UNIVERSALITY WITHOUT A UNIVERSAL

The Nyaya-Vaifesika category of universal ( samanya/jati) is
far from universal enough to account for all notions of univers-
ality. According to the Nyaya-Vaifssika way of thought, there
can be a universal notion without a universal, without an onto-
logical correlate. Let us see how.

The Nyava-Vai§:sika table of categories (padirthas ) consists
of six positive (bhava) categories and a seventh, negative cate-
gory. The positive categories are: substance (dravya), attribute
( guna ), motion ( karman ), universal ( simanya/jati ), differential
(vifesa), and inherence (samavaya). The negative category is
called negation (a-bhava) and is divisible into prior negation
( prag-abhava ), posterior negation ( pradnvarmsabhava), mutual
negation (anyonyabhava), absolutz negation ( atyantabhava),
and relative negation (samsargabhava). There are many univers-
als, and each universal subsists in many particulars. There are
nine substances : earth, water, fire, air, physical space ( aka$a),
mathematical space (dik ), time, monad (manas), and soul
{atman ). Out of these, the first four and the last two are many
each and have their respective universals, the remaining two
being denied the privilege altogether, thanks to their. being indi-
viduals. The number of attributes is twentyfour and of motions
five, hence they, too, have their universals, The Prabhakara-
Mimamsa school, Bhasarvajiia ( 950 ), and Raghunatha Siromani
{ 1500 ) deny the attribute—universal/attributeness, however.! Each
kind of attribute and motion has many instances and, therefore,
has a universal of its own. The Nydya-Vai§ssika tradition regards
inherence as one and eternal, hence inherence cannot have a
universal. The Pribhakara-Mimamsa school® and Raghunitha
Siromani® believe in the maltiplicity of inherence. Yet Raghunatha
is not prepared to grant a universal to it.* Cakrapani ( 1050),
the commentator of the Caraka-Samhita, refers to some ( anyaih )
who propound two kinds of inherence, eternal and non-eternal,®
but knows no inherence-universal. Differential and universal itself
are many each but are made to go without a universal of their
own to assimilate them. The Manameyodaya, a treatise belonging
to the Bhitta-Mimamsa school, holds the existence-universal
{(sattd ) to reside in other universals.® Bhartrhari, the great
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grammarian-philosopher, grants a universal to universals in general.
Kayyata, the glossator of the Mahabhasya, follows suit.® Besides,
he is prepared to grant a universal to negation as well.*

Now, the categories or their subdivisions which are many and
are yet denied universals, such as differential, negation, and
universal itself, are as much marked by the notion of universality
as the ones granted universals; otherwise why do the various
universals and differentials as well as the various subdivisions
or instances of negation share the common names of universal,
differential, and negation respectively ? In fact, even single sub-
stances like the physical space, the mathematical space, and time
give out an air of universality as spaceness and timeness. Deva-
datta is the name of a single person but Devadattahood appears
to be the name of a universal. What is there to account for such
notions of universality ?

In the West, too, it was sometimes thought proper to limit
the number and delimit the area of subsistence of universals. In
the Republic, Plato starts with the assumption that there is a
universal for each class of objects having a common name.
( Here the term for universal is ‘eidos’, literally ‘idea’, ‘form’, or
‘essence’.) In the Parmenides, the young Socrates expresses
his puzzlement whether or not one should grant universals to
tman, fire, and water and is charged by Parmenides with imma-
urity for expression of his view that there are no universals of
hair, mud, dirt, or anything else which is trivial and undignified.**
Aristotle reports that the Academy of his day did not coun -
tenance universals of artificial things.!® It appears. that towards
the close of his life Plato recognized universals of manufactured
things as well.?® Plato also seems to have an inkling of the dis-
tinction between a real class ensouled by an idea and an unreal
class not ensouled by an idea.!* Early Bertrand Russell gives an
incredibly  long inventory of universals, far longer than the
Naiyayika’s : ‘boardly speaking, proper names stand for parti-
culars, while other substantives, adjectives, prepositions, and
verbs stand for universals,...nearly all the words to be found
in the dictionary stand for universals.... .15 And these universals,
too, he proceeds to divide, like particulars, ‘into those known
by acquaintance, those known only by description, and those not
known either by acquaintanee or by description.’'® He neverthe-
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less points out that we should accept only the basic minimum
number of universals which is consistent with the following : (a)
Each universal should be simple and distinct from all others,
1. €., universals should not be definable in terms of each other,
and (b) the total number of universals recognized should be
adequate for the expression of propositions about reality.?

