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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION

Bhava, and Abhava its direct opposite, have been dealt with
extensively in the Sanskrit works. Nevertheless, Abhava has been a
bone of contention across the systems of Indian Philosophy. The
concept has been dealt with, at various levels — ontological, logical,
epistemological and metaphysical. Some give it ontological® status,
others epistemological?, while elsewhere, it is altogether refuted®.
The six Astika darsanas viz., Nyaya, VaiSesika, Sankhya, Yoga,
Mimamsa and Vedanta, along with the principal Nastika-darsanas,
viz., the Carvaka, Bauddha and Jaina, upon careful study, can

enlighten us regarding their method of understanding Abhava.
1.1. A bird’s eye view of Abhava in various Darsanas:

The earliest known philosophical system where Abhava had
found mention is the Vai$esika, where Kanada describes it in the
ninth adhyaya. Although he speaks of Abhava, he does not give it
the status of a padartha. He enumerates only six padarthas — dravya,
guna, karma, samanya, viSesa and samavaya. It was included as the
seventh padartha only by the later Naiyayikas like Udayana. In the
VaiSesika Sutra, non-existence is mentioned in the form of a
prameya. It had been dealt with at length in the Prasastapadabhasya,

an authoritative commentary on Vaisesika Sttras.

For the Naiyayikas, the Abhava which has a ‘Pratiyogr’
(counter-positive), is always known to be real. Pratiyogt is defined

! Nyaya-Vaisesika syncretic system of thought.
2Anupalabdhi Pramana in Mimamsa.

3]t is tuccha or avastu in Vedanta-darsana.



as ‘the absence of absence®’, or the entity itself, of which the absence
Is being spoken of. They have given a systematic classification: It
has been broadly categorized as two — Samsargabhava and
Anyonyabhava. Samsargabhava is again classified into three types

— Pragabhava, Pradhvamsabhava and Atyantabhava.
Fig. 1

Abhava

Anyonyabhava Samsargabhava

Pradhvamsabhava

Pragabhava

Atyantabhava  [—

The Navya-Naiyayikas went into detailed discussions on Abhava,
with the prime intent of refuting the theories of the Carvakas,
Bauddhas and Jainas. Absence is also considered by them as one that
Is produced, because, just as the creation of a pot requires some
material causes like clay, stick, wheel etc., even the production of
absence (destruction) of a pot requires a cause like a hammer etc.
The author of the Nyayalilavati® has even elevated its position
stating that the knowledge of Abhava helps in Moksa.

The Sankhyas, who consider everything as existent, refute the
concept of Abhava, and rather see the absence of something as the

presence of another thing. For them, prior to the creation of a pot,

4 “abhdvasya abhavah’ — e.g., the absence of ‘absence of pot’ is the pot itself.
5T.Y. - apadesalh; Wherever throughout the thesis, the view of various authors is stated, it is
to be understood as apadesah.



there is the presence of clay, and not the absence of the pot.
Similarly, after a pot is destroyed, they see shards instead of the pot’s

absence.

The system of Yoga, however, takes a more practical path, deviating
a little from the puritanism of the Sankhyas. We can observe that, an
idea of Abhava is required in order to understand two Sitras
defining the terms vikalpa® and nidra’. Here, non-existence is not

dealt with as a concept separately, yet its need is suggested.

Although Mimamsa does not speak directly of Abhava as a
padartha, one of the accepted Pramanas, called ‘Anupalabdhi’, can
be taken on a par with Abhava. Here too, the Prabhakaras as opposed

to the Bhattas, reject the theory of Anupalabdhi as a Pramana.

According to Advaita Vedanta, sat and asat being the manifestations
of the single eternal truth, which is signified by every word, is seen
as a multitude due to the diverse powers of Maya. So, the idea of

non-existence comes into picture only at the level of Vyavahara.

According to the followers of Madhvavedanta, Abhava is considered
as an independent entity in line with Nyaya-Vaisesika, while the
Visistadvaitins® consider it as nothing but its locus. For the
Bauddhas, Bhava is unacceptable as the signifier of reality. The
Bauddha theory is that everything is momentary. The Madhyamikas

proclaim, ‘sarvam sinyam’.

1.2.  Theories on Cause-Effect Relationship:

b Sabdajiiananupatt vastusinyo vikalpah - Y.S.1-9

" abhavapratyayalambana vrttirnidra — Y .S.1-10

8abhavasca bhavavyatiriktah svatantrah padartha iti vaiSesikah naiyayikah madhvasca
pratipadyante/ adhikaranasvaripa eva abhavo natirikta iti mimamsakah ramanujiyah
advaitavedantinasca/ - Sarvadarsanasangraha



The relationship between a cause and its effect has provided enough
material for discussion in philosophy, and the concept of Abhava
plays a key role here. Several theories have been advocated in which
this relationship has been sought to be explained. The effect, which
already existed in its cause in subtle form, was manifested when
favourable circumstances were created; because a real effect cannot
be produced from an unreal or non-existing cause. This theory is

called ‘Satkaryavada’ and was propounded by the Sankhyas.

Asatkaryavada believes that the effect is not real until it exists
manifestly, and so it isn't implicitly present in the cause. The Nyaya
and Vaisesika philosophies expounded this view. Asatkaryavada
literally means ‘the theory of non-existent effect’. A real effect
(‘karya’) is produced from the cause though it did not exist earlier

(hence ‘asat’) in that cause.

There are many theories put forth regarding the dichotomy of earlier
said vadas, by various systems of philosophical thought. Needless
to say, the notion of Abhava held by each of these systems, plays a
crucial part in determining their approach towards understanding the

nature of existence of a thing.

1. Arambhavada/Asatkaryavada : Nyaya and Vaisesika

2. Sanghatavada : Vaibhasika and Sautrantika
(Bauddhas)

3. Vijiianavada/Atmakhyati : Yogacara (Bauddhas)

4. Sianyavada/Asatkhyati : Madhyamika (Bauddhas)

5. Parinamavada/Satkaryavada : Sankhya, Yoga and
Visistadvaita

6. Vivartavada/Drstisrstivada : Advaitavedanta and

Vyakarana


http://www.hindupedia.com/en/Satk%C4%81ryav%C4%81da
http://www.hindupedia.com/en/K%C4%81rya
http://www.hindupedia.com/en/Asat

7. Pratibimbavada : Tantrika

1.3. Vyakarana as the ground of Application:

The theories put forth by the Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas and
Vedantins have invariably found application in Panini’s system of
grammar. In Vyakarana-dar§ana, we can observe an amalgamation
of the opinions of different schools of thought, which has given us a

totally new perspective of Abhava.

This makes Vyakarana a dependable source to understand how the
seemingly opposing thoughts on Abhava are actually founded on the
same constructs. While Nyaya Dar$ana propounds Asatkaryavada,
it is evident on close observation that Panini has constructed his
Vyakarana on the principles of Satkaryavada (of the Sankhyas) and
Vivartavada (of the Vedantins).

In Vyakaranas$astra, Abhava finds expression in as many as 9 Sitras
directly and in the application of many other Sutras indirectly. By
Panini’s prakriyd, the word Bhava come from the root bhii sattayam
(bhavanam bhavah - ‘bhave ghani’), and by prefixing nafi to it, the
word Abhava is formed. In the Nafarthanirnaya of the Bhiisanasara,

Kaundabhatta enlists six meanings of nafi:
tatsadrsyamabhdvasca tadanyatvam tadalpata /
aprasastyam virodhasca naiiarthah satprakirtitah I/

Abhava is upheld to be the primary meaning of naf, as validated by
the Bhasyakara. This is stated in the Siddhantakarika of Bhattoji
Diksita —

abhdvo va tadartho stu bhasyasya hi taddasayat /



Bhartrhari, in the Sambandha Samuddesa in Padakanda of his
magnum opus, Vakyapadiyam, sheds light on the diverse arguments
between the sastrakaras, before setting forth his own Siddhanta, i.e.,
in line with Advaita Vedanta. Here, he has brought in the viewpoints
of all the Darsanas, making his observations a culmination of the
thought processes revolving around the two — Bhava and Abhava.
Bauddha-sarta is an important notion that is upheld by the
Vaiyakaranas® in line with the Yoga concept of Vikalpa. This idea is
exemplified in quite a few Vedic mantras, tenets of Mimamsa and

poetic principles™®.

1.4. Purpose of this Research Work:

Earlier literature produced in this area is each restricted to elucidate
the concept of Abhava from the perspective of one or at the most
two Sastras. The present research has been taken up to offer a
panorama of the various theories of this concept, which will enable

one to derive a comprehensive understanding of Abhava.

1.4.1. Objectives of the present work!!:
1. To analyze and consolidate all the theories on Abhava;
2. To prove that all the seemingly contradictory theories are only
the product of varied standpoints, that have to do with the core

foundational principles of each specific Darsana;

® In Bhasya on the Siitra ‘arthavadadhaturapratyayah pratipadikam’, Patafijali states that
artha here denotes bauddhartha, due to which the grammatical formation of words like
sasavisana are achieved, although they do not have external existence.

9The examples of which will be dealt in detail in upcoming chapters. (T.Y. -
andagataveksanam)

1T)Y. - prayojanam



1.4.2.

1.5.

1.5.1.

To prove that these contradictory theories can be applied in
one Sastra at various levels by taking the example of Panini’s

monumental work of brilliance, the Astadhyay?.

Methodology:

Use of comparative and analytical qualitative methods;
Study of select chapters from the Padakandam of
Vakyapadiyam,;

Study of the various concepts of Abhava at the Ontological,
epistemological and metaphysical levels;

Study of texts pertaining to the following Darsanas: a.
Vaisesika; b. Pracina and Navya Nyaya; ¢. Sankhya; d. Yoga;
e. Purva Mimamsa; f. Uttara Mimamsa;

Study of Panini’s Sitras where the concept of Abhava is
observed, using Mahabhasyam as the reference;

Analysing and elaborating on Panini’s use of various Dar$anic

theories of Abhava in the Astadhyayn.

Survey of Literature!?;
Abhava-Vimars$a: Dipak Ghosh

PhD Thesis, Sampoornaanand Sanskrit University, Varanasi,
1983.

In his work, the author compiles various views on Abhava within

Nyaya-darsana (both pracina and navya), and wherever there is a

Pirvapaksa from Mimamsa (Bhatta and Prabhakara) or from

Vedantins like Adi Sankara, their views are brought in and refuted

from the Nyaya perspective. Characteristics of Abhava, Abhava as

2TY.-

apadesah



a prameya/padartha, Abhava as a Pramana, Asatkaryavada as valid
over Satkaryavada and Parinamavada, and types of Abhava are the

topics dealt in depth in this book.

1.5.2. Indian Tradition and Negation: KN Upadhyaya

Journal: Philosophy East and West, Vol.38, No0.3, Dept. of
Philosophy, University of Hawaii (July 1988), pp. 281-289. URL.:
https://www.jstor.orqg/stable/1398867

The aim of the author is to resolve the problem of Abhava through a
simplistic approach, and to show that the arguments put forth by
various Indian systems of philosophy on this matter are not
altogether irreconcilable, but each having their own strengths and
weaknesses. The root of the differences in opinion on Abhava is
rightly shown to be the varied notions on reality, which has not been

defined in the same sense by the schools of Indian philosophy.

The author classifies them on this basis: Nyaya, Vaisesika and
Bhatta Mimamsa that consider negation to be real, as opposed to the
Bauddha, Prabhakara Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta who deny it
any place in reality. He then proceeds to describe how these notions

were defended.

His solution to the problem of Abhava leans heavily against
Satkaryavada. \What is existent is real and what is real is existent.
Conversely what is non-existent is not real and what is non-real is
not existent. With two examples, he proves that a negative cognition
is arrived at on the basis of a positive reality, and one’s
psychological interest and disposition is of paramount importance in

this connection. He says, ‘the suggested content of negation is found


https://www.jstor.org/stable/1398867

discrepant in the context and therefore stands negated by the reality,
thus giving rise to a negative cognition’. It is merely a derivation, a
construction which is only ideal and never real. The author closes
the discussion, by considering Abhava merely as an
epistemological®® or a logical* category, and not as a metaphysical®®

category.

1.5.3. The Reality of Negation: P.T.Raju
Journal: The Philosophical Review, Vol. 50, No. 6 (Nov.,
1941), pp. 585-601, Duke University Press
URL.: https://www.jstor.org/stable/2180813

The author attempts to solve the contentious problem of the reality
of negation with complete straightforwardness. He places the
viewpoints of the Western logicians on the problem, and proceeds
to bring out the crucial angles of approach of the Naiyayikas and
Advaitins, occasionally mentioning that of the Vaisesikas and
Bauddhas. His conclusions are that, not all forms of negation are
real. Only those, the Pratiyogis of which are real and are a possible
object of cognition, are real negations. Negations in judgements such
as, ‘Air has no colour’, and ‘There is no sky-flower’, are not real.
The ‘real negation’ of Indian Philosophy has something in common
with the °‘significant negation’ of the Western. Also, he treats
difference as a positive judgement rather than as a negative, in the
form of Anyonyabhava (mutual negation). The reason being that,

difference can hold true of reality, only if it is a positive entity.

Bvalidly knowable
4validly expressible
Existential/real
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Otherwise, in ‘the cow is not an elephant’, the identity of elephant
and cow being negated, this identity becomes the Pratiyogt, and as
explained before, for the negation to be considered real, its
counterpart also should be real, and in this case, the identity of cow
and elephant is actually not possible. Therefore, as ‘prthaktva’ or
‘bheda’, it should be seen as a positive entity, to be considered real.
The author brings to light some interesting observations from the
Vaisesika scholar Chandrakanta’s works, which might help us
extract the right constructs to determine the reality and non-reality

of negation.

1.5.4. Negations in Paninian rules: George Cardona

Journal: Language, Vol.43, No.1 (Mar. 1967), pp.34-56, Linguistic
Society of America. URL: https://www. jstor.org/stable/411384.

The conclusions derived from Mahabhasyam on the operation of
negative compounds in the form of Paryudasa and Prasajya-
pratisedha are used to judge some formulations in the Kasika.
Cardona brings to attention the focus of modern scholars, who either
briefly characterized the two types of negation or focused on their
formal logical aspects, and neglected an important aspect, i.e., how
this distinction corresponds to the major principles followed by

Panini in framing the rules.

The inference of a positive operation from a negation is established
by Patafijali and Kaiyata in the Bhasya and Pradipa of the Sitra

‘naveti vibhasa’ —
Patafijali — ‘prasajya kificinnavetyucyate, tena ubhayam bhavisyati’

Kaiyata — ‘pratisedhadvidhiranumadasyate tato vikalpah setsyati’
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Kaiyata (I -327) ad vt.10 comments: ‘bhavabhavau vidhatum na
sakyete’, on which Nagesa notes: ‘bhavabhavavitimaveva bhasye

vidhipratisedhasabdenoktau’

The Vidhi and Pratisedha are compared to utsarga and apavada,
both considered together as one context!®. This is expressed clearly

by Bhartrhari in Vakyapadiyam:
anekakhyatayoge pi vakyam nyayyapavadayohl
ekamevesyate kaiscidbhinnarapamiva sthitam//

One such example is the pair of Sitras ‘si sarvanamasthanam’ and

‘sudanapumsakasya’.

1.5.5. Between Self and No-Self: Lessons from the Majjhima
Nikaya, Douglas W. Shrader
URL.:

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.462.

1435

The intention of the author is to clarify the Buddha’s stand on the
Self and Non-Self, to show that, being more concerned with the
alleviation of pain and suffering, the Buddha had set aside

discussions on the nature of the self and its existence/non-existence,

16 An observation: ‘prasajya ca apavadavisayam utsargah pravartate’ - Although it is

said that Abhava expects Bhava, in Vyakarana, at the time of prakriya, this paribhasa clarifies
that the special rule is to be applied first, then comes utsarga. This is one distinguishing factor,
apart from what Cardona mentions as an essential difference between Pratisedha and apavada:
while the latter counters an utsarga by providing a positive operation, the former counters a
Vidhi only by providing its Abhava. That the utsarga-apavada pair in Vyakarana is the exact
parallel of the Vidhi-Nisedha pair in Mimamsa, as intended by Annambhatta in his gloss over
Kaiyata, does not conform in every way.


http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.462.1435
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.462.1435
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considering such reflections to be in vain and rather engaging the
mind in the unwise chain of thoughts. The Sabbasava Sutta provides
16 examples of unadvisable thoughts, and particularly names three
contradicting pairs of propositions as false, which are to do with the
Self and non-Self. Wise reflection is to with the four Noble Truths.
It 1s very curious to observe the Buddha’s silence on matters
concerning the existence/non-existence of the self. But at the same
time, he follows the maxim of ‘neti, neti’, eliminating the five
skandhas from the possibility of being understood as the self. It is
interesting to note that in the final exchange, where Vacchagotta
asks the Buddha regarding the existence/non-existence of the Self,
the Tathagata chooses silence, and upon being asked by his favourite
disciple Ananda, he remarks, that he didn’t wish to side either with
the eternalists or the nihilists, as in both cases his doctrine of
impermanence would suffer. This has opened the floodgates of
discussion over the millennia, and led to the rise of various schools
of Buddhism, each of which developed its own interpretation of the
Buddha’s words.

1.5.6. Vyadhikaranabhava — A type of negation: Gopikamohan
Bhattacharya

Book: Navya-Nyaya, Some logical problems in historical

perspective, Bharatiya Vidya Prakashan, New Delhi, 1978.

In Chapter 5 of his book, Prof Bhattacharya brings to the forefront,
a concept in connection with the Navya-Nyaya definitions of vyapti,
which is ‘vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnapratiyogitaka-abhava’. In
order to defend their definitions using the notion of avyabhicaritatva

(non-deviation), the predecessors of Gangesa Upadhyaya came up
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with a method applying the negations of both sadhya and hetu. For
example, the non-occurrence of hetu in the locus of absence of the
sadhya affirms their avyabhicaritatva. The Tattvacintamani lists

seven such negative definitions of vyapti and rejects them:

. sadhyabhavavadavrttitvam
. sadhyavadbhinnasadhyabhavavadavrttitvam

. sadhyavatpratiyogikanyonyabhavasamanddhikaranyam

1
2
3
4. sakalasadhyabhavavannisthabhavapratiyogitvam
5. sadhyavadanyavrttitvam

6. sadhyasamanadhikaranyanadhikarapatvam

7

. sadhyavaiyadhikaranyanadhikarapatvam

The first five are called vyapti-paficaka, while the last two are called
simha-vyaghra definitions. But these become very narrow in their
applicability and many cases of vyapti are not covered. In order to
overcome this difficulty, a type of negation called
vyadhikarazabhava was posited by Navya-naiyayikas like Sondala,
Rucidatta etc. Usually, the Pratiyogita of the Abhava is delimited
(avacchinna) by a property that occurs in the same Adhikarana as
the Pratiyogita itself. As in, ‘ghato nasti’, which can be interpreted
by the Navya-naiyayika, as that Abhava which has gharatva as the
delimiting property (avacchedaka) of Pratiyogita, that occurs in the
same locus (ghara). However, in vyadhikaranabhava, Pratiyogita is
delimited by a non-concurrent property (vyadhikarapza-dharma),
which is like saying, ‘paratva-avacchinna ghatasya abhavah’, i.e.,
the absence of a pot whose Pratiyogita is delimited by clothness, a
property not occurring in a pot. This type of Abhava is universally
existent, in the pot itself and in other objects. From this discussion,

we come to know that there are two kinds of Pratiyogitas possible:
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samanadhikaranadharma-avacchinna and vyadhikarazadharma-
avacchinna. But later Naiyayikas like Vasudeva, put efforts to show
that a non-concurrent property (vyadhikarazadharma) cannot be the
avacchedaka of Pratiyogita. Following him, his famous disciple,
Raghunatha, also gives modified definitions of Vyapti without
admitting Vyadhikaranabhava, and elucidates the same arguments

given by Gangesa earlier, against this kind of negation.

1.5.7. Studies in the process of law-making in the Dharmashastras:
Anindya Bandyopadhyay
PhD Thesis, Jadavpur University, 2014: Chapter 5 — Law of
Prohibition.

In the fifth chapter of his thesis, titled ‘Law of Prohibitions’, the
author has discussed different prohibitory directions and negative
sentences, showing their impact on the law-making process of the
Dharmasastra literature. By undertaking an extensive study of
Mimamsa principles of interpreting Vidhi and Nisedha sentences,
the various meanings of the negative particle nafi in different
contexts are elucidated. A negative sentence in the context of the
Veda or Dharmasastra could operate in any of the following ways:
Prasajya-pratisedha, Paryudasa, Vikalpa, Niyama, Parisankhya or
Arthavada. Examples of interpreting various aspects of the
Dharmasastra literature are given using the above methods of
operation. Further, the author has also brought out a multitude of
contextual meanings which can be elicited from the commentaries
on Manusmrti etc., apart from the usual 6 attributed to the particle

nan.
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1.5.8. Samanvaya of Advaita of Bhartrhari and Sankara: N
Sivasenani
PhD Thesis, University of Hyderabad, 2016

Speaking about the Pramanas that are acceptable to Piirva and
Uttara Mimamsa, and Vyakarana from the standpoint of Bhartrhari,
Dr Sivasenani says, ‘Bhartrhari views that both Bhava and Abhava
have a similar ontological status, in that both are mental
conceptions’, quoting the karika ‘ekasmadatmano'nanyau
bhavabhavau vikalpitau’ (3-3-60). Advaita follows the Anupalabdhi
of Mimamsa only at the operational (vyavaharika) level, discarding
it at the level of paramartha. Further, in his analysis of multiple
levels of reality in the second chapter, there is a discussion on what
1s unreal too. Here, we observe that ‘asat’ in the context of ‘asad va
idam agra asi’'’, is interpreted as the unmanifest Brahman, while
‘sat’ is the world of manifestation. This asat is different from
atyantasat — absolutely unreal, i.e., sky-flower and so on. Therefore,
the word asat can be understood not only as Abhava, but also as
unreal, unmanifest etc., depending on the context of its usage. In his
third chapter, the duality of Bhava and Abhava has been dealt with
at length as per the Sambandha Samuddesa, Padakanda,
Vakyapadiyam. This seeming duality is caused only due to avidya,

as both are just adjuncts of the one and only reality, i.e., Brahman.

17 Sankarabhasyam - Taittirfyopanisad 2.7
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Chapter 2: ABHAVA IN NYAYA-VAISESIKA

2.1. AGENERAL SURVEY

Initially, a bird’s eye view of the various standpoints regarding
Abhava, within Nyaya and Vai$esika is being offered before delving
deeper into the principal texts of these two systems.

From the Nyaya perspective, there are 16 padarthas, which are
existential or positive. Are there any negative categories, and if any,
what is its nature? The knowledge of the padarthas leads to the
understanding of tattva, the enquiry of which has been the prime
intent of the different systems of Indian philosophy. Vatsyayana
elaborates further - ‘Tattva is the being of what is, and the non-being
of what is not’!8, Uddyotakara, in his Nyaya-Varttika defines tattva
as inclusive of both being and non-being®®.

The Naiyayikas were of the opinion that the categories of non-being
stood described by the description of the categories of being. In his
Nyayavartika Tatparyatika, Vacaspati Misra explains that the first
padartha, Pramana, 1s of two types: means of knowledge of being
and means of knowledge of non-being?®. He extrapolates this
meaning from the second Nyaya Siitra, whose essence is, ‘the non-
being of the cause proves the non-being of the effect’?, which

directly takes us to the Vai$esika Siitra, ‘karanabhavat...?*’.

18 Kim punastattvam? satasca sadbhavo ‘satascasadbhavahl - N.Bh.1.1.1

19 Kim punastat? sadasati tat, tasya bhavastattvam/ - N.V.1.1.1

20 dvividham pramanam — bhavo ‘abhdvascal - N.V.T. 1.1.1

2 dukkhajanmapravrttidosamithydjiiananamuttarottarapaye tadanantarapaydadapavargahl -
N.S.1.1.2

2vy.Ss. 121
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Udayana enumerates some of the negative categories — ‘The absence
of a foe, son, etc., non-violence, rebirth as the casting off of the
previous body, elimination of a caused disease, etc.?®’

Giving two alternative interpretations of Vatsyayana’s statement —
‘sacca khalu sodasadha vyidhamupadeksyate’, Vacaspati Misra
says, ‘sat alone will be described in sixteen divisions, not asat,

which is revealed through sat’®

. Udayana adds to this observation,
‘the categories of non-being are to be mentioned only for treatment’s
sake, and this is very much achieved by the treatment of the locus of

their opposites (Pratiyogi)’®.

Harsh Narain ?says, ‘the word Bhava denoting action soon acquired
the sense of existence (Sattd) as a category more abstract and
fundamental than action. The Vaisesika concept of Bhava/Satta
seems to have been inspired by this later sense developed in the
Nairukta and Vaiyakarana traditions.’

Aruna Goel %’

says, ‘Abhava means not mere negation but contrast.
It is a contrast between what exists and what does not exist. Of two
contradictory things, the non-existence of one establishes the
existence of the other. If we infer the non-existence of a thing from
the existence of another, it is only a case of inference, the mental

process being, ‘if the thing existed, it would be seen, since it is not

seen, it must be concluded that it does not exist’.

3 artho 'pi Satruputradyabhavadih, pravrttirahimsadih, pretyabhavo pi
purvasariraparityagadih, phalamapyutpannarogapradhvamsadyasadbheda iti mantavyam/ -
N.V.T.P. 111

2 saddhi sodassadha vyiidhamupadeksyate, nasat, tasya sadadhinaprakasatvaditil - NV.T.
111

3 pratipadandya hi te vaktavyastacca prativogyadhikaranapratipadandadevarthato bhiitam/ -
N.V.T.P. 111

% Pg.171, Early Nyaya-Vaisesika Categoriology

2’Pg.6, Indian Philosophy
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2.1.1. Abhava as a padartha in Nyaya-Vaisesika

Non-existence as a category is absolutely necessary for their
philosophy of realistic pluralism. They hold that every experience
has its counterpart in the external world. Thus, when we say,
‘absence of a pot on the ground’, the non-existence of the pot should
have an objective reality, unlike the ‘hare’s horn’ or ‘sky-flower’
which are unreal. The whole framework of metaphysics developed
by the Navya-Naiyayikas is built upon the theory of reality of
Abhava. Their causal theory is also based on this. The argument of
Udayana and the rest for including Abhava as one of the padarthas
is that, although Kanada does not directly mention non-existence as
an independent category, he indicates it with its four kinds as a
possible object of knowledge. Uddyotakara establishes Abhava as an
objective reality in the discussion on the sense—object contact
(indriyartha-sannikarsa). It is stated there that samavdaya and
Abhava are perceived through the sixth contact called ‘visesana-
visesyabhava’. According to the Nyaya-Vaisesika syncretic system,
non-existence not only possesses objective reality, but it is also

directly perceptible by the senses like all other objects.

After Sivaditya introduced Abhava formally as a separate category
in his work ‘Saptapadarthi’, the syncretic treatises like
‘Tarkasangraha’, ‘Nyayasiddhantamuktavali’, ‘Tarkakaumudt’,
‘Tarkamrta’, ‘Tarkabhasa’ and ‘Tarkikaraksa’ hold non-existence to
be a distinct category. In the words of Dr S Radhakrishnan?,

‘Though an empirical classification of existent things has no need

28 pg.219, Indian Philosophy
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for an independent category of non-existence, still the dialectical

representation of the universe requires the conception of negation’.

2.1.2. Classification of Abhava

Abhava is at first divided into two kinds namely, ‘Samsargabhava’
or the absence of something in something else, and ‘Anyonyabhava’
or the fact that one thing is not the other. The latter is further
classified into three — ‘Pragabhava’, ‘Pradhvamsabhava’, and

‘Atyantabhava’.

Pragabhava (Prior non-existence):

Before the production of a cloth, there is non-existence of the cloth
in the threads. It had no beginning, but does have an end. If prior
non-existence is not destroyed, the effect cannot be produced. This
1s the basis of the ‘Asatkaryavada’ theory of causation propounded

by the Naiyayikas.

Pradhvamsabhava (Posterior non-existence):
It is identified by the destruction of a previously existent thing. For
example, when a pot is broken, it has posterior non-existence. It has

a beginning, but no end.

Anyonyabhava (Mutual non-existence):
This is nothing but showing difference (bhedavyavastha) between
two things. It is the non-existence of one thing as another which is

different from it. A jar is not a cloth and vice-versa.

Atyantabhdva (Absolute non-existence):
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It is the absence of any connection between two things in the past,

present, and the future. It is impossible to find a purely non-existent

entity at all times and places, as explained by Sridhara — ‘Absolute

negation is denial of an absolutely non-existent entity, which is not

limited by space and time, but which is only conceived by the

529

intellect’=”.

Sridhara also clarifies upon the need for the four-fold understanding

of Abhava:

If there were no Pragabhava, no effect could be produced;

If there were no Pradhvamsabhava, effect would not get
destroyed;

There would not be different things with specific natures if
Anyonyabhava were not accepted; and

All things would become eternal and omnipresent if

Atyantabhava were not accepted.

In the words of Dr S Radhakrishnan®,

2.1.3.

‘Prior negation is limited by production of an effect in future;
Posterior negation is limited by its existence in the past;
Mutual negation is negation of identity between two things at
present, which is its counter-entity. It is limited by their
specific natures.

Absolute negation is non-existence of relation, which is not

limited by any time.’

Point of debate with other Systems of Philosophy:

2 His perspective may be understood as corroborating the Yoga-Vyakarana concept of
Vikalpa-Bauddhasatta - N.K. Pg.230
30 pg.220, Indian Philosophy
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The Bhatta school of Mimamsakas point out that, although the non-
existence of a jar and the ground seem to be simultaneously cognized
by the senses, the former cannot be a sense-object, because, ‘firstly
it is devoid of form, which is a necessary condition of visual
perception, and secondly, sense contact is impossible with a non-
existent thing’. Jayanta Bhatta refutes these arguments saying,
‘Form is not a pre-requisite towards visual perception, as even
though atoms possess form, they are invisible. Similarly, the
principle of senses reaching an object is applicable only to positive
entities. Non-existence being negative, the eye can produce its

cognition even without having contact with it’.

The Prabhakaras altogether discard the theory of reality of non-
existence. They hold that if non-existence were a reality, then the
negation of this non-existence would have to be another reality,
which leads to avyavastha or infinite regression. To avoid this, the
Naiyayikas maintained that the negation of a negation was

equivalent to its positive.

The Vedantins also reject non-existence as a category. They regard
it as a simple substratum, and in the oft quoted example — ‘the
ground is qualified by the absence of a pot’, negation is identical
with its locus. The Vaisesikas contend that if the negation of the pot
were identical to the ground, then ghatabhava would be perceived
even on a ground on which the pot exists. But Vedanta takes a
different stand — It says that negation of a pot is identical with the
mere ground, which is different from the ground on which
something exists. Absolute negation of the pot on the ground refers

solely to the mere ground, which is a positive entity. A positive entity
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is called a negation with respect to another positive entity. So, there

is no negation.

2.2. VAISESIKA SUTRAS
The following are the Sitras authored by Kanada, in which the
concept of Abhava finds mention.
Types of Non-existence:
9.1. kriyagunavyapadesabhavat pragasat/ (Prior Non-
existence)
9.2. sadasat/ (Posterior Non-existence)
9.3. asatah kriyagunavyapadesabhavadarthantaram/ (Sat and
Asat different)
9.4. saccasat/ (Reciprocal Non-existence)

9.5. yaccanyadasadatastadasat/ (Absolute Non-existence)

Causes of the perception of these types:
9.6. asaditi bhiitapratyaksabhavat
bhiutasmrtervirodhipratyaksavat/
9.7. tatha’bhave bhavapratyaksatvaccal
9.8. etena’ghato gauradharmasca vyakhyatah/
9.9. abhutam nastityanarthantaram/
9.10. nasti ghato gehe iti sato ghatasya

gehasamsargapratisedhah/

Reciprocal indicators:

3.1.11. virodhyabhiitam bhiitasya/
3.1.12. bhitamabhitasya/

3.1.13. bhiito bhiitasya/
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Cause and effect relation:

1.2.1. karanabhavat karyabhavah/

Here, the Prasastapada bhasya says: ‘abhdvo’pyanumanameva
yathotpannam karyam karanasadbhave lingam/’

1.2.2. na tu karyabhavat karanabhavah/

This is contradicted by the Bhasya: ‘evamanutpannam karyam

karanasadbhave lingam/’

Existence defined:
1.2.7. saditi yato dravyagunakarmasu sa satta/
1.2.8. dravyagunakarmabhyo arthantaram satta/

1.2.17. saditi lingavisesad visesalingabhavaccaiko bhavah/

2.2.1. Aforesaid Sitras elaborated:

Kanada divides all things primarily into two — Existence and Non-
existence. The first class is then divided into 6 objects, dravya etc.

