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PREFACE

The present work entitled : 'The means of knowing a

negative fact : A critical study on the theory of annpalabdhi

in Indian Phi;osophy' is the result of an intensive and

critical study on the theory of Ahﬁbéiabdhi.in Indian Philosophy.

Regarding the means of knowing a negative fact there is differ-
ence of opinion among the scholars belonging to different
schools of Indian Philosophy which is highlighted here followed

by some critical and evaluative remarks.

The thesis is divided into six’ cﬁapters. The first
chapter deals with some introductory remarks about the concept
of negative fact and the means of knowing it as accepted by
different systems of Indian Philosophy. In this connection the
metaphysical presupposition of a particular system in advocating
a particular theory aé to the means of knowing a negative fact
have been put forward. A clear distinction between a positive
. and a negative fact is made incidentally. The justification of

describing the negation as a 'fact'! is also given in short.

The second chapter deals with the concepts of Prama and

Pramana with special reference to Indian Philosophy. That the
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knowledge of a negative fact is Prama and the means of knowing
it is a Pramana cannot be known unless we have a vivid idea about

these.concepts.

In the third and fourth chapters the views of the Advaita
Vedantins and the Bhatta Mimamsakas regarding the theory of

Anupalabdhi as a Pramana have been put forth respectively. It is
to be noted that only these two schools have accepted it 1is a

distinct form of Pramana.

The Siddhantapaksa or Uttarapaksa which is given in third

‘and fourth chapters is questioned by other systems of philosophy
who do not accept Ahupalabdhi as a Pramana. These Pﬁrvapaksins

have got their own reasoning for not accepting it as a separate
Pramana, but to incorporate it under perception and inference.

Hence, the argruments forwarded by the Parvapakgins are elucidated

in the fifth chapter. In Indian Philosophical methodology no
Uttarapaksa is established without refuting the view of the

Purvapaksins. Hence, in the concluding chapter the views of the

‘Purvapaksins are sometimes critically evaluated and sometimes

logically refuted. An effort has been made in +this chapter to
substantiate Aﬁﬁé&iébdhi'as a distinct form of Pramgﬁa'by refuting
the opponent?s view., Mostly I have +tried to establish the
Advaitin's and BhE?Ea Mimamsaka 's position through some independent
arguments which could have been forwarded by them. I have tried’

to give some supplementary arguments in favour of Anubalabdhilas’
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a distinct means of knbwing a negative fact from my own standpoint,
which may not be accepted by all the scholars. These arguments,
thouéh not accepted by all, might have some logical excellence in
them, which I think, will be liked by the scholars in the field.
If it is understandable to others, I.would consider my labour as
rewarded. In philosophical tradition no theory is fimal. Hence,
each and every scholar in this field will be in a position +to
criticise my standpoint, which should not also be considered as
final. 7T would like to have constructive critical and evaluative
remarks for the betterment of my position which is given in this
dissertation. Because, I believe that the realisation of truth is
possible only through logical encounter with others ('vade vade

jayate tattvabodhah'),

Dol Yuomode Hardh .
N.B.U. Campus, (Amal Kumar Harh)

Darjeeling.
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CHAPTER=-I

INTRODUCT ION

The term 'daré%na’ literally means 'seeing', as it is
originates from the root 'dféq i.e., 1O see. Here mere ‘'seeing’
is not Darsana. When an obgzgt is seen, it is not called Qgﬁéégg
on account of the fact that at this stage there is no confirma-
tion of the knowledge of an object already sSeen. Hence, there is
necessity of 'subsequent seeing' an object already seen, which is
called critical observation. If a theory is given, one should
critically ponder (manana) over the theory already given.'This
fcritical thinking! is the chief characteristic feature of
Qg;éégg. This 'seeing! may either be perceptual observation or
intuitive experience. The phenomenon which is not. experienced
through ofdinary means may be intuitively realised or intuitive-

. . /
ly seen, which is also darsana.

Before trying to reach a definite philosophical position
it is essential te move towards it through the exchange of ideas
or by putting form a thesis as against its anti~thesis. In order
to arrive at certain conclusion the method of argumentation called

Vada is indispensable. A Vada is a form of debate which is

inevitable as soon as the final ascertainment of conclusion is



reached. The V3da has been accepted by each and every system to

~
determine a tattva (i.e., thatness). For having tattvajnana i.e.,

the knowledge of real nature of an object Vada is to be resorted

to. That is why, it is said in an Indian logical mixim - vade

vade jayate tattvaboddhah! (i.e., through vada - method of argu-

mentation we arrive at truth). For this reason each and every
system has introduced the term tVada' to each and every basic

theory, e.g., Nirvikalpakavada, Moksavada, Karmavada etc. It is

e it 2

to be taken as a common methodology available in all the systems

of Indian philosophy.

In each and every system of Indian philosophy the method
of critical analysis of a theory already put forth by other systems
has been. adopted and hence, all the system of Indian philosophyv
are daréénas in the true sense of the term.. In each system there

is a Purvapaksa where the opponent’s viewpoints are clearly

stated. The opponent’s standpoint is at first critically adjudged

by the Uttarapaksin. In the Uttarapaksa a philosopher’s own view=-

point is logically substantiated so that it becomes philosophica=
11y sound and firmfooted. This is the method adopted by all the
classidal Indian philosophers. Keeping this method in view the
opponent’'s viewpoints regarding the concepts of prama’ (valid cog-
nition), pramgga (i.e., the source of having knowledge=proper ),

various forms of pramanas, the theory of anupalabdhi etc. have

been taken into account.

All the systems of Indian philosophy accept negation or



accept the existence of a negative fact. So far as negation is
concerned, there is no diversity of opinion among the philoso-
phers as to its existence. But regarding the nature of negation
there is difference of opinion among the schools. The nature of
"negation or the interpretation of negation varies from one system
to another due to their different metaphysical presuppoéitions.
These presuppositions have also prominent role in determining
the means of knowing negation. According to some schools, the
absence is known through perception, some believe that it 1is
known through inference and some think that it is known only

through a distinct means of knowing called Anupalabdhi, which

is discussed in details afterwards.

Let us try to understand the significance of describing
negation as a 'negative fact'. It may seem to us contradictory
in terms. Because, a fact means 'something pbsitive'. In other
words, the reality or fasct is understood in terms of positive
judgement. But in the case of negative judgement +there is no
reality or fact reflected in it. In the expression - 'There is a
jar on the ground!' the presence of a jar on the ground is per- -
celved as a positive fact. But if it is said = 'There is no jar
on the ground', we do not find any corresponding object on the
ground as the absence of a jar. Hence, the term 'negative fact'

may seem to be contradictory in terms.

In reply, it may be said that just as the positive object

corresponds to some reality, negative object is also the same. A



negative entity provides an appropriate object for a negative
judgement. When there is a feeling of absence (viz., absence of
jar, absence of near or clear ones, or absence of money etc.),

it is an 'actual feeling' (i.e., it is really a - 'feeling'). As
this is a 'feeling', it can be described as a fact. Sometimes it
happens that the feeling of absence is much more sensitive than
that of a positive object. In other words, the feeling of pleasure
which is a positive fact is not as much sensitive as in the case

of feeling of pain (i.e., absence of pleasure). Here, this negativé
object makes us 'feel' in a particular situation. Hence, it is
also a fact. For this reason the Naiyayikas and Vai§;§ikas have
accepted absence (abhava) as a category (padartha). Their concept
of Apavarga i.e., emancipation is negative as this state 1s nothing
but the absolute cessation of suffering.l Though the§ have accep-
ted such a concept, they are not at all pessimistic. In fact, this

doctrine of Apavarga or Nihé}eyas points to the fact that absence,

according to these systems, is an ultimately real entity (Qadgrtha).
This theory is employed in order to elevate abhava to the status

of a category or entity which is a fact.

This non-existence is accepted for carrying to its logi-
cal extreme the view of realism that everything is objectively

real. If all knowledge points to something outside it, so also

l. Tadatyantavimukto'pavargah.

- Nyaya=Sutra, 1/1/22.



should the knowledge of negatioh do and imply its existence apart
from such knowledge. The absence has to be admitted as the object

of the negative form of cognition (nasti buddhi) which we possess.

Without this such cognition cannot be explained. Just as the
positive entities that are the contents of the positive forms of
cognitions are accepted as objectively real, the hegative entities
that are the objects of negative cognitions must also be taken as
objectively real or fact. Each and every cognition must have a
corresponding object. The object remains in the external world
even if it is not knpwn by others. The cognition of an object pre-
supposes the existence of the object in the external world. Had
there been no object, there would not have been the cognition of
the same. In the same way, we can say that, as we have negative
forms of cognition, they must have some objects in the forms of
negative entities or absence. From this it is admitted that there
are, in fact, négative entities in the world. In other words, as
there is a negative fact in the world, it can give rise to the
cognition of it. We may quote here Dr. Hiriyanna's view in this

connection

", .. negative facts are as much objects of knowledge as positive
ones, knowledge of absence is not absence of knowledge. That is,
the present view explains negative judgements by postulating

negative facts as part of objective reality".2

2, Hiriyanna, M., The Indian Philosophical studies, p. 140, Mysore,l1957.




The Bhattas differ from Nyaya with regard to the method of

apprehending negation. They believe that anupalabdhi or negation is

the means pramana for the cognition of a negative fact. Kumarila
has refuted the view of those who +think that negation is a non-

entity (avastu) and without a self-character (nihsvabhgva). To him

abhava or negation is a 'thing' just 1like any positive empirical
entity. As a realist Kumarila also believes that all cognitions
correspond to objects having positive and negative chéracters, A
negative cognition has a relation with a positive cognition. To them
each object has a doﬁble character. A particular object exists in
its own form (i.e., a jar exists itself as a jar) and it does not
exist with regard to the form of another opject (i.e., a jar does

not exist in the form of cloth).