But, if there are certain particulars which are not bound
together by a universal, what is the warrant for the common
name acquired by them ? The reply to this question does not
appear to have been well worked out by the universalists other
than the Nyaya-Vai§:sika philosophers. They also seem to fail
to suggest criteria of judging where to find universals and where
not.

Udayana ( 100D), the great Nyaya-Vaisesika philosopher, appears
to have been the first to embark upon a systematic treatm:at
of the question of universal-less universality. To this end, he
draws up an inventory of the circumstances, numbering six, in
which a universality or generality fails to attain the status of
universal proper ( jati)—six impediments or bars to universal
(jati-badhakas ) as he calls them.18

1. Non-otherness/oneness of the individual/particular ( vyakter
abhedah ). For example, the physical space, which is only a single
individual, has no universal, no space-ness.

2. Identity (tulyatva) of the individual bearing different
names, or coextensiveness. Jar ( ghata) and pitcher ( kalasa )
denote one and the same individual, hence they have only one
universal, call it jarness (ghatatva) or pitcherness ( kala$atva ),
not two universals.

3. Cross-division ( safikara). Physicality ( bhatatva) and
corporeality ( martatva ) are not universals because they involve
cross-division. In the monad there is corporeality and in the
physical space physicality, while in the earth and the other three
material substances—air, fire, and water—there are both. How
can one and the same substance be possessed of two overlap-
ping universals?

4. Infinite regress (anavastha). A universal cannot have a
universal like universal-ness ( samanyatvafjatitva ), otherwise that
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second universal will require a third, the third a fourth, and
so on ad infinitum,

5. Violation of nature (ripahani) or self-contradiction. Diffe-
rentials, though innumerable, cannot have a universal, like
differential-ness ( vifesatva ), for the simple reason that they are
ex-hypothesi antithetical to the notion of universal.

6. Non-relation ( asambandha). Inherence cannot have a
universal, like inherence-ness ( samavayatva ). Inherence is the
relation that holds between universal and particular, inter alia.
What is there to relate the relation itself to its universal ? If another
inherence, then infinite regress.

So, according to Udayana, there are no such universals as space-
ness, time-ness, and Devadatta-hood, jar-ness as different from
pitcher-ness and vice versa; physicality and corporeality; uni-
versal-ness, differential-ness, and inherence-ness. Incidentally, to
some of the Navya-Niya logicians, crossdivision is not a bar
to universal.1?

Nevertheless, space-ness, time-ness etc. do appear to be universal-
like. Udayana contends that the notion of generality or univers-
ality generated by differentials, which are professedly not posses-
sed of a universal, is born of the assimilative cognition ‘this is
a differential’, ‘this is a differential,” which becomes possible
owing to what he calls ‘upadhi’.?® He describes physicality and
corporeality, too, as “upadhis’.®® The cpithet has ever since
begun to apply to all the six cases of universal-less universality
recounted by Udayana. ‘

The term ‘upadhi’ has begun to be translated as ‘imposed
property’. In this paper we have chosen to translate it generally
as ‘pseudo-universal’ or ‘mediate universal’ as the case may be.

So, according to Udayana’s way of thought, the notion of
universality in the six cases listed by him, where universal is
barred, is caused by upadhi, i. e., pseudo-universal or mediate
universal as the case may be.