Based on relation and identity, non-existence is classified into 4

types.

The  cardinal aphorism  says, ‘dharmavisesaprasitad
dravyagurakarmasamanyavisesasamavayanam padarthanam
sadharmyavaidharmyabhyam tattvajiianannihsreyasam’. The real
knowledge of the similarities and dissimilarities of the six objects,
which is attained due to the peculiar nature of dharma, is the cause
of the ‘niksreyas’. niksreyas is defined by Sankara Miéra in his

Upaskara as ‘atyantiki duhkhanivrttis’ or absolute cessation of pain.

Here, the point to be discussed is that, although Abhava is not
mentioned forthright, it is understood by the word ‘vaidharmya’,

which is nothing but the negation of dravya etc. And the final aim is
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cessation of pain, which is also Abhava. Thus, Moksa is the
antecedent non-existence of pain up to the moment of annihilation
of the innumerable particular attributes. To those who contend that
Kanada has vocally ascribed real knowledge only to the six objects,
and that the realization of Abhava cannot aid in the attainment of the
supreme good, Sayana Madhava in his SarvadarSanasamgraha gives
a fitting reply®® —  ‘na casya purusarthaupayikatva
nastityasankaniyam,
dukkhatyantocchedaparaparyayanihsreyasaripatvena
paramapurusarthatvat’ - (ayamabhavah svayameva
paramapurusarthasvaripah), thus necessitating the comprehension
of Abhava too.

Kanada further establishes, in Siztra 1X-1-3, that existence and non-
existence are two different real concepts. The existent is different
from the non-existent, because action and attribute cannot be
predicated of the non-existent®2. Four kinds of asat are explained:
Prior non-existence, which is understood by the non-application of
action or attribute to a thing before its production; consequent non-
existence, which arises out of the perception that a thing which
existed no longer exists; reciprocal non-existence, perceived as an
absence of identity among two things; and lastly, absolute non-
existence, which is different from the aforesaid three. The examples
of these are given in the same order: Absence of the pot before its
production; absence of the pot after its destruction; absence of cloth
in a pot, i.e., a cloth is not a pot and vice-versa; non-existence of

color in air, sky flower etc.

31 pg 368
32Abhava cannot have an action - Chandogya upanisad $ankara bhasya and
V.P.P.K.Vrttisamuddesa karika 309.
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The rsi also describes the causes of perception of these four kinds of
non-existence. Due to the current non-existence of the Pratiyogi
(counter-positive) of Abhava (none other than the object itself), and
the memory of its past, consequent non-existence is perceived. Due
to the perception of the current object, and through the same process
as before, prior non-existence is also perceived. By the argument
stated before, we also perceive that a cloth is not a pot, a cow is not

a horse etc., i.e., reciprocal non-existence.

The words ‘abhiita’ and ‘nasti’ convey the same import. If the
import of ‘abhiita’ is ‘anutpannam’, then it conveys prior non-
existence; if the import of ‘abhiita’ is ‘utpannasyabhava’, it conveys
consequent non-existence; and if by ‘abhiita’, the absence of an
object in one locus being present elsewhere is conveyed, it is
absolute non-existence. And in a sentence like ‘nasti ghato gehe’,
none of the four kinds are intended, it is rather the contact between

the pot and the house that is negated.

To the question as to why Anyonyabhava cannot be included in
Atyantabhava — absolute negation of cloth-ness in a pot and so on, it
1s said:

Absence of ‘patatva’ in a ‘ghata’ is against our experience. For,
samanya, visesa and samavaya (all being properties) are dependent
on an object for their existence, and as such talking about absolute
non-existence of a dharma (property) without referring to its
substratum (dravya) is opposed to our experience. Hence
Anyonyabhava has to be considered a distinct category from

Atyantabhava.



26

In the third adhyaya, Kanada talks about the indicators of the
existent and the non-existent. Here, the word ‘bhiita’ denotes current
happening and ‘abhiita’ denotes past happening. The intent is to
relate time and the existence or non-existence of an action, not an
object. With this in mind, he says, ‘the non-occurrence (e.g. of rain)
i1s an indicator of the occurrence (of contact between wind and
clouds). Similarly, the occurrence (e.g. of rain) is an indicator of the
non-occurrence (of contact between wind and clouds).

In the first adhyaya, in the process of establishing Asatkatyavada,
and the relation of cause and effect, Abhava finds mention. The main
premise here is that, the effect is not already present in the cause.
For, if that be the case, there would be no purpose served in its
coming into existence. Non-existence of effect follows from the non-
existence of cause. The same cannot be shown here: that non-
existence of cause can be deduced from the non-existence of effect.
Although the seed is a cause of a sprout, and the granary is full of
seeds, no sprout is observed, because the other agents like water,
etc., are unavailable. Prasastapada gives a different perspective of
this: just as the appearance of the effect becomes indicative of the
existence of the cause, so also does the non-appearance of the effect
become indicative of the non-existence of the cause. But here,
Abhava or rather Anupalabdhi as a Pramana is the point of
discussion, which means that the non-appearance (Anupalabdhi) of
the effect indicates the non-existence (Abhava) of one or more
supporting causes.

Prasastapada uses the term Abhava to mean Anupalabdhi. For the
VaisSesikas there are only two Pramanas: pratyaksa and anumana.
All the other Pramanas elaborated by other Darsanas can be

included under anumana.
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2.2.1.1. Kanada on Satta (Existence):

The reason for dravya, gurza and karma to be understood as beings,
Is existence. It is a universal, that is common to all the three.
Samanya cannot be called existent, because, it is always known
through the individual, and Satta can never become the Visesya®.
Visesa and Samavaya are also not included under Satta as they are

dependent on the aforesaid three for their expression.

Existence is different from dravya, guza and karma, although found
in all of them. The relation between existence and any of the three is

akin to that between jati and vyakti (samavaya).

In the 17" Siitra, Kanada uses the word ‘Bhava’ synonymously with

Satta.

2.2.2. Status of Abhava in Vaisesika as against Sankhya:

It is true that in older works®*, only six categories are explicitly
announced, but it does not mean that Abhava is not recognized as

real.

With the Vaisesika, (unlike the Sankhya), for whom pratiti (in
greater measure than its counterpart Vyavahara) as an ultimate fact
of consciousness given in the form of belief, is the determinant of
objective reality, Abhava is necessarily real. The necessity of

Abhava as a metaphysical concept was twofold, arising a) from the

33 ‘tatra param satta mahdavisayatvat sa canuvrttereva hetutvat samanyameva’ -
Prasastapadabhasya
% V.S. 1.1.4; Pr.Bh. p.6; S.S. 1-25; Kandali p.334.
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fundamental assumption that Moksa is negative, b) from its doctrine

of Asatkaryavada, which allows of a real negative judgement.

In Sankhya-Yoga, Satkaryavada sets aside any possibility of
including Abhava as a predicate, as they assume that everything
exists everywhere, or one thing is identical with another®, and all
negation would be merely verbal (vaikalpika). This can be
connected with what Bhartrhari establishes in the Sambandha

Samuddesa®®.

Pragabhava and Pradhvamsabhava are both, according to Sankhya
and Yoga, really two forms of Bhava (there being no room for asat
in this system), the one known as the ‘andgatadharma’ and the other
as the ‘atitadharma’ of the matter. It may be observed that Vaisesika
allows only ‘vartamanadharma’, to be a positive predicate. Mrttika
may be said to be an adhara of ghara, only after its production and
before its destruction. This allows the prior and posterior states to be

negatively predicated.

Naturally, therefore, the atita and anagata-vastu of Sankhya-Yoga

Is considered as asat in Nyaya-VaiSesika.

Unlike Sankhya-Yoga, Nyaya-VaiSesika does not accept the
doctrine of unity of matter, and is in fact an advocate of absolute
difference (atyantabheda) between any two things, which
necessitates an understanding of Anyonyabhava. The same applies
to Atyantabhava t0o0.

8 Satyanucchedena sarvam sarvatmakam’ - Y.S.3-14 Vyasabhasyam
% Refer V.P.Pa.K.Sam.Sa. 64 discussed later in Chapter 4 Footnote 25 (anagataveksanam)
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It seems to have been the outcome of a reaction against the extreme
views of the Sankhya on one hand (where A=B) and of the Bauddha
on the other (where A= not A).

2.3.NYAYA DARSANAM

In the very first Satra®” after enumerating pramana, prameya etc.,
whose real knowledge leads to niksreyasa, Gautama explains in the
second®®, how this fattvajiiana that replaces mithyajiana generates
a chain of events: Once false knowledge is erased, it removes defects
like desire etc., due to which pravrtti or activity is done away with.
Once activity is discarded, the need for a new janma ceases to exist.
Thus, the cycle of birth and death, which is the chief cause of all pain
IS extinguished, destroying pain itself. Hence it is said by the later
Naiyayikas: ‘duhkhatyantabhavah apavargah’ — apavarga is the
cessation of all pain. Here, we observe that the very purpose of the

sastra requires an understanding of what Abhava is.

2.3.1. Discussion on Abhava as a Pramana

The Mimamsaka argument for accepting Abhava as a Pramana is
presented: Abhava of rain gives rise to the cognition of contact
between cloud and wind. Vatsyayana directly refers to the Vaisesika
Stitra (3.1) ‘virodhyabhiitam bhiitasya’ to validate this example.

Viswanatha in his Vrtti cleverly implies that Abhava as a Pramana

7 pramanaprameyasamsayaprayojanadrstantasiddhantavayava...
tattvajianannihsreyasadhigamah |
8 dukkhajanmapravrttidosamithydjiiananamuttarottarapdye tadanantarapayadapavargah |
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IS at work even in the Vaisesika Stitra
‘karanabhavatkaryabhavah’®. As a reply to the above, Gautama
says, that the knowledge of Abhava is nothing more than inference,
which agrees with the VaiSesika Prasastapada’s words,
‘abhavo pyanumanameva’. This declaration implies that vyapti is

not only w.r.t positive entities, but also belongs to the negatives?.

To the doubt that Abhava cannot be a Pramana because there is no
prameya, i.e., non-entity is mere emptiness*, it cannot be treated as
an object of cognition, it is answered that although non-existence
cannot be marked by a gura or kriya, still it is marked by the absence
of any laksana, and so Abhava is not an invalid Pramana. Absence
of a mark is in itself a mark, because it exists in relation to the
presence of the character which is its counter-entity. Abhava is a real
object of cognition, also because it is known before the production

of its counterpart viz., a ghara in ‘gharo bhavisyati**2.

2.3.1.1. Anupalabdbhi

During the course of discussion of the nature of light rays that cause
visual perception, the concept of Anupalabdhi is again brought in.
Though being endowed with intermediate magnitude, color and
touch, the rays emitted from stars are not perceived during daytime,
indicating their absence. But mere non-perception cannot establish
non-existence just as how non-perception of the moon’s other side

and the earth’s lower portion do not negate their existence. They can

3 athava karanabhavadina karyabhavadijianam abhavah bhavanistavyaptireva
anumanangamityasayah |

40 Viswanatha - abhavanistavyaptesca anumanangatve na virodhas /

41 Gautama Siitra 2.2.7

2 Gautama Stitra 2.2.12
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be proved by inference. This argument leads to the Sankhya idea
which was expounded by Patafijali in his Mahabhasya*® w.r.t the
causes of non-perception like atidiira. The reason behind the non-
perception of light rays is explained in the subsequent Sitra. The
characteristic of the substance and that of quality being different, in
a substance mixed with the element of water (like wet mud), water
IS not perceived as a substance, but at the same time is perceived due
to its quality (cold-touch). In the same way, the ray made of the
element of fire and characterized by a hidden color, remains
unperceived along with its color, but the other quality viz., warm
touch, is perceived. Gautama also mentions that the reason for non-
perception may be due to the light ray being overpowered by broad
daylight. This may be related to abhibhava, described by the
Sankhyas as a cause of Anupalabdhi. But this argument is untenable,
as even at night, the passing of light rays through the eyes, is not

perceived.

2.3.1.2. Criticism of Abhava as a Pramana
From Sitra 2.2.7 to 2.2.12, Abhava as a Pramana is criticized.

In the context of speculating the eternality and non-eternality of
sound, the Naiyayika perspective of Anupalabdhi is brought in. For
them, Anupalabdhi is not non-perception which is a Pramana that
gives rise to the cognition of non-existence. Rather, it is non-
attainment through any of the Pramanas**. Therefore, Anupalabdhi
Is not an independent Pramana on its own, but is that which is non-

perceptible through any of the four Pramanas accepted by the

43 Bhasya of Panini Siitra ‘striyam’
4 ‘pramanato yadupalabhyate tasya sattvam yannopalabhyate tasya casattvam /’
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Naiyayikas. The basis for accepting or refuting it as a Pramana lies
in the difference in interpretation of the word itself. The terms
upalabdhi and Anupalabdhi are found many times in the Nyaya
Stitra and Bhasya, but is not used by the later Naiyayikas. In Navya-
Nyaya it is altogether discarded.

2.3.3. Bauddhas’ ksanikavada refuted

The Bauddha doctrine of momentariness has been subjected to
strong criticism in almost all the Astika-darsanas. All existent things
exist only for a moment, and the inherent parts undergo continuous
production and destruction. In the same way, the Bauddha claim that
all existent objects produce their effects in succession only because
they are momentary. In short, nothing is eternal. Gautama refutes
their ksanabhangavada with the Sitras from 3.1.12 to 3.1.17.

Naiyayikas who strongly uphold the cause and effect relation,
vehemently oppose the Bauddhas according to whom, the cause for
successive production and destruction is not apprehended.
Moreover, Gautama says, there is no ground to state that all things
are destroyed and created every moment, for, if that be the case, then
things that are destroyed at the atomic level cannot support
production. The constituent atoms being destroyed, there would be
no ultimate basis for the production of an object. In contrast, the
Naiyayikas opine that destruction involves only the disintegration of
these atoms and production involves their re-arrangement in a
different form of conjunction®, which can be known by inference.

Some others have postulated that an object is only transformed and

 ‘yyihantarat dravyantarotpattidarsanam pirvadravyanivrtteranumanam’ - 3.2.16
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not destroyed. Transformation means the production of a new
essential property in an unchanging substance after the previous

essential property disappears?®.

Upon analyzing the above elucidations, we may conclude that the
Bauddhas and the Naiyayikas based their argument on the
paramount importance of Abhava, but differ on the aspect of
impermanence and complete destruction. The last argument, though
not specifically described so, can be taken to be suggestive of the
Sankhya doctrine, where Abhava is not given any credence,
everything is satpadartha, and change is mere transformation of
some essential qualities. But in the following Sutra (3-2-16),
Gautama establishes his theory that, by seeing a thing grow after the
component parts of another thing have been disjoined, it is inferred
that the latter is really destroyed. In short, the formation of curd
follows the decay of milk. And the Bauddha opinion that the cause
for the process of production and destruction cannot be
apprehended, is also inappropriate, because there will be an
uncertainty of conclusion on the assumption that the cause of
destruction is perceived in some cases and not perceived in others?’.
As a fact, in every case, there is perception of the cause of
destruction, since the very existence of an effect is an indicator of a

cause being there*,

46 ‘na payasak parinamagundantarapradurbhavat’ - 3.2.15
47 ‘kvacidvinasakarananupalabdheh kvaciccopalabdheranekantah’ - 3.2.17
8 karyalingam hi karanam /
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It is obvious that Abhava cannot be a cause for Bhava, and it was
established by Bhartrhari too. Yet, the Bauddhas, who believe in the
momentariness of everything, opine that all entities come into
existence from nothingness*®. The example taken up is that of the
seed and sapling. The sprout comes into existence after destroying
the seed. Therefore, the destruction (non-existence)*® of the seed is

the cause of the existence (birth) of the sapling.

The two nafis in ‘na na upamrdya’, emphasize on the conviction of
the Bauddhas in this opinion®!. The basis of the ksanabhangavada
IS, non-acceptance of jati. Otherwise, a person viz., Devadatta will
not be recognized, when he is passing through the six-fold bhava-

vikaras, since the jati - devadattatva itself is not accepted.

If the seed is not accepted to be destroyed, the sapling and the seed
should co-exist, which is impossible. But the statement ‘upamrdya
pradurbhavat’, is untenable, rather self-contradictory®2. Something
that is on the verge of coming into existence, cannot destroy its own

self, nor can it become existent by extinguishing itself.

To this, the Bauddha retorts, that verbal usage is testimony to the
fact that the activities in the past (which have already happened) and
in the future (which are yet to happen) are spoken of using the words

denoting karaka (agent)®>. Some instances are — ‘The man is

4 ‘abhavadbhavotpattih, nanupamrdya pradurbhavat’ - 4.1.14

%0 |t is interesting to note that the word ‘upamydya’ means just moulding or change, and not
destruction, in the Paspasahnikam of M.Bh., where the exposition is of akrti through the
example of solid gold being transformed into ornaments of various shapes and sizes.

51 ‘dvau nafau prakrtartham dradhayatah’/

2 Yyaghatadaprayogah’ - 4-1-15

53 ‘na, atitanagatayoh karakasabdaprayogat’ - 4.1.16
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grieving over the broken pot’, ‘the unborn sons are bringing sorrow
to the father’ etc. The former refers to a past event, while the latter
signifies the birth that will happen in the future®. Since things that
have perished or are yet to come into being, are used with relation to
karaka, it is not contradictory to say ‘Upamrdya pradurbhavah’. All
these usages express anantarya or continuity. In the case of the
sapling and the seed too, the activity is sequential. Again, the above
rationale is dismissed by Gautama as irrelevant to the issue on hand
— a new sprout cannot spring out of the destroyed seed, and so

existence cannot occur all of a sudden from non-existence.>®

Rather the sapling grows as a product of paurvaparya, which is itself
a sequential order, wherein there is a gradual change in the
arrangement or structure of the component parts of the seed®®. At
every moment the previous structure is replaced by another
structure, and in this manner, destruction of a former arrangement
followed by the production of a subsequent arrangement continues
until the sapling is apprehended, and even then, this process of
change never stops. The sapling grows into a plant, plant into tree,
and such a sequence is controlled by the power of time until the
death of the entity®’. Hence, it is established that Abhava

(destruction) cannot be the cause for Bhava (creation).

2.3.4. Bauddhas’ sianyavada refuted

% In some ways, this is similar to the context of ‘bhavini samjfia’ discussed in Mahabhasyam
by Patafijali.

55 ‘na, vinastebhyo anispatteh’ - 4.1.17

%6 “kramanirdesadapratisedhah’ - 4.1.18

5" ‘kalah pacati bhitani kialah samharati prajah’ - Mahabharatam 1/247, 1/251
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After discussing and refuting ksanabhangavada, sianyavada is
brought in for elaboration. The entire world of entities is Abhava or
nothingness, since in each and every thing, there can be said to
reside, the absence of every other thing®®. As in, the cow is not a
horse, and a horse is not a cow. The cow is non-existent in the form
of a horse and vice-versa. It is evident that this argument is baseless
even at the first glance. In the above examples, since both Abhava
and Bhava are found to reside in the same object, they also have

samanadhikaranyam,

Now the loophole in the Sitra is highlighted. The pratijiia vakyam
(assertion) as well as the hetu (rationale) are self-contradictory. The
assertion  here 18, ‘sarvamabhavah’, and  rationale,
‘bhavesvitaretarabhavasiddhih’. The meaning of sarva is totality
without remainder, while Abhava is negation of existence. The
former can be affirmed to possess qualifications (sopakhya) while
the latter is devoid of them (nirupakhya). Here, how can one that is
sopakhya suddenly become nirupakhya? Never would it be possible
to cognize the existent entirety as nothing. Further, we can never
apprehend Abhava as aneka (many in number) and asesa (without
remainder). As soon as the word ‘sarvam’ is uttered, it obviously

follows that there is no Abhava.

Coming to the contradiction in hetu, it is reasoned that due to the
understanding of mutual non-existence, everything is non-existent.

View it from the other side, an understanding of mutual non-

%8 ‘sarvamabhavah, bhavesvitaretarabhavasiddheh’ - 4.1.37
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existence depends on an understanding of existence (Bhava). As in
‘anasvo gaul’, first the cow and horse need to be known before
explaining the cow as not a horse and vice versa. But if we were to
accept the assertion ‘sarvamabhavah’, the question of mutual
existence does not arise at all. Therefore, it is shown that the
assertion, rationale and combination of the two, all are self-

contradictory.

Now, the Sutrakara proceeds to give an argument against the
Bauddha stand that everything is Abhava®®, which is supplemented
with varied interpretations by the Bhasyakara, Vatsyayana.

Since existent entities have an independent nature that is their
original self, they cannot be called non-existent. And what may be
these independent characteristics? Nothing other than those
claborated by the Vaisesikas, that a Dravya has gura and karma and
Satta, the generic feature, and other peculiar qualities like earth has
smell etc. But since Abhava cannot be described in such terms, those

entities are not cognizable as Abhava.

Here, the Bhasyakara gives two more interpretations —
svabhavasiddhi refers to svarapasiddhi. And the svariipa 1s none
other than the Dravya qualified by jati. Since the word ‘gaus’ when
uttered signifies an individual belonging to the class of cows, to say
that it expresses Abhava is illogical. Or, why say ‘asan
gaurasvatmana’? Why not say ‘asan gaurgavatmana’ if everything
were Abhava? Svabhavasiddhi is nothing but the understanding

‘gavatmand gaurasti’. Since ‘anasvo’asvah’ and ‘gauragaul’ are

% na, svabhavasiddherbhavanam’ - 4.1.38
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not valid usages, the standpoint ‘sarvamabhavah’ does not stand a

chance.

If this is the case, how do we express mutual absence in a phrase like
‘asan gaurasvatmana? To this, it is replied, ‘avyatirekapratisedhe
ca bhavanam asatpratyayasamanadhikaranpyam’. Vyatireka means
a relation like samyoga, samavaya etc. Avyatireka refers to the
relation of abheda. When an entity (Bhava) denotes an absence
(Abhava), in order to signify the denial of being the same (abheda)
as another entity, there occurs a samanadhikaranya of Bhava and
Abhava. An example is ‘na santi kunde badarani’, where the
cognition of absence of badara berries in the jar is akin to the
cognition of just the jar devoid of any relation. Hence when we say
that a cow is not of the form of a horse, there is a denial of oneness
between the two. So, in such cases, both Bhava and Abhava are
observed to have the same locus. But this is valid only when the

concept of mutual absence comes in.

The Bauddha further extends the argument — svabhava is not a fixed
idea, rather it is relative, i.e., like the concept of long and short®.
Nothing is long as it is — it is perceived as long in comparison with
a shorter one, while being perceived as short in comparison with a
longer one. The point is that, a pot expresses Abhava in relation to a
cloth and vice-versa, and it does not give rise to an independent

cognition.

80na svabhavasiddhih apeksikatvat’ - 4.1.39
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This argument is again dismissed by Gautama®l. Anyonyasraya
(reciprocal dependence) is a common defect dealt with in the
Sastras. The well-known phrase is ‘itaretarasrayani karyanpi na
prakalpante®?’. If everything were dependent upon everything else
for their existence, then the destruction of one will cause the
destruction of the other i.e., Abhava of one causes Abhava of all.
This is a situation of avyavastha (disorder). Also, with or without
apeksa, a substance remains a substance. In the event of a special
consideration (apeksa), there is a specific quality that is highlighted
In comparison to another substance. Seeing two buildings, and
noticing a greater height in one as compared to the other, a person
concludes that one is tall and the other short. This is

apeksasamarthyam.

2.3.4.1. Example from Pirva Mimamsa

In the light of the previous discussion against Abhava being a cause
for Bhava, another point is brought forth, by which it is said that
performing an agnihotra results in the attainment of heaven,
although it may not be immediate like in the case of milking or
cultivation. In the Nimittaparistyadhikarana of Pirva Mimamsa, a
similar issue is discussed - Veda ordains ‘citraya yajeta pasukamah’
- the one who desires more livestock should perform Citreszi’®.
Here, comes the Citraksepavada — After performing Citresri, one did
not get any livestock, therefore, following Pratyaksa-Pramana, the
above Vedic sentence is not to be taken as an authority — is the

51 Yydhatatvadayuktam’ - 4.1.40
82 Yrddhiradaic’- M.Bh. 1.1.1
8 Following Citraksepa-Nyaya in Nimittaparistyadhikaranam of Mimamsa Darsana (1.1.3.5)
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Puarvapaksa. The Siddhanta is this — Although one does not find any
livestock immediately after performing Citresti as per Pratyaksa-
Pramana, the abovesaid Vedic sentence cannot be stamped as
unauthoritative. Rather, since Sabda-pramana is also accepted as a
valid means of knowledge and since the quoted injunction does not
expressly say that the result of Citressi would immediately be
available. Therefore, all such sentences, such as ‘svargakamo
yajeta’ have to be interpreted in this fashion. Here, the Pirvapaksr,
whoever it may be, though not specifically mentioned, is obviously
a Nastika, and he argues that the result i.e., attainment of heaven
cannot happen at a much later time, as the action i.e., agnihotra is
completed. The rationale employed is that, an effect cannot arise
from a destroyed cause®®. To counter this, Gautama takes recourse
to an analogy®®. The action of watering a plant does not end with
that. The water element absorbed by earth element, together with the
chemical reaction caused by the element of fire, transforms into a
nutrient substance, that travels up the plant body and in various
manifestations creates leaves, fruits etc. In the same way, the act of
agnihotra, creates a samskara, which is of the nature of dharma and
adharma, and along with other causal factors, gradually leads to the
attainment of result (heaven) at some point of time. Hence it cannot
be said that the act ends and the result occurs immediately. It is rather
a continuous series of cause-effect-cause-effect progression leading
up to the final result. This thought can be corelated to that of a
sapling from a seed.

8 ‘kalantarend nispattih hetuvinasat’ - 4.1.46
8 ‘prannispattervrksaphalavat tatsyat’ - 4.1.47
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And the result is neither absent nor present, nor is it in a combined
state, as such a combination is impossible due to the absolutely
contradictory nature of sat and asat. The reason behind this
statement is explained by Vatsyayana: That which is said to be in the
process of production cannot be non-existent, since a material cause
Is required for any creation, and such a cause cannot be attributed to
nothingness. If it were accepted that this state before production
were asat, then since this state is common to all the entities before
their production, it would mean that a pot can be made from threads
or a cloth may be produced from mud. Hence, non-existence cannot

be the state previous to existence.

Nor can the prior state be existence, as that which is already present,
need not come into existence. And due to the absolute difference
between sat and asat, they do not have samandadhikaranya® and so
cannot be said to be residing in the same locus. In this state of
confusion, the theory set forth by Gautama, is that the antecedent
state to an effect coming into existence is indeed asattva i.e., non-
existence, the reason being the observation that there is creation and

destruction to every object, they being transient (impermanent).

The Sutra 4.1.49 ‘utpadavyayadarsanat’ lays the foundation for the
establishment of Asatkaryavada in the Nyaya system. And to the
previous argument, that an upadana (a material cause) is to be
known, the Sitra 4.1.50 ‘buddhisiddham tu tadasat’ gives the
solution. The fact that only clay is capable of forming a pot and not
thread, is arrived at by the proof of the intellect (buddhisiddham).

% ‘na’asat na sat na sadasat — sadasatorvaidharmyat’ - 4.1.48
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The non-existence of the effect before its production presupposes
the purpose of such a productive activity. Otherwise there is no
purpose served in the production of something already existent. That
each effect has a peculiar cause is known by the proof of the intellect.
The implication is that, though the upadana (existence of material
cause) is understood by our intellect, from the external perspective,
the previous state to creation is considered as asat. This is of the
form of asattva, of that which has the dharma of utpatti (potential to
create). Take the example of a seed, which has utpatti-dharma to
create a plant, but this is known only by our intellect. Outwardly, the

non-existence of the tree is evident.

2.3.4.2. Dismissal of sinyavada:

In this section, the Sitras are presented in the form of a dialogue
between the Piarvapaksr i.e., the Bauddha, and the Siddhanti. The
theory that all entities are objects of the intellect is challenged by the
Bauddha®’, for whom the reality is that of absolute nothingness
(sanya). Upon intellectual analysis of the Bhavas (existent entities),
there is non-cognition of reality (yathatmya — the state of being as it
IS), because, upon the removal of threads, it is not possible to cognize
a cloth. Hence such a cognition of all entities being the objects of the
intellect is nothing but false. The Bauddha tries to strengthen
sunyavada through various illustrations, to project the falseness of

entities, which are:

5 ‘buddhyavivecandttu bhavanam yathatmyanupalabdhistattvapakarsane
patasadbhavanupalabdhivattadanupalabdhih’ - 4.2.26
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1. Just as how the things seen in a dream are imaginary and not
actually existent®s;

2. Like an illusion created by magicians, stars in the sky giving
an impression of a celestial city, or the illusion of water

created by a mirage®.

But these statements are invalid’®, on grounds that, intellectual
analysis presupposes the existence of an object of the intellect, and
it cannot be false because false entities are not objects of the
intellect, viz., hare’s horn. Thus, the entire step by step progression
of reasoning made by the Bauddha is observed to be self-

contradictory at each stage.

For the Vaiyakaranas, if an object can be cognized, or has sense in
the intellect, its existence is accepted at the level of the intellect
(bauddhartha), although it may not physically exist in the external
world™. This is also backed by the Yoga Sutra 1.6:
‘Sabdajiiananupati vastusiinyo vikalpah’’?. Though the Nyaya Siitra
‘buddhisiddham tu tadasat’ can be interpreted to convey the same
intent, the Naiyayikas seem to have opted a different course by
saying that unreal entities like sky-flower cannot even qualify to be
objects of the intellect. Thus, there appears to be a conflict among

the various commentators of the Nyaya Siitra and Bhasya.

68
69

‘svapnavisayabhimanavadayam pramanaprameyabhimanah’ - 4.2.31
‘mayagandharvanagaramyQatysnikavadva’ - 4.2.32

 Yyahatatvadahetu’ - 4.2.27

" arthavadadhaturapratyayah pratipadikam’ - M.Bh.

2 In the context of Yogadar$ana, the intangible and abstract object of experience, which is
devoid of a physical reality, is termed as vikalpa. A thing that is not physically available, but
understood through sabda and jiiana alone, is called vikalpa.
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2.4. Abhava in later VaiSesika texts

2.4.1. SAPTAPADARTHI

The text Saptapadarthi authored by Sivaditya is usually credited with
having brought about the syncretism of the two systems of Nyaya
and Vaisesika. It is here that we first see Abhava being enumerated
as the seventh padartha. The commentator Jinavardhana StirT adds
some more important observations key to understanding the way in

which the Naiyayika perspective on Abhava evolved from here.

The argument for considering Abhava as a separate padartha is that
it cannot be included in any of the other 6 categories. Padartha is
defined as ‘pramitivisaya/’- that which is the object of knowledge;

o —

whose knowledge is dependent on the knowledge of the Pratiyogr.

Atyantabhava is that absence that has no beginning or ending, i.e.,

eternal —

‘atyantam anddyanantatvena abhavah atyantabhavah; yatha

atmani ripasya, ghatadisu jaanasyabhavah’l

It is to be observed that a part of this definition assumes the later
Naiyayika definition of Atyantabhava. But, Madhava Sarasvati, in
his Mitabhasini commentary, brings in the later Naiyayika
understanding stating his definition as — ‘pratiyogisamavayi-
atiriktasthale iha ghato nastityadi

nisedhastraikaliko 'tyantabhavah’.
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To the question that Anyonyabhava need not be considered, as it is
expressed by the gura ‘prthaktva’ itself, it is answered, that the
quality of difference only gives the idea — ‘this is different from
that’, while by mutual absence, the idea — “this is not that’ is formed.
Balabhadra, in his commentary Sandarbha, states that
Anyonyabhava is also of four types - svariapa, bheda, prthaktva and

vaidharmya.

The absences that can be known through the four kinds of Abhava
are endless, due to the infinite number of Pratiyogis. Sesananta’s
Padarthacandrika incorporates the later broad division into
Samsargabhava and Anyonyabhava. Meanwhile, Balabhadra stays
sincere to the original Vaisesika division of padarthas into Bhava
and Abhava. He enunciates the categories of Abhava according to
the views of various sections of scholars. Some say that there are
two broad divisions: Samsargabhava and Atyantabhava, the former
further classified into three types. Some include a category called
‘samayikabhava’, while others define Samsargabhava as

‘utpattivinasasali’>.

