
CHAPTER-V 

LOGIC BEHIND NON-ACCEPTANCE OF ANUPALABDHI AS 

A PRAI\WJA BY THE NAIYAYIKAS .'-\ND OTHERS. 
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It has already been discussed in the previous chapter 

that absence. or abhava, which is not identical with its locus 

but something additional to it (adhisthanatiriktam tattvaril), can 
----~·---------------------

be known through a unique source of knowledge called anupalabdhi · 

according to Bhattas and Advaitins. The other philosophers like . . 
Naiyayikas, Buddhists do not accept absence as a separate source 

of knowledge. According to them, absence can be known either 

through perception or inference. These philosophers constitute 
- . ..-... 

the purva paksa of the Bhattas and Advai tins. They have develop-
............ . .. 

ed their own reasoning in favour of non-accepting abhava as a 

separate pramana • . 
Let us first concentrate on the view of the Naiyayikas 

and their logical excellence in connection with the means of 

knowing abha~. Afterwards, the tenability of their arguments 

will be considered. 

The Naiyayikas accept that the non-apprehension or anu£~­

labdhi merely facilitates the appropriate sense-organ in cogni-
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sing the absence of an object. When there is no jar on the ground, 

the visual sense-organ, i.e., eye, being assisted by appropriate 

negation, determines the absence of the jar on the ground. Thus 

the relation of absence to the locus is adj ecti vi ty. The awareness 

of negation may be called as causally connected, because it is 

based on the joint method of agreement and difference anvaya­

vyatireki • Hence the negative awareness is visual i.e. ,perceptual. 

Gautama, the founder of Nyaya school, has opined that 

abhava is not a separate source of knowledge or pramana, but it . 
is an object of true cognition (prameya). It is established on the 

basis of the normal experience that water existing in the cloud 

is not coming down in spite of having its weight. The object 

which has got weight always comes downw-ard. In this case water 

has got some weight. Hence it should have come- down. But actually 

we do not find it. From this it is assumed that there must 

be some hindrance which stands on the way of its coming down. 

This hindrance is nothing but the connection of cloud with air 
'Lt. 

which counters the downpo~ of the water inhered in the cloud. 

In this case the cognition of abhava of the result which is 

naturally expected gives rise to another piece of cognition of 

the presence of the connection of it with air. Gautama has 

realised the importance of such cognition which, according to 

him, is a form of inference. There is no justification behind 

accepting it as a separate source of knowing. 1 

/ 
1. "S:abda aitihyanarthantarabhavadanum;ne'rth;patti -
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That negation is not an object of knowledge- proper has 

b~en opposed by Gautama also. In the list of the categories ac­

cepted by Gautama, abhava is not included. But one can feel the 

importance of it if one goes through his literature developed 

afterwards. Among the sixteen categories or ~darthas which are 

essential for having t~is-worldly and other-worldly wellbeing 

(nih~eyas), abhava is not mentioned. But the role of abhava has 

to be accepted if one has a complete idea of apavar~ or libera­

tion. It is true that ERavarga is the final goal in the Nyaya 

system. This has to be realised in terms of abhatva, because the 
2 . 

complete cessation of suffering is apavarga. Though he does not 

mention abhava directly, yet he accepts that somefundamental con­

cepts cannot be explained without the help of abhava. Hence abhava 

iS not neglected so far as its conceptual framework is concernede 

When Gautama argues that liberation or apavarga is the compl~te 

cessation of suffering, he accepts the concept of liberation which 

entails the concept of non-eternality (anityatva)3 of material 

sambhavabhavanarthantarabhavacca-pratisedhah" . . 
- Nyaya sutra, 2-2-2. 

2. "badhanalaksanam duhkham/" . . . . . 

"tad - atyanta - vimokso 'pavargah/" . 
- Nyaya -sutra, 1.1.21 & 1.1.22. 

3. Gautama here has taken a common sense view of the theory of 
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objects which can be explained with the help of negation. In other 

words,to accept non-eternality of an object amounts to suggest the 

acceptance of abhava without which absence of eternality cannot be 

explained. 

That this absence is the object of knowledge can be 

explained with the help of the following metaphor. Among .several 

marked cloths there are some unmarked also. By. virtue of being 

unmarked the absence of marked comes to our awareness, i.e., the 

absence of marked gives rise to the knowledge of its 4 absence. 

Here the absence of marks is the cause of an individual's aware­

ness. Hence it is called pramana. The absence which is the true 
• 

cognition here is the object known through this pramana. 

It may be argued by the opponents that the question of ab­

sence arises in that place where an object is originated and des­

troyed. But in the case of unmarked cloths, it cannot be said that 

marks were originated there and destroyed afterwards. On account 

of this, it is very difficult to say that there is absence of mark. 

Gautama meets this point with the help of the following arguments. 

The above-mentioned view is not acceptable, because marks are 
... 

found in other object·s. Just as a man realises the presence of 

causation which is the opposite to the those of the Buddhist 

or the Vedantin. 

4 • "laksitesv-alaksana-laksitatvad alaksitanam . . . . 
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marks in a cloth, he sees the absence of it also in an unmarked 

cloth. After observing the absence of marks he realises that 
5 cloths are unmarked. 

The Naiyayikas are of the opinion that the object which 

is not connected with proper sense-organ is not visually perceived. 

That which is perceived visually is a positive object. But the 

Naiyayikas nave shown their logical excellence in establishing 

the fact that a negative fact being unconnected with proper sense­

organ may also be visualised. In other words, a sense-organ reveals 

only an object which is in proximity to it and in contact with it. 

From this, it follows that it is related only to the positive ob­

jects.6 But the Naiyayikas have shown their novelty in saying 

that a negative fact is also visualised without the help of visual 

sense-organ. In this connection, a problem will crop up. If a 

negative fact being unconnected with eyes is perceived, all the 

tatprameyasiddheh" 
• 

- Nyaya-Sutra, 2.2.s. 

5. "asatyarthe nabhava iti cen nanya-laksanopapatteh 11 . . . 
- Nyaya-Sutra, 2.2.9. 

- ,....._. -6. Bha~~acarya, J. V._, Nyaya-manjari, Vol. I, p. 109, 

Motilal Banarasidass, Delhi, 1978. 
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negative facts belonging to a remote time and place should also.be 

perceived. But it is not possible, because perception cannot give 

rise to the knowledge of an object existing in remote places and 

in future. In reply, it can be said that such problem does not 

arise at all. For, the awareness of a negative fact does not come 

from the void, but it is determined by the perception of its locus. 

The perception of the locus serves as a medium for perceiving a 

negative fact. So the locus of a negative fact which is within the 

range of a sense-organ is to be perceived only. 

Annambhatta, the eminent Naiyayikas, does not believe in 

the above-mentioned suggestion. According to him, there is no nece-

ssity of admitting the cognition of a negative fact through the 

perception of its locuse He believes that a negative fact is di­

rectly perceived through the contact of sense-organ which is called 

vi~sanavi~syabhava sannikarsa, i.e., a contact in which there.is 
• • 0 

the relation between qualifier and qualificand. In order to justi­

fy it the Naiyayikas have taken· the following example : 'There is 
'7 no jar on the ground. The same negative fact may be expressed as 

7. "Abhavapratyakse vifesanavi~syabhavah sannikarsah ca/ . . . . . 
Ghatabhavavadbhutalamityatra caksuhsamyukte bhutale 

• • • 
ghatabhavasya vi~sanatvad/ . . . 

- Larkasamgraha, Edited by Shri Narayana 

Chandra Goswami (Bengali edition), p. 331, 

Samskrita Pustak Bhander, Calcutta. 
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- "The ground is endowed with the absence of a jar (ghatabhavat 

bhutalam)". Here the 'ground 1 is viS"esya or qualificand · and 

'endowed with the absence of a jar' is vi~sana or qualifier. 

