IS SAMANYA REAL? A CRITIQUE OF THE VAISESIKA VIEW

RAGHUNATH GHOSH

The present paper is an attempt to highlight the arguments forwarded by
the Buddhists in favour of refuting Samanays. In most of the cases, [ have shown
my agreement with the Buddhists where by their view is substantiated. In some
cases I have shown my own departure from them which is followed by some
critical evaluative remarks.

1

The Buddhists have accepted the reality of an object in terms of its causal
efficacy (arthakriya-karitva). All objects that have got causal efficacy are
momentary in nature.

It has been argued by the Vaisesikas that the meaning of the term ‘Sattva’
(existence or being) seems to be vague to them. The term ‘sa#tva’ means an object’s
association with satta samanya or jati and hence possessing this eternal generic
property can be momentary.

In response to this Buddhists rejoin that they do not accept that an object
possessing safra samanya is existent, If it is so, the existence would have to be
admitted in substance, quality and action due to accepting satta samanya there.
To the Vaisesikas Samanya, Visesa and Samav.;?ya do not possess existence or
Sarta due to the problem of infinite regress. If satta or samanya is ac. cpted in
Samanya or Visesa etc, there would arise the question of accepting another Samanya
in it i.e. Samanyatva, Visesatva etc and in this way the defect of infinite regress
cannot be avoided. In fact, Vaisesikas have accepted the Samanya etc. as sat as
they are revealed as such, but this is not Sananya in the technical sense. If the
Vaisesikas accept sattain the form of astitva in Samanya etc, and satt4 in the form
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of satta Sananya in substance etc. there would be gaurava, in determining the
criterion of apprechending the Sat object. Moreover, another problem would crop
up. There would arise common apprchension (anugatapratyaya) in the substance
etc. due to having the same sattgjati in Sananya etc and hence there would also
arise the common apprehension, ' which is not observable.

It has been accepted by the Nyaya- Vaitesikas philosophers that Sazta or
Jati exists in different loci bearing same shape and size through relation of
inherence. In this connection, the Buddhists ask that, if Samanya exists in many
things bearing same size, how do they admit samanya or satt4jati in different objects
bearing different shapes and sizes like substance, quality and action and. also
between musterd seeds and mountain ? To the Vaiseskas sarra samanya exists in
substance etc. through the relation of inherence (samanya). If it is taken for granted,
the Buddhists argue how the usage of differentiation between a man and acow in
the form : ‘This is a cow and this is a man’ can be made. If it is said that the
universals like humanity, cowness etc. pervading in a man and a cow are the
causes of the usage of the differentiation between man, it is not tenable because
the concept of universal as propounded by them is under consideration.”

It is enquired by the Buddhists whether the universal exists in all objects or
in all individuals belonging to a particular class. In the case of former, all objects
would be of a same type due to the existence of same universal in them. If the
universal ‘humanity’ existing in a human being remains in horse etc., the horse etc
would have to be considered as man due to having humanity in them, which is not
possible. Moreover, it will go against the established thesis of the Naiyayikas®. If
the latter is taken for consideration, it will also create some difficulties. That
universal exists in all individuals belonging to the same class is admitted by Prasasta
-pada‘. If this line is accepted, it will lead to some philosophical difficulties as
follows :

The universal ‘Jarness’ did not exist in a piece of mud before the origination
of a jar but it is produced just after the origination of the same. It is asked by the
Buddhists whether the universal ‘jarness’ existing in a jar situated in other place is
related to this jar existing in a different place or not. If it is so, whether this universal
is related to a particular individual after coming from other places or withourt
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coming from there. In the case of former the universal would have to be designated
as substance as it possesses the action in the form of movement. In the case of
latter there would arise the difficulty in apprehending the relation. For, how can
the relation of one object to another be established without accepting the action
or movement.®

It cannot also be said that the jarness etc existing in a jar ctc is related to a
jar existing in a different place through its self-extension. For, self-extension is
possible for an object having parts (Savayava). As jarness etc have no parts
(niravayava) the extension of it is not possible.

