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Abstract  

Abhāva as a Category : Some Philosophical Problems 

 

Negation or absence has been taken as a category in Nyāya-Vaiśeşika 

Philosophy on account of the fact that each and every individual has an 

awareness of absence. Hence there is no doubt regarding the existence of 

negation as is directly experienced by us. According to Nyāya, the absence is 

known through perception; the Buddhists believe that is is known through 

inference and the advaita Vedānta thinks that it is known only through a distinct 

means of Knowing called Anupalabdhi. A category is called padārtha according 

to Nyāya-Vaiśeşika Philosophers. In this context the term padārtha means the 

meaning of a word (padasya arthah padārthah). In this context a point is to be 

noted that the knowledge of absentee (pratiyogī) presupposes the cognition of 

absence (Pratiyogijñānasāpekşam abhāvajñānam). This negative fact is known 

through a separate source of knowing called anupalabdhi. The Advaita 

Vedentins have justified their position in admitting anupalabdhi as a means of 

knowing, which will follow soon. The Naiyāyikas hold that non-existence is 

cognized through perception while the Buddhists think that it is cognized 

through inference. According to Vedānta-Paribhāşā by Dharmarāja 

Adhvarīndra, the means of valid cognition as anupalabdhi is the extra-ordinary 

cause of the apprehension of non-existence which in not caused by the 

instrumentality of cognition (jñānākaraņaka). In other words, anupaladhi is an 

uncommon cause of the right awareness of absence (abhāvānubhavāsādhā-
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raņakāraņa) which is not caused through the instrumentality of other 

knowledge.  

According to Kumārila, the absence of an object in a particular locus is 

not identical with the locus itself (adhikaraņasvarūpa). It is something more 

than the mere locus (adhişţhānātriktam tattvam). Thus the positive (bhāva) and 

absence (abhāva) are two different aspects, but not identical. i.e., one is not 

reducible to other. The positive entities are known through positive means of 

knowing while negative ones are apprehended though anupalabdhi. Had positive 

objects been apprehended through abhāva, all the objects would have been 

known by this, which is not possible.
18

 In each and every positive object there is 

the existence of positive one.  

The category of absence (abhāva) has been taken as the object of negative 

cognition (nāsty buddhi). Now, since there are different forms of negative 

cognition, defferent types of absence have been admitted and described. The 

Naiyāyikas belive that there are two fundamental forms of negative cognition: (i) 

A is not B and (ii) A is not in B. Adhering to these forms they admit two kinds 

of absence (abhāva) namely, anyonyābhāva or mutual absence of reciprocal 

absence as the object of the first form of cognition, and samsargābhāva or 

relational absence as the object of the second form of cognition. It is so called 

because an entity remains on some locus just as a jar is not on the ground. In this 

case a relation has been established between a jar and ground, which leads the 

Naiyāyikas to describe it as relational absence or samsargābhāva. The latter kind 

is subdivided into three kinds: prāgabhāva or prior absence, dhvamsābhāva or 
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annihilative absence and atyantābhava or constant absence or ansolute absence. 

Thus we get ultimately four kinds of absence.  

Though abhāva or absence should admitted as an entity belonging to the 

category of real due to various reasons as mentioned above yet some of the 

difficulties concerning absence cannot be ignored. These difficulties are as 

follows. First, no proper definition of  abhāva has been formulated by the 

Nyāya-Vaiśeşika school. The simple definition- ‘bhāvabhinnatvam abhāvatvam’ 

(an absence is something which is different from the positive entities) does not 

serve the purpose of pointing out the nature of absence. Moreover, this definition 

involves the defect of mutual dependence or anyonyāśraya on account of the fact 

that the knowledge of absence depends on the concept of bhāva and the vice-

versa. Secondly, the absolute absence (atyantābhāva) involves so many 

problems if we understand the same way it has been defined and instantiated. 

The absence which remains during three times, i.e., past, present and future, is 

called atyantābhāva or absolute absence. (‘traikālika-samsargavāchhinna-

pratiyogitākah abhāvah atyantābhāvah’). The example which has been given in 

not all convincing. The example is- ‘There is no jar on the ground’ (bhūtale 

ghato nāsty). If this example is taken for granted, there will be no distinction 

between temporal absence (sāmayikābhāva) and absolute absence 

(atyantābhāva). Thirdly, it is very difficult to understand or rather artificial to 

understand absence through perception through the contact called viśeşaņa-

viśeşya-bhāva (qualifier-qualificant relationship). We normally feel that the 

ground possesses the absence of a jar (bhūtale ghato nāsti), but the relation 
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between qualifier and qualificand (viśeşaņa-viśeşya-bhāva) is artificially 

constructed, as if, to accommodate this peculiar relation. Fourthly, the 

Prabhākara school of the Mīmāmsakas admit that the absence is nothing but the 

locus of it (adhikaraņa-svarūpa). This view is very difficult to accept on account 

of the fact that the locus of absence, i.e., ground in the example- ‘There is no jar 

on the ground’, (which is called anuyogin) is completely distinct from the 

absence of the object i.e., jar called pratiyogin. It is not possible to know the 

bareness (kaivalya) of locus without the admission of an absence. Lastly, the 

concept of double negation in Indian logic creates some confusion. Does ‘the 

absence of absence’ amounts to some ‘presence’ of the counter-positive or to 

some additional absence? There is a controversy among the Naiyāyikas 

themselves regarding the issue. The older school think that ‘the absence of 

absence’ of a positive entity amounts to positive entity alone. To them to admit a 

fresh absence gives rise to infinite regress (anavasthā). If the absence of absence 

is taken as a fresh absence, the fresh absence will have an absence, which will 

again be taken as another fresh absence leading to the defect of anavastha or 

infinite regress. In order to avoid it the older school prefers to admit the absence 

of absence as a positive entity which is nothing but the counter-positive. The 

later school of Nyāya believes that the absence of absence is always an absence. 

There is no evidence that the third absence is a new absence. 
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Chapter-I 

INTRODUCTION 

In Indian tradition philosophy is called „darśana‟, which literary means 

„seeing‟ originated from the root dŗś. i.e. to see. Mere „seeing with the gross eye‟ is 

not darśana. When an object is looked into under certain circumstances, it is not 

darśana in the true sense of the term. Something seen in the initial level cannot be 

confirmed due to the fact that there might be mistake leading to an illusory 

perception. Hence at this stage there is no confirmation of truth of the cognition of 

an object already seen. Hence, for the sake of confirmation there is a need for 

viewing something subsequently which is called critical observation. If a theory is 

proposed, one should critically ponder (manana) over the theory. This „critical 

thinking‟ is the identifying mark of darśana. This „seeing‟ may either be 

perceptual observation or intuitive experience. The phenomenon which is not 

realized through ordinary means of cognition may be intuitively realized or 

intuitively seen, which is also called darśana. Seeing by any means is darśana. 

 In our Indian tradition there are certain means of argumentation which is 

nothing but the exchange of views in favour of certain thesis. For this one should 

undertake such exchange of ideas in which an individual belonging to a particular 

school should argue against certain standpoint taken by the opponents. In order to 

arrive at a certain conclusion one adopts the method of argumentation called vāda. 
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In Indian logic three types of argumentation or debate have been taken into 

account. They are vāda, jalpa and vitandā. A vāda is a form of debate where the 

determination of truth gets priority than satisfaction of individual ego. The Vāda 

has been accepted by each and every system of thought in India for determining 

tattva (i.e., thatness). For having tattvajňāna i.e. the knowledge of real nature of an 

object vāda nature of debate is essential. If someone does not a least method of 

knowing the true essence of an object, he cannot be brought under vāda debater,
1
 

because, this type of debate is most honourable in Indian logic. Moreover, vāda is 

an open-ended concept and no philosophical conclusion is final but ad hoc. What 

is true today may be falsified by others in near or remote future. That is why; each 

and every theory is ended with the term vāda like satkāryavada, śūnyavada, 

yadŗchhāvāda etc. 

The right cognition of the categories like „pramāņa‟, („means of knowing‟) „vāda‟ 

(„debate to arrive at truth without any desire to get victory over the opponent‟), 

„jalpa‟ (argumentation for achieving victory, but not truth), „vitandā‟ (argument 

only to refute others views without substantiating one‟s own), „chala‟ („adopting 

tricks in argumentation‟, „hetvābhāsa‟ (fallacy of arguments‟)  etc leads to the 

former while the right cognition of the „objects to be known‟ („prameya‟) leads to 

the latter. In a debate between an opponent (pūrvapakşa) and a proponent 

(uttarapakşa) the determination of truth which is called technically vāda is the 
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main objective of the Naiyāyikas leaving the question of victory aside. In the vāda 

type of debate there should be the adoption of one of the two opposing sides 

(pakşa-pratipakşa-parigraha), which is defended by pramāņa and tarka 

(pramāņa-tarka-sādhanopalambha) and which is not opposed to the established 

tenets (siddhāntābirudhha). If the desire of victory prevails in debate, and 

determination of truth is bypassed, it is called jalpa, which is not taken as an ideal 

pattern of forwarding argument in a philosophical debate. If some one refutes the 

opponent‟s view only without forwarding his own, it is called vitandā, which is not 

honoured as a better philosophical method.
2
 

After considering this method in view the Pūrvapakşa‟s account regarding the 

concepts of valid cognition (pramā), means of knowing (pramāņa), different forms 

of pramāņas, the theory of perception, inference, comparison, verbal testimony, 

presumption (arthāpatti) and non-cognition (anupalabdhi) etc. are taken into 

account.  

Among the pramāņas perception (pratykşa) is called „eldest among the pramāņas‟ 

(pramāņa-jyeşţha) on account of the fact that perception is the main pillar in other 

forms of pramāņas. In the case of inference the perception of hetu and vyāpti, in 

comparison the perception of similarity, in testimonial cognition the perceptual 

cognition of word and the perception of known fact in case of presumption are 

essential. That is why; perception is mentioned at the very outset.   
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 Negation or absence has been taken as a category in Nyāya-Vaiśeşika 

philosophy on account of the fact that each and every individual has an awareness 

of absence. Hence there is no doubt regarding the existence of negation as it is 

directly experienced by us. But philosophers vary in their opinion regarding the 

characteristic features of negation.  The nature of abhāva or the interpretation of 

abhāva differs from one system to another due to their different ontological 

presuppositions. These presuppositions have also a distinct role in determining the 

means of knowing the negative fact. According to Nyāya, the absence is known 

through perception; the Buddhists believe that it is known through inference and 

the Advaita Vedānta thinks that it is known only through a distinct means of 

knowing called Anupalabdhi.  

 Let us try to understand the significance of describing abhāva as a „negative 

fact‟. It may sound something problematic to us when the term „negative‟ is 

conjoined with „fact‟, because the latter always refers to positive entity. In other 

words, the reality or fact is to be understood in terms of positive judgment. But in 

the case of negative judgment there is no reality or fact reflected in it.  The 

expression – „bhūtale ghaţo nāsti‟ („There is no jar on the ground‟), we do not find 

any corresponding object on the ground as the absence of a jar. Hence, the term 

„negative fact‟ may seem to be a problematic in understanding.  
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 In reply, it may be argued that just as the positive object corresponds to 

some existent entity, the negative object also refers to the same. A negative entity 

provides an appropriate object for a negative judgment. When there is feeling of 

absence (viz., absence of jar, absence of near or dear ones, or lack of money etc.), 

it is an „actual feeling‟ (i.e., it is really a „feeling‟). As this is a „feeling‟, it can be 

described as a psychological state of mind. Sometimes the feeling of absence is 

more touchy or sensitive than that of a positive object. In other words, the feeling 

of pleasure which is a positive fact is not as touchy and sensitive as found in the 

case of feeling of pain (i.e., absence of pleasure). That is why; the pathos or karuņa 

rasa has been taken as best aesthetic pleasure in comparison to śŗngāra etc. It is 

told by our English poet-„Our sweetest songs are those that tell of saddest thought‟. 

Here, this negative object makes us „feel‟ in a specific situation. Hence, it is also a 

fact. For this reason the Naiyayikas and Vaiśeşikas have admitted absence 

(abhāva) as a category (padārtha), one of the real entities of the world. The 

concept of apavarga i.e., liberation is explained in the negative way as this state is 

nothing but the absolute cessation of suffering.
3
 Though they have accepted such a 

concept, they are not at all against good crops of negation. In fact, this doctrine of 

apavarga or nihśreyasa points to the fact that absence, according to these systems, 

is an ultimately real entity (padārtha). This theory is employed in order to 

highlight abhāva as a status of a category.  
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 The absence has to be admitted as an entity of the negative form of cognition 

(nāsti buddhi) which we experience occasionally.   Just as the positive entities that 

become the contents of the cognitions in the positive or affirmative forms are 

accepted as objectively real, the negative entities that are the contents of negative 

cognitions must also be taken as objectively real or facts. Each and every cognition 

without exception must possess a corresponding object. The object which is known 

must exist in the external world even if it is not known by others. The cognition of 

an object presupposes the existence of the object in the external world. The 

cognition of an object having no existence at all is an impossible phenomenon. 

Had there been no object in the external world, there would not have been the 

cognition of the same. Cognition of an object presupposes its existence. In the 

similar manner, we can say that, since we acquire negative forms of cognition, they 

must have some entities in the forms of negation or absence. From all this it has to 

be admitted that there are, in fact, negative entities in the world. In other words, as 

there is a negative fact in the world, it can give rise to its cognition. In this 

connection Hiriyanna‟s view is to be reviewed:  

 “….negative facts are as much objects of knowledge as positive ones, 

knowledge of absence is not absence of knowledge. That is, the present view 

explains negative judgments by postulating negative facts as part of objective 

reality”
4
.  
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 The Bhāttas have shown their departure from from Nyāya regarding the 

method of apprehending negation. They believe that anupalabdhi or non-cognition 

is the means of knowing or pramāņa for the cognition of a negative fact. Kumarila 

has shown his departure again on the issue of those who think that negation is a 

nonentity (avastu) and is without having any essence (nihsvabhāva). To him 

abhāva or negation is a „thing‟ just like any positive empirical entity.  Kumarila 

also believes that all cognitions must have objects which may be of positive and 

negative nature. A negative cognition has got a relation with the positive cognition. 

To them each object has a relation of double character. A particular object exists in 

its own form (i.e., a jar exists itself as a jar) and it does not exist with regard to the 

form of another object (i.e., a jar does not exist in the form of cloth).In a piece of 

jar there is always the absence of cloth. The Buddhists admit this view which is 

called apohavāda. In a jar or ghaţa there is always aghata.  They explain a 

negative fact in the light of the positive factors existing in it. They are reluctant to 

give an ontological status to abhāva.  To them the non-observation of a perceptible 

entity is the basis of a negative judgment.
5 
 

 As the Prābhākaras and the Buddhists believe in such a notion of absence, 

they do not think it proper to accept a distinct means of knowing or pramāņa called 

anupalabdhi. That is why; they admit that inference is enough to know absence. It 
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is a futile exercise to admit a separate pramāņa for knowing it.  The hetu of such 

inference is the non-perception of perceptible entity (dŗśyānupalabdhi).
6
 

 The realism of the Nyāya-Vaiśeşika in connection with the concept of 

abhāva boldly identifies it as one of the categories.  The Naiyayikas have admitted 

that absence can be perceived. In order to include it under perception they have 

invented a special type of contact called qualifier-qualificand-relationship 

(viśeşaņa- viśeşya-bhāva sannikarsa)
.7
 

 The Advaitins admit that the absence is known through the distinct means of 

knowing called anupalabdhi.
8
 The reason is that without admitting it the 

multiplicity (nānātava) of the phenomenal world cannot be accounted for. 