The Prabhakaras and the Buddhists have propounded almost &
similar view about a negative fact. They explain a negative fact

in the light of the positive factors existing in it. They are re-

luctant to give an ontological status to abhava. Because, to them

the nonperception of a perceptible object (dré&a) is the basis of a

negative judgement.3 In short, negation is the property of exclu-

sively positive things that are known with the help of both negative

/- / . . - — . — °
3. drsyadarsanam hi abhavavagamakaranam.

- Prakaranapancikia, p. 120, Edited by

/e — .
Mukunda Sastri, Chowkhamba Sanskrit

Series, Benaras, 1903.



~and positive cognitions.

As the Prabhakaras and the Buddhists believe in this notion
of abhava, they do not.think that there is necessity of accepting

a distinct means of knowing called anupalabdhi. That is why, they

admit that negation is known through inference, the hetu of which

is the. nonperception of a perceptible entity (dryanupalabdhi),

which will be discussed in details afterwards.

The realistic approach of the NygyaAVaiééfika towards the
concept of EEEEXE accepted as one of the categories has already been
discussed. Keeping parity with this notion, they advocate in favour
of the perceptuality of a negative fact, for which they have inven-

ted a novel type of sense-object-contact (sannikarsa) called vi§ésana-

viéésya-bhgva, which is not accepted by the other systems 1like

Advaita Vedanta etc.

The Advaitins accept that the negation is known through the

distinct means of knowing called anupalabdhi. Because, without

accepting this the multiplicity (nanatva) of the phenomenal world
cannot be explained. That in Brahman there is the absence of three

different types of Bhedas i.e., sajgizya, (homogeneous), vijgtfia '

heterogeneous) and svagatah (internal) is known through anupalabdhi.
g °

An individual can realise Brahman directly which is called Brahma-

s5ksTtkara or atmasaksitkira. Before arriving at this stage some

¢
methods like Sravana (hearing of the instruction of the Sastras),

Manana (thinking or pondering on the theories already presented to -



- us through reasoning) and nididhyasana (meditation) are +to be

adopted. In the Manana part we generally try to understand what
our é%stras or treatises on Advaita Vedanta try to say us. At the
same time we try to see whether these theories are logically
tenable or not. The thinkers on the field of Advaita Vedanta have
tried to establish the basic theories of Advaita Vedanta with the
help of some logic so that a logical mind can be convinced. .The

whole Tarkapada chapter of Samkarabhasya is devoted to the subs=-

tantiation of the Advaita Vedanta-position after refuting the
views of other systems. The whole epistemological literature is
centred around the establishmeht of the only one Reality which is
Brahman. In order to establish that the whole world is nothing but
the manifestation of Brahman the Advaitins have taken recourse to
logic which underlies whole epistemological literature also. It is

a common maxim - *Manadhing meyasiddhi'! i.e., the substantiation of

a metaphysical entity (Prameya) is dependent on the means of knowing
(Pramg?a). If an individual wants to establish some Reality, he has
to forward some proofs in favour of it so that a logical mind can
be convinced. The main intention of the Advaitins is to prove that
the multiplicity (nanatva) of this is illusory as it is covered by
only one Reality i.e., Brahman. In other words, Brahman is Real and
the world is illusory. The individual being is nothing but Brahman

("Brahma satyam jaganmithya, jivo brahmaiva naparah%). In the phe-

nomenal level this truth is not intelligible to ordinary human in-
tellect. For the sake of philosophisation the whole epistemological

literature is essential in Advaita Vedanta, which is evidenced from



their theory of perception etc. That Brahman is non~dual i.e., free
from fhree types of difference as mentioned earlier is known through

a particular means of knowing called Anupalabdhi. It has been accep-

ted in order to establish the main thesis i.e., nonduality of this

world (which is meya or prameva here). To establish this meya some

distinct Pramana is essential. This is not other than Anupalabdhi.

This is the metaphysical presupposition of the Advaitins to accept

anupalabdhi as a distinct means ot knowing i.e., Pramana.,

Indian Philocsophers generally advocate in favour oflthe Law
of persimony (igghava) for the sake of precision. In this connection
some of the systems have tried to show that the knowledge of a nega-
tive fact can be known through perception or inference after keeping
the theory of Laghava in view. It is logically cumbrous to accept a
separate Pramgga for the explanation of the knowledge of a négative
fact. In spite of this there is some logic behind the acceptance of

Anupalabdhi as a separate Pramana. Though it leads us to the longer

route or logical cumbrousness, it is highly essential for the expla-
nation of an important epistemological fact i.e., negative fact. In
philosophy 1logical precision is always invited if there is other

ways for doing this. At the same time it is also to be noticed that
in the name of precision or nghava there does not arise any vague-
ness or incoﬁpleteness is the idea or theory under discussion., If

Anupalabdhi is not accepted as a separate means of knowing, the know-

ledge of a negative fact can never be explained. Hence, the Advaitins

and Bﬁégta Mimamsakas are consistent in their positions,
4
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CHAPTER~II

THE CONGEPTS PRAMA (VALID COGNITION) AND PRAMANA
(SOURCE OF VALID COGNITION) IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY.

The Indian concepts of Prama (valid cognition) and
Pramgba‘(source of valid cognition) come under the purview of
epistemological discussion. Hence before taking_up the problem
of the means of knowing a negative fact properly, it will nbt
be uncalled for to discuss the theories of different schools
of Indian philosophy regarding.the valid cognition (prama) and
the means of valid cognition (pramgéa))because negative facts
are known through a distinct means of valid cognitioﬁ called

anupalabdhi by some Indian thinkers.

All thinkers in general have givem their attention to-
the problem of cognition for a long time. So their queries are
confined to the following ; what ié the nature of cognition?
What is the criterion of the truth of cognition? What are the
sources of acquiring it? These epistemological queries lead to
the formulation of a theory of cognition. In the modern time,
truly speaking, the whole battle of epistemology is centred
round the possible distinction in the nature of cognition. Here
we notice a difference betweém Western and Indian view on this

point.
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In Western philosophy there are generally two groups
of epistemologists, namely, the sceptic and dogmatic regarding
these issues. According to the sceptic, the problem of knowle-
dge is beyond solution, but the dogmatists think that it is ca-
pable of being solved.

As is well known, Plato had to counter the sceptical
and the Heracliteon tradition of knowledge in which, in fact,
‘knowledge! was reduced to subjective, changing, sifting ‘opi-
nion' and 'beliefs'. The philosopher of Plato's conception, on

the contrary, was concerned with 'knowledge'! - Par_excellence

which was certain, unalterable beyond any sceptic doubt, which,

i.e., was far different from what passes as ‘'knowledge' in ordi-

nary parlance. Aside from the requirement that knowledge must be

certain, the other requirement that Plato sets for knowledge was
that it must be of object. While the first requirement would des=-
pense with the sceptic doubt or uncertainty about knowledge, the
second would obviate the subjectivity. Knowledge is of 'Ideas!?
grasped by Reason. The uncertainty, probability, variability etc.
that in fact (so to speak) any sensationalistic, Heracliteon,
sceptical account of knowledge are got rid of in Plato's Idea~
listic account according to which knowledge is fixed, certain

and indubitable because it is oriented to Ideas which are fixed
and permanent. Plato thus conceived knowledge within a rigid,

fixed unalterable ontological structure, viz., the world of Ideas.

The Platonic tradition was contained in Aristotle, the
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only difference being that as ageinst Plato, Aristotle main-
tained that the Ideas (or 'Forms') of Plato's conception could
pe instantiated in sense-perception without their ideality being
impaired through such an instantiation. Aristotle was as much
an ontologist regarding his account of knowledge as was Plato.
The rigid, structuralist ontoleogy of knowledge was as much
Aristotle's as it was Plato's,‘thouéh Plato ought to be credited

with conceiving it for the first time.

The Cartesian tradition too was the continuation of the
Platonic heritage. Wﬁat comes within the sweeping, all=-embracing
doubt of Descartes was the item of sense-perception and all
that is related to it, i.é., history, tradition etc. Doubt comes

to a halt with the 'Cogito ergo Sum! which was but the first truth

of reason : my reason finds it impossipble, i.e., contradictory
to assert 'I think!' and negate 'I exist'. And methodically, i.e.,
rationally advancing from the 'Cogito!, Descartes proceeds to
restore own belief in the world initislly doubted. But then, the
world that is restored to us is the world grasped by reason,
i.e., the wofld of which the f'essences' or ‘primary qualities'!?
are conceived and not perceived. The Platonic ideal fessences'
are seplicated in Descarte's world of 'primary qualities?!. So
the idealist philosophers hold +that an object not only does
things but also exists. When an object is capable of various
actions and relations, the different aspects of object as doing
and being is also accepted. But Indian thinkers analyse both

these aspects of an object.
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The Platonic, Rationalistic, Cartesian structuralistic
conception of knowledge came to be challanged for the first time
in the Empiricism of Locke, Berkeley and Hume. Where Descartes
had conceived of the primary qualities of Inatter as 'essences®
grasped in reason (after Plato), Locke conceived of them as sen-
sible qualities. Their only difference is from 'secondary' quali=-
ties béing their invariance. Locke's description of the process
of sensation is conformed by his realistic stand and also compa-
rable with Nyaya definition of perceptibn.l Where in the Platonic
tradition 'esse' was ‘concipi®, in Berkeley "esse" was "percipi”.
Where in the Rationalistic tradition, the basic principle from
which the entire structure of knowledge could be derived (Cp.
Leibnitz), was the principle of *ground! and 'consequent' in the
Humian view the *'ground®' - 'consequent' principle was of no avail
in finding the discrete, atomic sense-impressions which could be
fassociated' = not structured in a system - by the empirical law
of 'invariable', 'anticedence' and 'consequence'. Hence the em-
pirical thinkers accept that a thing is never known apart from

what it does or apart from its relation to other things.