The knowledge which is attained with the help of such type of 

contact or Sannikarsa must come under the purview of the.percep­
/ 

tual knowledge. Because the perceived objects like visesana and -=--..!.-!.­
vi~sya are the media through which the absence is known. In this 

• 
case the peculiar relation called vi~sana-vi~esyabhava has been 

----~·~·~-----~·-------
invented by the Naiyayikas after keeping a particular view in 

their mind. The view of the Naiyayikas can be more firmfooted if 

their metaphysical presuppositions are reviewed carefully. Accor­

ding to them, non-existence of an object in a particular locus is 

not identical with the locus, but adjectival to it. For, we gene­

rally say that the ground is characterised or qualified by the 

absence of a jar. Hence the absence of a jar is conceived as a 

character or vi{esana of the ground just as the attributes of the . . ~ 
ground like colour, size etc. are percei ve·d'"" The absence of a jar 

is also perceived not as an independent objecti but as a qualifier 

of the grounde It comes to our awareness as soon as we look at the 
8 ground. When the ground is known perceptually, the bareness or 

8. "bhutalam vi~syam/ ghatabhavo vi~sanam/ 'bhutale ghato . . . . . 
- - / • 0 nasti'ityatra abhavasya visesyatvam drastavyam/ tena . 

anupalabdheh pramanantaratvam nirastam/ 'yadyatra ghato'-. . . 
bhavisyat tada bhutalamivadraksyat dar~nabhavannasti' iti . 
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emptiness of the ground caused by the absence of something i.e., 

jar etc., also known simultaneously. Only the difference is co-

lour, size etc. of the ground are revealed by a different type 

of Sannikarsa which cannot reveal the absence of a jar existing 

in it. For this the Naiyayikas have adopted a peculiar type of 
./ / -contact or sannikarsa which is called visesya-visesanabhava . . 

sannikarsa • 
• 

The judgement through which a negative fact is expressed, 

e.g., 'The pot is not red' can be divided by Nyaya into the qua­

lifier and qualificand which are related by a quantific§tion re­

lation. To Nyaya, a judgement, affirmative or negative, indicates 

that the qualifier is expressed in ordinary language by a positive 

phrase like 'is blue' in the sentence "The pot is blue" or by a 

negative phrase such as "is not red n in the sentence "The pot is 

not redu. In the first case the qualifier is the property of being 

blue, whereas in the second case the qualifier is the-property of 

not being red or the absence of red colour. The Nyaya contention 

is that if red colour is the name of a property that characterises 

some object then by the same logic 'the absence of red colour' is 

the name of another property which qualifies some other locus. A 

judgement merely asserts that a qualifier qualifies a qualificand. 

tarkitapratiyogisattvavirodhyanupalabdheh sahakr~tene-. . ..... 
ndriy~naiva abhavaj~anopapattau anupalabdheh pramana--""". . . 
ntratvasambhavat/ 11 

- Dipika on Ibid, p. 332. 
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It should be noted that the Nyaya concept of negation does not 

cover the act· 6f negating or denying a judgement which is a 

psychological fact. 9 

It may be asked. that wpy an absence of red colour should 

be considered a~ a real or genuine property like red colour, but 

not a pseudo one. The Nyaya replies in a very simple way,. A pro­

perty becomes real or genuine if there is some locus which it 

characterises. Such a property can be used in all logical and phi­

losophical discussions. If red colour qualifies the things that 

are red, absence of red colour qualifies things that are not red. 

If there were no objects that are red, our talk about the absence 

of red colour would be unjustified. And hence the property called 

the absence of red colour would have been considered as an unreal 

property which cannot be used in logical and philosophical dis­

course. The Nyaya carefully avoids the entity which can be consi­

dered as apra~iddha or unreal property. If they were parts of 

some logical problems, the whole sentence would have to be consi-
- . / dered as unreal or aprasiddh~ by Nyaya. On account of this Gangesa 

rejects all the five definitions of Vyapti based on the concept 

9. Motilal, Bimal Krishna, The Nayya~Nyaya Doctrine of Negation, 

p. 93, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 

Harvard University Press, 1968. 
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f d . t" ( bh" "t t ) . h" T tt . t- · 10 o non- ev1.a 1.on avya 1.car1. a va 1.n . l.S a vac1.n aman1.. 

Because all of them have s0me unexampled property. For Nyaya, all 

things are knowable in character, and hence knowabili ty exists 

in each and everything of the world, which implies that there is 

nothing characterised by the absence of knowability. Thus, the 

absence of knowability is an unreal property just as the proper­

ty of being rabbit's horn. Such a property cannot be used to cha-

racterise some objects nor can it be negated. 

It may be pointed out that the properties like absence 

of red colour etc. are always dependent on some counterpositive. 

Some properties are called positive, and hence they are indepen-

dent, which means that they can be expressed in language without 

using a negative particle 'not' (nanl There are also some pro­

perties that are not positive, and hence dependent. They are 

called dependent on account of the fact that they can be expre-

ssed in language with the negative particle. Moreover, an absence 

iS always dependent on its counterposi tive. This characteristic 

of being dependent upon a counterpositive is urged or emphasised 

10. 11Nanu anumi ti-hetu-vyapti j~aneka vyaptih? Na tavad -

avyabhicaritattvam/ 

Tad hi na - sadhyahhavavad-avrttitvam - sadhyavad-bhinna-
• 

sadhyabhavavad-avrttitvam, - sadhyavat - pratiyogikannyo-. 
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•. / 11 
by Gangesa as a necessary feature of absence. Depending on this 

argument, Gange~ rejects the Prabhakara's view that the absence 

of red colour is nothing, but the locus itself, i.ee, not red 

substance. 

It may be argued by the opponents that an empty table or 

cognition of some empty table does not always depend· upon the 

notion of a counterpositive. According to them, an absence must 

be described as having a substratum by all who accept absence as 

an additional entity. Because we can speak of an absence in co­

nnection with some place etc. So there must be a special property 

(vi~sa) on the ground which is the substratum of the absence • 
• 

The mere ground cannot be the special property. For, it may occur 

in a ground that has a pot on it. It cannot be identical with a 

ground having an absence. Therefore, it would lead to the defect 

called circularity. The absence of ari object is known in terms of 

bhava - pratiyogitvam, - sadhyavat - ahyavrttitvam va, . 

- Tattvacintamani (anumana khanda), 
- t"'V Chapt. Vyapti pancaka. 

11. Siddhantastu sapratiyogiko 'bhavo 'nubhuyate ghato na... pato 
• • 

netyambhavat, na tu tanmatram/ 

Ato'bhavovittivedyatvam pratiyoginah, pratiyogij~anadhi-. 
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the special property _existing in the locus. Again, the special 
property existing in the locus is known in terms of the absence.· 

In this way, one could raise the defect of circularity. The oppo­

nent tries to bring this problem against the Naiyayikas. It is 

true that there is some special property on the ground lacking 

a pot. But how the ground be distinguishable from the ground 

possessing a pot? 

The Nyaya's reply would be as follows. The property of 

having· no pot has no special character over and above ·that of 

its dharmin (i.e., possessor of property). Hence, one cannot es­

tablish the above mentioned relation between an absence and spe­

cial property. To Nyaya there does not arise any question of 

establishing a relation between an absence and the special pro­

perty. If an absence is taken as a 'dharma' or character, it is 

nothing but the character of its dharmi, i.e., the object bearing 

this character. Hence, if there is at all a relation, it is be­

tween dhar~ (property) and the possessor of property (dharmi) 

i.e., between an absence and the locus of it, but not between 

an absence and special property. In stead of this one can estab­

lish it between the absence and independently existing locus of 

naj~anatva~cabhava - syanubhavasaksikam 

gosadrsYavat/ . 
-Ibid (Abhava-vada khanda), 29. 
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The Naiyayikas have tried to prove the cognition of ab­

sence as perceptual through the method of Tarka, i.e., reducti£­

ad-absurdum which runs as follows : "If jar were present on the 

ground, it would have been perceived. As it is not seen, there 

is the absence of a jar". Depending on this method of Tarka one 

could say that the cognition of absence is perceptual, which 

is evidenced from the Nyaya-Bhasya of Vatsyayana. It has been . 
stated by Vatsyayana that one should know the reality (Tattva or 

thatness) which means the positivity of the _positive / ( Sa-tasca 

Sadbhavah) and negativity of the negative (asatatca asadbhavah) • 
• 

The negativity of the negative should be known through perception. 13 

If there is really an object in the room, it would have been seen. 

