate past;
but at least I keep the consciousness of my rresent,
reduced to its extremest proverty, that is to say,
of the aétual state of my body".24 This consciousness
"reduced to extremest poverty" is evidently nothing
but Dharmakirti's moment of pure sensation, the present
moment. Bergson adduces it as a proof that the idea
of nought is a pseudo-idea. The Buddhists refer to
it exactly for the same purpose., But i£ is at the
same time a proof that sensation and understanding
are two quite heterogeneous sources of knowledge, tr.e
sensations being the basic foundation upon which the
understanding builds up its entire superstructure. The

universal is an illusion, it is mere name or concept

24. Creative Evolution, p.293,(Macmillan,london,1911)
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of the understanding without any objective correlative
correspondening to it. Thus we find that the
Buddhists' rejection of the reality of universals is
founded upon the epistemological doctorine that the
senses and the understanding are two utterly
heterogeneous mental faculties, although united by

a special causal relation, in as much as the images

of universals always arise in functional dependence

on sensation.
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IIT

The Buddhists offer various arguments to disprove
the ontological reality of universals. Kamlsila .,
a wgll—known Buddhist philosopher, argues that, had
the universal been a separate oObjective reality apart
from the particulars, we could have apprehended it
separately as a fruit in a basket. But to have an
abstract idea of a universal apart from the ideas
of the particulars is a psychological impossibility.
The universal cowness (gotva) is supposed to be
berefit of the characteristics, codour or shape, which
an actval individual cow possesses., But try as we
may, we can not imagine, or have an idea of this
universal 'cowness' devoid of those peculiar features
of an actual cow. Hence the ontological unreality of

. 25
the universals is proved.

25, Etaduktam bhavati-anug@mipratyayanam pindaddivyat-
iriktam . nimittamalamvanabhutameva bhavadbhih
sisadhayigitam, taccayuktam, tasyapratlbhasanat-
tadv1Laksanavarnakrtyadlpratlbhasanacca Tathdahi-
bhavaddhlvarnakrtyaksarakarasunyameva varnyate
gotvadlsamanyam vijidnam ca varnadlpratlbhasanu—
gatamanubhuyate, tat kathamsya varnadlsunyamal—
amvanam bhavet, na hi anyakarasya v13nanasyanya—
ddlamvanam yuktamatiprasangdt. Kamaladila,
Tattvasamgraha-pafi {ika (Gackwad, 1926, Vol.1) ,p.243.
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It should be noted here that Berkeley, an
English nominalist, adopts almost the same line of
argument in his celebrated "introduction" to his
"pPrinciples of Human Knowledge" and also in the
main body of the Principles to dispose of Locke's
conceptualistic theory of universal.26 As against
Locke, Berkeley denies the mental existence cof the
universals in the form of general jideas by pointing
out the psychological impossibility of imagining the
general as opposed to the particular, the abstract
as opposed to the concrete. Our capacity of forming
ideas, argues. Berkeley, is always limited to the
particulars. The so-called ideas of universals,

therefore, are mere names or words without any corresp-

onding mental concepts or objective correlative,

But though the type of argument advanced by both
Berke ley and a Buddhist is almost the same, the enormous

difference between these two philosophers should not be

26. As stated in the book of §ushanta Sen,A sStudy of
Iniversals, (Research publication, Visva-Bharati,
1978) ,p. 59.
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overlooked. So far as Berkeley repudiates the
objective existence of the universals by pointing

out the psychological incapacity of our mind of
having general or abstract ideas as opposed to the
ideas of the particulars, a Buddhist would readily
agree with him. But he 'would point out to Berkeley
that what he calls the idea of partiqular is also
general, general in respect of the particulars coming
under it. The non-general is only that thing which

is strictly ‘'in itself' (sva-laksana), i.e., a thing

whose being or knowledge is not determined by anything
other than itself. ‘If, on the other hand, the being
of knowledge of a thing is determined by, relative to,
or dependent on things other than itself, then it is

no longer 'in itself'(sva-laksana) it is no longer a

particular, it becomes general, In this sense, only
the very first moment of unutterable sensation re-
presents particulars. Moments which foltow this first
moment of pure sensation of the determinate images or

concepts which subsequently arise in functional dependence
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on this first moment, are all universal or general,
since, according to the Buddhists, their being and
knowledge are determined by a negation of their
opposites, and hence dependent on them, The idea

of a particular blue colour as opposed tc the idea

of blueness in general is a particular idea, according
to Berkeley. But a Buddhist would say that if it is
blue in colour, this means that it already not non-
blue and then it is general, no more 'in itself'

(sva—-laksana) but 'in the other' (samanya-laksana)

relative, dependent, constructed and dialectical,

The absolute particular blue is the unutterable point-
instant of the first moment of sensation which is
subsequently understood by the understanding by a
general image of blue. The reality and meaning of this
image of blue consist in the negation of things which
are not blue in colour. In this way, the idea of the
blue which #ds:-proposed by Berkeley to be a particular
idea is also general or universal, according to the

Buddhists. The particulars are empirically conceived by
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Berkeley, transcendentally understood by the Buddhists.

We have seen how the psychological impossibility
to have an abstract general idea over and above the
ideas of particulars is made the ground for rejecting
the ontological reality of the universals., But there
are many other arguments advaced by the Buddhists
which tend to disclose the absurdity of a realistic
theory of universal, Most of these arguments try to
show that even granting a separate ontological existence
to the universals apart from the particulars, the
realists fail to explain with success the relationship

between them.

According to the Nydya-vVaidesika thinkers, the
particular and its corresponding universal are realted
to each other as the 'support' and the thing 'supported’

(2dharddheva-sambandha). But a support, the Buddhist

argues, is always a cause which modifies its content.
An unsupported apple which naturally would fall down

to the ground is transformed into pon-failing down
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object when it is supported by a basket. But the
universal is supposed by the realist to be an
eternal never changing entity which cannot be
efficiently acted upon so as to be modified by a
cause and hence it cannot be supported by a

substratum.

Again, one particular object is said to 'support’
several universals at the same time, which according
to the Buddhists, is an unintelligible jargon. Thus
the fact of 'being a tree' (vrksatva) and that of 'being

. / — . ! = ; .
a élmsapa tree' (dimsapitva) are two separate universals

which are suppbrted by the self-same particular tree
named gimSapi. They are regarded as two separate
universals,'because each of them has its own separate
name., They, therefore, cannot be possessed in common

by the same supporting particular, just as cowness(gotva)
and horseness (asvatva) do not represent two characte-

o 28
ristics possessed by one common substratum.