D.Gurumurti, who has brought out the 1932 edition of Sivaditya’s
Saptapadarthi, makes a notable observation — ‘4bhava rendered as
negation emphasizes the logical concept while as non-existence it
refers to the ontological aspect. The doctrine arose as a logical

concept and was afterwards adopted as a category in the ontological

3 This will be elaborated further in Page 32 {just before footnote number 54}.
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scheme of later Vaisesika school, though it was not considered one

either by Kanada or Prasastapada’.

2.5. Abhava in Navya-Nyaya texts

2.5.1. NYAYAKUSUMANIJALI

‘vyavartyabhavavattaiva bhaviki hi visesyata/

abhavavirahdatmatvam vastunah pratiyogita//’

Udayanacarya ventures on this topic while trying to establish the
existence of God. To the atheist’s possible contention that, although
God is non-existent, a negative inference denying creatorship to God
or affirming God’s non-existence can be had, the above verse is a
reply. A definition of what is visesyata and pratiyogita is given, so
as to make it amply clear that, if God is an illusive entity, non-
creatorship as a visesapa cannot be talked about, because its
visesyata cannot be inferred. The nature of the visesya consists in it
being the locus of the absence of the exclusion of the visesana, i.e.,
anything other than the visesana cannot reside on that visesya. And
the nature of the counter-positive (Pratiyogt) of a negation consists
in its being identical with the negation of the negation of its self.
Thus, it follows that, no illusory non-existent entity can either be a
visesya or a Pratiyogi. This paves the way for the Naiyayika answer
to the problem of sasa-srriga. If an illusory unreal thing cannot be a

Pratiyogt, then how can its absence be expressed? To this, Udayana
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gives a quizzical answer: ‘It cannot be negated in any possible

manner’®’.

In keeping with the principal Nyaya construct, anything unreal
cannot be expressed in terms of a real concept, be it Abhava or
Bhava. At this juncture, NS Dravid’s thoughts on the problem of

absolute negation of unreal entities are worth pondering upon —

“... ‘how is the unreal like the hare’s horn negated if the object
negated is non-existent?’ One may say Nyaya’s answer to the
question is that the unreal is never the object of negation. In the
apparent denial of the hare’s horn, what is actually denied is the
inherence of the horn in the hare or the horn being part of the hare’s
body. This denial appears to be just like the denial say, of red color
in a blue piece of cloth. But are these denials of the same type? The
blue piece of cloth could quite well have been of red color but could
the hare have been endowed with horns as a cow and buffalo are?
Perhaps one may not mind giving an affirmative answer to the
guestion. Let us therefore take the example of the denial of the
square—circle. When we say that ‘there cannot be a square-circle’,
do we deny the inherence of circularity in the square just as we deny
for example the inherence of the property of visibility in a figure?
Certainly not. The negation of red color in a blue piece of cloth is
not an absolute negation but the negation of circularity in a square
is an absolute negation which means that the square can never have
circularity. In other words, this negation implies that, squareness is

opposed by nature, to circularity. The common negation called

4 ‘katham tarhi Sasasrngasya nisedhak? na kathafcit’ - N.Ku.
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‘relational negation’ in Nyaya terminology does not bring out this
natural opposition between two things; unless a different type of
negation which cancels the very reality of its counter-positive is
admitted, a satisfactory account of the denial of the non-existent

cannot be given”.

2.5.1.1. Criticism of Anupalabdhi as an independent means of

knowledge:

Anupalabdhi does not oppose theism. It is verily perception i.e., it
doesn’t differ from perception. The reason behind such a conclusion

is given in this Karika —
‘pratipatteraparoksyat indriyasyanupaksayat/

ajiiatakaranatvacca bhavavesacca cetasal//’

The concept of Anupalabdhi is dealt with at two levels in the
Nyayakusumafjali. The first stage being simple or perceptual
Anupalabdhi (perceptual non-cognition) and the next being the
cognition of such an Anupalabdhi which is termed as
jhatanupalabdhi ~ or  cognized  non-cognition.  Perceptual
Anupalabdhi is the cognition of absence, while cognized non-
cognition is the cognition of perceptual Anupalabdhi, which by itself

Is non-perceptual.

The sensory cognition of a color or taste is direct and immediate, and

such is the case with a cognition like ‘bhiitale ghato nasti’. This is
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so because whichever cognition of absence is caused by a cognized
non-cognition, is non-perceptual, while the cognition of absence
produced by non-cognition itself is a perceptual process. An
example of a cognized non-cognition is — ‘maya mandire
nipupataram anusytas caitrak, na ca upalabdhaz’. From this
statement we can inferentially conclude that Caitra was not present

in the temple’.

If the cognition of non-cognition is a perceptual process, then the
sense organ cannot be pre-occupied with perceiving the locus of the
absence {according to the Naiyayikas, the nature of sensory contact
with absence (indriyarthasannikarsa) 1S visesya-visesanabhava}.
To this objection, Udayana answers, that if this were so, then even a
blind person should be able to sense the absence of color on a pot
(locus of absence), which is apprehended by him through the sense
of touch. Since an absence is apprehended by the sense organ which
apprehends the Pratiyogt of the absence, color which is the Pratiyogr
of the absence here, is not sensed by the sense of touch, but has to

be sensed by the eye, which the blind man lacks.

Only competent cognition is supposed to produce the cognition of
absence according to both Nyaya and Mimamsa. This competence
is nothing but the collocation of all the conditions of perception of a
thing excluding itself — whose absence is sought to be cognized. One
of the contacts is sense-object contact (indriyarthasannikarsa). Eye
contact with the locus of absence in addition to the remaining

5 This concept of cognized non-cognition (jAdtanupalabdhi) is akin to the concept of
anuvyavasaya.
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conditions provides this competence to non-cognition, otherwise,

the visual function is not required for the perception of absence.

It naturally follows from this example, that Anupalabdhi is the
means of valid knowledge, only w.r.t the absence which is located
in the locus that is sensed by the sense organ apprehending the
Pratiyogi. In which case, the cognition of the absence of color and
form in air, which is the locus of such an absence, by means of
Anupalabdhi, would not be possible, as air is perceived only through
the tactual sense. Since the cognition of absence is dependent upon
the cognition of the Pratiyogt, it needs no explanation to say that the
sense organ required for the cognition of a thing is needed for the

cognition of its absence too.

Another argument put forward by the Mimamsakas is this — The
visual function is exhausted in the perception of some characteristic
property residing in the locus of absence. Therefore, the eye cannot
be of use in cognizing the absence, and hence Anupalabdhi as a
separate means of valid knowledge is necessary. The cognition of
the absence of color in air may be understood through inference, that

the air is devoid of color, because no color is seen in it.

Both the Naiyayika as well as the Mimamsaka admit that there
occurs sense contact with the absence, and the non-cognition of the
object, which is the Pratiyogi. They differ on the basis of primary
causality, whether it is sense contact leading to a perceptual

cognition (for the Naiyayikas) or it is non-perceptual cognition
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through Anupalabdhi or inference, the sense organ being
preoccupied with the cognition of the locus of absence (for the
Mimamsakas). The common principle here is that the locus of
absence has to be perceptible by the very sense by which the

Pratiyogi is perceived.

As against the Nyaya contention that the cognition of absence does
not invariably depend upon the cognition of the locus of absence, the
Mimamsaka says that the absence of color is known through
inference rather than direct perception. The origin of the above said
Nyaya theory is in their need to uphold their metaphysical
assumption that the imperceptible akasa is the locus and the inherent
cause of sound. Since sound can be perceived through the ear, its
locus the akasa being invisible, the absence of sound is also
perceptible without the akasa being perceptible. But this reasoning

is pointed out to be faulty in many ways.

It cannot be denied that a person notices the absence of a thing at a
place only when seeking that thing, which he fails to find at that
particular place. Testimony of experience validates the Mimamsa
theory that the recollection of an object sought for, coupled with the
perception of the expected locus of absence leads by itself to the

cognition of absence.

One point raised by Udayana deserves mention: ‘na hi
upalambhabhavah bhavatam abhavopalambhah, upalambhasya

atindriya-abhyupagamat’. On a lighter note, this may be likened to
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a lawyer’s common statement — ‘absence of evidence is not evidence
of absence’. Just because there is an absence of cognition, it cannot
be concluded that absence is cognized, since there may be very many
reasons why some thing is not perceived. These are enlisted in the
Sankhya-Vyakarana Darsanas viz., atidiira etc. This contention is
raised on behalf of the Naiyayikas against the arguments of the
Bauddhas rejecting the existence of God. The perception of God is
atindriya, and one who lacks that capability can by no means
establish the non-existence of God. When Udayana says, that Vayu
Is known by touch only, and its colorlessness is perceived by the eye,
but who knows, those with yogipratyaksa can see even air, his idea
has its origin in the Vedic Santi-mantra: ‘Samno mitrah Sam

varupah...tvameva pratyaksam brahmasi’.

2.5.1.2. Abhava is known through Pratyaksa:
Although the weight of the argument favors the Mimamsa stand,
Udayana makes a brave attempt to uphold the theory that
Anupalabdhi comes under Pratyaksa-Pramana by stating the

following ideas’®:

1.The cognition of absence is generated as a result of direct sense
object contact, because the Pratiyogt is apprehended in the same

manner.

2. The sensory perception of the locus does not come in the way of

producing an absence of cognition by the same sense organ.

'8 pratiyogini samarthydt vyaparavyavadhanatah |
aksdasrayatvat dosanam indriyani vikalpanat I/
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Finally, Udayana winds up this discussion by stating that non-
cognition, along with sensory perception generates absence
cognition, although having begun the discussion stating that

perception alone is competent in cognizing an absence.

2.5.2. ABHAVAVADA (TATTVACINTAMANI)

Abhavavada is a chapter in the Tattvacintamani of Gangesa
Upadhyaya. The whole chapter revolves around the sentence
‘bhiitale ghato nasti’, and the discussion is regarding the ontological
status of negation. The fundamental theory that Abhava is the
seventh padartha being accepted, it necessitates the perceptual
process of cognizing absence becoming one of visesya-
visesanabhava. Gangesa presents the arguments of the Early Nyaya
system against the objections raised by other sastrakaras viz,

Mimamsakas.
The two chief concerns here are:

1. Abhava is not identical or does not coincide with Bhava.
2. It is perceived through the adhara-adheyabhava i.e., it does

not exist independently, rather it always resides on a locus’’.

2.5.2.1. Point of debate with Mimamsakas:
According to the Prabhakaras, absence of a pot on the ground can be
very well stated as the ground itself. In other words, the object of
cognition is the mere ground, not the absence of a pot. This property

7 This may be connected to the P.S. ‘viramo ‘avasanam’, which is going to be discussed in
Chapter 5 (T.Y. - anagataveksanam)
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of mere-ness is severally denoted by the terms ‘kaivalya’,
‘tanmatrabuddhi’ and ‘tadekavisayatabuddhi’. There is a prolonged
argument by them in support of tanmatrabuddhi, which is refuted
and Abhava upheld. An interesting elucidation is made by Gangesa
against those who say that the cognition being that of a mere locus,
it is dependent upon the speaker’s intent to express an Abhava of a
counter-positive. It is from anubhava (experential perception) that
Vyavahara (verbal expression) proceeds, not vice-versa. Thus, if the
Vyavahara is ‘iha ghato na’, the anubhava also should have been of

the absence of a pot, and not a mere locus.

In the course of this discussion, two new concepts, Viz,
vyadhikarapabhava and samanadhikaranabhava are put forth. An
example of the former is ‘bhiitale ghato nasti’, wherein the locative
case is used for the locus of absence, whereas an example of the
latter would be ‘gharak paro na’, where both words are in the same
case ending. Gangesa simplifies a complex verbose discussion thus:
‘etavanstu visesO yat tava
samanddhikarananisedhapratitiriyamanyo 'nyabhavabhedamavaga
hate, mama tu svaripam’. Implying that the Prabhakara insists on
anyonyabhdva in the notion, ‘this ground is not now a ground with
apot on it’, while for the Naiyayika it involves the svaripa (essential
nature) itself of the two.

2.5.2.2. Is abhavatva a generic property?
A proposition is made, in order to justify the use of the same

expression ‘Abhava’, in different instances, that abhavatva be taken
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as a generic property. But such an understanding is possible only if
there is ‘anugama’, a common consecutive character perceived in
each and every instance of Abhava. Also, there should be a relation
of inherence which connects two positive entities, which is not found

in absence.

Satta is the highest jati, and it occurs in the trio — dravya, gupa and
kriya. The other categories, although giving rise to the notion of
existence (astitva), as in ‘samanyam asti, visesah asti’ etc., are not
said to have Sarta as a true qualifier, i.e., such an idea is but
erroneous. This observation is justified by Sridhara too, in his
Nyayakandali’®: ‘svatmaikasattvam svaripam yatsamanyadinam

tadeva tesam sattvam, na sattayogah sattvam’.

The main reason behind Satta not being ascribed to jati, visesa and
samavaya, 1s to protect the Nyaya-Vaisesika doctrine ‘nissamanyani
samanyani’. They are forced to accept such a position in order to

avoid anavastha (infinite regress).

Raghunatha feels that abhavatva is as good an akhandopadhi as
bhavatva,’®— ‘abhavatvameva va
anugatapratyayasiddho akhandopadhih/ bhavatvam va
akhandopadhih/ tacca jheyatvadivat ghatabhavadivacca svavrtti
api/’

The Prabhakaras deny abhavatva by saying that we need jati to
explain our experience of a difference between pots, cows etc.; But

78 N.K. Pg.19.
7% Padarthatattvaniriipana (Pg.49-51)
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in the case of Abhava, the loci where the absences occur, are
experienced as different, not the absences themselves. This
observation in turn, paves the way, for an analysis of what exactly is
Atyantabhdava according to the Naiyayikas. Is it absolute absence as
in gaganakusuma, or does it apply to instances like ‘bhiutale
ghatabhavah’ too? If it be said that Abhava is one and unique like
samavaya, Without anugama, then it must also be accepted to be
nitya (eternal) like samavaya; but this will contradict temporary

absences like Pragabhava and Pradhvamsabhava.

2.5.2.3. Differences of opinion on Atyantabhava:
There is difference of opinion among the Naiyayikas themselves as
to what constitutes Atyantabhava: Instances like sky-flower, or color
in air, or an absence of pot on the ground. Visvanatha Paficanana in

his Muktavali (p.63-64) says:

‘vatra tu bhutaladau ghatadikam apasaritam punaranitarica, tatra
ghatakalasya sambandhdghatakatvadabhavasya nityatve 'pi
ghatakale na ghatatyantabhavabuddhih/  tatrotpadavinasasalt

caturtho yamabhava iti kecit/’

The author of Kiranavali commentary upon Muktavali elaborates:

‘ghata-atyantabhavasya yah sambandhah — yasmin kale yatra
bhiitaladau ghato nastiti prama, tatkalavisistatadbhiitakalatmakah
svaripasambandhah, tatra sambandhe yasminkale yatra bhiitale
gharo vartate tatkalasya apravesat/  naiyayikaikadesinah
‘nityapratiyogikabhavo 'atyantabhavah’,

‘nitya’anyapratiyogikabhavah samayikabhavah
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utpadavinasasalyabhavah’, ‘pragabhavadhvamsau ceti

samsargabhavasya caturvidhyam svikrtya.../’

Thus, it is clear that majority of the Naiyayikas include both
instances under Atyantabhava, and a minority call the first example
Atyantabhava, the second example being one of samayikabhava or

utpadavinasasalyabhava.

2.5.2.4. Siddhanta of Gange$a on Abhava:
After presenting before the reader the views of Early Nyaya vs

Mimamsa, Gangesa proceeds to set forth his own theory:

a.) An absence is always apprehended along with its counter-
positive.
b.) Absence is not equivalent to mere locus, because the
cognition of a mere place does not come with the cognition of
a counter-positive.
c.) The cognition of an absence is dependent upon a cognition of
the counter-positive, as in the case of sadrsya of a gavaya to
a cow®,
d.) There is adhara-adheyabhava sambandha between Abhava
and its locus, not svariipasambandha.
Didhiti (Raghunatha) and Gadadhari (Gadadhara Bhatta) have a
different opinion — ‘abhavatvam cedamiha nasti idam idam
bhavatiti pratitiniyamakabhavabhavasadharanah

svariupasambandhavisesah/’ (Gd. P.475);

80 On Gangesa’s statement ‘pratiyogijianadhinajidanatvafica abhdavasya anubhavasaksikam’,
the commentator Jayadeva in Tattvacintamani aloka, gives a contrary explanation, but
somehow later reconciles to Gangesa’s view — ‘pratiyoginiripanadhinaniripanatvam
sapratiyogikatvam’.
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‘tatpratiyogisvariupaniripitanuyogitvanama sambandhavisesah/’
(Gd. P.476)

The phrase ‘bhavabhavasadharanah’ is novel®l. The word Abhava
here 1s not used in its derivative sense of ‘Na bhavah abhavah’.

Rather it is in the technical sense (riidhih)®.

Gangesa asserts that abhavatva lacks jati or wupadhi, which
contradicts Raghunatha’s claim that abhavatva can be considered as
an akhandopadhi. When we say ‘iha bhutale ghato nasti’, the
absence of the pot is as much related to the ground as it is related to
that particular time frame. But this does not mean that Abhava is
nothing but the ground’s connection with a particular time segment.
Abhava cannot be equated with a time segment, although both occur
in relation with the same ground, because of two more notions that

an absence gives rise to:

a.) It has a counter-positive;
b.) It occurs in the particular time connection.

Hence an identity between the two is not possible.

According to Gangesa, an absence is an individual entity that occurs
in many different time segments. The theory of the Bauddhas is
refuted by him after quoting a verse from Jianasri Mitra’s
Nibandhavali®3-

81 Refer the section on Sambandha samuddesa of Vakyapadiyam

82 ‘bhavenapi ghate ghatatvabhvo nasti, ghato na ghagabhinnab, iti pratiterjananat bhavahl
tadavacchinne ca abhavapadasya ridhishaktih paribhasaiva va, ato na bhavo’abhava iti
avayavavyutpattya taddharmapratyaye 'pi na ksatih’l - Gadadhari P.476

8 Pg.167
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‘drstastavadayam ghato atra ca patan drstastatha mudgarah
drsta karparasamhatik paramito ‘abhavo na drsto aparahl
tenabhava iti srutih kva nihita kincatra tatkaranam
svadhina kalasasya kevalamiyam drsta kapalavali//’

Neither does the Buddhist see prior absence of a pot before the
components come together, nor is its posterior absence observed
after a pestle struck it, breaking it into shards. All he sees is the
arrangement of pot shards, earlier in the form of a pot, and later in
disarray. Such an observation is erroneous, because we do have the
cognition ‘vinasfo gharak’ — the pot is destroyed, leading to the

cognition of posterior non-existence.

On a concluding note, Gangesa reverts to Raghunatha’s opinion that
there is a svaripa-sambandha between Abhava and its locus, as
otherwise, ascribing a relation other than svaripa might risk an
infinite regress. Visesanata, being a type of svaripa-sambandha, is

established as connecting absence with its locus.

2.5.3. NYAYA MANJARI

In this text, Jayanta Bhatta’s primary opponents are the Bauddhas,
and he strives to establish Abhava as an ontological entity. The style
of presentation is more like a dialogue. In view of clearly outlining
the chief differences in opinion between the Naiyayika and
Bauddha, the content is presented here too, in the form of a

conversation.
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Naiyayika: To safeguard distinctness between existent entities,

Abhava is to be accepted.

Bauddha: It will lead to itaretarasraya-dosa. In actuality, to
differentiate between Abhavas too, the differences between existent
entities (Bhavas) are also to be considered. So, it is proper to say that
the distinctness of absences, depends upon the existent, not vice-

Versa.
Naiyayika: Then what is the meaning of nai?

Bauddha: It is vikalpa (objectless cognition); sometimes Paryudasa

or Pratisedha.

Naiyayika: Then what about the 11 types of Anupalabdhis that is
accepted by the Bauddhas?

Bauddha: Those are to know the causes of the usage of asat
(included under the svabhava-hetus) and not as Pramanas for the
knowledge of Abhava. The Bauddha endeavors to differentiate asat
from Abhava. For him, asat is only a usage having the yogyata to
deal with Anupalabdhi. And Anupalabdhi itself is not of the nature
of negation of knowledge of an existent entity. Either it is knowledge
of bhiitalam which is qualified by the negation of a pot, or just the
knowledge of bhitalam alone. The argument given in support of this
stand is that, if Anupalabdhi were to be of the nature of negation, it
would lead to anavastha-dosa, where one Anupalabdhi to know

each absence would be necessitated.

Now the Naiyayika steers the discussion towards such absences as

that of sky-flower etc.
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Naiyayika: Then, by this Anupalabdhi, anything that cannot be seen,

will be fit to be called asat (including a ghost/sky-flower etc).

Bauddha: This issue does not arise, because we define asat, as the
negation of that which can be seen. Since sky-flower is not seen at

all, it cannot be called asat.

2.5.4. NYAYASIDDHANTAMUKTAVALI

The definition of Abhava here is given as ‘abhavastu
nanpadajanyapratitivisayah’. The definition given by other
Naiyayikas i.e., ‘dravyadisatka-anyonyabhavavatvam’ is discarded
because it has demerits — it specifies only Anyonyabhava, not the
other three, and there is also anavastha-dosa. So, the definition
‘nanarthabodhakapadajanyapratitivisayatvam’ is more appropriate.
In his Kiranavali commentary, Sri Krsnavallabhacarya says, that
division of Abhava into four types arises from the intellect of
expectancy®. In his opinion, Atyantabhava and Anyonyabhava are
nitya, while Pragabhava and Pradhvamsabhava are anitya.
Unfortunately, since he refrains from citing examples for the four,
we do not exactly know whether he accepts the example of ‘bhiitale

na gharah’ as that of Atyantabhava or that of absence of color in air.

He says, that Abhava is an akhandopadhi, i.e., the concept

encompasses the entirety of Abhava as a whole, not in parts.

84 abhdavacatustayam apeksabuddhijanyam |
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It is held that Abhava is perceived through Pratyaksa-Pramana® as
against Prasastapada who included Abhava in Anumana. By telling
that, in places where the locus is devoid of an object, Abhava is
cognized through direct perception, and placing the word kascit
implies that this is not always so, indirectly suggesting that it could
also be cognized through Anumana. Further, the samasa
Samsargabhava 1is split variously as ‘samsargasya abhavah’,
‘samsargena abhavah’, etc. The difference arises because of
assigning trriyartha as  ‘avacchinnapratiyogitakatvam’, and
sasthyartha as ‘niriipakatvam’. Samsarga means sambandha, other

than tadatmya. Anyonya is tadatmya itself.

In the context of exposition on samavaya, there is a discussion on
the difference between svaripasambandha and samavaya. Among
the many types of relations, that exist in substances, it may be said
that there is a relation called ‘vaisistya’ (the relation of locus and
non-existence of a jar there located, which is differenced from the
locus on which a jar stands). This relation is not the same as either
samavaya or samyoga. Now the point of debate is whether this
vaisistya is eternal or non-eternal. If it were eternal, the following

problems arise:

e Abhava of jar would be recognized on the ground even after
the jar is placed there.

e The jar must be recognized as both absent and present, which
is absurd.

8 prativogyanadhikarane desadavabhavah kascit pratyaksasiddhak’ - Kiranavali Pg.59
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It is admitted that absolute non-existence of a thing cannot be
destroyed, as the relation vaisistya is eternal. If it is considered to be
non-eternal, then we will be constrained to postulate an unending
number of transitory vaisistyas leading to very many non-existences
at different points of time. Although there is a demerit called

gaurava, this stand is taken as the conclusion.

2.5.5. NANVADA
Raghunatha Siromani’s Nafivada is one of the three independent
essays that he wrote in Navya-Nyaya style, the rest being
commentaries. Since Gangesa seems to have omitted an elaboration
of the particle ‘nafi’ in his Sabda-khanda of Tattvacintamani, it is
appropriate on the part of Raghunatha to have written on this topic.
In a way, Gangesa’s Abhavavada represents the Orthodox school of
Nyaya, while Raghunatha’s Nafivada represents the radical notions

of the Navya-Nyaya school.

2.5.5.1. Abhava as Nafiartha:
In general, naf signifies Abhava. In the same manner as the earlier
Naiyayikas, Raghunatha classifies it first into two and then four. He

defines Abhava as:
‘anvayitavacchedakavacchinna-pratiyogitakatvam abhavatvam’.

For example, ‘to a pot that is delimited by potness, nafiartha i.e.,
Abhava gets related with the association of being a Pratiyogi’. Here
avacchinna = bhedya = visesya = pot, and avacchedaka = bhedaka

= visesana = potness.
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This definition is claimed to be got through wvyutpatti/pratiti
(ascertainment from an obvious perception). This is in line with the

Nyaya doctrine ‘pratiti-vyavaharabhyam vastusiddhiz .

Just like a true Navya-Naiyayika, he proceeds to gives examples of
the four kinds of Abhavas with indirect counter-examples, as in: ‘the
ground which has a blue pot has no pot’ — for Atyantabhava, and ‘the
blue pot is not a pot’ — for Anyonyabhava. Further the relation
between the pot and ground is of the nature of ‘adhara-
adheyabhdva’, in the sentence ‘bhiitale ghatah’, and in the sentence
‘bhiitale na ghatah’ too, the relation of the pot’s absence with the
ground is of the same nature, the ground being anuyogi and the
absence being Pratiyogi. The same principle is also illustrated using
the example of ‘pacati caitrakz’ and ‘na pacati caitra/z’ wherein the
‘pakanukila krtih’ is said to be residing or not residing in Caitra,

both adhara-adheyabhava sambandha.

Then the sentences ‘caitrasya idam dhanam’ and ‘na idam
caitrasya’ are examined, where dhanam is the anuyogi, in which
‘caitranisthasvamitvaniriipakatvam’ is said to be there or not there.
In this context, there begins an elaborate discussion on the nature of
understanding the meaning of sasthi (sva-svamibhavah), Caitra
being the svami, and dhanam svam. The theory of the Vaiyakaranas
is raised and then dismissed by putting forth the Nyaya method of
understanding the same, which strongly fights for and establishes
Abhava as an independent entity. This is followed by a discussion

on the visesya-visesanabhava sambandha between Abhava and its
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locus, from the standpoint of texts like Vyutpattivada, and the
sabdabodha of a sentence having naf is also dealt with at length.
Some doctrinal phrases like ‘jatau na satta’ are taken up for analysis
of nafiartha and its sabdabodha would be ‘jativrttitvabhavavatt

satta’.

After Samsargabhava, Anyonyabhava is taken up for delineation. In
the Vyutpattivada, Gadadhara Bhatta says, ‘sabdabodhe ca
ekapadarthe aparapadarthasya samsargah samsargamaryadaya®®
bhasate’. Samsarga is a relation like abheda etc. Raghunatha says —
‘where there is an abheda relation between the visesya and visesana,
there nafi expresses Anyonyabhava’®’. And since abheda is defined
by Gadadhara as that which is known by having same vibhakiti,
number and being immediately successive, without an obstacle in
between, in statements like ‘ayam ghato nilah’ and ‘nayam ghato
nilah’, the visesya and visesapa being in the same vibhakti, there is

Anyonyabhava, which is nothing but bheda/difference.

Later, the Mimamsaka stand is refuted w.r.t the Vedic injunction
‘vajatisu yeyajamaham karoti nanuydjesu®’  and the Naiyayika
method of sabdabodha of nafartha in such sentences is established.
Only a superficial understanding of the application of nafartha w.r.t
Nyaya-Mimamsa-Vyakarana Darsanas is intended, as it is beyond
the scope of this research work, to delve in detail into the

sabdabodha of sentences having nafi, the focus being solely on

8 Samsargamaryada = akanksa

8 ‘yatra ca visesana-visesyayoh abhedena anvayah vyutpannah, tatra anyonyabhavah nafia
bodhyate’.

8 This sentence will be explained in detail in the following chapter (T.Y. - andgataveksanam)
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Abhava. Hence, the elucidation of Nafivada of Raghunatha is limited

to this much.

2.6.  Observations by Modern scholars on the Nyaya-

Vaisesika concept of Abhava

2.6.1. Kuruganti Sri Rama Sastry:

A few ideas expressed by Sri Kuruganti Sri Rama Sastry in the
Tarkasangraha Sarvasva, about the four types of Abhavas deserve
special mention. Every scholar has given his own definition in his
original work or commentary. The version given by Sastry is novel
in that, the definition anticipates Bhava rather than Abhava®. He
also indirectly demonstrates the queer ways adopted by Navya-
Naiyayikas in order to justify their concept. For instance, it is
unanimously accepted in Nyaya that uttering the word nasti signifies
Atyantabhava. But exceptions are granted just to safeguard the

ontological status given to Abhava by the Naiyayikas®.

2.6.2. Prof RK Tripathi:
The observations of Prof RK Tripathi®t, on the merits and demerits

of the Nyaya understanding of Abhava are as follows:

8 ‘bhavisyatiti pratitivisayah pragabhavah; dhvasto nasta iti pratitivisayah
pradhvamsabhavah; nastiti pratitivisayah atyantabhavah; na bhavatiti pratitivisayah
anyonyabhavah’l

0 “nastipadabhilapasthale eva atyantabhavo bodhyate | parantu tadatmyasambandhena
nastityatra nastipadaprayogo 'pi anyonyabhava eva bodhyate’l

% Problems of Philosophy and Religion, Banaras Hindu University, Varanasi, 1971.
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1. There is a distinction between non-existence and negation. In
Nyaya, the word Abhava refers both to the thing that is non-

existent and the property of non-existence (negation) itself.

2. The dalaprayojana of the four types of Abhava are —

a.) If Pragabhava is not accepted, there can be no beginning.

b.) If Pradhvamsabhava is not accepted, there can be no end.

c.) The difference between two things cannot be recognized if
there was no Anyonyabhava.

d.) If Atyantabhava is not admitted, then everything could exist
everywhere. Here, the comment of Prof Tripathi is interesting:
‘We may notice here that non-existence for Nyaya is only
relational and not absolute or metaphysical. There is no such

thing as utter non-existence’.

3. Difficulties in admitting visesanata (locus qualified by
absence) —

a.) To know the locus as qualified by absence, presupposes a
prior knowledge of absence — where does that come from?

b.) Memory of a past absence — Is it recalling only the absence
of knowledge of a thing or is it recalling a positive knowledge

of absence?

4. Nyaya viewpoint on illusion and unreality —
Negation is purely relative, due to which a rope mistaken for
a snake, upon realizing that it is not a snake, does not mean
that the snake is nowhere. What is meant is that the rope is not

a snake, and in some other place and time, a snake does exist.
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This is termed as ‘anyathakhyati’, where the components are
not unreal, only their relation is unreal. The same logic is
applied to sky-flower etc. It is held that the sky and the flower
being real, their combination alone is unreal. The Naiyayikas
make a tenacious effort to be consistent with the realist
principle that no content of knowledge is false. Hence Nyaya
vigorously opposes utter non-existence and universal
negation, while their counterparts, the Bauddhas esp.
Madhyamikas uphold universal negation through their
sunyavada. An interesting statement by Prof Tripathi in this
connection is: ‘It appears that while Nyaya emphasizes on the
knowledge of absence, the Buddhist relies on the absence of

knowledge’.

Having gone through the development of the idea of Abhava in
Nyaya-Vaisesika so far, from the earliest texts up to the
contemporary scholars, it is thus clear as to how the concept has been
shaped and remodeled from being just a logical idea, to ontological
and then metaphysical. It is indeed interesting to note, that all these
ideas find their correlates, or application in some or other form, in

other sastras, as will be discussed in forthcoming chapters.
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Chapter 3: ABHAVA IN MIMAMSA AND VEDANTA

3.1. AGENERAL SURVEY

The Bhatta school of Mimamsa point out that, although the non-
existence of a pot and the ground seems to be simultaneously
cognized by the senses, the former cannot be a sense-object,
because, ‘firstly it is devoid of rigpa which is a necessary condition
of visual perception, and secondly, sense contact is impossible with

a non-existent thing’.

The Prabhakaras altogether discard the theory of reality of non-
existence. They hold that if non-existence were a reality, then the
negation of this non-existence would have to be another reality,
which leads to avyavastha or infinite regression. They accept
illusion as a case of akhyati (apratiti), and not confusion®?. Prof RK
Tripathi says, ‘Truth and falsity therefore refer to two orders of
consciousness, and not merely to dialectic or the principle of self-

contradictoriness’.

Vedanta stands as a median between the rejection of nothing
(Nyaya), where there is Universal Objectivity, and rejection of
everything (Bauddha) where there is Universal Subjectivity/Vijiana.
Here, negation is the denial of a belief/affirmation/judgement, not of
a thing. So, the sky-flower cannot be negated, as it is never affirmed

in the first place. According to Mimamsa, although Vidhi and

92 atmakhyatirasatkhyatih akhyatih khyatiranyatha/
tatha nirvacanakhyatih ityetatkhyatipaficakam//
vijianasanyamimamsatarkadvaitavidam matam/
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Nisedha are two kinds of sentences, in the greater context, Nisedha
also comes under the wing of Vidhi®. So, negation itself is a kind of

assertion.