From the non-perception of it, the absence is apprehended. Hence 

the negative entity also comes under the purview that Tattva or 

reality · or padartha which is capable of being known through a 

distinct pramana which is perception • 
• 

In this connection one problem can be raised in the follow-

12. Ibid, 39. 

. . / - /- -13. Kim punastattvam? Satasca sadbhavo'satascasadbhavah/ Sat . 
saditi grhyamana~ yathabhutamaviparitam tattvam bhavati/ 

• • - - .,.- - - - . . Asaccasaditi grhyamanam yathabhutamaviparitam tattvam bhavati/ 
• • 

- Vatsyayanabhasya (Introduction) • . 
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ing way. It is a well known fact that the sound is perceived 

with the help of the ear. What would be the operative relation 

between ear as the sense-organ and sound as the_object? As the 

relation between them cannot easily be cognised, one might think 

of having an_absence of relation between them. Had there been 

any relation, it would have been easily cognised. If so, one 

might think of a separate source of knowledge called anupalabdhi 

in this place due to the absence of cognition of the operative 

relation or process. In response to it the Naiyayikas say that 

an ear as a sense-organ is nothing but the space (Aka(a) enclosed 
;I • / ") by auditory passage (karnasaskulyavacchinnam nabhah srotram • It . . . - -

has already been accepted that sound is a quality of - -"' Akasa. So 

the relation between the two is Samavaya or inherence as it per~ 

sists between dra~ (substance) and guna {quality). The Naiyayikas 

accept the relation called Samavaya (i.e., inherence) which exists 

between two objects which are not separable. Inseparability which 

exists between quality (guna) and substance (dravya) between a 
__:_ 

part (avay_ava) and ·a whole (avayavi) etc. is called .§pmavaya .• 

Here we find an inseparable relation between quality and subs­

tance. For, the space limited by ear is only a limitation (~­

cchedaka) of the space as a whole and hence it is Akasa, one of 

the nine categories. ~ccepted by Nyaya-Vai~sika. From this it 
• 

follows that there is no necessity of accepting any absence of 

relation in this_place. Due to the acceptance of relation in the 

form of sannikarsa (contact) between them the question of anupa­

labdhi does not arise. 
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The Naiyayikas hold that the absence of a perceptible 

object is itself perceptible, which is based on the following 

arguments 

First, we can apprehend the absence directly without depending 

on other factors just as the positive entities like colour, size 

etc. are directly known. As immediacy lies in knowing the posi­

tive and negative entities, the absence can be described as per­

ceptible. 

Secondly, it is an undeniable fact that, when the absence is known, 

the locus of absence is also known. When we_ gather the knowledge 

in the form : 'There is ho jar on the ground', we have the know­

ledge of the ground and the knowledge of absence simultaneously. 

Hence· it can be said that like locus of the absence the absence 

is also perceptibleo 

Thirdly, perceptual knowledge can be expressed directly without 

depending on some other judgements as in the case of Pararthanu­

mana etc. In order to prove the fire is on mountain we have to 

take recourse to various steps or judgements in order to convince 

others about the truth of inferential conclusion. But in the case 

of the perceptual knowledge no such demonstration is needed. As 

the experience of absence does not depend on the demonstration 

of any judgement, it may be called as perceptual. 

Fourthly, as the counterpositive of absence is perceptible with 

. the help of sense-organ, the absence of it is also perceptible 

by the same sense-organ. If the counterpositive is a perceptible 
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object, it would be known through perception and its absence 

would also be known through the same means. For, it is the same 

sense-organ which can reveal the counterpositive and the absence. 

Fifthly, when someone has the sensory knowledge of absence on 

the ground, he does not have feeling that his sense-organ cannot 

apprehend something which is not there. But in stead of this he 

has a feeling that something is on the ground or locus where ab­

sence is located. The main spirit of the statement is that the 

absence of something in a place is not the creation of an imagi­

native mind, but it is really there which is capable o£.being 

cognised with the sense-organ. 

Sixthly, there is a chance of com~itting mistake in cognising ab­

sence. But non-apprehension cannot be mistaken,· because in the 

case of non-apprehension there is nothing which may give rise to 

any defect. If there is any illusory knowledg~, there must be 

some defects as its cause. 14 To Nyaya, if sense-organ is invol­

ved in generating some knowledge, it may be defective. As there 

is chance of defective sense-organ or some defects in perception, 

there may arise some erroneous judgements. Hence mistake is po­

ssible in cognising absence also. It can be said that knowledge 

of absence is perceptual. As there is a chance of having errone­

ous knowledge in respect of some positive objects and absence, 

14o 'doso'pramaya janaka~' 

- Bhasapariccheda, verse No. 131. 
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it is presumed that there-is some wrong either in the sense-

organ or in the object irself. From the fact of having errone-

ous cognition, it is presumed that absence is perceptual. There 

is a chance of having erroneous cognition of an absence, which 

entails the existence of some defects in the sense-organ. A 

cognition cOnnected with sense-organ is always perceptual. 

Lastly, the judgements conveying that something is abs~nt can 

be expressed in two ways : (a) Where locus is the subject and 

the absence is predicated, e.g. The ground possesses the absence 

of a jar, and (b) Where absence is subject and the locus is 

predicated, e.g. The absence of a jar is on the ground. There 

is only one instrument of valid knowledge which can reveal both 

subject and predicate of this judgement. It is not possible to 

accept that a particular prama~a reveals the subject and another 

reveals the predicate which is logically cumbrous (Gourava). 

Hence the opponent s view that the perception apprehends the 

ground or locus and non-perception apprehends the absence is 

not correct. Both should be known with the help of perception. 

Udayana, the celebrated Naiyayikas, . does not accept 

anupalabdhi as a separate source of knowledge. In the case of 

absence, according to him, sense-organs are the prime factors 

though anupalabdhi serves as a cocurrent cause of the percep­

tion of abhava. In knowing abhava sense-organ plays a vital 
~ 

role which is ass~ted b'y anupalabdhi. This anupalabdhi is an 
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. - 15 
accessory to the perception of abhava. He has proved the per-

ceptuality of abhava with the help of the following arguments. 

According to him, perception is a kind of knowledge 

""'-whose cause is not cognised (ajnatakaranakam). As for example, . 
the vision does not perceive its cause, i.e., eye. Like other 

Naiyayikas, he also admits that the sense-organs are the instru­

mental causes of perception of the absence of a jar. One can 

merely assume that the knowledge of the absence of an object is 

produced by sense-organ, because it is the knowledge which is 

produced by an instrumental cause, and which itself is not cog­

nised. The perception of an external object is produced by inter­

nal sense-organ, i.e., mind with the help of the instrumental 
16 cause, i.e., sense-organ. In the like manner,mind is capable 

of conveying the perceptual knowledge of the absence of a jar 

with the help of external sense-organ. To hi~, from the fact 

of having power to perceive negation the sense-organ can be 

accepted as the instrumental cause in the perception of abhava. 

15, Cowell, E. B., -"" The Kusumanjali of Udayana Acarya with 

commentary of Hari Dasa Bhattacarya, p. 32, 

Bharati-Bharati Publishers, Varanasi, 1980. 

- - - 1"\/-.- - -16. Pratipatteraparoksyadindriyasya-jnatakaranatvacca 
• 

bhavave~cca cetasah// 
• 

- -'V 
- Nyayakusumanjali, 111.20. 
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A pramana which apprehends the existence of a thing is capable 

of apprehending its non-existence also. 

A section of philosophers, who accepts anupalabdhi as 

an independent pramana, has some metaphysical presuppositions • 
• 

Behind the acceptance of a·nupalabdhi as a pramana, the hidden 
• 

intention of them is to prove the non-existence of the Divine 

through perception. Their argument is_ as follows : 'God does not 

exist. Had He been existed, He would have been perceived. As He 

is not perceived, He does not exist.• 

The above-mentioned argument is refuted by Udayana by 

saying that the mere Jlon-apprehension of a thing does not prove 

its non-existence, but the non-apprehension of a thing ~hich is 

capable of being perceived proves its absence. The negation of 

an object is meaningful if it is understood with reference to its 

counterpositive capable of being perceived. One can argue that 

there is no jar on the ground, t>ecause he knqws that if it were 

present, it would have been seen. Since it is not perceived, it 

does not exist there. This method is known as Reductio-ad-

absurdum. Such method cannot be applicable to the case of God, 

because God is not amenable to perception, which entails that 

the non-perception af God does not prove His non-existence. 