It is in Kant that the conception that knowledge is to be
viewed within a determinate structure is re-assessed in a way

which differs from the Empiricists' re-assessment of it and which

1. Q§.46) TS. "Indriyarthasannikarsajanyam jﬁgnaﬁ pratyaksam®,

- Tarkasamgraha by Annahbhatta, Translated

by Gopinath Bhattacharya, Calcutta, 1983,
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From the above discussion it is seen that Western philo- :
sophers in general accept knowledge as valid knowledge, whereas
imvaiid cognition is not knowledge at all. On the other hand,
knowledge, according to Indian thinkers, means a true cognition,
certain, uncontradicted or unfalsified which is distinct from a

: R VI ~L,
false one (mithya-inana). In Indian philosophy, the word *Jnana’'

stands for both valid and invalid cognition. In this sense 'iazgg'
or cognition, which are synonyms, are divided into two classes :
prama (valid cognition) and aprama (invalid cognition). The above
distinction was made by the old Naiyayikas in order to analyse
valid cognition in their own way and the sources of valid cogni-

tion (pramana).
et comntssn S

According to Nyaya, valid cognition (prama) is a definite
or certain (asandigdha), unerring (yathartha) knowledge and it

consists in knowing the object as it is.3 But a cognition is in-
valid which has, for its predicate, a character which is not po-

ssessed by the subject (of the cognition).4 Thus, prama means

(§ 37) TS. "Tadvati tatprakarakah anubhavah yatharthah.
- ¢ A e . *
(Yatha rajate 'idam rajatam® iti jnanam). Sa

eva prama iti ucyate".

- Tarkasamgraha by Annambhatta, Trans. by
Gopinath Bhattacharya, Calcutta, 1983.

(638) TsS. “Tadabhavavatl tatprakarakah anubhavah ayatharthah-
yatha $uktau *idam rajatam' iti jnanah. S3 eva
rama' ityucyate". '
e e g o
Lt s 'qﬂ‘yki’b@
m;.“wm ~ HORTH BENGADQ

? 1 AUG i@@S ﬂ' L . University Library
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yatharthanubhava (yatha + artha), i.e., not in the sense of simi-

larity or resemblance, but in the sense of definite and assured
knowledge of an object which is true presentational in character.5
In other words, true cognition is an expression whose qualifier

is such.that it belongs to the object (Tadvati tatprakarakatvam).

Thus we may explain the cases where the above definition
can-be applied and where it cannot be. For example, 'I know a
piece of silver as silver' - this knowledge has three qualifiers
like 'thisness', 'silver' and 'silverness'. In this case, the
object of knowledge is in to-to without any distortion and, there-~
fore, is valid cognition. For, here the knowledge is one which has

silverness as its qualifiér (rajatatvaprakaraka) and the fthis*

(a real silver) possesses silverness. Hence, the knowledge posse-

sses the property of rajatatvavati rajatatvaprakarakatva which is

the same as 'This is silver'. On the other hand, when we perceive
'a piece of shell as silver! then the cognition is invalid. For
in this case the 'silverness' which functions as qualifier does
not belong to the qualificandum *this'. So this is not rajatatva-

vat, and this object of cognition is not tadvatitatprakaraka.

Now we may conclude by citing two important peints namely,

one is the nature and another is the test of truth or validity. In

5, Prama - Laksana (Bengali article),

- Pandit Biswa Bandhu Bhattacharyya, p. 99,
Research bulletin of Philesophy, Vol.I,
No. I, 1984, Jadavpur University, Calcutta.
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the first point there is difference of opinion among the diffe=~

rent schools of Indian philosephy. According to Jayanta, prama

is that knowledge of objects which is free from doubt and illu-

sion.® Gange$a holds that prama is that which informs us of the

existence of something in a place where it really exists.7 The

Prabhakaras define prama as immediate experience (anubhiti).®

Bhattas, under the influence of the Buddhists, held that valid

cognition (prama) invariably pertains to a novel object.9

Dharmakirti, the eminent Buddhist logician, defines true cogni-

tion as harmonious or non~discrepant (avisamvadi) in the sense

that there is no conflict between the cognition of an object and

the practical activity meant to obtain it.l® Moreover, he  holds

10.

"Avyabhicarinimasandighamarthopalabdhim vidhadatI".

- Nyayamanjari, 1=20 (Pramanalaksanah).

"Yatra yadastitatra tasyanubhavah".

- Tattvacintamani (Pramana Section).

"anubhﬁ£i§3a na pramanam",

"Sarvasyanupalabdhe'rthe pramanyal ,......,"

' —
- Slokavartika (Madras University Edition),

p. 185.

- - ( ON_ — . . o — b
"Pramanam avisamvadi jnanam arthakriyasthitih avisamvadanam .

- Pramanavartika, 1.3.
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that valid cognition is a new cognition, the cognition of an object
not yet cognised earlier.t! Among the Samkhya Philosophers Kapila
states that prama is a determinate knowledge of an opject which is
not known before. The Advaitins hold that valid cognition consists
in knowledge which is abadhita or unsublated. In this connection
Dharmaraja Adhvarindra gives two definitions of prama where the
first» includes memory in it, and the second refers to novelty as

an essential feature of valid cognition.12

With regard to the test of the truth of knowledge there
are four well known theories in Western Philosophy ¢ (a) Gorres=-
pondence theory,@QCoherence theory, (c) Pragmatic and (d) Self-
evidence theory. According to the correspondence theory, a true
proposition is one that corresponds (no£ in the sense of resem-
blance) to a fact, i.e., to an actual state of affairs. In general,
the statement the P is true if and only if it is the case that P.
In other words, a statement is true if it corresponds to facts. The
upholders of this theory admit correspondence as the nature of
truth, but they are silent‘when the test of truth is concerned there.
The upholders of the pragmatic theory hold that a true proposition
is one when it works satisfactorily in experience, that is to say,

when it proves to be both intellectually and practically satisfying.

'\’_— —-/ —
1l. "ajnatarthaprakaso va ...... "

- Ibid, .1..7a

12, Samkhyapravacanabhasya (Adyar Library, 1932), 1.8.7 and
9

Vedgntaparibhgsg (Pratyaksapariccheda).
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Two aspects of this theory are importanf in this context : (i) A
true proposition is one which works satisfactorily in experience,
and its utility (i.e., workability) is the only test of truth.
(ii) Truth is held to be something that happens to a proposition
énd a proposition is made true by being verified, apart from veri-
fication truth is a meaningless term. In this sense the test of
truth is not different from the nature of truth. The coherence
theory holds that the test of the truth of a proposition is to

be sought in the consistency between the proposition whose truth
is in question and other relevant propositions. The consistency
upon which the coherence lays emphasis is of both sorts as the
nature and test‘ef truth. According teo self-evidence, the test

of truth of a judgement is self-certified which never depends for
its certainty upon anything extraneous to the elements of a judge-
ment. The basic principle of this theory is, therefore, constitu-
ted by intrinsic validity of the data of our knowledge. Thus we
may say that what is self-evidence is, as Descartes Calls it, in-

dubitable.

In Indian philosophy there is also a difference of opi-
nion among the different schools concerning the nature and test
or criterion of truth with regard to prams. Regarding prama, the
Nyaya philesophers admit that the nature of truth is correspon-

dence, i.e., Tadvatitatprakarakam which means the object of know-

ledge is in to-to without any distortion, whereas the test of

truth is practical efficiency, i.e., arthakriyakaritva. The

Buddhists regard it as the causal efficiency which forms the
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test of truth. This view can be compared with pragmatic theory
in the West. The analysis of Dharmakirti also resembles the co-
herence theory of truth, because truth,according to him, should
correspond to experience. With Advaita Ved3nta too, it is the

principle of non-contradiction which ié the means of examining

the truth.

So it is seen that gemerally all philosophers accept truth
unanimously. They hold that truth should be the differentia of
knowledge (prama). But they express the mark of prama according
to the various meaning of truth. We may point out here the di-
fferent views of different philosophical systems in Indian phi- -

losophy about truth.

The Nyaya definition of Prama

A
The word 'Jnanam' is not same as the English word 'know-

ledge'. For the area of the word *Jnanam? is wider tham that of
knowledge. The word 'prama' which covers a specific area of 'inanam’
is permitted to translate as knowledge. But aprama which also covers
a portion of :;%ham; is not knowledge. Hence to tramslate any type
of fgéham as knowledge is very much misleading or confusing. In a
word, all individual manifestations of knowledge are 5;?nam, but

not the vice=-versa.

According to Nyaya, knowledge is the quality of self and

jnanam receives the status of a guna. Every quna (quality) remains

—ms evevesBlama

in a substance through the relation, called imherence and the subs-
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N_ N
tance is none other than the self. That jnana is described as a

guna remaining in self is known through the methed called pariéésa.
N. — S

Jnana can not remain in the substance like earth, water etc. as

they have their specific qualities. Jnsna, being a quality, must
remain in a substance which is self (atman). In this sense, both
‘prama' and 'aprama' are the quality of the atman depending upon
self-mind-contact. But there 1lies a difference. In the former

case we perceive the object of knowledge as such, whereas in the

latter case we perceive such thing as otherwise.