Sivaditya’s concept of universal (siminya) is broader-bascd
than others’ and comprehends both universal proper (jati) and
the bulk of pseudo-universals and mediate universals ( upadhis’).??
He cites existence, substancehood, attributeness, and motionness
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as examples of universal proper and cookhood as an example
of upadhi,® and describes resemblance ( sadréya ) as an upadhi.®
According to him, a bar-less universal is universal proper, while
universal suffering from a bar is upadhi.®

sivaditya defines universal as eternal, one, and inherent in
many.? And, since upadhi is a kind of universal, it, too, should
be eternal, one, and inherent in many. So, the only feature which
distinguishes upadhi from universal proper is that the former
suffers from a bar while the latter does not. But why does
upadhi have to suffer from a bar while universal enjoys immunity
from it? éivﬁditya does not raise this issue. An answer which
may possibly be proposed on his behalf is that it is the very
nature of certain universals to suffer from a bar. The Nyaya-
VaiSesika philosophers’ last court of appeal is what he calls
experience or finding ( samvid) : they must acknowledge what
they experience or find.?

gesinanta ( 1459), éivaditya’s commentator, suggests that the
only difference between universal proper and upadhi is that the
former is related to its locus directly/immediately ( saksit) and
the latter indirectly/mediately ( paramparaya ).?® Universal itself
is upadhi as mediately related to its locus. So, universal proper
is immediate universal, whereas upadhi is mediate universal. The
stock example of mediate universal is staff-holder-ness ( danditva ),
the loci of which are all those who hold a staff. It is not a
universal but a compound of such universals as staff-ness,
manhood, and holding-ness, of which staff-ness is only mediately
related to the staff-holder. The man holding the staff is the
locus of staff-ness. So, he is related to staff-ness, not immedia-
tely but mediately, through the staff. Professor Ingalls puts the
idea thus : ‘A qualifier is an imposed property if its loci are
foci of a generic character. Such a qualifier is staff-holder
-ness (danditva). The loci of staff-holder-ness are all persons
who hold staffs. These persons are loci of staffs. Staffs are
loci of the generic character staff-ness.’??

If upddhi is a species of uaiversal, is nothing but a universal
mediately related to its locus, it is difficult to see how space-
ness can be called an upadhi. Spaceness is immediately related
to its locus. Of course it does not inhere in space. In order to
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be treated as a universal, mediately or immediately related to it;
locus, it must inhere in its locus, which it does not. The relation
between spaceness and space is said to be that of qualificans and
qualificand (vi§esana-vi§e ssyatd) and not of inherence (samavaya).
This difficulty is insoluble on Szsananta’s view. It is strange that
he makes an elaborate reference to this question, without being
able to work out an answer.

Sesananta suggests a division of upadhi into higher ( para ) and
lower (a-para) on the pattern of a kindred division of universal.
Knowableness is cited as an example of the higher upadhi and
‘individuality of this particular individual belonging to this
particular time’ ( etatkalinaitadvyaktivi§zsatva ) as an example
of the lower upadhi.?® But, significant as it may be othermse
this division renders the confusion worse confounded.

Another division of upadhi is : simple upadhi ( a-khaaidopidhi)
and compound upadhi ( sa-khandopadhi ). Not being more than
a unit-class, spaceness is an example of simple upidhi. Staff-
holder-ness is an example of compound upadhi. What Sesinanta
has to say on the issue raised above can at best apply to com--
pound upadhi and by no means to simple upadhi. Simple upidhi
is a property belonging to one and the same entity, whareas
compound upadhi is a property belonging to different classes of
entities. Kaundabhatta contends that upadhi is supervenient upon
a combination of several categories (anckapadirtha-ghatito
dharmah ).3* This applies to compound upidhi alone. Compound
upadhi is a product, hence it is difficult to maintain that it is
eternal. And, if it is not etermal, it is not a universal but a
pseudo-universal.

In fact, spaceness and timeness are nothing apart from space
and time respectively. The terms ‘spaceness’ and  ‘timeness’
are used not to denote anything objective characterizing space
and time respectively over and above the other characteristics
( dharmas) of these entities but to focus attention on their indi-
viduality which is nothing but space and time as distinguished
from other entities. They designate, at best, unit-classes.