Moreover, when a jar is destroved, the problem is whether the jarmess
existing in it remains in it or is destroyed or goes elsewhere. The first alternative is
not correct as universal cannot remain without its substratum i.e. an individual.
Moreover, universal always remains only in the objects other than the cternal
ones. If the second alternative is taken tnto account, it will lead us to accept the
antithesis. i.c., the eternity of the universal as accepted by the Naiyayikas. The
acceptance of the third alternativé leads to accept another undesired situation.
For, universal can go elsewhere it there is movement. If the existence of movement
is accepted in samanya, it would turn into a dravya or substance but not sananya
due to having movement in it.’

To the Vaisesikas universal exists in substance etc through the relation of
inherence. If it is so, the Buddhists argue that the ground on which a jar exists also
contains the jarness existing in a jar as the lower part of a jar is connected with the
upper surface of the ground. If jarness remains on the ground, the ground would
also be taken as a jar, which is not possible. Morcover, jarness cannot pervade a
jar existing on the ground without keeping it associated with the ground.

Considering all these defects the Buddhists do not accept Sananya. To
them, Sattva is not in the form of Samanya but in the form of causal efficacy (artha-
kriyakaritva).

If Samanya is not accepted, how is the common knowledge
(anugatapraryaya) among various individuals of the same class possible. To the
Buddhaists it is not true that cow is differentited from other animals like horse etc
with the help of Samanya, but cow is known as distinct in terms of the knowledge
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of ‘non-cow’ (agovyavti). In the same way, a jar is known in terms of the knowledge
of non - jar (aghamvyavsti)®. This is type of negative way of knowing is called
apoha. Apoha is that which can differentiate a particular object from others
(svetaravyavattirgpa). The distinctness of a jar from other object (ghatetarabheda)
which remains in all individual jars leads us to the apprehension in the form : ¢ This
is a jar but not a cloth’ and through this similar congnition among all individuals
belonging to the same class is established. the derivative meaning of the term
‘apoha’ is as follows :

That which differentiates something from others (apohanam) is apoha.
As itdifferentiates a particualr object from others, itis called anydpoha. Ratnakirti
has opined that the verbal usage in the form “This is a cow’ is originated from the
apprehension in the from ‘This cow is different from non-cow’ (agovyaviti)®.
Hence, the phenomenon of anyapoha is the cause of similer apprehension
(anugatapratyaya) and hence there is no necessity of Sananya. In other words,
the similar congnition of all individuals of the same class is due to an object’s
unique character (svalaksanit) which is possible through its distinct nature from
other objects.

It has been stated earlicr that the theory of impermanance is related to the
non-acceptance of Samanya, a universal. The Buddhist argue that Sananya or
universal as defined by the Vaisesikas comes under inference (anumina). Hence it
does not come under real entity or safvastu, but it is associated with kalpana. The
word which is used in order to refer to some object becomes the conveyer of the
same, but it has nothing to do with reality. Words cannot reveal the real object.
The real fire can serve our purpose (arthakriyakari) while the word ‘fire’ cannot
do the same job. The reality exists in the object itself but not in the word etc. The
burning property exists in the fire but not on the word ‘fire’ etc. The words cannot
reveal the actual object is evidenced from the following usages. The use of the
term sannagari bearing singular suffix means six cities. From these usages it
follows that languages being ambiguous, cannot provide us with the truc picture
of reality.'® In this way, the Buddhists have proved that like language anydpoha
elc cannot give us a true picture of reality. They at best can give us knowledge of
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second order reality i.e. phenomenal reality (Samvsisatyata) and hence they
arealso included under inference or Sananyalaksana.

The object which exists only for a movement and is not revealed through
language is svalaksana and hence perceptual. I do not agree with Sayana on the
following point. If the same object is known in terms of language i.e. if a cow is
known in terms of non-cow, it, I believe, comes under Sanavalaksana but not
svalaksana as claimed by the Sayana-Madhava. Moreover, when a cow is known
in terms of non-cow through the method of apoha it is not possible to know within
a movement which again points to the inferential character of the object, but not
perceptual or svalaksapa. The words etc are called samvsti by virtue of the fact
that they cover (not reveal) the true picture of reality, which has got a second
order importance is Buddhist philosophy.