27. Api cAstu s@madnyam vastusat tatha'pi nityatvddanupa-
karyatayd svalaksanddhdratv@nupapattih. Adhdratvamapi
hi karanatvameva. Patanadharmino hi vadar&dayah
kundadivirpatanadharmanah kriya@8nta. Na ca nityam
kriyata iti nd8dheyam, Vacaspati Miéra,Nydyavartikata-
tparvatikd (Chowkhamba,1925) ,p.484.

28. Tatha vrksatva81msapatva svatantre eva samanye
svasabdabhyamavagamlto na gouradva iti vatsimanad-
hikaranym bha jetam., ibid.
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But even suppcsing for the sake of argument.,
urges a Buddhist, that a self-same particular can
' support' two or more universals at the same time, it
will lead us to the absurd position to think that
there @n not be any existential and connotative
difference between those different universals which
are ontologically distinct from one another, If
cne of them be suggested by a name or by a conception,
.then all the remaining ones, since their existence
depends on the same supporting cause, will be eo_ipso
suggested and their names will practically become
synonyms. Thus the names of the universals like
existence, substantiality, solidity, arboreity and

!, 4 - . , .
simsapaness, all of which are supposed to inhere in

the self-same éiméapé tree, will have the same meaning,
which is evidently absurd. Again if different

universals be supported by the same particular, then,

in perceiving one of these universals, we should be

able to perceive ﬁhe rest of them. But that this is

not the case is proved by the fact that from a considerable

distance in a dim moonlit night, a Simdapd tree is
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perceilved merely as something existent and nothing
else., Had the hypothesis in question been true, i.e..
if the self-same particular tree supﬁorted the

different kinds of aforesaid universals, then in
perceiving the universal 'existence' within it, we
could have perceived the rest of them at the same

time. But this isnot the case.29 These considerations,
the Buddhists claim, conclusively dispose of the
Nyaya-vaidesika contention that a single individual
object is the support of several universals at the

same time.

Again, when a universal is said to be present
in a particular instance of it, the Buddhist asks
the Naiydyikas - is it present in it in its entirety,
or, is only a part of it present in that particular
instance ? If£ it is present in its entirely, then,
in accordance with the law of contradiction, nothing
of it will be left to be present in its other particular

instances, so that if there be one individual cow by

29. Ekopakarake grihye nopakardstato'pare, Drste
tasminnadrstd ye tadgrahe sakalagraha, Ibid.
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virtue of its posseséion of the universal 'cowness'
(gotva), there will be no other individual cows in
the world., And if it is present in its various
particular instances part by part, then, the universal
in question, instead of being a simple unanalysable
entity as claimed by the Nydya-Vaidesika thinkers,
will be a complex one composed of parts; and as no
compléx entity is enternal, the universal would cease
to be eternal (nitya). But this conclusion directly
goes against the Nyaya~vaisesika concept of universal.
Moreover, if only a part of the universal 'cowness'

be present in a particular cow, then we are landed

in the absurdity that an individual cow is only
partly a cow and partly some other animal such as

a horse,

Next, the Buddhists ask the Nyéya-vaiéegika
thinkers - are the so-called universal present every-

where (sarva-sarva-gata), or, are they confined only

to their respective particular instances(vyakti-sarva-gata)?
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If it is present everywhere, then all things will be
confused together and form a chaos, because a cow
would be then characterised not only by cowness(gggz§)
by also by horseness (agvatva), dogness etc., which

30 If the universal is,

are everywhere by suppostion.
on the other hand, confined only to its respective
particulars, e.g., if the universal 'ccwness' be
present only in all individual cows and not in any
other animals, then it would be difficult to account
for its sudden appearance in a newly porn particular
objecﬁ Which springs into existence at a spot where
the universal in guestion was not found previously and
whereto it couldn not have moved from another indivi-
dual in which it was, being by hypothesis, incapableA
of movement., Only the substances are capable of
movement, according to Nydya-vaidesika philosophers,
and if the universal in question moves from another
individual, it would cease to be a universal and turn
out to be a substance., Moreover, how can we explain
the perception of the individual from which its

corresponding universal is transmitted to the other

30. Jayanta Bhatta., Nyayamafijari(cChowkhamba)1936,pp.272-73.
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newly born individual ? It cannot be said that the
universal in question is born a new along with the
newly born individual, because the universals are
eternal entities which do not admit of any temporal
origination. As the sudden appearance of a universal
in a newly born individual object cannot be explained
with success, so also we cannot explain its sudden
disgppearance from an individual when it is broken

or destroyed., The universal in question cannot be
destroyed along with the destruction of the individual,
since it is an eternal entity incapable of destruction.
Nor can it be said that it moves forward in search of

an another individual as its abode, because it ié

ex hypothesi devoid of any motion. Even if for the sake
of argument we admit it can move forward to ancther
individual for its locus, the individual to which it
moves cannot accommodate it, because it is already
possessed of its own universal and the new-comer
universal would prove superfluous to it. Again, suppose
the species we call cow becomes extinct in the course

of evolution so that not a single individual cow is
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anywhere leff on the earth, where will the eternal
'cowness' (gotva) go ? Will it wander about like a
floating adjective in empty space and epty time 2
Even if it does so, its subsistence in space and
time (which, according to the Nyéya—vaiée§ika
rhilosophers are substances) would make them unders-
tood as cow, as the presenve of a cow-universal
(gotva-jadti) in an individual cow makes the latter
understood as a cow, But this is obviously absurd.
All these Buddhist objections in connection with
the relation of a universal to its corresponding
particular objects have been summed up in the
following verse:

Na yati na ca tatrasin na cotpannamana camsavat,

Jahati plirvam nadharam aho vyasana-samtatih

Pramgnavartika, 1/153

The main point of the realists' answer to the
objections summed up in the verse31 is that all of

them are based on a false spatial view of universal,

31, In the next section we shall see how can all other
objectio..s adduced by the Buddhists against the
Nydya-vaidesika theory of universal be answered
successfully from the stand point of Nydya-vaidesika
Realism,
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that the universals are spatial entities spatially
located in particulars., But the particular is not
the spatial seat of the universal, it is only a

means of revealing it (vyafijaka). The universal
'cowness' 1is present not only in the particular

cows but also in other animrls such as horses, dogs
etec. But it is not manifested in other animals
except in the individual cows. That is why,'the
universal 'cowness', though present in & horse,
cannot be perceived in it. It can be perceived only
in a cow which along ﬁossesses the capacity to
manifest it. Hence, deSpite its omnipresence, a
universal cannot be perceived anywhere and everywhere
in the world, it can be perceived only through the
nerception of the individual which is capable or
revealing it.32 Hence it is both correct to say that

the universal is omnipresent(sarvasarva-gata) and also

that it is present in its respective particulars

(vy'akti—sarva—qata).33 When a new particular is born,

it comes to be related to its corresponding universal

32, Sarvasarvagatd jatiriti tavadupeyate, Sarvatragrah-
anam tasya vyailjakavyaktyasannidheh,Jayanta Bhatta.,
Nyayamafijari (Chowkhamba) ,p.285.

