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CHAPTER-VI 

SOME CRITICAL AND CONCLUSIVE REI~KS 

It has been shown earlier chapter that the opponents . 

have not accepted anupalabdhi as a separate source of knowledge 

and they have given some arguments behind it. It is true that 

the phenomenon of anupalabdhi is not denied by the opponents 

also. They have agijeed in a common point that negation is capa

ble of being known, i.e., J:?rameya. By virtue of admitting it as 

a prameya, it comes to our mind that negation is knowable. That 

which is knowable is expressible. Before expressing the know

ledge of the absence in the form - 'There is no jar', it presu

pposes the knowledge of absence. Hence, knowing is a primary 

factor of expressing. But how this knowledge of absence is po

ssible. On this account the opponents express their difference 

of opinions, According to some, it is known through perception 

or some believe that it is known through inference, which has 

already been discussed. 

The Advaitins and the Bha~~a-Mimamsakas agree on the 

point that absence is .knowable. According to them, it is known 

through a different source of knowledge called anupalabdhi which 
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is neither perception nor inference. In order to highlight 

their own standpoints they. have formulated some arguments of 

their own, which may not be adequate for establishing their 

standpoints. Hence, in supporting their position we may adduce 

some arguments which may substantiate their philosophical posi

tions. Though these arguments are not mentioned by them direct

ly, yet they could have been forwarded following their lines. 

At the outset we may develop some arguments in favour 

of not-accepting the Nyaya position who does not accept anupa

labdhi as a separate pramana. To them, knowledge of absence is 
• 

generated through perception as there is the specific type of 

. k 11 ' / ' / h- I t h th sannl arsa ca ed VlS esana -vls esya -b a va. - n order o s ow at ----.::.·- . . . 
the knowledge of absence is perceptual, they have to formulate 

a peculiar type rather unfamiliar type of sannikarsa as already 

mentioned. The knowledge of absence of an object in a particular 

locus aris e·s in one's mind through perception where the locus 

becomes q)Jalificand (vis'esya) and the absence of an object is· . 
qualifier (vi~sana). The grasp of the relation between the qua-

• . 
lifier and the qualificand is the instrument for generating the 

1 perceptual knowledge of absence. 

This view of the Naiyayikas is not acceptable from the 

standpoint of the Mimamsakas and the Vedantins. This argument 

is not also tenable rather intelligible to the common man. By 

1. Vide Chapter-V, pp. 123~124 (of_this dissertation). 
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way of showing the knowledge of absence as perceptual the 

Naiyayikas have invented a sanni~arsa which has complicated the 

method of understanding. The common people generally express 

their knowledge of absence in a very straight-cut manner like 

'there is no jar on the ground'. The man to whom it is co~muni-

cated also understands what the speaker wants to say and hence 

there dbes not arise any communication-gap as it is the conven

t~onal way of representing it (i.e., knowledge of absence). The 

Naiyayikas have unnecessarily complicated this method after 

. . th k 1 d . h f . / . / bh- If gJ.vJ.ng e now e ge J.n a s ape o vJ.sesana-vJ.sesya- ava. a 

simple thing can be conveyed in a simple way, what is the use 

of arranging it as having relation between qualifier and quali

ficand? Though the knowledge - 'There is no jar on the ground' 

can be expressed as 'The ground_is endowed with the absence of 

a jar' (ghatabhavavad bhutalam), there is, we think, no necessi-.. 
ty of representing it in such a way. A common man does not incline 

to do any work if there is no necessity. Even the blunt person 

does not engage himself in performing any job if there is no end 

in view (Q£ayojanam anuddisya na mando'pi pravarttate). Hence, 

intelligent persons do not find any logic in accepting such un

usual and artificial representation of the knowledge of absence. 

The Naiyayikas have intentionally representated the knowledge of 

absence in such artificial language in order to show the struc-

ture prominent in it. If we analyse the language - "There is no 

jar on the ground", the relation between the qualificand and 

qualifier follows, no doubt, from the above language. But the 
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problem remains as to what motive is achieved by using such a 

language. It may be essential for intellectual purpose which is 

not much connected with our day to day behaviour. If this be the 

case, how an individual will grasp the said relation between the 

absence and the locus. It is true that without the knowledge of 

the locus absence cannot be known. In this case the knowledge 

of locus is perceptual, but not the absence. Further, we are 

not habituated in perceiving the locus as qualificand and the 

absence as qualifier. Hence we do not think, like locus, absence 

is also perceptual. So Naiyayikas's standpoint does not find a 

firmfooting on this issue. Even intellectually if we accept the 

relation between the qualifier and qualificand (i.e., the ab

sehce of the jar and the locus), the locus, i.e., ground is per

ceptually known as qualificand (vis'esya) and the absence of a 
• 

jar (ghatabhava) is also perceptually known as . ·""' qualifier ( v~s e-

sana). If the absence of a jar is already perceptually known as 

qualifier, how can it be used as instrument or sannikarsa of 

knowing absence? That is, as the absence of a jar (ghatabhava) 

is known as an adjective, what is the utility of using it as a 

cause or medium for knowing the absence of a jar which is already 

k ./ "' nown as v~sesana, If there is an effort of proving as estab-

lished object by means of the same established object then it 

is fallacious as per principle - na slla t~dayat sllam (i.e., a 
• 

piece of stone cannot hit another piece of stone). In other 

words, as a piece of stone cannot hit another piece of stone or 

rather it is nonsensical to hit a stone with another piece of 
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stone, it is also nonsensical to say that the established object 

is established by the same established object. If an object is 

already established, there is no necessity of establishing it. 

If someone does it, it is nothing but futile exercise. Not only 

this the effort of an establishing of an established object with 

the help of other means is also fallacious. This fallacy is known 

as siddha-sadhana, i.e., establishment of an object already estab

lished. This fallacy will crop up if vi~sana-vi~sya-bhava-. . 
sannikarsa is accepted. 

It has been argued by the Naiyayikas that water existing 

in the cloud does not come down though weighty, because the air 

is acting as an obstacle to its falling down~ Here they want to 

say that as this knowledge of absence gives rise to another know

ledge, it is perceptual. In other words, the knowledge of the 

absence is falling down of the cloud is known perceptually. 2 

This view is not tenable. For, the absence of falling 

down of cloud is not known as perceptual, but it is known through 

the perceptual knowledge of the cloud which is floating in the 

sky. From the fact of the perceptual knowledge of the floating 

cloud, it is known that it does not come down. That cloud is not 

falling down is not known perceptually, but it is known through 

perception of the cloud roaming about the sky. In this perception 

----~----------------------------------------·------------·-----

2. Ibid, p. ·.ll9. 
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the object is the cloud which implies indirectly the absence of 

its coming down. The knowledge of absence, as indirect in cha-

racter; must be other than perceptual. From this, it follows 

that the knowledge of absence is not perceptual as recom~ended 

by the Naiyayikas. Moreover, if some knowledge is attained 

""" through the instrumentality of another knowledge (jnana-karana-
• 

kam """-jnanam), it is of mediate character. The knowledge which 

is not attained through the instrumentality of another knowledge 
~ - • t'\.C. 

.(jnanakaranakam jnanam) is immediate or perceptual. In this case 
• 

the knowledge of the absence of falling down of cloud routed 

through the knowledge of floating cloud and hence it is not 

perceptual. 