The concept of anyapoha of the Buddhists has been critcised by the
Vaisesika-philosophers in the following way. Though in an individual cow there is
the difference of non-cow, it cannot serve the purpose of anugata-pratai i.e.
similar congnition. For, if a cow is not definitely known as earlier, there cannot
remain the difference of non-cow. If a cow is difinitely kinown earlier, it is known"
being endowed with cowness which can alone be an object of similar congnition,
Moreover, if it is accepted, there would arise the defect of mutual dependence
(anyonyasraya) an account of the fact that a cow is known in terms of non-cow
and again now-cow is known in terms of a cow. Hence, the phenomenon of
anydpoha is not tenable.!?

The above mentioned view may be refuted following the line of the
Buddhasits. It is true that if a cow is not definitely knwon, there cannot remain the
difference of non-cow. But it is not tenable that, when a cow is known, it is known
being endowed with cowness. The Buddhists mingt say in this connection that a
cow is known in terms of its causal efficacy (arthakriya-karitva) not in terms of its
universal. The question of anugata-pratyaya arises if there are few individuals of
same type. These individuals are knwon by virtue of their causal efficacy. In this
way, other objects denoted by the term ‘non-cow’ are also known through their
different type of causal efficacy. When someone says that a cow is different from
non-cow, he expresses it through language with the help of the process of an gpoha.
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But the initial knowledge of the ‘cow’ or ‘non-cow’ arises from their causal
efficacies, but not through the word ‘cow’ or ‘non-cow’. Hence, to the Buddhists
there is no necessity of accepting Samanya for anugatapratyaya as the method of
anyapoha can serve the purpose.’

It has been argued again by the Buddhists that causal efficacy does not
exit in cowness etc. which come under samaayalaksapa. The derivative meaning
of the term ‘artha-kriya-karitva is the power or potency through which the
necessity is accomplished. The capacity of accomplishing the activitics like burning
etc.is arthakriyakaritva with remains alone in the unique character of fire, but not
in the universals like fireness etc. For, the burning property remains in fire, but not
fireness.

This view is not accepted by the Naiyayikas. To them the Sananaya-laksana
also possesses the capacity of accomplishing some end (arthakriyakaritva). When,
it is said ‘cow should be respected or cow should not be touched with feet’. it is
not applicabeto a particular unique cow, but cow in general bearing the property
cowness. To them, if a qualified and being svalaksapa becomes arthaktiyakari,
the qualifier also which is samanyalaksana will be arthakriyakari and hence it is
absolutely real. (paramarthasat).

This view is not also correct. So, far as my understanding goes the Buddhists
are very much consistent in their position. From the very beginning they are
reluctant to admit the property like cowness etc. in a cow etc. It it is said - ‘cow
should be respected’, it is applicable to a particular cow. If it is accepted, it is
tantamount to accepting the same in all individual cases of cow. If there are hundred
cows, each and every cow is unique in character and hence there is no necessity
of accepting a universal like cowness in it. For anugatapratyaya the method of
apoha is to be restorted to as told earlier. Each and every system of philosophy
has got its metaphysical presupposition. The Bauddha philosophy starts with the
concepts of duhkha and anityata. As the Buddhists believe in the theory of
momentariness, they ontologically cannot admit any thing having permanent
character like universal etc. The Naiyayikas may not admit the same due to
nourshing a different set of metaphysical presuppositions. Both the systems are
consistent if their presuppositions or philosophical scheme are reviewed carefully.
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To the Buddhists universal is as unreal as the hare’s horn due to not
having an adequate proof in favour of its existence. As universal remains in many
individuals existing in past and future also, it cannot be perceived. Universal or
samanya, underlying various individuals of the same class, is not independent but
dependent (sgpeksa). Had there been no individuals of the same class, no samanya
would have been accepted. Hence, the property of existing in the individuals of
similar kind (samanavstita) clearly indicates its dependent character. As perception
can alone reveal those that are at present and in proximity with the sense-organ, it
cannot reveal something existing in past and present. Hence, it cannot reveal a
universal which remains in all individuals existing in past and future. '