33. Tatra yat tavat prstan s@minyam sarvagatam vyaktigatam
veti tatra paksadvayamapi vaydm kaksikurmah,Nardyan
Bhatta,Minameyodaya,p.231.
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and is manifested through it. Though the universal

is eternal and omnipresent, its relation to a particular
individual and hence its manifestation come into
existence only at the moment when the individuval in

question comes into being.

But the Buddhists might retort to the above
argument of the realists that potential or unmanifested
existence is equivalent to non-existence. Efficiency,

activity or actuality(arthakrivdkdritva) is the mark

of the real. If an entity is devoid of this efficiency,
if it is unable to affect our sensibilify'so that it
fails to produce any kind of sensation within us, it
should be pronounced as unreal or non-existent. The
Buddhists could readily concede to Berkeley's dictum-

Esse est percepi - to be is to be perceived -~ if perception

is taken in the sense of pure sensation devoid of any
kind of imaginative construction. Hence to 'say that
the universal 'cowness', though present in a horse,
is not perceived in it, beciause it is not mEnifested

there, is a clear contradiction in terms. Moreover,
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it is said by the Nyéya—vaiéeg;ka thinkers that only
some particulars possess the capacity of revealing

a specific universal, But it cannot explain — why
the universal in question should be perceived in
those particulars. The flame of a torch reveals

the objects in a dark chamber, but it cannot be

said that those objects are felt or perceived within

the flame.
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Iv

In the foregoing sections of this chapter, we
had engaged our attention in finding out the various
grounds offered by the Buddhist phenomenalists on
the basis of which they seek to deny the ontological
reality of the universals. In'unr present discussion
our main programme will be to expose the weakness of
this phenomenalistic theory by showing that the so-called
grounds put forward by the Buddhists in support of
their theory can not stand the test of criticisms offered
by the Ny3aya realists., Conseguently, our discussion

will have the effect of reductio ad absurdum; it will

indirectly substantiate the logical soundness of the
realistic theory of universals, in accordance with
which the universal is a sepdrate ontological entity
(padartha) apart from the particulars, by reducing

the Buddhists position to illogical absurdity.

The first thing we are to examine here is the

theory of pramdna-vyavastha upon which the entire

edifice of the Buddhistic phenomenalism seems to rest.
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It is a theory which maintains that sensation and
inference, the only sources of human knowledge, are
radically opposed and mutually exclusive in the

sense that each of them has a marked jurisdiction

of its own to which the other has no access., Pure
sensation apprehends only the non-constructive
particulars whereas the universals, which are nothing
but the constructions (kalpands) of our understanding,
are the special field of inference, Sensation cannot
apprehend the universals, nor can the particulars be
apprehended by inference. This theory is in. flat

contradiction with the Nyaya theory of pramina-samplava,

according to which the self—same'object can be
cogniéed either directly by sense-perception or
indirectly by inference. There is no hard and fast
opposition between sensation and inference and each
of them can change its function with the other with

regard to the same object.

We have seen in our previous sections how the

case of Buddhist phenomenalists stands or falls with
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their theory of pramapa-vyavasthda and hence., if this

theory is proved to be false and the cause of the

Nydya theory of pram@pna-samplava be championed, the

entire superstructure of the Buddhistic phenomenalism

will collapse and crumble to the ground.

The Naiy@yikas point out that if the theory of

pramana-vyavastha on which the Buddhists have relied

so much be accepted, it would rather go against their
claim of inference as a valid source of knowledge.
Universals, which according to the Buddhists, are
nothing but the constructions of our understanding,
are the exclusive objects of inference. But inference
always depends upon & prior knowledge of the thing

to be inferred (sidhya) as invgriably related with some

of its mark (linga, sidhana). This invariable concom-
itance between the sadhya and sadhana has been
technically called the relation of vyapti. But the
knowledge of any kind of relation (sambandha) presupposes
a previous knowledge of its different relata (sambandhi)

as independent units. The sadhya constitutes a relatum
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in the relation of wvydpi#i . Hence without a knowledge
of the sdadhya apart from the relational eontext, the
relation of vyapti which is regarded as the ground

of inference cannot be ascertained. The saddhya, in

the case of inference as interpreted by the Buddhists,
is>always a universal, i.e., a ccnstruction of the
understanding, the knowledge of which must, therefore,
be derived from inference. Hence we find that inference
here depends upon the knowledge of relation(vyapti)

and the . knowledge of relation,in its turn, depends upon
inference (of the sadhya). This is clearly a case of

petitio principii, a defective way of ratiocination

technically known in Indian philosophy as anyo'nyééray-
34

adosa.

Moreover, if the knowledge of the sddhya, as one
of the relata in the relation of vydpti be itself the
result of inference, then, for this inference of sadhya
an another relation of vyapti should be assumed, in
which case the required knowledge of the sddhya would

again be the result of another inference, for which

34,."Na hyav1jnatasambandham lifdgam gamakamisyate,
. sambandhadhiéca sambandhidvaydavacatiplrvika,
Samanyatmakasambandhlgrahanancanumanatah
Tagmadeva yadisyeta vaktamanyo! nydsamsrayam",
Jayanta Bhatt. Nyayamafijari,Vol.I,(Bengali trans-
lation by Paficinan Tarkavagis, (Calcutta University

1939), p.254.
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another relation of wvyapti should again be assumed
and the knowledge of the sadhya required; and this
process would be multiplied indefinitely. The fallacy
of indefinite regress (anavastha), thus, becomes
inevitable.35 Hence we find that the Buddhist theory

of pramina-vvavastha which emphasises the inferential

character of the universals as opposed to their
perceptual character, annuls the very claim of
inference as a valid source of knowledge, since the
relation of vyapti which is considered to be the

ground of inference cannot be ascertained on this theory.

But the Buddhists, in support of their theory of

pramana-vyavastha put forward an objection against the

theory of pramana-samplava as sponsored by the Naiyayikas.