In the same way, the argument that from the unmarked 

cloths the absence of mark is known perceptually can be refuted. 3 

Ohe point could be added here that the word 'unmarked' means 

the absence of 'mark'. It is not true that the absence of mark 

is known through the word 'unmarked 1 • It is the lexical meaning 

of the term 'unmarked'. If the absence of mark is followed from 

the word 'unmarked', there would have been the indicator - indi-
r-v-_ .IU"_ 

cated relation (jnapya-~_Eaka samband~), but actually here 

there is no such relation. The said relation may exist between 

smoke and fire. On account of the fact that the knowledge of 
/"\-=.,. . 

smoke becomes the pointer or indicator (jnapqt~) to the knowledge 

3. Ibid, pp. 121-122. 
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. 1"\..Q. 
of fire which is indicated .o_r pointed ( jnapya) here. Such type 

of relation does not persist in between unmarked and the absence 

of marked. On the other hand, the phenomenon of being unmarked 

is known in terms of being marked which is perceptual. Like pre-

vious case this is also known indirectly and hence it is not 

perceptual. 

It is rightly pointed out by the Naiyayikas that the 

concept of apava_±~ is defined in terms of abhava. So far as 

Nyaya-Vais~sika view is concerned, liberation is nothing but 
• 

absolute cessation of sufferings. When a man becomes free from 

sufferings, the absence of pain is felt nodoubt. 4 It is- not pure

ly the feeling of the absence of pain, but it is associated with 

the feeling of relief also. That is why the Vedantins and Bhatta-
• • - -· Mimamsakas have described liberation as not merely the absence 

of pain but attainment of bliss also. In this case the feeling 

of absence is over-shadowed by the feeling of bliss. To them, 

liberation is not negative freedom, but a positive one. Hence, 

the view of the Naiyayikas that we feel the absence of pain in 

liberation, is not considered as a real state by others. Here 

duhkhabhava is not an isolated phenomenon, but it is supressed . 
by boundless joy. So the concept of Mukti given by the Nyaya-

4. "Tadatyantavimukto 'pavargah 
• 

- Nyaya-sutra, 1/1/22. 
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Vai!esika is not acceptable to Vedanta and Bhatta - NUmamsa • 
• . . 

Even the absence of pain is accepted logically, but it is known, 

I think, indirectly through the realisation of bliss or sense 

of relief. The absence of pain as known indirectly through bliss 
.· ·,. 

or thro~gh relief is not perceptual. 

The Naiyayikas have given an argument that a negative 

fact being unconnected with proper sense-organ is also visualised. 5 

This statement leads to various problems. If a negative fact is 

not connected with proper sense-organ, it cannot be visualised. 

There does not arise any question of visualization if there is 

no sannikarsa of the proper sense-organ with the object. More-
• 

over, if a negative fact is not connected with the sense-organ, 

according to the Naiyayikas, how is the phenomenon of non-connec-

tion known? The negative fact is explained in terms of the non

connection of the sense-organ with the object. This •non-connec

tion' is also a negative fact. Hence, in order to understand a 

negative factt anotheP negative fact (in the form of non-connec

tion) is resorted to which may need the help of another negative 

fact leading to the defect called infinite regress (anavastha 

dosa). We may at best say that the negative fact is not visua-

lised, but realised indirectly with the help of a positive one. 

If somehow it is accepted that a negative fact is 

5 • Ibid, pp. 122-123. 
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perceived through the unconnection of eye with it, there would 

arise a question of perceiving all the negative facts existing 

in a remote time and place, which is absurd. The Naiyayikas have 

tried to_ answer this question by saying that the perceptual aware

ness of negative fact is determined by the perception of its 

locus. In other words, a perception of the locps serves as an 

instrument for perceiving a negative fact. If it be the stand

point of the Naiyayikas, it will justify the Advaitins• position 

that a negative fact is known indirectly, but not perceptually. 

The statement that the perception of locus serves as an instru

ment of perceiving the negation clearly shows that the knowledge 

of absence is always mediate, and hence it is not perceptual as 

said earlier. 

It has been argued by the Naiyayikas that when the ground 

is known perceptually, the bareness of the ground caused by the 

absence is also known through perception 6 simultaneously. This 

view is not correct on account of the fact that when the ground 

is known through perception, the bareness of the ground is not 

perceived automatically if the knowledge of the counterposi ti ve 

is not in our mind. If I look for something like a jar etc., I 

shall feel the absence of it on the ground. If there is no such 

intention in our mind, we do not feel the bareness of the ground. 

6. Ibid, pp. 124-125. 
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For having the feeling of bareness of the locus the knowledge 

of the counterpositive like a jar etc. should have been in one's 

mind. Otherwise how can I feel the absence. Hence, bareness is 

relative or rather subjective. The ground which seems to be barren 

to a particular person may not be as such by another. Hence, the 

feeling of absence of bareness is subjective. From this it can 

be said that the bareness of the ground is not always _percep

tual to all, but ground is perceptual. So the Naiyayikas are not 

correct on this account. 

The Naiyayikas have argued that the positive properties 

are called independent. The negative properties are called de

pendent on account of the fact that they can be expressed in 

language with negative particle (nar1). 7 This view of the 

Naiyayikas is also questionable. The statement that -each and 

every negative property is dependent is not true. For, each and 

every linguistic expression is dependent on its meaning. Each 

and every word, positive or negative, is dependent on its deno-

tation. The understanding of each and every positive word always 

depends on its denotation (abhidheya). Can it be said as dependent? 

If it is dependent, the Naiyayika's position will be weak. Because, 

they admit that positive statements are independent. When a nega

tive fact is expressed with the word 'na~',it is called dependent, 

because the word itself is dependent on the denotation (abhiaheya). 

7. Ibid, pp. 127-128. 
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Each and every linguistic expression always depends its meaning. 

The linguistic expression becomes sensible if it can refer to 

some meaning or if it can give verbal understanding. Otherwise, 

language or word becomes non-sensical, not to speak of linguis

tic expression with ~he particle 'na~'. As a word expressing a 

positive fact is dependent on the fact of capability of proving 

right meaning, or negative expression is also dependent on its 

capability of conveying right meaning and also on the knowledge 

of the counterpositive. If this be the case, both are dependent. 

So the Nyaya contention that negative expression is only depen-

dent is not true. 

It has also been pointed out by the Naiyayikas that the 

property of having no pot has no special character over and above 
8 that of its dharmin (i.e., possessor of property). It is not 

intelligible to the common people that how the Naiyayikas have 

identified the property of the absence ~f something and the pro

perty of the locus where it exists {dharmi). It is not under

standable that there is identity between the absence of red 

colour and the property of the locus wh~re it~- exists, i.e.,non

red substance. How can superstratum (adheya) be the property of 

the substratum (adhara)? If something is taken as a property 

(dha~ma), it is not proper to describe as a possessor of proper

ty (dharmin), because dharma and dharmi are different. Hence, 

8. Ibid, P• 129. 
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the Naiyayika's contention that dharma in the form of negation 

of an object has not special character over and above that of 

its Dharmin is not correct. The knowledge of dharmi is not always 

known in terms of dharma. Moreover, whether the absence of a 

jar is a dharma of the locus or not is to be decided at first. 