Uddyotakara takes up the question : What, if there ismo
universal in universals, is the cause'of our notion of repetition
or assimilation in universals, such as ‘this is a universal, this is
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a universal’ ?, and answers that it is due to the inherence of the
universal in- many individuals. Cowhood inheres in many cows
and horsehood in many horses. Their similarity in this respect
is responsible for our notion of assimilation or unitive cog-
nition in universals.?? Udayana contends that the universal ex-
perience of repeatability in the categories having no universal of
their own is due to their co-inherence with existence ( sattaikartha-
samavaya).® Substance, attribute, and motion are directly
inhered in by the existence-universal, which is responsible for the
repetitive notion ‘existent, existent’ in them. The other positive
categories are also possessed of the existence-universal, albeit
indirectly. The existence-universal resides with them in a common
substratum. In the cow, for example, reside the existence-univer-
sal, Iower universals like cowhood, substancehood, etc., differen-
tials of the atoms of which its body is composed, and inherence.
Universals, differentials, and inherence, though essentially devoid
of existence and hence of the repetitive cognition ‘existent,
existent’, ‘derive the capacity to generate the cognition from the
existence-universal residing with them in the cow-substance.

There is a serious technical flaw in Udayana’s statement. His
unqualified expression ‘sattaikartha-samavayat’ quoted above
implies that all the three subsistential categories, viz., universal,
differential, and inherence, co-inhere with existence in a common
substratum. But it runs counter to the Naiyayika’s thesis that
inherence has no inherence. That is why Vardhamana ( 1325).
his glossator, corrects the master as meaning that universal and
differential co-inhere with existence in a common substratum bu t
that inherence is co-supported with existence by a common sub-
stratum ( sattaikarthadheyatva ).3* Padmanabha (1600), another
glossator of Udayana, observes, with characteristic clarity, tha;
existence inheres in substance, attribute, and motion ; co-inheres
in universal and differential; and co-resides in inherence ( sama-
vaye ekartha-vrttitvam ).3% Thus, it is co-inherence with existence
in universal and differential on the one hand and co-residence
with existence in inherence on the other which is responsible for
the notion of universality in such categories as are bereft of a
pniversal of their own.

It is pertinent to point out that the Naiyayikas have also
sought to explain the notion of repeatability in attributes,
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which are atiributeless by definition, by the same ingenious de-
vice of referring the phenomenon to what they call co-inherence.
In fact, Udayana recalls this fact in the present context as wcll,*
Such Sankaraites as Sriharsa (1190), Citsukha (1250), and
Anandajiiana ( 1250 ) criticize the Naiyayika’s definition of attri-
bute as attributeless on the ground that attributes are found to
possess at least two attributes, number (sankhya ) and separa-
teness ( prthaktva ), wiich cannot be dismissed as cases of illu-
sion, for in that case the cognition of number and separateness
in substances, too, will have to be so dismissed. The judgement
‘the colour is one and separate from flavour’ is no less valid
than the judgement ‘the pot is one and separate from cloth’.
The Naiyayika fights shy of acknowledging this fact for fear of
infinite regress. Citsukha seeks to allay this fear with the remark
that it is enough to stipulate that number and separateness do
not possess another number and separateness, even as inherence
possesses no other inherence. Sivaditya holds that number is
cognized in attributes on accouat of the proximity of the former
with the latter.?® Madhava Sarasvati ( 1500 ), his glossator, coi-
strues proximity ( pratyasatti) to mean co-inherence ( ekartha-
samavaya ).>* Annambhatta (1700) and Udayana also invoke
co-inherence to account for the cognition of number and sepa-
rateness in attributes.t® érihars,a seeks to rebut them with the
remark that, if the Naiyayika fights shy of locating number in
attribute and sees parsimony in locating it in substance, he will
be better advised to locate in substance even the universals etc.
said to be resident in attributes etc.!