So valid cognition, according to Nyaya, is defined as that
which informs us of the existence of something im a place where it
really exists, or which predicates of something a character really
possessed by it.l3 In other words, valid cognition is defined as

presentational knowledge (yatharthanubhava).'? Four factors are

involved in it, namely, the subject or the knower (pramata), the
object or the known (prameya), the method by which the subject
knows the object (premana), and the resultant knowledge (pramiti).

13. "Yatra yad astitatra tasyanubhavah prama, tadvatitatpra-
karako *fnubhave va®,

- Tattvacintamani (Pratyaksa Section),

Asiatic Society Ed., p. 401,

14. Tarkasamgraha-Dipika on Tarkasamgraha by Annambhatta -

Transleted and Elucidated by Gopinath Bhattacharya,
Progressive Publishers, Calcutta, 1983, p. 148,
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These four factors mutually constitute the whole truth. So it can
be said that valid knowledge (pram3) is not possible if any one
of these is absent. The Western philosophers in general use to dis-
tinguish between the three factors, namely, the subject, the object
and the resultant knowledge. But the Indiam thinkers add one in
support of these. three facts, i.e., p:amghas or the sources of

———m e
valid cognition.

Udayana defines the mark of prama as proper discernment
(Samyak paricchitti). According to him, it is the condition of
the real nature of a thing and independent of a previous percep-
tion. From this definition it follows that Smrti is not included

herein. As Smrti is not independent knowledge, its object is the

- *

same as that of the original perception which produced it. In

order to exclude Smrti from valid cognition Udayana uses the term
15

'anapeksé' (i.e., independent) in his definition.

Among the commentators on the Nyaya-Sutras, Vacaspati Misra
is the earliest who deals with the topic of validity and invalidity

of knowledge. Udayana is influenced by Vacaspati and lends many

15. "Yatharthanubhavo manah anapeksatayesyate®.

— . R—
- Nyaya Kusumanjali, IV, I.

&

Prama-Laksana (Bengali article) by Pandit Biswa Bandhu

Bhattacharyya, Vol. I, No. I, March'84, Jadavpur University,
Calcutta, 1984, p. l02.
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supports to his view. He introduces a detailed discussion by say-
ing that validity and invalidity of knowledge are extrinsic, i.e.,

due to some extraneous conditions.

Characteristic features of prama in Jaina logic.

w—cay N‘- *
The Jainas define knowledge as 'Svaparavyavasayi-jnanam?

which means that the nature of knowledge is to be self-revealing
as well as object-revealing. This very nature may be compared with
a lamp. A lamp, like knowledge, reveals its object by virtue of
revealing itself. According to the Jainas, the relatioh between

the self and its knowledge is bhedabheda. In this sense they do

not accept either complete difference or complete non-difference

between knowledge and the self from their doctrine of anekantavada.

So the Jaimas® view in this regard is quitely different from the

both, i.e., the view of Nyaya and the view of Advaita also.

Thus knowledge or jEEQg is taken to mean any cognition of
an object, while the word prama is used in the logical sense. That
is to say, it is true-cognition. According to the Jainas, right or
definite cognition about an object which is other than doubt, error,

6

etc., is grad_.l In other words, definiteness is essential mark of

the validity of knowledge.l' The characteristic definiteness here,

16. Pramanamimamsa of Hemachandra, Translated into English by

G. Jha, Calcutta, 1946, p. 03.

17. Pramananayatattvaloka, 1.2, Bombay, 1967.
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however, does not differ essentially from the view of the Naiya-
yikas, because definiteness is further stated by Jaina logicians
themselves to be the determination of an object in the form in

‘which it really exists.

In the Jaina philosophy the first great-=logician,
Siddhasena Divakara and Acharya Samantabhadra define valid cogni-
tion (prama) as having its nature to reveal itself as well as its
objec’t,.‘18 Knowledge (iEEﬁé). according to the Jainas, is divided

into two kinds : Pramana or means of knowledge proper and Naya or
o ———are

partial knowledge.

- Pramana refers to the knowledge of a thing as it is. The
(U T :

definition of pramana is commonly given by the Jaina logicians as
follows., The knowledge which reveals itself and its object, and

which must be determinate is called pramana. There are many logi=-
R I

cians in Jaina philosophy who explain the definition of prahsna
e ——

in different ways. But those are not very different in their mea-

nings. Akalanka . defines pramana as knowledge which is uncontradic-

ted and which manifests the unknown object.19 But Naya is the know-

ledge of & thing in a particular context or relationship of +the

— ° — — ~— onem - —
18, Pramanam Svaparabhasi jnanam badhavivarjitam/ Svaparavabha-

sakam yatha pramanah bhuvi buddhilaksanat//

- Brhatsvayambhﬁstotra, 63.

— L] ¢ w=m ~— . —— - -—
19. "Pramanam avisamvadi jnanam anadhiibatarthadhigamalaksanatvat".

- Astasahasri, p. 175.
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knower.20 In other words, Naya is that particular standpoint from
which we deliver our judgement about a particular thing. As we are
not omniscient, so it is not possible for ordinary people to know
all the qualities of a thing. For what they know is relative and
limited. For this reason our intention to explain the meaning of

Naya in order to achieve the nature of valid knowledge.

Nayas also differ with difference of standpoints accepted
by a éarticular school. Thus every Naya gives us relative knowledge
and that can be hypothetically entertained. Since when it reveals
the true nature of the object as it exists, it is true. On the con-
trary, when this is obstructed, it is not true. According to the 4
Jainas, everything possesses an infinite number of qualities
(dnarma). When we affirm a thing by one of these manifold qualities,
we apprehend Naya. But when we know a thing in different ways by
different qualities, the knowledge comes through pramsba. Thus both

pramana and Ndya are essential for valid knowledge of a thing.

.Hence, there is no judgement which is completely true or
completely false. This is kpown as the basic doctrine of the Jainas
called 'Syadvada' which means the doctrine of 'may be'. It signifies
about absolute affirmation and absolute negation are impossible as
all judgements are a partial application te reality, i.e., they are

incapable of giving us a complete truth which can be grasped in to-~to.

20. "NIyate gamyate arthaikadeso'neneti nayah™",

~ Syadvadaratnakara, p. 8.
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The Jainas again classify knewledge into two - immediate
(aparokfa) and mediate (parokfa). As the Jainas admit SxEdvEdq;
the first is here defined as a vivid and relative knowledge. Such
knowledge can be known through the operation of the sense-organs
or without their operation, i.e., mediumless. For these reasons

immediate knowledge is of two kinds, viz., Vyavaharika (depends

on medium like sense-organs) and paramarthika (mediumless).

Immediate knowledge, according to them, is further divided

into three, namely, Avadhi, Manahparyaya and Keﬁéla; and mediate

knowledge into two, namely, Mati and §}uta.21 Among these five

kinds, Kevqia-faﬁha is unlimited or the highest and absolute know-

ledge which requires no media of sense-organs and mind to grasp its
object. For it cannot be described, but only be acquired by the li-

berated souls.

Mark of prama in Samkhya-yoga view.

According to SEﬁkhya-YOga, knowledge is the modification of
Buddhi or citta and is located in Buddhi itself. In this connection
they have admitted a difference between pure consciousness and phe-

S e
nomenal consciousness. (Vrttijnana). Pure consciousness, devoid of

all relations and buddhi, is the real form of Sﬁddhapurusa. This

£ . X R . s soas
Suddhapurusa which is mere revealing consciousness is indifferent,
(]

- ) — - ~,
21. "Matiéiutavadhimanahparyayakévalani jnanam".
- Tattvarthadhigamasutra, - Edited by

Uma Svami.
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neutral and a disinterested spectator of the world-show.22 It can=-
not be regarded as the material or efficient cause of the universe.

On the other hand, Vrtti-jKZna-or phenomenal knowledge may be co=~

rrect or wrong depending upon the phenomenal perspective when the
absolute is viewed under the limited sphere of existence. In this
sense Purusa falsely appears as the knower (visayi) of the object~

knowledge (visaya-szha) caused through the operation of puddhi

and this falsity is never felt in the phenomenal stage. So Purusa

D —

is not the real substratum of vrtti-jﬁgha, whereas the real locus

of object-knowledge is gggggl.—It means the YﬁEEi (mode) of the
object which amounts to knowledge when consciousness is reflected
through it. Like Advaita Vedanta, Samkhya too, believes that know-
ledge through Yﬁfﬁi (m&de) is the revelation of the object. Thus,

this Vrtti-jﬁsna, being a modification of buddhi, may be regarded

as attributive in nature and consequently also may be regarded as
substantive in nature in relation of identity between substance
and attribute. This type of knowledge as propounded By the Ssﬁkhya
school is nearer to the ray-like substantive-attributive knowledge
of Ramanuja School so féias'its object=revealing nature is concer=
ned,'but their ohly difference in this respect is the acceptance
of the locus (adhara) of knowledge. For Samkhya, buddhi or inte=-

llect is regarded as the locus of Vrtti-jﬁ?na, but Ramanuja has

accepted the existence of ray-like knowledge in the soul in place

22. "Na Prakrtih na vikrtih, Purusah®.

- Samkhyakarika, 3.
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~ _ ,
of Vrtti=~jnana. In the sense of Ramanuja, the soul, in its empi-

rical state, is the locus of object-knowledge.

As the problem of validity and invalidity of knowledge

is concerned, the first question is : Is knowledge self-valid or
other-valid? In other words, does knowledge become valid by itself
or by other? According to Samkhya-yoga, knowledge is mot only self-
valid but invalidity also is intrinsic in knowledge. So both vali-
dity and invalidity are inherent in the cognition itself in regard
to origination. In this sense both jﬁéﬁg and afgtha are inherent

in buddhi. But afxtna is not in the sense of megation of knowledge,
- but it is confused knowledge with regérd to two none=discrimination
between two different things. In this respect Samkhya-yoga view is
quitely different from the view of Naiyayikas as well as Buddhists

for depending on extraneous conditions.