It may be argued by the opponents that if the non-appre­

hension of an object which is not perceived does not prove its 

non-existence, the non-apprehension of hare's horn cannot 
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guarantee about its negation for its incapability of being per­

ceived. In other words, if non-apprehension is not the cause of 

absence then the non-apprehension of hare's horn etc. will not 

be taken as the cause of its absence. If so, how can we know then 

the non-existence of these entities? 

In reply, Udayana says that though hare •s horn is not capable 

of being perceived, both a hare and a horn are capable ·of being 

perceived separately. It is the horn belonging to hare which is 

denied as perceptual. According to him, non-apprehension cannot 

deny the existence of self, because it is the nature of self that 

. it will be perceived when it is characterised by some_cognitions. 17 

So far as God is concerned, He is not capable of being known per­

ceptually. Hence He is ayogya in this case. For this reason, non­

apprehension of God cannot prove its non-existence. 

There is another problem in accepting the perceptuality 

of an absence. An absence is perceptible being qualified by its 

counterpositive. ·So for. the sake of perception of an absence, 

the sense-organ must have the operative relation in both the ab­

sence and its counterpositive. But it is a well khown fact that 

there is opposition ( virodha) be-tween absence and its counter-

positive as both of them cannot exist in the same place simul-

17. Cowell, E~ B., Th v. -'V. 1" ·e .1'\,usuman]a J. of Udayana Acarya with 

commentary of Hari_Dasa Bhattacarya, pp. 33-34, .. 
Bharati-Bharati Publishers, Varanasi, 1980. 
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taneously. When the absence of a thing exists in a locusJits 

counterpositive cannot exist there and the vice-versa. As the 

sense-organ cannot have operative relation with an object which 

is not present and not proximate, it can have such relation 

either with the absence or with the counterpositive. How can 

it be possible to perceive the non-existence as qualified by 

its counterpositive? 

In response to it, the Naiyayikas are of the view that 

sense-organ may have the two types of operative relation with 

the object : laukika (normal) and alaukika (super-normal.). The 

first type is called la~ika (normal), because the relation be­

tween the sense-organ and the object is physical. The other is 

alaukika (super-normal), because there is a super-normal rela-

tion of the sense-organ with an object which is not easily 

apprehended or which is not under the purview of normal opera­

tive relation. This alaukikasannikar~a (i.e., the super-normal 
rv- --contact) is of three types : Jnana-laksana, samanya laksana and . . . . 

yogaia. Through these super-normal operative relations the 

above-mentioned problem of perceiving both the absence and its 

counterpositive at the same time can be solved. When the know-

ledge of an object serves as an operative relation between the 

""-sense-organ and the object, it is called jnana-laksana sanni-

karsa. But when the absence of an object is perceived, there is 
• 

no ordinary operative relation between the sense-organ and absent 

object, i.e., counterpositive. Though the absent object is not 
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known through ordinary sannikarsa, it can-be presented to owr . 
sense-organ through the lane of recollective knowledge~With the 

"""'-help of jnama-laksana the counterpositive of an absence is known . 
while absence is known through normal process. In this way, we 

are in a position to perceive an absence as qualified by its 

counterpositive. 

Like the Nyaya-Vai/esika school, the Buddhist logicians . . 

also believe in the phenomenon of abha~ or absence. As they 

accept abhava as a fact, they invent some methods of knowing it 

also. To them, perception is the method which can manifest an 

object having svalaksana or unique characte·r and hence percep-. . 
tion can reveal an object for a moment only. As absence is not 

momentary in character, it cannot be perceived. Thus it is known 

through inference which is samanyalaksana· in character. 
• • 

The Buddhists have accepted anupalabdhi as one of the 

het!! for inferential knowledge. According to them, metu is of 

three types : svabhava hetu (natural het!:!,), karya hetu (hetu in 

the form of effect) arnd anupalabdhi (hetu in the form· of non­

apprehension). Through the relation-of identity (TadatmE) which 

is connected with the svabhava, something is inferred. Sometimes 

a cause is inferred through the effect which is called karyahetu 

connectea With law of causation (Tadutpatti). With the help of 

these two (i.e., law of identity and law of_ causation) the ab­

sence of an entity cannot be known. Hence the Buddhists have to 

admit a different type of heig called anupalabdhi in order to 
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explain the absence of an object. If the absence of a jar on 

the ground, for example, is known, it is not possible through 

identity and causation. It is also a fact that there is the 

awareness of absence. How is this awareness be explained? Accor­

ding to them, there are two ways of knowing : perception and in-

ference. The absence cannot be included in the former, because 

perception is svalaksana. That is, an object which: is capable . . 
of being perceived remains only for a moment. As absence is not 

at all momentary, it cannot come under perception. As it is an 

awareness' it must come under inference which is samanya la ksana 

in character. If it is inferential, there must be some ~ other 

than svabhava and karya. It is nothing but anupalabdhi. 

The Buddhists hold that negation is known through an 

inferential Jtadgement based on the non-appreheAsion of a percep­

tible object. But it is not a direct attitude of mind what pure 

sensation always is.Existence is the ultimate reality of a point­

instant and the cognition of it is the corresponding pur_e-sensa­

tion. Hence, non-existence is imaginary but not real. When we 

say, for example, 'there is n9 jar on the ground', the visual 

s·ensation is p:r;oduced by the bare ground but not by the absent 

jar. The absent jar is not perceived by the sense-organS~but this 

is a representation of the memory which is also constructed by the 

intellect. 18 Hence thr cognition of the absent thing (i.e., non-

18. Stcherbatsky, F. Th., Buddhist Logic, Vol. I, p. 363, 
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existence of a jar) means its presemce is imagination. 19 It means 

that if it (jar) were present, it would have been perceived; as 

it were not, it is imagined. In the like manner, we may able to 

imagine the presence of such an entity like the hare's horn which 

refers to also non-existence. Thus, the previously known jar as 

well as hare's horn which is never experience may both be negated 

eq\:lally. 

According to the Buddhists, negation is an indirect way 

of cognising reality which is included under inference. Thus the 

knowledge in the form 'there is no jar'. is preceded by an inf e­

rential process. The inference can be stated as follows. The exis­

tence of a.perceptible thing is in~variably accompanied by its 

perception; the jar which is a perceptible entity is perceived. 

Dharmakirti admits that abhava or negation is the process through 

which either the absence of something or some practical applica­

tion of the idea of an absent object is deduced. Whether the facts 

be denied by way of an affirmation of something incompatible with 

them or through the negation of their causes etc.; everywhere 

Dover Publication, Inc. New York, 1962. 

- . / 19. Atha yo yatra nasti sa katham tatra drsyah 

- Nyayabindu of Dharmakirti, Edited ~ith 

Dharmottara's Tika by Th. Stcherbatsky, p. 101, . 
Bibliotheca Buddhica 7, 1918. 
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negation, on analysis, refers to possibilities of sensepercep­
. 20 t1on. Thus, there is no relation such as conjunction, inhe-

renee etc. which can unite negation with them. It means that 

non-existence is never known as an independent object. It is 

here necessary to mention that the Buddhists are divided in 

their opinion regarding the content of negative judgement. The 

Dinnaga school believes that it is a mere mental construction, 

where Yogacara admits it as the modification of the soul. 

The Buddhists are of the opinion that negation is not 

judged as the perception of the locus rather it is the percep­

tion of the 'bare locus•. Here the term 'bare' which implies the 

locus alone becomes the object of perception but not the nega­

tion existing in locus. When we intend to perceive the jar but 

see only the ground, it is the perception of bare locus. For 

them, we apprehend only one thing where we intend to apprehend 

two. The cognition of the bare ground determines the absence 

the intended objects. The intended perception of the absence 

a particular locus is the necessary condition. The absence 

20. Sarvatra casyam abhavabhava-vyavaharasa-dhanyam 

anupalabdhau yesam svabhava-viructdha-dinam upalabdhya . . 
karanadinam anupalabdhya ca pratisedha uktastesam-

• • 
anupalabdhif~veditavya. 