Brahman is associated with the absence of three different types of bhedas i.e., 

sajātīya (homogenous), vijātīya (heterogenous) and svagata (internal) is known 

through anupalabdhi. An individual can have the realization of Brahman directly 

which is called Brahmasākşātkāra with the help of śravaņa (hearing of the 

instruction of the Śāstras), manana (through reasoning) and nididhyāsana 

(meditation) are to be practiced. In the manana stage of sādhanā we generally try 

to understand what our Śāstras or authoritative treatises of Advaita Vedānta have 

to say or tell us. At the same time we try to ponder whether these theories are 

logically tenable or not. The Advaita Vedanta thinkers have tried to establish the 

basic theories of Advaita Vedanta with the help of such arguments so that a logical 
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mind is convinced. The whole Tarkapāda portion of Sankarabhāşya is devoted to 

the substantiation of the Advaita theory as to the origination of the world.
9
 The 

whole epistemology aims at in establishing the view that there is only one Reality 

which is Brahman. Consequently they establish that the entire world is nothing but 

the manifestation of Brahman. It is a common maxim with them – „Mānādhīnā 

meyasiddhi‟ i.e., the substantiation of a metaphysical entity (prameya) is dependent 

on the means of knowing (pramāna). If an individual wants to establish some 

Reality, he has to put forward some proofs in favour of it so that a logical mind can 

be convinced.  

To the Advaitins the multiplicity (nānātva) of the empirical world is illusory as it 

goes against the one Reality i.e., Brahman. In other words, Brahman is real and the 

world is illusory. An individual being is nothing but the manifestation of Brahman 

(“Brahma satyam jaganmithyā, jīvo brahmaive nāparah). The whole world is 

phenomenologically real but ultimate trancendenatally unreal. On the other hand 

Brahman is absolutely real and world is absolutely unreal. This is evident from 

their theory of perception etc. In order to show that Brahman is non-dual having 

three types of distinction the specific type of pramāņa has been admitted by them 

which is anupalabdhi. It has been accepted in order to establish the main thesis i.e., 

non-duality of this world (which is meya or prameya here). To establish this meya 

i.e., non-duality of Brahman some distinct pramāņa which is no other than 
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anupalabdhi is needed. The phenomenon of the absence of three types of bheda 

can only be ascertained through anupalabdhi. This is the metaphysical 

presupposition of the Advaitins which is accepted in admitting anupalabdhi as a 

distinct means of knowing i.e., pramāņa.  

Though the Advaita philosophers have argued in favour of anupalabdhi as a 

pramāna yet in philosophy other schools have preferred to include it under the 

purview of perception and inference for the sake of lāghava or precision, which is 

called law of parsimony. It is logically cumbersome to accept a separate pramāna 

for the explanation of the knowledge of absence. In spite of this, there is some 

logic behind the acceptance of anupalabdhi as a pramāna. Though logical 

precision or lāghava is always welcome and gaurava is taken as a defect yet it may 

happen sometimes there is no other way to admit logically cumbrous path called 

gaurava. Such cumbrousness is called virtuous cumbrousness or 

phalamukhagaurava or gaurava leading to the path of attainment of certain result. 

If anupalabdhi is not accepted as a separate means for knowing absence can never 

be explained. Hence, the Advaitins and Bhatta Mimamsakas are in favour of 

advocating anupalabdhi as a pramāna, for, to them it can never be known through 

perception or inference or any other standard pramāna due to having contact of the 

sense organ with absence and not having the cognition of a hetu. 
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Chapter-II 

               Abhāva as a Category 

 

A category is called padārtha according to Nyāya-Vaiśeşika philosophers. In this 

context the term padārtha means the meaning of  a word (padasya arthah 

padārthah).
1
 It suggests that each and every padārtha has got a corresponding 

reality in the external world. Another meaning of the term padārtha is „an object 

signified by a word‟. In fact, an entity which can be thought of (jñeya) and/or 

named (abhidheya) is called padārtha. The whole universe consists of seven 

categories like substance (dravya), quality (guņa), action (karma), universal 

(sāmānya), particular (viśeşa), inherence (samavāya) and absence (abhāva).
2
 When 

a word is uttered, it will obviously refer to certain real object. If an arrow is thrown 

outside, it must pierce an object existing in the external world 

(ekaikaśarānuviddha). The existence of abhāva is easily felt from its 

consequences, When we feel hungry, we feel the absence of food in our stomach, 

When we miss our small child in the family; we „feel‟ the absence of him. We see 

a bald-headed man, we feel his absence of hair..We seriously feel absence of 

money in our pocket particularly at the end of the month or absence of colour in 

the cloth and absence of tolerance everywhere.. From these examples we can easily 

feel absence though they are negative instances. Though absence of an object is 
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felt by us repeatedly yet some of the Vaiśeşika thinkers like Praśastapāda etc have 

not admitted abhāva as a separate category (padārtha) due to not having its 

positive character. But the other thinkers believe that the negative feeling is also a 

kind of feeling and hence abhāva has to be admitted as a separate category. 

About the positive object we have a positive attitude as opposed to the negative 

one. We feel a positive entity. That is to say, we feel the positivity of the positive 

object (sataśca sadbhāva). But so far as the negative entity is concerned, the 

phenomenon of negation without the awareness of its counter-positiive (pratiyogiī) 

is unthinkable. It may be said that sometimes the feeling of absence is more 

powerful than that of a positive object. We feel an absence of peace or happiness in 

our mind, this feeling is more powerful than the feeling of the presence of 

happiness. That is why; those who lack mental peace suffer more from mental 

diseases like depression, frustration etc, Hence a negative entity makes us „feel‟ its 

negative existence in a positive manner and in an emphatic way, which is called 

the negativity of the negative (asataśca asadbhāvah), . Keeping this in mind 

Vātsyāyana said that reality (tattva) is nothing but the positivity of the positive and 

also negativity of the negatives. The reality is to know an entity as such. To know 

something as such or in a right way is called reality or tattva. In other words, 

knowing a positive object in a positive way and negative object in a negative 

manner is tattva or reality (sataśca sadbhāvah asataśca asadbhāva iti 
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yathābhūtamaviparītam tattvam bhavati)
3.
 Reality or tattva is to know an object in 

its real manner. In other words, the term „tattva‟ is originated from the term „that‟. 

The term tattva literally means „thatness‟ By virtue of being pronoun the term 

„that‟ stands for both positive and negative entity. From this it follows that it is real 

when a positive object is known as positive and in the same way a negative entity 

is known as such if its negative character is known. 

It is clear from the earlier deliberations that the nature of absence or non-existence 

(abhāva) arose out of a dialectical difficulty how can we know that which is not. In 

other words, how can we assert that anything which is not? The philosophers of 

Vaiśeşika persuasion demand that the knowledge is different from the object 

known. As the object known has got a different independent existence, it can refer 

to certain object. In the like manner, the knowledge of negation or absence is 

different from the negated or absent object and hence it necessarily refers to certain 

object which has got some negative existence or which is negated. In this context a 

point is to be noted that the knowledge of absentee (pratiyogī) presupposes the 

cognition of absence (pratiyogijñānasāpekşam abhāvajñānam). It is admitted by 

the Naiyāyikas that the entity which is very much existent in the external world can 

only be negated (prasaktasya pratişedho bhavati). In other words, that object is to 

be taken as an object of negation which can be put under the categorical scheme 

admitted in Nyāya-Vaiśeşika. To them that object is to be considered as real which 
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is to be enumerated as one of admitted seven categories. The object whose absence 

is accepted must belong to world of categories either in the form of substance or 

quality or action or universal or particular or inherence or absence. There are 

certain entities which are called absurd due to their non-incorporation in the 

categories, e.g., hare‟s horn (śaśaśŗnga), sky-flower (ākāśakusuma), barren 

woman‟s son (bandhyāputra) etc. These absurd entities alīka-are called 

pratiyogikābhāva i.e., an absence whose absentees or counter-positives are absurd 

in nature. The absence of such entities is not an absence in the true sense of the 

term due to the unfounded character of the absentees. If someone uses the absence 

of such entities like absence of hare‟s horn (śaśaśŗngam nāsti) etc as an example of 

constant absence or atyantābhāva, it is a great wrong due to the violation of the 

above-mentioned rule. From the derivative meaning of the term abhāva the 

existence of a positive entity called bhāva-vastu is assumed. The derivative 

meaning of the term abhāva is the absence of the positive entity (bhāvasya 

abhāvah). All the positive objects may be negated like absence of a substance, 

absence of quality or absence of action etc and hence the negation of a positive 

entity must be admitted logically. Moreover, whenever I feel that I have a pen in 

my hand, I feel that the same pen does not exist in other‟s hand. As pen is an object 

belonging to the accepted categories, its absence can easily be admitted.  
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From the above discussion it may be argued that there are some philosophers who 

do not admit abhāva as a separate category. To them if abhāva is capable of being 

known without reference to its counter-positive, it can be reduced to a positive 

entity. In order to understand the absence of an object we must know the presence 

of the positive entity whose absence is declared. Absence is not understandable 

without the cognition of the positive entities and hence abhāva has no separate 

existence apart from its counter-positive or positive object. 

In refuting the earlier arguments the Naiyāyikas are of the view that the absence is 

to be understood as a negative form of cognition which is called nāsti buddhi. In 

the same way, the cognition of the positive entities is called asti buddhi. If 

cognition is analyzed, two forms of cognition are available- one is called 

affirmative way of knowing (vidhimukhapratīti) and another one is called 

prohibitive way of knowing (nişedhamukhapratīti). Our life goes forward 

depending equally on two wings just like a bird. These two wings are- affirmative 

and prohibitive cognition. The affirmative cognitions are expressed in an 

affirmative way of expression, e.g., „There is a pen on the table‟ or „There is a jar 

on the ground‟ etc. In these expressions there is the sense of affirmation which is 

otherwise is called the sense of existence (sattā buddhi), i.e., the existence of pen 

and jar on some locus is being communicated. That is why; such type of 

affirmative cognition is called vidyamānatva-prakārikā buddhi. When some 
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prohibitive cognition is communicated, it is just opposite in nature. It would be 

taken as avidyamāna-prakārikā buddhi i.e., cognition characterized by the non-

existence of some object. As for example, „there is no pen on the table‟ or „there is 

no jar on the ground‟ etc. Just as an acceptance of an entity the denial of something 

is also a matter of reality and hence the denial of something in case of absence is 

also a matter of knowledge claim. 

Like the positive one negative fact is also a fact. First, the cognition of negation is 

pramā or right cognition on account of the fact that it can be proved as veridical. 

As per the Nyāya thinkers cognition can be proved as veridical if it can lead us to 

the realm of successful inclination which is called saphala-pravŗtti or samvādi-

pravŗtti. If someone has got the knowledge of water and if he gets water after 

inclination, this is called successful inclination. If the situation is otherwise, i.e., he 

has got the knowledge of water and on inclination gets mirage instead of water, it 

is a case of unsuccessful inclination (viphalapravŗtti or visamvādi- pravŗtti). An 

individual, after seeing a pen on the table, gets it and due to his successful 

inclination it is proved that the cognition of the pen on the table is veridical. In the 

like manner, the non-existence of an object can be proved through our successful 

inclination. Being confirmed that there is no bandh call in the city we go out for 

shopping etc.  From this it can be proved that our cognition of a negative fact is 



 

18 
 

veridical. Hence like positive facts objectivity can also be assigned to the negative 

facts.
4
 

To the Naiyāyikas absence is to be taken as absence of something. It can never be 

said that absence remains without making it related to the counter-positive. Hence 

an absence is always related to its counter-positive (pratiyogī) and locus which is 

called anuyogī. Without the knowledge of counter-positive and the locus of 

absence an absence cannot be known. As for example, „The pen is not on the 

table‟. In this case absence is related to two things- one counter-positive or pen and 

locus or anuyogī or table. The Naiyāyikas have admitted two-tier relationship in 

such cases. The relation between absence and its counter-positive is called 

opposition or virodha on account of the fact that absence and its counter-positive 

cannot remain together. Had it been seen, there would not have been any absence 

of it. In other words, if there is a jar on the ground or pen on the table, the absence 

of this jar and this pen cannot remain on the ground and table. The very existence 

of an object proves that it has no absence. To say the absence of an existing object 

is contradictory in nature
.5
 

The relation between the absence and its locus is called svarūpa or self-linking 

one. In case of the absence of a jar on the ground (ghatābhāvavad bhūtalam) the 

said relationship remains between the absence of a jar and the ground. This self-

linking relation or svarūpasambandha is in the form of abhāvīya-viśeşanatā-viśeşa 
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(a specific type of absential qualifierness). In this context the term ghatābhāva or 

the absence of a jar is the qualifier (viśeşaņa) and the bhūtala or ground is the 

qualificand (viśeşya). Between these two the specific type of qualifierness in the 

context of absence remains. This can again be explained as a contact (sannikarşa) 

in the form of viśeşaņa-viśeşya-bhāva or relationship between qualifier and 

qualificand. For the purpose of accommodating the cognition of absence under the 

purview of perceptual cognition the Naiyāyikas have invented such type of contact 

or sannikarşa
.6
 

It may again be argued that the relationship between the qualifier and qualificand is 

not more than the qualifier itself by virtue of the fact the relation called svarūpa or 

self-linking. It may be said that as the relation between them is svarūpa by nature, 

the qualifier has a double role to play- first as a relatum and second as a relation. In 

other words, qualifier by virtue of being a relatum can relate itself with the 

qualificand through the relation of qualifierness. Hence the opponents might say 

that the relation is nothing but the relatum itself.
7
 If relation is the relatum itself, 

there does not exist an absence apart from the relata leading to believe that absence 

is a null concept. 

The above-mentioned observation cannot prove the unreality of the relation. Since 

the relation between qualifier and qualificand remains between two entities, it can 

never be denied and hence it is very much real. Just as the invariable relation 
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(vyāpti sambandha) remains between a probans and a probandum and just a 

relation remains between the signifier and signified (vācya-vācaka-sambandha), 

the relation between qualifier and qualificand must be admitted as belonging to the 

category of real. 

It has been endorsed by the Naiyāyikas that the relation between absence and its 

locus is in the name of qualifier-qualificand (viśeşya-viśeşaņa-sambandha). Such 

an absence may be described as follows. In case of ghatābhāvavad  bhūtalam the 

viśeşaņa is ghatābhāva or absence of a jar  and ground or bhūtala is viśeşya or 

qualificand considered to be qualifier or viśeşaņa also, as viśeşaņa or qualifier 

depends on the sweet will (vivakşā) of the speaker. The speaker may describe the 

above-mentioned sentence in the following ways. The first is „The absence of a jar 

is on the ground‟ (bhūtale ghatābhāvah) and second is „The ground has an absence 

of a jar in it‟ (ghatābhāvavad bhūtalam). In the first case the absence of a jar 

appears to be qualificand or viśeşya which is qualified by the ground and in the 

case the absence of a jar is considered as qualifier of the ground. Between absence 

and the locus there is the relation called viśeşaņa-viśeşya-bhāva or qualifier-

qualificand relationship, there is no additional relation called svarūpa in it. The 

viśeşaņa-viśeşya itself is a kind of svarūpa relation. 

The Prābhākaras are of the opinion that absence is nothing but the locus where the 

absence is located (abhāvah adhikaraņa-svarūpah). As we have the cognition of a 
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jar on the ground, we do not have any cognition of any negative entity like absence 

of a jar, but the positive entity ground regarded as the locus of the said absence. 