Pramina means the source of cognition and cognition,
according to the Buddhists, must be the cognition of
something new, cognition of something not yet cognised

(agrhitagrahi). There must be an element of novelty

in our cognition, argues a Buddhist, a felt addition to

our experience not received before. But if the Nydya theory

35, Anumanantaradhina sambandhigrahaplrvika,
Sambandhddhigatirna syanmanvantaradatairapi, Ibid,p.254.
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of pramana-samplava be true i.e., if the self-same

object be cognised both by perception and inference
consecutively, then the source which comes latter
must be dismissed as a source of cognition, since it
gives us then not the cognition of something new,
but re-cognition of something which has already been

cognised. Instead of being agrhitagrahi, it would be

a caseofof grhitagrdhi, and hence, should not be

regarded as & pramana.

But the Naiyayikas answer the above objection
of the Buddhists by saying that the character of being

agrhitagrahi is not always a universal and necessary

mark of pramdpa since a grahitagr@hi source may equally

given rise to a piece of valid knowledge (prama). To
this, the Buddhist might again object that the

grhitagrihi source engages itself in re-producing

a piece of valid knowledge which has already been

produced by the agrhitagrdhi source, but since a& thing

which has been produced once cannot be re-produced

again, the attempt of the grhitagrdhi source in doing

so would be a fruitless endeavour. But the Naiyayikas
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answer that the knowledge produced by the grhitagrahi

source here is numerically different from that

produced by the agrhitagrdahi source, and hence the

charge of re~producing an already produced entity
does not hold good. Moreover, if the knowledge

produced by the grhitagrdhi source was every found

to be cancelled, it could have been recarded as a
case of apramina, but it is never found to be so

and hence the claim of the grhitagrahi as a source
36

of valid knowledge (pramina) cannot be dismissed.

It may be urged by the Buddhists that if the

grhitagrdhi source of knowledge be regarded as a

case of pramina, then smrii or recollection also

being grhitagrdhi, should be treated as a genuine

source of knowledge. But recollection is never
recognised by the Naiyayikas as a source of knowledge.
As a source of knowledge. &As against this Jayanta Bhatta

answers that recollection is not regarded as a source

36. Yadapi pramina-visesanamanadhigtdrthagradhitvamabhidhiyate
paraistadapi na sampratam. Pramanasya grhitataditaravi=-
sayapravrttasva pramanye v1sesabhavat Nanu grhitavigaye
pravrttan pramanam kim kurydat 2 Pramamiti cet grhyetapl

tdmeva vidhatum. Krtayah karandyogaditi cenna pramantara—
karandt ....... Pramanasya tu na kificit vadhyam pasydmo
yena tadapramdnamiti vyavasthia-payamah., Ibid,p.172.
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of knowledge, not because that it is a grhitagrihi

source but because that it is not caused by the objeét
to be recollected.37 The recollection of an entity
even after its destruction is a clear evidence that

smrti is not caused by the object in question(arthaijanva).

The Buddhists have raised ancther fresh objection

against the Nyaya theory of pramina-samplava. It is

urged by them that if sense perception and inference
were cognisant of the same objective reality as is
maintained by the Naiyayikas, then the difference in
contents of the two cases of cognition in question
cannot be accounted for, In perceptual cognition an
object is cognised with all its vividness and distinctive
individuality., But in inferential cognition the
supposedly identical object is felt as less vivid and
less distinct. It is a blurred picture of reality
which cannot be specifically identified with this or
that individual that 1s cognised with its distinctive
identi%y in perception. We know from the testimony of

perception that one individual cow is different from

37. Na ssmrter pramanatvam grhitagrahitakrtam, Api
tvanarthajanyatvam tadapraminyakaranam. Ibid,p.l175.
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another individual cow. But the evidence of inference
gives us knowledge not of this or that individuval cow,
but of the cow in general a knowledge in which the
mﬁtual difference between the individual cows has
faded out. Certainly this difference in contents of
the different kinds of cognition in question cannot

be successfully, explained, if they are supposed

38
to be cognisant of the self-same objective reality.

But the Naiyayikas refuse to be convinced by
this argument of the Buddhists. They are of opinion
that the Buddhists' contention that the difference
in contention that the difference in contents is
incompatible with the sameness of object iérnt true
as @ matter of fact. The same object which is clear
and distinct when perceived from close vicinity is
pale and blurred when viewed from a considerable
distance.39 In fact the difference between the contents
of perceptual cognition and inferential cognition

consists, hold the Naiyayikas,not in the difference

38. Yadi @ pratyaksavisaye gabdanumdnayorapi vrttitisyate,
tarhi pratyksasamvitsadrsimeva te api buddhim vidadhyatam
na CaiV'a[naSti-l Ibidl p.230.

39. DOravidiirades$avyavasthitapadartha pratitivat,Ibid,p.266.
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of their respective objects, but in the difference
of the ways (updya) in which the same object is
cognised, Their difference isn not vigavagata

strictly speaking but upéyagata.4o

Apart from this, another line of explanation
has been adopted by some Nyaya thinkers to account
for the difference in contents between perceptual
cognition and inferential cognition. Their difference,
according to them, is not gualitative but quantitative.
The contents of a perceptual cogﬁition are only in
excess of those of an inferential cognition. The excess
is due to the different gualities of the thing that
are cognised in perception alone. But in so far as the
identity of the object, irrespective of the excess of
diminution of qualities is taken into account, there
is absolutely no difference between perceptual and
inferential cognitions. Thus, for instance, the perception
of a cow and the inference of a cow have a common content,

which is due to the common substance,which is due to the

40. Visaydsamye'pi-upayabheddt pratitibhedo bhavati,
Ibid,p.266.
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common substance, viz. and individual possessed of

the cow-universal (gotva). Hence there is no
qualitative difference in the content of consciousness
relating to the substance. But a substance is cognised
with a greater number of qualities in perception and

so felt to be more vivid and distinct. In inferential
cognition, on the other hand, the number of qualities
cognised is much less, as sensible qualities are not
cognised in it, and hence the content of inferential
cognition is felt to be more pale and hazy. The so-called
gqualitative variation in the contents of perceptual and
inferential cognitions has, therefore, reference to

the numerical ratio of adjectival gqualities that are
perceived or unperceived along with the substance and

has nothing to do with the substantive core of reality.41

From the discussion above it is evident that the
Buddhists' attempt to dismiss the Nydya theory of pramina-
samplava is an utter failure and their own theory of

pram@na-vvavasthd upon which they try to base their

phenomenalistic theory of universals has not legs to stand

41. Bahutar@lpataradharmavaddharmibhedavigayatvam eva
stutdsfutapratibhasatvam, n3dhikam. Raghunath Siromani,
Atmatattvavivekadidhiti(Bibl, Indica),p.336.
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upon. It, therefore, should be rejected as offering

no solution of the problem of universal,

Having thus failed in this direction, the Buddhists
take another line of approach in defence of their
nominalistic theory. They say that the Nyaya and the
Mimamsa realists had to postulate the ontological
reality of the universals apart from the'particulars
to 2account for the uncontradicted notion of identity

(anuvritipratyava) which we have with regard to all

individual objects belonging to a certain class. When

we experience an individual ocbject, we experience it

not merely as an individual unit but as a member
belonging to a certain class. This classification of

an individuai cbject at the time of its experience is
possible only , argue the realists, if we have experienced
in it a common character which runs identical through

all other members of the class in gquestion. <The genesis

of the notion of identity (anuvrttipratvava) with regard

to an individual object of experience as explained above

cannot be accounted for unless an ontological principle
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residing in the individual in guestion is held to be
its cause or ground., This ontological jdentifical
character shared by the individual members of a givén
class has been termed as universal (saminya) by the

realists.