- Nyayabindu of Dharmaklrti 11., Trans. by 

Stcherbatsky, Vol. II, p. 102. 

of 

in 

of 
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an object and the perception of the locus are not suffi~nt 

21 grour:1ds for knowing ar:1 absence. For example, there might be 

many things such as pen, book, paper etc. which are absent 

from my study table. I may not be aware of absence of all these 

things until and unless my attention is drawn to a particular 

thing. The absence of a pen would come to our awareness when I 

am desirous of the pen. In this case, the cognition of the bare 

locus, i.e., empty table not bearing a pen, gives rise to nega­

tive argument in the form 'the pen is not on the table'. Hence 

the Buddhists will say that the perception of the bare locus 

having no pen and the apprehension of this fact are the basis of 

the n_on-cogni tion. 

The realists may raise some objections to the view that 

the real absence is nothing but the assertion of the bare locus. 
__________________________________________________ , ______________ __ 

21. "ghatagrahakatvasya bhutalagrahakasya caikaJ~anasamsargitvad . . 
yada bhutalagrahakam eva tajj~anam qhavati, tada ghata-. . 
grahakatva-bhavam nifcayayatibr;n . . 

- Pramana-varttika of Dharmakirti with the commentary 
• 

'Tika' by Karnakagomin on Dharmakirti's auto 
...:..,___ . 

commentary 'svavrtti'. 
--"----

or 

- Pramana-varttika of Dharmakirti with commentary of 

Svavrtti-tika by Karnakagomin. 
• -!....-..-
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What is to be understood by the term 'bareness• (Kaivalya)? If 

it means the self-identity of the locus, it will lead to another 

problem. For, when we perceive the object, we perceive it toge­

ther with its locus. The ground can be known along with the jar 

and without the jar. Therefore, if absence is identified with the 

bare locus, it would also be apprehended even when the object is 

present. 

Secondly; if the bareness of the locus is considered as 

the locus separated from the object (atirikta), absence is accep­

ted as referring to the real entity (abhava) in different terms. 

Because separateness and negation refer to the same context. 

Thirdly, if there is no absence, how can. there be the 

knowledge of the bare loctlS where there was first a relational 

knowledge between the locus and a jar? This statement becomes 

sensible if posterior absen~e (dhamsabhava) is accepted. But rea-

lists would not accept this, because, according to them, poste-

rior absence is possible only through the destruction of the 

object. Just as we can say 'the jar is produced •, we can also say 

'the absence of the jar, i.e., the destruction is produced~ 22 

22. Yady abhavo nasti katham tarhi yatra prak sam~stabuddhir . . . . 
asit tatra tad ekavisayabuddhir avirbhavati? Pradhvam-

• 

rv - "- - / - Prakaranapancika <if Salikanath Misra, p. 121, 
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The Buddhists do not accept the above mentioned objec­

tions. The terms 1barenes s of the locus ( bhuta lakai va lya) :_• and 

'devoidness or non-associateness' refer to a knowledge of an in­

dependent fact. 'Independent' means it is the negative attribute 

which is independent, i.e., not depending on the ascription of 

a locus which contains an object. We cannot describe the ground 

bearing a jar as "it is the bare locus or the floor is without 

a jartt. On the other hand, the ground which contained a jar can­

not be described as the locus of a jar just after its destruction 

or removal. For, this bare ground is completely different from 

the previous ground bearing a jar due to its different causal 

efficacy (arthakriyakaritva). Ratnakirti says that devoidness 

of the object and independent entity is here denoted by the 

term 'bareness'. This denotation is produced by its own causes. 

and different thing from the locus of the jar. This ground is an 

object which does not bear the attribute of being the locus of 
23 the jar •. 

"-Edited by Mukunda Sastri, Chowkhamba sanskrit series, 

Banaras, 1903. 

23. Kaivalyam tadviviktatvam asankirnatvam ityadibhih padaih 
• • • • 

pradetasya ghatampraty anapannadharabhavasya svahetuta . ,(... 

utpannasya ghatapradesad anyaevatmabhidhiyate/ 
• 

- Ratnakirti-nibandnavali, Edited with 
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From the above statement it is clear that the relation 

between the object, i.e., the counterpositive and the locus is 

not real but imagined. The relation between the counterpositive 

and the locus is mentally constructed. Though the object is not 

present in the locus, it is assumed as being present. In order 

to deny its presence, the relation between the object and locus 

is mentally constructed. Because it is not the reality which is 

denied, but its relation which is a logical construction is 

d . d 24 
en~e • 

In response to the ~bove position of the Buddhists the 

opponents say that in the above-mentioned case both existence 

and non-existence are to be considered as equal. In the propo­

sition 'there is no jar on the ground' the presence of a jar, 

i.e., existence is mot real but imagined and subsequently denied. 

In the same way, we may imagine the existence of the unreal 

(absurd) entities, e.g., the hare's horn etc. In the same logic 

there is possibility of constructing a true negative proposition 

in the form : - "there is no hare's horn". There will be no 

introduction by A. Thakur, p. 97, Tibetan 

sanskrit works series, Vol. III, Rltna, 

Kasi prasad Jayaswal Research Institute, 1975. 

1"\./-

24. "ekajnanasamsargy atra vikalpya eva 11 -
• 

- Ibid, p. 85. 
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difference between two statements - 'there is~. no jar on the 

ground' and 'there is. no hare's horn 1 • But actually a jar is 

previously known and hare's horn is not at all experienced. Both 

cannot be megated in the same way. 25 According to Dharmakirti, 

through negation the absence of some objects or some practical 

application of the idea of an absent object is deduced. "Whether 

the facts denied by way of affirmation of something incompatible 

with them or through the negation of their causes etc., every-

where negation on analysis :refers to possibilities of sensation 

(senseperception) 11 •
26 According to the Buddhists, there are va­

rious types of negative judgements. But the negative condition 

25. tt ••• -- t ht //. p\:lrvavaga asya g a asya sasav:1sanasya ca - navagatasya 
• 

dvayor-api tulyam kvacit pratisedhe ••• 11 

• • 

- Nyayavatara·-Sutra-V'.3-rttikavrtti of Sh:a"nti 

Suri, edited ·with notes ·by Da lsukh )\i1a la vaniya, 
• 

p. 68, (Bhartiya Vidya Bhaw,an, Bombay, 1949). 

26. "Sarvatra casyam abhavabhava-vyavahara-s_adhanyam 

_ anupalabdhau yesam svabhava-virudha-dinam upalabd_hya . . 
karanadinam anupalabdhya _ca pratisedha uktas tesam 

• • • 
upalabdhi-laksana-praptanam evopalabdhiranupalabdhi{ca . . 
vedi tavya11 • 

--- Nyaya-bindu of Dharmak~rti (with commentary 

of Dharmottara), 11. p. 46. 
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which is the basis of all the negative statements always refers 

to sensations actually. Dharmattara opines that the concrete con­

tent of every simple case of contradiction is provided by an ex­

perience. The causal laws must have an application to the sensible 

objects only. In order to establish the causal relation between 

two facts and also to know the ca·use of contradiction in these 

relations, there must be some experience of them. In other words, 

for establisming the relation between two releta and for knowing 

the cause of contradiction in these, we must have some perception 

of the presence of the two facts or releta. The objects which are 

sometimes perceptible or sometimes non-perceptible should sqrely 

be taken as perceptible. Hence, non-perception or an.up.a1abdhi is 

acceptable in the relation of the releta which have been perceived 

before. 