Kumarila also attacks the problem of explaining the unitive
and repetitive cognition in universals in his own way. He con-
tends that such cognition is produced not by a more inclusive
universal inhering in the universals but by their presence in
many things or by grasping them in a single act of cognition
( ekadhi-karanena ).4? Jaya Miéra (10th century), his glossator,
tells us that what is meant here is that the repetitive cognition
in question is due not to one universal inhering in the uni-
versals but to one property imposed on them. What is this
imposed property ? The fact of producing unitive cognition
appearing as residence of one in many.*® His imposed property
( upadhi ) means pseudo-universal, pure and simple.
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It is also interesting to note in this connexion that Kumariia
also postulates a concept called class-universal (samgha-saminya ),
which seems to answer to the later concept of upadhi to a con-
siderable extent.* Significantly enough, some of the scholastic
philosophers also held that universels are nothing but collec-
tions of things. In fact, Vardhamana, too, compares Kumarila’s
class-universal to upadhi.1®

To sum up, compound upadhis are mere figurative expressions
born of our misplaced notion of similarity or our primitive
prejudice of giving a common name to every group of similar
facts irrespective of whether the name stands for a real universal
a natural class, at all. Generally speaking, it is co-inherence or’
co-residence in a common substratum which is the basis of our
mistaking universal, differential, and inherence as instantiating
the existence-universal. The Naiyayika’s insistence on the ex-
clusion of existence from the other universals is far from under-
standable, however. The notion ‘exists’ is caused as much by
universals as by individuals. It is futile to argue that this is
due to the co-inherence of the existence-universal with them.
Such an argument is subject to the same criticism as will follow
presently. Besides, if the assimilative cognition in, say, ‘pots’,
is grounded in a potness-univarsal, there is no reason why the
assimilative cognition in universal should not be grounded in
a universality-universal ( samanyatva-samanya ). There is no fear
of infinite regress, for, universality’s being one, there can be no
universalitiness ( samanyatva-tva ). So, universality will be the
ultimate, highest wuniversal, non-different from the existence.
universal. Indeed, the Manameyodaya seems to be perfectly in
the right when it repudiates the charge of infinite regress in
holding existence to be resident in other universals.

Sankarasvamin, who is quoted and criticized by éﬁntarak_sita,
propounds a thesis of locus-possessed universal (upadhigata.
samanya ) to account for the unitive cognition of, say, cookhood,
negation-ness, etc. The repetitive cognition of cook etc. springs
from the presence of the action which is related to the motion
universal. That is why the notion of cook in the individua)
cooks survives the cessation of that action, the permanent
ground ( viz. motion-universal) of which is always there.t
Likewise, he holds that the cause of the generic notion o
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negation-ness is not a negation-universal but the universa]
possessed by the locus of negation. S'ﬁntarak_sita retorts that
it passes one’s comprehension how the universal of one entity
can operate as the cause of the generic notion of another-
Negation has nothing to do with the universal possessed by its
Jocus, say, a pot, for the simple reason that negation is the
very anti-thesis of being. If the universal possessed by the pot
can function as the cause of the generic concept not only of
the pot but also of the negation of the pot, then it is futile on
the part of the Naiyayika to postulate different universals, as
one universal will be enough to cause all sorts of generic con-
cepts. The existence-universal said to be resident in all indivi-
dual substances, attributes, and motions. If, say, the pot-universal
is responsible for the generic concept of negation, why should
the existence universal not be held responsible for the generic
concepts of cowhood, horsehood, etc. ? Hence the imposi-
tion of the generic property on one entity by the universal in-
hering in another is simply unthinkable.*” There is much force
in this argument, indeed.

In conclusion, let us remark that universal is natural class or
rather natural-class essence, whereas pseudo-universal or mediate
universal is in the nature of logical construction effected by im-
porting commonness into essentially discrete individuals. And
simple upadhi is not even a pseudo-universal or mediate universal.
It is neither more nor less than the being of its locus, than its
locus itself. The function of the simple-upadhi word is not to
name some entity over and above the locus of the simple
upadhi but to emphasize its distinctive individuality in the mass
of entities.
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