Whenever we talk of an absence or whenever we apprehend absence, it is said to 

be located in a place which is called adhikaraņa. In case of the cognition of the 

absence of a jar on the ground we see the ground only, but not a jar on it. Normally 

such absence is expressed in two ways- „The ground has no jar in it‟ or „The 

ground has got an absence of a jar in it‟. In the initial level the cognition of ground 

arises at first and in the subsequent moments we are reminded of a jar and we deny 

the existence of a jar in it. In this way the Prābhākaras admit the primacy of the 

cognition of the locus initially and subsequently they claim to have negative 

cognition in the above-mentioned way without admitting the negative entity.
8
 

In response to the above, Gangeśa has raised an objection. To him if the 

Prābhākaras talk that an absence is identical with its locus or its counter-positive, 

they are supposed to express a view of contradictory nature. If they admit counter-

positive or pratiyogī without admitting absence as a separate category, it is an utter 

contradiction for them. It is not possible to talk of counter-positive of a locus or 

cognition with which the absence is identified. The concept of pratiyogī can be 

used only if there are negative entities.
9
 

Abhāva is a category which is other than six positive ones (bhāvabhinnatvam 

abhāvatvam).
10

 This definition somehow involves a defect of mutual dependence 
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or anyonyāśraya, for, the definition itself is an example of mutual or reciprocal 

absence (anyonyaśraya). Hence this definition may be rejected and another 

definition is proposed in the following way. Abhāva is admitted as an object of 

knowledge which is expressed in a sentence having a particle „nañ‟ conveying 

negation. This definition is also not free from defect, for, it cannot cover all types 

of absence. When there is prior absence (prāgabhāva), it is expressed as „There 

will be jar on the ground‟ (ghato bhavişyati). In this expression there is no negative 

particle nañ, but it is a case of absence. 

There is another difficulty if the above-mentioned definition is taken for granted. 

When it is said that there is the absence of the absence of a jar on the ground, it 

entails that pot is on the ground according to the older section of the Naiyāyikas. In 

this case „jar‟ means „the absence of the absence of a jar‟. Though there is a 

negative sign here, it does not indicate the negation in the true sense of the term. If 

it is so, the significance of admitting abhāva as a separate category will get lost on 

account of the fact that in each and every positive entity there is negativity. If 

abhāvatva is taken as a determining characteristic of abhāva then it may remain in 

„the absence of the absence of a jar‟, i.e., „jar‟ which is a positive entity and also 

remains in the absence of jar (ghatābhāva) losing its import of being negative in 

the true sense of the term. 
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Though there are various difficulties in defining abhāva in an accurate manner yet 

the manner through which we express the negative existence (nişedhābhilāpaka) of 

an entity is called absence. In case of prior absence, e.g., „there would be jar on the 

ground‟ though there is no usage of the negative particle nañ here yet there is the 

sense of negation. From the sentence we come to know that at present there is no 

jar on the ground. Moreover, the negativity of the negative is always felt by us in 

different occasions. How can we reject the „felt‟ object? That is why; just as a 

positive object is admitted on the basis of its „feeling‟ in our life, the negation of 

something is the result of our „feeling‟ which can never be ignored. On account of 

this it is a category or something which declares its existence as a negative entity.   
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Chapter-III 

 Means of Knowing an Absence   

Before discussing anupalabdhi as a pramāna for grasping absence it is necessary 

to provide some ideas about the notions of pramā i.e., valid cognition and pramāna 

i.e., the source of valid cognition. The Indian concepts of pramā (valid cognition) 

and pramāna (source of valid cognition) come under the purview of epistemology. 

The concept of pramā is different in different systems of Indian Philosophy and 

accordingly the nature and number of pramāna is admitted there. Hence before 

taking up the problem of the means of knowing absence properly, it is essential to 

discuss the theories of different schools of Indian philosophy regarding the valid 

cognition (pramā) and the means of valid cognition (pramāna). 

 According to Indian thinkers, a true cognition means certain (niścita), 

uncontradicted (avādhita) which is distinct from a false one (mithyā-jňāna). In 

Indian philosophy, the word „jňāna‟ stands for both valid and invalid cognition.
1
 

The „jňāna‟ or cognition, which is synonyms, is divided into two classes: pramā 

(valid cognition) and apramā.  

According to Nyāya, valid cognition (pramā) is a definite or certain 

(asandigdha), unerring (yathārtha) knowledge and it consists in knowing the 
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object as it is.
2 

But a cognition is invalid which has, for its predicate, a character 

which is not possessed by the subject (of the cognition). Thus, pramā means 

yathārthānubhava i.e., the definite and assured knowledge of an object which is 

true presentational in character.
 
In other words, true cognition is an expression 

whose qualifier is such that it belongs to the object (tadvati tatprakārakatvam). 

That is, to know an object as such is valid and as otherwise is invalid.
3
 

The above matter can easily be shown with the help of some examples. „I 

know a piece of silver as silver‟ – in this cognition the existence of silverness 

remains in silver but not in shell. For this reason it is qualified as pramā. For 

„silverness‟, the qualifier, remains in the qualificand „silver‟ leading to the 

fulfillment of the definition „tadvati tatprakārakatva‟. If, on the other hand, 

somebody has got the knowledge of silver in the case of shell and claims –„This is 

silver‟ then we will see that the qualifier „silverness‟ remains in the shell but not in 

silver. For this reason it lacks the character of pramā due to having tadabhāvavati 

tatprakārakatva i.e., the qualifier remains in a place where the qualificand does not 

exist. Now we may conclude by mentioning two important points namely, one is 

about the nature and another is the test of truth of validity. In the case of the first, 

there is difference of opinion among the various schools of Indian philosophy. 

According to Jayanta, pramā is that knowledge of objects which is free from doubt 

and illusion.
4
 Gangeśa holds that pramā is that which informs us of the existence 
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of something in a place where it really exists.
5 

The Prābhākaras define it as 

immediate experience (anubhūti). Bhāttas, under the influence of the Buddhists, 

hold that valid cognition (pramā) invariably related to a novel object.
6 
 

Dharmakīrti, the eminent Buddhist logician, defines true cognition as 

corresponding to the reality (avisamvādī) in the sense that there is one to one 

correspondence between the cognition of an object and the practical activity meant 

to obtain it.
7
 Moreover, he holds that valid cognition of an object is always a new 

one, the cognition of which not yet attained earlier.
8
 Kapila, the formulator of 

Samkhyasutra, states that pramā is a determinate knowledge of an object which is 

not known earlier. The Advaitins hold that valid cognition consists in knowledge 

which is abādhita or unsublated. In this context Dharmarāja Adhvarīndra gives 

two definitions of pramā, the first one includes memory while the second refers to 

novelty as an essential feature of valid cognition.
9
  

It is a well-known fact that regarding the test of the truth of knowledge there 

are four theories in Western Philosophy: (a) Correspondence theory, (b) Coherence 

theory, (c) Pragmatic and (d) Self-evidence theory. According to the 

correspondence theory, a true proposition is one that corresponds (not in the sense 

of resemblance) to a fact, i.e., to an actual state of affairs, which is similar to 

avisamvāditva. In general, the statement the P is true if and only if it is the case 

that P. In other words, a statement is true if it is the case that P or it corresponds to 
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the fact. Those who admit correspondence theory of truth are silent about the test 

of truth. The propagators of the pragmatic theory hold that a true proposition is one 

when it proves to be both intellectually and practically satisfying in experience and 

its utility. Truth is held to be something that happens to a proposition and a 

proposition is made true through verification. If otherwise, it is a meaningless term. 

In this sense the test of truth is not different from the nature of truth. The coherence 

theory holds that the test of the truth of a proposition is to be sought in the 

consistency between the proposition whose truth is in question and other relevant 

propositions. The consistency upon which the coherence lays emphasis is of both 

sorts, as the nature and test of truth. The basic principle of the self-evidence theory 

is constituted by intrinsic validity of the date of our knowledge. Thus we may say 

that what is self – evident is, indubitable.  

In Indian philosophy there is also a difference of opinion among the 

different schools concerning the nature and test or criterion of truth with regard to 

pramā. As to pramā the Naiyayikas admit that the nature of truth is 

correspondence, i.e., tadvati tatprakāraka which means the object of knowledge 

must correspond with the cognition. To the Buddhists the test of truth is practical 

efficiency, i.e, arthakriyākāritva. The Buddhists regard arthakriyākāritva or causal 

efficacy compared to the pragmatic theory as in the West. Dharmakīrti‟s analysis 

of pramā resembles the coherence theory of truth, because truth, according to him, 
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should be congruent to experience. For Advaita Vedānta it is the principle of non 

contradiction which is the means of examining the truth.  

 According to the Naiyāyikas, the word „jňāna‟ is not same as the English 

word „knowledge‟. For, the periphery of the word jňāna is wider than that of 

knowledge. The word „pramā‟ which covers a specific area of „jňāna‟ is permitted 

to be translated as knowledge. But the Nyāya concept of apramā which also covers 

the domain of jňāna is not knowledge. Hence to translate of jňāna indifferently as 

knowledge should be misleading and confusing. In a word, all individual 

manifestations of knowledge are jňāna, but not the vice-versa.  

According to Nyāya, knowledge is the quality of the self by virtue of being guņa. 

Every quality (guņa) has its locus in a substance through the relation, called 

inference (samavāya), and the substance in this context is none other than the self. 

That jňāna is described as a guņa inhering in a self (ātma-samaveta) is known 

through the method of residues called pariśeşa. Jňāna cannot belong to the 

substances like the earth; water etc., as they have their specific qualities. Jnana, by 

virtue of being a quality, must exist in some substance which is no other than a self 

(ātman). In this sense, both „pramā‟ (valid cognition) and „apramā‟ (invalid 

cognition) are the qualities of self (ātman). In case of perceptual cognition self is 

connected mind which is again connected with sense organ („ātmā manasā 

samyujyate manah indriyena indriyamarthena‟).  In the former case we perceive 
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the object of knowledge as such. So valid cognition, according to Nyāya, is 

defined as that which informs us about the existence of something in a place where 

it really exists, or which predicated of something a character which is really 

possessed by it. In other words, valid cognition is defined as presentational 

knowledge (yatharthānubhava).  In fact, the whole epistemology involves in four 

factors, namely, the subject or the knower (pramātā), the object or the known 

(prameya), the method by which the subject knows the object (pramāņa), and the 

resultant knowledge (pramiti). That is why; Vātsyāyana said in his Nyāyabhāşya 

that the epistemological frame work consists in four pillars as mentioned above 

(„catasŗşu caivamvidhāsu arthatattvam parisamāpyate‟- Nyāyabhāşya on 1.1.1.). 

These four factors together constitute the whole truth. 

 Udayana defines the mark of pramā as proper ascertainment („samyak 

paricchittih‟). According to him, it is the condition of the real nature of a thing, 

and it is the condition of the perception. From this definition it follows that 

memory cognition (smŗtijňāna) is not included herein on account of the fact that it 

cannot provide us the accurate cognition. As smŗti is not independent knowledge, 

its object is the same as that of the original perception which has generated it. In 

order to keep smŗti apart from valid cognition Udayana uses the term „anapekşa‟ 

(i.e., independent) in his definition.
10 
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 Among the commentators on the Nyaya-Sutras, Vācaspati Miśra deals with 

the issues of validity and invalidity of knowledge. Udayana follows Vācaspati and 

lends supports to his view on many points. He opens a detailed discussion with the 

remark that validity and invalidity of knowledge are extrinsic properties.  

The word „pramāņa‟ is originated from the root mā meaning to measure and hence 

it signifies the means of measurement. Thus, we etymologically derive the 

expression pramāņa from pramīyate anena iti pramāņa i.e., the instrument through 

which something is to be proved. It is suggested that the scope of pramāņa lies in 

ascertaining the accuracy of cognition.  

 This view of pramāņa, depending on the etymology of the word as the 

means of measuring knowledge, is not a final one. The Indian thinkers regarded 

pramāņa both as a means of discovering truth and verifying knowledge. The term 

„measurement‟ signifies discovering and verifying cognition. Now we shall 

consider the general definition of pramāņa in various schools of Indian philosophy 

and find that all the systems of Indian philosophy, more or less, agree in respect of 

literal meaning as well as the function or purpose of pramāņa in the sense that it is 

conductive to valid knowledge (pramā). Pramāna is generally defined as the 

karaņa of pramā, i.e., a special cause generating a particular effect or pramā 

(pramākaraņam pramānam).  
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According to the Nyāya-Vaiśeşika school, there is no difference as to the definition 

of pramāna. This school also accepts pramāna to be the instrument of valid 

cognition i.e., „pramākaraņam pramāņam‟. In Tarkasamgraha-Dīpikā, 

Annambhatta holds that karaņa is the uncommon or special causal condition 

(asādhāraņam kāraņam).
11 

The karaņa is to be understood as the uncommon or 

special cause through which a particular effect is generated, if the instrument is in 

operation. In the case of perceptual knowledge (pratyakşa pramā), e.g., a sense – 

organ (in the case of external perception) or manas or mind (in the case of internal 

perception), is the instrumental cause (karaņa). Like these, there are many causes 

which are required for the generation of external perceptual knowledge. But ātman 

is the one cause which is common to all the varieties of knowledge, whereas no 

particular sense-organ is common to all except perception, i.e., it is an uncommon 

cause for the external perception alone. Though perception is essential in 

inferential. testimonial and other forms of cognition due to having perception of 

hetu in case anumāna and perception of words in case of testimonial cognition yet 

they are common cause in those cases. But in case of perception alone sense organ 

is the common cause. 

It may be argued that the instrumental cause or karaņa, being an uncommon cause, 

can give rise to cognition if it is operative (vyāpāravat). The sense organ has got 

capability of revealing an object if it is operative. Thus, a cause is said to be 
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karaņa that must not merely be uncommon (asādhāraņa), but also possess active 

function (vyāpāra). The contact between the sense-organ and an object is a cause 

of perception no doubt. In this sense, it is present only in perception 

instrumentally, and hence it is said to be uncommon. But still it is not the karaņa 

of perception, if it is not associated operative process.
12

  

Now we may turn our attention to the means of knowing absence or a negative 

fact. Concerning it, the Bhāttas and Advaita Vedāntins accept the sixth method of 

knowledge, viz., anupalabdhi as a pramāņa. Now, we propose to discuss whether 

the means of knowing a negative fact as admitted by the Bhāttas and Vedantins is 

really a separate source of knowledge (pramāņa) or not. Although there is much 

controversy, some issues that arise on the way of understanding the claim may be 

as follows: Are there really negative facts?  Facts may be of two types: positive 

and negative. Facts are normally those which are capable of being experienced. 

The positive facts are known through perception, inference etc., e.g., “This is a red 

book” or “This is P”. To say that such cases are known through perception, 

inference etc means knowing the positive aspect of P. We get something positive 

by our sense organ. It may also happen that our sense organs are operative and 

have got contact with an object not existing there. In such case also there is sense 

organ, mind and their connection with an absence of something. As for example, 

„There is no jar on the ground‟ (bhūtale ghaţo nāsti or ghaţābhāvavad bhūtalam).  
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This negative fact is known through a separate source of knowing called 

anupalabdhi. The Advaita Vedantins have justified their position in admitting 

anupalabdhi as a means of knowing, which will follow soon. 

 The Naiyāyikas hold that non-existence is cognized through perception 

while the Buddhists think that it is cognized through inference. The Advaitins, of 

course, belong neither to the former nor to the later group. The Prābhākaras and 

Sāmkhyas hold that the negative fact or non-existence has a specific mode of 

reality different from the positive or existent ones. In spite of this fact non-

existence is said to be known through perception as the positive fact or existent 

things. The Naiyāyikas also have arrived at the same conclusion with the help of a 

different set of convincing arguments.  