To a large extent, Uttara Mimamsa follows the principles laid by
Purva Mimamsa, and the same is the case with Abhava too. The
process of understanding negation is irreducible i.e., it cannot be
simplified into direct perception or inference. It is a more complex
process, and requires a higher critical consciousness than
affirmation. The subjective element is indispensable in all negations.
Though the process is complex, the knowledge of an absence of
knowledge has to be direct and independent. Accordingly, negation
1s ‘absence of possible knowledge’. This is what is meant by the
Anupalabdhi of Mimamsa. Hence it follows that knowledge of the

absence of knowledge is in its own right, a kind of knowledge.

The negated is something that claims to be real, but is not actually
real. In this way, the negated (snake) at once distinguishes itself from
the real (rope), which is present and also from asat (sky-flower),
which cannot be claimed to be real. Abhava is not a qualifier of the
locus as against the Nyaya opinion. Abhava of Abhava is
adhikaranasvariipa, of the nature of the locus itself, and nothing

more.

The Vedantins reject non-existence as a category. They regard it as a

simple substratum, and in the oft quoted example — ‘the ground is

% Elaborating on this, in Mahavakyavicarah, Pg.10, Prof Korada Subrahmanyam quotes
Sabara from Sakhantaradhikarana (2-4-2-21) — ¢...tatra na ninditasya pratisedho gamyate,
kintvitarasya vidhiz .
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qualified by the absence of a pot’, negation is identical with its locus.
The Vaisesikas contend that if the negation of the pot were identical
to the ground, then ghatabhava would be perceived even on a ground
on which the pot exists. But Vedanta takes a different stand — It says
that negation of a pot is identical with the mere ground, which is
different from the ground on which something exists. Negation of
the pot on the ground refers solely to the mere ground, which is a
positive entity. A positive entity is called a negation with relation to
another positive entity. So, there is no negation. Following
Vivartavada of Vedanta, universal negation is not supported. Being
featureless and formless, Parabrahman might appear as sinya (pure
void), because we are in the unconscious habit of regarding only the

determinate as real.

A.) ABHAVA IN PURVA MIMAMSA
3.2. MIMAMSA DARSANAM

3.2.1. Establishment of Abhava as an independent means of

cognition:

In the first pada (Tarkapada) of the first adhyaya, the Pramanas are
enumerated and defined. After mentioning Pratyaksa, Anumana,
Sabda, Upamana and Arthapatti, Abhava is taken as a Pramana, that
is defined as the absence of the above five. The object of cognition
here is, ‘it does not exist’, with regard to things not in contact with
the sense organs. In other words, the non-operation of five means of
cognition, is itself a means of cognition that brings about a cognition

that a thing is non-existent.
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Non-perception (Anupalabdhi) is utilised by the nastikapirvapakst
as a tool to challenge the authority of Sabda (Vedic statements). The
Siitra® itself is quoted, where the last part ‘animittam
vidyamanopalambhanatvat’ alone is taken to suit the opponent’s
agenda. Since only what exists is perceived, and a thing not
perceived is considered non-existent, like a hare’s horn, the
Injunction that a citra-yaga brings about the acquisition of cattle, is
found to be unreliable, because although the cattle is perceptible by
our senses, no cattle is found to appear immediately after the
performance of the sacrifice. Thus, the Vedic injunction is not a
means of right cognition. This is the objection raised by the
opponent, to which Sabara replies: The particle ‘tu’ in the
subsequent Siitra®, mitigates this misinterpretation. The meaning of
that Siitra is that: ‘The relation between Sabda and artha, which is
nitya — eternal, primordial, original and self-sufficient, and not
dependent upon any other means of cognition, is the jiianam, means
of knowledge, ‘tasya’ — of such things like agnihotra and other
sacrifices, which are not cognisable by any other Pramana’. Then
the notion derived from the Vedic statements must be right, as they

are apauruseya, not man-made.

The answer to the question as to why no cattle is perceived
iImmediately after the iszi, is that, an adrsra is produced, which
fructifies in due course of time, and the performer of the sacrifice
acquires cattle. The results such as svarga, are not immediately

achieved, like the pleasure derived from a massage.

% ‘satsamprayoge purushasyendriyanam buddhijanma tatpratyaksam animittam
vidyamanopalambhanatvat’ - 1.1.4 4,

% qutpattikastu sabdasya’arthena sambandhal tasya jiianamupadesah
avyatirekasca arthe anupalabdhe tatpramanambadardyanasyanapeksatvat’ - 1.1.5.5.
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3.2.2. lllustration of the application of Abhava in Sastra:

In the second pada of the first adhyaya, the Sitra
‘avidyamanavacanat’ is illustrated by the commentator Sabara with

an example: The mantra from Rk-samhita 4/58/3% states:
‘catvari Srngda trayo’asya pada dve sirse saptahastaso asya/
tridha baddho vrsabho roraviti mahadevo martya avivesall’

It is said that what is dictated by the Vedic texts should be helpful
towards the performance of sacrifice, but certain mantras such as the
above one, have no correlate in the real world that would help in a
sacrificial act. There is no bull in reality that has four horns, three
feet, two heads or seven limbs (likewise with hare’s horn or sky-
flower). Therefore, such mantras, although devoid of an external
meaning, are to be used merely for the purpose of uccarana, and
such reciting would lead to some transcendental end, which is
adrsra. A similar justification is not acceptable to Patarijali and other

commentators for quite a few Sitras of Panini®’ .

Another example is the mantra ‘ma ma himsth’, which is addressed
to the blade, at the time of kesavapana (shaving off hair), in a
caturmasya yaga. Though the blade is used only for shaving, the
mantra is recited simply to appeal to the blade not to hurt saying ‘do
not hurt’ is redundant, the mantra is used only as an utterance. The

Nisedha is not be understood in its literal sense.

% Also found in Taittirtya Aranyaka 10.10.2

 In the Bhasya of ‘vrddhiradaic’ (P.S.1-1-1), we find — ‘tatrasakyam varnenapyanarthakena
bhavitum, Kimpunariyata satrena’, which Nagesa elaborates in Uddyota — ‘anarthakeneti/
bodhyartharahitena ityarthahl tena parayane sarvesamadystarthatve pi
drstaprayojanarahityarapamanarthakatvam varnapadasitranamastyeveti na
vaksyamanasiutradipratyakhyanasangatih/’
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In the first pada of the second adhyaya, the Sitra — ‘yesam tu
utpattavarthe sve prayogo na vidyate tanyakhyatani tasmattebhyah
pratiyeta’asritatvat prayogasya’, gives the definition of akhyatas
(verbs) as those words on whose utterance, what is denoted by them
IS not in existence, i.e., what is denoted by them does not exist at the
time of their utterance. This correlates to the karika from
Vakyapadiyam — ‘yavatsiddham asiddham va
sadhyatvenabhidhiyate asrita...”. Thus, it conveys an activity that
leads to accomplishing something (sadhya). Until the completion of
that activity denoted by the akhyata, there is Pragabhava of the

meaning expressed by the verb.

3.2.3. Paryudasa and Pratisedha

The Siitras in the beginning of pada 8, adhyaya 10, introduce the

concepts of Paryudasa, arthavada and Pratisedha. They are:

1. pratisedha’ pradese’anarabhyavidhane ca
praptapratisiddhatvad vikalpah syatl

2. arthapraptavaditi cetl

3. na, tulyahetutvadubhayam sabdalaksanam/

4. api tu vakyasesah syadanydyyatvadvikalpasya vidhinam
ekadesah syatl

6. sistva tu pratisedhah syat/

When the particles nafi, na or ma are used, how do we understand
whether they express a prohibition (Pratisedha) or an exception

(Paryudasa)? The possibilities are discussed in detail.

Two instances are laid down in order to begin the analysis. The first

one being, in connection with the mahapitryajia, the text that reads,
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‘na hotaram vrnite narseyam’ — One does not appoint the hota or
arseya. This is a prohibition of a general law. The second instance
Is that of an act not to be done — ‘asravayeti caturaksaram astu
ausaditi caturaksaram vyaja iti dvyaksaram, yeyajamahe iti
pancaksaram dvyaksaro vasarkara esa vai prajapatih saptadaso
yajiiesu anvayatte’ and then ‘tato nanuyajesu yeyajamaham
karoti®®. Asravaya consists of four letters, astu ausay four letters,
yaja two letters, yeyajamahe five letters, and vasar two letters. These
17 are the prajapati and are fit for sacrifices. The word yeyajamahe
is laid down without reference to any particular sacrifice, and the
prohibition relating to it is that, ‘one does not utter ‘yeyajamahe’ in

an anuyaja’.

Now a doubt arises whether the prohibition in both instances leads
to optionality (vikalpa) or an exclusion. Vikalpa could be considered
as the general injunction as well as the prohibition is enjoined by an
authoritative Vedic text. Even so, mundane phrases like ‘visam ma
bhurijita’ are taken to convey an act that is not to be done at all,
leaving no option. Analogically, it is concluded that the prohibition
comes in only after the injunction, and sets aside the latter. Hence,
‘yeyajamahe’ should never be used in an anuyaja and in the

mahapitryajia, the hota and arseya are never to be appointed.

% This is the context of the discussion:

‘yada adhvaryuh yajaticodanacoditesu karmasu devebhyo havirdatum udyurkte, tada havih
purnam juhiim haste grhitva agnidhram prati ‘asravaya’ iti praisam dadati/ he agnidhra!
yaksyamanadevatam prati tubhyamidam diyate ityabhimukhyena Sravaya ityasravayetyasya
arthah/ sah ‘astu srosat’ iti pratibriiyat/ evam adhvaryunokte sa agnidhrah astu ityasngikrtya
Srausat iti Sabdena Sravayet iti sa ‘astu Srausat’iti briiyat ityasyarthalh/ srosat ityasya ‘he
devah! yusmadvisayamidam havirdanam synputa’ ityarthah/ tato’adhvaryuh ‘agnim yaja’
ityadiritya tyajyamanadravyoddesyabhiitadevatavacipadam dvitiyantamuccarya yaja iti vadet/
tacchrutva ca hota ye yajamahe iti padadvayam vadet/ ‘ye vayam hotarah adhvaryuna yaja iti
presitah, te vayam yajamahe — yajyam pathamah’ iti yeyajamahe ityasyarthahl
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Although it may be well argued that both the injunctive and
prohibitive statements being a part of the Vedic texts, both being
sanctioned by Scripture, one cannot set aside the other, and this
results in optionality; but in reality, the theory is that a prohibition is
to be taken as a supplementary statement, that is very much a part of

the injunction.

In fact, the interpretation that ‘yeyajamahe’ is not to be used in the
anuydjas, is fallacious. In ‘nanuyajesu’, naf is construed with
‘anuydja’, and not with the verb ‘karoti’ in the preceding sentence.
This leaves the expression ‘not in the anuydjas’ incomplete as a
sentence, thus creating an akarksa (expectancy) to connect with the
preceding part of the sentence ‘yajatisu yeyajamaham karoti +
nanuyaajeshu’, which means, ‘yeyajamahe is to be used at all
sacrifices, except in the anuyajas’. This shows that the whole text is
just an injunction with an exclusion of anuyajas, thus giving no room
for an option. Likewise, the first example ‘na hotaram vrnite
narseyam’ is to be understood as ‘mahapitryajfia should be
performed like the general archetype, except the appointment of the
hota and arseya’. Here, naf is construed with the dhatu ‘vrii’, again

giving rise to a Paryudasa.

Here, the Purvapaksi raises an objection — If the nafi joins with
anuydjesu in sense, then it should become a compound according to
Katyayana’s Vartika — ‘vavacananarthakyafca

svabhavasiddhatvatr’. But this is refuted, because, according to
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Panini’s Sttra ‘vibhasa®’, which is an adhikara that applies up to
Stutra No.2-2-35 (mahavibhdsa), ordains the naf-samdsa to be
optional; and Panini’s words are taken to be more authoritative than

those of Katyayana.

Therefore, it follows from the above discussion that both the

instances pertain to exclusion (Paryudasa).

The distinguishing feature of a Pratisedha as denoted in J.S.10/8/6
IS — ‘negation following an injunction’. For example, take the
sentences ‘natiratre sodasinam grhnati’, and ‘atiratre sodasinam
grhpati’. This cannot be considered as an exclusion, and the only
possible meaning would be, ‘one does not take sodasi at the
atiratra’, which is purely prohibitive. In view of both the injunction
and prohibition being mutually incompatible, we must consider only
one of the two alternatives at a given time, and such an adoption of

either of the alternatives renders this optional.

Paryudasa and Pratisedha are unanimously accepted by all
sastrakaras as the two modes of operation of the negative particle.
Interestingly Jaimini includes arthavada as another point of

application through the following Sitras in the same section —
5. apiirve ca arthavadah syat/

7. na cedanyam prakalpayetpraklyptavarthavadah

syadanarthakyat parasamarthyaccal

3.3. MIMAMSANYAYA-PRAKASA

¥psS.2-1-11
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This text is a prakarana-grantha authored by Apadeva. In the
section dealing with Nisedha, we get to understand the Mimamsa
approach to the interpretation of a Nisedha and of the particle nafi.
Vedic statements are mainly of two types — Vidhi (injunction) and
Nisedha (prohibition). From a broader perspective, Nisedha is also
a Vidhi — The former enjoins man to do something while the latter
enjoins him to not do something, i.e., it motivates him to withdraw
from an action, which will not have good consequences. The two
possibilities in interpreting the action of nafi in a sentence i.e.,
Paryudasa and Prasajya-Pratisedha are discussed, and an attempt

to obtain the sabdabodha is also made.

3.3.1. Vidhi and Nisedha

Nisedha becomes a Purusarthanubandha (serves the end of man) by
motivating men to turn away from an action that would have
undesirable consequences. Just as how a Vidhi suggests that a
sacrifice will bring about the man’s ascent to svarga (‘svargakamo
vajeta’), and so instigates him to perform it, similarly, a Nisedha like
‘kalafijar na bhaksitavyam'® conveys a determent, and suggest
that the thing prohibited kalafja, will give rise to an undesirable

result.

How is it said with conviction, that the prohibition conveyed effects
a determent, and not that something other than what is prohibited
should be done? Because, in the sentences, ‘na bhaksitavyam’, or
‘na hantavya’’, due to the unobstructed proximity of nafi with the

dhatu, the naf will be construed with the meaning of the dharu, and

100 3.5.6/2/19-20 - Bhasyam
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nafiartha being tadanyatvam, will signify something excluded by
the meaning of the root. And so, a Nisedha will also convey
pravartana (instigation to do something other than the meaning

expressed by the dhatu) and not nivartana (determent).

This reasoning is not correct, because the dhatvartha being
subordinate (upasarjana) to the pratyayartha, cannot be construed
with naf, even if nafi is unobstructed to the dhatu. The meaning of
the verb root is dependent on the meaning of the suffix, and a
subordinate is not to be construed with another. Otherwise, in
‘rajapurusam anaya’, the component ‘r@ja’ of the samasa, which is
subordinate to purusa will be construed with anaya, and the sentence
might mean that the king is to be brought. The author also cites an
example from the arunadhikaranam - ‘arunaya pingaksya
ekahayanya somam krinati’. Here, the adjective arunya (ruddiness)
is construed with the cow, and not with another adjective

‘ekahayanya’ (one year old), although it is closely associated.

Again, this would not mean that naii connects with kalaija in
‘kalafijam na bhaksayet’, because the pratipadika ‘kalafija’ is also
considered as subordinate to the karaka suffix (case-ending).
Therefore, being incapable of connecting with anything else, the
meaning of nafi is construed with the pratyayartha, which is the

principal element®®L,

According to Mimamsa, the suffix krt or tiz denotes two components
— the general akhyatartha (verbality) i.e., bhavana, and linartha
(instigation) i.e., pravartana or istasadhanatvam. The nafi, upon

being connected with the suffix, further operates on the lizartha, and

101 prakrtipratyayau sahartham briitah tatra pratyayarthasya pradhanyam!
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not on akhyatartha, because akhyatartha is again subordinate to
linartha. Thus, the negation combines with the part which denotes
lirartha, which is the chief element of all*®2. Now, the nature of naf
IS such that, it operates on the thing with which it combines, to
express an opposite connotation. Here the nafartha being

considered is virodha.

3.3.2. Differences between Vidhi and Nisedha

Where the word ‘asti’ signifies beingness (sattva), ‘na asti’ conveys
the opposite of it i.e., non-being. Similarly, lirartha being
pravartand, on being combined with naf, the opposite is conveyed
I.e., nivartand. Thus, the previous objection that both Vidhi and
Nisedha ultimately denote pravartana holds no ground, and the

extent of their contradictory nature is illustrated in this verse:
‘antaram yadrsam loke brahmahatyasvamedhayohl!
drsyate tadrgevedam vidhanapratisedhayoh//”’

The two are distinct in five ways: phalam (result), buddhi (Mental
attitude), prameya (Object of cognition), adhikart (Qualified

person), and bodhaka (Indicator).

1. Result: Vidhi — Desirable ends such as svarga; Nisedha —
Avoidance of undesirable results.

2. Mental Attitude: Vidhi — The listener realizes that ‘he is
instigating me’; Nisedha — The listener realizes that ‘he is

deterring me’.

102 pg 264, Sabdasaktiprakasika - ‘nafiarthe tinarthasya anvayah’
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3. Object of Cognition: Vidhi — Instrumentality of Sacrifice etc,
for a desirable end; Nisedha — Instrumentality of killing etc,
for an undesirable end.

4. Qualified person: Vidhi & Nisedha — Whoever is instigated or
deterred only by the Vedic injunctions and prohibitions or that
of sisras.

5. Indicator: Vidhi — The lin or krt suffix; Nisedha — Nafi

connected with such a suffix.

Even for those who hold that the meaning of lin is istasadhanatvam,
I.e., instrumentality in gaining a desired end, the naii joins with lix
to denote the opposite of that meaning, i.e., instrumentality in

gaining an undesirable end.

3.3.3. Operation of Paryudasa as an exception:

It was established that negation is construed always with the
meaning of the suffix. However, when there is some obstacle, then,
since there is no way out, it is construed with the dhatvartha. There

are two such obstacles:

1. Being introduced by the phrase ‘tasya vratam’;

2. The possibility of an option.

In such an event, the nafi acts as an exclusion (Paryudasa), as
distinct from prohibition in general (Prasajya-Pratisedha). The
author has borrowed the definition given by Bhartrhari in his tika on

Mahabhasyam for both Paryudasa and Pratisedha —
‘apradhanyam vidheryatra pratisedhe pradhanata/

prasajyapratisedho ‘ayam kriyaya saha yatra nanll
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pradhanatvam vidheryatra pratisedhe ‘apradhanata/
paryuddasah sa vijfieyo yatrottarapadena nafi//’

Prohibition: Instigation is unimportant, while prohibition is given

Importance, and the naii combines with the verbal ending.

Exclusion: Here instigation is important (injunction to do something
other than that which is negated) and nafi combines with the

succeeding word (be it verbal root or a noun).

The first kind of obstacle in the way of Nisedha is taken up for

discussion:

In a sentence like ‘nekseta udyantam adityam’ that is introduced in
the context of ‘tasya vratam’, i.e., the vows of a brahmacari, we
assume exclusion and not prohibition. A vow or a solemn duty
means a thing to be done. And so, the sentences which follow the
introduction ‘tasya vratam’, can only convey what should be done
(not to be avoided), in order to satisfy the expectancy (akarksa) in
the introductory statement. Otherwise, if prohibition is accepted here
too, the question of ‘what is to be done’ would be left unanswered,
thus making ‘tasya vratam’ unauthoritative. Another issue that crops
up is that the syntactic unity (ekavakyata) would be lost, because
there would not be a sensible connection between ‘He shall not look’
and ‘His vows are...”. Thus, for exclusion to be grasped, naf cannot
be construed with the suffix, rather it should be combined with the
verbal root. The injunctive force having gone, the negation of the
meaning of the dhatu ‘tksa’ conveys an action which is the opposite

of looking.
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3.3.4. Discussion on nafartha

Now, the focus shifts to the oft-discussed topic of whether nafiartha
is simply Abhava or exclusion or contradiction. Although there is a
popular saying that presents six meanings of naf, the unanimous
vote is for Abhava as the primary meaning (Sakyartha), while the
others are understood through laksanat®®. This is backed even by a

smrti sentence — ‘amanonah pratisedhe’.

In this manner, nekseta would just mean an absence of looking, and
not any other contrary action. The author replies succinctly to this
objection: Though it is true that the primary meaning would be
absence of an act of looking, we have to extract the inferential
meaning like tadanyatvam or virodha, to suit the context. Since in
the sentence ‘nekseta’, the suffix does not combine with nafi, it
should enjoin something, as the ending is in lizz. Since the connection
‘na+iksa’ denotes an absence of the act of looking, and an absence
cannot be enjoined, a certain meaning which is capable of being
enjoined by ‘na+iksa’ has to be taken, which is contradiction, and
this conclusion is arrived at, taking recourse to laksana

(implication).

To the doubt as to what that contrary meaning could be, it is nothing
but sarikalpa, or the resolution to not look at the rising sun. And the
sentence is completed by the succeeding statement that conveys the
result of such a resolution ‘etavata hainasa viyukto bhavati’. Thus,

the complete sense would be ‘by a resolution of not looking, he shall

103 1y the Ratnaprabha commentary on Sabarabhasyam, it is stated —
‘atyantabhave eva nafiah saktih, bhedadau laksana’. The example given here is ‘brahmano na
hantavyah’.
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accomplish a desired end i.e., the destruction of evil’. Such is the

operation of Paryudasa (exclusion) in the case of ‘tasya vratam’.

The second obstacle in applying prohibition is the possibility of an
option. The example cited here is ‘nanuyajesu yeyajamaham Karoti’,
from the Taittirtya Samhita. Before reciting the yajya, i.e., before the
adhvaryu offers havis to the deity, the hota exclaims yajamahe on
instigation from the adhvaryu. The question raised here is whether
prohibition can be applied. With this prelude, the mode of operation
of Pratisedha is elaborated and how it is understood as ‘Prasajya-
Pratisedha’ is explained. If the above sentence is understood as
‘anuydjesu yeyajamaham na kuryat’, where the nafi construes with
the verbal ending, then it would mean that there is a contingence of
veyajamahe being recited in all sacrifices, and then it is prohibited
by this rule. But it is not so. Prohibitions operate only after the

establishment of those actions.

That is the reason why, in ‘nantarikse na divi agnicayanam kuryat’,
it is not prohibition, because building a sacrificial fire in the sky or
atmosphere itself is itself impossible, to be prohibited. This is also
the reason why ‘brahmano na hantavyak’ is considered a prohibition
or determent, as it deters the person who is inclined to kill due to
base intentions, from killing. If prohibitions were dependent on prior
possibility of the action being done, then the rule might be effective
only for a man, who has no intentions to kill, which would be
meaningless, thus rendering the rule redundant. Since this rule is
inapplicable to a person who is not impelled to kill, it comes into
effect only w.r.t a person who is so impelled, and deters him from
the act, by pronouncing the undesirable consequences of such an

action.
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3.3.5. Condition for the occurrence of a vikalpa:

Now that it is obvious that prohibitions are dependent on
establishment of the act, to say that yeyajamahe in an anuyaja is
prohibited, we must accept its prior possibility of being used in an
anuydja. Since, there is no precedence of this, we have to take
recourse to Paryuddsa, as the only option. Further, when an
established injunction is prohibited, it is impossible that the
prohibition should entirely annul the injunction, and it would just
operate as an exception to a general rule. This would result in
vikalpa, due to which the statement ‘nanuydjesu...” would lose its
authority. The other mishap that ensues is the assumption of a double
unseen result (dviradrstakalpana) — one from the Vidhi to recite
yeyajamahe in an anuyaja, and another from the Nisedha. Therefore,
to do away with these complications, we consider nafi to be
construed with the word ‘anuyaja’ to get a Paryudasa. And this is
the sense expressed: ‘He says yeyajamahe at those occasions which
are excluded by the anuyajas’. ‘yajatisu yeyajamaham karoti’ — this
being the general rule, its limitation to those other than anuydajas is

established by the exclusion ‘nanuydjesu’.

3.3.6. Condition for the occurrence of an upasamhara:

A classification is necessary to not confuse Paryudasa (exclusion)
with upasamhara (restriction), because both are understood to be
based on limiting an activity. According to some scholars®,
upasamhara is that which limits an action to something, while

Paryudasa excludes an action from something. For others,

104 Apadeva might be referring to the author of Nyayasudha or to Parthasarathi Misra.
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restriction lies in particularly limiting a general establishment, while
Paryudasa is specifically the bond of the negative particle with a

dhatu or nama. The difference is essentially in the very nature.

Even then, there is scope for a doubt, that wherever there is an
exclusion, there will be restriction. It is clearly not seen in the first
example ‘nekseta...” because there is no restriction, it is merely a
resolution to not look at the rising s un in order to get rid of evil. But
in the second instance, ‘yajatisu...’, there is a chance for confusion.
Now, the author makes it clear that a restriction is itself an injunction
(Vidhi) while an exclusion is a special condition in addition to an
injunction. This is the distinction which we need to grasp in order to
know in which instance a Paryudasa and Upasamhara exist. A well-
known example of a restriction would be — ‘purodasam caturdha
karoti’, which is a rule limited to Agni, by the upasamhara -

‘agneyam caturdha karoti’.
3.3.7. Points to note:

Having stated that Paryuddsa operates in the two cases of ‘tasya
vratam’ and contingence of an option, there might be instances
where, there being an option, still Pratisedha is the only resort. Take
the example ‘natiratre sodasinam Qrhnati’. It is preceded by the
Vidhi ‘atiratre sodasinam grhnati’. Thus, the dictum (niyama) that
was previously quoted, that in the event of non-availability of a prior
Injunction, a Paryuddasa is understood, cannot be applied here, since
an injunction is given, and then negated. The same act of taking the
s0dast is both enjoined and prohibited, and so an option ensues. But
exclusion is impossible here, forcing us to admit a prohibition which

becomes optional. Since both the Vidhi and Nisedha are ordained by
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the Scripture, the doing or non-doing will not have contrary results.

The points to be understood at this juncture are:

1. Where the prohibition produces an option, the thing
prohibited does not give an undesirable effect upon man, since
both Vidhi and Nisedha are kratvartha (ritualistic in purpose).
E.g. ‘natiratre sodasinam Qrhnati’.

2. Where there is no option, and the prohibition is for man’s
well-being (purusartha), and yet the action is performed out
of natural motivation like passion, there an undesirable result
occurs. E.g. ‘kalafijas na bhaksitavyam’.

3. Where there is a prohibition, but not for man’s welfare per se,
but just for the purpose of the ritual, if the prohibited act is
performed, no undesirable consequence happens to the man,
but it will spoil the adrsra of the ritual. E.g. In the context of

darsapurnamasa ritual, the Nisedha — ‘na striyam upeyat’.

The author concludes this section stating that Nisedhas serve as
Purusartha in the same way as Vidhis do, and the Vedas are

universally conducive to the welfare of man.

3.4. SLOKAVARTIKAM

3.4.1. Abhava as an entity —

The very first instance where Kumarila Bhatta states explicitly that
Abhava is an entity (vastu) is in the section ‘Niralambanavada’,
where the vijiianavadi Bauddha’s (Pirvapaksa)t® claim that all

cognitions are without corresponding objects in the external world

105 The Piirvapaksa as stated in the Bhasya — ‘nanu sarva eva nirdlambanah
svapnavatpratyayah pratyayasyapi niralambanatasvabhava upalaksitah svapne; jagrato pi
stambha iti va kudya iti va pratyaya eva bhavati; tasmatso 'pi niralambanahl’
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Is sought to be refuted. Their argument is based on our experience
of a dream, where the cognitions are born without the perception of
anything external. In the same way, they say, that even in the waking
state, the cognitions are niralambana (devoid of an external
foundation). The vartikakara puts in an effort to deny these claims
with the karikas in this section and establish the Siddhanta®®® of the
Mimamsakas as presented by Sabara, according to which both

external objects and related cognitions are real.
asatah kalpana kidrk klyptau vastu prasajyate /

kathamistamabhave ced vastu so piti vaksyate //140//

How can something that does not exist be assumed by the mind? If
it is assumed, (by the mere fact of this assumption) it should be an
entity. If it be asked, as to how the Mimamsakas apply cognizability
to Abhava (which is a non-entity), it is replied that Negation is held

to be a real entity.
kathamutpadayejjianam tatrasamscet, kutonviyam//115//
arthasyavidyamanasya vijiianotpattyasaktata/
bahyalambanatayam nau vivado rthasya sannidhihl//116//
yadi nasti kimevam syadasmatpaksanivartanam/
tasmadyadanyathasantamanyatha pratipadyatel[117]/
tanniralambanam jianam abhavalambanam ca tat/

bhavantaramabhavo 'nyo na kascidaniriupanat//118//

To the question, as to how an object, not existing, can bring

about a cognition, it is answered with a counter question — ‘how can

196 “pratyaye jagrato buddhih supariniscita katham viparyesyati?’
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we conclude on the incapacity of non-existing objects to produce
cognitions? That which does not exist at the present time cannot
perform any action etc. But this does not mean that it cannot bring
about cognitions; as we have cognitions of many past and future
objects. The absence of proximity does not imply an absence of the
external substratum of cognitions. Therefore, it is only that which
comprehends an object otherwise than in the form it exists in, that
can be said to be devoid of substratum; and that cognition which has
Abhava for its object (alambana) is in fact, one that has a real
substratum; because this negation is not an independent entity by
itself. By ‘cognition without a substratum’ is meant a wrong
cognition or misconception. And the notion ‘this is not a pot’, also
has a real substratum, as this negative conception is nothing more
than a positive cognition, having for its object, the absence of the
properties of the pot. However, for the Bauddha, there can be no
cognition devoid of real substratum — because a cognition, according

to them, cognises itself.
By the karika —
pratisedhadvayattena vidhireva pradarsitahll/125//
na ca sakyo vidhirvaktum vastunyasati kenacit/,

the popular dictum ‘dvau nafiau prakrtartham dradhayatah’ is
ascertained, and it also justifies that no action can be performed with

reference to negation, if it were not an object.

The last karika justifies niralambanavada as must have been
envisioned by Buddha, but has been unreasonably taken to the
utmost extent, by his followers, as the denial of all external substrata

of cognitions. The sole intention of Buddha in denying the reality of
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external objects was to alienate the attachment of men from worldly

objects, much similar to what Vedanta expounds -
yuktyanupetyamasatim prakalpya yadvasanamarthanirakriyeyaml

asthanivrttyarthamavadi bauddhairgraham gatastatra

kathaficidanye//201//

In the subsequent discussion on sinyavada, proposed by the
Madhyamikas (Bauddhas), we find the reiteration of Abhava being

a vastu and not just an idea -
vastvantarasya cabhavat tvaya apoho pi duskarah /
najiianam nama kificit syadapohyam jiianavadinah 1/136//
apoho nahyabhdavasya kathariicidupapadyate /

vastvantaram abhavah syat apohyatvacca vastuta 111371/

In his concluding remarks on sinyavada, Kumarila interestingly

states —
evamadyapramanabhyam na tavadbahyasinyatall259//
agamasya tu naiveha vyaparah, ato’'nyathapi va/
nopamd sadrsabhavat, narthapattirviparyayatl/260//
tasmadabhavagamyatvam sunyatayah sthitam hi naa/

So sanyata is known only through the means (Pramana) of
Anupalabdhi, which implies that sianyata itself is denied existence

I.e., it is non-existent.
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3.4.2. Reality of Abhava vis-a-vis Bhava:

Then in the section where the concept of Abhava as a prameya and
Pramanpa is detailed (4bhavavada), many reasons are provided to

justify the reality of Abhava on a par with Bhava -
ksire dadhi bhavedevam dadhni ksiram ghare parah /
sase syngam prthivyadau caitanyam mirtiratmani l15//
apsu gandho rasascagnau vayau rijpena tau saha /
vyomni samsparsita te ca na cedasya pramanata 116//
na ca syadvyavaharo yam Karanadivibhagatah |
pragabhavadibhedena nabhavo bhidyate yadi I[71/
na cavastuna ete syurbheddstendsya vastuta /
karyadinamabhavah ko yo 'bhavah karanaditah 1181/
vadva anuvrttivyavrttibuddhigrahyo yatastvayam /
tasmadgavadivadvastu prameyatvacca gamyate 119/1
The reasons as mentioned in the karikas above are:
If negation were not accepted, these would be the fallouts —

1. Sankarya — Existence of curd in milk/milk in curd; pot in
cloth/cloth in pot; horns on a hare; and so on.

2. Usage with regard to differentiation of cause and effect cannot
be there.

3. Negation has to be accepted, because it is very much an object
of cognition like a cow, and is capable of giving us the notion

of anuvrtti and vyavrtti (collectivity and differentiation).
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svariapapararipabhyam nityam sadasadatmake /
vastuni jiayate kaiscid riipam kiricit kadacana 111211

Every object has a dual character - with regard to its own form, it
exists (i.e.,
as pot, a pot exists); while with regard to the form of another object,
it does not exist (the pot does not exist in the form of a cloth). Both
forms are entities; sometimes people cognise one and sometimes the
other. To the objection offered by the Madhyamikas and
Prabhakaras that, there is no such independent entity as Negation,
apart from the bare ground (i.e., as the non-existence of the pot in a
particular place is none other than the mere place devoid of the pot),
and this latter is amenable to Sense-perception, there is no room left
for any other independent means of cognition like Negation, Bhatta
replies, that the fact of the non-existence of the cloth in the pot
simply means that the cloth in its non-existent form inheres in
another object, the pot, and as such, produces the cognition of its
non-extant form in the pot. And certainly, this non-existent form of
the cloth could never be cognisable by Pratyaksa or other Pramanas.
Hence, Negation is a distinct and independent object and a distinct

means of cognition.