Linguistic judgements (vikalpa) cannot reveal the percieved object, because
they are nothing but imaginery objects (kalpana) to the Buddhists. As Sananya
also falls under kalpanai, it cannot reveal the perceived objcets. Moreover, other
pramanas like Anumana and Sabda cannot prove universal as real, as they can
reveal something which is imaginary. 3 ‘

In other way, the futility of universal can be subsatantiated. If universal
were a real cntity, the distinction between universal and particular would have
been seen different distinctly, as we find the distinction between fruits of different
types put in our hands. But as this distination between them is not at all found, the
reality of the universal is in question. Space occupied by a particular object i.e. jar
is not the same from the space occupied by another object i.e. cloth and hence
their distinction is clearly noticed. But no distinction is found between the universal
and particular, as the space occupied by universal is not found to be different from
the space occupied by a pérticular. Hence a universal is not different from a
particular.'s

Moreover, a jar is different from a cloth, because jar is known independently
without the help of the cloth. But a universal cannot be known without its
association with the particulars. In other words a universal is known if the
individuals are known. By virtue of its being dependent character, it cannot be
taken as distinct from the particulars. Hence, universal is a null notion.!7

Now a question may be raised whether universal rests on an individual
(vyakti). If positive, the question arises whether universal wholly or partially rests
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in an individual. If universal remains in an individual wholly, it would have been
perceived there alone, but not in other individuals, which is not desirable. Secondly,
if it exists partially, it cannot remain wholly in it, which will lead to the non-recognition
of a cow as cow.'* Moreover, universal is an entity having no parts (niravayava)
and hence its partial existence is inconcievable.'® It is said by the Vaisesikas that
universal exists in more than one or many individuals. But the problem is if a
universal wholly remains in an individual, it cannot rernain in another. If it occupies
a locus wholly, it cannot remain in another at the same time without being born.
The Buddhists think that a separable (yutasidha) relation is really a relation, but
an inseparable relation is not the same in the true sense of the term as there is a
complete merging of the two entities.” In the latter case it is not rational to say that
one object remains on another due to their inseparability or compléte merging.
Hence no relation is possible between a universal and individual !

If a universal occupies all individuals, it would be taken as omnipresent. If
it is ommipresent, an elephant would be known as a camel due to the omnipresent
character of the universal. It may be argued that a group of individuals can manifest
a particular universal, and hence there does not arise any question of overlapping.?
In response to this Buddhists raise another problem. if a universal is revealed in a
body which consists of some limb, it follows that from the mutilated limb a universal
emerges. Hence, a universal should be perceived in each limb of the body, which
is actually not perceived as universal is taken as partless or whole.?

If a particular limb of body manifests universal, it (i.e. universal) cannot
remain in it (limb) just as an object revealed through lamp cannot remain in lamp. In
other words, something which is revealed by an object cannot remain in it.
Moreover, an object which is not found everywhere is not omnipresent. Hence the
universal like cowness etc cannot be omnipresent or all pervaive. *

It may be argued that if universal is denied, how is the common congnition
(anugatapratiti) explained by the Buddhists. Such a common idea is constructed
by our imagination. The so called common element is subjective, but not objective.?
The Buddhists have taken the example of molasses which, though of various
types, produce the same effect. As an indvidual is guided by such impression,
they seem to be same. But actually each and every object serves different activity.
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We neglect its difference and take it as one.

It may be argued by the Naiyayikas that if the Buddhists deny universal,
how do they employ words to express something and infer? Because, in order to
use words one should have the knowledge of universal concomitance between a
word and its denotation. and to infer a probandum from a probans one should
have a universal concomitance between them.? In reply the Buddhists are of the
view that each and every real object is unique in character (svalaksapa), which is
absolutely real (paramartha satya). But the verbal congnition and inferential
congnition do not reveal the unique character of an object and hence they are
taken as constructed through imagination (kapan)® which has got a second
order reality or concealed reality (samvitisatya) in Buddhist epistemology. The
universal is denied as an absolute reality, but not as kalpana. or imagination
which has no ultimate value.