 The Advaitins admits six ways of knowing or pramāņas being influenced by 

the thought of the Mīmāmsā school of Kumārila Bhatta. According to them, 

anupalabdhi or non-apprehension cannot be reduced to any of the other five means 

of knowing- pramāņas. It is not acceptable to those that the non-existence of an 

object is inferred from its non-apprehension. For, inference requires a probans or 

hetu and invariable relation between hetu and sādhya called vyāpti.  For, inference 

requires a these conditions and there is no such proposition employed, for example, 

in the case of the cognition of the absence of something. It is also obvious that 

anupalabdhi cannot be known through perception, comparison, testimony, or 
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postulation due to having different domains of them which do not suit in case of 

cognition of absence. For these reasons, the Advaitins regard anupalabdhi as an 

independent source of valid knowledge. So it can be said that the non-existence of 

a thing can be known through a separate source of knowledge or pramāņa which is 

called anupalabdhi or yogyānupaladhi.
13

 In other words, the anupalabdhi as a 

means of knowing or pramāna is the specific cause of such immediate knowledge 

of non-existence of a thing, which cannot be known through any of the well known 

means of knowledge. The Advaitins have well-argued that the fact of knowing the 

absence of an entity cannot be included in perception and inference as done by the 

Naiyāyikas and Buddhists respectively. If something is the source of knowledge 

and if it cannot be included in perception, inference etc., it has to be accepted as an 

independent source of knowledge or pramāņa.  

The Advaita theory of Anupalabdhi:  

 The Advaita Vedāntins and that Bhātta Mīmāmsakas accept anupalabdhi as 

a separate source of valid cognition (pramāņa), because it is one and only one way 

of knowing a negative fact or abhāva. If the absence of an object is capable of 

being known, it is possible only through non-cognition or anupalabdhi on account 

of the fact that other pramānas fail to yield the knowledge of absence. Its object is 

the non-existence of a thing, but not the non-existence itself. The five pramāņas 

(except the sixth one called anupalabdhi adopted by the Advaita Vedānta and 
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Bhātta Mīmāmsā) have got different domains to illuminate in which absence is 

obviously not there and hence anupalabdhi has to be taken as a separate source of 

knowledge. If each of the pramāna leads to some knowledge not derivable from 

any other, it can maintain its exclusive nature for which it is meant. Hence, absence 

is not capable of being apprehended by perception (pratyakşa), inference 

(anumāna), knowledge through comparison (upamāna), presumption (arthāpatti) 

or testimonial cognition (śabda). This is the reason why a distinct source of valid 

cognition (pramāņa) called for and it is called anupalabdhi.  

 The Bhāttas and the Advaitins forward their identical opinion regarding the 

absence of an entity; its attributes and its locus that are known by the special 

source of knowledge called non-apprenhension (anupalabdhi). This implies that 

the absence of an object (anupalabdhi) is apprehended by its non-perception 

(apratyakşa). From the non-perception of a jar in a place one may draw his 

conclusion that it is not there. In the same way in the cases like, “The students are 

not in the class room”, “There is no taste of a mango”, “The apple is not on the 

ground”, “This flower has no red colour”, the knower becomes aware of the some 

object or its attribute by means of non-perception. The students‟ absence from the 

class-room is known by the non-apprehension of their presence there, but not by 

the perception of his absence. Their absence is not known by the perception of the 

room or anything else in the room.  
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 It may seem to be problematic that the non-apprehension of an object is a 

way for understanding its non-existence (abhāva). But it is true that an absence of 

something is known through its non-apprehension and at the same time it is known 

through the perception of the locus also. When there is an absence of a jar on the 

ground, we at first perceive the ground with the help of eye and become aware of 

its absence. It is argued that if a jar were on the ground it would have been 

perceived by us. This is what the Naiyāyikas would suggest. But it is not ignorable 

fact that eye etc have certain function to have an awareness of non-availability of 

the jar which ultimately leads us to the land of the cognition of absence.  

In this connection, it is worth mentioning that each and every system of Indian 

Philosophy has got certain metaphysical or ontological presuppositions in 

formulating epistemological theories. I believe the Advaitins are not exception to 

this and hence they have certain presuppositions behind the acceptance 

anupalabdhi as a separate source of knowing. It is a well known fact that the 

Advaitins believe in monism or the existence of non-dual entity as Reality. 

According to them, Brahman and Atman are one and the same. The phenomenal 

world is nothing but Brahman is known through the realization of Brahman. One 

who realizes Brahman can identify oneself with the whole world. (Brahma satyam 

jaganmithyā/ jīvo brahmaiva nāparah). This is in fact, the state of liberation. But 

one who has not realized the self or Brahman is not able to understand the non-dual 
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mode of being. For the mental upliftment of the ordinary people ignorant of 

Brahman the Advaitins are in favour certain means like śravaņa (hearing), manana 

(reflection) and nididhyāsana (meditation) of what is said in our Śāstras, 

Brahmasūtra etc.
14

 Epistemology is also a part of programme. The epistemology 

advocated by the Advaitins is goal-oriented. The ultimate goal is to lead an 

individual to the path of realizing the self. Anupalabdhi has been accepted as a 

pramāņa to serve such important purpose. An ordinary man has to be convinced 

that in Brahman there is the absence of duality. Brahman is only One and Ultimate 

Reality. The term „advaita‟ means „the absence of duality‟ (dvaitābhāva). In order 

to understand the absence of duality in Brahman or Âtman we need a separate 

pramāņa called anupalabdhi. Such absence of duality cannot be known through 

perception due to not having its perceptible characters like colour (rūpa), taste 

(rasa) etc. It can never be apprehended through inference due to not having the 

cognition of hetu and vyāpti. The absence of duality which is identified with the 

advaita state gives no room for inferential procedure. Hence the anupalabdhi is the 

only means to know such non-duality. That Brahman is Advaita or nondual 

indicates that the absence of duality is there.   Without an adjunct or upādhi the 

non-dual character of Brahman is not ascertained in the phenomenal stage. In other 

words, that Brahman is indeterminate and non-dual is ascertained with the help of 

the adjunct called „the absence of duality‟. Had there been no anupalabdhi as a 
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pramana, the duality in the phenomenal world which is the result of nescience or 

illusion cannot be removed. Hence, the sixth pramāņa – anupalabdhi which alone 

can ascertain the non-dual character of Brahman.   

 According to Vedānta-Paribhāşā by Dharmarāja Adhvarīndra,   the means 

of valid cognition as anupalabdhi is the extra-ordinary cause of the apprehension 

of non-existence which is not caused by the instrumentality of cognition 

(jňānākaraņaka). In other words, anupaladhi is an uncommon cause of the right 

awareness of absence (abhāvānubhavāsādhāraņakāraņa) which is not caused 

through the instrumentality of other knowledge.
15

 The word „the right 

apprehension‟ (anubhava) in the definition is incorporated in order to keep 

memory under the purview of anupalabdhi. Through the insertion of the term 

„anubhava‟ the smŗtijņāna i.e., the recollective cognition is excluded from the 

purview of anupalabdhi.  Sometimes there might be the recollection of non-

existence as the awareness of non-apprehension. In order to avoid such unwanted 

situation the means of the direct or right awareness of the absence is called 

anupalabdhi
.4
.Awareness is of two types: smŗti (recollective cognition) and 

anubhava (presentative cognition). When the object is directly or correctly known, 

it is called anubhava or presentative cognition. That is to say, anubhava is that 

type of cognition where the cognition is verified with the real presence of the 

object. In case of the cognition of a jar if there is really a jar after verification, the 
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cognition of jar is called anubhava, because the object is physically present here. 

So far as recollective cognition or smŗti is concerned, there is also awareness 

which is not of anubhava type or of correct type. The object of recollective 

knowledge (smŗtijňāna) is not physically present as it is a case of remembered 

content. So far as the awareness of absence is concerned, it is of anubhava type. If 

there is an absence of a jar, for example, on the ground, it is a kind of presentative 

cognition or anubhava. For its absence can be verified. Recollection of the absence 

is not a presentative cognition (anubhava), but smŗti. In order to exclude such type 

of knowledge Dharmarāja Adhvarīndra has incorporated the word anubhava in the 

definition of anupaladbhi. 
16

  

 The word „jňānakaraņājanya‟ (cognition not caused by the instrumentality 

of knowledge) is inserted in order to exclude other means of cognition like 

inference etc. that are caused through the instrumentality of knowledge.
 
For, 

inference is caused through the instrumentality of the knowledge of hetu and 

cognition of vyāpti.  Following the same argument the Advaitins are of the opinion 

that anupalabdhi cannot be included under arthāpatti or presumption, because the 

presumption is also caused by the instrumentality of other cognition. When it is 

known that the strong and stout Devadatta does not eat in the day time, the eating 

of  Devadatta at time is caused by the cognition of his stoutness and his non-eating 

at day time. Hence it is also jňāna-karaņa-janya or cognition caused by cognition.   
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In the like manner, anupalabdhi cannot be included under comparison (upamāna) 

and testimonial cognition (śabda) also due their origination through the 

instrumentality of other cognitions like cognition of similarity in case of upamāna 

and cognition of word and meaning in case of testimonial cognition. It is also to be 

noted that non-apprehension is the only means for having the direct knowledge of 

non-existence of perceptible objects and their attributes, but the indirect knowledge 

of their non-existence can be attained by other means. In other words, the absence 

of perceptible objects is known directly by non-apprehension (anupalabdhi). 

Moreover, if the adjunct „jňānakaranājanya‟, i.e., not caused by instrumentality of 

other knowledge, were not inserted in the definition, it would have been unduly 

extended to inference, verbal testimony etc. It may be argued why the term 

„asādhāraņakāraņa‟ (uncommon cause) is inserted in the definition in stead of 

sādhāraņa kāraņa or common cause? The term „asādhāranakāraņa‟, i.e., 

uncommon cause, is included in the definition in order to exclude the common 

causes like unseen factors etc. (adŗşţa etc.) under the purview of anupalabdhi. The 

term „adŗşţa‟ means „unseen factor.‟ It includes merit (dharma), demerit 

(adharma), Space (ākāśa), Time (kāla) etc which are supersensuous in nature. In 

other words, it may be said that anupalabdhi is not concerned with those common 

causes due to their imperceptible character. Hence, the definition given by 

Dharmarāja Adhvarīndra is free from every possible fault.
17 
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 In this context, one thing can be discussed here. The derivative meaning of 

the term „pramāņa‟ entails that which is the instrument of valid cognition 

(pramāyāh karaņam pramāņam). It is mentioned earlier that karaņa of valid 

cognition is associated with operative process (vyāpāra). it is important to note that 

anupalabdhi is pramāņa which is also without any operative process (vyāpāra)  

like anumāna, upamāna and arthāpatti. Here also karana (instrument) is not taken 

as that which is conjoined with operative process (vyāpāravat), but it is to be taken 

in the sense of the instrument of valid cognition or pramā as per its definition- 

pramāyāh karaņam pramāņam. As anupalabdhi is a pramāņa, it is to be presumed 

as having some karaņa. In the case of anumāna also there is uncommon cause, i.e., 

the knowledge of vyāpti which is connected with operative process (vyāpāra, i.e., 

parāmarśa). But in the case of anupalabdhi there is no doubt the uncommon cause, 

but there is no operative process (vyāpāra) due to the impossibility of the operation 

of the sense-organ with the absence. So far as uncommon cause is concerned, it is 

obviously there. Hence, it is said that while perception etc. are endowed with 

uncommon cause as associated with operative process or vyāpāra (vyāpāravad), 

the non-apprehension is endowed with an uncommon cause having no operative 

process or vyāpāra at all (i.e., vyāpārabhinna).  
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Bhātta View 

Let us have a look towards the Bhatta notion of anupalabdhi which is to 

some extent similar to the Advaia view. Now it would be much helpful for us to 

grasp the Advaita concept of anupalabdhi if some light is thrown to this from the 

Bhatta theory of anupalabdhi. It may happen that two theories are complementary 

to each other.  

Kumārila is of the view that there is no rule that pramāņa is always related 

to the positive entities. On account of this pramāņa-s related to positive entities 

cannot give us any information regarding negative entities. According to Kumārila, 

the absence of an object in a particular locus is not identical with the locus itself 

(adhikaraņasvarūpa). It is something more than the mere locus (adhişţhānātriktam 

tattvam). Thus, the positive (bhāva) and absence (abhāva) are two different 

aspects, but not identical. i.e., one is not reducible to other. In order to know 

negative entity we must remember the absentee or counter-positive (pratiyogī) and 

declare the cognition in the form-„This is not a jar‟ etc. Thus, neither perception 

nor inference can apprehend a negative cognition, for there is no logical mark of a 

negative object. The positive entities are known through positive means of 

knowing while negative ones are apprehended though anupalabdhi. Had positive 

objects been apprehended through abhāva, all the objects would have been known 
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by this, which is not possible.
18

 In each and every positive object there is the 

existence of positive one.       

From the foregoing discussion it is concluded that anupalabdhi or non-

apprehension is a means of knowing absence (abhāva). For example, the non-

existence of an elephant in this room is known through the absence of our 

apprehension of an elephant in this room. Such non-apprehension is known as 

anupapalabdhi.  

 Nārāyaņa Bhaţţa, a follower of Bhāţţa school, has given the definition of 

anupalabdhi in the following manner. The factors causing anupalabdhi is the 

collocation of causal conditions (sāmagrī) for knowing an absence without its 

absentee or counterpositive (pratiyogī) and the contact with the absence. In case of 

the absence of a jar on the ground (bhūtale ghaţābhāvah), there is no absentee or 

counter-positive (pratiyogī) in the form of a jar along with the absence of the 

contact of eye with the jar, but other causal factors like opening of the eye lids, the 

contact of mind with the jar, sufficient light for visualizing etc are there. 

(“Athopalambhayogyatve satyapyanupalambhanam/ abhāvākhyam pramāņam 

syādabhāvasyāvabodhakam// Atra hyanupalambhah kāraņam. Tasya ca jňānā-

bhāva-rūpatvādabhāvah pramāņamityucyate).
19

 The collocation of these causal 

conditions (sāmagrī) is the generating factors of the non-cognition of a jar. Such 
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absence of a jar becomes the object of valid cognition (pramā) (“vişayam 

tadadhīnāmśca sannikarşādikam vinā/ upalambhasya samagrīsampattih khalu 

yogyatā//).
20

 Though Kumārila has accepted anupalabdhi as a form of separate 

source of knowing (pramāņa), the Naiyāyikas and Prābhākaras have opposed to 

this and are of the view that anupalabdhi cannot be granted an independent 

pramāņa for the purpose of knowing absence. To them absence is either perceived 

or inferred, as the absentee or counter-positive (pratiyogī) of the absence is capable 

of being perceived and inferred. The same sense organ which reveals an object can 

perceive the absence also. For this reason the Naiyāyikas think that a separate 

pramāņa is not needed to know an absence. They reduce it to perception. The 

Prābhākaras also have extended their full support to the Naiyāyikas in not 

declaring anupalabdhi as a separate means of knowing or pramāņa. They only 

differ from the Nyāya for not admitting absence (abhāva) as a separate category 

(padārtha), but as a positive entity. The knowledge of bare existence of the locus 

(adhikaraņa) in itself is wrongly called absence or abhāva. Kumārila refutes the 

view that absence can be perceived and inferred as endorsed by the opponents. To 

him absence can never be perceived due to the absence of contact of the sense 

organ with object. It cannot be inferred, because the invariable relation between 

probans and probandum cannot be known. The absence cannot be known by verbal 

testimony (śabda), comparison (upamāna) and presumption (arthāpatti). Hence 
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absence which is an independent category is known by an independent source of 

knowing or pramāņa called non-apprehension or anupalabdhi. When it is said that 

the absence of an entity can be known through non-cognition, it leads us to the 

world of slight contradiction. This contradiction can be removed if it is made clear 

to us that the object of cognition and the object of non-cognition are not identical 

in nature. An object is always known through the absence of cognition of the other. 

What is cognized in case of absence is the absence of some positive entity (bhāva-

padārtha) and the counter-positive of the absence is the positive entity (bhāva-

padārtha) which is again the object of non-cognition.  