According to Vacaspati MisTa, knowledge is @ variety of mo-
dification of the internal organ, directed tewards the object known
and is of the nature of the intelligence residing in the agent.23
It is certainly discursive in character. In this sense he holds
that knowledge is self-luminous and also represents the same as
the self. No difference whatsoever exists between the self and cons-

ciousness. Consciousness illumines itself and by itself.

Padmapada also maintains in his Pangapadika that the self

23. Bhamati on Catussutri, p. 50.
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is the nature of self=-revealing pure consciousness.24 Prakgéé%man,
in his Vivarana, also counts the same thing of self-revealing
puiiinhih Sk

consciousness. According to his opinion, self~-revealing pure

consciousness 1s nothing, but is the self=-revealing by itself.25

— / T g
Vacaspati Misra, like the Mimamsakas argues that knowledge
is the means of its own validity and does not require anything else
to establish its validity. He also criticises the view of practical

efficiency and the inherence of reality as a genus (Satta=-Samanvya-

Samavaya) as the admission of these leads to duality by saying
that manifestation (Prakgéé) alone has to be admitted as constitu-

ting the validity or t#uth. But Vacaspati differs from the position

of the. Mimamsakas regarding the conception of valid cognitibﬁ (prama) .

According to ngaSpati, valid cognition (prama) is a cognition
which is not previously known (anadhigata) and not contradicted.26

It means that valid cognition or truth is abiding, eternal and non-
contradictory. Thus he distinguishes false cognition from the concep-

tion of validity. On the other hand, Kumarila opines that prama means

cognition which instigates one to practical activity, but VEEaSpati

holds that there is no reference to action.

. /— w
24, Post-Samkara, Edited by A. B. Sastri, Oxrford, 1980, p. 77.

25. Ibid.

26. “Avgdhita-anadhigata—asandigdha bodha janakatvam hi pramghatvam

pramananamh®,

/ -—
- Bhamati, 22, Ananthakrishna Sastri's edition.
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Here Vacaspati includes the word 'anadhigata' (not previ-

ously known) in his definition in order to exclude Ezifi, because
through ETEEi we get an object which is already known. Another
word ‘avadhita' should also be taken to exclude wrong or false
cognition or illusion, because false cognition is always contra-
dicted. Here we find a similarity between Vacaspati and other

Advaitins. According to Advaitins, non-contradictoriness is a

mark of validity which Vacaspati also holds.

According to Vijg:habhikfu, knowledge is related to buddhi
and puru§a knows the object through reflection only. He further
argues that the object to be known is reflected into buddhi which
received reflection of purusa as well. This Buddhi having the re=-

flection of both purusa and ebject is again reflected in purusé.
—————— JEIEIN S

So knowledge appears as located in purusa through this JC'eflection.Z7
: :

~e
This is called 'double reflection theory! admitted by Vijnanabhiksu

which is the opposite to Vacaspati's 'single reflection theory'.

. ~_ - _
Vijnanabhiksu defines prama as reflection of buddhi having

the form of object in purusa,28 and pramana as vrtti of buddhi. He

further argues that buddhivrtti may also be teken as prama. For

when the result of knowledge is considered to be located in buddhi,
prama will be sense-object-contact, etc.; and when the result of

knowledge is considered to be located in purusa, prama will be

27. Samkhyapravacanabhasya, Ch. I, Calcutta Edition, 1360 B.S.
p. 305.

28. Ipbid.
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the function of buddhi. So purusa is not a real cogniser, but the

re——e et

witness of knowledge. Im this connection, Vallabhacarya adds in

the clarification of pramg-pram;ha by saying that when both the

function of buddhi and the apprehension of purusa are said to be

_ - e
pramz, pramana will be both function of buddhi and function of

2
Sense=-organ. i

Mark of prama according to Advaita-visistadvaita view.

According to the Advaita Vedanta, the word fiﬁéﬁg' is used
to mean both knowledge : absolute knowledge and empirical or rela-
tive knowledge. The absolute knowledge means transcendental or
‘non-rational knowledge, i.e., knowledge of Brahman which has no

relation with empirical objects; whereas empirical knowledge is the

creation of avidya or maya. The former knowledge is called Svarupa

— . M—
or g;ghma—{;;na and the latter knowledge is called vrtti-jnana or

ng, — ~o ) -
empirical jnana. Here Svarupa=-inana although absolutely unrelated

to objects, yet somehow becomes connected with objects which it
reveals. So Advaita epistemology will be discussed only in terms

M_ -
of vrtti-~jnana when we talk about relation between knower and known.

_ . _
Vrtti-jnana may either be true or false depending upon the

fact at the empirical level. Thus vrtti-jgzha, according to

Advaita, which may be true or false, is a form and hence an appea-

- e
rance of svarupa-jinana, in as much as it is relative and condi-

29. Kirana 1.7 (With Yogasutra, Bhasya and Rajamartanda),
Benaras, 19359,
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tional. So Advaita suggests that the so-called vrtti—jgzha cannot

e _
be called as jnana (knowledge) unless it is illumined by the prin-

. =
ciple of consciousness or Brahma-jnana.

Now prama, according to, Advaitins, is truth, i.e., valid
cognition and which is opposed to it, called invalid cognition or
aprama. Valid cognition (prama) is defined by Dharmaraja

Adhvarfndra,the author of Vedanta Paribhasa, as a cognition which

is not previously known (anadhigata) and is not also contradicted.30

It means that valid cognition of an object lies on the property of

its being uncontradicted and novelty. The word anadhigata is used

in the definition in order to exclude memory or Smrti from the scope

of valid cognition (prama), because Smrti is not accepted as know-

ledge proper. Now the question is : Should memory be admitted to
have the status of knowledge? In reply, we can say that it is not.
For memory is that which is already known, i.e., past experience.
In other words, memory or past experience is to be true if it is
reckoned as identical with the content of past experience which
it claims to represent. But valid cognition is such that which is

not already known (anadhigata). This is the reason for which memory

is not a distinct source of knowledge, but it is & clear experience

and given a separate name.

Another characteristic features of knowledge is non-contra-

30. "anadhigatsbsahitEithavisayaka-jﬁ?hatvam pramatvam",

- Vedanta Paribhasa,

Calcutta University Edition, p. 15.
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diction and novelty. The word 'non-contradiction' means the object

which is not contradicted (ayadhitatva) which implies the exclusion

of wrong cognition (as it is always contradicted). Anything that is
contradicted or sublated can not be true. This view is very much
similar to Hegel's own view of truth as resolving and reconciling
all contradictions in itself. For the Advaitins, knowledge should
be such as to incéapable of being contradicted at all times. For
this reason, they have rejected the pragmatic test of causal effi=-
ciency on the ground that sometimes even an invalid cognition may
lead to the fulfilment of a purpose as when mistaking the bright-
ness of a distant jewel for the jewel we approach and get the
jewel. Hence it is clear that the invalidity of the initial cogni-

tion which caused our action is due to its being contradictedness.

Novelty means informativeness or newness (i.e., knowledge=-
proper) which is also included in the nature of truth in order to

exclude Smrti, because Smrti is reproduced knowledge and hence,

not a new knowledge.31 In this sense novelty is to be considered
as an essential quality of knowledge. The British empiricist at
the begining of the development of medern philesophy also gave
emphasis on 'novelty' as a unique character of knowledge. Some-
time after we find the similarity between Kant and the Advaita
School with regard to the mark of valid cognition. For Kant, knowe
ledge as knowledge=-proper, must be informative or new, i.e., syﬁ;‘\

thetic in nature. Moreover, this view of the Advaitins also is

31. Bhasa-Pariccheda (Nirnaya Sagar Press Edn.), p. 232.
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similar to that of Vacaspati who expresses in Bhamati that novel-

ty and non-contradiction are the marks of valid cognition (prama).

Now it is, however, necessary to pointout that some
 Advaitins do not exclude Smrti from the scope of valid cognition,
B

Naturally the following question arises from their standpoint @

Can we say that in the case of a continious process of knowledge

(dhgisvghikaAﬁxéhé) of the same object, our experience at every
moment during that period (Kala) is regarded as knowledge? Most -
of the ancient Indian philosophers answered the question in affir-

mative although on different grounds,

Some Advaitins admit that in the case of a continious
process of knowledge of a table it is not the same at different
moment as we suppose ordinarily. For them, the object (the table)
of our knowledge must be determined by both spatial and temporal
properties to our consciousness. 1f we donot. perceive the spatial
property of an object (a table), we cannot judge that it is high
or low, big or small, Again if we do not perceive temporal pro-
perty of an object (a table), we will fail to judge it to be 'pre-
sent?. Hence time=quality is a common element entering as a cate-
gory in all judgements. But if we do not do so, it would be impo=-
ssible for us to distinguish the present knowledge of a table from
the past one. For this reason, we can say that the determination
of a table by the first moment of a continious process of knowledge
is not the same as determined by the second moment, simply because

the common factor, the time element, remains unknown. Every moment
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of knowledge of an object is not the same as the previous moment
which is also as good as a new object. In this sense, the definif
tion of valid cognition (prama) can be applied to that case where
quality of novelty is also present. Moreover, real escape from

this difficulty is possible if we take the term anadhigata in a

technical sense. The knowledge of an object whose essential nature

is previously unknown or unpérceived is called Eram3.32

Some thinkers admit that the above argument is not a very
happy answér to escape from the difficulty. They hold that memory

or Smrti is equally present in the case of a continious process

of knowledge. Hence it is not proper to argue that the time-quality
of the object in a continious process of knowledge is perceived as

new at every moment.