It has been said earlier that the absence of something cannot 

be taken as a qualifier (vifesana) of the locus for which the 
• • 

sannikarsa called vitesana-vi(esya-bhava is not possible. 
--------~·- . 

The Naiyayikas have tried to prove the absence with the 

help of the application of Tarka which is as follows : Had the 

object been there, it would have been perceived. As it is not 

perceived, it is not there. 9 In response to it we can say that 

the hypothetical argument (Tarka) is a kind of indirect proof. 

Had the absence been perceived, there would not have been nece

ssity of applying Tarka. In Nyaya the Tarka is applied in order 

( - / ......... -) to remove doubt of deviation. yyabhicara sam.ka or any other 
...... 

type of confusion. If there is no confusion, there is no nece

ssity of applying Tarka. Tarka is defined in Nyaya as 1 vyapya

ropena vyapakaropastarkah', i.e., Tarka is the imposition of 
• • 

the pervader through the imposition of the pervaded. In this 

definition understanding of the terms 'yyapya' (pervaded) and 

'vyapaka' (pervader) presuppose the concept of yyapti which is 

the root of or the instrument of inference. Hence, the application 

9. Ibid, p. 130. 
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of Tarka is not perceptual, as it is a kind of indirect method. 

This indirect metho~ is the promoter to the inferential cogni-
')'I.. 

tion maiJ-y. It is called accessory to the prama~a (prama~anu-

grahaka). It is the method through which pramana can reveal 

its object. It indirectly helps a pramana to reveal an object • 
• 

It being indirect in character cannot be taken as a direct one. 

As the knowledge of absence is attained through the . indirect 

means of Tarka, it loses its immediacy. As it is not immediate, 

it cannot be perceptual. 

An objection may be raised from the Advaita point of 

view on th'e statement made by the Naiyayikas that between Akas~ 

which remains in the ear and the sound there is the relation 

called Samavaya (inherence) but noLabsence of relation as deman

ded by the opponents. 10 The objection is raised by the Advaitins 

who do not accept Samavaya or inherence as a relation. Due to 

some metaphysical presuppositions and logic the Advaitins are 

reluctant to accept Samavaya as a logical relation. Hence, the 

Nyaya view cannot be accepted by the Advaitins. 

_The Naiyayikas have argue~ that perceptual knowledge can 

be expressed directly without depending on some other judgements 

.as in the case of 12.ararthanumana etc. As the knowledge of absence 

does not depend on the demonstration of any judgement, it is 

10. Ibid, pp. 130-131. 
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called perceptual. 

This is incorrect. From the fact that something is not 

capable of being expressed through any judgement like parartha

numana (inference for others) it is not proved that it is per

ceptual. Demonstration about the existence of an object is 

essential if t·here is any doubt about some fact, positive or 

negative. Even in the case of Anumana the demonstration is not 

always essential as in the case of svarthanumana (inference for 

oneself). We always draw our inferential cog"nitloris automati

cally without mentioning steps until and unless some justifi

cation is asked for. In the same way, the knowledge of absence 

is known indirectly, but it is not demonstrated as there is 

no necessity. If someone asks about the validity of this know

ledge, the demonstration can be given. From this it proves 

that the knowledge of absence can be demonstrated. It is not 

true that the knowledge capable of not being demonstrated is 

perceptual. 

It has been stated by the Naiyayikas that, when some

one sees absence, he does not have feeling that he is not 

grasping something which is not there. Instead there is a fee-

ling that absence is really on ground, but not . . 11 J.magJ.nery. 

The absence of an object is really felt there on the strength 

11. Ibid, p~ 133. 
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of its non-apprehension. Hence, non-apprehension is the means 

through which absence is known. This happens in our mind so 

promptly and spontaneously that it may seem to us as immediate, 

but actually it is through a separate pramana called Anupalabdhi. 
---.!-. 

Even in the case of inference also sometimes we .have spontaneous 

knowledge of sadhya (major term) through Hetu (middle term). It 

sometimes becomes so prompt that it may seem to us immediate. 

But if an intellectual analysis is gtven to it, it will be 

revealed to us that the knowledge is derived through inference. 

Such is the case with the knowledge of absence, but actually 

it is through a separate pramana called Anupalabdhi. 

The defect existing in sense-organ may generate defec-

tive cognition or erroneous judgement. Due to this defect the 

cognition of absence may also be defective. Hence, the knowledge 

of absence is perceptua1. 12 This view of the Naiyayikas is not 

correct. It is not reasonable to think that the knowledge of 

absence should be considered as perceptual by virtue of the 

fact that there may arise defective cognition of it. For, the 

defect of the sense-organ gives rise to erroneous cognition. 

The sense-organ is involved not only in the case of perception 

but other forms of pramanas also. As for example, in inference 
• 

perception of Hetu and vyapti (invariable concomitance), in 

---------·--------~---------------------~------------------------

12. Ibid, pp. 133-134. 



183 

comparison the perception of similarity and in verbal testimony 

auditory perception of term etc. are essential. If defect lies 

in the sense-organ, it may lead us to the erroneous inferential 

knowledge, erroneous knowledge attained through comparison etc. 

In the same way, if there is any defect in the sense-organ, it 

may lead to the defective or erroneous knowledge of absence. From 

this it does not follow that the knowledge of absence is percep

tual only. Hence, anupalabdhi may be considered as a separate 

pramana. But it cannot be included under perception • 
• 

Lastly it has been argued by the Naiyayikas that if it 

is accepted that only one sense-organ can generate the perceptual 

knowledge of ground and absence there is Laghava (i.e., it comes 

under the 'Law of persimony•). This view, I think, is not tenable. 

The Gau~~ (i.e., logical cumbrousness) sometimes is virtuous 

if it is, used for the logical clarity. In other words, if Gaurava 

leads us to the attainment of the desired result (Phalamukha

gaurava), it is virtuous. If it is admitted that the ground is 

known through perception and absence existing in it is known 

through anuQalabdhi, there is no harm. Sometimes, we have adopted 

a longer route to reach the destination without any trouble . or 

without any difficulties. Hence, if it is admitted that both 

ground and absence are known perceptually, it would unduly create 

logical confusion, because both the object of perception (i.e., 

ground and absence) are not of same type. Hence, in order to 

avoid complications (i.ea, logical complications) it is better 
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to accept anupalabdfli as a means of knowing absence though it 

leads us to Gaur~ to some extent. 

The view forwarded by Udayana in favour of the percep

tuality of absence can be refuted in the light of the arguments 

mentioned so far. One point may further be mentioned here. It 

is quite admissible that perceptual knowledge is a kind of know-
....,_. 

ledge whose instrumental cau~e is not cognised .(ajnatakaranaka). 

If eye is the instrumental cause of perceptual knowledge, it 
. . 13 tV"-

is not cogn~sed. What do they mean by the word. 'Ajnatakaranaka '7 _____ .,___ 

Does it mean: that instrument is not cognised or cognisable? 