But the Buddhists ohject against the above
contention of the realists that it is not necessary
that the notion of identity should always be grounded-
upon or caused by one identical ontological universal,
Several individual dbjects having nothing in common
my yet give rise to an identical notion., It is a
matter of common observation, argue the Buddhists,
that a particular entity without having the slightest
bit of similarity with cther objects my yet produce
a similar result along with the others. The plant
qudlici, for example, which is said to have a febrifuge
effect to medicine has nothing in common, neither in
shape, nor in stuff, not in colour with other plants
which are said to have the same febrifuge effegt. In

the same way the svalaksana particulars, though they
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do not share a common identical character called
universal, my yet be the cause of the notion of

identity (anuvrttipratvavya) in our mind. It should

be noted there that the Buddhists do not deny the
notion of identity itself; what they are at pains

to deny is that there is a corresponding ontological
universal which causes this notion of identity.

They are of opinion that the dizrete particulars are

endowed with such a capability (6akti, sdmarthya)

as to produce directly the notion of identity without
being grounded on one ontological universal.42 That
the notién of identity can be sometimes eXplainéd
without the help of a corresponding ontological
universal has been admitted even by the Naivayikas
.themselves. It has been said by them (Naiyayikas)
that the different universals, e.g.., @ horse-universal
(asvatva) a cow-universal(gotva) etc. are so many self
contained units of reality without sharing a common

identical universal. The Naiyayikas do not admit

a universal inhering in other universals to avoid the

42, Vide sec.-I, foot-note No.6, b. 47
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fallacy of indefinite regress (anavasthda). But
nevertheless these universal—units are all referred

to by @ common concept and a8 name, viz. universal,

So if in some c@ses the notion of identity can be
explained without an identical ontological principle
called universal, the Buddhists demand that we my
with equal properety and cogency explain the notion

of identity with regard to experience of an individual
cow without taking recourse to a corresponding

universal called cowness (gotva).

But the Mimdmsa and the Nyaya realists do not
admit the walidity of the above argument of tﬁe Buddhists.
They argue that even admitting for the sake of argument
that discrete particulars having nothing in common in
the shape of an identical universal are yet endowed with
a capability (égﬁgi) of producing the notion of identity
in our mind, one has the right to ask: (i) is the capability
cognisable or non-cognisable and (ii) is it different in

each individual or one and the same for all 2?2 If it be one
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and cognisable, then it amounts to the admission of

an ontological universal, only expressed in a somewhat

different phraseolOgy.43 Iif, however, the capability

(éakti, samarthya) itself be held to be non-cognisable,

how can it lead to the cognition of something else,
that is, an identical universal 2 If the capability
itself is not cognised, how can that which is said

to be produced by the capability be cognised ? 1In

that case, it will lead us to the rejection of the
notion of identity itself, because no object is
accepted by mere existence unless it is, in some form
or other, actually cognised.44 But to reject the notion
of identity itself will be going against the actual
deliverence of experience. Even the Buddhists do not
deny it, though they dény its corresponding ontological

universal,

Acain, if the capability (Sakti, sdmarthya) be

different in each individual and something wholly

different from the individual itself, how could it lead

43, Grhyate yadi saika ca Jatlrevanyasabdlka, Kumarila,
Srokavartika (Akrtivada),Stoka No. 13,

44, Bhavenner1saya buddhiryadi saktlrna grhyate, Nai hi
saabhavamatrena visayah kasc1dlsyate, Ibid, Slcka No.14.
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to any single notion of identity by means of the
individuals that are many and diverse ? Even granting
that it can do so, it «@n not explain our feeling
that this notion of identity or the idea of the
universal embrances all the individuals coming under
it, since it is an entity which is wholly different
from the individuals.45 Moreover, if the capability
of each individual be identical with it, we could
have no other entities save those of the individuals:
and these individuals being many and diverse, they
could not form the basis of &any single notion of

identity.46

Again, the Buddhist argument, that is, the
several cases of universal which are referred to by
the same name and concept, viz., universal' without
recognising any higher universal presiding over them,
does not afford any advantage to the Buddhists. The
.fact that the universals do not possess any higher

universal in common does not prove that lower universals

45, S&marthyam vadi ... prativyakti bhinnam, na tarhi
tasydnugatavikalpotpidaniyamakatvam,mitho vydbhicarad.
Raghundath, Atmatattvavivekdidhiti(Bibl. Indica),p.389.

46. Bhinnatve v 'pi daktindmekabuddhirna labhyate,
Visegadaktyabhede ca td@banmitramatirbhavet.
Kumarila, op. cit, Solka No, 1l6.
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are ontologically unreal or the ideas of them logically
unsound, Kumdrila makeé the situation clear by means
of an analogy. The forest is nothing apart from the
trees within it. Hence though the ideas of forest
apart from the trees is clearly a mistaken one,

yet the ideas of the trees themselves cannot be so.
Similarly, in the present case, though the idea of

the universal corresponding to different universals

my be mistaken, that of the universals themselves

like cowness (gotva), horseness (agvatva) etc. cannot

be so.47

Moreover, the Naiyayikas point out that though
the universals do not admittedly possess a higher
universal, their identity of reference is not ungrounded
in a common objective character. The common character
in question may be defined as the character of existing

in all the individuals of a class without existing

in the individuals of other classes.48 This common character

is not a universal but that does not argue that is not

47, Banopanyésatulyo ‘vamupanydsah krtastvaya,
Bhrantltvana hi naitasya bharantlrgotvadldhlrapl
ibid, Slcka No.20.