According to the Buddhists, the absence or negation is 

of two types : (i) non-perception of some non-perceptible (agrsYa), . 
( ii) non-perception of some perceptible (drtYa). The second type . 
of non-perception is regarded as valid, because the object which 

can be denied is always perceptible. The non-perception of a thing 

always refers to an object which is capable of being perceived, 

i.e., the only perceptible objects can be denied. Dharmakirti also 

is of the opinion that the non-perception of a non-perceptible 

object does not yield us certain knowledge and hence the negati­

vity of it cannot be determinect. 27 Buddhist's theo_ry of negation 

/ - - - -27. "aniscayaphala hy-esa nalam vyavrtti-sadhane". .. . 
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can be taken as a consequence of their theory of judgemmt. Their 

perceptual judgemen~ involves two factors : (i) self-identity of 

the object (svabhava) through which it is distinct from other 

things and (ii) its perception. If these two factors are present 

then we cognise a thing as the object of our judgement. If an 

object is distinct from others, it will be necessarily perceived 

provided there remains the condition of perceptuality. An object 

becomes imperceptible in a particular place or time if that object 

has no distinct reality (svabhava) even though all the conditions 

of perceptibility are present. The Buddhists are of the view that 

the negation of an entity is cognised if and only if the object 

is an empirical reality. Though the causes of its perception are 

present yet it is not perceived. Thus non-perception or anupa­

labdhi is of two types : (i) The non-cognition of a thing having 

its svabhava or reality remaining in spatial. and temporal rela­

tion but not perceived now. Though it is not perceived now, it 

can be perceived in some other place and time due to having its 

perceptible character which is evidenced from previous experience. 

(ii) The second type is the non-perception of an object which has 

no svabhava, i.e., own nature. Although all conditions of per-

ception are there, it is not perceived. In such a case non-per­

ception follows as the object is not perceived due to absence 

of its particular nature. 

- Pramana-varttika of Dharmakirti, IV .~.277 •· 
• 
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The cognition of the bare-locus, the Buddhists opine, 

implies the negation of the jar which., is known from the relation 

between related object and the lqcus ~·· The judgement known as A 

is derived from the cognition of another term B. Had there been 

no B, no knowledge of non-A could have been possible. The nega­

tion of an object is cognised because of the presence of other 

entity (anyasattayasatta). The,. negative judgement or neg(!tive 

deduction is not a tautology of the form - 11 there is no jar be-

cause there is nonen, but it is deduced from the form "there is 
28 no jar because there is a bare place". This Buddhist doctrine 

of apoha is highly essential, because the affirmation of an entity 

is possible through the exclusion (vyavrtti) of other entities. 

In the negative judgememt "there is no hare's horn", the cognition 

of-the bare-head of the hare is the main factor i~ formulating 

the negative judgement. The assertion of the bare-head entails 

the exclusion of the horn. 

The above principle is not applicable to the non-percep­

tion of non-perceptible object or non-empirical object. A non­

empirical object cannot be asserted in any locus. The assertion 

of a non-empirical, super-sensuatious or metaphysical object 

does not involve the principle of dichotomy. In the phenomenal 

28. Sharma, Dhirendra, The Negative Dialectics, pp. 52-53, 

Sterling Publishers Pvt. Ltd., New Delhi, 1974. 
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level the assertion of super-sensuatious object is not possible. 

Without assertion there does not arise any question of differen­

tiation or apoha. We can say about non-B if we want to assert A. 

It may be argued that as there is no ground to deny the 

existence of super-sensuous or metaphysical object, mere non-

perception of them is not to be taken as proof for denying their 

existence. There are many things that are non-perceptible and 

super-sensuous, e.g., the result of charity and religious prac­

tices, i.e.,_ heaven (nis;eyas (imancipation or liberation). As 

there is no apparent ground for opposing these, mere non-percep­

tion cannot be taken as the ground of their non-acceptance. This 

standpoint may be firmfooted if Udayana's view is taken into 

account here. 
- -r.; ~ Udayana in his Nyaya Kusumanjali has mentioned 

that only perceptible objects are non-existent in some particular 

place and time, because they_are not perceived as such. But God 

who is not capable of being perceived cannot be denied on the 

d f. H. t· 29 groun o 1s non-percep 1on. 

In the phenomenal level a metaphysical being may exist 

without being perceived, because perception has nothing to do with 

the metaphysical propositions. H~nce, Dharmakirti says that each 

and every super-sensuous object is rejected as an object which has 

self-existing distinct character, because it has no logical indica-

- _N 
29. Nyaya Kusumanjali 1.2. 
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( ) 30 tion or mark linga • It is true that, .when our sense-organs 

fail to cognise an object, we take recourse to inference on the 

basis of the logical mark or linga. As non-empirical entities 

bear no such mark, they are taken to be non-cognisable entities. 

In other words, they cannot be cognised either through direct 

or indirect ways of knowing. The negation of objects which does 

not come under the range of our experience cannot be cognised. 

Hence, its essence is to be taken as exclusive. These objects 

are called by them as viprakrsta (meaning of the objects which ... 
are not knowable in specio-temporal relation) and hence they 

t t d . bl 31 are rea e as non cogmsa e. 

To the Buddhists negation is not capable of being 

perceived and hence it is included under inference of which 

~- - / 30. Yo'pi jnapaksya lingasyabhavat atindriyarthah svabhavaviseso 
• 

/ va pratiksipyate/ 

31. 

• 

- Pramana-varttika of Dharmakirti-with the 

auto comme_ntary •svavrtti', Edited by 
• 

Ra_hulft.Sankrtyayai}a, _ p. 374, 
• 

Bihar & Orissa Research Society, 1938-1940. 

Viprakrsta-visayanupalabdhih - - ~ -pratyaksanumananivrttilak sana 
• s • • • 

/ 
samsayahetuh/ . . 

• 

- Nyaya-bindu of Dharmakirt~, 11. p. 48, 

(Translat~ by Stcherbaisky, p. 107). 
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anupalabdhi or non-perception is the hetu or llnga. The hetu, 

according to the Buddhists, are of three types : causation 

( karyahetu), identity (svabhava hetu) and non-perception (anupa­

labdhi) as told earlier. The first two hetus are meant for 

establishing the real objects while the third one, i.e., non­

perception is the ground for cognising negation (pratisedhahetuh) . . . 
We have already stated that this non-perception becomes the 

reason of negation in order to know the absence of an object 

which is perceptible, but not the absence of non-perceptible. The 

Buddhist~ like Naiyayikas have classified anumana into two types : 

Inference for oneself (svarthanumana) and inference for others 

(pararthanumana). 32 Svarthanumana or inference for oneself re­

mains in the thought level which need not be described in language 

whereas what remains in thought level is described in linguistic 

form in pararthanumana. The negative mark (pratisedhahetu) can 

be described as of three types : (i) The absence of the percep­

tible object distinct from other objects or existential simple 

negation (svabhavanupalabdhi), (ii) Causal negation (karananupa-
• 

labdhi) and (iii) the absence of a term which is pervader or 

which remains in more places (yyapakanupalabdhi). The absence 

32. Anumanam dvidha svartham parartham ca// 
• • 

- Nyaya-bindu, 2/1, 

& 

- Nyaya-bindutika on the same • . 
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of an object which is perceptible in character is k~own through 

the first type of negation. When there is the knowledge of the 

absence of an effect (karyanupalabdhi), it is known through the 

second type of hetu. This can be explained in terms of the follow­

i~g examples·: "There are no efficient causes for producing 
1133 

smoke, because there is no smoke. In this case the absence 

of an effect is inferred from the absence of cause 

palabdhi). 

The third formula is the negation of a term which is 

yyapaka which can be examplified in the following way : "There 

is no mango-tree here, because there are no trees". In this 

case 'here' is the subject or paksa, •no mango trees'; i.e., 

the absence of such trees is the predicate or sadhya and 'be­

cause there are no trees' is the hetu or reason which is of 

the.greater extension. This formula of negation is used when 

th 1 t . t l"k t . t . d 34 e ess ex ens1ve erm 1 e mango- ree 1s no perce1ve • 

Apart from those three, the anupalabdhihetu is 

classified into various forms. As absence is ascertained ex-

elusively on the basis of non-apprehension, anupalabdhi is 

33. Karyanupalabdhir yatha, nehapratibaddhasamarthyani 

dhumakaranani santi, dhumabhavat/ 
• 

- Nyayabindu of Dharmakirti, ~I.33. 