In the case of former it is not cognised because there is no 

necessity of cognising it. But in the latter case it (i.e., eye 

etc.) is cognisable. It is true that eye is not capable of being 

seen, but it is cognised through tactual sense-organ. It is not 

true that it is not cognisible on account of the fact that it 

is known through tactual sense-organ. Hence, the view of the 

Naiyayikas is not acceptable. So the knowledge of absence cannot 

be taken to be perceptual as it is produced through instrumenta

lity of the sense-organ as observed by the Naiyayikas. Because, 

it is stated earlier that sense-organ serves as an instrument 

in each and every pramana including anupalabdhi, but not in the 
• 

case of perception alone. 

13. Ibid, p~ 135. 
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That the non-perception of an object does not- always 

lead to its non-existence is supported by Udayana. According .to 

him, there is no ground of denying the existence of the super

sensuous metaphysical objects. Because, mere non-perception of 

them is not taken as a proof for denying their existence. Follow

ing the line of Udayana it can be said that mere non-perception 

cannot prove an object's non-existence. For knowing an absence 

the mere non-cognition may be the pointer. But 'non-cognition' 

or anupalabdhi has to be taken as a different source of knowledge. 

The view that·the knowledge of the absence of an object 

is known through super-normal connection through the knowledge 
(V"_ -14 . .tV-

called jnanalaksana is not also tenable. Because, the Jnana-. . 
laksana, though accepted as super-normal connection, is not . :..... 

accepted as perception by a section of philosophers, i.e., the 

""-Advaitins. To them, jnanalaksana is nothing but a form of infe-· . . 
renee. From this it follows-that when the absence of some object 

which is in memory is known through the perception of the ground, 

it is a kind of inference, but not perception. By virtue of 

accepting it as inferential the claim of the Naiyayikas that it 

is perceptual is denied. We may be permitted to support the 

Advaitins in respect of the non-perceptuality of the knowledge 

of absence. 

14. Ibid, p~. 138-139. 
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The Buddhists have included anupalabdhi under inference., 

It is quite natural that the Buddhists would describe anupa1abdhi 

as inferential. Because, to them, the objects existing only one 

moment having svalaksana character are perceptual. Other than 
• • 

these all other individual manifestations of knowledge which are 

known through kalpana or ascription i.e., name, universal etc. 

are cal_led Samanya-laksanas which come under inference. To us . . 
AnupaJ_abdhi cannot be included under inference due to its di~~ 

tinct character. There are a few problems in including anupa

labdhi in inferential form of knowledge. 

An~alabdhi cannot be included under inference because 

the very definition of it is found completely different from 

inference. The definition of it is given in the following way : 

'The means of valid knowledge known as anupala9dhi is the un

common cause of that apprehension of absence which is not due 
(\;"- - - -- --to knowledge as an instrument' (Jnanakaranajanyabhavanubhavasa-. 

dharanam karanam anupalabdhirupam pramanam). 15 Here the term .. . . 
"-'"- -'jnanakaranajanya 1 is inserted in the definition of anupalabdhi . ' 

in order to exclude it from inference etc. In other words, this 

very particular term has been used so that the definition of 

anupalabdhi does-not unduly extend to inference etc. Inference, 

-------------------------------

15. Vedantaparibhasa ( Chapt. anupa labdhi pariccheda), . 
Madras, 1942. 
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verbal testimony, presumption etc. are due to the instrumentali

ty of other knowledge, namely, the knowledge of invariable con

comitance (~apti-~anam), the knowledge of similarity (sadrsya-
rv-
jnanam), the knowled9e of words possessing an intention (tat-

I'V"_ • ,.._.,.. 

. parya-jnanam) and the thing to be explained (upap;~kajn~nam) 

respectively. All these individual manifestations of knowledge 

generate other forms of knowledge like inference etc. That is 
(\/";_ 

· why, they are called jnanakaranajanya. When an absence is known, 

there is no instrumentality of other knowledge though it has 

been accepted as a mediate one. 

It may be argued that if it is not caused through the 

instrumentality of another knowledge, why is it called a mediate 

one? It can be replied that one will have the knowledge through 

the instrumentality of the apprehension of the absence. Here, the 

awareness of absence (abhavamubhava) is taken as an instrument of 

anupalabdhi. Hence, there is also some medium of awareness in the 

form of absence. ·In the case of ariupalabdhi there is no knowledge 
- I"V"_ 

of invariable concomitance (yyapti-inan~). How can it be described 

as an inferential one? The instance of anupalabdhi is given as 

follows - ·•There is no jar due to its non-apprehension • (Nasti 

ghato'nupalabdheh). In this case of argument we do not find any . 
invariable relation called vyapti between non-apprehension and 

absence. From the fact of non-apprehension it does not follow 

that there is absence of something, because there might be many 

things in the world that are still non-apprehended. Hence, 'where 
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there is non-apprehension of something, there is the absence of 

the same' - this cannot be taken as invariable nondeviated rela

tion (avyabhicari sambandhaJ. I may not know a particular object 

due ·to my limitations, but from this I cannot say that it is not 

there. 

In 'the above-mentioned argument, anupalabdhi is a ~' 

the sadhya is anastitva (non-existence) and the yyapti-relation 

should be in the form : 'Where there is absence of cognition 

(anupalabdhi), there is absence (anastitva) •. Between anupa

labdhi (non-apprehension) and ~titva (non-existence) there 

cannot remain a non-deviated relation. For, anupalabdhi does 

not always entail its absence as told earlier. Hence, due to 

the absence of vyapti-relation it cannot be the case of infe

rence, but a distinct means of knowing. Because, in some cases 

the absence of some objects like jar etc. is known through their 

non-apprehension. Though the rule 'where there is non-apprehen

sion, there is absence• cannot be established, yet at the same 

time it cannot be denied that from the fact of non-apprehension 

of an object the absence of the same is definitely known. This 

is possible only through anupalabdhi. 

The Buddhists accept anumana as samanyalaksana, because . . 
they admit all which are not svalaksanas as inferential~ The 

object existing for a moment is perceptual. Excepting this all 

are inferential. The Advaitins, however, would not be in a 



189 

position to accept this view. Hence, what seems to be inferen-

tial to the Buddhists may not be accepted as same by the Advaitins 

due to having a different notion of inference (anumana). The 

metaphysical presuppositions of the Buddhists and the Advaitins 

are not the same. For, the former believes in the theory of 

momeiltarineSS '\,vnih{ ~he-.'~-r~tt~:F''dcH~~'::not.-· )Hence, . <the.-Advai ta 

theory of inf erence'J'ls 1 diff. erent ·from that of the Buddhists.. In 

the Advaita-scheme of inference there is no scope of incorpora

ting the knowledge of absence. The arguments have already been 

put forth in favour of this. Hence, anupalabdhi is accepted a 

different source of knowledge 

That anupalabdhi cannot be included under inference may 

be supported by the following argument. According to the 

Buddhists, the inferential form-<There is the absence of a jar, 

as there is. non-appearance of sense-perception' (nasti ghato'-. 
nupalabdheh). In this case one problem may be raised. In this 

• 
syllogistic argument

1
The non-appearance of sense-perception' 

(anupalabdhi) ~s taken as a Hetu. But the problem is that there 

can be no relation between this non-appearance and any particu

lar case of non-existence. There would be a distinct relation 

between this and non-existence in general. But this non-exis

tence-in-general is not capable of providing any cognition. On 

account of the non-commitance of this non-appearance with par

ticular cases, these cases could not be comprehended through 

the non-appearance. 
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The above mentioned point may be elaborated in the follow

ing way. If someone has got the knowledge of non-existence-in

general, it will signify nothing. Non-existence comes to our 

awareness if there is the awareness of the counterpositive (lliti_

yogi . The non-existence-in-general, not being related to some 

counterpositives, does not come to our awareness. That is, non

existence-in-general does not mean the 'non-existence of some

thing'. If there is non-appearance of something and non-exis

tence-in-general, there cannot be the relation of VyaRti. ( uni ver

sal concomitance) between them. On account of this inference which 

is drawn on the strength of the argument is not justifiable due 

to the absence of universal concomitance. 