48, Vastutah samdnyesgva api taaltaravrttlve sati
sakalatadvrttitvam upadhisaminyam ekam asti,
Atmatattvavivek, commentary by Sarnkar Misra

(Bibl. Indica),p.390.
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objective., In fact it has been admitted by the Naivayikas
that there are two types of common character (sdmanya)
viz. (i) universal (j3ti) and (ii) non-universal(upadhi)
and it is on the latter that the identity of reference

of the various universals is grounded,

Thus we f£ind that the Buddhis;s' attempt to
explain the genesis of the awareness of identity

(anuvrittipratvaya) by means of the individuals alone

without admitting any ontological identical universal
proves, on cleoser examination, to be a failure. But
the Buddhists advance many other arguments to disprove
the ontological reality of the universals. Iet us
examine these arguments one by one.

One of the moét important and serious charges
that the Buddhists put forward against the Naivyayikas
is that, even granting the ontological reality of the
universals for the sake of argument, it cannot be

decided with certainty whether these universals exist

everywhere (sarva-sarvagata) or whether they exist only
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in their corresponding individual cbjects(vyakti-
sarvagata). Both these alternmatives are fraught

with insuperable difficulties which we have already
discussed in our previous sectionand so we need not
repeat them here. But these difficulties, the

Buddhists hold, would not arise at all if the universals
be regarded as the imaginary construction of our

understanding (kalpand).

Now this question ~-~ whether the universals
are omnipresent or present only in their corresponding
individuals - has given rise to a difference of
opinion between the Naiyayikas, on the one hand, and
the Vaidesikas, on the other. The Vaigesika philosophers

in general contribute to the vyaktisarvagata theory

of the universal and deny its omnipresence. They argue
that in accordance with the omnipresence theory, the
universal cowness (gotva) would be present not only
in the individual cows but also in dogs, horses etc.
Therefore, when someone would be asked to tether a cow,

he might rush to a horse leaving a cow, since (cowness'
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is present in a horse as well. This would cause great
chaos and confusion in our practical behaviour. The
Buddhists also repeat the same argument against the

omnipresence theory of universals,

But the Naiyayikas like VAcaspati Misra, Jayanta
Bhatta, Udayana and others who endorse the sarva-

sarvacgatatva of universal do not admit validity of

the above argument of the Vaidesikas and the Buddhists.
They are of opinion that the supposed difficulty

in our practical kehaviour will not arise at all,
since, though the universal cowness(gotva) is present
in dogs, horses, snakes, etc., these animals cannot
manifest the universal in question and hence it
cannot be perceived in them. A universal is said

to be manifested only by the &krti or the form of

its corresponding individual so that the perception
of this akrti i1s an essential pre-requisite of the
apprehension of the universal in question. What is
akrti then ? It is the specific arrangement and
relation subsisting among the different parts of an

individual whole (vilaksana-avayava-samyoga). An
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individual cow is a whole (avayavi) composed of parts
(avayavas). But there is such a peculiarity in the
arrangement and relation among its different parts

as is not found in the relation and arrangement

among the various parts of a horse or a dog etc.

That is why an individual cow, having this specific
akrti of its own can manifest its corréSponding
universal cowness whereas an individual horse cannot
do it, because a horse lacks that specific arrangement
and relation among its parts(dkrti) which is found in
a cow. Similarly the akrti of an individual horse is
capable of mnifesting the universal horseness (advatva)
only, not the universal cowness, through the latter
co-exists with but does not inhere (samaveta) in the

former.

The whole {(avayavi) %Znheres in its parts(avayavas)
by the relation of samavdya and the universal inheres
in the whole by virtue of the same relation. Though
the universal is related with each and every part of

the whole, yet these parts separately cannot manifest
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the universal, All the parts should be arranged and
related into a definite form or akrti in order to
manifest its corresponding universal. That is why

if any particular part of the whole, e.g., the tail,
ear, or eye of an individual cow is lost or destrpyed,
that defective whole still continues to manifest its
respective universal, because the manifestation of
the universal does not depend on any particular part
of the whole but upon the specific arrangement of #kts
different parts taken together (3krti) and.the loss
of any pérticular part of the whole does not mean

the loss of the internal 3krti of the whole in question.

Though as a general rule the 3krti of an
individual is the revealer (vyafijaka) of its corresponding
universal, it should be noted here that all universals
are not thus revealed through dkrti. For example there
is no specific dkrti of the individual qualities(gunas)
and actions(karmas). Hence the universals corresponding
‘to these entities, viz., gunatva and karmatva cannot

be revealed through d@krti. In such gases the
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manifestation of these universals will entirely

depend upon their inherence (samavaya) in their
corresponding individual loci. The universal gunatva,
inspite of its presence in the different individual
karmas, can inhere only in the individual gunas and
nowhere else. That is why 'gunatva' becomes manifested
only by the individual gunas-and we perceive 'gunatva'
in the gunas only, not in the karmas . Similarly, the
universal karmatva, though it is present in the different
gunas, can inhere only in its corresponding individual
karmas and ke manifested by them. That 1s why karmatva
can be perceived only in the different karmas, not

in the gunas.

Now, if this distinction between the existence of
the universals and their manifestation only through
certain individuals is kept in mind., there will be no
difficulty in upholding the omnipresence theory of the

universals (sarva-sarvagatavdda). Thoucgh a universal

is omnipresent, it is not perceived everywhere simply

because it is not manifested everywhere. It can only
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be perceived in its corresponding individual object

which alone posses the capacity of manifesting it.

The realists are of opinion that the universals

are eternal entities (nitva padadrthas) free from

origination.and decay. If the universal cowness(gotva)
were a non-eternal entity like the individual objects,

argue the Naiyayikas, it would be destroyed along

with the degth of an individual cow and thereafter

all other COwWs of the world would cease to be cows,

To avoid this absurdity, the eternity of the universals

must be admitted.

Here, the Buddhists might raise an objection
that if the universals in question were eternal, it
would have been perceived eternally. But the 'cowness'
is not perceived in a place in the interval between
the death of an individual cow and the birth of another,
This proves conclusively, argue the Buddhists, that
the universals are born or destoryed along with the

birth and death of the individuals,
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The answer of the Naiya@yikas to the above
objectibn is the same as before: Non-perception is
not thé only mark of a thing's non-existence. The
universal cowness (gotva) is eternally present in the
interval between the death of an individual cow and
the bkirth of another, but it is not perceived there
simply beéause an individual cow having a definite
form (gkrti) which alone possesses the capacity

of manifesting the universal in question is absent

at that time.

Kamalasila, a famous Buddhist philosopher, argues
that if the universal were a separate ontological
category as contained in its corresponding partigulars,
we could have reflected it distinctly just like a

fruit in a basket (kundavadar@vat). But as it is

psychologicélly impossible to have an abstract idea
of generality apart from the idea of particulars,

the existence of the universals as a separate ontolo-
gical cafegory (paddrtha) should be dismissed as a

figment of our imagination. Incidentally it is
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interesting to note that Berkeley, a fawous British
empiricist of the eighteenth century, offered almost
the same ground as given by Kamalasila to disprove
the ontological reality of the universals. Berkeley
argued that because the formation of abstract general
ideas apart from the ideas of the particulars is a
‘psychological impossibility, the objective existence
of the universals corresponding to the former kind of

ideas is simply an illusive notion of our mind.