The Naiyayikas think that this problem can be solved by un=-
derstanding the real sense of novelty which is present in the case
of knowledge, but absent in the case of memory. Asvmembry is the
impression of past experience, so novelty is absent there. Hence,
every moment of a continious process of knowledge stands in its own
right and claims to attain the status of independent wvalidity. For

the Advaitins, on the other hand, it is not a problem at all; be-

32. "Nirupasyapi kalasya indriyavedyatvabhyupagamena dharavahi-

- — [ e .
kabuddhherapi purva purva jnanavisaya—tattat-ksanaviéésavisaya—

katvena na tatravyaptih",

~ Vedanta Paribhasa, Calcutta University Edition, p. 22.
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cause knowledge persists so long as fresh knowledge does not come
to replace it.33 So valid cbgnition can be regarded as such if
it's object is neither contradicted nor-pfeviously known. It may
be argued that the whole world become vaghita just after the self-
realisation as accepted by Advaitins. In reply, it has been said
that here contradiction means the contradiction in the phenomenal
level. The whole world becomes vadhita when there is the realisa-

tion of Brahman, which is not contradicted here.

The Advaitins admit that validity is intrinsic in nature
(anti-thesis of the view of Buddhas) and invalidity is extrinsic.
The intrinsic nature of validity consists in the non-requirement
of anything other than that which originates or reveals cognition,
On the other hand, invalidity is extrinsic in nature, since its

origination is due to the defect (dosa) present in the cause of

cognition. In this sense, true cognition is not only self-lumi-

nous, but also self-valid.

On the other hand, for the Visistadvaita School of Utta-

ramimamsa, knowledge consists in both the faithfulness to the
object and prompting in the fruitful activity. In other words,

knowledge is that which reveals an object to its subject by'virtue

34

of its intrinsic capaéity. It can be compared to a lamp which

33. Vedanta-Paribhasa (Venkatedvar Press, 1911), p. 26.

34, "Sva-Sattayaiva svasrayam prati kasyacit visayasya prakaganam
44 samvedanam®.

- Ramanuja Bhasya on Vedanta Sutras, l-1-1, p. 65.
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reveals the presence of an object around it but does not know it.
It reveals the object to @ conscious self. Thus, the function of
knowledge is, therefore, the revelation of something outside it,
i.e., it does not require another knowledge tq reveal itself. The
Vi§1§P3dvaitin defines valid knowledge (QQQQE) as that which
apprehends an object as it really exists and which prompts fruit-
ful activity.35 As all knowledge, according to Ramanuja, is true

for it's revealing some objects, there is no false knowledge,
~/

i.e., 2jnana.

viéistadvaitavadins opine that knowledge is intrinsically

valid and even wrong cognition is valid with regard to the subs-
tantive parts (this) of their objects but invalid with regard to
their attributive parts (silver) in the case of the illusory know-

36

ledge as "this is silver®™.”  Thus the validity of knowledge is

intrinsic to'it, whereas its invalidity is extrinsic due to the

~accidental condition of defects (dosa) which vitiate it.

This view is opposite to the Nyaya view according to which
validity of knowledge is extrinsic. Hence, it may be said +that

there is no valid reason for the intrinsic invalidity of knowledge,

— -  =n [y A/— ® —
35. "Yathavasthita-vyavaharanugunam jnanam prama®.
- Nyayaparisuddhi (Venktanatha),
Chowkhamba sanskrit series No. 249, p. 90.
36. Sarvarthasiddhi (VenktanZtha) a commentary on Tattvamuktakalapa,

Benaras, 1900, p. 554.
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because all individual manifestations of knowledge are not
invalid; but that there is a valid reason for +the intrinsic
validity of knowledge, viz., their universality. This also holds
a position opposite to the Samkhya doctrine of intrinsic validity

and invalidity of knowledge, because it is self-contradictory

to assume the same knowledge both valid and invalid.

Definition of Pramana and problem of accepting the means of

kriowing negative fact.

The word pramana comes from the root Qgi(to measure) and
signifies the means of measurement. Thus, we etymologically derive

the expression pramana from pramiyate anena iti pramana. From

this we know that the scope of pramana lies in ascertaining the

correctness of a cognition.

This view of pramE@a based upon the etymology of the word
as the means of teéting knowledge which is not a final one. Thus,
the Indian thinkers regarded pramgba both as a means of discover-
ing truth and verifying knowledge. In a werd, pram39a55 according
to early Indian thinkers, were regarded as vouching for the
certainty of knowledge; while the later philosophers consider

them as those aspects of objects that are unknown hitherto.

Now we shall consider the general definition of pramana
in various schools of Indian philosophy and find that all the
systems of Indian philosophy, more or less, agree in respect of

literal meaning as well as the function or purpose of pramana in
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the sense that it is conducive to the valid knowledge (prama).
PramE@a is gemerally defined as the karana of prama, i.e.,a Spe~
cial cause in producing a particular effect or prama. But there
is much diversity of opinion among Indiamn +thinkers as regards
the exact nature of the karaga of valid knowledge and also the

scope of it.

In the first place, the Buddhists maintain that pramana
is knowledge that does not fail to agree with the objective rea-

‘ P —~ :
lity, i.e., "avisamvadivijnanah pramanam". The expression avisam-

vaditva in respect of knowledge - 'mon-failure to agree' means

producing successful activity to obtain the object (arthakrivaka-

ritvam). This definition is not correct, because inferential cog-
nitions relating to objects of past one and future do not prompt

one towards any activity and so they cannot be treated to be valid.

The definition of pramana given by the Prabhakaras is an
immediate experience (anubhuti) which is different from memory or
Smrti. In this sense memory, although not a pramana, cannot be

————cta St
treated to be erroneous in nature. This definition does not seem

to be sound. Jayanta Bhatta in his Nyayamanjari while reviewing
the Buddhists definition of prams?a states that experience is
only the fruit of pramséa and it itself is not a pramEQa. It is
because the term pramgga is significative of the sense of an ins-

trument when it is etymologically, derived as 'pramiyate anena

o L4 = o . ) » » ] ) L3
iti pramanam', Even in ordinary experience it is only an instru-

ment that is considered to be & pramana as is known from experi-



40

ence such as 'we know this from a pramEQa’. Hence to define a
pramgga as of the nature of experience stréins common=sense too
much.37 This criticish also is exactly applicable to the case of
the definition given by the Prabhakara School. On the other hand,
the 853@?a School of Mimamsa defines pramE?a as instrument of
valid cognition of an object which is unknown -hitherto and which

is not sublated later on.38

The Satkhya-yoga also defines pramana as that which is an
instrument of valid cognition. Vacaspati Misra is of the view that

the buddhi-vrtti and pauruseyabodha are to be considered as prams.

In regard to the former, namely, buddhi=vrtti which is of the form

"This is pot®™ it is the aggregate of the sense-organs, manas and

ahankara which is the instrument or pramana. And in regard to the
e sl e

latter, namely, pauruseyabodha which is of the form "I know the

pot" it is the buddhi-vrtti that is the instrument or pramana,
2 B ]

Thus the group of sense=-organs, manas and ahankdra is to be viewed

as pramana in respect of pauruseyabodha only in an indirect manner.
e ——— >

According'to Vijaghabhiksu, karana can be defined as the cause
which is invariable and immediately followed by the product indi-

rectly, because it implies intermediate operation (avantaravyapara)

37. Nyaya-Manjari, Vol. I, Motilal Banarasidas, Delhi, ph 15-16.

38. Manameyodaya, Vol. I, Edited by Sri Dinanath Tripathi,

Sanskrit College, Calcutta, 1989, p. 04.
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as a karana.39

- /
According to the Nyaya-Vaisesika schoel, there is no di-

fference as to the definition of pramana as this school also ac=-

cepts pramana to be the instrument of valid cognition, i.e.,

*‘pramakaranah pramanam. In Tarkasamgraha-Dipika, Annambhatta

holds that karana is thésuncommon causal condition (asadharanam
[ — L

kEbaha&).4o It means that karana is understood as the uncommon or

special cause through the operation of which a particular effect

is produced. In a perceptual knowledge (pratyaksa prama), e.g.,

a sense-organ (in the case of external perception) or Mamas or
mind (in the case of internal perception), is the instrumental
gause (karaga). Like these, there are meny causes which are essen-
tial for the production of external perceptual knowledge. But soul
or atman is a cause which is common to all sorts of knowledge,
whereas particular sense-organ is not common to all except percep=~
tion, i.e., it is an uncommon cause to the external perception

alone.

Here, the term asadharana distinguishes karana from other
2 com———cx

causes, while the term vyaparavat excludes the other objects of

its genus which are not operative at the time of producing the

39. Samkhvasutra with Samkhyapravacanabhasya 1.87, Varanasi, 1966,

40. ($ 40) TS. Asadharanam karanam karanam.

- Tarkasamgraha, Edited by K. C. Mehondale,

Bharat-Bharati, Varanasi, 1980.
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effect, but have the potentiality to do so. Thus, a cause is said

to be karana that must not merely be uncommon (asagharana), but

also possess active function (vyapara). The contact between the

sense-organ and &an object is an undoubtable cause of perception.

In this sense, it is present in perception alone instrumentally,

and hence uncommon. But still it is not the karana of perception,
-————&:—_—

because it does not require a further function (vyapara). So it

can be said that pramana is such an active and uncommon cause of

e

knowledge or prama.