The inter-relation between the positive and negative forms of the

entities is explained in the following karikas:
tasyopakarakatvena vartate 'msastadetarah |
ubhayorapi samvittavubhayanugamo ’sti hi 1/14//
ayameveti yo hyesa bhave bhavati nirnayah /

naisa vastvantarabhavasamvittyanugamad rte //15//
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nastityapi ca samvittirna vastvanugamad rte |
JjAanam na jayate kiricidupastambhanavarjitam //16//

All through the course of cognition of negation, the other (existent)
form continues latent, helping in the cognition of its counter-entity.
Because, in the cognition of each of these, we always have the touch
of the other. Neither can we have a definite notion of positive
existence as in — ‘this is (a pot) and nothing else’, without a hidden
idea of the absence of everything else, nor is the cognition — ‘it (pot)
does not exist’” possible, without a notion of the counter-entity itself;

for, there can be no cognition without a solid substratum.
riipaderapi bhedam ca kecid grahakabhedatah |
varpayanti yathaikasya pumsah putradirapatam 11221/

The difference identified between form etc., is explained by some,
as the difference in the means of their cognition; just as in the case
of one and the same person having the character of son (with regard
to his father) and father (with regard to his own son). So is the case
with Bhava and Abhava.

3.4.3. Abhava (Anupalabdhi) as a Pramana —

Sabara states — ‘abhavo’pi pramdnabhavo ndstityasyarthasya

asannikrstasya’l

Negation, being an absence of all other means of cognition, gives
rise to the notion - ‘it does not exist’ with regard to an object
imperceivable. Kumarila elaborates the term pramanabhava as the
non-application of the previously discussed five means of cognition

viz, Pratyaksa, Anumana, Upamana, Sabda and Arthapatti. This
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itself qualifies to be the sixth Pramana. It is noteworthy that in the
entire section, the word ‘Anupalabdhi’ is not used, instead Abhava

only is used to mean both prameya and Pramana.

Just as how the knowable entities (prameyas) are classified into
Bhava and Abhava, their means of knowledge (Pramanas) can also
be classified into the previous five for knowing Bhava and
Anupalabdhi for Abhava. This is explained in the following two
karikas —
abhavasabdavacyatvat pratyaksadesca bhidyate/
pramananamabhavo hi prameyanamabhavavatl/54//

abhavo va pramanena svanuripena miyate/

prameyatvadyatha bhavastasmadbhavatmakatprthak//55//

The nature of how negation is understood through pramanabhava

could be through two ways —
pratyaksaderanutpattih pramanabhava ucyate/
satmanah parinamo va vijianam vanyavastunil/11//

The non-appearance of Pratyaksa and the rest, implies that the
occurrence is either a particular modification of the atman - manas,
or the cognition of another object. If the negation of the particular
modification of the manas is in the shape of the sensory perception
of the pot, then, such a negation should be accepted as a means of
right notion, as it brings about the cognition of the non-existence of
the pot; and the effect of this means is the knowledge that ‘the pot

does not exist’. If, however, this cognition of non-existence, arising
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with regard to a distinct object in the form of the absence of the pot,
be called negation, then the effect thereof would be the abandoning

or some other action of the object!?’.

The process of how an absence is cognised: firstly, the mere location
Is perceived, then the counter-entity is remembered. That this is a
purely mental notion (manasam nastita jianam), independent of the

sense organs, is explained in these karikas —
grhitva vastusadbhavam smrtva ca pratiyoginaml
manasam nastita jianam jayate ksanapeksanatll271/
svartipamatram Orstvapi pascat kiricit smarannapi/
tatranyandastitam prstastadaiva pratipadyate//28//

Having at first seen a bare place, and later happening to remember a
little of it, if one is asked as to the non-presence of an object in that
place, he at once becomes cognisant of such an absence. This is a
very commonplace experience that everyone would have come

across.
3.4.4. Unreal entities —

The debate on what constitutes Reality and what constitutes
Unreality, continues throughout the Slokavartikam in various
contexts. In niralambanavada, we find this being discussed at
length. For the Mimamsakas, the reality or unreality of a cognition

Is based upon sense contact with the object —

sarvatrarthendriyanam nah samyogasadasattataya/

107pg.337, N.R. - “saiva ya buddhirghatadyabhavariipe vastuni jayamand laksanaya
anutpattyabhavasabdabhyamucyate, tatpramanye hanadidhih phalam’l
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samvittau vidyamanayam sadasadgrahika sthitih//55//

No such entity can be admitted that has the feature of having no real
correlate in the external world. Therefore, it is not right to question

its absence or presence —
niralambanata nama na kiricidvastu gamyate/
tena yadvyatirekadau prasno naivopapadyatell38//

From the karikas 109-113, the external causes of the ordinary
misconceptions of the senses are explained with respect to the circle
of light observed by twirling the fire-brand, a celestial city, mirage,
hare’s horn, etc. It is shown that misconceptions (illusions) are not
totally devoid of some external reality. To cite one example, the
peculiar shape of clouds and their likeness to some buildings seen
earlier, could be the cause of misconceiving the gandharvanagaram

(a city in the sky).
alatacakre’latam syacchighrabhramanasamskrtam/1%8/109//

gandharvanagare 'bhrani pirvadystam grhani cal

purvanubhiitatoyam ca rasmitaptosaram tathall110//

Mmrgatoyasya vijiiane karanatvena kalpyate/

dravyantare visanam ca sasasyatma ca karanam//111//

sasasyngadhiyah maundyam nisedhe siraso’'sya ca/
vastvantarairasamsrstah padarthah siunyatadhiyahll112//

karanatvam padarthanamasadvakyarthakalpane/

108 In Vakyapadiyam (1-130), Bhartrhari discusses bauddhartha -
atyantamatathabhiite nimitte Srutyupasrvayat /
drsyate’latacakradau vastvakaraniripana //
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atyantananubhiito pi buddhya yo rthah prakalpyate//113//

In sinyavada, in the context of the discussion on the Bauddha theory
of apoha, Bhatta says, ‘kalpitam syadapohyam  cet,
natyantasatyakalpana’, which Parthasarathi Misra seeks to explain
further'® — ‘kalpana hi buddhivisesah, na catyantasatyasya
buddhivisayata sambhavati’l That is, there can be no assumption of
that which can never exist!!?. However, elsewhere, under the
codana-sutra, Bhatta says with regard to objects that never exist in
external reality, Sabda can still bring about some cognition, as in the

case of sasasrnga —
atyantasatyapi jiianam arthe sabdah karoti hi /
tenotsarge sthite tasya dosabhavatpramanatall6l/

Earlier to Kumarila, Bhartrhari in Brahmakanda of Vakyapadiyam
discusses this aspect —
atyantamatathabhiite nimitte Srutyupasrayat /

drsyat’latacakradau vastvakaranirapana //130//

It is interesting to note that a similar karika with only the second
pada different, but discussing a different point, that is to prove
svatah-pramanya, and refute paratah-pramanya of Naiyayikas, is
found in the Khandanakhandakhadya of Sriharsa —

atyantasatyapi jianam arthe sabdah karoti hi /

abadhattu pramamatra svatah pramanyaniscalam I/

109 Sanyavada 138, S.V., Pg.218.
110 This is in contradiction to the Vaiyakarana’s stand that unreal things like the sky-flower
can still be objects of the intellect (buddhisatta).
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An interesting diagram on sasasrnga has been conceptualized by

Prof Korada Subrahmanyam?!!! — Fig.2.

3.4.5. Application of Abhava in Sastra:

At last, the application of Abhava in accordance with the purpose of

Mimamsa, is explained —

karmani sarvani phalaik samastaik sarvairyathavacca

yadangakandaih/

na sangataniha parasparam ca nangam tadetat prabhavam
kratianaml!/56//

So that all actions do not become related to all results, all sacrifices
do not become related to all subsidiaries (azigas), and so that all these
subsidiaries do not become related to one another, all this is possible
by means of Abhava.

111 pg.18, Pramanas in Indian Philosophy (to be published).
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B.) ABHAVA IN UTTARAMIMAMSA/VEDANTA

In Vedanta, negation is generally addressed by the words asat,
tuccha, nirupakhya, alika, etc. Although as a Pramana, Anupalabdhi
is accepted following Bhatta Mimamsa*2(‘vyavahare bhattanayah’
- Citsukhi), Abhava as a Prameya is not given credence in Advaita
Vedanta, while Dvaita accepts it following the Naiyayikas. In this
section, the Prasthana-traya, viz. Upanisads, Brahma Satra, and
Bhagavadgita are taken for study to understand how Abhava is
viewed in this Darsana. A different order of presentation is
followed, first, the Bhagavadgita, then the Upanisads and lastly, the
Brahma Siitra, in order to simplify the terse subject on hand and for

an easier understanding of the concept.

3.5. BHAGAVADGITA

That the unreal never has an existence and the real never becomes
non-existent, is understood from sloka 16 of the second chapter,

Sankhya-yoga, of the Bhagavadgita —
nasato vidyate bhavo nabhavo vidyate satahl
ubhayorapi drsto ‘ntastvanayostattvadarsibhihl/

The truth as seen by the tattva-darsin is that the real is ever existent
and the unreal is never existent. Sankaracarya in his Bhasya says,

that heat, cold, etc., and their causes are only vikaras (transient) and

112 In fact, the author of Vedanta Paribhasa, Dharmarajadhvarindra, attempts to establish
Anupalabdhi as a distinct sixth Pramana.
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so their existence is unreal. A similar explanation is given by

Gaudapada in his Mandikya-Karika —
adavante ca yannasti vartamane 'pi tattatha/
vitathaik sadrsah santo vitatha iva laksitahll4-31//

Whatever does not exist prior or later, only being in the present, is

unreal. They are actually illusions, appearing as if real.

Every effect is unreal because it is not found to be different from its
cause, just like the pot cannot be seen as distinct from its cause, the
clay. In turn, clay, as an effect, is not to be found separately from its
cause, the constituent atoms. Only the absolute reality is not

conditioned by causality and so it is the only existent truth.

Every experience has two aspects of cognition — sad-buddhi and
asad-buddhi (roughly translates to ‘awareness of real and awareness
of unreal’). For instance, in ‘san ghazah’ or ‘san hastr’, the pot and
elephant are unreal, while the aspect of their existence is real. This
IS because sarta is always existent, while the pot etc., is not found

across time and space constantly**3,

Thus, the distinction between atman which is sat and anatman which
Is asat, as the real and unreal, is the essence that is grasped by the
seers of the ultimate truth. Lord Krsna counsels Arjuna to follow the
same principle, and endure unreal pairs like heat/cold, joy/sorrow

etc., which are as much illusory as a mirage.

Sat and asat are also used in the sense of existent and non-existent
(Bhava and Abhava) in the 13" verse of Chapter 13
(ksetraksetrajriavibhaga-yoga), where the Supreme Brahman, that is

113 Refer Mahabhasyam - ‘nahi padarthah sattam vyabhicarati’, of P.S. 5-2-94
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to be known (jiieyam), is defined as ‘na sat, na asat’, i.e., neither
being nor non-being.
‘ineyam yattatpravaksyami yajjnatvamrtamasnute/

anadimatparam brahma na sattannasaducyate//”

3.6. CHANDOGYA UPANISAD

In the second section of the sixth chapter of the Chandogya
Upanisad, there is an inquiry into what was there before the Universe
emerged. Was it sat (being) or asat (non-being)? Taking on the
Purvapaksa that there was non-existence before the world came into
existence, the Siddhanta that it was only sat (pure and unmanifest)
that existed before the manifest world came into being, is established

by Sankaracarya in the Bhasya.
sadeva somya idamagra asidekamevadvitiyam/
Parvapaksa —

taddhaika ahurasadevedamagra asidekamevadvitiyam

tasmadasatah sajjayatall1ll

In the beginning, this was existence only, singular, without a second.
According to some, in the beginning, this was non-existence alone,

without a second. From that non-existence, existence was born.
kutastu khalu somyaivam syaditi hovaca kathamasatah sajjayeteti/

sattveva somyedamagra asidekamevadvitiyaml/2//
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But how can this be so? How can sat be born out of asat!4? It was

indeed sat only, in the beginning, singular and without a second.

The term ‘sat’ stands for that which is purely being, subtle,
unqualified, all pervading, singular, taintless, a whole devoid of
parts, and of the nature of knowledge. This sat, although present now
in the manifest world, was different before the creation of the world,
as an unmanifest, devoid of the differentiation into name, form or
action!'®. The example given to substantiate this is — ‘Just as one sees
clay being spread out by the potter in the morning, and later in the
afternoon, upon returning from another place, observes the same
clay in various shapes and sizes, in the form of pots, saucers etc’, in
the same manner, the very same unmanifest being has undergone
multiple modifications to become the manifest world’. The only
difference between the two situations is that, in the creation of pot
etc, there is the potter, wheel and so on, which are also instrumental
(nimitta-karana) in its creation other than the clay (upadana-
karana) itself ; whereas, in the creation of the world, ‘sat’ — the
unmanifest being is ‘abhinna-nimittopadana-karana’ i.c., it itself is
instrumental in the creation and the same is material cause as well,
without a second agent — this is what is meant by the term
‘advitiyam’ in the sentence. In the Aitareya Upanisad too, it is said -
‘atma va idameka evagra asit/ nanyatkinicana misat/ sa iksata

lokannu srja iti//’

In the beginning there was the one arman alone. Nothing else, which

was active. He envisioned — that the worlds must be created.

114 Refer N.S. ‘buddhisiddham tu tadasat’.

U5 ‘idam jagat, namaripakriyavadvikytamupalabhyate yat, tat sadeva asit ...pragutpattestu
agre kevalasacchabdabuddhimatragamyameveti /” — Pg.341, Chandogya Upanisad
Sankarabhasyam
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Thence, Sankaracarya brings in for discussion the hypotheses of the
Vaisesikas who are called ‘ardha-vainasikas’ as also that of the
Bauddhas who are called ‘Vainasikas’. The ‘sat’ mentioned in the
above Upanisad statement is to be understood as different from the
term ‘sat’ used in Vaisesika, which is common to dravya, guza and
karma. They posit the coming into existence of an object from
absolute nothingness (asatkaryavada) — a sapling (sat-dravya) is
born as a result of the destruction (asat-dravya) of the seed, is how
they analyse the process of creation. But in Vedantic thought
process, sat can never come from asat nor can it become asat, as it

Is an eternal being, the ultimate essential cause of the universe.

The Naiyayikas hold negation as an entity contrary to existence, but
for the Bauddhas it is not so. They do not give it the status of an
entity. For them, the condition of non-being before the world’s
creation is the ultimate reality!'®. This is what is mentioned in the
second sentence of the Upanisad statement — ‘tat ha eke (vainasika)
ahur asadevedamagra asid...". In fact, this concept of mere
nothingness without accepting any positive entity, is itself quite
faulty, because, if that were the case, then the person holding this
opinion would himself have to be denied. Although it may be argued
that the holder of the opinion
Is considered an entity at the present, not before his birth, that cannot
be admitted, as there is no evidence to show that prior to birth there

was nothingness.

Though the sprout seems to appear only after the seed is destroyed,

even so, this instance would not be compatible with the opinion that

116 pg 343, Chandogya Upanisad Sankarabhasyam - ‘sadabhavamatram hi pragutpatteh
tattvam kalpayanti bauddhah / na tu satpratidvandvi vastvantaramicchanti / yathd saccasaditi
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it is from Negation alone that things are produced. In fact, the
constituents of the seed, continue to subsist in the sprout in a
different arrangement!’, and there is no total destruction of those
constituents on the birth of the sprout, which otherwise would have
arrested the growth of the plant which exhibits a totally related
material from the seed to sprout. Thus, as the constituents of the seed
also have their own constituents, and these are further made up of
still subtler constituents, and so an infinite series of constituent
elements, there is no possibility of total annihilation in any case. The
common notion of ‘sat’ runs through all this and there is no sudden
disappearance of this character of existence at any point. With this,
the theory that a positive entity is produced from another positive
being, is established. As for the upholders of Asatkaryavada, there
IS no instance to show that a positive entity is born from
nothingness'!. And thence, this ‘sat’ wished to diversify and
gradually the various elements and then the world emerged —

‘tadaiksata bahu syam prajayeyeti...’.

3.7. TAITTIRIYA UPANISAD
3.7.1. Seeing the three karmas from the perspective of Abhava:

In the introduction to the Siksavalli, Sankaracarya explains the
purpose of the Taittirtya Upanisad to be Brahmavidya, that would
dissolve all the causes that lead to the performance of various

karmas. Two possible ways in which Moksa might be attained due

17 The same idea is expressed in the Vakyapadiyam (V.P., Pa.K.Sam.Sa.70) —
atmatattvaparityagah parato nopapadyate/
atmatattvam tu paratah svato va nopakalpate//

18 ‘sadbuddhyanuvrtteh sattvanivrttisceti sadvadinam sata eva sadutpatti setsyati / na tu
asadvadinam drstanto ’sti asatah sadutpattes /” - Sankarabhasyam
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to the giving up kamya and pratisiddha-karma, and performance of

nitya-karma, are opened for discussion.

In this context, it is said (by Kumarila Bhatta) that non-performance
of nitya-karma will lead to pratyavaya (undesirable consequences);
performing them results in gradual nullification of the papa acquired
by previously committed pratisiddha-karma. Then arises the
question that such a reasoning is beyond all accepted Pramanas,
because if non-observance of a karma will produce some result, then
it would mean Bhava springing out of Abhava. Therefore, it is
justified, that the non-performance of nitya-karma is only an
indication of the misery in store on account of the papas previously
incurred. Also, when it is established that Moksa is nitya (eternal),
to say that it is produced by observance of certain karmas, is
contradictory. Anything produced is found to be non-permanent
(anitya) in the world, and anything permanent has no beginning or
end. Since Moksa is of the nature of existence, it cannot be explained
with such terms as Pradhvamsabhava t00; it deserves mention that,
Pradhvamsabhava cannot be said to be produced, as it is obvious
that Abhava cannot be defined, and only Bhava (positive entity) can
be variously known in the form of a pot, cloth etc., not Abhava, as it

Is opposed to existence. This is further elaborated thus —

‘bhavapratiyogi  hyabhavah’/  yathd  hyabhinno’pi  bhavo
gharapatadibhirvisesyate bhinna iva ghatabhavah patabhava iti,
evam nirviseso ‘pyabhavah kriyagunayogaddravyadivadvikalpate/

na hyabhava utpaladivadvisesanasahabhavi/’**®

119 pg. 614, Siksavalli, Taittirfya Upanisad, Sankarabhasyam
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With this exposition, we come to understand that although Abhava
and Bhava are alike in certain characteristics, yet the main disparity
Is that there can be no adjuncts of kriya/gura for negation, as there

is in an instance such as ‘nilotpala’ (dark-lily/blue lotus).
3.7.2. Is Brahman existent or non-existent?

In the sixth anuvaka of the Brahmanandavalli, the question of
whether Brahman is existent or non-existent, and the process of

creation of the manifest world from the unmanifest, is discussed —

‘asanneva sa bhavati / asadbrahmeti veda cet / asti brahmeti

cedveda / santamenam tato vidurizi /°

It is being established here with conviction, that Brahman is very
much existent, and not non-existent just because it is not perceivable
by the senses. One who argues that the Brahman is non-existent is
himself as good as non-existent, as it is evident that he is
unconnected with the objects of human existence. Due to this he
considers all right conduct (as in varpasrama-vyavastha), to be
meaningless/non-existent. Such a nastika is considered asadhu
(ignoble) in the world. As for the one who believes in the existence
of Brahman, there is no inkling of doubt in his mind with regard to
the baselessness of considering Brahman non-existent. He is one
with the real, himself taking the form of Brahman, following and
propagating dharmikapravrtti; such a person is considered noble and

virtuous (sadhu).

But due to plain reasoning, it may be argued that, something that is
not the subject of speech, is non-existent, and since Brahman is
beyond the power of speech, it is also non-existent. That which is

apprehended by its particular attribute through the senses, like a pot
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etc, is known as existent, and that which is not so apprehended, is
non-existent, like a hare’s horn. As Brahman is beyond sensory
perception and devoid of attributes, it does seem reasonable to argue

that it does not exist.

Yet, it cannot be said so, because Brahman is the cause of @kasa, and
the rest which are perceived by the senses. It is observed in the world
that, that from which anything is produced, exists, like clay, seed etc,
from which a pot or sapling arise. Therefore, it follows that, being
the cause of akasa etc, Brahman also exists. We also have sruti-
pramana, that validates that a positive entity cannot come out of
nothingness'?°. Therefore, it is but proper to say that Brahman exists,

as a cause to the entire world, having consciousness.

3.8. BRAHMA SUTRA - SANKARABHASYA
3.8.1. Refutation of the three eternal non-entities:

In the Samudayadhikaranam, from the Siatra 2.2.18 — ‘samudaya
ubhayahetuke 'pi tadapraptih’, the theories of the semi-nihilists
(Vaisesikas) and nihilists (Bauddhas — Yogacaras and
Madhyamikas) are sought to be refuted. The doctrine of permanence
of the Vaibhasikas and Sautrantikas, as well as the doctrine of
momentariness of the other Bauddhas, is vehemently refuted by
Sankaracarya. There are three non-entities that are said to be eternal,
and whatever is an object of knowledge other than these three, is said
to be momentary in nature!?l. The three are — 1. pratisarnkhya-
nirodha, 2. apratisanikhya-nirodha, and 3. akasa; and they are

considered as avastu (non-entity), abhavamatram (absolutely non-

120 ‘kathamasatah sajjayeta’ - Chapter 6, Chandogya Upanisad
2IBr.S. 2-2-22 - ‘pratisankhydpratisankhyanirodhdapraptiravicchedat’
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existent) and nirupakhya (undefinable). The artificial or deliberate
destruction of things is called pratisankhya-nirodha; the opposite of
this (natural destruction) is apratisarikhya-nirodha; while akasa is

plainly absence of any obstruction.

The first two are known either through °‘santana’ (series of
production) or ‘Bhava’ (individual entities). But both are
impossible, because of ‘aviccheda’ — there can be no cessation in
either case. Since it is the Bhavas that constitute the santana, and
these individuals continue uninterruptedly as a series of causes and
effects, and also as the common substratum that persists throughout
any such change is found not to be annihilated (like clay in saucer,
pot, shard etc.), nirodha of either kind, is found to be untenable.
Even akasa is not justifiable as a non-entity'?2, as we have the sruti-
pramana Which says — ‘atmanah akasah sambhiitah*®®, i.e., it was
born out of the self; also, because we can infer its existence from the
quality of sound — ‘sabdagunakam akasam’. Further, such a claim
by the Bauddhas would be self-contradictory, as in their own view,
in the series of questions beginning with ‘prthivi bhagavah
Kimsamnisraya’, it is asked ‘vayuh KimSamnisrayah’, for which it is
replied, ‘vayurakasasamnisrayah’ — ‘vayu rests on akasa’. Only if it
Is a vastu, can it be consistent to say that it supports something. Thus,
it is illogical to posit that @kasa is a non-entity. Apart from that, the
claim that the aforesaid three non-entities are eternal, is also
impossible, as there can be no concept of eternality or non-eternality

with respect to avastu — non-existent things.

3.8.2. Dismissal of the Vainasika theory of Cause and Effect:

122 Br S. 2-2-24 - ‘Gkase cavisesat’
123 Anuvaka 1, Brahmanandavalli, Taittirtya Upanisad
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The Sitra ‘nasato drstatvar’*? refutes the theory of the Vainasikas,
for, their opinion that the cause does not persist in the effect, upon
its production, would imply that Bhava comes out of Abhava in line
with the Pirvapaksa Nyaya Sitra ‘nanupamydya pradurbhavat'?.
Accordingly, a sprout is produced upon the destruction of the seed,;
curd upon the destruction of milk, and so on. If a product were to be
born of an unchanging cause, anything could be created out of
anything, the cause being common to all. Following the Brahma

Sitra, Sankaracarya provides various reasons why Bhava cannot be

assumed to be produced from Abhava.

The same condition arises when we assume existence to come out of
non-existence, as then, an indistinguishable Abhava becomes a
common cause to all kinds of existence, like that of the sprout, curd,
and so on. Then the sapling could proceed from a hare’s horn too.
To avoid this problem, if we were to consider Abhava as having
distinctive attributes (visesa), like that of the nilotpala, then non-
existence would turn into existence due to the very fact that it now
possesses visesa. But by experience we know that positive entities
are distinguished from negative entities. It is also seen that gold as a
material cause persists in an ornament produced from it; in the
instance of a sapling, although the seed appears to be destroyed, still,
the parts of the seed continue to exist in the sprout as its material
cause, nevertheless in a different arrangement. Further, if Abhava
creates Bhava, then things could be accomplished even without
putting in the required effort!?®. Without working, the farmer could

harvest his crop, the weaver could get his cloth spun, and no one

124 Br.S. 2-2-26
125 N.S. 4-1-14.
126 Br.S. 2-2-27 - ‘udasinanamapi caivam siddhii’
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would strive for attaining svarga or Moksa. But such a scenario is
against our experience and so also it is obvious that, Bhava does not

arise from Abhava.

3.8.3. Dismissal of the Vijfianavadi stand:

In the Abhavadhikaranam, the stand of the Vijianavadi, that in
reality there are no external objects, and all cognitions are self-born,
just as in our experience of a dream, mirage or celestial city
(gandharvanagaram), is sought to be refuted starting with the Sitra
— ‘nabhava upalabdheh'?”. Since external objects like the pillar,
wall, etc., are very much perceived, they cannot be considered as
non-existent. Cognitions are dependent upon these perceptions, and
thus they do not arise by themselves. According to the Bauddhas,
the internal awareness of an object appears as if externally present —
‘vadantarjiieyariupam tadbahirvadavabhasate’. This is bluntly set
aside by Sankardcarya, in a mocking tone — ‘na hi vispumitro
vandhyaputravadavabhdsate iti kascidacaksita’ (it cannot be said by
anyone that Visnumitra is the son of a barren woman) — the
possibility of ascertaining a thing as existent is dependent on the
applicability of a means of knowledge to it. And once that is
achieved, the nature of cognition is not in the form of ‘vatkara’ —

likeness to something; it is indeed the thing itself ascertained.

To the argument of the Bauddhas, that an external object cannot
logically exist because, a pillar, for instance, cannot be proved to be
either different or similar to the atoms constituting it, the Bhasyakara

retorts, that apart from the strength of perception, the simultaneity in

127 Br.S.2-2-28
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the appearance of a cognition and its object is due to the relation of
causality between them, and not identity. Also, the cognition in the
form blue pot or black pot, gives us proof that the object is different
from the cognition of it, as the substance is same, while only the

adjectives differ.

The point raised by the Parvapakst, that cognitions are independent
of external reality, just like a dream, magic etc, is now refuted with
the Siitra — ‘vaidharmyacca na svapnadivat**®®’. The condition of the
waking state is different from that of the dream state, and the nature
of the cognitions are also different. After waking up, a person who
has seen the dream would immediately realise that he had not
actually been in contact with any person or object experienced as
part of that dream; but that is not so with respect to his cognitions in
waking state — he knows for sure that the wall or pillar that he comes
across are really present there and that he has very much come in
contact with them through his senses. In the same way, when a
person sees a magic act being performed, the false objects that he
perceives are later cognised by the intellect as not really present. The
same analogy may be followed with respect to illusions like mirage,
celestial city etc. The visions that come in a dream are a kind of
recollection (smyti) while the visions in waking state are direct
perceptions (upalabdhi). The difference between recollection and
perception is that while the latter leads to the cognition of a thing

present, the former gives rise to the cognition of an absent entity.

If the Bauddha says, that experiences of awareness even without an

external object, are the result of the action of diverse vasanas'?, then

128 Br.S. 2-2-29
129 Br.S. 2-2-30 - ‘na bhavo 'nupalabdheh’
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that is also impossible, as the process is in fact, the other way round.
From the perception of external things arise vasands; so, if there are
no objects in the external world, there cannot be vasanas*° too.
Further, the doctrine of momentariness (ksanikavada) advocated by
the Bauddhas (both Vijfianavadins and Stinyavadins), is applicable
to alayavijiianam also, from where the vasanas are said to be born.
That makes it incapable of creating connected vasanas in a
continuous way, and hence, in all manners, the theory of the

Vainasikas stands rejected.

Thus, we see that Advaita Vedanta holds Bhava to be always
existent, and Abhava is not complete non-existence. It is in fact
seeing another positive entity where one thing is sought to be seen.
It may be said that, Abhava is asat for the Vedantins, for whom the

entire world is mithya, the only truth being Brahman.

130 pg 402, Brahmasitra Sankarabhasyam - ‘vasand nama samskaravisesah, samskarasca
nasrayamantarenavakalpante/’
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Chapter 4: CONCEPT OF ABHAVA IN OTHER DARSANAS

4.1. Abhava in Dvaita Vedanta

In Dvaita Vedanta or Purnaprajfia-Darsana, the unreality of the
world is not accepted, unlike Advaita Vedanta. Since the school of
Madhva closely follows the doctrines of Nyaya DarSana, they
believe in the reality of the existent world, and only the non-existent
Is unreal - ‘abhavasca bhavavyatiriktah svatantrah padartha iti
vaisesikah naiyayikah madhvasca pratipadyante/’. In fact, asat and
mithya are synonyms for them. The Advaitins see the world as
unreal, but do not consider it non-existent. Says Sayana Madhava in

the Sarvadar$anasangraha®! —

‘ghatasya nastitayam nastitoktavastitvavatprakyterupapatte/ / nanu
prapafcasya mithyatvamabhyupeyate nasattvamiti cettadetatsoyam
siraschede'pi satam na dadati vimsatipaficakam tu prayacchatiti

sakatikavrttantamanuharet / mithyatva-asattvayoh paryayatvat °

4.2. Abhava in Visistadvaita Vedanta

The Visistadvaitins!®? who follow Ramanuja, consider Abhava as

nothing but its locus, in line with the Prabhakaras -

131 pg.232

182pq 368, Sarvadaréanasangraha - ‘abhavasca bhavavyatiriktah svatantrah padartha iti
vaisesikah naiyayikah madhvasca pratipadyante/ adhikaranasvariapa eva abhavo natirikta iti
mimamsakah ramanujiyah advaitavedantinasca/’
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‘adhikaranasvaripa eva abhavo natirikta iti mimamsakah

ramanujiyah advaitavedantinasca/’

4.3. Abhava in Sankhya

The Sankhya Karika of I§warakrsna enlists eight reasons for the non-

perception (Anupalabdhi) of existent things —

atidiratsamipyadindriyaghatanmano 'navasthandat /

saukshmyadvyavadhanadabhibhavatsamanabhiharacca 11711

1.

Atidira — Due to extreme remoteness, like that of a bird
soaring high above in the sky;

Atisamipya — Due to extreme proximity, like that of collyrium
applied to one’s eyes;

Indriyaghata — Due to a defective or injured organ, like that
of partial or complete blindness;

Mano 'navasthana — Absence of mind, like that of Sakuntala
in stambhavastha,

Sauksmya — Minuteness, like that of atoms of earth, air etc;
Vyavadhana — Obstruction, like that of a store of gold on the
other side of the wall;

Abhibhava — Overpowering, like that of the stars being
invisible during day-time due to the overpowering Sun;
Samanabhihara — Admixture of similar things, like the

raindrops entering a water tank.