34. Vyapakanupalabdhir yatha na atra fim~p~ vrksabhavad iti/ . . . 
-Nyaya -bindu, 2/31 & Nyayabindutika on the same. 
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regarded as a hetu of the inferential cognition. The first form, 

i.e., svabhavanupaJ&bdhi is already mentioned. This svabhavanupa­

lsQQhl indicates the non-apprehension of the nature (svabhava), 

i.e., the essential property of an object, e.g., smoke does not 

exist here. In this case the absence of smoke is inferred, be-

cause there is the non-apprehension of the conditions of the 

cognisabili ty of smoke whi.ch is perceptible in character. The 

second and third, i.e., Karyanupalabdhi and vyaoakanupalabdhi 

have already been discussed. The forth form of anupalabdhi is 

svabhava-viruddhopalabdhi, i.ee, the apprehension of the incom­

patible (svabhava-viruddha). It ind.icates the apprehension of 

what is opposed to nat~re. If it is said, for example, "The sen­

sation of cold does not e~ist here because there is fire", the 

reason is ttbecause there is fire" and the rest is sadhya. Fire 

and sensation of cold are incompatible with each other and hence 

cold-touch is negated by the existence of fire. 35 

The fifth form of anupalabdhi is viruddha-kariopalabdhi, 

i.e., the apprehension of an effect which is produced by the 

opposite object. As for example, the sensation of cold does not 

- - / / 35. Svabhava-viruddhopalabdhir yatha na atra sitasparsah agner iti/ 
• 

- Ibid, 2/32 

& 

- Ibid on the same. 
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exist here, because there is smokea In this case fire is opposite 

to the sensation of cold and smoke is the product of fire. There-

fore, where there is smoke, there is fire. In other words, ifa 

place is associated with smoke then it will be associated with 

fire. 'There is smoke' means 'there is fire also•. Then how can 

sensation of cold exist in a place where fire exists? That is, in 

a place of fire sensation of cold can not remain. 36 

The sixth form is virtlddha-yyaptopalabdQi i.e., the appre­

hension of invariable concomitance with the opposite. As for 

example, the destruction of even a produced entity is not something 

constant (dhruvabhavin), because it depends on a further cause. 

T ' ' h he term constant means t e object which is always existent. 

The word •even of a produced entity! means 'even of an entity which 

bears the character of being originated'. Here it is asserted that 

the destruction of a produced entity is not something constant. The 

reason is 'it depends on a further cause'. What is dependent on a 

further cause is not necessarily constant, e.g., red colour in a 

piece of cloth is made of cottori. The characteristic of "being 

dependent on a further cause" entails 'the property of not being 

constant'. In other words, the object which is dependent on a fur­

ther cause cannot be regarded as constant.37 

- - - ~ -36. Viruddha-karyopalabdhir yatha na atra sitasparso dhumad iti/ 

- Ibid, 2/33. 

37. Viruddha-vyaptopalabdhir yatha na dhruvabhavi bhutasya 
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The seventh form is karya-viruddhopalabdhi, i.e., the 

apprehension of an object which is opposed to the effect. As for 

example, "The efficient cause of cold does not exist here because 

there is fire". In this case the efficient causes of cold give 

rise to the effect, i.e., sensation of cold which is opposed to 

fire. It is impossible to have the sensation of cold if there is 

fire. The efficient causes of cold can never be present in a case 

where the sensation of cold does not exist. Because if such causes 

were there, the sensation of cold would have been perceivect.38 

The eighth form of anupalabdhi is vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi, 

i.e., the apprehension of an object which is opposed to the per­

vader (i.e., the object existing in more places). As· for example, 

'The touch existing in ice does not exist here because there is 

fire'. It is a wellknown fact that sensation of cold in general 

is the pervader of the touch existing in ice and fire is opposed 

to sensation of cold. Therefore, it is impossible to think of the 

existence of the sensation of cold in a place where there is fire. 

We do not get any touch existing in ice which is not covered by · 

- -/ - -api bhavasya vinaso hetvantarapeksanad iti/ 

- Ibid, 2/34. 

38. Kirya-vir.uddhopalabdhir yatha Aa iha apratibaddha­

samarthyani sftakaranani santi agner iti/ 

- Ibid, 2/35. 
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sensation in general.39 

Karananupalabdhi is the ninth form of anupalabdhi which 
• 

means the non-apprehension of the cause. Smoke, as for example, 

does not exist here because there is no fire. Between smoke and 

fire there is the relation called karyakaranabhava (cause and 

effect relation). As smoke in this case is the effect of fire, 

smoke can never exist in a place where fire does not exist. 40 

Karana-viruddhopalabdhi, i.e., the apprehension of an 

object which is opposed to the cause is the tenth form of anupa­

labdhi. As for example, "This person does not possess the ·special 

symptoms of having cold, namely, having erect hair etc., because 

there is a specific fire nearby'~. The expression 'romaharsadi-. 
• I' I f h k h v1se:a means t e special symptoms li e aving erect hair etc.' 

The term 'special' is given here only to exclude other causes of 

erecting hair like fear, joy. etc. In order to indicate that the 

erecting hair etc. are due to the cold wind, the word 'special' 

has been mentioned. The hetu is 'sannihitadahanavis'e;_:', i.e., a 

specific form of fire existing nearby. In this case also the term 

- - - / 39. Vyapaka-viruddhopalabdhir yatha na qtra tusarasparsah 
• • 

agner i ti/ 

- Ibid, 2/36. 

40. Karananupalabdhir yatha na atra dhumah agnyabhavad iti/ 
• • 

- Ibid, 2/37. 
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•specific form of fire' means 'the presence of tbat type of fire 

which is capable of removing cold which is opposed to the cause 

of cold'. If the sensation of cold is removed with the help of 

fire, the special symptoms like having erect hair etc. can never 
. 41 ex1st. 

The last form of anupalabdhi is karana-viruddhakaryopa­

labdhi, i.e., the apprehension of the effect by something which 

is opposed to the cause. As for example, this place is not quali­

fied by person who has the special symptoms of having cold such as 

erect hair etc., because there is smoke. In this case also the 

cause of special symptoms of having erect hair etc., is the sensa­

tion of cold which is opposed to fire and 'smoke' is the effect of 

the cause 'fire'. If a place is endowed with smoke, it is endowed 

with fire. Oh the other hand, where there is fire, there is no sen-

sation of cold. If the sensation of cold does not exist, the special 

symptoms like having erect hair etc. would not be possible there.· 

Because these are nothing but the effects of the sensation of cold.42 

41. Karana-viruddhopalabdhir yatha na asya.romaharsadi­

vi(esah sannihita-dahana-vis~satvact iti/ . 
- Ibid, 2/38. 

42. Karana-viruddha-karyopalabdhir yatha na romaharsadi-vifesa-. 
yukta-purusavanayam practes'o dhumad i ti/ . . 

- Ibid, 2/39. 
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From the above discussions, it is found that each and 

every case of anupalabdhi is known through the syllogistic form 

of argument. Whatever may be the hetu it is the form of anup§_­

labdhi giving rise to the knowledge of absence. In other wordt 

anupalabdhi is considered as one of the hetus accepted in 

Buddhist logic. Hence the knowledge of negation which is sadhya 

here is attained through the hetu in the form of anupalabdhi. 

The knowledge of negation is regarded as the product of the 

knowledge of hetu which is inferential in character. 

Like the Buddhists the Prabhakara school of Mimamsa does 

not accept negation as a distinct source of knowledge. Though 
~ 

Jaimini and Sabara have mentioned the negation as a sixth pramana, 

Kumarila and Prabhakara have given their different interpreta­

tions. In course of interpretation Kumarila was in favour of 

accepting absence as a pramana while Prabhakara does not accept . 

• 

it, because Prabhakara does not believe in the metaphysical rea­

lity of negation. On account of this the epistemological problems 

concerning it do not occur in his view. To him, negatior::t is no­

thing but the absence_of an object which is knowable in character. 

The knowledge of negation concerns only the absence of the know­

ledge of the fact. The sentence, 'There is no jar on the ground' 

indicates that the jar which is considered as an objectiye fact 

is not present. As a result of this the knowledge of the jar does 

not arise. It may be argued that though the jar is not present, 

the absence of it exists. In order to know the absence which is 
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also an objective fact like the jar, there must be some means 

(viz., senseorgan etc:)is essential for having the perceptual 

knowledge. Prabhakara 1 s attitude is completely different. He says 

that the absence of cogni tio,n is a positive cognition and the 

absence of a fact is a presence of a fact. The absurdity of this 

fact becomes obvious at the same time. Hence, thera is no nece-

ssity of accepting negation as a different source of knowledge. 