It may again be argued that from the non-cognition of an entity its non-existence or 

absence or abhāva is not proved. Non-cognition of an entity is not taken as an 

instrument (karaņa) of knowing the absence (abhāva) of an object. It may be 

clarified with the following example. A situation may come when we are not in a 

position to see a book on the table remaining in dark due to the insufficient light 

and from this we are not sure that there is no book in the table. In the like manner, 

a man having some fault giving poor eyesight cannot locate an object in a room. 

From this non-cognition the absence of that object cannot be guaranteed. In order 

to remove these problems the Bhāţţas are of the opinion that in order to know an 

object the conditions for knowing it must be fulfilled. It is accepted that cognition 

may be illusory or unknown if there are defects like excessive distance 
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(atidūratva), excessive nearness (atisāmīpya) etc. In spite of fulfilment of all the 

conditions if an object is not known then alone the non-cognition (anupalabdhi) 

reveals absence of the object, but not in other occasions.
21

 The Bhāţţas admit three 

causal conditions for knowing the absence of an object. First, the locus of absence 

must be perceived. Secondly, the absentee (pratiyogī) of an absence must be 

known. Lastly, the absentee (pratiyogī), though knowable through some other 

means of knowing is not known in spite of having all conditions for its knowledge. 

In order to know the absence of a pot, as for example, we have to see the locus of 

the absence of pot like ground etc, to remember the pot and to have non-cognition 

of pot though all conditions for its perception are present. 

In the context a question may be raised whether anupalabdhi as a pramāņa 

can reveal all types of absence or not. If the answer is in positive, another problem 

would crop up. There are certain cases which anupalabdhi cannot reveal. Hence 

the problem arises whether anupalabdhi is a pramāņa in each and every case of 

absence or only in some specific cases.  

In reply Dharmarāja Adhvarīndra, the author of Vedānta-Paribhāşā, is of the 

opinion that the capable anupalabdhi (yogyānupalabdhi) alone can give rise to the 

knowledge of non-existence. From this it can be assumed that the entities not 

capable of being perceived like merit (dharma), demerit (adharma) etc cannot be 

known through anupalabdhi of capable type. Hence, non-apprehension of the 
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objects alone that are capable of being known through sense organs 

(yogyānupalabdhi) can be the instrumental factor of the apprehension of non-

existence.
22

 It has already been told earlier that for knowing an absence the 

cognition of its absentee or counter-positive (pratiyogī) is presupposed. In this 

context it should be borne in mind that the cognition of any type of absentee cannot 

lead us to apply anupalabdhi for its knowledge. It should also be kept in mind that 

the absentee should be capable of being known. The absence of an absentee or 

pratiyogī which is not capable of being known sensually cannot be known. Hence, 

the term „yogya‟ (capable) is attached to „anupalabdhi‟.  

It may be contended that the absence known through inference may also be 

known with the help of non-apprehension on account of the fact that there is no 

difference between the absence apprehended through anupalabdhi and absence 

attained through inference. If it is said that the absence of the entities that are super 

sensuous can be known through inference while the absence of the sensuous 

objects is known through anupalabdhi, there would be the logical defect of 

cumbrousness called gaurava for accepting various causes for knowing absence, 

which goes against law of parsimony or lāghava. Hence, the contention of the 

opponents that knowledge of all types of absence should be known through 

anuplabdhi.
23
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On refuting such objection the Advaitins gives the following arguments as 

rejoinder. If anupalabdhi be taken as the instrument of knowing all types of 

absence, there would arise the possibility of knowing an absence of some incidents 

or objects occurring in dream due to their non-apprehension. Moreover, if 

anupalabdhi is taken as a pramāņa revealing all types of absence, there would 

arise the possibility of knowing the absence of merit, demerit etc. at the waking 

state grounded on the same reason. But actually the knowledge of absence of merit 

(dharma) and demerit (adharma) is not known though there is anupalabdhi of 

them due to their imperceptible character. Hence anuplabdhi cannot be the source 

of knowing all types of absence (abhāva). On account of this only 

yogyānupalabdhi (i.e., absence of those that are capable of being perceived) is to 

be taken as a source of knowing absence (abhāva). Though at the waking state 

there is non-cognition of merit, demerit, self, God etc., yet their absence is not 

capable of being known through anupalabdhi due to having the absence of 

yogyānupalabdhi. The absence of merit, demerit etc. is known through inference, 

but not through anupalabdhi.
24
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Chapter-IV 

Different Types of Abhāva 

I 

The category of absence (abhāva) has been taken as the object of negative 

cognition (nāsti buddhi). Now, since there are different forms of negative 

cognition, different types of absence have been admitted and described. The 

Naiyāyikas believe that there are two fundamental forms of negative cognition: (i) 

A is not B and (ii) A is not in B. Adhering to these forms they admit two kinds of 

absence (abhāva) namely, anyonyābhāva or mutual absence or reciprocal absence 

as the object of the first form of cognition, and samsargābhāva or relational 

absence as the object of the second form of cognition. It is so called because an 

entity remains on some locus just as a jar is not on the ground. In this case a 

relation has been established between a jar and ground, which leads the Naiyāyikas 

to describe it as relational absence or samsargābhāva. The latter kind is subdivided 

into three kinds: prāgabhāva or prior absence, dhvamsābhāva or annihilative 

absence and atyantābhava or constant absence or absolute absence. Thus we get 

ultimately four kinds of absence. To give a preliminary description of each type, 

we may say that mutual or reciprocal absence (anyonabhāva) is the absence of 
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identity between two things, or, in other words, difference between two things. Just 

as an identity between two entities is proclaimed in case of tādātmya or identity, 

the difference between two is also a matter of proclamation. Prior or antecedent 

absence means absence of a thing before its production. Posterior or annihilative 

absence is the absence of a thing at its annihilation or destruction. And when an 

entity is absent from a particular locus, though existing in some other locus, its 

absence is called constant absence (atyantābhāva). In other words, an entity 

remaining absent in three times like present, past and future is also called constant 

absence or atyantābhāva. Anyonyabhāva or mutual absence is established by the 

negative cognition of the form „A is not B‟ such as „A table is not a chair‟. In this 

form of cognition A‟s identity (tadatmya) with B is denied. Everything is identical 

with itself only and not with anything else. So everything has the absence of 

identity with anything else. Thus A has the relations of identity with itself only and 

has the absence of identity with B or C or D and so on with everything other than 

itself. So when it is said- „A is not B‟, it is to be understood as an absence called 

the mutual absence. In this connection may be raised regarding its counter-positive 

and locus. It may seem to us that identity with B is the counter-positive 

(pratiyogin) of the absence and A is the locus (anuyogin) of the absence. 

Regarding the counter-positive of the mutual absence Udayanācārya seems to hold 

this view.
1
 According to him, the complete denial of the identity of one thing with 
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another is called the mutual absence or anyonyābhāva. So when we say „A is not 

B‟, the counter-positive is the identity with B. But the older Naiyāyikas put it in a 

different way. To them, in the case of the mutual absence (anyonyābhāva) 

expressed by the statement „A is not B‟, B is the counter-positive (pratiyogī) and 

the relation of identity is the limiting relation (pratyogitā-vacchedaka sambandha) 

of counter-positiveness. B is denied of A in so far as the identity relation is 

concerned. In other words, B‟s counter-positiveness with respect to the mutual 

absence (anyonyābhāva) is limited by the relation of identity 

(tādātmyasambandhāvachhinna). The relation of identity (tādātmyasambandha) is 

the only limiting relation in all the cases of mutual absence (anyonyābhāva) and 

every case of absence of a thing through the relation of identity is a case of 

anyonyābhāva. So the mutual absence (anyonyābhāva) is denied as the absence, 

the counter-positiveness of which is limited by the relation of identity (tādātmya- 

sambandhāvacchinna- pratiyogitākābhāvatvam).
2
 

         When it is cognized that A is not B, the mutual absence of B in A is known. 

So the locus of the absence is A and the counter-positive or pratiyogī is B. But by 

virtue of being „mutual‟ or „reciprocal‟ in nature, the two entities involved in the 

case of a mutual absence, one being the locus and the other being the counter-

positive (pratiyogī), can interchange their position. That which is regarded as the 

locus can be regarded as the counter-positive (pratiyogī) and the vice-versa. Hence, 
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just as we say „A is not B‟, we can also say „B is not A‟. If A is not identical with 

B, then B also is not identical with A. It depends on our point of view or sweet will 

as to which of them is to be taken as the locus and which one as the counter-

positive. If we regard A to have the mutual absence of B, then A is the locus and B 

is the counter-positive, if, on the other hand, we understand B to have the mutual 

absence of A then B is the locus and A is the counter-positive. Ontologically each 

one has got the mutual absence of the other. The Naiyāyikas hold that the mutual 

absence (anyonyābhāva) is to be known as difference (bhedah). To say „A is not 

B‟ or „A table is not a chair‟ is to say „A is different from B‟ or „A table is different 

(bhinna) from a chair‟. So the form of negative cognition which establishes the 

reality of mutual absence (anyonyabhava) or difference (bheda) is not only „A is 

not B‟ but also „A is different from B‟. Anyonyābhāva is opposite to identity 

(tādātmya) which is otherwise known as abheda. If tādātmya or identity is abheda 

then anyonyābhāva is bheda if the definition of anyonyābhāva cited above is 

reviewed carefully. 

There is, however, a philosophical problem regarding the negative cognition 

of the form: „A is not B‟. That the mutual absence is the object of such form of 

cognition is not always the case. In certain occasions an instance of constant 

absence (atyantābhāva) is also found to be object of such form of cognition. For 

example, if it is said- „This cloth is not red‟, we mean to say „This cloth has the 
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absence of red colour‟ and this is an example of constant absence. So, when 

cognition of the form „A is not B‟ is known, it is difficult to decide whether we get 

a mutual absence or a constant absence as the object of that cognition. In order to 

solve this problem it can be said that if B stands for a qualifier (viśeşaņa) then we 

get a constant absence as the object of the cognition of the form „A is not B‟. But if 

B does not stand for a qualifier (viśeşaņa) or property (dharma), instead, stands for 

a dharmī (a thing which possesses some property) then we get a mutual absence or 

anyonyābhāva as the object of the cognition of the form „A is not B‟. It should, of 

course,be kept in mind that one and the same thing may be regarded as a dharma 

(property or qualifier) as well as a dharmī (possessor of a property) under different 

situations.
3
 For example, when it is said- „Red is not blue‟, both „red‟ and „blue‟ 

are taken to stand for dharma, red as the possessor of the universal redness 

(raktatva) and blue as the possessor of the universal blueness (nīlatva). But when it 

is said- „This cloth is not red‟, „red‟ stands for a property or a qualifier. 

It may further be said that if the cognition expressed in the statement „A is 

not B‟ can also be expressed by the statement „A is different from B‟ then a mutual 

absence as the object of that cognition can be attained. If, on the other hand, the 

cognition expressed by the statement „A is not B‟ cannot be expressed by the other 

statement then a mutual absence can never be attained. So it is necessary to adhere 

to both the forms of cognition in order to prove mutual absence. 
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The mutual absence of a thing (dharma) is, according to the Naiyāyikas, co-

extensive (samaniyata) with the constant or absolute absence (atyantābhāva) of the 

relevant property (dharma) i.e. the property as qualified by which the thing 

(dharma) appears as the counter positive of the mutual absence. For example, if it 

is said that a table is not a chair, the mutual absence of chair which is said to be co-

extensive (samaniyata) with the constant absence of chairness. They are co-

extensive because whatever is different from chair or has the mutual absence of 

chair, does not possess the property of chairness or has the constant absence of 

chairness. So wherever the mutual absence of chair (the thing possessed of 

chairness) exists, the constant absence of chairness also exists and on the other 

hand, wherever the constant absence of chairness exists, the mutual absence of 

chair exists. Thus the constant absence of a property and the mutual absence of the 

possessor of that property are co-extensive. Now, according to most of the 

Naiyāyikas, specially those belonging to the early school, if two instances of 

absence are co-extensive then they are to be to be regarded as equivalent, and 

consequently one can be replaced by the other. They maintained this view on the 

basis of the law of parsimony (lāghava). On this view the constant absence of a 

property (dharma) and the mutual absence of the possessor of the property 

(dharmī) are the same. There is, in fact, only one and the same absence, but it 

appears differently due to the difference in counter-positive and in the limiting 
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relation of counter-positiveness. This view, however, has not been taken for 

granted by many of the later Naiyāyikas. 

One special character of mutual absence is that unlike other kinds of absence 

it does not have the relation of opposition (virodha) with its counter-positive 

(pratiyogin), rather it is opposed to the property limiting the counter-positivness 

(pratiyogitāvacchedaka dharma). A mutual absence is not opposed to its counter-

positive, because it remains along with its counter-positive in the same substratum 

at the same time. For example, a table which is different from a pot can have a pot 

on the same locus. So the table has the mutual absence of pot, as well as a pot on it. 

Thus both the counter-positive, i.e. the pot and its mutual absence, exist in the 

same locus, namely, the table, at the same time. On account of this they cannot be 

said to be opposed to each other. On the contrary, where potness, the property 

limiting the counter-positiveness with respect to the mutual absence, exists, the 

mutual absence of pot cannot exist on account of the fact that potness exists in pot 

and a pot cannot have mutual absence of itself. Everything is identical with itself. 

So a pot is identical with it and is not different from it. Therefore a mutual absence 

cannot remain together with the property limiting the counter-positiveness 

belonging to its counter positive or absentee (pratiyogī).  

After keeping this feature of mutual absence in view those Naiyayikas, who 

are of the opinion that the denial of constant absence is identical with its counter-
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positive, said that the denial of  mutual absence would be identical not with the 

counter-positive (of the mutual absence) but with the property limiting the counter-

positiveness. For example, the constant absence of mutual absence of pot would be 

identical with potness, which is not the same with constant absence.  The constant 

absence of constant absence of pot would be identical with pot.  

A generally accepted view of the Naiyāyikas is that the mutual absence of a 

thing is eternal (nitya). That means, the mutual absence of a thing is always there 

for all times. It is not the case that the mutual absence of a thing is produced at a 

particular time and again is destroyed at a particular time. It is neither produced nor 

destroyed, it exists all the time, and it is ever-present (sadātana). 

 This position is easily understandable to us. If the counter-positive of a 

mutual absence is an eternal (nitya) entity then the mutual absence can also be 

regarded as eternal. For as long as a thing is there, its mutual absence too is there, 

and an eternal thing is there all the time, so its mutual absence also is ever present. 

But when the counter-positive of a mutual absence is taken to be non-eternal 

(anitya) entity, how can the mutual absence be regarded as eternal? An object 

having both origination and destruction is called non-eternal.  So it does not exist 

at all times. As long as it exists, its mutual absence is to be found there. The 

Nyāya-Vaiśeşika philosophers would answer the question in the positive, though 
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Śivāditya, a commentator of Vaiśeşika texts, had forwarded a difference of 

opinion.
3
 

 If it is admitted that the mutual absence of substancehood 

(dravyatvabhedah) exists there, then there is no doubt that it is eternal property, 

and its mutual absence too is so. But if we take, for example, the mutual absence of 

a jar (ghaţabhedah), would it be an eternal absence? Pots are non-eternal things; 

can their mutual absence be eternal? We may not have any doubt to accept this 

absence as eternal if we understand the nature of this absence. By the mutual 

absence of pot is meant the mutual absence of pot in general. It is a generic 

absence (sāmānyabhāva), which entails that it is the mutual absence of anything 

possessed of potness. So whatever possesses potness is the counter-positive of the 

mutual absence of pot. Potness, which is a generic property, limits or restricts the 

counter positiveness of the mutual absence. Potness, being a universal, is ever 

present, and some entity, possessed of potness, is also present all the time. Hence, 

all the time the mutual absence of pot is to be found in other existing classes of 

entities. 