Vacaspati Misra, says that if we find direct perception inapplicable

in the case of objects whose existence is ascertained through other

means of cognition, we must at once understand that it is due the
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incapacity of Pratyaksa and not due to the non-existence of the
object. Elsewhere, under the karika 5 that discusses the Pramanas
acceptable to Sankhya system, he refutes the conception of
Anupalabdhi as a sixth means of cognition by the Bhattas,
attempting to bring the cognition of Abhava also under the wing of
Pratyaksa®™3. All the above reasons are for non-perception of
existent things. By the use of the particle ‘ca’, we have to understand
other four reasons, that are not mentioned, but indicate the non-
perception of non-existent things, according to Vacaspati Misra and

other commentators -

‘cakaro nuktasamuccayarthah / tena anudbhavo’pi sanQrhitah |
tadyatha ksiradyavasthayam dadhyadyanudbhavanna pasyati /°
(Sankhyatattvakaumudi)

Says the commentator of Paramartha —

‘asatamapi vastiunam caturdha 'nupalabdhil /
pragabhavadanupalabdhih, yathd mrda bhajanam yadad na krtam
tada bhajanam nopalabhyate / pradhvamsabhavadanupalabdhih,
yatha ghato dhvasta’ na punarupalabhyate /
itaretarabhavadanupalabdhih, yatha gavi asvatvam na drsyate,
asve gotvam na drsyate / atyantabhavadanupalabdhifh, yatha

anisvarasya dve sirasi trayo bahavah /’

Here we see that the four types of Abhava propounded by the Nyaya-
Vaisesika syncretic system, are incorporated by the commentators
of Sankhya-dar$ana, bringing the total number of reasons of non-
perception, from 8 to 12. Among these, the reason why Prakti is

not perceived is because of sauksmya, and not because of its non-

185 T.K. 5 - ‘evamabhavo pi pratyaksameva ... ndsti pratyaksanavaruddho visayo yatra
abhavahvayam pramanantaramabhyupeyeteti /°
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existence. But she is knowable from her effects (karya) -
‘sauksmyattadanupalabdhirnabhavatkaryatastadupalabdhih’. The
reason behind the non-perception of Purusa is mentioned later —

‘sanghdtapararthatvat 3,

4.4. Abhava in Yoga —

In the first adhyaya of Patafijala Yoga Sutra 9 and 10, the concept of
Abhava finds usage.

Among the five vrttis, vikalpa and nidra are two which need

elaboration in this context.
‘Sabdajiananupati vastusinyo vikalpah /9/°

Usually there are three pillars of cognitive process — sabda, artha,
and jriana. Artha is the external entity or vastu. When a vrtti happens
in spite of the non-existence of a vastu, only due to sabda and jiiana,
that particular state is called vikalpa. Such a cognition is neither
Pramana nor viparyaya, i.e., it is just an intellectual awareness, an
abstract imagination. This may be correlated with buddhisatta of the
Vaiyakaranas, for such entities like the hare’s horn, celestial city

etc., which do not have an external existence®®®.
The next vrtti defined is nidra or the sleep state —
‘abhavapratyayalambana vrttirnidra /10/°

The non-existence spoken of here is of the other vrttis that happen

in the waking state. The word Pratyaya here means the cause of such

13 In Karika 17.
135 Refer Mahabhasyam of the Panini Siitra ‘striyam’, to be discussed in Pg.30 of next chapter
(T.Y. - anagataveksapam).
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an Abhava. When we sleep a kind of inertia overcomes our body and
the veil of darkness that covers the light of our intellect (buddhi)
causes our awareness of absolute non-existence (ineffable), once we

wake up from a deep sleep.

In this manner, although the concept itself is not dealt with at length,
Abhava is found to be applied in the understanding of two important

vrttis.

4.5. Abhava in Vedas -

There can be found many references to sat and asat in the context of
explaining the process of origination of the world in the Rgveda —
1. brahmanaspatireta sam karmara ivadhamat / devandam
purvye yuge satah sadajayata // RV. 10.72.2
2. devanam yuge prathame satah sadajayata / tadasa
anvajayanta taduttanamapadaspari // RV 10.72.3
3. nasadasinnosadasit tadanim, nasidrajo no vyoma paro yat /
kimavarivah kuha kasya sarman nambhh kimdsidgahanam
gabhiram // RV 10.129

136_ < neva hi san

A Brahmana identifies ‘asat’ here with ‘manas
mano nevasit I’

Another text in the same Brahmana relates asat with the rsis or in
other words, pranas®™®’ - ‘rsayo vava te’gresadasit / ...prand va
rsayah /°. Sayana construes them to mean ‘manifest’ and

‘unmanifest’ respectively -

136 Satapatha Brahmana, 10.5.3 1-2, part IV, pp 155-156
1¥7SB 6.1.1.1, Part 111, p.1
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‘asatah namaripavarjitatvena astasamandtad brahmanah sakasat
sat namaripavisistam devadikamajayata pradurabhiit " ; as also
‘asadavyaktanamariipam /**%.

It would be a gross overlooking, if the first line from the Nasadiya-
suktam'®® where not quoted in this context — ‘nasadasinnosadasit
tadanim...’. There was neither sat nor asat at that time of creation.

It was pure Brahman, which is beyond such dichotomies.

4.6. Other Illustrations of sat and asat/ Bhava and Abhava:

In the Visnu Sahasranama as well as in the Lalita Sahasranama, sat
has been used in the sense of that Brahman which is permanent,
unchangeable and the substratum of asat, which is the universe, that
is transient and ever-changing!*!. Both Lord Visnu and Goddess
Lalita are worshipped as being both sat as well as asat, in this
context. It is also noteworthy that another divine name of Lalita is
‘bhavabhavavivarjita’**> — devoid of existence and non-existence.
Since the substratum is real and ever-present, it is different from both
Bhava and Abhava, where Bhava is that which 1s created and
transient, while Abhava is of the form of Pragabhava etc. An
interesting point that we observe is that, in the Bhagavadgita, saf and
asat are used to mean Bhava and Abhava apart from the earlier

denotation — ‘na sattannasaducyate’*®®. Here, it is the Vyavaharika

level of being and non-being that is being denied as qualifying the

138 RV 10.72.2, Part IV, p.538

13935B 6.1.1.1, Part 111, p.1

10 RV 10.129

141V Sah. - ... ‘sadasat’ ksaramaksaram (51); L.Sah. — ‘sadasdriipadharint’ (130)
142 |_Sah. —133.

143 verse 13, Chapter 13, Bh.G.
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Supreme Brahman who is the ksetrajiia; the Paramartha being

eternal Bhava/sat.

Thus, we see that these terms are used in varied contexts to signify
the meanings intended appropriate to the larger framework of the

text.
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Chapter 5: CONCEPT OF ABHAVA IN VYAKARANA
SASTRA

5.1. ABHAVA IN VAKYAPADIYAM

As far as the concept of Abhava is concerned, the Paniniya tradition
has got a totally different perspective. On the semantic front,
Vyakarana Dar$ana culminates with Advaita DarSana. According to
the latter, there cannot be anything other than Brahman, which is
considered to be a Dravya. Sabda would denote a Dravya which is
always associated with jati/gupalkriya. The gamut of things that are

available in the universe, are but a false form of Brahman only.

On the other hand, it can be argued that, a Sabda denotes Abhava
only. In other words, there is no difference between Bhava and
Abhava and the fourfold categorisation of Abhava by the Vaisesikas
is untenable. Further, it is acceptable to all that Abhava presupposes

Bhava, and as such, Abhava is left with akanksa or expectancy.

Bhartrhari, in Sambandha Samuddesa of the Padakanda, goes for a
profound analysis of the aspect of Abhava vis-a-vis Bhava and
therefore this section brings out a conglomeration of different ideas
that are strewn across Vyakarana, Nyaya-Vaisesika, Vedanta

(Advaita), etc.

In reality, there is no Pradhvamsabhaval Pragabhaval
Anyonyabhaval Atyantabhava. Abhava is a concept that comes into
usage only after knowing ‘Bhava’. Thus, before the coming into
existence of a ghara, until and unless the ghara is perceived, its

Abhava cannot be perceived, because just like Abhava requires
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Bhava'* for its subsistence, Bhava also requires Abhava, for its

identification.

Then, is Abhava absence of anything at all (Atyantabhava)? This is
impossible, as all the Bhava padarthas cannot be said to have arisen
from nothingness (refuting Asatkaryavada)*®. In the Bhasya of
‘nafit*®’, while discussing whether the samasa has uttarapadartha-
pradhanya, Patanjali gives the example, ‘abrahmanamanaya’ where
the meaning would erroneously become ‘brahmanamatra*” that
would  contradict the required sense. Likewise, in
‘pirvatrasiddham®*® Panini does not imply complete asiddhatva.
Rather he resorts to aharyajrianam. Although the tripadi-siutras are
verily intact and appear wherever their application is necessary, still
for the sake of running the Sastra, he had to employ a device by
which we are to consider those Sitras as temporarily non-existent or
inactive. This shows us that only if there is a Vidhi, there is
possibility of a Nisedha, only if there is the positive, there can be its

negation.

5.1.1 Metaphysical Status of Bhava and Abhava

As in the Chandogya Upanisad, ‘namaripe vyakaravani**®’,
‘mritiketyeva satyam®?’, everything in this world is one or the other
form of Brahman, with diverse names and forms. Up to the 52"

Karika, Bhartrhari discusses the Bhasya sentence — ‘nahi padarthah

14 yatha bhavamupasritya tadabhavo 'nugamyate /

tatha’bhavamupasritya tadbhavo 'pyanugamyate // - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 60)
195 nabhavo jayate bhavo naiti bhavo 'nupakhyatam/ - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 61a)
146pS. 2-2-6

147 brahmanamatrasyanayanam prapnoti/

“8ps. 821

149 Ch.U.6-3-2

150 Ch.U.6-1-4
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sattam vyabhicarati®®'’. Then, keeping in mind that Brahman is the
ultimate truth, the word is shown to be incapable of denoting the
actual truth. For worldly vyavahara, we only consider upacara satta.
There too, the word does not denote a part of the whole implied, nor
the jati associated with it, or the gupa etc, that are its attributes™2.
And this condition is compared to a person having a defect in his
sense organs, who naturally has a defective perception too™®.
Though a single word ‘ghasa’ is used to denote a pot, due to the
arthamahatmya, upon hearing ‘ghara’, the shape, colour, number,
gender, jati and karakatva associated with it, all these things are

cognised at once®®,

The cognition of the diversity of the universe is due to the Maya, a
power of Brahman. A jivanmukta transcends this Maya to see the
tattva. But the rest of us, cannot see the reality due to the veil called
Maya. Even so, both the jivanmukta and the common man use these

words in the same sense when it comes to worldly usage.

In the Siksa and other Paniniya works, vayu is considered the driving
factor'®Sof Sabda. For the Sankhyas, it is the tanmatra; for the
Jainas, it is paramanu'®®. But in Vedanta, Sabda comes from jiana
which is nirupasraya, independent and the purest entity'®’. This is
according to karyasabdavada. All words in truth, denote the ultimate

Brahman®®®, and are therefore not karya, but nitya. Since a word

L tadasydstyasminniti matup - M.Bh.Pradipa 5.2.94

192 pradesasyaikadesam va parato va niriipanam/

viparyayam abhavam va vyavaharo 'nuvartate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 52)
B3yathendriyasya vaigunyat sattadhyaropavaniva/

Jjayate pratyayarthebhyastathaivoddesaja matihll - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 53)
154 akrtsnavisayabhasam sabdah pratyayamasritahl
arthamahatmyaripena svaripenaniriupitam// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 54)
155 yayoraniinam jiianasya Sabdatvapattirisyate’ — (V.P., Br.K.110)

156 M.Bh. akhyatopayoge: P.S.1-4-29

57 “nahi jianena sadisam pavitram iha vidyate’ — Bh.G.4-38

158 ‘sarvesam sabdanam brahmani tatparyam’ - Sri Bhasyam
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denotes a pot, mat, etc., which are nothing but Maya, it is evident
that on the philosophical front, both Abhava and Bhava are

equivalent. Bhava is the same as Abhava and vice-versa®®,

When jrana is manifest in the external objects, born due to the
cognition of abheda, it also seems to become impure!®. For
example, in the phrase, ‘ayam ramah’, the usage follows a
supposition of tadatmyam or abheda between ramasabda and
ramasabda-vacya. Thus, although there is bheda between the
denoter and denoted, we impose an abheda without which
vyavahara would have become impossible. This makes jiiana appear
almost impure. Just as how jriiana attains an imperfect state due to
its association with objects, artha too is removed far from its real
sense due to its dependence on (or limitation by) jati, guna, kriya
etct®L. If this association of artha with jati etc, is not accepted, the
whole concept of a word denoting a meaning and the surrounding

framework would collapse.

In this way, because Sabda, artha, and jiiana do not represent their
true self, due to a kind of defective perception, for the sake of general
usage, Bhava and Abhava are considered as equivalent, becoming
suitable for vyavahara'®?. Here, we can observe that for day-to-day
transactions, Dvaita has to be followed while Advaita helps one in

the comprehension of reality.

It is clear from the statement of Hari that he has been closely

following the Siddhantas of Advaita Vedanta. In the present case,

159 ekasmadatmano ‘nanyau bhavabhavau vikalpitau// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 61b)
10 upaplavo hi jianasya bahyakaranupatita/

kalusyamiva tattasya samsarge vyatibhedajam// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 57)

6 yathd ca jianamalekhadasuddhau vyavatisthate/

tathopdasrayavanarthah svarapadviprakrsyatel/ - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 58)

182 evamarthasya Sabdasya jiianasya ca viparyaye/

bhavabhavavabhedena vyavaharanupatinau// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 59)
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two kinds of satyam out of the three mentioned in Advaita are taken
up to explain the essence of Panintya Vyakarana. Paramarthika,
Vyavaharika and Pratibhasika are the three kinds of satyam
advocated. Here, Hari wants to show that although in reality, it is
Paramarthika-satyam only that can be accepted, since it is simply
impossible to run the show with just Paramartha, one has to accept
Vyavaharika-satyam to reckon with day-to-day transactions. The
third category, viz., Pratibhasika-satyam is that which one often
comes across. Hari refers to the first two types of satyam and
suggests that although in Paramartha it is Abhava only that is
denoted by a Sabda and the trio, namely Sabda, artha and jiiana got
corrupted due to the relation with unreal things. Nevertheless, since
one has to run the show, called vyavahara, there is no other go but
to accept the trio as it is available and the fact is that, Panini, in
constructing his Vyakarana, followed Vyavaharika-satyam rather

than Paramarthika-satyam.

5.1.2. Relation between Bhava and Abhava

Returning to the topic, thus Bhava and Abhava are mutually
expectant (parasparapeksa). Abhava does not become Bhava nor
does Bhava attain nothingness. The karika ‘nabhavo jayate
bhavo...**® is reminiscent of the sloka ‘nasato vidyate bhavo...” of
Bhagavad Gita. According to the Nyaya Satra ‘buddhisiddhasm tu
tadasat'®®’, asat is understood only through its cognition
(buddhisiddhasm). Some have explained this Sitra in such a way to

163 \/ pP., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 61
164 N.S.4-1-50
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substantiate the claim of Asatkaryavada, following which, Bhava is

said to come from asat.

Hari uses the term ‘anupdkhyata’ occasionally in place of Abhava.
Bhava and Abhava are mere abstractions of the One Parabrahman.
Here we can corelate the usage ‘ekasmar®® with ‘ekameva

advitiyam brahma*®®’.

Just as how Abhava of an object is conjectured on the basis of the
object’s presence, similarly the existence of an object (Bhava) is also

arrived at on the basis of its Abhava.

Even karyakaranabhava fails for both. Hari proceeds to refute both
Satkaryavada of the Sankhyas and Asatkaryavada of the
Naiyayikas. In Vedanta Dar§ana, neither is accepted, rather they
advocate Vivartavada or Parinamavada®’. Because Abhava is
anupakhya, 1.e., indefinable, or in other words, indescribable into
parts, we cannot attribute such and such a cause to it. In this manner,
Asatkaryavada is proved to be baseless. Coming to Bhava, which is
sopakhya, that is definable, there is no use speculating about the
cause, because it has already come into existence. Once an effect has
come into existence, there is no further use of a cause to it. Thus,

Satkaryavada also is dismissed as irrelevant to Bhava and Abhava.

External things cannot be called as sat, nor can they be set aside as
asat. But the rsis who are Bhavavadis, who believe the world to be
various forms of one Bhava, do not accept Abhava as another

entity!®®, In their opinion, the preceding and successive states of

185 tasmat sarvamabhavo va bhavo va sarvamisyatel

na tvavasthantaram kificidekasmat satyatah sthitam// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 63)
166 Ch.U.6-2-1

167 “ekam sadvipra bahudhd vadanti’ — Rg Veda 1.164.46
88tasmannabhavamicchanti ye loke bhavavadinahl

abhavavadino vapi na bhavam tattvalaksagam// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 64)
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Bhava is Abhava (Pragabhava of pot = clay before the pot is created,;
and Pradhvamsabhava of pot = shards after the pot is destroyed).
While for the Abhavavadins, like the Bauddhas, Bhava is
unacceptable as the signifier of reality. The Madhyamikas proclaim
— ‘sarvam sunyam’. Hence, nothingness is what is real for the

nastikas.

Even when the entire cosmos is by its own nature a non-dual unity,
the diversification caused by avidya is to be considered as avicarita-

ramaniya — that which becomes enjoyable without any enquiry.

5.1.3. Bhava vs. Abhava

Just as how the Nyaya-Vaisesika system has classified the imaginary
concept of Abhava into four, similarly, the idea of classification of
objects like pot, cloth, etc., into two, i.e., existence and non-
existence, is also a conceptualization based on imagination!®®. Being
formless, to talk about Abhava as being contradictory or non-
contradictory to Bhava does not conform to reason. Abhava cannot
be said to be existent nor non-existent, because if we say Abhava
exists, then it is self-contradictory and if it is said that Abhava does
not exist, that too amounts to dismissing one’s own theory
(mitlaccheda). Further, we cannot attribute either sequence or

sequenceless-ness to Abhava because of its being formless*’.

Our comprehension of the world and life around us is dependent
completely on the divisions of time and dimension. Understanding

catasro hi yathavastha nirupakhye prakalpitahl

evam dvaividhyamapyetad bhavabhavavyapasrayam// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 66)
Mqvirodhi virodht va sannasan vapi yuktitahl
kramavanakramo vapi nabhava upapadyate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 67)
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time as past, present and future is inevitable to our understanding of
events happening around us. Hari shows that this division of time
into three is not possible if there were total nothingness. In the same
way, it is impossible that Bhava be differentiated on the basis of time
measures’?. Differentiation into various time units is not possible
with the likes of sky-flower or a rabbit’s horn. So, the usages —
‘Abhavah asit/asti/bhavisyati’ are meaningless, the aforesaid being
valid for Bhava also. Of course, such a conclusion is possible only
at the Paramartha stage. Hence, the variations seen due to time

factor is also established as not a Paramarthika-satyam.

By Paninian process, the word Bhava comes from the root ‘bhii
sattayam’ (bhavatiti bhavah-that which exists is existence) and by
prefixing nafi to it, the word Abhava is formed. Satta is existence,
and sat!’2 is that which has this existence. So, when we talk about a
sat-padartha, it can denote existence only, and there is no scope of
it becoming non-existent at any point of time. In other words, sat can
always be sat only, how can it suddenly change into asat? The
atmatattva (unique/real nature) of a sat-padartha is its sattva, and
that can never be lost on account of any other cause!”®. For example,
once a pot is broken, it is unreasonable to ascribe to the stick, the
reason behind the pot’s non-existence. The pot is always a pot, and
once it is destroyed, the usage ‘absence of a pot’ is faulty. ‘The
shards exist” — this would be more appropriate. So also, is the case
with a phrase like ‘ankuro jayate’ — The sapling which was not there

till now is born. A non-existent thing coming into existence all of a

1 abhave trisu kalesu na bhedasyasti sambhavah!

tasminnasati bhave pi traikalyam navatisthate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 69)
172 asa bhuvi + Satr, ‘Snasorallopah’, = sat

13 Gtmatattvaparityagah parato nopapadyate/

atmatattvam tu paratak svato va nopakalpate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 70)
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sudden on its own is untenable!’™. It is equivalent to describing
Abhava as attaining a form (ripa). With these arguments Hari
refutes Pragabhava and Pradhvamsabhava from the Sankhya
standpoint. What he intends to say is that, at the Paramarthika level,
an existent thing is always existent while a non-existent thing would

always remain so.

What if both Bhava and Abhava are considered as having a single
tattva? No, this is not possible, as both are opposing in nature. If the
two are not considered as having either bheda or abheda, vyavahara
would cease to exist'™. Hence for grammatical and other
transactional purposes, depending on the context, Bhava and

Abhava are taken to be of the same nature or of different nature.

The relation between the Vedic injunction, ‘darsapiirnamasabhyam
svargakamo yajeta’ and the prayajas and anuyajas is of the nature
of ‘upakaryopakaraka-bhava’, and this kind of relation, i.e., mutual
dependency, is not found between Bhava and Abhava. The true
nature of a positive entity does not cease to exist, for the sake of its
Abhava (as in Pradhvamsa)'’®. For instance, once a pot is destroyed,
we say, ‘there is absence of a pot’. But the fact is that the pot need
not lose its identity so that its absence be perceived. Similarly, the
theory that the positive entity is cognised as the destruction of its
negation is also not valid, because both are independent of each
other. This principle is illustrated by taking two varieties of cows —
the Sabaleya and the Bahuleya. The existence of either does not

174 Even in the Niruktam, the six bhavavikaras viz., jayate, asti, viparipamate, vardhate,
apaksiyate and vinasyati are enlisted as the various modifications that an existent being
undergoes.

5 tattve virodho nandatva upakaro na kascana/

tattvanyatvaparitydage vyavaharo nivartate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 71)

176 na hyabhavasya sadbhave bhavasydtma prahiyate/

na cabhavasya nastitve bhavasyatma prasiyate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 74)
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negate the presence of the other. Both can co-exist, independent of

the other!’”.

The Nyaya-Vaisesika system postulates seven padarthas, Abhava
being one of them. How can Abhava be considered a vastu, when its
form etc., are not perceivable? And it would also lead us to infinite
regression, where an Abhava of Abhava, and a further Abhava of
that Abhava would have to be recognized'’®. Probably, Kanada was
also of the same view and that’s why he avoided mentioning it along
with the six padarthas and separately mentioned it in the ninth
adhyaya. So, the inclusion of Abhava as the seventh category by
Udayana and later Naiyayikas is untenable. Ascribing differences is
rational only if it is to a positive entity. Once Abhava is denied the
very status of being an entity, there remains no need to classify it

again into four types.
5.1.4. From Vyavahara t0 Paramartha

Only when Bhava is considered to be an interim stage, the confusion
arises with regard to its prior and posterior stages. The author of the
Vakyapadiyam states that Bhava is not an intermediate. A sequence
can be described only if the thing is made of many parts. But here,
the Bhava-padartha is declared to be a composite whole, inseparable

into parts.

Unless specified, the word ‘Bhava’ should be taken to mean the

ultimate reality ‘Brahman'’®. In the 83" karika'®®, Hari uses the

Y1 na $abaleyasyastitvam bahuleyasya badhakam/

na Sabaleyo nastiti bahuleyah prakalpate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 75)

18 abhavo yadi vastu syat tatreyam syadvicarana/

tatasca tadabhave 'pi syadvicaryamidam punahl// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 76)

179 In Uddyota of the ‘striyam’ (P.S.4-1-3), Nages$a says ‘nirupapadabhavasabdasya brahmani
ridhif’. Even in Lingasamuddesa of Vakyapadiyam, karika 21, ‘bhavatattvadrsah sistah...”,
the word means the same.

180 phavasaktimatascainam manyante nityavadinah |



130

word in this sense. It is only due to the power of Brahman, that the
universe is comprehended as possessing differences and sequence.
This observation takes us back to the 3™ karika of the
Brahmakanda®®! where the potentiality of time is praised.
Simultaneity and sequence are considered as opposing in character.
But in fact, both are one and the same, just as Bhava and Abhava are

considered as identical'®?.

Both Simultaneity — ‘khalekapotanyayah’ and Sequence —
‘rajapurapravesanyayah’ have been accepted by Mimamsakas in
Mahavakyarthabodha. Thus, the two are not contradictory in

naturel®,

An illustration is given to grasp the nature of their similarity — the
locative case is used to denote the thing that is the base for another&,
viz, ‘bhitale ghatah’ — The pot is on the floor. The floor being the
substratum, it takes on saptami vibhakti. But in the phrases
‘Satrorabhave sukham’ and suhrdabhave duhkham’, ‘happiness lies
in the absence of a foe’ and ‘unhappiness lies in the absence of a
friend’, the base (adhara) is absence of a friend or foe. Being a non-

entity, how can it become the base for another thing?

Similarly, the paricami vibhakti is used to denote the sense of cause.
Then in the sentence ‘ragadiklesanisadutsahah’, the destruction, or
in other words, the absence of obstacles like attachment and the like,

becomes the cause of utsaha - new endeavour or energy. Here too,

bhavameva kramam prahurna bhavadaparah kramah //

18 adhyahitakalam yasya kalasakti upasritah |

Jjanmadayo vikarah sadbhavabhedasya yonayah I/

182 According to Einstein’s theory of relativity, simultaneity is not an absolute relation
between events; what is simultaneous is one frame of reference will not necessarily be
simultaneous in another.

183 kramanna yaugapadyasya kascid bhedo sti tattvatahl

yathaiva bhavannabhavah kascidanyo 'vasiyate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 84)

184 ddharo dhikaranam: P.S. 1-4-45; saptamyadhikarane ca: P.S. 2-3-36



131

the imagination of a non-entity becoming a cause should be
discarded. But the aforesaid usages do exist and are very much
current. The vibhaktis are assigned to them by considering them as
‘bauddha-padarthas’ or intellectual entities. This is an utpreksa (a
figment of imagination) made by laukikas who apply the principles
that are suitable for existent things, even to non-existent abstract
things, just so that their day-to-day affairs are not hindered®. This
example has made Hari’s point clear enough, that simultaneity and

succession are verily the same.

Sat and asat being the manifestations of the one eternal truth, which
Is signified by every word, is seen as a multitude due to the diverse
powers of Maya*®. Bhartrhari concludes this discussion
emphasising that the Siddhanta being the aforesaid, still the division
of the Padarthas and the huge framework of sastras is meant for the
regular activities of the people. Looking back at the karika ‘upayah
Siksamananam balanam upalalandah / asatye vartmani sthitva tatah
satyam samihate //*®"’, these are just stepping stones that lift us from
the Vyavaharika-satyam to Paramarthika-satyam. And even for one
who has attained the Paramartha, but is a jivanmukta, (liberated yet
embodied), Vyavahara is indispensable, which is why it is called
mukhya — important. Otherwise Panini’s colossal work in the form

of the AstadhyayT would be rendered meaningless.

5.2 ABHAVA AS NANARTHA

185 Kalasyapyaparam kalam nirdisantyeva laukikahl

na ca nirdeSamatrena vyatireko 'nugamyate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 85)

adharam kalpayan buddhya nabhave vyavatisthate/

avastusvapi notpreksa kasyacit pratibadhyate// - (V.P., Pa.K. Sam.Sa. 86)

186 tasmacchaktivibhagena nityah sadasadatmakah/ eko rthah - (V.P., Pa.K.Sam.Sa.87)
187V.P., Br.K.53
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In Vyakaranasastra, Abhava is denoted by the avyayas nafi and nir
in general which are found in samasas. Na is another nipata used
commonly in sentences although its use in samasas like naike,

nagak etc, also is in vogue®e®,

Nafi is an avyaya. It can combine with a noun to give rise to three
types of compounds — avyayibhava, bahuvrihi and tatpurusa. In the
former, the sense of pirvapada is prominent and in the latter the
sense of uttarapada is predominant. When the force of nafi is that of
absence (Abhava), i.e., it expresses the absence of the object denoted
by the second term, it could optionally be either of the compounds.
Thus, n Mahabhasya, we find n Paspasa,
‘raksohagamalaghvasandehah prayojanam’ where due to the action
of the Siatra ‘paravallingam dvandvatatpurusayok!®®’, the
compound takes on the gender of the final component. Here it is

masculine.

Avyayibhava compound takes on neuter gender. So ‘asandehah’
being masculine, is a tatpurusa, although it expresses the sense
‘absence of doubt!®’. Whereas, in the Vartikam, ‘adrutayam
asamhitam’, which is read in the Sutra ‘parak sannikarsah
samhita® | ‘asamhitam’ having neuter gender, is an avyayibhava,

denoting absence of conjunction.

The argument of Nagesa goes like this: By the Sufra ‘avyayam

192>

Vibhaktisamipa...””*’, in the meaning of Abhava, examples such as

nirmaksikam are illustrated. Let all avyayas except naf take on

188 This is not accepted by Nages$a in his Laghu$abdendusekhara.

189p S5 2-4-26

190 There is more discussion on asandehak relevant to Abhava, to follow soon in the next
section.

91pS 1-4-109

192p S 2-1-6
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avyayibhava-samdasa. Naf will be compounded as a tatpurusa. If the
case of ‘adrutayam asamhitam’ is brought up, then there is usage of

the word samhita in neuter too (samhitam) found in the Pratisakhyas.

Since Patarijali has not explicitly stated that the Sarra ‘nafi’ will
nullify avyayibhava, both types of compounds can be accepted when
Abhava is to be expressed. Taking the same analogy, we can form

compounds like anupalabdhi?, avivadah, avighnam, etc.

5.2.1. ‘nai’ - Mahabhasyam

The Siatra that rules nafi-tatpurusa samdsa is ‘nafi’, its meaning
being ‘nani supa saha samasyate’: naii compounds with a subanta.
As to how the meaning arises in this compound, there is an elaborate
discussion in Mahabhasyam, following which most scholars have
dealt with it, naflartha becoming an independent topic of debate and

discussion on its own.
5.2.1.1. Three possibilities of nafiartha

Between the two words — naii and the word with which it
compounds, which one is pradhana (principal) in deciding the
meaning, this is the question raised by Patafijali in Bhasya on this
Sutra. There are three possibilities — anya-padartha, pirva-padartha
and uttara-padartha becoming instrumental in connoting the word
sense. Take the example — ‘abrahmanamanaya’ — naifl compounds
with the word ‘brahmana’. By this combination, where brahmana
denotes its jati, if a different sense is denoted, not common to either,
that is, a ksatriya etc., then the importance is of anyapadartha. When
nafi which denotes absence in general, is qualified by brahmanatva,

then it will be parvapadartha-pradhana — absence of
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brahmanatva'®. And when due to wrong guidance or false
knowledge the word brahmana is used for a ksatriya & c., then this
mistake is realised, and the principal meaning of the word brahmana
Is removed naturally by naii which acts as an illuminator (dyotaka),

it is uttarapadartha-pradhana®*.

A common example which can illustrate the sense expressed by
purvapadartha-pradhana s — ‘brahmapavad asmin Kksatriye
vartitavyam’. Here, the said ksatriya is endowed with certain
qualities of a brahmana, yet by birth belongs to ksatriya jati. Such a
sense is intended when the nafi being a pirvapada, is principal in

expressing the meaning of a samasa.

In nafi-tatpurusa, since the meanings of both words are not found to
be expressed independently, the possibility of ubhayapadartha-

pradhanya is not considered.

Among these three, the case of uttarapadartha being principal, has
the least number of solutions (parihara) required, although all of
them have some demerit. Hence, this is first upheld by the

Bhasyakara. He sets forth to show the faults in each of the three —

1. Uttarapadartha-pradhanya — When we say
‘abrahmanamanaya’, there is a chance that only a brahmana
Is brought.

2. Anyapadartha-pradhanya — ‘avarsah’ in ‘avarsa hemantah’

may have to agree with hemanta in gender and number.

193 Nagesa in his Uddyota explains: Abhava here means bheda, because it is difficult to prove
an absence of absence, which may lead to infinite regression (anavastha-dosa). Hence the
meaning obtained is ‘brahmanabhinna’ — other than brahmana.

¥4 “uttarapadarthapradhanah samasasya caramavayave riidhah’ /
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3. Purvapadartha-pradhanya — In this case, it may get avyaya

samjna, for, its parvapada is an avyaya (nan).

The argument for (1) is that, naf being a qualifier, does not have the
capacity to completely set aside the meaning of the principal
‘brahmanad’. So even a brahmana who may not be completely
following the code of conduct required of a brahmana will be
denoted by abrahmana®. If the meaning of the principal word is
completely negated by naf, then how can that word be principal?
This makes the use of nafi purposeless, as both brahmana and

abrahmana will become synonyms.