NOTES

1 Sayanamadhava : Sarvadarsanasamgrahah. Buddadarsana. Henceforth,
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Dasani on Buddhadarsana, pp. 69-70, Calcutta, 1401 (B. S.)

Ibid, pp. 73-74.

“..... Jatereva pramanatitatvena sasasrngavadavidymanatvat katham tadvan padartho
bhavisyati, tatha hi na tavat samanya-grahanamipunamaksajarn jafianam
bhavitumarhati tasya purvapara-nanasyutasvalaksanamatrapariccheda-
parisamaplavyaparatvat, Samanavrttita nama samanyasya rijam vapuh/katharn spréati
sapeksamanapeksaksajia matih.”

Nyayamanjari, p. 271, edt. by Surya Narayana Sukla. Chowkhama, 1971.

*“..... tatprsthabhavinsastu vikalpah svabhavatah eva vastusam- :
sparsakausalauényatmana iti tadvisayikrtasya samanyasya na paramarthasattvam
bhavitumarhati, na cinumanam $abdo va samanya-svaripa-
vastavatvavyavasthapana-samarthyamasnute.”

Ibid,

..... Atasca na vyaktivyatiriktam samanyam bhedenanupalambhat. Tatha hi
kuvalayamalakabilvadini karatalavartini prthagava-lokyante na jativyakti iti na
tayorbhedah, desabhedasay cagrahanad yat khaku yato ‘tiriktarn
tattadadhisthitadesavyati-riktadesadhisthanamavadharyate ghatadiva patah na caivam
jativyakti iti na tayorbhedah.”

Ibid, p.272.

“Na ca vyaktivanupalabhyamanayam jatirupalabhyate, tasmanna tato ‘sau
bhidyate.”

Ibid.

“kim pratipindam kartsyena vartate jatirtaikadeseneti dvayamapi canupapannasm-
Pinde samanyamanyatra yadi kartsyena vartate/tatraivasya samaptatvinna syat
pindantare grahah//Ekadesena vritau tu gotvajatirna kutracit/samagrastiti gobuddhih
pratipindarn katharh bhavet//.

Ibid.

“jatesca niravayavatvanna kecidekadessh santi yairesa pratipindarn vartate.”

Ibid.
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“Na caikatra pinde samaptya vartamana pindantare samaptyaiva vartitumarhati,
samaptasya punarutpattim vini samaptyanta-ranupapatteh tathabhatasya ca
vritiprakarasya kvacidapya-darsanat.”

Ibid.

“ayutasidhe tu tadekatvat kim kena sambaddhyate.”
Ibid.

“sarvasarvagatatve syat karkadavapi gomatih//
Asvadhih $avaleyadavusirabuhhirgajadisu/
Padarthasankaraécaivatyantaya prasajyate//

Athapi vyaktisamarthaniyamannaisa samkarah/
Ibid p. 273.

“Na hi karkadipindanarh gotvadi-vyaktikausalar//
Mavarh khandadyabhivyaktamapi gotvamanamsakarm/”’
Ihid,

“Dipavadvyaiijakah pindo na tu tatpindavrtti tat//
Sarvatra gryamanarm ca sarvatrastiti me ‘navayah//
Ibid.

“Nanvevamapahniyamane samanye gaurgauriti $avaleyadisu yo’ yamanuvrttah
pratyah sa kathari samarthyisyate, uktamatra vikalpamatramesa pratyayo vikalpasca
narthadhr najanmana iti

Ibid p. 275.

“Anisyamane samanye nanu sabdanumanayoh/

Katharh pravrttih sambandhagrahanadhinajamnanoh//

... agrhitasambandhe ca na $abdailinge tatpratitimut-padayaitumutsahate iti”
Ibid p. 276.

“Vikalpavisaye vrttirista $abdanumanayoh /

asastuvisayascaite vikalpa iti varpitam//

Ibid.
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