         But we may face certain problems when the case of the mutual absence of a 

particular entity taken as an individual and not as a member of a class. For 

example, we talk about the mutual absence of a particular entity (tadghaţabhedah) 

when it is said-- “This pot is different from the pot‟. A particular pot taken in its 
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individuality (tadvyaktirūpeņa) is the counter – positive of this absence. It is an 

instance of specific type of absence (viśeşābhāva). The counter-positiveness in this 

case is limited by the individuality of that pot (tadvyaktitva). Such a particular 

individual is non-eternal due to its existence for a definite duration of time. So long 

as it exists, its mutual absence too can be admitted, but before its production or 

after its destruction how will we prove the existence of mutual absence? The 

Naiyāyikas might give a reminder that even in such cases the mutual absence is to 

be regarded as ever – present, for we cannot deny that all the existing pots are 

different from a particular pot which was there, or a particular pot which will be 

produced in future. It can still be argued against the Naiyāyikas that, though it can 

be possible to cognize in existing pots, it is not possible to know the mutual 

absence of a particular pot which has been destroyed and which has not yet been 

produced. As every individual entity is different from every other, we can only 

infer that all the existing pots are different from any pot which will be produced in 

future. But it is not possible to know by any means the mutual absence of a 

particular pot taken its individuality, before that particular individual is produced. 

So it is difficult to prove that even the mutual absence of a non-eternal individual 

taken in its individuality is eternal.  

 Let us turn out attention to the concept of samasargābhāva or relational 

absence. It has three sub – divisions viz. prāgabhāva or prior absence, 
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dhvamsābhāva or annihilative absence and atyantābhāva or constant absence. 

Now, what is to be understood by samasargābhāva or relational absence? 

Sometimes it is described as the absence of relation with thing or, in other words, 

the absence that we get corresponding to the denial of the relation of a thing with 

another thing. For example, „the absence of a pot on the table‟ means „the absence 

of the relation of conjunction (samyoga) of a pot with the table‟. Here we get an 

absence of relational nature. If this is true, the counter positive of a relational 

absence must always be a relation positive (samasargah  paratiyogikābhāvah). The 

later Naiyāyikas, however, interpret relational absence as the absence of a thing 

abiding in a certain relation (samasargāvacchinna- pratiyogitākābhāva). To them, 

„the relational absence of a pot on the table‟ means „that there is no pot on the table 

in the relation of conjunction‟. But the problems remain in the fact whether we 

define a relational absence as the absence of some relation with a thing or as the 

absence of a thing in some specific relation. So far as the first problem is 

concerned, it will not be possible to distinguish a relational absence from a mutual 

absence. It is a well-known fact that in the case of mutual absence too, a relation, 

namely, the relation of identity is involved. „Mutual absence of a thing‟ means „the 

absence of identity with the thing‟ or „the absence of the thing in the relation of 

identity‟. The mutual absence also is the absence of a thing in a specific relation. 

Why should then these two be regarded as two fundamentally different kinds of 
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absence? In view of this problem the Naiyāyikas held that by „samsarga‟ or 

„relation in the case of relational absence‟ (samasargābhāva) „the relations other 

then the relation of identity‟ (tādātmyabhinna sambandha) is signified.
4
 There are 

some justifications for making this restriction, for there is a basic difference 

between the relation of identity on the one hand and other relations on the of other 

hand. All relations other than the relation of identity hold between two entities 

(dvişţha) whereas the relation of identity is a relation which a thing can have only 

with itself. So the relation of identity is a different kind of relation and stands apart 

from other relation. Now, the relation determining the counter – positiveness 

regarding a relational absence being specific as some relation other than the 

relation of identity (tādātmya), it is possible to distinguish a relational absence 

from a mutual absence.  

Prior absence (prāgabhāva) and posterior or annihilative absence (dhvamsābhāva) 

are two forms of relational absence. The Naiyayikas differ on the point whether or 

not the counter – positiveness with respect to these two kinds of absence are 

limited by some limiting relation. The older Naiyāyikas admitted limiting relations 

for the counter – positiveness of prior absence (prāgabhāva) and annihilative 

absence (dhvamsābhāva). But the later Naiyāyikas have denied the above-

mentioned view that the counter – positiveness with regard to any of these two 

varieties of absence is limited by some relation. They are of the opinion that the 
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limiting relation of the counter – positiveness is the relation in which the counter – 

positive cannot exist in the same locus with its absence. The counter – positive and 

its absence are opposite to each other in the sense that where the counter – positive 

exists in a particular relation called the limiting relation, its absence cannot exist; 

on the other hand, where its absence exists, it cannot exist in the relation described 

as the limiting relation. This is true of mutual absence (anyonyābhāva) and 

constant absence (atyantābhāva). But the opposition between a prior absence 

(prāgabhāva) or an annihilative absence (dhvamsābhāva) and their counter – 

positive lies in their inability to exist at the same time. For the „prior absence of a 

thing‟ means „absence before the production or origin of the thing‟; and 

„annihilative absence‟ means „the absence of the thing at its destruction‟. So when 

the prior or the annihilative absence (prāgabhāva or dhvamsābhāva) of an entity 

remains, its counter – positive does not exist. If they could exist simultaneously, 

there would have been the necessity for indicating the relation in which the counter 

– positive could not be present in the locus of its own absence. Therefore, there is 

no limiting relation for the counter – positiveness with regard to the prior absence 

and the annihilative absence of an entity. If this view of the later Naiyāyikas is 

taken for granted, the above mentioned concept of relational absence has been 

defined as the absence, the counter- positiveness of which is limited by some 

relation other than the relation of identity. 
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 Due to this limitation the definition has been modified further and the 

reformulated definition goes as follows. That absence is a relational absence, the 

counter – positiveness of which is not limited by the relation of identity. This 

definition is formulated by taking „samsarga‟ or „relation‟ to mean such counter – 

positiveness as is not limited by the relation of identity (tādātmyānavacchinnā 

pratiyogitā). Counter – positiveness or pratiyogitā itself is a relation abiding 

between the counter – positive and the absence. This relation is further 

characterized as not being limited by the relation of identity; and such a relation is 

taken as the significance of the term samsarga or relation, which is inserted in the 

definition of relational absence. But it will not be applicable to prior and 

annihilative absence (prāgabhāva and dhvamsābhāva). For relational absence has 

been defined as the absence, the counter- positiveness of which is limited by 

certain relation other than the relation of identity, and the counter – positiveness 

with respect to a constant absence is limited by any relation other than the relation 

of identity, and the counter –positiveness with respect to prior and annihilative 

absence (prāgabhāva and dhvamsābhāva) is not limited by any relation at all. So 

in all the three cases it is observed that the counter – positiveness is not limited by 

the relation of identity (tādātmya) and all these kinds of absence are clubbed under 

the class of relational absence (samsargābhāva), which is different from mutual 

absence (anyonyābhāva). An equivalent formulation of this definition is as 
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follows. A relational absence is an absence which is different from mutual absence 

(samasargā bhāvatvam anyonyābhāvabhinnabhāvatvam).  

Now an effort is going to throw some light on each of the three types of relational 

absence (samsargābhāva). Prāgabhāva (prior or antecedent absence) is one kind 

of relational absence and there are a lot of problems concerning this. The Advaita 

Vedantins and Sāmkhya philosophers refuse to accept this kind of absence. Some 

of the Naiyāyikas (Naiyāyikaikadeśins) are of the view that sufficient evidence is 

not there for accepting of prior absence or prāgabhāva.
5
 On the other hand, Jayanta 

Bhatta belonging to Nyaya school is of the opinion that two kinds of absence are 

there, one of which is prior absence or prāgabhāva.
6
  Gautama‟s Nyāyasūtra and 

Vātsyāyana‟s commentary or bhāşya on it have argued in favour of the existence 

of prāgabhāva or prior absence.
7
  

 The Nyāya-Vaiśeşika philosophers believe that each and every positive 

entity capable of being produced is non-existent before its origination. This kind of 

non-existence of an entity is called by them as prior absence or prāgabhāva. It is 

the absence of an entity just prior to its production. According to them, if an entity 

is not eternal, it comes to being with the help of an aggregate of casual conditions 

(kāraņa-sāmagrī) at a particular time and until that point of time it remains non-

existent. So far as their theory of causation is concerned, they believe that 

causation entails the origination of a new entity, which did not exist before. It is 
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known as asatkāryavāda. One who believes in such view must admit the prior non-

existence or absence (prāgabhāva) of a non-eternal entity. Like all other instances 

of abhāva there must be a locus of this absence also and the Nyāya-Vaiśeşika 

philosophers admit that the prior of a thing exists in the inherent cause 

(samavāyikāraņa) of the thing. So both prior absence (prāgabhāva) and its counter 

– positive (pratiyogī) exist in the same substratum, but at different times. For 

example, the prior absence of a pot (paţa-prāgabhāva) exists in the pot-halves 

(kapāla-kapālikā) before the origination of the pot, in which the pot, when 

produced, will reside (through the relation of inherence).  

 It has already been said that the prior absence (prāgabhāva) of an entity 

exists there until it is produced, but a question may be asked: how long does this 

absence exist? The Nyāya-Vaiśeşika philosophers are of the view that prior 

absence has no prior limit, though it has an end (anādih sāntah).
8
 The prior 

absence of a thing has no beginning; and hence it is very difficult to say that it 

comes into being at a particular point of time. This view as such is understandable 

but it confuses us when considered along with another point made by the Nyāya-

Vaiśeşika philosophers regarding the prior absence of a thing. For, if the locus of 

the counter-positive of prior absence (prāgabhāva-pratiyogī) is itself a non-eternal 

entity, it comes into existence at a particular point of time. So before that point of 

time it cannot be the substratum of the prior absence (prāgabhāva) of an entity to 
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be produced in it. Therefore, it should be admitted that prior absence (prāgabhāva) 

has a beginning (sādi) and it comes into existence after the locus of its counter-

positive is produced. Or it should be admitted that something other that the non-

eternal locus of the counter-positive should be regarded as the locus of prior 

absence.  

 The Nyāya-Vaiśeşika thinkers are not in a position to accept the first 

alternative mentioned above, for that would not solve the first problems. To admit 

that a prior absence comes into existence at a particular time is to admit that it also 

has prior absence; the same will have to be admitted in the case of this second prior 

absence and thus a third prior absence would have to be admitted; and in this way 

this process would go on infinitely leading to the defect of Infinite Regress 

(anavasthā). So the Nyāya-Vaiśeşika philosophers would stick to their position 

that prior absence of a thing is beginning less (anādi). They would not even feel 

the need to revise their standpoint or deviate from their position. They would say 

that when a prior absence is cognized, it is cognized as located in the locus of its 

counter-positive and in fact, it cannot be cognized at all except in relation to the 

substratum of its counter – positive. But it has already been said that like other 

non-eternal things an absence is related to time (kāla) also.
9  

Time (kāla) is considered by the Nyāya-Vaiśeşika philosophers as the locus of 

everything that is real in the world (janyānām janakah kālah jagatāmāśrayo 
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matah). So an absence is also situated in time. Sometimes it may be cognized as 

the locus of some absence, sometimes it may not be so cognized. But, whether or 

not it is known to be the locus, it continues to be the locus of a thing as long as an 

entity exists. Time (kāla) itself is eternal in nature and hence it is beginning less as 

well as endless, and beginningless prior absence of a thing is located in it. If the 

locus of the counter – positive of a prior absence (prāgabhāva-pratiyogī) is non-

eternal, the prior absence, which exists in time, gets related to the locus when it is 

produced. Under this situation only the prior absence can be cognized. Whenever a 

prior absence is known, it is known as located in its counter-positive. That is the 

reason why the locus of the counter – positive has been mentioned as the locus of 

prior absence.  

The prior absence of an entity is said to have an end, but not endless. It is 

destructible (vināśī) which is its distinctive feature. No other kind of absence is 

destructible in nature. Other three kinds of absence are all endless. Hence the prior 

absence is characterized as having the property of being destructible. Now the 

question is: when does the prior absence of a thing get destroyed and what factor 

can destroy it? There are two views. According to one view, the prior absence of a 

thing gets destroyed by its counter – positive (pratiyogināśya); and it is destroyed 

after its counter – positive is originated. For the counter – positive can destroy the 

prior absence as soon as it itself comes into being. On another view, the cessation 
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of the prior absence is possible by the aggregate of causal conditions 

(kāraņasāmagrī) which are responsible for the origination of the counter – 

positive; and it is destroyed as soon as the counter – positive is produced; and it is 

destroyed as soon as the counter – positive is originated. Both the views lead to 

certain philosophical problems which will be discussed intensively. But before that 

we should draw the attention regarding another problem concerning prior absence.  

 Prior absence is considered as one of the casual conditions (sāmagrī) 

necessary for the production of its counter – positive (pratiyogijanaka). The 

Nyāya-Vaiśeşika philosophers think that by accepting this they can easily justify 

the fact that one and the same thing cannot be produced twice. They say that a 

thing cannot be produced more than once, because one of its casual conditions, i.e. 

the prior absence of it, gets destroyed as soon the thing is originated; and in the 

absence of it, gets destroyed when an entity is produced; and in the absence of a 

necessary condition (even if other casual conditions are present) the thing cannot 

be produced again.  

 But if the first view concerning the destruction of prior absence is accepted, 

there would arise the possibility of a thing being produced more than once. On that 

view prior absence is destroyed by its counter – positive when produced. In that 

case the prior absence continues to exist even at the moment of the origination of 

the counter – positive. So the possibility of the origination of the counter – positive 
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once again cannot be denied on the ground that prior absence of the thing which is 

a necessary condition for its production is absent. Against this objection it can, 

however, be said that as long as the produced thing is there, there is no question of 

its being re-produced. The produced thing itself prevents its reproduction.  

The view that prior absence (prāgabhāva) is destroyed by its counter – positive 

(pratiyogināśya) is not beyond the question. If this view is admitted, it would lead 

to the denial of the relation of opposition holding between an absence and its 

counter – positive. For, if the above-mentioned view is accepted, the prior absence 

and its counter – positive should exist together in the same locus at the same time 

for some time. The counter-positive (pratiyogī) can destroy its prior absence at 

least a moment as soon as it is originated and hence at the moment of its 

origination it exists in its locus along with its own prior absence. This is the gross 

violation of the rule that an absence and its counter – positive cannot exist together 

in the same locus at the same time.  

 The alternative view that a prior absence is destroyed by the collocation of 

casual conditions (sāmagrīnāśya) producing its counter-positive, is not vitiated by 

the defects mentioned above. But another problem would crop up if this view is 

taken for granted. According to this view the prior absence of a thing is destroyed 

at the very moment it is produced, for it is destroyed by the same aggregate of 

casual conditions leading to the origination of the counter-positive. Now, we have 
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seen that the collocation of causal conditions producing the counter – positive, 

includes in it the prior absence of the counter – positive and the same collocation 

of causal conditions is responsible for the destruction of the prior absence too. So 

the prior absence itself becomes one of the causes of its own destruction. Now the 

question is: How can it be justified? Can a thing be a cause of its own destruction? 

An entity by virtue of being an object of destruction is obviously a cause of its own 

destruction. If it is taken in this sense, there is no problem in considering the prior 

absence as the cause of its own destruction. But it may be asked whether in any 

other sense an entity can be considered as a cause of its own destruction. In order 

to clarify the matter a few instances can be cited where an entity is considered as 

the destroyer of itself.  Poison is occasionally applied in order to destroy another 

poison, but the poison applied has got double functions- destroying the other 

poison and destroying it too. The same type of instance is found in the context of 

Advaita Vedanta. To the Advaitins self – knowledge (Brahmajñāna) in the form of 

the modification of the internal organ called antahkarana (antahkaraņavŗtti) 

destroys itself as well as ignorance (avidyā) simultaneously.
10

  

  Now it is essential to concentrate on the proof for the existence of prior 

absence (prāgabhāva) for an entity cannot be taken as existent if it is substantiated 

with evidences. There is a lot of dispute on the very existence of prior absence 

among the philosophers of different schools. The Sāmkhya philosophers do not 



 

73 
 

admit the prior absence of a thing before its origination. For, they are called 

Satkāryāvadins on account of the fact that they believe in that whatever is 

originated remained in its material cause in a non-manifested manner. They also 

admit that there is no new creation which is nothing but transformation or 

evolution of what was already there. To them, what is non-existent can never be 

made existent; whatever is real assumes some form or other. So a thing capable of 

being produced cannot be non-existent before its production.  