The Buddhists have taken non-perception as a Het~ (probansj 

and the knowledge of negation is described ·as a result available 

on the strength of the Het~,Kumarila has criticised this inferen

tial means of knowing a negative fact as accepted by the Buddhists. 

If the negative fact is known through inference, there must be 

some Hetu or probans. In the typical case of negative judgement -

'There is no jar on the ground', which part of this sentence is 

to be taken as a Hetu. The 'jar' cannot be taken as a Hetu, as the 

cognition of jar is not possible. The object which is not at all 

cognised cannot be taken as a Hetu of inferring something. More

over, the cognition of a jar, on the other.hand, cannot give rise 

to its non-cognition and hence, the negative judgement would not 

be possible at all. The locus, i.e., ground cannot serve the 
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purpose of Hetu, because the locus cannot be understood as the 

qualifier of the negation, if negation ::i.s not known to be present. 

If the negation is known in this case of inference, there will 

be no object at all, as the negation which is going to be estab

lished (sadhy~) through hetu is already known to us. Moreover, 

the universal concomitance or vyapti is not possible, as the 

invariable concomitance between the locus and negation is not 

proved. The ground or locus may be associated with a jar or may 

not be. But the locus remains unaffected for this. Hence, the 

relation of the locus with the absence of a particular object is 

purely accidental and variable. On account of this the cognition 

of the locus cannot be mentioned as the Hetu of the negation. 

Hence, anupalabdhi is to be taken as a different source of know

ing. 

The Buddhists are in favour of the view that the pre

viously known jar and hare's horn which is never experienced may 

be negated equally. 16 This view, I think, is not supportable. 

The absence of a jar is intelligible because its counterpositive 

(pratiyogi) is well-known to us. But the absence of hare's horn 

is beyond the range of our understanding. In other words, the 

absence is meaningless or non-sensical if the counterpositive of 

it is an absurd entity which is technically called Alikaprati-

16. Ibid, p~. 146-147. 
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yogikabhava (i.e., an absence, the counterpositive of which is an 

absurd entity). It is not very clear to us why the Buddhists have 

made both types of negation as equal. Moreover, the type of anupa

labdhi should be considered as a real one if the counterpositive 

of it is capable of being cognised (~ogyanupalabdhi). As the coun

terpositive of the absence of a hare's horn is not capable of 

being cognised, it should not be taken as a real anupalabdhi. 

It has been argued by the Buddhists that the perception 

of 'bare ground' determines 'the absence of the intended object'. 17 

This standpoint is also not logically sound. Because, the percep

tion of bare-ground cannot always, give us the idea of the absence 

of the intended object. Some idea exists in the mind of an indi-

vidual which is the cause of the feeling of absence in some par-

ticular locus. As for example, there might be the absence of a 

jar, a pot, a pen etc. But when we f~el that there is the absence 

of a jar, it will be presumed that the idea of a jar which we are 

lo~king for must exist in our mind. It is true that on the same 

ground there are many other objects which we do not look for. In 

this case the locus, i.e., ground is not known as an absence of 

a particular object which we do not know. Hence, when the mere 

17. Ibid, pp. 142-143. 
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bareness of ground is seen, we have something in our mind (which 

is purely imaginary). The knowledge of pratiyogi (counterpositive) 

leads us to ascertain the absence of a particular object. From 

this it does not follow that the knowledge of bare locus automa

tically gives rise to the knowledge of absence of the objects. 

The 'bare locus' can generate the knowledge of absence if someone 

bears the idea of some object which he looks for. Hence, through 

anuoalabdhi the absence of a particular object (but not all other 

objects with which we are not concerned) is known. This knowledge 

cannot be derived if Anupalabdhi is not taken as a source of valid 

knowledge. 

That the real absence is nothing but the bare locus is 

not accepted by the realists. Following their line the Buddhists 

view may be refuted. What is to be understood by the term 'bare

ness• (kaivalya)? It may mean the self-identity of the locus. 

If it is accepted, it will give rise to another problem. Because, 

when we perceive an object, we perceive it together with its 

locus. The ground can be known as containing a jar or not con

taining a jar. If it is admitted that absence is identified with 

the bare· locus, it would be apprehended when the object is present. 

But as a matter of fact, object, if present in a particular locus, 
~.e.. 

cannotAdenied. From this it is presumed that 'bareness• does not 

mean the self-identity of the locus (i.e., absence is identified 

with locus). If the bareness of the locus is considered as sepa

rated from the absence (atirikta), the absence which is nothing 
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but a real entity can be described in other ways viz., as sepa

rateness and negation. That is to say, as absence is separated 

from the locus, there is both separateness and negation. The same 

abhava may be described by both the terms, but not purely as 

negation, which is ,undesirable. 

The Buddhists, however, have some points in favour of 

admitting bare ground as distinct from other ground having a jar, 

because they believe in the theory of Svalaksana. The Svalaksana 
------~·~·- . . 

object is alone~ having arthakrii?'karitva (i.e., causal effi

cacy). Due to having a distinct character in terms of causal 

efficacy ~he bare locus and the locus having a jar are taken to 

be different. From the standpoint of the other systems of philo

sophy, this is not reasonable, because they do not believe in such 

theory of Svalaksana and arthakriyakaritva (causal efficacy). In . . 
this way, the objections raised against the Buddhists can be subs

tantiated. Moreover, the relation between the locus of the absence 

and the co'l!lnterpositive (E_ratiyogi) i~, according to the Buddhists, 

not ultimately real (paramarthasat), because it is treated as 

Kalpana or ascription vvhich has got phenomenal reality. This dicho

tomy of truth has not been accepted by others. To the non-Buddhists 

relation, language etc~ are the real. Hence, the earlier objections 

against the Buddhists are justified. 

According to the Buddhists, the perceptual judgement 

involves two factors : (a) self-identity of the objects (svabhava) 
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through which it is distinct from other things a~d (b) its 

perception. That is.to say, an object is distinct from others 

as it is identical with itself i.e., existing in its own essence. 

To remain in it's essence is not the sole factor, but its per

ception is also essential for the perceptual judgement. 18 

In response to this, one could say that the first one is 

the main cause for·perception. That is, an object is known as 

distinct from others, as it has been perceived as self-identical. 