The Naiyayikas answer that the above objection
of the Buddhists - why should not a universal be
perceived distinctly like a fruit in a basket if it
were really an existent entity in an-individual - is
ambiguous. If by distinct perception it is intended
that it should be perceived outside an individudal,
the énswer is that the universal has no medium of
manifestation outside the same. Hence it is always
perceived as contained in the individual, not outside
it. .But the case is entirely different with a fruit

as contained in a basket. The fruit is a whole (avayavi)

which inheres in its parts(avayavas) outside the basket.
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Had the universal also been a composite entity

composed of parts just like the fruit, it could have
subsisted in 'its parts outside its particular locus.

But the universal is an unanalysable simple entity
devoid of part. It can inhere only in its corresponding
individual objects. Hence it is never perceived outside

its individual locus.49

The question where the universal should inhere
can be decided by the evidence of experience alone,
That the cow-universal inheres in the individual
called 'cow' and not in the horse is proved by the very
fact that it is felt there and not elsewhere, The
ultimate nature of things is to be accepted on the
evidence of experience exactly in the way in which it

manifests itself (svabhiva eva pratiti-sakdikah).

It will be over-stepping the limit of our jurisdiction
to expect things to behave according to our preference.
Therefore, the question why does the universal inhere
in its relevant individuals only and not in'anything

else is not legitimate, because it is the very nature

49, Vyaktivrttitva jateh p;thagdeéatayé'nupalambhah,
Tadagraho v@ na punastadatiriktdyd@ abhdvdadeveti.
Jayanta Bhatta, Nvayamaiijari(cChowkhamba,l1936),p.284.
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(svabhia3va) of certain individuals to allow their
éorrGSponding universals to be realted with them by

the relation of inherence (samavaya).

‘But the opponent might observe that the Naiyayikas'
appeal to the ultimate nature of things (svabhava)
is only a trick for concealing the failure of retional
explanation, If the unguestionable nature of things
can be accepted as an explanation of @ philosophical
problem, the Buddhists also can make the same appeal,
The Buddhists deny the existence of universals and
assert that it is the individuals themselves which,
inspite of their lack of a common identical nature,

do possess a natural capacity (sv@bhivika s3warthva)

for generating idential concepts. And this attempt to
take shelter under the ultimate nature of the indfvi-
duals does not stand in a position of disadvantage as

compared with the similar appeal made by the Naiydyikas.

But the Naiyd@yikas point out that the two cases

mentioned above are not similar. The appeal to the
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ultimate nature of things i1s the last resource

which is necessitated by the failure of other possible
explanations, The postulation of a universal distinct
from the individuals is dictated by logical necessity

as well as experimental evidence and the consequential
problem of its relation with the individuals demands

an explanation. And when an explanation i1s not available
except one based upon the nature of things, we have to
accept it as a metaphysical necessity. The Buddhist
hypothesis could be accepted if the universal were found

to be an impossible finction,

We started our discussion of this point by way
of refuting Kamaladila's objection that if the universal
were an ontological reality, it could have been perceived

distinctly as a fruit in a basket(kundavadaravat) and

we marked an ambiguity in the expression “perceiving
distinctly as a fruit in a basket". If this expression
means that the universal is not perceived outside its
corresponding individual, then, as we have shown, it

would be a malicious distortion of the position of the
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Naiydyikas. But if it means that the universal and
its corresponding individual are not perceived as
logically distinct entities inspite of their ontol-
ogical inseparability, the Naiyayikas emphatically
assert that they are perceived as distinct entities
and never felt to be identical with each other., The
numerical difference of the universal from the indivi-
duals is attested by the fact that it is felt as
different from the individuals in which it was previously
perceived when it is perceived in a new individual.
And even when it is perceived in a new individual,

it is felt as distinct from the individual and as
related to it. If the cow-universal were identical
with any one of its corresponding individual, it could
not have been shared then by the other individual

cows of the world and consequently there would be no
other individual cows save that one with which the
universal cowness is identical. But that the cow
universal is shared by innumerable cows is a matter of
direct experience. This proves conclusively that the

individual cow and its corresponding universal are
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logically distinct entities and are never felt to

be identical with each other.SO

-

e

The Buddhists advance many other arguments
against the ontological reality of the universais
and most of these arguments are based on showing
that the relation between the universal and its
corresponding individuals is an unexplained mystery.
Dhérmakirti, a famous Buddhist logician, points out51
that the cow-universal can become related with a newly
born individual cow in three different ways : (i) it
can move forward to the newly born calf from another
individual cow; or (ii) it c@n pre-exist there even
before the birth of the calf or (iii) it can be born
along with the birth of the calf. But none-of these
explanations are logically tenable, The universal
cannot move forward from one individual to another,
since in that case the universal would cease to be a
universal and would turn out to be a substance(dravya)
which alone possesses locomotion., Nor can it be supposed

that the universal pre-exists there even before the

50. Bhedena tipalabhyte eva, pinddntardsamsargini pinde
'nubhuyamane tat samsargitaydnubhavdt. Udayana,
Atmatattvaviveka (Bib. Indica),P.402.

51. Dharmakirti, Pramanavartika,l/153.
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birth of the cow, because it is not perceived and
cannot be acted upon at that time. Nor can it be
said that the universal is born along with the
birth of the individual, since it is an eternal

entity free from origination and decay.