Now a question may be raised how the prior absence can be expressed in language. 

In other words, what would be the specific form of negative cognition indicating 

the existence of prior absence? The Nyaiyayikas would say that „A jar will come 

into being on the ground‟ (bhūtale ghaţo bhavişyati) is the form of the cognition 

which has as its object the prior absence of a jar on the ground. It may not seem to 

be logically cogent. One may put a rejoinder that to say something will come into 

being is to assert its future existence, i.e. to assert its connection with the future 

time. If it is so, how can it assert prior non-existence of the thing? In response to 

this the Naiyayikas may say that future of an entity implies the counter-positive of 

prior absence of it at present (vartamāna prāgabhāva).
11

 If the term „future‟ is 

taken in the sense of its connection with the time to come, an entity existing in 

present may be said to be existing in future and hence the expression „will come 

into being‟ is very much relevant. It is not possible to say that the eternal objects 
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like atom, mind etc will come into being from this it can be concluded that an 

entity remaining absent prior to its production may be said to be continuing in 

future. From above this rules out the possibility of admitting prior absence of 

fictitious objects (alīka). Neither eternal entities (nitya) nor fictitious entities 

(alīka) can be the object of the cognition of prāgabhāva and hence the form „will 

come into being‟ can never be applicable to these cases. Only the objects capable 

of being produced (janya or kāryadravya) have absence prior to their production 

and are objects of cognitions of the form „A jar will be on the ground‟.   

 The Naiyāyikas have forwarded some common sense arguments in favour of 

the existence of prior absence. It is a fact that regarding some evils and undesirable 

consequences we always pray to the Almighty in the form- „May this not happen!‟ 

From this it is known that the desire has got its content in the form of prior absence 

of evil or unpleasant thing. The intention of the agent in this context is in favour of 

the continuance of the prior absence of that evil thing. As all forms of absence are 

endless in nature, any intention for their continuance makes no sense. As a constant 

absence (atyantābhāva) or an annihilative absence (dhvamsābhāva) is sure to 

continue, there is no scope for expressing our desire in favour of its continuance. 

But a prior absence of an entity comes to an end when its counter – positive 

(pratiyogī) is produced.  One may have the desire for the nourishment of the prior 

absence (prāgabhāva paripālana) of an entity. If he is very much serious to fulfill 
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his desire, he must keep away the casual conditions producing the counter – 

positive. Therefore, this kind of desire cannot be justified if prior absence is not 

admitted.  

              All the objects that are produced are associated with another kind of 

absence called dhavamsābhāva or dhvamsa (annihilative or posterior absence). A 

thing capable of being produced faces its destruction at a particular point of time. 

Such destruction or annihilation is admitted as a kind of absence by all. An entity 

comes to an end as soon as it receives annihilation. The absence following 

destruction is known by us in the form „A jar is destroyed‟ (dhvasto ghaţah). When 

a jar, for example, is broken, it is described as „The pot is destroyed‟ (ghaţah 

dhvastah). It signifies that the pot is no longer existent. In other words, it has 

ceased to exist. So here an absence of the pot is realized from the fact of its 

destruction. This absence is having a specific character which is different from the 

other two kinds of relational absence. An absence followed by destruction has a 

beginning; because it is caused by something at a particular point of time. But prior 

absence (prāgabhāva) or constant absence (atyantābhāva) does not have a 

beginning; because they are not effect in nature. Hence annihilative absence 

(dhvamsābhāva) is enumerated as a relational absence which is an effect (janya). 

It, though an effect is admitted to be endless (ananta).
12

A positive entity, if it is a 

matter of origination, has both a beginning and an end. But in case of an absence 
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this is not true. Annihilative absence or destruction comes into being at a particular 

time but it cannot be terminated. Because termination of annihilative absence 

would entail bringing back its counter – positive, which is not at all possible. An 

object once destroyed can never come back being. So the annihilative absence of a 

thing, once started, remains forever. Annihilative absence of a thing, like the prior 

absence, exists in the substratum of its counter – positive. So the relation of 

opposition holds between the annihilative absence and its counter – positive. It is 

our experience that the annihilative absence of a thing exists in its substratum 

where it existed before.  

                 It has already been stated that prāgabhāva or prior absence is one of the 

collocation of causal conditions (sāmagrī) for the origination of its counter – 

positive. The opposite case, on the other hand, is found in the case of 

dhvamsābhāva or annihilative absence. The pratiyogī or counter positive is 

considered as one of the causes of annihilation on account of the fact that the 

object of destruction is presupposed for any destruction. The annihilation of an 

indestructible entity is contradictory in terms. 

 In this context it is to be borne in mind that the prior absence (prāgabhāva) 

and annihilative absence (dhvamsābhāva) would be possible for a particular entity, 

but not absence of an general class, which entails that such type of absence is 

always concerned with a particular individual (veśeşābhāva), but not a generic 
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absence (sāmānyābhāva)
.13

 When the prior or the annihilative absence of a jar, for 

example, is taken into account, the absence of a particular jar any or a specific pot 

is to be taken for granted.  In this case the pratiyogitā or counter–positiveness 

belongs to the jar limited by the individuality of a jar (tadghaţatva or tadvyaktitva) 

and not by the generic property of jarness (ghaţatva) indicating ghaţa-sāmānya. 

For we find the prior or the annihilative absence of a pot even when many other 

pots exist.   

 There is a diversity of opinion among the Nyāya thinkers regarding the 

avachhedaka sambandha or limiting relation of the pratiyogitā or counter-

positiveness regarding prāgabhāva or prior absence and dhvamsābhāva or 

annihilative absence. A section of the Naiyāyikas is of the opinion that, as kāla is 

the auxiliary cause of products (janyānām janakah kālah), it (kāla or time) may be 

regarded as the avachhedaka sambandha or limiting relation in these cases. The 

time prior to the production of the counter – positive (pūrvakāla) is the relation 

limiting of the counter – positiveness regarding prior absence; and the time after 

the destruction of the counter – positive onwards (uttarakāla) is the limiting 

relation of the counter–positiveness concerning annihilative absence. The 

Naiyāyikas of this group believes that time is related to the counter-positive 

through self-linking relation or svarūpa sambandha. Such self linking relation is of 

three types- kālika-viśeşaņatā-viśeşa (a specific type of qualifierness with regard to 



 

78 
 

time), daiśika-viśeşaņatā-viśeşa (a specific type of qualifierness regarding space) 

and abhāvīya-viśeşaņatā-viśeşa (a specific type of qualifierness regarding 

absence). Among three types of self-linking relations the first one is identical with 

time on account of the fact that both in the case of prāgabhāva and dhvamsābhāva 

the existence of the counter-positive a specific time is denied. Hence the limiting 

relation of counter-positiveness (pratiyogitāvachhedaka sambandha) of these 

absences is the specific time which is completely identical with time.  But the 

Navya Naiyāyikas are very much reluctant to admit such type of 

pratiyogitāvachhedaka sambandha or limiting relation of counter-positiveness in 

cases of prāgabhāva and dhvamsābhāva. 

 The third kind of samsargābhāva or relational absence is called 

atyantābhāva or absolute or constant absence. It is defined as relational Constant 

absence is eternal (nitya) having no beginning and no end (anādi and ananta). By 

virtue of being a relational absence, it is differentiated from the reciprocal one 

(anyonyābhāva) which is also considered as eternal. As it is eternal in nature, it is 

very much easy to make its difference from the other two kinds of relational 

absence, viz., prior absence (prāgabhāva) and annihilative absence 

(dhvamsābhāva), of which the former one has got an end and the latter one has got 

an origination or beginning. So this definition of constant absence is faultless. 
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It may be argued that if the constant absence of a thing is eternal, it is tantamount 

to say that it remains in past, present and future (traikālika).
14

 If an object remains 

in past, present and future, the absentee or counter-positive of such absence would 

be taken as a fictitious entity (alīka vastu), which can never exist in three times, 

which entails its constant absence.  This conclusion has not been taken for granted 

by the Nyāya philosophers, for they maintain that only real entities included under 

six categories (padārthas) can be the absentee or counter – positive of an absence. 

Hence the constant absence of the real entities (tattvas) which have got an 

existence in some place or time or other place or time is inconceivable in nature. In 

response to this the philosophers of Nyāya persuasion would like to say that the 

cognition of absence is simultaneous with that of locus also. Now, a real entity or 

padārtha existing in a certain place may not exist at all in other places. Colour, for 

instance, exists in substances like earth, water and fire, but it never exist in air 

(vāyu). From the above fact it can be said that there is constant absence of colour in 

air (vāyau rūpam nāsti). Colour, though exists elsewhere, is always absent from 

air. In this way, above- mentioned problem may be solved. 

 The Naiyāyikas are of the view that that the absence of a pot on the table is 

an instance of constant absence due to the absence of its inclusion under 

prāgabhāva, dhvamsābhāva and anyonyābhāva.  But in this connection a problem 

can be raised in the following manner. When the absence of a jar is cognized on 
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the table, the absentee of the absence is a jar which can never stay in the same 

table. On the table where the pot is absent at this moment, another pot can be 

brought and placed at the next moment destroying the constant absence. So how 

can this type of negation be called as eternal? On the event of its admission as 

eternal it should remain there even when a pot is brought and placed on the table. If 

it is so, it would give rise to two absurd consequences, viz, the denial of the 

accepted opposition (virodha) between absence and its counter-positive. For, if the 

absence of a pot is assumed to exist on the table together with the pot, which is its 

counter-positive, it would lead to contradiction. Secondly, there would have 

demand to have veridical cognition (pramā) of the absence of pot on the table even 

when a pot is present there. But this goes against our day to day experience.  

A section of the Naiyāyikas, for this reason, is of the opinion that there is a fourth 

kind of relational absence accommodating both production and destruction 

(utpāda-vināśaśālī samargābhāva).
15

 The absence of pot on the table is destroyed 

when another pot is placed on the table, and another instance of the same absence 

emerges when that pot is removed from the table. This type of absence is transitory 

(sāmayika) as opposed to a-temporal and is situated in something which is not the 

locus of the counter-positive. So an absence belongs to the fourth kind of relational 

absence (caturtha samsargābhāva) if it exists in some locus other than the locus of 
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its counter – positive and exists there for temporarily; it comes into being at a 

particular point of time and terminates to exist at some other point of time.  

                  Some of the Naiyayikas have shown their departure from the above-

mentioned issue.  They are reluctant to admit an additional kind of absence i.e., the 

fourth kind of absence in order to resolve the problem raised earlier. A different 

type of solution is offered by them. To them the absence of a jar on the table, the 

absence of a cloth in the almirah, the absence of milk in the glass etc is regarded as 

constant absence. All of them are eternal just as the constant absence of colour in 

the air (vāyau rūpātyantābhāva). So the absence of colour (rūpābhāva) is always 

related to air and the absence of substancehood (dravyatva) is always related to 

qualities (guņa-s). But in the former instances, the counter-positive of the absence 

can sometimes exist in the locus of the absence; a glass, for example, may 

sometimes contain water, a shelf may sometimes possess books, a pot may be 

placed on the table. So these absences i.e., the absence of water in the glass, 

absence of   a pot on the table and the absence of a book on the shelf are not related 

to their respective loci eternally or all the time. When the counter – positive is 

present in the locus, its absence cannot remain in the locus. But from this it is 

proved that the absence concerned has been ceased to existence at that time; it 

continues to exist in some other locus, though not in the same. The constant 

absence (atyantābhāva) of a thing is considered to be eternal in the sense that it 
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always continues to exist at some locus or other. Let us explain the point further. 

The Nyaya-Vaiśeşika philosophers believe that there is only one single instance of 

the absence of a flower – vase, for example, in a place and we cognize the same at 

different places. Just as a universal property like cowness is inhered in many 

individual cows and can be known in them, the constant absence of a thing is also 

related to many loci and can be known there. Now, as there is only one instance of 

the constant absence of a thing, it cannot be regarded as non-eternal due to its 

productivity and perishability. For, the constant absence of a flower–vase, which 

remains in several rooms, is annihilated when a flower – vase is brought in one of 

the rooms. Though it is true yet it is to be admitted that the absence of a flower – 

vase which is destroyed will not be found in other rooms as well. But this is not 

true, for we do realize the absence of a flower – vase in other rooms. So this 

absence is to be regarded as eternal. The only other alternative is to admit 

innumerable instances of the constant absence of one and the same counter-

positive. They claim that there is no need to accept several instances of the 

constant absence of one and the same counter-positive, since by admitting the 

constant absence of a thing to be one and eternal, all the facts can be accounted for 

without any difficulty. According to these philosophers, an absence is related to its 

locus by the svarūpa (self-link) relation, which is identical with the locus as 

qualified by the time of the cognition of the absence (abhava jňānakālīna-
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adhikaraņa-svarūpa). When the counter-positive of an absence is present in a 

substratum, there is no cognition of its absence; so the locus at that time is not 

characterized by the time of the cognition of the absence. Therefore the absence 

has no relation with other loci where the counter-positive is not present. In this way 

they overcome the difficulty which they had to face as a consequence of admitting 

constant absence to be eternal.  

The absences like prior absence (prāgabhāva) and annihilative absence 

(dhvamsābhāva) are called specific absence (viśeşābhāva) on account of the fact 

that it deals with a particular entity but not concerned with all the members of a 

class. When the prior absence or annihilation of a jar is admitted, it concerns with a 

particular individual jar (ghaţavyakti), but not all jars. For this reason it is called 

specific case of absence (viśeşābhāva). In case of constant absence (atyantābhāva) 

there is the existence of generic absence (sāmānyābhāva) in the sense that it entails 

the absence of all the individual jars (ghaţavyakti).
16

 When it is said that there will 

be a jar on the ground (ghaţo bhavişyati), it means the counter-positiveness of it is 

limited by jarness (ghaţatvāvachhinna-pratiyogitā). In this case a jar limited by 

jarness will come into being. A jar limited by jarness indicates the absence of jar in 

general (ghaţa-sāmānyābhāva).  

A section of the Naiyayikas believes that there is a specific type of abhāva 

characterized by the relation of vyadhikaraņa (non-co-locus). Any two things can 
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be related together in either of two ways: (a) co-existence in the same locus (b) 

non-co-existence in the same locus. The first one is called relation of co-locusness 

(sāmānādhikaraņya) while the second one is relation of non-co-locusness 

(vaiyadhikaraņya). Clothness (paţatva) and substanceness (dravyatva) coexist in 

the same locus and hence they are called samānādhikaraņa. Humanity 

(manuşyatva) and cowness (gotva) do not exist in the same locus and hence they 

are called vyadhikaraņa. 

Some scholars think that the relation of vyadhikaraņa can be taken as a 

determinant of negation. As for example, „Someone is not a cow as he is a man‟ 

(manuşyatvena gauh na). In this case the cognition of non-existence (abhāva) of 

cowness in a man is grounded on vyadhikaraņa dharma (a property remaining 

non-co-locus), which serves as a limitor (avacchedaka). Such type of non-

existence is called vyadhikaraņadharmāvacchinna abhāva.         