The phenomenon of self-identity·is not known unless it is per

ceived. To say that an object is in its svabhava is to admit that 

it is perceptible. There is no need of accepting another criterion 

of 'being perceptible' in this case. As in the case of anupalabdhi 

there is the absence of the said svabhava, it is inferential in 

nature, which is not acceptable to other philosophers due to the 

reasons mentioned earlier. Hence, anupalabdhi is to be accepted 

as a different source of knowingo 

That anupalabdhi is a distinct source of knowledge can 

be substantiated following the line of Partha sarathi Mis;a. He 
/' -says in his commentary called Slokavartika that negatio11 is the 

absence of relation called contact (samyogabhava). He opines that 

for knowing an absence it is not purely essential to perceive 

the locus. The object of negative judgement does not depend on 

18. Ibid, p. 149. 
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the knowledge of locus .. When an object, i.e., a jar is associated 

with the sense-organ, we form the judgement - 'The jar is present 

on the ground'. On the other hand, when an object, i.e., the same 

obj~ct 'jar' does not come into contact of the sense-organ, it is 

known as being non-present which is expressed in the judgemental 

form- 'The jar is not present here'. In this case the conjunction 

of the jar with the locus is denied here. In other words, a jar is 

denied as having conjunction with the ground or locus. In this case 

the only jar (but not the ground) is cognised. On the other hand, 

the locus is apprehended as not being associated with the jar or 

as not being the locus of the conjunction of the jar, which is 

expressed as 'The locus is without the jar'. The difference between 

these two types of negative statement is known through the expre-

ssion of two different statements. When a jar is known as not being 

in conjunction with the locus, it is expressed as Bhuta1e ghato . 
nasti (i.e., The jar is not on the ground) in which the jar is 

taken as a subject and the locus is indicated with the locative 

case-ending (saptami). In the second case the locus is taken as 

/- . - " a subject 'ghatasunyam bhutalam:, i.e., the locus without a jar. 
• • 

The negation may be expressed in any form. But the truth of this 

negativ~ expression will depend on the denial of the conjunction 

of an object, i.e., a jar and the locus, i.e., ground. 19 

19. " .•• tatra sadrupataya pratiyate asti ghata iti, yada yatra 

asattaya pratiyate nastiti ghata iti yatra bhutalasamyoga-. . 
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Parthasarathi Mishra, after keeping this view in mind, 

has exp1ained pragabhava (prior absence) as antecedent denial 

of conjunction. In other words, when the conjunction is not pro-

duced with the jar, it is called antecedent denial of the con-

junction. When the conjunction being produced is destroyed, it 

is described as posterior absence (dhvamsabhava). When the con-

junction between a hare and horn is denied eternally, it refers 

to the entity called atyantabhava (eternal absence). It is a 

fact that £ragabhava is different from Dhvamsabhava and the vice

versa. Any of these absences is constant absence (atyantabhava). 

Hence, the denial of identity is called mutual absence (anyony~

bhava). When it is said- 'A horse is not a cow', it would mean 

'there is no cowness in a horse•. 20 

bhavatmana ghata eva pratiyate na bhutalam ghata(l..myataya 
0 

bhutalasya saptamya paravis~sanatvat, yada tadeva vis~syate 
' . - /- -tada ghatasunyam bhutalam iti pratitih ghatasamyogitvena 

• • 
avidyamanam 'i tyarthah 11 • 

• 

- Nyayaratnakara on s{oka-varttika, Edited by 
- ~ -Rama Sastri Tailanga, Chowkhamba Sanskrit 

series, BenarQS, 1898, p. 481. 

20. "Tasminnabhavatraye'pyanyasyanya-sambandhitvanisedhah, 
• 

itaretarabhava-nyasyanyatadatmyanisedhah, gaur na 
/ - / . bhavatyasva iti gavatmatvam asvasya na VJ.dyata ityarthah 11 . 

- Ibid. 
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Such type of argument was forwarded by Kumarila Bhatta 
•• 

also. His argument was that when an object comes into contact 

with sense-organ, the judgeme~t is perceptual. But when there is 

an absence of the contact of the sense-organ with the object, we 

get the judgement- 'The jar is not here'• Hence the validity of 

absence (abhava) as the means of knowledge in this case as opposed 
21 to perception is to be accepted. 

The attitude of the Prabhakaras who do not accept the 

metaphysical reality of negation is not supportable. To them 

negation is nothing but the absence of an object which is know-

1 . t 22 ab e 1n na ure. When it is said - 'There is no jar on the 

ground', it would mean - 'The jar which is taken as an objective 

fact is not present'. What the Prabhakaras want to say by way of 

denying negation is nothing but the acceptance of negation in a 

different word. Those who believe in the existence of negation 

believe that some objective fact is not present. There is no 

novelty in approach by the Prabhakaras. We do not understand what 

fundamental difference lies in the usages like 'some objective 

fact is not present' and 'some objective fact is absent'. I think 

21. tttat sambandhe sad-ityevam tad-rupatvam pratiyate, nasty

atredam i tidam tu tadasamyogahetukam 11 • 
• • 
/ -

- Sloka-varttika, verse 26. 

22. Ibid, p. 160. 
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that the difference lies in the field of terminology, but not in 

reality. In the real world both denote the absence of some object. 

Hence, the negation has been accepted by the Prabhakaras also. As 

negation is there, there must be some means to know it, which is 

nothing but anuoalabdhi. 

The Bhattas have accepted that the negation of a parti

cular object is nothing but the perception of the locus which is 

not completely distinct from the absence. Hence, the absence can 

be regarded as a character of the locus which is different from 

its positive character. The negative aspect is known through the 

noncognition of the perceptible object in the locus. On the other 

hand, the positive object is known independently. From this it 

follows that the way of knowing a negative fact varies from that 

of knowing a positive one. Hence~ the Prabhakaras are bound to 

invent a special way of knowing a negative fact which is called 

Anu..£.a.l_abdhi. The variation in the objective order, though verbally 

not accepted by Prabhakaras, is materially accepted by them as 

shown earlier. Hence, they have to accept anupalabdQi as a sepa-

rate pramana • . 
The Prabhakaras say that Anu~al~dhi is not a separate 

source of knowledge, because the knowledge of absence is not pure

ly mental, but perceptual as sense-organs are in operation. In 

other words, when the substratum is perceived, and the counter

positive is remembered, the non-perception gives rise to some 
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activity in mind which can produce the knowledge of absence. 

As the sense-organ are in operation, it may be accepted as 

perceptual. 23 

This view is not accepted. For, what is not cognised 

by the five accepted pramanas like perception etc. is cognised 

through the sixth pramana called Anupal~bdhi. 
---!..-

Prabhakaras, however, do not agree on this point. To them, 

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 in the form of 'this'. The object which is known 

through five prama~as can be referred to 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 an effect of pramana. On account 
-~--~·-

of this it cannot be treated as a source of knowledge. 

The above mentioned view of the prabhakaras may,I think, 

be refuted in the following manner. The knowledge of the absence 

in the form : 'This does not exist' may be had as an effect of 

pramana. Because, the term 'this' refers to some object by virtue 
---· 
of its being pronoun. If the ·term 'this' stands for something 

which is in.user's mind, it can give a definite knowledge. Hence, 

in this case also there is the concrete object of cognition 

----- ·---·----

23. Ibid, pp. 162-163. 
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conveyed by the term 'this'. Generally the term 'this' refers 

to some particular object existing in front which is clearly 

known by the user. As this concrete object of cognition is not 

available through the accepted five sources of knowledge, there 

is a separate source of knowledge called Anupalabdhi. 

