KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA

ON ANYONYABHAVA

« According to Vatsyayana, Gautama accepted two types of absence:
prior absence (prag-abhava), and posterior absence or destruction
(dhvamsa). Much later, Vacaspati Misra 1 (so also Dandin) presented
a division of absence that was accepted by the later school. According
to him, absence is of two types: mutual absence or difference (anyonya-
bhdva), and relational absence (samsargibhiva); and the latter is of
three subtypes: prior absence, destruction, and constant absence (atyan-
tabhava). Jayanta, on the other hand, followed Gautama and Vatsydyana
strictly and described mutual absence and constant absence as mere
varieties of prag-abhdva (prior absence). He also mentioned two further
varieties of absence: apeksabhiva and sdmarthyabhava, of which the
former, he said, was a variety of prior absence, and the latter might
be subsumed sometimes under prior absence and sometimes under
destruction » 1, v

The «mutual absence» or « difference » (anyonyabhava = bheda)
has sometimes puzzled scholars. Here I propose to discuss the question
in the light of some passages in Navya-nydya literature to which, so far
as I am aware, sufficient attention has not been given by scolars.

Vacaspatimiéra 2 only enumerates the different kinds of absence; he
does not define them. They are defined later on, by Udayana and by
Sridhara. Sridhara « raised the interesting question of how to distinguish
a mutual absence (amyonyabhdva) from a constant absence (atyanid-
bhava) in spite of the fact that both are not temporal, i.e. are ever-

1. B.. MariiaL, The Navya-Nydya Doctrine of Negation: The Semantics and
Ontology of Negative Statements in Navya-nydya Philosophy (Cambridge, Mass.,
1968: Harvard Oriental Series 46), p. 108.

2. Nydyavarttikatdtparyatikd, p. 587 (in Nydyadarsanam with Vatsydayana's Bha-
sya, Uddyotakara's Varttika, Vicaspati Misra’s Tatparyatika & Visvandtha's Vrtti,
ed. by Téaranatha Nydya-Tarkatirtha and Amarendramohana Tarkatirtha, Calcutta,
1936: Calcutta Sanskrit Series XVIII),
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present (nitya or saddtana). In a constant absence what we deny is in
some way imaginary (asat), because it never occurs in the locus of
denial but is imagined to do so, whereas a mutual absence is a denial
of the identity of two real objects »3,

From Udayana onwards, anyonydbhdva is defined as that absence
the counterpositive-ness to which is delimited by the relation of essen-
--tial-identity- (taddtmya) 4 - - -

Matilal 5 writes: « But identity as a relation becomes more important
to Nyaya when it tries to explain what it calls mutual absence (anyonyd-
bhava) or difference (bheda). Difference or otherhess is exemplified in
denials such as ” A pot is not a cloth”. Nydya explains that in such
expressions a cloth, called the counterpositivie (pratiyogin), is declared
not to be related to a pot by identity (cf. ” tadatmya-sambandhavac-
chinna-pratiyogitakabhavah anyonyabhavah ). This comes from the com-
monsense notion that otherness is but a denial of identity. Nyaya ex-
plains this as denial that an entitiy is related by identity to something »

This point was made sufficiently clear by the old writers. Thus
Samkaramlsra, in his U paskara on Vaisesikasiitra X, 1, 4, writes:’
yatra sad eva ghatadi asad iti vyavahriyate tatra tadatmyabhavah pra-
tiyate. bhavati hi asann asvo gavatmana, asan gaur asvatmand, asan
pato ghatatmand, aghatah patah, anasvo gauh, agaur asva ityadipratitih.
tad asyam asvanyonyabhdvavan gauh patanyonyabhdvavan ghata ity
anyonyabhava eva tadiatmyabhavaparandma bhisate. tad atra tadatmyam
pratiyogitavacchedakam ®. « Where a pot etc., being existent, is spoken
of as non-existent, there we have the cognition of an absence of 1dent1ty
We have, indeed ,the cognitions: ”a horse is non-existent as a cow ”,

a cow is non-existent as a horse ”, ” a cloth is non-ex1stent as a pot”,
'a cloth is a nonpot”, "a cow 1s a non-horse”, ”a horse is a non-
cow”, and so on. Now what appears in these cogmtlons is mutual
absence, whose other name is absence of identity (tadatmyabhava), and

3. MariLaL, op. cit., p. 101 - itaretarabhdva evityantabhdva iti ced aho rajamarga
eva bhramal, itaretarabhavo hi svariipasiddhayor eva gavdsvayor itaretardtmatapra-
tisedhah, atyantabhdve tu sarvtha asadbhiitasyaiva buddhdy dropitasya desakdldna-
vacchinnah pratisedhah, yathi satpaddrthebhyo nanyat prameyam astisti, yadi catyan-
tdbhavo nesyate sad eva paddrthd ity ayam niyamo durghatah syat, Nyayakandali,
p. 230 (The Bhdisya of Prasastapada together with the Nyayakandali of Sridhara, ed.
by Vindhyesvariprasada Dvivedin, Benares, 1895: Vizianagram Sanskrit Series No. 6).