 Those who admit Vyadhikaraņadharmāvacchinna abhāva argue that if this 

type of absence is not admitted, it will not be possible to account for such the 

cognition as „There is no hare‟s horn (horn as possessed by a hare) in a cow‟ 

cannot be accounted for. They emphatically argue that such cognition as 

mentioned above is always possible. The content of such cognition is the absence 

of hare‟s horn as located in a cow which is the substratum. Here the locus is the 

cow, the counter-positive is the horn, and the limiting property of counter-
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positiveness is the property of being possessed by a hare (śaśīyatva). Now, this 

property does not reside in the horn, which is the counter-positive. Since no hare 

possesses a horn, no horn is the property of being possessed by a hare. So the 

absence of horn as limited by the property of being possessed by a hare, which we 

cognize in a cow is an instance of vyadhikarņadharmāvacchinnābhava. A hare‟s 

horn being a fictitious entity, we cannot literally talk of its absence. So the absence 

of hare‟s horn in a cow has to be interpreted as the absence of horn as limited by 

the property of being possessed by a hare.  

 The Naiyāyikas do not admit this kind of absence. Gangeśa has refuted the 

view that there can be such a type of absence and he refuted the view that there can 

be such a type of absence and he also denied that we have such cognition as „There 

is absence of hare‟s horn in a cow‟. For explaining which, it is claimed, 

vyadhikaraņadharmāvacchinna abhāva should be admitted. Gangeśa, however, 

concludes that we sometimes use such expression as „There is no hare‟ horn‟ 

(śaśaśŗngam nāsti) and he says that we mean by such expression „There is no horn 

in a hare‟ (śaśe śrngam nāsti).
17
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Chapter-V 

Some Philosophical Problems and Their Probable Solutions 

Abhāva has been enumerated as one of the seven categories (padārthas) admitted 

in the Nyāya-Vaiśeşika system of Philosophy. The six categories like substance 

(dravya), quality (guņa), action (karma), universal (sāmānya), particularity 

(viśeşa) and inherence (samavāya) are called positive ones (bhāvapādartha) while 

the negation or absence (abhāva) is taken as a negative one (abhāvapadārtha). The 

present paper is an effort to show that abhāva, the most neglected category due to 

its negative character, has got a greater value in our life, in advancement towards 

morality and spiritualization, even in the attainment of liberation (mokşa).  

Abhāva is a category which is inherent in all positive entities. Let us suppose, if we 

take the example of a „jar‟, there is an absence of „non-jar‟. In the same way, if we 

take the case of a „cow‟ („go‟), there is an absence of „non-cow‟ („a-go‟). Hence 

the smell of negativity is found in each and every so called positive object. Even 

happiness is conceived as of „absence of pain‟. A sigh of relief indicates the 

absence of suffering there. Had there been no negative things in this world, there 

would not have been the taste of positive entities in our like, either in the level of 

objective world or psychological world. 
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It may be argued that sometimes the feeling of absence makes a man crippled 

resulting in non-development towards economic and spiritual status. It is 

commonly said that a thief does not care for morality (corā nā śone dharmer 

kāhinī), because the absence of food or money makes him to adopt an unfair means 

like stealing, snatching etc. Bankim Chandra Chattopadhyay also observed that 

poverty does not encourage morality to enter into one‟s life. How can we say that 

absence is the pillar of advancement? 

In reply, it can be said that absence becomes efficacious to one‟s advancement if it 

is felt in a moderate way. Each and every thing which is extreme in nature cannot 

provide us anything which is full of good. („Sarvam atyantam garhitam‟).  

Absence, if realises in a balanced way, can provide us an idea of the importance of 

its absentee (pratiyogī). An absence can only be felt if its absentee is known to us. 

That is why; the Naiyayikas believe that the knowledge of absence always depends 

on that of its absentee („pratiyogijňāna-sāpekşam abhāvajňānam‟)
1
. We are least 

bother about the absence (like absence of sky-flower etc ) whose absentees are not 

known at all. 

The theory of Double Negation proves that each and every positive entity is 

negative in nature. One may describe a „jar‟ as „not not jar‟ and so on. Hence in our 

empirical life we cannot get rid of abhāva. Considering the importance of this 
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negative way looking towards an object the Buddhists have discovered the theory 

of apoha. 

Though we do not find detailed discussions about the implication of apoha-theory 

in sentence-meaning, it is assumed that the Buddhists might have taken a negative 

approach to meaning even in this case of sentence, which is substantiated by 

Ratnakirti in his Prameya-kamala-mārttanda in the following manner. 

Ratnakirti said that according to Dinnāga in the expression – „The blue lotus‟, the 

term „blue‟ is used to exclude all lotuses that are not blue. In the same way, the 

term „lotus‟ has been used to exclude all blue things other than lotus. Thus the 

whole expression signified the exclusion of „non-blue‟ and „non-lotus‟.
2
 

The above- mentioned view has also been endorsed by Ratnakirti in his 

Apohasiddhi. To him every word situated in a sentence denotes a negation. In the 

sentence – “This road leads to Srughna” the word „this‟ excludes all roads other 

than the one indicated, the term „road‟ excludes „footpath etc‟, the term „leads to‟ 

indicates the exclusion of „a blind path‟ and „Srughna‟ excludes all other places.
3
 

Ratnakirti has beautifully analyzed the apoha-theory after giving three possible 

meanings of the term „apoha‟ a) Apoha might mean the external object. If this be 

the case, it will have cognition in the form: „This is excluded from others‟ (Idam 

anyasmād apohyate) b) or the term „apoha‟ may refer to the representational 
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cognition. If this be the case, the form of cognition would be as follows: „From this 

others are excluded‟ (asmād vā anyad apohyate) c) Or it may refer to the exclusion 

itself. In this case the cognitive form is: „In this way others are excluded‟ (asmin vā 

anyad apohyate). If this theory is expressed symbolically, the apoha is expressed 

as „A excludes B. Now where primacy is to be given? It may be given either to A 

or B or exclusion itself. 

The alternatives „a‟ and „b‟ are not taken for granted, because apoha refers to a 

particular and not simply to the exclusion of the opposite. The third alternative 

does not stand in the eye of logic, because it is contradicted by our experience. On 

hearing the expression – „There is fire on the mountain‟ the existence of a 

particular fire, not merely the negation of non-fire, is understood. Ratnakirti has 

admitted that the term „apoha‟ means the external object itself as determined by 

the exclusion of others (anyāpoha-viśişţa-vidhih śabdānam arthah – Apohasiddhi, 

p. 52-2). 

In fact, Ratnakirti thinks that there are two shades of meaning – primary and 

secondary. But the meaning of an expression is the positive thing, e.g, cow-

individual qualified by the exclusion of other, i.e. what is not non-cow. The 

positive and negative meanings are the different aspects of the same meaning-

complex. The gasping of the positive meaning and exclusion of other meanings 

(anyāpoha) are done simultaneously- the latter complimenting the former. That is, 
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the meaning of the expression „cow‟ is understood as „cow-excluded-from non-

cow.‟ We understand something in whatever manner we understand it as qualified 

by the exclusion of others. All our actions are directed to an individual thing, but at 

the same time that desired thing is understood in terms of exclusion of the 

undesired things. When one is asked to tie a „cow‟, he is at the same time directed 

to avoid tying „horse‟ etc.  This act of selecting a particular type of an individual 

proves that these two acts of understanding occur simultaneously in the same way 

as when we see a „blue lotus‟. The „blue‟ colour and the „lotus‟ are cognized at one 

time and hence there is no time sequence in grasping the positive and the negative 

meaning. We use the word „indīvara‟ to denote a „blue lotus‟. This word does not 

contain any reference to „blue‟. But nevertheless the utterance of the word 

„indīvara‟ conveys the impression of „blue‟ and „lotus‟ simultaneously. Similarly, 

the word „cow‟ may not contain any direct reference to the exclusion of non-cow, 

but as soon as the word „cow‟ is uttered, we understand the particular as 

distinguished from „non-cow‟ at one time.
4
  

Now let us see how abhava can help us in the attainment of spirituality and 

morality. It is well-known to us that failure which is a negative concept is the pillar 

of success. Following this line it can be said that absence can give us lession to 

realize the objects which are absent. Had there been no absence in our life, one 

would have been lost oneself in the midst of happiness and luxury. This situation is 
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an one-sided story, because in our life there are ups and downs. Only the feeling of 

absence can give to get something which is not yet available. Longing for 

something originates from the absence of the same. That is why; an effect (kārya) 

is defined as „prāgabhāva-pratiyogi‟ 
5 

i.e., an effect is something whose absence is 

felt beforehand. 

After seeing heinous crimes in our society like torture on women, trafficking, rape, 

bride-burning, murder etc we seriously „feel‟ the absence of morality in the present 

era leading to the destruction of our peace of mind, justice, truthfulness etc. This 

feeling of absence can alone lead us to the attainment of life which is positive in 

nature available through morality. Apart from this the normal people is not always 

happy with this mundane morality and hence he feels again some sort of absence 

or gap in him and tries to get something which is non-mundane or transcendental 

one. The sense of abhāva goads him to attain such spiritual freedom which is also 

nothing but the absolute cessation of suffering (tadatyantavimukto‟pavargah) 

which is the state of calmness, non-tranquility having no sense of abhāva at all. 

Though abhāva or absence should admitted as an entity belonging to the category 

of real due to various reasons as mentioned above yet some of the difficulties 

concerning absence cannot be ignored. These difficulties are as follows. 
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First, no proper definition of abhāva has been formulated by the Nyāya-Vaiśeşika 

school. The simple definition-„bhāvabhinnatvam abhāvatvam‟ (an absence is 

something which is different from the positive entities) does not serve the purpose 

of pointing out the nature of absence. Moreover, this definition involves the defect 

of mutual dependence or anyonyāśraya on account of the fact that the knowledge 

of absence depends on the concept of bhāva and the vice-versa. Apart from this it 

is vitiated by the defect of self-dependence or ātmāśraya, because the absence is 

explained in terms of anyonyābhāva or reciprocal absence in the form- „abhāvo na 

bhāvah‟ i.e., positive is different from the negative. In other words, the form of 

anyonyābhāva is being used to define abhāva.   Abhāva is defined in term of 

abhāva in the form of anyonyābhāva is a form of abhāva, which leads us to the 

defect of ātmāśraya and anyonyāśraya. In fact, such type of definition is hardly 

acceptable. Hence a new definition given by some modern thinkers like Sri 

Narayan Chandra Goswami etc is more acceptable. To them abhāva is that through 

some negative things are expressed (nişedhābhilāpaka). In case of prior absence 

(prāgabhāva), e.g., „there would be jar on the ground‟ (ghato bhavişyati) though 

there is no usage of the negative particle nañ here yet there is the sense of negation. 

From the sentence we come to know that at present there is no jar on the ground. 

Moreover, the negativity of the negative is always felt by us in different occasions. 

How can we reject the „felt‟ object? That is why; just as a positive object is 
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admitted on the basis of its „feeling‟ in our life, the negation of something is the 

result of our „feeling‟ which can never be ignored. On account of this it is a 

category or something which declares its existence as a negative entity.   

Secondly, the absolute absence (atyantābhāva) involves so many problems if we 

understand the same way it has been defined and instantiated. The absence which 

remains during three times, i.e., past, present and future, is called atyantābhāva or 

absolute absence („traikālika-samsargavāchhinna-pratiyogitākah abhāvah 

atyantābhāvah‟).
6
 The example which has been given is not all convincing. The 

example is- „There is no jar on the ground‟ (bhūtale ghato nāsti). If this example is 

taken for granted, there will be no distinction between temporal absence 

(sāmayikābhāva) and absolute absence (atyantābhāva), because both of them may 

come under the purview of this definition. How can a temporal absence be equal to 

absolute absence? Moreover, an absence remaining in three times can never be felt. 

It is possible to see the absence of certain quality in some object in past and 

present. But so far as future is concerned, it is difficult to predict .The Naiyāyikas 

believe that an absence remaining in a place for the time being can never be 

removed even at the presence of a similar object. The absence of a jar on the 

ground can never be removed even a fresh jar is brought there. This is not tenable, 

because the absentee of the absence of a jar is the jar itself, which can never remain 

in our mind even a new jar is brought there. We feel the absence of a particular jar 
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if it possesses some special features. Otherwise, all the jars being same cannot 

provide us the sense of lacking of a particular jar absent earlier. Moreover, the 

absolute absence of the absurd entities like sky-flower etc cannot be thought of due 

to their non-existence. It is admitted that the absence of the realizable entities can 

be thought of as per the principle- prasaktasya pratişedhah sambhavati. In fact, the 

Naiyāyikas believe that even after a new jar is brought the absence of the earlier jar 

cannot be filled up. An absence of an individual (tadghata) occupying a particular 

time and space is unique in nature which can never be removed by bringing a new 

one. In this sense such nature of atyantābhāva is justified. In this connection one 

may think that as a particular jar has already comes, its absence cannot be felt. It is 

quite unnatural to feel that particular jar or tadghata, because its purpose is served 

by other jar. 

Thirdly, it is very difficult to understand or rather artificial to understand absence 

through perception through the contact called viśeşaņa-viśeşya-bhāva (qualifier-

qualificand relationship)
.7
 We normally feel that the ground possesses the absence 

of a jar (bhūtale ghato nāsti), but the relation between qualifier and qualificand 

(viśeşaņa-viśeşya-bhāva) is artificially constructed, as if, to accommodate this 

peculiar relation. The normal way of expression is-„There is no jar on the ground‟, 

but not as „ground as absence-possessing‟. Hence the perceptuality of absence is to 

some extent not easily understandable. When we look towards ground, it is ground 
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which is perceived, but not the absence. It is better if the inference is admitted as a 

mode of knowing absence as endorsed by the Buddhists. 

Fourthly, the Prabhākara school of the Mīmāmsakas admit that the absence is 

nothing but the locus of it (adhikaraņa-svarūpa). This view is very difficult to 

accept on account of the fact that the locus of absence, i.e., ground in the example-

„There is no jar on the ground‟, (which is called anuyogin) is completely distinct 

from the absence of the object i.e., jar called pratiyogin. It is not possible to know 

the bareness (kaivalya) of locus without the admission of an absence. In the case of 

the absence of a jar on the ground what is to be understood by the term bare locus? 

Is it bare ground or bare jar? If an absence is called adhikaraņa-svarūpa or 

equated with its locus, does it mean the nature of the ground or pot? Whatever may 

be the case, we cannot deny the role of object or pratiyogī in apprehending absence 

and hence locus is not essentially an absence. 

Lastly, the concept of double negation in Indian logic creates some confusion. 

Does „the absence of absence‟ amounts to to some „presence‟ of the counter-

positive or to some additional absence? There is a controversy among the 

Naiyāyikas themselves regarding the issue.the older school thinks that „the absence 

of absence‟ of a positive entity amounts to positive entity alone. To them to admit 

a fresh absence gives rise to infinite regress (anavasthā). If the absence of absence 

is taken as a fresh absence, the fresh absence will have an absence, which will 



 

98 
 

again be taken as another fresh absence leading to the defect of anavastha or 

infinite regress. In order to avoid it the older school prefers to admit the absence of 

absence as a positive entity which is nothing but the counter-positive. The later 

school of Nyāya believes that the absence of absence is always an absence. There 

is no evidence that the third absence is a new absence. The absence of absence is 

an additional absence (atirikta abhāva), but not a positive entity, which is 

identified with the first absence (tŗtīyābhāvasya prathamābhāvarūpatvāt).
8
 If the 

existence of fourth absence is admitted there, it will be identified with the second 

absence. Hence there does not arise any question of anavasthā.
9
 

Moreover, in case of the absence of the absence of a jar the third absence is to be 

taken as an additional absence due to another reason. In case of the third absence 

the counter-positive is the absence of the absence of a jar (ghatābhāvābhāva) while 

in the second case only the absence of a jar (ghatābhāva) is a counter-positive. Due 

to the difference of the counterpositive (pratyogibhinnāt) absence is different 

leading to the confirmation of the conclusion given by the Neo-thinkers that the 

third absence is an additional one, but not equivalent to the positive entity or jar. 
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