The Advaitins also following the Bhatta School define
pramgha as the instrument of valid cognition which is uncommon
and is not stultified later on. Viéistgdvaita-too defines pramana

- . LI erpm—— o
as the instrument of valid knowledge. And valid knowledge is that
which has for its content something that is adapted to practical

-needs of life. According to the Dvaita system of Uttaramimamsa,

pramana is that which comprehends an object as it is, i.e.,
————— 5ot

yathartha pramanam.tt

So it is seen that all thinkers of different scheols in

‘India as well as in the West are concerned with the question as

41, "anadhigatabadhit3rthavisayaka jnanam prams, Ta karanam
pramanam.

- Vedanta Paribhasa, Adyar Library, Madras, 1942.

and also

Pramana Paddhati of Jayatirtha, p. 9.
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to the nature and number of ultimate sources of knowledge (pramsba)
In the West, philosophers generally recognise only twe sources of
knowledge=-perception and inference. Somehow the praﬁg?a of testi-
mony (ééggg) has been neglected. Because, during the middle ages,
before the emergence of modern Western philesophy, §éggg - scrip-
ture, the Bible =~ was recognised as a source of valid knowledge
about supra-sensible things. For Christians, the Bible continues
to be a source of valid knowledge. By and large authority (23pta)
as a source of knowledge has been neglected in modern secular
philesophy. But in India there is diversity of opimion on this
matter among the different schools. The GCarvakes admit that per=~
ception is the only source of knowledge. The Buddhas admit per-
ception and inference as the two different sources of knowledge.
The Sgﬁkhya philosophers hold three sources of knowledgé, viz.,
perception, inference, testimony. The NaiyE&ikas admit four :
perception, inference, testimony and comparison.The prabhakara-
thz&fakas again admit a fifth way of knowing - arthapatti (pos-
tulation or assumption) in addition to these four. The BHE??as
and Advaitins recognise six methods, viz., anupalabdhi (non-
apprehensién) in addition to the other five already mentioned.
The Paufg?ikas add two more, namely, sambhava (probability) and

aitihya (tradition). In the Manimekhala it is said that, accor=-

ding to Vedavyasa and Jaimini, there are ten sources of knowledge,
viz., two new methods known as Svabhava and pariéésa[apart from
others already mentioned. Th.. Stcherbai%ky says : The followers

of Caraka increase the number of the sources of knowledge upto
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eleven.42

Now concerning the means of knowing negative fact, the
BHE?Fas and Vedantins accept sixth method of knowledge, viz.,
anupalabdhi as a pramsna. Now an effort will be made to discuss
critically whethervthe means of knowing a negative fact as admi=-
tted by the Bh3§§as and Vedantins is really a separate source

of knowledge (praﬁsna) or not., Although there is much controver-

sy, Some problems may arise on the way of understanding : Are

there really negative facts? What is the source of knowing them?

Facts may be of two types : positive and negative. The
positive facts are known through perception, inference etc.,e.qg.,
"This is a red book" or "This is P", This is known through per-
ception which is the meeans of knowing the positive aspect of P.
The sense-organs and manas act in some way. But in the case of
negative facts there is no sense activity and the corresponding
subject activity should be negative, e.g., 'There is no jar on
the ground! or 'There isvP!. It is known through a separate
source of kmowledge, i.e., anupalabdhi. Thus in this context, an
effort will be made to discuss the Advaita theory of Anupalabdhi

which has been admitted as a separate source of knowing negative

facts.

Some thinkers think that non-existence is cognised through

perception while others through inference. But Advaitins do not

42, Budghist Logic, Vol. I, p. 72.
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belong to the former asrwéll as the later group. The Prabhakaras
and Samkhyas hold that negative fact or non-existence has a spe-
cific type of reality which is not found in the case of positive
fact or existent thing. Inspite of this non-existence can be known
through perception like the positive fact or existent thing. The
Naiyayikas also have arrived at the same conclusion with the help

of different line of arguments.

Advaita Vedanta recognizes six pramgbas, all of which are
taken over from the Mimamsa school of Kumarila Bhatta. According
to them, anupalabdhi or non—apprehension can not be reduced to
any of the other five pramg?as. It would be wrong to presuppose
that the non=existence of an object is inferred from its  non-
apprehension. For, inference requires a universal propositiocn
asserting'an invariable relation between major and minor terms,
and there is no such proposition employed, for example, in_ the
case of the cognition of the absence of something. So it is obvi-

ous that anupalabdhi céennot be known through perception, compa-

rison, teétimony, or postulation, For these reasons, the Advaitins
regard anupalabdhi as an independent source of valid knowledge.
So it can be said that the non-existence of a thing can be known

through a separate source of knowledge or pramana which is called

anupalabdhi or yogyanupalabdhi. In other words, the anupalabdhi

as a pramsna is the specific cause of such immediate knowledge of

non-existence which is not attained through any of the known means

of knowledge. The Advaitins have carefully argued that the fact of
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knowing the absence of an entity can not be included in percep-
tion and inference. If something is the source of knowledge and
if it cannot be included in perception, inference etc., it has

t0 be accepted as an independent source of knowledge or pramgna.
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CHAPTER-III

THE ADVAITA THEORY OF ANUPALABDHI

The Advaita Vedantins and the BHEF?a Mimamsakas accept
anupalabdhi as a separate source of valid cognition (pramEQa),
because it is the only way of knowing & negative fact. When the
negation of a thing capable of being cognised is known, it is
through anupalabdhi on account of the fact that other pramanas

————
fail to provide the knowledge of absence. It's object is the non-
.existence of a thing, but not the non-existence itself. The five
pramEQas ( except the sixth called anupalabdhi adopted by the
Advaita Vedanta and Bnatta MImamsa) are not capable of apprehen-
ding a negative fact and hence the sixth one (i.e.,Aanugalabdhi)
is to be taken as a separate source of knowledge. If each pramgna
leads to some knowledge_nogzderivable from other sources, it can

keep its exclusive character. Hence, non-existence cannot be

grasped by perception, anumana, upamana, arthapatti or §;bda.

That is why, @ separate source of valid cognition (pramana) called

anupalabdhi has to be accepted.

The Bhattas and Advaitins are of the opinion that the ab-
sence of an object and its attribute of its locus are known by the

unique source of knowledge called non=-apprehension. (anupalabdhi),
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which means that the absence of an object is apprehended by its
non=-perception. Not seeing a jar in a place one can say that it
is not there. In the same way in the cases like, "The teacher is
not in the class room", "There is no sound here", "The apple is
not rdund“,»"This flower has no fragrance®, the knower becoﬁes
aware of the same object or its attribute by means of non=percep-
tion. The teacher®s absence from the class=-room is known by the
non-apprehension of his presence there, but not by the perception
of his absence. Teacher's absence is not known by the perception

of the room or anything else in the room.

It may seem paradoxical that the non=-apprehension of an
object is a means to the apprehension of its non-existence (abhava).
But in fact both non=perception and perception become the means
of knowledge, i.e., pramana to the knower (pramata). They lead

——tan

to both positive and negative experiences. The knower knows both
the presence and absence of things with the help of perception as
well as non=perception respectively. It is known to us that there
- is a tree on the ground, beéause we see it. It is also known that
there is no tree on the ground, because we do not see it. These
two different cognitions are expressed in twe different sentences.
The one does not lead to the another. The knowiedge of the absence
of the bird on the tree is not a case of perception, because the
sense=organ has no contact with the absence. It does not also

follow from the perception of the tree. It proceeds directly from

the non-apprehension of the bird.
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In this connection, it is worthy to mention the metaphy-
sical presuppositions behind the postulation of anupalabdhi as a.
pramgba. The Advaitins believe in the non-dual entity - Brahman.
According to them, Brahman and atman is ome and the same. The
phenomenal world is nothing but the manifestation of Brahman. That.
the whole world is nothing but Brahman is known through the reali-
sation of Brahman. One who realises Brahman can identify oneself
with the whole world. To him, there is only one Reality, i.e.,
Brahman, which can be described as advaitavastha, i.e., a situa-
tion when someone is identified with Brahman. This situation,
according to the Advaitins, is the state of liberation. But one

who has not realised the self or Brahman is not able to understand

the non-dual situation. Hence $;uti, Vedanta liferature, Upanifad
etc. give an account of a situation with the help of some des~
criptions., The epistemology as advocated by the Advaitins is goal-
oriented., The ultimate goal is to lead an individual to the path
of the realisation of the self. Anupalabdhi has been accepted as
a pramzna to serve a very important purpose. To an ordinary man
—_—
it is to be informed that in Brahman there is the absence of dua-
lity. Brahman is only one and ultimate reality. To realise Brahman
entails the realisation of a Reality which is non=-dual. That Brahman
is Advaita means there is absence of duality. To gather an idea of

Brahman as having absence of duality in the phenomenal stage is

not possible until and unless anupalabdhi is accepted as a
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pramsba.l That Brahman is Advaita or nondual signifies that the
absence of duality is there as an adjunct of Brahman without which
the non~-dual character of Brahman is not ascertained in the pheno=-
menal stage. In other words, that Brahman is indetermihate and
non-dual is ascertained with the help of the adjunct = called
fthe absence of dualityf. If it is not ascertained that Brahman

is indeterminate, the duality in the phenomenal world which is
the result of nescience or illusion cannot be removed. Hence, the

author has introduced the sixth pramana-anupalabdhi which alone
2

can ascertain the non-~dual character of Brahman.

According to Vedanta Paribhasa, the means of valid cogni=-

tion as anupalabdhi is the extra-ordinary cause of the apprehen=-
sion of non-existence which is not due to knowledge as instrument.3

In other words, anupalabdhi is an uncommon cause of awareness of

absence which is not caused by ether knowledge. The word 'the

l. Vivrti (a Bengali commentary) on Vedantaparibhasa, Edited by

Panchanan Bhattacharya, Calcutta, p. 223, 1377 (B.S.).