4. anyonydbhdvatvarp tdaddtmyasambandhivacchinnapratiyogitiakabhavatvam, Vi-
$vanatha, Nydyasiddhantamuktdvali on Bhdsdpariccheda (= Kdrikdvali) 12. - Cf,
UDAYANA, Kzranavalz, p. 220 (Prasastapddabhisyam with the Commentary Kirandvali,
ed. by Jtendra S. Jetly, Baroda, 1971 Gaekwad $ Oriental Series No. 154), and Lak,sa- :
navali, § 105 (ibid., p. 283).

. .5 Op cit., pp. 4647,

6. The Vaisesika Darﬁana with the Commentarzes of Sarikara Migra and Jayana-
rayana T arkapancanana, ed. by Pandita Jayanarayana Tarkapaficinana, Calcutta, 1861
(Bibliotheca Indica), pp. 376-371. . o .
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which assumes the forms: "’ a cow has te mutual absence of a horse ”,
" a pot has the mutual absence of a cloth ”. Therefore, identity (tadar-
mya) is here the delimitor of the counterpositive-ness ».

But the word tadatmya «identity » raises an interesting problem?,
Since the « identity » (tadatmya) of an « object having contact » (samyo-
gin) is nothing but «contact» (samyoga), this definition of mutual
absence includes also the « constant absence » (atyantabhava) of an
« object having contact », the counterpositive-ness to which absence is
delimited by the contact relation. The definition thus suffers from the
technical defect of « overpervasion » (ativydpti). This problem was raised
and solved by the Dinakari commentary on the Siddhantamuktavalt
passage quoted above, but a full discussion of it is found only in the
Ramarudri commentar on the Dinakari®, Here is what- the Dinakari

states: tadatmyatvena taddtmydvacchinnatvam pratiyogitdyam vivaksi-

tam. tena samyogavacchinnapratiyogitiake saniyogyatyantabhdive nitivyap-
tih « What is meant is that the counterpositive-ness is delimited by iden-
tity as identity. Thus there is no overpervasion [of the definition of
mutual absence] to include the constant absence of an object having

contact, the counterpositive-ness to which absence is delimited by con-

tact ». This terse expression of the problem and its solution have been
made fully explicit by the Ramarudri commentary as follows?: taddat-
myawm tadgato 'sadharanadharmah. tadatmyatvena tdadatmydvacchinnat-
vavivaksayah phalam dha: teneti, samyogyatyantibhdva iti. samyogitddar-
myasya samyogariipatayd samyogasambandhavacchinnapratiyogitika-
tyantdbhave yathdsrute 'tivydptih. idanim tu tadatmyatvavacchinnd ta-
datmyanisthd yd samsargavidhayavacchedakatd tanniriipakapratiyogi-
takatvalabhena atyantabhdaviyasamyoganisthapratiyogitavacchedakatdyah
samyogatvenaivavacchinnatvat nativydptir iti bhavah. yady api samyogi-
tadatmyasya samyogariipatvena tattadatmyatvam api samyogatvam evety
ativyaptinirdso durghata eva, tathapi samsargativacchedakam tadat-
myatvam na samyogatvddiripam kim tu samyogyadivrityasddhdrana-
dharmatvam eva. ato 'tyantabhaviyapratiyogitdyam samyogasya Sarpyo-
gatvenaivavacchedakatvat asadharanadharmatvenavacchedakatvavirahan
na tatrdativyaptih. bhedapratiyogitavacchedakasamsargasyaiva asadhdra-
nadharmatvena bhanabhyupagamat; anyathdtyantabhavanyonyabhdvayor
bhedasambhavad iti bhavah « ” Identity ” means the uncommon property

7. Karw H. Porter, The Paddrthatattvaniriipanam of Raghundtha Siromani (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1957: Harvard-Yenching Institute Studies XVII), p. 41, and n. 24.