In (2), the word ‘varsah’ is to be always used in feminine and plural
form?!%. But as per the rule ‘yallinigam yadvacanam ya ca vibhaktih
visesyasya, tallingam tadvacanam sa ca vibhaktih visesanasyapi
bhavati’, ‘avarsah’ being the visesana of ‘hemantas’, it should take
up the same gender and number as hemanta {i.e., masculine,
singular). This is the fault in favouring anyapadartha-pradhanya.
Another issue pointed out by Kaiyata, that crops up is that, a
bahuvrihi compound like ‘abrahmanako desah® will not be
produced. This is because the anyapadartha has already found
expression in naf-tatpurusa, and this would nullify the need to use
bahuvrihi. Further, in words such as, ‘asas®®”’ and ‘asarvasmai’, due
to subordination of the uttarapadartha, the Sitras ‘etattadok
sulopo...!% and ‘sarvanamnah smai'®®’ cannot be applied to get the

desired form.

195 ‘vasa brahmacaryam na vai somyasmatkulino 'nanijya brahmabandhuriva bhavatiti’ Ch.U.
6.1.1

196 ‘striyam pravrt striyam bhimni varsah’ - 1.4.19 - Amarakosa

197 By the vartika ‘samjfiopasarjanapratisedha’’, the tyadadi words, if upasarjanas, cannot
get sarvanama-samjna.

198 etattadoh sulopo koranasisamase hali - P.S. 6-1-132

19 sgrvanamnah smai - P.S. 7-1-14
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The argument against the defect shown in (3) is that avyayasamjria
applies to those read in the ganapatha and narisamasa is not read
there. Even then, naf is an avyaya, but due to being used in relation
to a word having gender and number, the samasa also gets gender
and number. To the doubt whether this peculiarity is due to verbal
directive (vacanikam) or natural (svabhavikam), it is answered that
this is natural — just as how, of those who study equally with the
same desire of becoming wealthy, some get it and others do not,
because one succeeds it is not necessary that all others succeed, or
because one fails, it is not necessary that all others have to fail?®. In
the same way, it is but natural for naf which is devoid of gender or
number, to have them after it becomes a part of a samasa. Another
solution is arrived upon — that linga and sankhya are decided from
the words that are qualified. As in ‘Suklam vastram, sukla sat,
suklah kambalah’ etc., so also the samasa takes the gender and the

number of the Dravya which it refers to.

5.2.1.2. Uttarapadartha-pradhanya

After discussing at length, the problems that arise in all the three
propositions, the dcarya once again puts forth the case of
uttarapadartha-pradhanya, which as formerly described by
Kaiyata?®* requires the least effort to sort out its demerit. Another
reason why this is upheld by Patafijali is because, the use of

‘anarisamase’ in the Sutra ‘etattadok sulopo...” is a sign or proof

20 samanamihamanananca adhiyanarca kecidarthairyujyante 'pare na / na cedanim

kascidarthavaniti kytva sarvairarthavadbhih sakyam bhavitum, kascidva narthaka iti
sarvairanarthakai // - M.Bh. (P.S.2-2-6)

201 evam paksatrayasambhave Ilpapratividheyapaksam asrayitumaha —
uttarapadarthapradhana iti / - M.Bh.Pr. (P.S.2-2-6)
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that in Panini’s opinion, naf-samasa should have uttarapadartha-
pradhanya. Otherwise the sandhis in ‘aneso dadati/aso dadati’

cannot be achieved.

The problem that was pointed out earlier for wuttarapadartha-
pradhanya, that when we say ‘abrahmanamanaya’, there is a chance
of any brahmana alone being brought, does not arise, if it is handled
in the same manner as the samasa ‘rajapurusa’. Although the word
‘purusa’ is principal, here, any purusa is not brought, rather, one
who is qualified by ‘raja’ is brought. Likewise, in abrahmana, the
one qualified by nafi is brought. And who is the one qualified by
nafi? Nafiartha being Abhava, and brahmana being Bhava, both are
mutually contrary. Kaiyata says, the nafi-visisra denotes ksatriya &
C., on whom brahmanya is imposed. This sense already residing in
brahmana is illuminated by the presence of naf. Hence, here naii is
to be considered a dyotaka. This meaning is accepted because nafi
being visesana, cannot contradict the meaning of the visesya, but can

only slightly change it.

Coming back to the question posed by the bhdasyakara, he answers,
nafi-visisra is one from whom the mukhya-padartha (prominent
sense) is withheld. In which case, another doubt is expressed — is it
so by its very nature or is it achieved due to the word nafi
(vacaniki)®®?? The implied question is whether nafi is a dyotaka or

vacaka.

In the case of nafi being a vacaka, it should be stated that nafi in
association with a noun withholds from it the comprehension of its

202 yacanena labhyam — obtained by the word (P.S. 5-1-93: tena
parijayyalabhyakaryasukaram)
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prominent meaning. On the other hand, if nafi is dyotaka?®, what
purpose is served by the use of nan if the meaning is withheld by its
very nature?®*? Hence nafi is supposed to act like a wedge, which

when beaten, makes the counter-wedge fall down.

Here the acarya humorously remarks — If this is the greatness of naf,
kings will never maintain elephants and horses. They will simply
utter ‘na’2®, So, the nivrtti must be by its own nature. Just as how
the sight of objects in dense darkness is with the aid of light?°,
although they are not created by light, similarly, the comprehension
of the meaning ‘aropitabrahmanyavan’ setting aside the prominent

meaning, is with the help of naf.

That naf acts as a dyotaka is upheld with another argument. The
Vais$esika thought ‘Qunasamudayo dravyam’ is brought in to
strengthen the discussion. The vargpa division into Brahmanas etc, is
on the basis of their guras (here gura = dharma — certain features).

Patafijali quotes from the Smirtis:
‘tapah Srutam ca yonisca etadbrahmanakarakam /
tapah srutabhyam yo hino jatibrahmana eva sah //°

Tapas (following vratas etc?°”), study of the Vedas, Vedangas etc,

and birth to a brahmana couple, are the grounds to call one a

208 pipatah dyotakah kecit prthagarthabhidhayinah |

agama iva kepi syuh sambhiiyarthasya vacakah || - (V.P., Va.K.192)

204 The word ‘arat’ is used in both meanings — nearby and far (arat diirasamipayoh).
Likewise, if the word ‘brahmana’ denotes one with brahmana-dharma as well as the one
without, then the presence of nafi would be meaningless.

205 This can be correlated with the Sankarabhasya of the Brahmasiitra 2-2-27 —
‘udasinanamapi caivam siddhi/ 7/ Refer page 36 of Chapter 3.

206 |n the Tarkasangraha Dipika it is said — tamo hi na ripidravyam ...
ripidravyacaksusapramayam alokasya karanatvat/ tasmat
praudhaprakasakatejahsamanyabhavastamahl

207 Tapas is a word pregnant with meaning — it broadly includes leading an austere life, and
practices like various vratas viz., kycchra/atikycchra etc, that induce rigorous discipline of
both mind and body. It is derived from the root verb ‘tap-santape’, which means — to generate
heat.
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brahmana. He who is devoid of the first two is called a jati-
brahmana. Other qualities like gaura complexion, cleanliness,
purity of conduct, reddish hair etc., are also ascribed to a
brahmana®®. And the words that denote a cluster of qualities, are
also found to denote a part of them, as in ‘pirve paricalah’, ‘uttare
panicalah’, ‘ghrtam bhuktam’ etc. So also, the word ‘brahmana’
denotes a person possessing all qualities as well as one who lacks
some of them. To illustrate, though a brahmana by birth, if he
urinates or eats in standing position, he is considered an
abrahmana®®. Similarly, although a person is not born a brahmana,
he might possess all the other qualities, which misleads us to think
that he is a brahmana,; this situation arises either due to wrong advice
or false knowledge. Even so, after realizing the jati, the earlier
misconception is removed with the knowledge that he is an
abrahmana. Hence, uttarapadartha-pradhanya®*® of nafi-tatpurusa
Is established. This conclusion has another positive fallout too — In
the word ‘anekam’, nafi acts not only to deny ekatva, for, if that be
the case, then the samasa should get plural number. Nafi enjoins
kriya and gura, and then prohibits one (eka) from having them, as
in ‘anekam — asaya sayaya bhojaya’. This behaviour of naf is
observed in instances where kriya or guna are not already enjoined
too, as in ‘anekam tisthati’, ‘na na ekam sukham’, ‘na na ekam
priyam’ etc. Whereas the former is an example of Prasajya-

pratisedha, the latter are examples of Paryudasa.

28 ‘oqurah Sucydacarah pingalah kapilakesa’ ityetanapyabhyantaran brahmanye gunan
kurvanti’ - M.Bh. (P.S.2-2-6)

2% gupahine tavat — ‘abrahmano ‘yam yastisthanmiitrayati’, ‘abrahmano’yam
yastisthanbhaksayati’ - M.Bh. (P.S.2-2-6)

20 \n uttarapadarthapradhanya, nafi negates the upacarasatta residing in the word brahmana.
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5.2.2. Nafiartha in Vakyapadiyam

Starting from karika 248 of Vrttisamuddesa in the Padakanda of
Vakyapadiyam, Bhartrhari elucidates the opinion of the Bhasyakara
and elaborates further on the sense expressed by the naf-tatpurusa
compound, and discusses how naf, an avyaya, having no gender or
number can attain the same upon becoming a component of a

samasda.

He begins by clarifying that, although the popular meaning in an
instance like ‘abrahmana’, as one who is not a brahmana, is intact,
for the sake of showing the multiple actions of the word, and to
explore the various possible meanings and derive a logical
conclusion, Patafijali sets forth to discuss the three possibilities of
meaning, as delineated earlier?'!. Stating ‘na brahmanah’ as a
sentence, is different from using a samdasa ‘abrahmanah’. Yet,
Imagining an identity between the two, the naf, which is a member
of the samasa, is separately dealt with, even though a compound is,
in truth, to be considered akhanda, and even the meaning conveyed

by it is also akhanda, not to be broken and analysed into parts??,

5.2.2.1. Nafi as a Dyotaka

In karika 250, Hari gives us a new dimension while analysing the
exact nature of the involvement of nafi before becoming a

component of a samadsa®®. In the sentence, ‘na brahmanah’, naf

2 sastrapravrttibhede 'pi laukikartho na bhidyate/

nafisamdse yatastatra trayah paksa vicaritahll — (V.P., Pa.K.Vr.Sa.248)
22 sabdantare pi caikatvam asrityaiva vicarana/

abrahmanadisu nafiah prayogo nahi vidyate// — (V.P., Pa.K.Vr.Sa.249)
2B praksamasat padarthanam nivrttirdyotyate naia/

svabhavato nivrttanam riupabhedadalaksita//
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acts as a dyotaka. How, it is explained. Abhava does not have an
independent existence. It requires a vastu, whose non-perception
gives rise to the notion of the absence of that vastu. Now, the word
‘brahmand’ being there, it would go against reason to assign the
capacity to negate ‘brahmand’ just by uttering the word ‘nafi’
alongside. Hence it is assumed that the noun brahmana itself is
potent to express both the padartha and the nivitta-padartha®'*. The
only role of nafi is to illuminate the secondly intended sense upon its

usage.

The need to form nafi-samasa is discussed. In the sentence, ‘ha
brahmanam anaya’, naf associates with the action expressed by the
akhyata (verb), and the meaning would be thus — ‘Do not bring a
brahmana’. In such a case, vrtti between nafi and the noun
brahmana cannot occur?®®, Vrtti occurs only between words having
samarthya. Because, nafi already has expectancy with the verb, it is

asamartha to give rise to a samdasavrtti?®.

The opinion of the Parvapaksa is set forth: unlike in a sentence,
where nafi is considered a dyotaka, it should be considered a vacaka
in the case of a samasa. Only then would we be able to embark on
expounding the three possibilities based on predominance in
meaning. Take the example, ‘apdcaka’, where the word pacaka
expresses both the universal action (satta-samanya — asti) and the
specific action (pac — to cook). Here if nafi is assumed to be a
dyotaka, the aforesaid deliberation as regards determining the

214 Refer the section on ‘acak parasmin piirvavidhau — santi na santiti...”

25 prahmanadisthayd vakyesvakhyatapadavacyaya/

kriyaya yasya sambandho vrttistasya na vidyate// — (V.P., Pa.K.Vr.Sa.251)
26<samarthak padavidhis’ - sapeksam asamartham bhavati/ - M.Bh. (P.S.2-1-1)
Vartikam — ‘savisesanandam Vrttirnasti, vrttasya va visesanayogo na’/
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meaning would not be possible. Hence, nafi must be considered

vacaka in a compound.

To this, Bhartrhari gives a striking reply — If the relation of all words
Is assumed with satta-samanya, then in such a case as ‘asan’, we
would need to assign another satta to nafi. And in ‘akrrva’,
‘akartum’ etc., the relation between nafl and the action verb is of
visesana-visesya-bhava. Here, nafi does not negate the satta-

samanya. Therefore, it ascertains that nafi cannot be a vacaka.

To the question as to what kind of relation can be described between
nafi and the principal vastu, Hari answers, that it is ‘samanya-visesa-
bhava’. As to how such a relation is arrived at, he says, the satta of
the vastu is taken as kriya (kriyajati). The adhara of this kriyajati is
the vyakti. The universal (samanya) meaning of naf being Abhava,
it negates the meaning of the vyakti, which becomes a visesa. This
samanya-visesa bhava®*' is established between them. Due to this,
there would be no further hindrance, in considering naf as a vacaka

for the sake of discussing the three possibilities in samasa.

Now the doubt is clarified as to how the naf which is a dyotaka in a
sentence becomes a vacaka when compounded. In compounds like
niskausambih and atikhatva/, the avyayas nir and ati express the
meaning, ‘one who has left Kausambi’ and ‘one who has gone
beyond the cot’. In this manner, though naf being an avyaya is a
dyotaka in a sentence, expresses another meaning, having taken up

a vrtti, and so is a vacaka.

A7 “pirvisesam na samanyam bhavecchasavisanavat’ — S.V. Akrtivada 8,10
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5.2.2.2. Three possibilities

Visesana-visesya bhava can be applied on nafi and the other word in

the compound reversibly, which gives rise to three possibilities —

1. When brahmana is visesana and naf IS visesya -—
purvapadarthapradhanya,

2. When brahmana is visesya and naf is visesana -
uttarapadarthapradhanya,

3. When both are visesanas, then it is anyapadarthapradhanya.

At first, Hari takes up the case of uttarapadartha-pradhanya. The
meaning of the principal word brahmana does not change whether
it denotes Bhava or Abhava. The presence of nafi brings out this
visesa, just as how the formerly unspecified cloth, becomes
specifically described as ‘suklam vastram’. If we utter vrksah, our
intention is not grasped until we say asti or nasti. Therefore, the use

of nafi gives us the understanding of a person who is not a brahmana.

On seeing a ksatriya, due to similarity and/or
durupadesa/mithyajnana etc., the mind thinks that he is a brahmana.
But on realising the truth, it cancels the upacarasatta and instead
brings in the notion, ‘abrahmano yam ksatriyah’. This is the point
of application of nafi. From this expansion of the activity of nafi, we
also understand that nafi does not just negate the second word’s
sense in a samasa, but also gives us the implied meaning, ‘tatsadrsye
tadbhinnas’, i.e., one who is similar yet different from a brahmana.
That’s why a person asked to bring an ‘abrahmana’ brings a ksatriya
& c., not a stone etc.

Without having a definable referent, it is simply impossible to talk

of Abhava independently. Therefore, to make it possible, for our
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mind to cognise the absence, we first think of brahmana and then
negate it using naf. Elaborating on the sentence from the Bhasya —
‘athava sarve ime sabdah QUnasamudayesu vartante...avayavesvapi
vartante’ in Karika 264, Bhartrhari says, though words denote the
totality of qualities or attributes, at times they are used to denote only
a part of them. If it is said, ‘tailam bhuktam’, ‘ghrtam bhuktam’, it
does not mean that the entire amount of oil or ghee was consumed,

rather that some of it was consumed.

By analogy, the naf in abrahmana brings out a few attributes that
belong to a brahmana, like tapah, srutam, and good conduct, which
are observed in a ksatriya. Reversibly, a brahmana who does not
possess these qualities, being only a jati-brahmana (a brahmana by
birth), may also be called an abrahmana. Likewise, in ‘krtah karah’,
although the mat is yet to be completed, using certain indications, it
is asserted that the mat is made?8, If the logic that ‘sarve sabdah
gQunasamuddyesu vartante’ is applied, the principal word brahmana
will express mukhya-brahmana, i.e., one who has all the qualities.
The purpose of nafi is to negate this sense and instead apply the
nyaya ‘kvacid avayavesvapi vartante’, to get the amukhya sense of

brahmana, thus denoting one who has a few attributes.

In karika 269, Hari observes, that invariably, every brahmana lacks
one or the other quality, and so due to the non-perception of
difference between an abrahmana and brahmana, naf is rendered
meaningless. Both the words become synonymous. This makes

Panini’s effort in creating a Sitra ‘nafi” appear in vain.

218 Refer ‘vartamanasamipye vartamanavadva’ - P.S. 3-3-131
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A solution to this situation is offered — The role of nafi is only in
accommodating the conceived idea (that the samasa denotes one
who is similar yet different from a brahmana) without nullifying the

actual sense of the word.

The four ‘pravrtti-nimittas’ of a word are — jati, guna, kriya and
samjna. When the word brahmana in the samasa is said to not
signify brahmagnatva (because gura-samudaya leads to the concept
of jati, and here the word is assumed to denote only a part), then it
loses a pravrtti-nimitta — jari, without which the word cannot
function. Then again, if the word brahmana itself has the potential
to express both the senses, like the word arar discussed before, why
use nafi at all? For, even if naf is a vacaka, it cannot completely
negate the mukhyartha, thus necessitating a separate explanation that
nafi annuls the padartha. This paves the way for nafi to be accepted

as a dyotaka.

Even if a word can signify two mutually contradictory meanings,
only the prominent meaning is cognised. For instance, following the
principle, ‘dhatinam anekarthatvam, the verb ‘stha’ denotes both
senses ‘to stay’ and ‘to leave’, the former being more prominent.
The latter sense is understood only if the upasarga ‘pra’ is added,
which acts as a dyotaka, as in prasthanam or pratisthate. In
abrahmana too, naf acts as a dyotaka and illuminates the secondary

meaning over and above the prominent meaning.

Further, the following doubt is raised: Why all the complication of
using the word brahmana, setting aside its mukhyartha and then
using naf to express a ksatriya etc., who is similar yet different from
a brahmana? Instead can’t we directly use the word ksatriya etc? To

this, Bhartrhari answers, that it is dependent upon the intent
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(vivaksa) of the speaker. If he/she intends to emphasise that the
ksatriya is not a brahmana, the word abrahmana is used; or due to
durupadesa or mithyajiiana, a person conceived as a brahmana is

again cognised as a ksatriya on realising his jati.

A word such as vrksak conveys its sense to our mind indifferent to
Bhava or Abhava. To make out this difference, a qualifier such as
san or asan is required. Because the meaning of the samdsa is taken
to be ‘tatsadrsye tadbhinnatvam’, a word like abrahmana can never

signify a stone etc., which lack the least bit of similarity.

5.2.2.3. Advantages in considering uttarapadartha-pradhanya

Now Hari proceeds to enumerate certain other advantages in
considering uttarapadartha-pradhanya. In anekasmat, anekasmai,
anekasmin, ‘eka’ being the principal word, has the designation

219 gets the suffix ‘smat’.

‘sarvanama’ and so in paricami vibhakti
Likewise, in ‘asak sivah’, due to uttarapadartha-pradhanya, the
Sutra ‘etattadoh...’ does not apply, in the same manner as it applies
in ‘sa sivah’. Another advantage as mentioned in Mahabhasyam is
aneka. Here, the word ‘eka’ being prominent, even if qualified by
nafi which negates its meaning, takes on only singular number,
though signifying duality or plurality. Just as how the words like
brahmana on compounding with nafi, are conceived to signify
ksatriya and so on, the word eka is applied to signify two or more,

upon compounding with naf.

219 pasinyoh smatsminau - P.S. 7-1-15
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5.2.2.4. Prasajya-pratisedha and Paryudasa

The two applications of naf, viz, Prasajya-pratisedha and
Paryudasa, are shown using the example of aneka. Prasajya means
vidhaya, having enjoined. After enjoining ekatva on two or more
numbers due to error, when one realises the mistake and uses naf to

negate (pratisedha) that ekatva, it is called Prasajya-pratisedha.

In the sentence, ‘na ekak gacchati’, the word eka signifies two or
more numbers without losing its own meaning. Similarly, in samasa
too, eka being pradhana signifies duality/plurality without losing its
ekavacanam. Analysing the two components in aneka, eka signifies
‘aropita-ekatvam’, while naf negates this. Because aropita-ekatvam

also contains ekatva, it should get singular number only.

To demonstrate how Paryudasa acts, we are given the example,
‘asuklah - non-white’. The role of nafi does not stop with negating
white colour. The samasa signifies other colours apart from white,
like black. In the same manner, the role of nafi in aneka is not limited
to denoting just the absence of oneness, it also expresses other

numbers of two or more. This is Paryudasa.

The difference between the two is explained using the example,
‘asaya sayaya bhojaya anekam’. The kriyas asaya etc expect an
instrument (karaka), and the case being imperative indicates a
karma-karaka, and so the verb relates to ekam. After applying
(prasajya) the verb to eka, it is cancelled (pratisedha). Then because
the verb anticipates an object (karma), the two or more numbers are
brought in to relate with the said actions. Whereas in Paryudasa,
such a complicated process is done away with. There is no question

of doubt, because the samasa directly denotes two or more numbers,
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without depending on the kriya. Hence it is obvious that while
Prasajya-pratisedha is an indirect method, Paryudasa is a direct
method of arriving at the same connotation. The former necessitates
vakyabheda/asamastha-samasa, while there is ekavakyata in the

latter.

If it be said that in the presence of a kriya or guna, negation acts in
the mode of Prasajya-pratisedha, then in either’s absence, how do
we understand the action of nafi? To this, Hari answers, just as how
a kriya anticipates a karaka (dravya), a dravya (siddha) also expects
a kriya (sadhya)®®. So, even if aneka is uttered without a verb, it
attracts a general verb such as asti or tiszhati, thereupon giving scope
for Prasajya-pratisedha. Paryuddasa is anyhow applicable. Same
analogy is followed in sentences too, as seen in this example — ‘na
na ekam priyam, na na ekam sukham satrok’, where the verb is not
mentioned. Therefore, applying ‘tatsadrsye tadbhinnatvam’ to
aneka, we get: ekabhinna — other than one, ekasadrsa — similar to
one (i.e., other numbers), which gives the meaning — two or more

numbers.

How come when ekatva is negated, dvitva or bahutva is denoted,
why not any other sense? This is answered by giving an illustration:
Ayurveda enjoins us to eat food mixed with oil. But in specific
circumstances, if oil is prohibited, ghee is mixed, because it is
similar to oil in its greasiness. Milk or curd are not used as substitutes
for oil. Likewise, dvitva and bahutva belong to the same class as
ekatva: all are numbers. So, when ekatva is negated, the natural

substitutes will be two or more numbers.

220 “yakyam tadapi manyante yatpadam caritakriyam ' — (V.P., Va.K.235)



149

5.2.2.5. Observations of Bhartrhari

Wrapping up the discussion on uttarapadartha-pradhanya, Hari
ventures upon elaborating the pros and cons of considering
anyapadartha-pradhanya. When the naii and brahmana in the
compound abrahmanah denote a new sense, not belonging to both,
as in ‘avidyamanam brahmanyam yasmin Ksatriyadau’, the
prominence would be for the other sense, not of the components
themselves. In short, it will lose its character of being a tatpurusa

and end up becoming nafi-bahuvrihi.

But it is observed that in certain cases tatpurusa also has
anyapaddartha-pradhanya. Such an example is ‘sastri-syama’. The
vigraha being ‘sastri iva syama’, both the words signify a different
padartha i.e., some girl. This is a karmadharaya-samdasa, a variant
of tatpurusa. Another example is ‘asasno gauh’. By this sentence
another animal, gavaya, is intended. The naf in asasnah doesn’t just
negate the dewlap, it also indicates a class of animals without
dewlap, but similar to the cow in other attributes. Yet another
common example 1S ‘khadirabarburau  gaurakandau
sitksmaparpau’. Both the trees have reddish stem and fine leaves.
The differentiator is ‘kantakavan khadirah’. Khadira having thorns
varies from barbura. Likewise, by abrahmana also, a different jati
(ksatriya) is implied. The word can be used to denote a brahmana
also, who having lost many qualities of a brahmana, is similar to a
brahmana, yet not one. We observe that here too ‘tatsadrsye

tadbhinnatvam’ is purported.

In certain cases, only sadrsyam is observed viz, ‘avarsah hemantas’,

which leads to tadriapyam. The hemanta season is covered with mist
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and is almost like the monsoons, which is also darkened due to

clouds.

One of the devices employed to do away with the confusion that
arises due to nafi-samasa being anyapadarthapradhana, is that, as a
tatpurusa itself, nafi-samasa first relates with brahmanatva as a jati
and then indicates the anyapadartha - ksatriya who is a vyakti. This
device also benefits other usages such as ‘agu’ asvah’, which means
that a horse is not a cow. When both nai-tatpurusa and bahuvrihi
have to act at the same locus, it creates a dosa called sarkarya. To
avoid it, considering jativisista-vyakti as the locus of action of nafi-
tatpurusa as in agurasvah, and matubartha as the locus of action of
bahuvrihi as in ‘aguh - avidyamanah gavah yasya sah) is the only

solution.

5.2.3. Operation of Nafartha

The word ‘anantarah’ in the Siitra ‘halo ’anantarah samyogah??’ is
being analysed. Is the word ‘antaram’ compounded with nafi or the
word ‘antara’? This question is taken up for deliberation by
Patafjali. Antaram means a gap or a time unit bereft of any letter.
On the other hand, antara means, ‘in the middle’. There is a relation

between these two, the former being adhara and the latter adheya.
The possible vigrahas of the bahuvrihi are:

1. Avidyamanam antaram Yyesam te — Here, the adhara is
negated, while in the other,

2. Avidyamana antara yesam te — the adheya is negated.

21p.§1-1-7
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The problem that crops up when the first is opted for is that, in the
padapatha of Rksamhita of ‘apsviti-ap 'su’ there won’t be samyoga-
samjiia due to the presence of avagraha. Whereas, in the second
option no problem arises. But finally, the bhasyakara defends the
first one, as there is no demerit or merit in ‘ap’su’ not getting

samyoga-samjna.

Avagraha involves a time unit of %2 a matra. p and s when uttered
immediately should be called samyoga. But due to this %2 a matra
gap in pronunciation, we cannot call these two halves samyoga, due
to which there won’t be pluta ruled by the Sitra
‘guroranrto ‘nantyasyapyekaikasya pracam '*??. But the Siitra itself
cannot act here, as the basis ‘diraddhiite ca®®® itself is not
applicable. And as regards words like ‘apsavya’ and ‘apsuyonin’,
there won’t be avagraha for a portion of prakrti and there will be
avagraha only at the end of the words in a compound (i.e.,
‘apsu’yonih’). Hence, the vigraha ‘avidyamanam antaram yesam te’

is upheld??*,

5.3. APPLICATION OF THE CONCEPT OF ABHAVA IN
SELECT SUTRAS

5.3.1. acak parasmin pirvavidhau®®

222p 5.8-2-86

223 p S5.8-2-84

224 |n this bahuvrihi, the words of meaning ‘to be’, which are next to nafi, are compounded,
and in the compound, they are optionally elided. This is ruled by the vartikam

‘naiio ‘styarthanam va vacottarapadalopas’ (under the Sitra ‘anekamanyapadarthe’). For
example - avidyamanaputrah aputrak and in the same way, avidyamanantarah anantarah. In
general, the meaning of the word ‘antaram’ is taken to be impediment, and in this context, ac
letter is the impediment. Refer Amarakosa 3.3.187:
‘antaramavakasavadhiparidhanantardhibhedatadarthye’.

2%5pS5.1-1-57
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Even though adesa is ordained to become similar to the sthani, it
does not lose its own properties. Hence the karya pertaining to the
adesa may chance to set in there and it has to be prohibited. For
instance, in ‘vayvoh’, once ‘yan’ comes in place of ‘U’, the elision of
‘y’ due to the Sitra ‘lopo vyorvali’ is possible, but undesired for. To
solve this, a discussion follows, that adesa should be declared
asiddha as well as like sthani. But both have their faults. At this

point, Katyayana reads this Vartikam:
‘kamamatidisyatam va saccasaccapi neha bharo’sti /
kalpyo hi vakyaseso vakyam vaktaryadhinam hi//’

‘As the sentence depends upon the speaker for its content, the ellipsis
in the sentence is to be supplied. There is no difficulty to do the

atidesa by will —let it be or not be.’

In the usage ‘sthanivat’, the mention of the particle ‘vat’ allows us
to complete the sentence as per our will. For instance, ‘usinaravad
madresu yavah’ may be completed by the expression santi or na
santi and the sentence ‘matrvad asyah kalah’ may be completed by
the expression santi or na santi®. So also, here we may say
‘sthanivadbhavati’ or ‘sthanivanna bhavati’. Then the problem is
solved in vayvoh, patvyah etc. In pagvyah firstly there is yanadesa in
adesa, in the same way as it is in the sthani and then there is no

elision of ‘v’ in adesa in the same way as it is not in the sthani.

This conclusion by the bhasyakara indicates that although it is
assumed that asti is used when no particular action verb is

226 In this connection, it may not be out of context to take a leaf from Plirva Mimamsa
(1.1.3.1), ‘tasya nimitta paristih’ that was commented upon by Upavarshacarya that, nafl has
to be supplemented to this Sitra — ‘tasya codanarapadharmasya pramanapariksa na
kartavya’. This is a rare phenomenon and not frequently seen across literature, both Vaidika
and Laukika.
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mentioned, there are occasions when the negative correlate is also

assumed as in santi - na santi.

5.3.2. Viramo ‘avasanam®®’

Patanjali brings out the difference in opinion regarding avasana-
samjiia. Some say that Abhava is its characteristic (laksazam) while
others say virama. Now the two cases are analysed. If it is held,
‘abhavo’vasanam’, then, it should be read further as ‘uparyabhava’
i.e., Abhava after the word, so that it may not refer to the Abhava
which exists before the word. Kaiyata directly says that this is a
pointer to Pragabhava and Dhvamsabhava. In order to refer to the
halt in pronunciation after the sound is produced, the word
‘uparyabhava’ will have to be used in place of Abhava. For, without
such specification, the Siitra ‘kharavasanayorvisarjaniyah®® might
apply in rasak, rathak etc, visarga having a chance to replace ‘r’

which is undesirable.

Ifitbe ‘viramo 'vasanam’, we have to include ‘virame’ too, by which
we could understand that when there is a halt in sound production,
the termination should be known by the name ‘avasana’. But then,
the same would apply in the case ‘abhavo 'vasanam’, in which case,
the Sitra ‘adarsanam lopah??® will be read as ‘abhavo lopah®® and
then follows ‘avasanam ca’ where Abhava is taken forward as
anuvrtti. In the former Sitra, Abhava is a samjiit while in the latter

it acts as an upalaksanam.

21p S.1-4-110

28 p S5.8-3-15

22p.S.1-1-60

230 Kaiyata observes — ‘adarsanamabhdva ityeka evarthah’.
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The viramavadr says, that he too could use the same technique
‘viramo lopah’ and follow it up with avasanam ca. By now it seems
like virama and Abhava are synonymous. Hence the objection, that
the word uparivirama has to be read, so that the beginning of a word
doesn’t come to be known as avasana. This objection is baseless, as
the very word virama suggests an ending. Virama may be taken to
denote only dhvamsabhava, and thus cannot denote the absence

before the word.

Virama need not always mean cessation of activity. The verbal root
‘ram’ does not necessarily mean nivytti (suspension) preceded by
pravrtti (commencement). It may also denote complete inactivity, as
in ‘uparatani asmin kule vratani’ (vratas have never existed in this
kula) and ‘uparatah svadhyayah’® (svadhyaya has never existed).

Here we may observe that —

1. Atyantabhava and PraklDhvamsa Abhava, all are signified by
the same root.

2. By telling that ‘navasyamayam ramih pravritaveva vartate’,
Patanjali indirectly hints at ‘dhatianamanekarthatvam’ and the
upasargas (vi/upa) act only as dyotakas.