The Bhatta school of Mimamsa lilas given importance .on the . . 
differences in the method of knowing which is the cause adopting 

different conclusion. The Bhattas, as it has been stated~ accept 
•• 

that the negation of a particular object is nothing but the per­

ception of the locus which is not completely distinct from the 

absence. Though the absence is not completely distinct from locus, 

it can be regarded as a character of it which is different from 

its positive character. Each and every object which is real may 

either be positive or negative. The negative aspect is generally 

known with reference to perceptible object which is not cognised 

in the locus. On the other hand, the positive object is indepen­

dent. So the causes of the cognition of a negative fact vary from 

those of a positive one. For this they are bound to invent a di-

fferent method of knowing called .anupalabdhi. 

In response to it the Prabhakara says that the above 

view·is not tenable. Differences in the method of knowing cannot 

be said to be a sufficient cause of accepting a separate pram~r:a 
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called anupalabdhi until and unless the corresponding variation 

in the object is not shown. The variation in the objective order 

is not accepted by the Prabhakaras. Hence, there is no necessity 

of accepting anupalabdhi as a prama~a. 

It may be argued that a negative judgement is formed 

in the mind when the locus of negation is known. At the second 

stage the 2ratiyoqi of absence is remembered which gives rise to 

the knowledge of absence. It is due to mental activity but not 

connected with sense-organ. Hence, Kumarila says that the know­

ledge of absence is never perceptual, but always mental. 43 

This view is not acceptable. For, non-perception is not 

mere absence of perception. It refers to the absence of percep-

tion of such an object which is purely competent for the job. 

When the substratum is perceived and the counterpositi.ve is re-

membered, the non-perception induces activity in mind as a result 

of which it can produce the knowledge of absence just as sense­

organ works in order to reveal some objects. Prabhakara also 

does not accept that the knowledge of absence is purely mental 

but it is purely perceptual on account of the fact that at the 

- - - . - -· 43. "grhitva vastusadbhavam smrtva ca pratiyoginam/ . . 
• - - I"V- • - -- - . manasam nastitajnanam jayate'ksanapeksanat/ 

• • • 

/ - -- Slokavarttika (Chapt. on abhava), verse.27, 

Ghowkhamba Sanskrit series 11, 1898. 
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time of knowing absence our sense-organs are in operation. More­

over, according to the Bhattas, what is not cognised by means of .. 
five accepted pramanas like perception etc. is co~nised through . 
sixth pramana.called abhav~. In this respect Prabhakara will say . 
that this statement does not prove abhava as a different means 

of knowledge. Because to him, a pramana will be regarded as such . 
when it can bring about~its effect, i.e., definite cognition of 

its object. This definite cognition is generally in the form 

of 'this'. When we use the term 'this', it implies that 'this' 

is excluded from the rest. The object which is known through five 

pramanas like perception etc. can be referred with the help of 
• 

'this'. But in the case of absence in the form 'this does not 

exist •, we do not get the idea of 'this' as the effect of pramana • 
• 

As we do not get the effect in the form of 'this' it cannot be 

treated as a separate source of knowledge, because it cannot pro­

vide us with a definite cognition. Due to not having the concrete 

object of cognition in the case of absence it is very much chil­

dish to accept absence as a different source of knowledge. Accor­

ding to the Prabhakaras, the cognition of absence is of two 

types : {i) we cognise an object along with other objects and 

(ii) we cognise an object by itself alone. The second type of 

cognition is known independently, i.e., without the help of other 

objects. In other words, th1s type of cognition is attained with 

the help of the objects that are actually not there. If these 

objects were present, they would have been cognised. In other 
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words, in this case there is an apprehension of an object and 

non-apprehension of other objects that. would have been known, 

had they been there. In the case of the statement -'The jar is 

not here', we mean as follows : The bare place is perceived in 

this case, but the jar would have been perceived if it were 

really present. This type of cognition is purely positive cogni­

tion attained through perception. Hence, the Prabhakara concludes 

that there is nothing in this world which can be known through 

anupalabdhi or non-apprehension and therefore it is not a diffe­

rent source of knowledge. 

It has alr~ady been said that the negation is always 

explained in terms of the positive factor which is involved in 

it. Prabhakara admits the similar position adopted by the Bauddha 

philosophers. The Buddhists think that each and every negative 

judgement has got two factors : the knowledge of the locus and 

the knowledge of the object which is perceptible in the locus. 

Both the objects are . capable of being seen with the help of 

sense-organ if the preconditions of the perception exist there. 

If only one of the above-mentioned two, i.e., mere ground 

(bhutala) is perceived, the absence of another·object which is 

expected or suggested (jar etc., for instance) is inferred. We 

may here recall the view of Dharmottara according to which, 

when any of them is perceived, we imagine the other one as 

present. In this way we should perceive it due to having the 

necessary condition for perception. 



165 

Prabhakara has supported the above-mentioned view. He 

says that through the perception of the ground which is endowed 

with perceptible jar, the absence of that jar is cognised.44 The 

problem arising from negation can easily be solved if it is 

accepted that negation is nothing but the perception of locus 

alone where we intend to see the counterpositive perceptible in 

character.45 From this it follows that the non-perception of an 

object which is capable of being perceived is also the ground 

of making negative statements. 

Even if it is accepted this, some difficulties may come 

on the way of our understanding. It is very difficult to describe 

. I'V'- / - -
44. Eka-jnana-samsargini .drsyamane satyekasminnitarat samagra-

• . 
,/ - - . / darsana-samagrikam yadi bhaved drsyam eva bhaved iti 

/ -sambhavitam drsyam aropyate 
• 

- Nyaya-bindutika, (13-15), p. 22, Edited by 
• 

Th. Stcherbatsky, Bibliotheca Buddhica, 11, 

p. 63, The Academy of science of the USSR, 

Leningrad, 1918. 

45. Tulyopalambha-yogyasya 

lambho'vadharyate/ Ato 

- - / /-carthantaradarsenena drsyanupa-
• 

drsya-pratiyogi-visaya-tad-. .. 
ekopalabdhir eva varam abhavo'stu/ 

Prakarana-pan'cika of £alikanath Mitra, 
• 
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an object which is not present in the locus as perceptible. The 

Prabhakaras have t+ied to solve the difficulty in a way which is . 
supported by the Buddhist logicians. In fact, the Buddhists and 

the Prabhakaras have propounded the same view for solving these 

philosophical problems. We can answer the problem following the 

line of Dharmottara which is alse unopposed by the Prabhakaras. 

The Buddhists argue that, though an object is absent, it is per­

ceptible, because perceptibility is the result of imagination 

which goes in the following way - "If the particular objects were 

present in a particular locus, it would have been surely be 

perceived". In this case the object, though absent, is superim­

posed as being visible. 

The Prabhakaras generally accept the cognition of an 

object having two characteristic features : (i) as related with 

some other things and (ii) as not related with other things. When · 

we say 'The book is on the table', we express the cognition of 

the co-relation between the book and the table. On the other 

hand, when we have knowledge in the form 'the book is not on 

the table', the mere table is seen and through it we cognise 

the absence of relation between the book and the table. In this 

theory negation is nothing but the absence of perception of 

edited by Mukunda Shastri, p. 121, 

Chowkhamba Sanskrit series, BenarQS, 1903. 
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positive things (anupalabdhirhibhavanam abhavah). 46 In other 
----------------------------~ 

words, 'to know a positive entity' means 'the perception of an. 

object'. Negation, on the other hand, is devoid of this affir­

mation. Hence it is nothing but the mere presence of void locus 

having no relation with other objects. 47 

46. Pramana~varttikasvavrtti, edited by Rahul~Sankrityayana, 
• • • 

p. 30, KitaL .Mahal, Allahabad, 1943. 

47. Dartanam upalabdhis-tasya nivrttir abhavas-tuccharupah 
• • 

saiva tanmatram vastv-antara-samsarga-virahah 

- Dharmottarapradipa 
./ 

of Durveka Misra, edited by 

Dalsukha Malav~nia, p. 103, Kashi Prasad 
• 

Jayaswal Research Institute, Patna, 1955. 