8. Nydyasiddhantamukiavali of Visvandtha Paficanana Bhattdcarya with Dinakari
(Prakdsa) Commentary by Mahddeva Bhatta & Dinakara Bhatta and Rdmarudri
(Tarangini) Commentary by Ramarudra Bhattdcarya & Pt. Rdje$vara Sastri, ed. by
Pt. Harirama Sukla Sastri, Varanasi, 1972 (Kashi Sanskrit Series 6), pp. 71-72. See also
Srikantha Diksita on Janakindtha, Nydyasiddhantamarijari, ed. by Gaurinatha $astri,
Bnares, Samvat 1941, p. 54.

9. Similarly Srikantha Diksita, loc, cit,
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residing in a certain objet. [The author of the Dinakari] explains with
what end in view it is meant that [the counterpositive-ness] is delimited
by identity as identity... Since the identity of an object having contact
is identical with contact, there follows an overpervasion [of the defini-
tion of mutual absence] to include the constant absence the counter-
positive-ness to which is delimited by the contact relation — if we adopt
the usual meaning of the word. But now is obtained the property of

having a counterpositive-ness describing ¥ the property of being a deli-
mitor as a relation, which resides in identity and is delimited by identity-
ness. There is, therefore, no overpervasion, because the property of being
the delimitor of the counterpositive-ness to the constant absence, which
resides in contact, is delimited only by contact-ness. That is the idea.
Although the overpervasion is hard to avoid because the identity of an
obect having contact being identical with contact, its identity-ness also
is nothing but contact-ness, still the identity-ness which is the delimitor
of the property of being a relation is not identical with contact-ness
etc, but is only the property of being an uncommon property res1d1ng,
in an object having contact etc. Thus it is as contact that contact is the
delimitor of the counterpositive-ness to the constant absence, it is not
its delimitor as an uncommon property. There is therefore no overper-
vasion there. It is indeed only of the relation delimiting the counter-
positive-ness to a difference that is admitted the appearance as an
uncommon property; otherwise, there would be no difference between
a constant absence and a mutual absence. That is the idea ».

To avoid all ambiguity, the Navya-naiyayikas. while talking about
mutual absence or difference, express themselves as follows: A mutual
absence or difference is an absence the counterpositive-ness to which
is delimited, as a relation, by identity 1. But this definition, too, is not ,
always adhered to. Jagadi$a records two alternative definitions of
bhedatva: as anuyogitdvisesa « a partcular kind of subjunctness », and
as akhandopadhi « an unanalysable imposed property » 2. Jagadida also
informs us that according to Raghunitha, in the Bauddhdadhikaratippani,
ie. commentary on the Atmatattvaviveka of Udayanacarya, there is no-
proof (manabhdva) in favour of the view that the counterpositive-ness
to a mutual absence is delimited by the identity relation®. The argu-

10. niréipaka: cf. Danter H. H. INGALLS, Materials for the Study of Navya-Nyaya
Logic (Cambridge, Mass., 1951: Harvard Oriental Series 40), p. 46.

11. bhedatvamn ca samsargavidhayd tadatmyavacchinnapratiyogitakabhdvatvam,
Siddhantalaksana-Jagadisi, p. 108 (The Siddhantalaksana of M. M. Gangesopddhtiyaya
with the Commentaries Didhiti, Jagadisi, Vivrti, Dipikd and Kalisarikari by Raghu-
ndtha Siromani, Jagadisa Tarlcalankara, Vamacaramz Bhattacirya, Guruprasada Sastri
and Kalzsankara Bhattdcdrya, ed. by Guruprasada $3stri, Benares, 1933).

12. Ibid., pp. 108-109.

13. nanu tadarmyena gavadeh sadhyatdyém sdsnddav avydptis tatra sddhanavan-
nisthanyonyabhavapratiyogitiyih sadhyatdvacchedakatdddtmyasapbandhavacchinatve
mandbhavasya svayam eva Bauddhadhikdratippanyam uktatvdt, ibid., pp. 156-157.
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ments on which Raghunatha bases his opinion are not known to any
of the pandits I have been able to consult. They give their own argu-
ments (which vary from one pandit to another) saying that these must
also be the arguments of Raghunatha ! A final decision on this question
must, evidently, depend on a thorough examination of the Bauddhda-
dhikaratippani itself. But that I have to reserve for another occasion.