3. This also suggests that all words express both Bhava and
Abhava?®!,

Now Patarijali strikes at the very foundation of the two aforesaid
laksanas: A sabda has Satta (existence) and it is self-contradictory
to talk of a virama (ending) to it. Kaiyata elaborates: The Abhava
talked about should either be self-related or related to another word.

The former stance is self-contradictory as it is not proper to impose

231 Refer earlier ‘santi na santiti’ in ‘acak parasmin...” and later ‘asti brahmeti veda cet
asadbrahmeti ced veda...” in Chandogya Upanisad.
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non-existence on something that is existent. Nor can the latter stance

be correct, because ghatabhava cannot mean patabhava.

The purpose of this discussion is to clarify the locus of avasana,
whether it is a word or a letter. Thence it must be plainly stated that
the final letter of a word gets avasana-samjna. But such a statement
needs no separate enunciation, because the word avasana is well
known even to the common man, as also the word samhita.
Katyayana feels that the two Sitras ‘parak sannikarsas samhita’
and ‘viramo 'vasanam’ are unnecessary as these samjnas are already

well known to the world outside Sastras and the object is achieved.

The conclusion is that to an ever-existent word (in akhandapada-
sphora), we apply non-existence using an abstract concept of

paurvaparya Of letters.

5.3.3. striyam®*?

In the Bhasya of this Sutra, Pataiijali analyses the basis of assigning
gender to objects of the universe. In this context, the concepts of asat

and Anupalabdhi are brought in.
‘asattu mrgatrsnavat’ — Vartikam

Linga being absolutely non-existent in a cot or tree, is still
comprehended by our intellect just as how a mirage, where there is
no water, is still wrongly perceived by the eyes. A section of scholars
(Naiyayikas) object to this example, according to whom we cannot
say that the mirage is completely non-existent, as this kind of

perception is due to the memory of water previously experienced.

22p S4-1-3
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To satisfy them, Patafjali gives another example, that of a
gandharvanagaram?®, It is absolutely imaginary, and its non-
availability is widely accepted. Similarly, gender is understood at
first, but on deeper analysis, cannot be found in a tree or cot. In both
of these illustrations, Abhava/Anupalabdhi is only of the external
object (bahyasatta), the objects being existent/available to the
intellect (bauddhasatta). Because it is difficult to digest the fact that
a non-existent gender is conceived in an illusory manner, now
Patafijali reverses his stand and says, let gender be existent, yet non-
perceivable, like the movement of the sun. By observing the prior
and posterior positions of the sun, its movement is inferred. So also,
in a tree or cot, due to its subtlety (sauksmya), gender is not directly

perceived.

The many reasons behind Anupalabdhi are enlisted in the Sankhya
Dar$ana®®., In the Bhasya, a) atisannikarsa (excessive proximity), b)
ativiprakarsa (excessively distant), ¢) martyantara-vyavadhana
(obstructed by another object) d) tamasavrtatva (covered by
darkness), e) indriya-daurbalya (weakness of an organ), and f)

atipramada (negligence), are the reasons given.

The examples for each of these are provided by Kaiyata — a)
collyrium in the eyes, b) flying bird, c) gold obstructed by a wall, d)
a pit not noticed due to darkness, e) opacity of eye lens, f) mind

engaged in another thought.

Those having yogi-pratyaksa (supra-sensory perception) due to
sadhana can perceive the subtle gender, therefore, indriya-

daurbalya is the reason behind our non-perception of gender.

28 ‘gandharvanagaram yatha’ - M.Bh. (P.S.4-1-3)
234 Refer page 1 of Chapter 4.
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5.3.4. Bhavini Samjna

In quite a few Sitras, Bhasyakara employs the term ‘Bhavini
Samjiia’ i.e., a designation that is used prior to the designate’s
coming into existence. In other words, the attributes (name, quality,
action) of an existent thing are imposed on its pratiyogi i.e.,
Pragabhava. The common example cited by him is that of a man
telling a weaver, ‘spin a Satakam of this yarn’. Then the weaver
thinks, if it is a Sarakam, there is no need to spin it; if it is to be
spun, it is not a Sarakam; it is contradictory to say ‘spin a Sarakam’
as there is no yogyata in this sentence. But he has said so anticipating

the ‘Sarakam’. Hence, he thinks it will become a Sarakam if spun.

Though there is Pragabhdva of the Sataka, the term ‘Sarakam’ is
used keeping in mind the future existence of it. This device is used
in Vyakarana Sastra to settle issues in many Sitras such as ‘igyanah
samprasaranam®® — The issue is whether the designation
Samprasarana denotes the meaning of a sentence (vakyavidhih -
yanah igbhavati) or the letter (varzavidhiz - ik which replaces yan).
To support and conclude that the Sifra denotes varpavidhi as well,
Patafjali employs the rationale of bhavini-samjiia by which it is
established that the designation Samprasarana goes to ik which
takes the place of yan. The name is so used keeping in mind the

future substitution of yan by ik.

5.3.5. adarsanam lopah?®

2%5p5.1-1-45
2% P 5.1-1-60
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The non-appearance of a letter which is supposed to be there is to be
known by the term ‘lopa’. By the word adarsanam, the absence of a
letter is understood. In Bhasya, the following Vartika
‘sarvaprasangastu sarvasyanyatradystatvat’ proves that everything
in this world is at some point of time or place absent. All Bhava
things cannot exist everywhere and at all times. If a pot is found
inside a room, it means that it is absent elsewhere. But its
Anupalabdhi (non-availability) does not mean that it is non-existent.
Rather the pot exists elsewhere. This can be connected to the
Vaidesika Siitra ‘nasti ghato gehe iti gehasamsargapratisedhas’’
— the presence of the pot on the said locus is negated, not the pot
itself.

In the Siitra ‘pratyayasya lukslulupah®™®, Nagesa in his Uddyota
says that Patanjali’s intention is that the terms luk, s/uz and lup stand
for pratyayabhava — absence of pratyaya. Here, it may be argued in
favour of the Naiyayika stand, that Abhava being a separate
padartha, can be given a samjia, in the same manner as the rest of

the 6 padarthas are endowed with samjna.

5.3.6. Paspasahnikam
a.) astyaprayukta’

In the very first chapter of Mahabhasyam, called ‘Paspasahnikam’,
in the Vartika ‘astyaprayuktas’, Katyayana feels that there are
words which are not in use although existent (formed according to
grammatical rules) viz., isa, tera, cakra, peca etc. In the previous

context of deciding the sadhutva of words, bhasyakara had

27V,S.9-1-10
28pS1-1-61
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established that it depends on usage. Therefore, it implies that those

words which are not in usage cannot be correct.

The phrase ‘astyaprayuktas’ is self-contradictory. To say that there
are words, but not in usage, for, if they are existent, they cannot have
fallen out of use, and if they have fallen out of use, they cannot exist.
Then, it is argued that there is no contradiction: the words exist
theoretically since they are formed from the rules of Vyakarana, but
are not in use since they are not used in the world. Further, the sense
which the words sisa etc are supposed to express are denoted by other

phrases. For example:

iLsa — kva yityam usitah

cakra — kva yiuyam krtavantah
tera — kva yiyam tirnah

peca — kva yiyam paktavantak

But still, a one-word substitute is not shown here, as all are phrases.
Yet, such words do not become non-existent — they should be treated
like the dirghasatras, yagas which are of a hundred- or thousand-
day duration. Although they are not performed now-a-days, since
they are there in Veda, the authors of Kalpasastra (yajriikas),
following Veda, recorded the same. Moreover, certain words that are
out of use here may be current in another region. Effort must be put
to find out such usages before labelling such words as asadhu. At
this point, Patafijali describes the amazing scope of word usage. The
earth with its seven continents, three worlds, four Vedas with their
angas and Upanisads of manifold varieties, Yajurveda with 101

branches, Samaveda with 1000 branches, Rgveda with 21 branches,
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Atharvaveda with nine branches, Vakovakyam?®, Itihasa, Puranas
and works on Medicine etc. Without knowing all this, it is but too
bold to say ‘santyaprayuktah’. More illustrations are given in

support of words and their varied usages —

e The root ‘sav’ is used in the sense of ‘to go’ in Kamboja, as
in ‘Savati’, while elsewhere in Aryavarta, it is used only in the
meaning of a dead body.

e The roots ‘hamm’ and ‘ramh’ are used in Saurastra and
middle-east regions, while Aryas use ‘gam’.

e And the very words usa, tera, cakra, peca etc., are found in

the Rgveda —

‘saptasye revatirevadisal yadvo revati revatyam tamisal yanme

narah srutyam brahma cakra?/

yatrda nascakra jarasam taninam®*/’

From the above discussion, we can glean the concept that Abhava
cannot be considered independently, at the level of vyavahara. It
always presupposes existence (Bhava). In fact, Abhava of a word in
a certain place expects the existence of the word in another place?*,
Thus, Abhava can be defined only w.r.t the limiting factors like
place, object, time etc. Atyantabhava (absolute non-existence) is

unknowable.

239 vakovakyam is a section of a text (verse form) in the format of a conversation or dialogue.
In fact, there is an auxiliary text of the Yajurveda itself called ‘vakovakyam’. One example of
such a verse is from the Hanumannatakam — ‘re re vanara ko bhavan ahamare
tvatsanuhantahave...’

20R.V.1/165/11

1 R.V.1/89/9

22 Even in Paniniya and Bhdsya, there are different usages of words outside the usual norm —
as in, ‘tasya vyakhyana (vyakhyanam) iti ca vyakhyatavyanamnah’ in P.S.4-3-66; in ‘bhiite’ —
P.S.3-2-84, ‘ko 'sau anumanah’
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b.) asandeha/

In the context of elaborating on the 5 main prayojanas of Vyakarana
Sastra, Kaiyata explains - asandeha’ (absence of doubt), does not
mean Pradhvamsabhava (doubt that existed and then is destroyed
due to the knowledge of Vyakarana); it means Pragabhava (prior
non-existence of doubt)?*3. Here Nage$a explains, that the pratyaya
‘an’ which is enjoined by the Siitra ‘tadadhite tadveda’ to form the
word ‘vaiyakaran@’, is to be understood only to denote ‘vedanartha’
(one who knows); not ‘adhyayanartha’ (one who studies). So, if a
scholar of Vyakarana has some doubt in a particular topic, he is to

be considered as an ‘avaiyakarana’ in that aspect®*.

5.4. DISCUSSIONS ON ABHAVA IN LATER TEXTS

Bhattoji Diksita, who was one of the foremost among later
Vaiyakaranas, was strong in his opinion that wuttarapadartha-
pradhanya is to be upheld in a nai-tatpurusa samasa. This can be
understood from his conviction in all his works, like the

Sabdakaustubha, Praudhamanorama and Siddhantakarika.

‘nanvevam  nantatpurusasya  uttarapadarthapradhanyamityadi
bhajyeranniti cenna, purvapadadyotyam prati pradhanyamiti

tadarthat/’ - Sabdakaustubha;

23 ‘sandehasya pragabhavo 'tra drastavyo na tu pradhvamsabhavah / nahi vaiyakaranasya

samsaya utpadya vinasyati, itarasyaiva tu tadutpadat / - M.Bh. Paspasahnikam — Pradipa
244 asya tvadhitavyakaranasydpi kvacit sandehah, sa
tadvisayakavaiyakaranatvabhavavaneva, vedanarthe hi tatra pratyayah’ /- M.Bh.
Paspasahnikam — Uddyota
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‘tattu  yathayatham arthikartham abhipretya katharnicinneyam/
sarvathda’pi  nansamdasasyottarapadapradhanyam  bhasyoktam

nanyathayitavyam/’ - Praudhamanorama;

Haridiksita, in his commentary on the above statement clarifies

further -

‘aropitatvabodhottaram prakaranaditatparyagrahakavasan

manasastadarthabodhah iti bhavah/’ - Sabdaratna.

The Siddhanta-karika of Bhattoji Diksita reiterates the theory of
bhasyakara, that in a naf-tatpurusa, there is uttarapadartha-
pradhanya, wherein the nai particle acts as a dyotaka, illuminating
the meaning ‘aropitatva’ in the principal word, and due to which
sarvanama-samjnia s achieved, without which words such as asak
will not be formed, like atisarva?*®. A discussion that finds place in
the Vacaspatyam, also supports uttarapadarthapradhanya - In the
sentences ‘atvam bhavasi’, ‘anaham bhavami’ etc., if Abhava is
taken as the visesya, then according to the P.S. ‘yusmadyupapade
samanadhikarane sthaninyapi madhyamah’, the sentence would be

improper.

It is also clearly stated that Abhava is the principal meaning of
nafi**, although other 5 related meanings which are mentioned in
the verse ‘tatsadrsyamabhavasca...’ are also to be considered based
on the context. The Sabdacintamani reiterates this fact — ‘abhava eva
nario mukhyarthah’. The following are the examples of the six

enlisted by Kaundabhatta in his Bhiisanasara:

o sadrsyam - abrahmanah

5 nafisamase caparasya pradhanydt sarvanamata/

aropitatvam nafdyotyam na hyaso ‘pyatisarvavat// -S.Ka.40

26 abhdavo va tadartho ’stu bhasyasya hi tadasayat! -S.Ka.41
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® abhava — apapam

e anyatvam - anasvah

e alpatvam — anudara kanya

® aprasastyam — apasavo va nye go 'svebhyah

¢ virodha - adharmah

In the Laghumanjiisa, Nagesa says, that in a sentence like ‘gharo
nasti’, nai is a vacaka, while in the samasa ‘agharah’ or even in
‘nanuyajesy’, it acts as a dyotaka. It illuminates the secondary
meaning of ‘a@ropitatvam’ as discussed earlier. When nafi is not
in a compounded state, then its meaning is only Abhava.?*’ He
goes into a detailed discussion about nafiartha bringing in the
theories of the Mimamsakas and the Naiyayikas, in the chapter

‘nipatarthanirtipanam’.

Even in the Paribhasendusekhara, during the discussion of the
Paribhasa ‘nafiivayuktamanyasadrsadhikarane
tathahyarthavagatih’,  NageSa  says, that ‘fatsadrsye
tadbhinnatvam’ as applied in worldly usages like abrahmana to
mean a person who is similar to a brahmana at the same time
different, like a ksatriya, is also applied in Sastra, in Sitras like
‘bhrsadibhyo bhuvyacveh’, where acvih means something that is
like a cvyanta at the same time different from it. He also quotes
the Bhasyakara, ‘na hi abrahmanamanayetyukte lostamaniya
Krti bhavati’.

247 asamaste tvabhdvo naiiarthah - Nafiarthanirnayah, Laghumanjiisa
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The Medini-kosa as quoted in the Sabdakalpadruma?*®, goes on
to include two other meanings for naf, in place of aprasastyam

— ‘naniabhave nisedhe ca svaruparthe pyatikrame/
isadarthe ca sadysye tadviruddhatadanyayoh//”

Thus, the concept of Abhava finds its application in various
forms in different texts of Vyakarana Sastra — the four types
given by the Naiyayikas, Pratisedha and Paryudasa, the six
meanings of the particle nafi. However, at the metaphysical level,
Bhartrhari dismisses Abhava, as according to Vedanta, Bhava or

Brahman is the sole truth.

248pg. 818, Vol.2.
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Chapter 6: CONCLUSION

The preceding chapters dealt with the delineation of the concept of
Abhava at various levels, across the Astika Darsanas, such as
Vaisesika, Nyaya, Piirva Mimamsa, Advaita Vedanta, Dvaita
Vedanta, Sankhya, Yoga and Vyakarana, and Bauddha Dar$ana
which is Nastika (came in the form of Parvapaksa for the

Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas and Vedantins).

6.1. SSIDDHANTAS ON ABHAVA

Following are the Siddhantas on Abhava put forth by each system
of philosophy:

6.1.1. Vaisesika —

All objects of knowledge can be broadly classified into sat and asat.
The sat-padarthas can be divided into six categories beginning with
Dravya etc. Asat is of four kinds — Pragabhava, Pradhvamsabhava,
Anyonyabhava and Atyantabhava. Atyantabhava is absolute non-
existence, like that of ‘absence of color in air’. The earliest known
commentator, Prasastapada, states that Anumana is the means of
cognition of Abhava, but some later commentators try to establish

the Pramana as Pratyaksa.
6.1.2. Nyaya —

All objects of knowledge are classified into seven Padarthas from
Dravya..., to Abhava. The four-fold classification continues, with
further divisions coming out of the differences in opinion among

various Naiyayikas. Abhava is broadly divided into two -
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Samsargabhava and Anyonyabhava. The former is again said to be
of three kinds - Pragabhava, Pradhvamsabhava and Atyantabhava.
This move is to establish that all the three are strictly relational
absences only, and there is no scope to explain Atyantabhava
especially, as absolute non-existence. This way, an instance like
‘bhitale ghato nasti’ is also to be considered as Atyantabhava.
Predominantly Pratyaksa and according to some Naiyayikas,
Anumana, are the means of cognition of Abhava. There is a
remarkable elevation in the position of Abhava and as a topic of
incessant discussion, intensified by Navya-Naiyayikas, in their
mission to defend their theories on Abhava from Bauddha attacks.
Through this period, we also see Abhava transition from being an
entity of ontological importance to that of logical and linguistic
importance, mainly due to the development of the terse Navya-
Nyaya language. The Dvaita school of Vedanta, in accordance with
their notion of atyantabheda, follow the Nyaya theories, as far as

Abhava 1s concerned.
6.1.3. Plirva Mimamsa —

Here, there is a marked difference of opinion among the Bhattas and
Prabhakaras. For the latter, Abhava is just ‘adhikaranasvaripa’
(mere locus), and does not qualify to be an entity. The
Visistadvaitins follow the Prabhakaras. Whereas, for the Bhattas,
Abhava is very much an entity (vastu), and a separate means of
cognition, Anupalabdhi, is required to cognize this vastu. Kumarila
also explains the need for such an understanding, towards the proper

application of Vedavakyas and performance of rituals.

6.1.4. Advaita Vedanta —
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Though by the dictum ‘vyavahare bhattanayahk’, in worldly matters,
Advaita follows the theories set forth by Bhatta Mimamsa, in
Paramarthika stage, they consider Abhava as tuccha (unreal and
insignificant). The real ultimate truth is Bhava, or Brahman, which
is pure existence. There is no place given for Abhava as a
metaphysical entity. It is quite interesting to note, that Abhava itself
Is denied, as if it is accepted, then that would also be an existent
entity, and that would entail it to be included under Bhava/Satta
(existence), which is self-contradictory. Whatever is absolutely non-
existent, like vandhyaputra or sasasrnga is unreal and not an eligible

subject for discussion.
6.1.5. Sankhya and Yoga —

As everything is considered existent (only sat and no asat), Abhava
Is not an object of knowledge. The only way they come close to the
idea, is by enumerating the causes of non-perception (Anupalabdhi)
of existent things. However, this Anupalabdhi is different from the
Pramana discussed by the Bhatta-Mimamsakas. In Yoga too, the
idea of Abhava comes into use, to explain two vritis — Vikalpa and

Nidra. Apart from that, there is no further discussion on it.

6.2. OBSERVATIONS

6.2.1. Observations of similarities and dissimilarities between the
Darsanas:
1. Advaita and Nyaya — consider existence and non-existence in

terms of reality and unreality, if we compare the
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Sankarabhasyam on ‘ndsato vidyate’ (Bh.G.) and the

Nyayavartikam.

2. Nyaya and Mimamsa — Both the Nyayavartika-tatparyatika
and Slokavartikam divide the Pramanas on the basis of Bhava
and Abhava. Vacaspati Misra’s statement gives strength to the

Bhatta’s theory of sixth Pramana -Anupalabdhi.

3. It is universally accepted across Darsanas, that Abhava is
revealed through Bhava / asat revealed through sat. This
could also be interpreted as unmanifest revealed by manifest,

which is its effect.

4. Nyaya and Advaita - The discussion and analysis of Abhava
was quite minimal in Pracina Nyaya until after Udayana, who
has said - ‘the categories of non-being are to be mentioned
only for treatment’s sake, and this is very much achieved by
the treatment of the locus of their opposites (Pratiyogi)’.
Naiyayikas hold that every experience has its counterpart in
the external world. Thus, when we say, ‘absence of a pot on
the ground’, the non-existence of the pot should have an
objective reality, unlike the ‘hare’s horn’ or ‘sky-flower’
which are unreal. This is in contrast to the understanding of

what is real and unreal by Advaita.

5. Nyaya/VaiSesika/Vyakarana - ldea of Atyantabhava in
VaiSesika as presented by Sridhara is more akin to the

Vaiyakarana understanding. However, there is no common
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definition of it followed standardly by the Naiyayikas, who

define it variously on a contextual basis.

. Nyaya-Vaisesika/ Mimamsa - As a metaphysical entity,
Abhava is elevated by the Naiyayikas and some Vaisesikas
alone, as the key to nikisreyasa or the ultimate requirement
(‘paramapurusarthasvariipa’ — as described by Sayana
Madhava). Even the Mimamsakas consider Nisedhas in
Vedavakyas as equally contributing to Purusartha, on a par
with Vidhis.

. Nyaya and Vaisesika - Although the later Nyaya-Vaisesika
texts vociferously uphold that negation is known through
Pratyaksa Pramana, the cause of cognition given by Kanada
and Prasastapada, and the Nyaya Sutra-Bhasya lean towards
that explained by Kumarila in the Slokavartikam, that it is a
mental process, involving sensory perception of the locus of
the negation and recollection of the Pratiyogi. It is
noteworthy, that Prasastapada puts it under Anumana, which
is also permitted by Gautama and early Naiyayikas, the
VaisSesikas accepting only two Pramanas, the other one being
Pratyaksa.

. Nyaya/Dvaita-Advaita - The necessity of Abhava for the
Naiyayikas as a metaphysical concept was twofold, arising a)
from the fundamental assumption that Moksa is negative, b)

from its doctrine of Asatkaryavada. Dvaita Vedanta, which
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follows their perspective of atyantabheda, also gives the same
position. However, Advaita Vedanta considers only Bhava as

qualified for metaphysical discussion and dismisses Abhava.

9. Aswe progress from Dvaita through Visistadvaita to Advaita,
we can see the gradual diminution of the metaphysical
importance of Abhava, which is nothing but the fallout of their

respective views on reality.

10. Vaisesika allows only ‘vartamanadharma’, to be a positive
predicate. Mrttika may be said to be an adhara of ghara, only
after its production and before its destruction. This allows the
prior and posterior states to be negatively predicated. But in
other Darsanas like Sankhya and Bhatta Mimamsa, the
perspective changes, seeing being and non-being to be
properties (dharma) alone, the sat-vastu considered ever-

existent.

11.Unlike Sankhya and Yoga, Nyaya and Vaisesika do not accept
the doctrine of unity of matter, and is in fact an advocate of
absolute difference (atyantabheda) between any two things,
which necessitates an understanding of Anyonyabhava.

12.The Bauddhas and the Naiyayikas based their argument on the
paramount importance of Abhava, but differ on the aspect of

impermanence and complete destruction.
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13.Both the Naiyayika as well as the Mimamsaka admit that there
occurs sense contact with the absence, and the non-cognition
of the object, which is the Pratiyogi. They differ on the basis
of primary causality, whether it is sense contact leading to a
perceptual cognition (for the Naiyayikas) or it is non-
perceptual cognition through Anupalabdhi or inference, the
sense organ being preoccupied with the cognition of the locus

of absence (for the Mimamsakas).

14.Although in Vedanta it is said that the unreal never has an
existence, only the real being existent; as also that the world
of objects is unreal (mithya), then it would follow that
Vedanta considers the world to be non-existent which is
almost what the Bauddhas posited. But that is not the case, as
here, what is meant by existence is permanence — and non-

existence is transience.

15.1t may be observed that the Sankhya Karika itself does not
explicitly mention the reasons for Anupalabdhi of non-
existent things, and it may be assumed that the later
commentators, with a vasana of other Sastras like Nyaya,
included the four additional reasons for cognising
Pragabhava etc. As the Sankhya system considers nothing
non-existent, these additional reasons do seem to be

unnecessary in their scheme of things.
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16.Since only Pratyaksa, Anumana and Sabda Pramana are
accepted in Sankhya Dar$ana, an effort is made by Vacaspati
Misra to reject the Bhattas® Anupalabdhi Pramana, and bring
it under the fold of Pratyaksa itself.

17.In the Vedas, the word asat denotes various meanings —
falsity, untruth, unreality, unmanifest, non-existence etc.

While sat signifies existence, manifest, truth, reality etc.

18.Bhartrhari, being a follower of Advaita, speaks mostly from
the Paramarthika standpoint on the nature of Bhava and
Abhava, in Sambandha Samuddesa. At that level, what 1S
meant by both the terms cannot be equated with their meaning
in the Vyavaharika level, which is what is the subject of
discussion for the Naiyayikas and others. In Paramartha,
Bhava refers to existence that is eternal in the form of the Sarta
of all beings, which is ultimately Brahman alone. And Abhava
refers only to absolutely non-existent unreal entities like
sasasrnga. Therefore, both are completely unconnected, and
cannot be said to be mutually expectant, as this Abhava has
no Pratiyogi, nor does the Bhava have a prior or posterior
absence. The four-fold classification is also irrelevant to such
an Abhava.

19.The idea expressed by Kumarila in the Abhavapariccheda of
Slokavartikam, that existence and non-existence are the
attributes of every object, is found to be applied in the Bhdasya

of ‘acah parasmin purvavidhau’, where the verb is not
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specified, both ‘santi and na santi...” can be assumed, and
also by Bhartrhari in the course of analysing the word
‘abrahmana’, when he says, that the word brahmana is itself
capable of denoting both padartha and nivrtta-padartha, the

nan as a dyotaka, only illuminating the latter.

20.The unanimous opinion on nafartha is for Abhava as the

6.2.2.

primary meaning (Sakyartha), while the others like
tadanyatva, virodha etc., are understood through laksana.
Paryudasa is nothing but bheda or tadanyatva, while
Pratisedha ascertains the prior existence of an injunction
(prasajya) that is negated. A prohibition operates only after
the establishment of that action. It comes into effect only w.r.t
a person who is so impelled, and deters him from the act, by

pronouncing the undesirable consequences of such an action.

Observations of Differences in terminology -

In Vaisesika and Nyaya, the words asat and Abhava are used
inter-changeably.

It is noteworthy that in the entire section on Abhava in the
Slokavartikam, the word ‘Anupalabdhi’ is not used, instead
Abhava only is used to mean both Prameya and Pramana.

In Vedanta, negation is generally addressed by the words asat,
tuccha, nirupakhya, altka, etc. We observe that ‘asat’ in the
context of ‘asad va idam agra asit’, is interpreted as the
unmanifest Brahman, while ‘sat’ is the world of

manifestation. This asat is different from atyantasat —
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absolutely unreal, i.e., sky-flower and so on. Therefore, the
word asat can be understood not only as Abhava, but also as

unreal, unmanifest etc., depending on the context of its usage.

Reason behind the controversial theories of Naiyayikas and
Bauddhas —

Although the Naiyayikas uphold Asatkaryavada, which only
means the non-existence of effect in the cause prior to its
production, it does not mean that the sprout is born resulting
in the destruction of the seed. Gautama is very clear when he
says, ‘na, vinastebhyo ‘anispatteh’ and
‘kramanirdesadapratisedha’. Only the previous arrangement
of the components of the seed is destroyed, upon the re-
arrangement of the same components to produce a sprout. It
was the Bauddhas who exaggerated the idea to mean that

existence comes out of non-existence.

For the Naiyayikas, intellectual analysis presupposes the
existence of an object of the intellect, and it cannot be false
because false entities are not objects of the intellect, viz.,
hare’s horn; this is opposed to the Vaiyakarana stand. As a
Pratiyogt is required to talk about any absence as real, then in
the case of hare’s horn, since there is no such Pratiyogi in
reality, the only way out is by denying the inherence of the
horn in the hare or the horn being part of the hare’s body, as
then it would be possible to show a Pratiyogi. The common
negation called ‘relational negation’ in Nyaya terminology

does not bring out natural opposition between two things;
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unless a different type of negation which cancels the very
reality of its counter-positive is admitted, a satisfactory
account of the denial of the non-existent cannot be given.
Non-existence for Nyaya is only relational and not absolute or

metaphysical. There is no such thing as utter non-existence.

In truth, the intention of the Vijiianavadins behind their theory
that there is no external reality and that it is all false, is the
same as that found in Vedanta, where the entire world of
objects is declared to be false, Brahman alone being real. But
the logic they use, is rejected by various Astika Darsanas as
untenable, as also the reason that they do not admit the
authority of the Veda. The Buddha, being more concerned
with the alleviation of misery, and disengaging men from their
attachments, had set aside discussions on the nature of the self
and its existence/non-existence, considering such reflections
to be in vain and rather engaging the mind in an unwise chain

of thoughts.

CONCLUSIONS

Upon careful analysis and evaluation of how each system of

philosophy has approached and presented their own perspective of

the idea of negation, the observations lead to certain findings and

conclusions which are laid forth now.

Atyantabhava -

Not all forms of negation are real. Only those, the Pratiyogis of

which are real and are a possible object of cognition, are real
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negations. Negations in judgements such as, ‘air has no colour’, and

‘there is no sky-flower’, are not real.
Anyonyabhava -

Difference can hold true of reality, only if it is a positive entity.
Otherwise, in ‘the cow is not an elephant’, the identity of elephant
and cow being negated, this identity becomes the Pratiyogt, and as
explained before, for the negation to be considered real, its
counterpart also should be real, and in this case, the identity of cow
and elephant is actually not possible. Therefore, as ‘prthaktva’ or

‘bheda’, it should be seen as a positive entity, to be considered real.

In the cognition of Bhava and Abhava, we always have the touch of
the other. Neither can we have a definite notion of positive existence
without a hidden idea of the absence of everything else, nor is the
cognition of negation possible, without a notion of the counter-entity
itself.

The multiple ways in which the concept of Abhava comes into
picture in Vyakarana, affirms our hypothesis that the seemingly
contradictory perspectives and theories put forth by the various
Darsanas, are in fact, reconcilable, if seen through the lens of
Vyavaharika and Paramarthika satyam. As has been established at
the beginning of this chapter, Panini constructed a model of
Vyakarana keeping Vyavahara in mind, thereby applying Abhava
subscribing to the ideas of the Naiyayikas and Mimamsakas,
pertaining to Sastra, while, Patafijali and later Bhartrhari took it
forward as a Darsana, where paramartha is emphasised in the
understanding of Abhava, along the lines of the Sankhyas and
Advaita-Vedantins.
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The arguments put forth by various Indian systems of philosophy on
this matter are not altogether conflicting. The root of the differences
in opinion on Abhava is rightly shown to be the varied notions on
reality, which have been defined variously by the Darsanas, in

keeping with their core principles.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

GLOSSARY OF KEY TERMS

Abhava — Non-existence, Absence, Negation, VVoid, Non-
entity, Non-being, Nothingness.

Anupalabdhi — Non-perception, Absence

Anuyogi — A term that signifies a relation, Subjunct, First

term, Correlate

Anyonyabhava — Mutual non-existence, Relative difference
Asat — Unreal, Unmanifest, Non-existent, False,
Transient

Asatkaryavada — The theory upheld by the Vaisesikas and the

Naiyayikas that an effect is non-existent in its cause before its production.
Atyantabhava — Absolute non-existence, Absence of an object

conditioned by space and time.

Bhava — Existence, Existent entity, Creation, Created
object

Buddhisatta — Object of the intellect, Abstract entity, Virtual
existence.

Pradhvamsabhava — Non-existence in consequence of annihilation,

Destruction, Posterior absence.
Pragabhava — Non-existence of an object before its

production, Prior absence, Antecedent non-existence.

Pratiyogi — A term that signifies a relation, Object
depending upon the other (anuyogi), Adjunct, Counter-positive, Counter-
correlate.

Samsargabhava — Absence of any kind of relation or connection,

as in space or time, Relational non-existence

Sat — Existence, Truth, Real, Reality, Permanent,
Eternal
Satkaryavada — Theory upheld by the Sankhyas, which asserts

that the effect exists in its cause prior to its production

7

Stinyavada — Bauddha theory of absolute non-existence of

the external world.



17. Tuccha — Vedantic term for Abhava, False, Futile,
Insignificant
18. Vijianavada — Bauddha theory that asserts that there is no

external reality, and everything is virtual.

19. Vikalpa — Term from YogadarSana that refers to an
abstract concept which has no external being, but has the potential to be
cognized and signified by Word; similar to Bauddhartha/Buddhisatta.

20. Vivartavada — Vedantic theory of causation which speaks of
the created world being an apparent transformation or modification of the

Supreme Brahman.
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Concept of Abhava across Darsanas: Application in Vyakarana
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