But the Naiyayikas point out that the above-
mentioned difficulties alleged by DharmakiIrti are
nothing but the figment of his imagination. A
Naiyayika never holds that the universal moves forward
from one individual to another, nor that it is born
with the individual. Since a universal is an eternal
entity, it is existent all the while and even before
the birth of the individual and after its destruction.
The non-perception of the cow-universal during the
internal of time between the death of a cow and the birth
of another is not the proof of its non-existence; it is
simply not manifested at that time due to the absence
of an individual cow which is said to be its revealer
(vyafijaka). In fact, the universal is a self-existent
principle independent of the existence and non-existence

of its corresponding individuals. It may be objected
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by the Buddhists that the existence of the cow-
universal in empty space and time before the birth

of the individual cow or after its death should make
space and time understood as a cow just as the existence
of a2 cow-universal in an individual makes the letter
understood as a cow. The Nydya answer to this objection
is that it is not merely the existence of the universal
rather its inherence (samavdaya) that mékes the individual
understood as a cow, The cow—universal, though it
exists, does not inhere in space and time and so the
question of the latter appearing as a cow does not
arise.52 This also disposes of the further objection

of the Buddhists that the co-existence of all universals
in the same locus will result in confusion. In
accordance with the omnipresence theory of the universal

(sarva-sarvagatavada), it is a fact that the cow-universal

co-exists with the horse-universal in a same individual
locus. But that does not make a cow to be understood
as a horse or vice-versa. It is inherence (samavaya)
and not mere existence that determines the cognition

of an individual in terms of c¢lass—-character. The horse-~

52, Yady api aparicchinna-desani simdnydni bhavanti
tathdpy upalaksananiyamdit karana-samagri-niyvamidcca
sva-visaya-sarva-gdtani antardle ca samyoga-samavdya-
vrtty-abhavid avyapadedydni. Pras astapidabhisya
(Benares,1895) ,p.314.
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universal inheres in the individual horse and not

in the cow. If the different universals were admitted
to co-inhere in the same individual, the difficulty
allged by the Buddhists would be irrefutable. But

the Naiyayikas never admit the pogsibility of co-
inherence of two such different lower gniversals

(i.e., apara samanvas) in the same individual locus.

Nor can there be any inherent impossibility in the
co-existence of different universals in the same locus
since they are not cbjects of limited dimension. It

is only seen in the case of limited entities that one
excludes the other from its locus. The horse and

the cow cannot co-exist in the same substratum, But
the enﬁities like space and time which are not subjéct
to limitations of dimension are in different position.
In these cases the existence of one does not cancel
the existence of the other in the same locus since the
opposition imposed by dimension is absent, Universals
also share this character and so their co-existence

in the same individual locus does not involve any

difficulty.
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The distinction between its existence in and

by itself (svarupa-samidnya) and its inherence(samaveta-
sdmanya) and consequential manifestation in a
individual is essential to the understanding of a
universal and its relation with the individuals, The
difficulties raised by the Buddhists.mainly spring
from their deljberate refusal to subscribe to this
distinction., The universals are self-existence
principles. The individual only serves to manifest

its being and the existence and the non-existence of
the individual does not affect the being of a universal.
The proposition "the cow-universal is in the cow"

would be illegitimate if it were understood to connote
the actual assistance of the cow-universal in the
individual. The position would be legitimate if the
copula 'is' meant 'is manifested'.55 Our ordinary
assertions such as there is no cow here or its
explanatory form "it does not possess cowness(gotva)"
are only loose modes of expression. The denial of

the universal cowness in such propositions is to be
understood as nothing more than the denial of mani-

festation due to the non-existence of an individual.

53. Antargadum nirpakamdtram na tu gotvasyddhdramit-
varthah., Tathd ca pinde gotvamiti vyavahdro na
mukhyah kintu l8ksanika 1tyarthah Atamatattvaviveka,
commentary by Satkard Midra(Bibl.Indica),p.407.
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It does not mean that the universal in gquestion was

not existent at the time when the individual was
non-existent. The universai is self-contained so far
its existence is concerned, The individual is reguired

only to make the universal related to it.

It may be urged by the Buddhists that the
relation of inherence(samavaya), being eternal like
the universal, cannot also be non-existent like the
latter. So the universal and the inherence being
present all the time the former should always appear
as related, But it does not appear to be related
so long as the individual is not present. The Naivayikas
answer tﬁat this objection of the Buddhists is based
on the forgetfulness of the fact that the apprehension
of relation presupposes not only the actual existence
of relation (sambandha) but also the terms or the

entities to be related (samabandhis). It is true that

the cow-universal and the relation of samavavya, being
eternal, are always present. But the individual cow

which is @ perishable entity may not be always present
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on the scene. Yet it is one of the terms of the
relation of inherence. Hence so long as the
individual cow does not present itself, the relation
of the cow-universal with it is not apprehended.

The situation can be made clear by a concrete example,
Suppose a man stands in a place and somebody puts a
stick in his hand. The man may then be legitimately
stated to be one who bears a stick. Suppose then
that somebody else takes away the stick from him and
this makes a difference in the quality of the man and
this can be expressed in the form that the man does
no longer possess a stick. The case is similar with
the universal and its relation with the individual.
The universal cowness is all the while there, but when
an individual cow appears on the scene, we say —
"there is a cow here" and when the same individual
departs from the place we say "there is no cow here",
The universal which is always present may be compared
with the man of our ekample and the individual which
is present occasionally with the stick. The presence

and absence of the individual do not mean the corresponding
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change of attributes so far as the universal is

concerned.54

As regards the Buddhist charge that the universal
cannot exist either in its entire}y or in its partial
extension in the individuals, the Naiyayikas answer
that the universal does not admit of degree of dimension.
So the guestion of extension is irrelevant here. It
exists in its own nature which is non-dimensional, In
this respect it is rather on a par with spiritual
entities to which the question of demension is entirely

repugnant,

The Naiydyikas are of opinion that the relation
between the individual and its corresponding universal

is one of support and the supported (adhariddheva

sambandha). But & support, say the Buddhists, is
always a cause which modifies the nature of the thing
supported, just as an apple which ndturally would fall
down to the ground is transformed into a non-falling-

down object when supported by a basket. Similarly, if

54, Defakidle simdnyasvarupam asti,pindopagamiapagamddind
goura asti gourandstitivyavaharah,yathd avicalati.
caitre dandopaga-madpagamabhydm dandi Caitro nayam
danditi vyavatidrah iti praghattaruhah Atmatattvaviveka
commentary by datikara Midra(Bibl. Indica),p. 410.
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the individuvual supports the universal, the latter would
also get modified by the former., But this would be

in fdat contradiction with the Nyaya standpoint which
holds that the universals are eternal entities(g;;yg

paddrthas) incapable of any kind of modification.55

As an answer to this objection, the Naiyayikas
would point out that the appeal to the fruit-basket
relation cannot successfully refute the case of relation
between the individual and its corresponding universal,
because the two cases are not similar. The relation
which holds between an apple and a basket is @ mechanical
separable relation (samyoca) while that which holds
between a universal and its corresponding particular is
necessary and isepatrable (samavaya). To impute the
analogy of one to the cmase of another which are by no
means similar may be a tactful verbal sophistry but not
a logically sound position. Moreover, the relation of
samaviya which holds between a universal and its

corresponding individuals cannot modify the terms related

55. Vicaspati Misra, Nydyavartikatatparyatiki
(Chowkhamba) , pp. 185, 484,
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by it. Such an explanation would be inadmissible in
view of the pluralistic metaphysics advocated by the

Nydya-vaidesika philosophers.