14, Cf. S$rikantha Diksita, loc. cit. (cf. Ny@yakosa, s.v. anyonydabhdva: 3rd edition,
pp. 4445): atra dhvamsaprdagabhavayor ivanyonyabhdvasya pratiyogitavacchedaka-
sambandhe mandabhavah. na cdtyantabhdvasydpi tathdsty iti vdcyam, samyogasam-
bandhavacchinnaghatdtyantabhdavavattajfiane saty api samavaydadisambandhena ghata-
vattdjfianodaydt samyogasambandhdvacchinnaghatanisthaprakdratasalijfidnam  prati
samyogasambandhavacchinnapratiyogitdkaghatabhavaprakdrakajfidnatvena pratiban-
dhakatvad atyantdbhivasya pratiyogitavacchedakasambandhavasyakatvat, anyo-
nydbhivasya ca ndndsambandhavacchinnapratiyogitakatvabhdavena samavayena gha-
tatvavattdjfidnam prati ghatdnyonnydbhdvavattdjfianatvenaiva pratibandhakataydnyo-
nydbhédvasya tathanavasyakatvid ity akhandopdadhiriipatvam eva tasya samyak... This
was also the interpretation given to me by my guru, Panditaraja Badrinath Sukla of
the Varanaseya-Samskrta-Visvavidyalaya. According to this interpretation, therefore, it
is simply unneccessary, in the case of a mutual absence (as also in the cases of « de-
struction », dhvamsa, and of « prior absence», prdgabhdva), to assume a relation
delimiting the counterpositive-ness, because it cannot be delimited by different re-
lations; whereas it is necessary to do so in the case of a constant absence, the
counterpositive-ness to which can be delimited by different relations. According to
others, however, Raghunatha's point is that the identity relation, being a «non-
occurrence-exacting » (Vrttyaniyamaka) relation, cannot be the delimitor of a coun-
terpositive-ness. This view is also echoed by such a great authority as the late
Mahamahopidhyaya Kalipada Tarkicarya, in his lectures delivered at the Varanpa-
seya-Samskrta-Visvavidydlaya in 1964, lectures which have been published by the
same institution under the title Nyayadarsanabindul (Samvat 2021): anye tu Vyapti-
siddhantalaksanagranthe Jagadisasya « sddhanavannisthanyonydbhavaprativogitdyih
sadhyativacchedakatidddtmyasambandhdvacchinnatve mandbhdvasya svayam eva
Bauddhdadhikaratippanyiam uktatvat » ityadigranthapramdnyena tddatmyasamban-
dhasydpi na pratiogitavacchedakasambandhatvam iti vadanti. tadatmyasambandhd-
vacchinnapratiyogitdkdbhdavatvam anyonydbhavatvam ity anyonydbhdavalaksanam
upeksaméindé ca te bhedatvariipam akhaandopddhim eva tallaksanam abhyupagac-
chanti. vayam tu bahusammatatvadigunena tadaimyasambandhasya vrityaniyama-
katve ’pi tasya bhediyapratiyogitdvacchedakasamsargatvam urarikurmalr (p.21). From
Jagadisa's text it is hard to decide which view is the correct one. Thus, after the
sentence quoted above (and quoted by Kalipada Tark#cérya), he adds; evam dhani
Caitratvad ityddau vyttyaniydmakasvamitvadi-sambandhena dhandadeh sadhyatdyiam
api tddrsasambandhivacchinnapratiyogitvaprasiddheh. Vamacarana, Bhattdcarya, in
his Vivrti (the Ganga commentary by Sivadatta Mi$ra is not available to me at this
moment), simply states (p. 157): anyonyabhdvatvasydkhandopddhitvad ity dsayah.

Note also that R&janfdrdyana Sukla, in his notes to the Pariskdaradarpana by
his father Venimadhava Sukla (Benares 1934), p. 143, speaking of the problem di-
scussed above, writes: bhedatvam ca anuyogitavisesadharma eva wna tu taddatmya-
sambandhavacchinnapratiyogitakdabhavatvam, samyogasya sawpyogitddatmydbhinna-
taya samyogasambandhdvacchinnapratiyogitdlasamyogyatyantdbhdve 'tivydptydpatieh
- On anuyogitd in this context cf. Nydyakosa, s.v. 2: abhavatvatmikd: yathd ghato
ndstiti pratitivisaye abhdve ghatanisthapratiyogitaniriipitnuyogitd, iyam api svari-
pasambandhavisesa eveti kecin naiydyika vadanti, akhandopddhir ity anye vadanti.
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