The Prabhakaras have argBed that negation is nothing but 

the absence of the perception of positive things. This has been 

explained in the following way. 'To know a positive entity' means 

'the perception of an object•. Negation is nothing but devoid of 

this affirmation. Hence it is nothing but the mere presence of 

void locus having no relation with other objects.24 

The above mentioned view can be refuted in the following 

manner. To describe the absence as 'mere presence of void locus 

having no relation with other objects• is tantamount to the accep-

tance of absence as such. How does the awareness of mere presence 

of void locus lilaving no relation with other object come to one's 

awareness? First, the mere presence of locus is known. Secondly, 

it is known as void. Thirdly, it is known as void because it has 
• no relation with other object which is called 'vastvant·a·rasamsarga-

vir'ah'. The term 'virah' here refers to absence. The term 'viraha • 
' -

has been used by the Nai yayikas also as absence in connectic:m 

with the definition of yyapti which runs as follows : 
·'- ~ ·' •. ' ' r. ~ ' _, 

24. Ibid, pp. 166-167. 
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11Athava hetumannistha virahapratiyogina/ .. 
Sadhyena hetoraikadhikaranyam vyaptih//n 

r 

That is, vyapti is the co-existence between Hetu with Sadhya 

which is the non-counterpositive of the absence (viraha) exis

ting in the locus of the Hetu. In this case 'viraha 1 has been 

used in the sense of absence. In literature this term is genera

lly used in the sense of pangs of separation which arises from 

the absence of the lover or lady love. Hence, the term in the 

sense of absence is not new in Indian tradition. 

As the Prabhakaras have described the locus as void due 

to having the absence of relation with other objects (vastvan

tarasam-sarga viraha), they have to believe in the existence of 

abhava. Otherwise how can they ascertain the devoidness of the 

locus? ·Or how can they become sure regarding the ground free 

from any relation with other objects. Hence, there/I believe, is 

sufficient reason behind accepting negation as a fact. If negation 

is a fact, there must be s~ne distinct way of knowing it which is 

anupalabdhi. 

Dhvamsabhava (posterior absence) is described as one of 

the abhavas (absence). It has been defined earlier as follows : 

It is an absence which is revealed after the destruction of some 

objects. In this connection a problem may be raised in the follow

ing way. The posterior absence (dhvamsabhava) is accepted by the 

Naiyayikas also which is capable of being perceived. In other 
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words, this type of absence is perceptible on account of the 

fact that jar remains in the destructed condition in front of 

our eyes. One may argue that after seeing the destructed parts 

of a jar the posterior absence is inferred. To the Naiyayikas, 

it is perceptual, because any type of absence is known through 

. / . I bh . k ( . t t . d . . v1sesana-v1sesya ava sann1 a.rsa l.e., a con ac abl 1ng 1n 
--~...;....---·----·-----------=--
between qualifier and qualificand). 

If the nature of this type of abhava is same in both 

Nyaya and Advaita Vedanta, there would arise the possibility of 

the attainment of the knowledge of absence through perception. 

As the nature of this absence which is similar to Nyaya-view is 

accepted as in Advaita Vedanta, it would have been cognised 

through perception. Hence, there is no necessity of accepting 

anupalabdhi as a separate pramana • . 
In response to the above problem the Advaitins are of the 

view that though posterior absence is accepted in both the sys

tems, the nature of posterior absence accepted by the Advaitins 

is completely different from that of the Naiyayikas. The points 

of difference may be elaborated in the following way. The 

Naiyayikas do not admit the cessation of destruction. According 

to them, the destruction has a beginning, but not end, but the 

Advaitins accept the end of it. To the latter the destruction of 

a jar becomes ended as soon as there is the-destruction of Kapala 

(upper half of a jar), which is the locus of the destruction of 
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a jar. When a jar is destroyed, it turns into Kapala (upper half 

of a jar) etc. The total annihilation of a jar. is possible due 

to the destruction of the Kapala (upper half of a jar). This total 

annihilation of jar gives rise to its end of destruction,. because 

there is nothing to destruct further. 

It may be argued that if there is the destruction of the 

destruction of a jar~ there may arise the possibility of the re

origination of the jar. This is not also true, because the coun

terpositive of the destruction of the destruction of a jar is the 

jar itself, just as jar becomes counterpositive of the destruc

tion of ·a jar. If it is not admitted, there would arise a logical 

problem. It has already been accepted that a jar is equivalent 

to the destruction of its prior absence (Eragabhava). If the des

truction of its prior absence (pragabhava) is accepted, there 

would arise the contingency of the reorigination of the pragabhava 

(prior absence). A jar is taken as equivalent to the destruction 

of its prior absence, because a jar is originated as soon as the 

prior absence of the jar is destroyede That is why, any effect 

(~arya) is described as the counterpositive of the prior absence 

(karyam pragabhavapratiyogi). Hence, the counterpositive (prati

yogi) of the destruction of the destruction of the jar is jar 

only. On account of this posterior absence (dhvamsabhava) accep

ted by the Advaitins is completely different from that of the 

Naiyayikas. As the nature is not the same, it would not be per

ceived. This can be known only a different means called 
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Anupalabdhi. 

From the foregoing. discussion it is proved that anuQa

labdhi is an important pramana, because it is the way of knowing 

a negative fact. The knowledge attained through perception, infe

rence etc., I think, is incomplete or rather impossible without 

the help of anuRalabdhi. When a jar is perceived, it is possible 

due to the knowledge of non-jar associated with it. That is~when 

a jar is known, it is known as differentiated from non-jar 

(aghatavyavrtta). Without having an idea of non-jar a jar cannot . 
be known. In the same way, the cow is known in terms of the know-

ledge of non-cow. Without having the knowledge of Bheda (distinc

tion), an object cannot be known as such. In our day to day life 

when an object is perce~ved, the bheda (the distinct character) 

of this particular object from others is also known. This know

ledge of bheda (distinction) is otherwise known as knowledge of 

anyonyabhava (mutual absence) which is one among four types of 

anupalabdhi. Even in the case of inferential knowledge of fire 

there is the necessity of the knowledge of some bheda, i.e., non-

fire which is also known through anuQalabdhi. That is why, 

Buddhists have accepted the importance of a2oha. AQoha is the 

negative way of pointing out of some object which is accepted by 

the Buddhists. As they do not accept universal or samanya, there 

may arise the question of knowing a cow as such. They-are of the 

opinion that a cow is known as such not because there is a uni

versal, but because there is the absence of 1non-cow 1 (agovyavrtti). 
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In this way, a horse is known in term of the absence of non

horse etc. Thus, each and every object is known. Hence, apohavada 

is such a theory which can be known through anupalabdhi alone 

The above argument may further be elaborated in the 

following way. We may have the knowledge of bheda (i.e., diffe

rence) and abheda (identity). When someone says - 'A jar is a jar 

or ghata is a kala~', it conveys us the knowledge of identity 
/ 

between ghata and kalasa. It is identical because in one (i.e., . 
ghata) there is no absence of the other (i.e., kala~) and the 

vice-versa. In other words, in ghata there is the absence of the 

- - ) / mutual absence (the absence of the anyonyabhava of kalasa. Hence 

there ii abheda or the absence of bheda. On the other hand, if 

someone says - 1A stone is different from a flower', it conveys 

us the sense of bhedatva or difference of a stone from a flower. 

How does this sense of distinctness come to us? This sense of 

difference or distinctness of one object from another comes from 

the absence of the latter to the former. That is, a flower is 

different or distinct (bhi~) from a stone because in a flower 

there is the bheda or mutual absence of a stone and the vice-

versa. One object is different from another due to having bheda. 

This is why, an object is bhinna, i.e., an object having bheda 

from another. Our day to day behaviour is possible as there is 

the distinctness of each and every object from others. Otherwise, 

there would have been the fallacy of over-lapping, communication 

problem etc. For the sake of the knowledge of the distinctness 
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of an object there is necessity to know the absence of the mutual 

absence.of other object, which is possible only through Anupa

labdhi. Hence, the role of anupalabdhi as a pramana cannot be 
• 

ignored in our· practical life. 

Anupalabdhi has to be accepted as a pramana because it is 

the only means through which the knowledge of abhava or absence 

is possible. That is why, Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has described it 

as an uncommon cause or instrument of the awareness of absence 

(abhavanubhava), which is not caused through the instrumentality 
IV"_ . -

of another knowledge (jnanakaranajanya). This property of not . 
being caused by the instrumentality of knowledge is introduced to 

exclude inference etc. from anupalabdhi. It is true that the aware

ness of absence is not caused through the instrumentality of other 

knowledge. From this one could think that the awareness of absence 

is perceptual due to its having the property of not being caused 

by the instrumentality of another knowledge. In order to exclude 

it from perception 'abhavanubhavasadharanam karanam' (i.e., the 
• 

uncommon cause of the presentative awareness of absence) is inclu

ded. All other awareness excepting that of absence is perceptual. 

But the awareness of absence, though not caused through the ins

trumentality of other knowledge, is not perceptual, but a special 

source of knowledge called anupalabdhi. 

The main intention of the Advaita Vedantins of introdu-

cing philosophical discourse is to show that in this world there 

is only one Reality which is Brahman. This has been mentioned by 
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them as one and undual (ekameva advitiyaml. It may be argued by 

the opponents that why the-terms 'ekam 1 (one) and - 'ad vi tiyam' 

(nondual) have bee~: introduced by them when only one word 'one' 

or 'nondua 1' can serve the purpose. In reply, the Advai tins have 

given justification for the use of both the terms 'ekam' and 

;advitiyam'. This is used in order to show that Brahman is 

essentially non-dual. That is, Brahm9n is not having three types 

of distinction (bheda). In other words, in Brahman there is the 

absence of the three types of bheda. (distinction) Viz., sa jatiya 

(i.e., distinction from·others belonging to similar class, e.g., 

a tree is distinct from another tree), vijatiya bheda (distinc

tion from other belonging to d~fferent class i.e., a tree is dis

tinct from a stone) and svagatobheda (distinction from others 

existing in the same locus, i.e., a tree is different from its 

leaves, fruits etc.). 25 These three may be called as homogeneous, 

heterogeneous and internal or self-existing distinctions. In 

Brahman there is the absence of these distinctions. In order to 

prove this the Advaitins have introduced the sentence - Ekameva 

25. Vrksasya svagato bhedah patrapuspaphaladibhih/ . . . . . 
vrksantarat sajatiyo vijatiya'h sfladi tah/ I . . • 

- quoted by Panchanan Bhattacharya in 

Vedantaparibhasa (Bengali version) Foot note 1, 
----· 

p. 29, Calcutta, 1377 (B.S.) 
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etc. The fundamental thesis of the Advaita-Vedanta is to be under-

stood in terms of absence of the absence which is of mutual type 

(bhedabhava). This knowledge of absence has occupied a prominent 

role in the whole Advaita-Vedanta literature. For the sake of 

highest realisation this sense of abs~nce is highly essential, 

which is to be known only through anuRalabdhi. 

When an individual realises this Reality, he becomes. 

identified with Brahman which·is described as a liberated state. 

In the phenomenal level an ordinary human being can come to know 

of this Reality as one and non-dual in terms of the absence of 

the three types of distinctions. For this awareness of absence 

it is essential for the Advaitins to accept aliuRalabdhi as a 

prama~a. The other pramanas like perception, inference etc. are 

admitted in Advaita-Vedanta for the realisation of the Ultimate 

Reality. though these are accessory to the Truth, they cannot 

convey the sense of absence. Hence, anu2alabdhi is the last way 

through which the knowledge of absence is known. Moreover, the 

Upanisadic seers had introduced a novel means of attaining self-

knowledge which is of abstract character. The Ultimate Reality 

or self is to be known in terms of negation (neti neti). 26 In 

ordinary stage an individual may not be able to conceptualise 

Brahman. For this he is given some initial conception about 

26. "Sa esa neti netyatmaguhyo u 

- Brhadaranyakopanisad, 4/4/22. 
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Brahman or self through negative way. It is said to him that self 

is not body, not sense-organ, not mind, not jar etce In this way, 

he would be in a position to realise that each and every object 

of this world is the manifestation of Brahmans For, the Neti .. ~eti 

method (negative way of pointing out to the Truth) is required. 

For this understanding anup~J.abdhi is to be taken as a separate 

way of knowing. 

The knowledge of absence is not· attained through percept

ion as observed by the Naiyayikas. To the Advaitins the percep

tuality of knowledge is possible if there is the identification 

between the consciousness limited by the mental modes (antah-

karanavrtti which is technically called pramana-caitanya) and the 
___.!.... • . ----.:·--------

consciousness limited by the object (visaya-caitanya). For the 

perceptual knowledge of a jar, for example, the identification 

of pramanacaitanya (which is nothing but the consciousness limi-
---· 

ted by the mental mode in the form of a jar) and Visayacaitanya _.;;.... _______ _ 
i.eo, consciousness limited bythe object or., jar is essential. 

Here by the term 'object' or 'visaya', the object which is capa-
iili$zdd. _ ... 

ble of being perceived (YQ£Y~) is to be taken into account. 27 

27. Pramanacaitanyasya visayavacch~nacaitanyabheda 
• A 

i ti brumah. 

Tathahicaitanyam visayacaitanyam pramanacaitanyam . • 
- 1"-.1 pramatrcaitanyanGeti. . . Tatra ghatadyavacchinnam caitanya~ 

• 
visayacaitanyam, antahkaranavrttya-vacchinnam caitanyam . . . . 
pramana-cai tanyam •••• Yogyatvasyapi visayaviS'esanatvat". . . . . 
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In the present case the knowledge of absence cannot be 

taken as perceptual, because it does not fulfil the criteria of 

its being perceptual according to the Advaita-Vedantins. There is· 

no corresponding consciousness limited by the mental mode in the 

form of absence of some object and also no consciousness limited 

by the object in the form of absence. There may be the mental 

modes in the forms of the positive objects like jar, pot etc. 

and also corresponding consciousness limited by those objects. 

But in case of absence such consciousness limited by mental 

mode in the form of absence and also the consciousness limited 

by the object in the form of absence is not possible because it 

is not capable of being perceived (ayogya) to the Advaitins. As 

the identification of pramanacaitanya with visayacaitanya in the 

form of absence is not possible the knowledge of absence cannot 

be perceptual. Hence,it is to be attained through a different 

means of knowing called anuR~l?bdhi. 

Vedantaparibhasa (Chapt. 

Pratyaksa pariccheda) • 
• 