2. Ibid.

% — — L — e -— -— [ o
3. Jnanakaranajanyabhavanubhavasadharanakaranam anupalabdhirupamh

pramanamnh

- Vedantaparibhasa (Chapt. Anupalabdhi-pariccheda),

Edited along with English Translation by S. Suryanarayana
f -
Sastri, Adyer Library, Madras, 1942,
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apprehension! (anubhava) in the definition is incorporated in
order to exclude memory where there may be the recollection of
non-existence and the term used in such a way only to emphasis
the direct awareness of non-apprehension. The means of the direct
awareness of the absence is called_anupalabdhi.4 Awareness is of

two types : Smrti (recellection) and anubhava (presentative cog-

nition). When the object is directly known, it is a kind of pre-
sentative cognition. That is to say, when some objects are known,
they can be verified through the presence of those objects. If we
have the awareness of a jar, it can be verified through the physi-
cal presence of the jar, It is called presentative cognition or
anubhava, because the object is physically present here. So far
as recollective cognition or Smrti is concerned, there is also

_ —_—
awareness which is not of anubhava type. Because the object of
recollective knowledge is not physicélly present. So far as the
awareness of absence is concerned, it is of anubhava type. If we
feel the absence of a jar, for example, on the ground, it is a
kind of presentative cognition or anubhava. For, the absence of
it can be verified. But when the absence of an object is reccllec-
ted, it is not of anubhava type. When I was a student, for example,

I had absence of money, But now as I am employed, I have no such

4. Aphava - smrtyasadharana - hetu - samskare'tivyaptivarana-
yanubhaveti vigesanam.
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absence. Hence, the absence of money which I experienced in my
student~life may be recollected now. This recollection of the ab-
sence of money is not a presentative cognition (anubhava), but

smrti. In order to exclude such type of knowledge Dharmaraja -

Adhvarindra, the author of Vedsntaparibhgég, has incorporated
5

the word anubhava in the definition of anupalabdhi.

The word 'which is not due to the instrumentality of know-

ledge! (jgzhakarangjanya) is inserted in order to exclude other

means of cognition like inference etc. that are caused through

the instrumentality of knpwledge.6 For, inference is caused thro-
ugh the instrumentality of the knowledge of hetu which has inva-
riable concommitance with the thing to be inferied. When - the nature
of the thing is ascertained by itself as in the case of the know-
ledge of non-existence, the relation of any hetu to it cannot be
determined. So there can be no inference due to not having appro-
priate hetu. Verbal testimony and presumption are all due to know-

ledge, viz., namely words conveying an intention and the +things

5. Viyrti (a Bengali commentary) on Vedantaparibhasa, Edited by

EESRES TR

Panchanan Bhattacharya, Calcutta, p. 223, 1377 (B.S.).

6. Anumanadi - janyatindriyabhavanubhava - hetavanumanadavati-

vyapti - varanaya - janyantam.

- Vedantaparibhasa (Chapt. anupalabdhi-pariccheda),

Madras, 1942.
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to be explained respectively. Hence, these are excluded from the |
purview of the definition. It is also to be noted that non-appre-
hension is the sole means for having the direct knowledge of non-
existence of perceptible objects and their attributes, but the
indirect knowledge of their non-existence canrbe attained by other
means. In other words, the non=-existence of objects capable of

being c0gnised is known directly by non-apprehension (anupalabdhi).

Moreover, if the adjunct 'jxgnakarangjanya', i.e., not caused by

Anstrumentality of knowledge, were not inserted in the definition,
it would have been unduly extended to inference, verbal testimony

etc. The term 'asadharanakaranam, i.e., uncommon cause, is inclu=-

- ded in the definition in order to exclude the common caus@ds like

unseen factors etc. (adrsta etc.).7 Because the non-existence of
2 0 - )

dharma (merit) and adharma (demerit) are supposed to be known

only through inferencé, but not through non-apprehension as they

are supersensuous. Hence, the definition given by _Dharmarsjé

Adhvarindra is free from all types of defects.

In this regard, it is necessary to pointout that anupalabdhi

is also without any vyapara (function or operation) like upamana
and arthapatti. Here also karana (instrument) is not taken as that

.

whigh is vyaparavat, but it is understood as that which is

7. Adrstadau sadharana - karane'ti - vyapti - varanayasadha-

raneti/
- Thid.
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vv5b§i§bhinna.8 If t*anupalabdhi' does not have 'karana', it would

[ L

not have been considered as & pramana as per definition of it

(pramayah karanam pramanath). As anupalabdhi is a pramana, it is

to be presumed that there must be some karana in it. If the term

tkarana' is taken in a traditional sense (i.e., vyaparavad asa

—-— . — Y [y . .
dharanam karanam karanam meaning an uncommon cause having opera-
L] - L »

tive process is an uncommon cause), there is no karanatva in this
sense, Hence, the term 'kéra?a'is to be interpreted in a different
way. In the case of perception etc. there is the uncommon cause
associated with operative process, i.e., eye and it's contact with

eye (sannikarsa). In the case of anumana also there is uncommon

cause, i.e., the knowledge of vyapti which is connected with vya-
para, i.e., paramarga. But in the case of anupalabdhi there is
uncommon cause nodoubt, but there is no vyapara due to the impo-
ssibility of the operation of the sense-organ with the absence.

Hence, here karana has to be taken as vyaparabhinna, but not

8. (§ 40) TS - Asadharanam karanam karanam.
&
TSD =~ Vyaparavat karanam karanam iti mate pargharééngrE
~

vyaptijnanar,

- Tarkasamgraha-Dipika on Tarkasamgraha by

Annam Bhatta, Translated and Elucidated by Gopinath
Bhattacharya, Progressive Publishers, Calcutta, 1983.
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vyaparavat. So far as uncommon cause is concerned, it is obvious-

ly there. Hence, it is Said that while perception etc. are endowed

with uncommon cause as associated with vyapara (vyaparavad), the

non-apprehension is endowed with an uncommon cause having no yya-

égia'at all (i.e., vyaparabhinna).

The most important points of the above discussion can be

shown in the following way :

a) Anupalabdhi is an uncommon cause of awareness of the absence of

something. In order to exclude common cause like adrsta etc.,

the term 'asadharana' is incorporated.

b) It is direct or immediate and presentative, because memory of

past non-existence is excluded from the purview of the definiion.

c) Here karana is not taken in the sense of vyaparavat, but in the

sense of vyaparabhinna.

d) It is not produced by the ordinary positive means of knowledge,
viz., namely knowledge of invariable concommitance, knowledge
of similarity, knowledge of the fact to be explained and know-

ledge of the words conveying intention respectively,

Now it would be much helpful for us to understand the -
Advaita concept of anupalabdhi if it is highlighted through the

concept of anupalabdhi as advocated by Bhattas. In this connec-

tion it may be noted that there are striking resemblances between

two theories or rather each theory is complementary to another.
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9 holds that the absence of other means of

é%barasvgmin
knowledge is not itself due to the means of knowledge of non-exis-
tence in any sense. This sense is also clearly expressed by
Kumarila Bhatta that if the five (positive) means of knowledge in
the case of an object do not function towards the comprehension

of the existence of that object, we have negation as a pramana

for the non-existence of that object. Thg ascertainment of the
non-éxistence of an object depends upon the validity of negation
as a way of knowing. Now the question is : How do we determine the
validity of negation and what is the ground of its validityé In
reply, the Bﬁsg?as refute the opponents view by saying that the
validity of negation is not established through perception or

inference.lO

Kumarila claims that there is no rule that pramana must
L L .
always be positive. .Because pramanas dealing with positive enti-
ties cannot tell us anything about negative entities. According
to Kumarila, the non=-existence of an object in a particular locus
is not identical with the locus itself. It is something more than

the existence of the mere locus (adhisthanatriktam tattvam). Thus,

existence (bhava) and non-existence (abhava) are two different

9. §;bara Bhasya on Jaimini Sutra I.i.5.

% — - ' ] B
10. Sloka-Varttika of Kumarila Bhatta, verse 45-46, Edited by
Dr. C. Kunhan Raja, Madras, 1946.



57

aspects, but not identical, i.e., one is not reducible to other.
The process of cognising a negation is purely mental. It means
that héing perceived the presence of the bare locus and after re~-
membering the counter-positive (Qratiyogih), we arrive at a nega-
tive judgement that "it is not .....". Thus, neither perception
nor inference can be valid in the case of a negative cognition,
for there is no logical mark of a negative object. The positive
objects are known through positive means of knowing. In the same
way, negative objects are apprehendéd through Anupalabdhi. If
positive objects were also apprehended through abhava, all the

objects would have been known by this, which is not possible.ll

The main contention of the Bhsﬁ?a-MEmsﬁsaka is that if
the negation of an object is known, it presupposes the knowledge
of the locus on which the object of absence i.e., counterpositive
(pratiyogi) remains. Because, without the knowledge of the counter—
positive absence can not be known. The absence cannot be known if
pratiyvogi is not capable of being cognised. Though locus and
pratiyogl are known, there is no logical mark through which the
absence can be known. Hence, absence is not capable of being per-~
ceived or.inferred, but capable of being known through non-appre-

hension (anupalabdhi).

11. Kasyacid yadibh3vasya syad abhavena kenacit samvandhadar<anam

tatra sarvamanam prasajyate/

- Ibid, verse 34.
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So anupalabdhi or non-apprehension is a means of knowing

non-existence (abhava). Anupalabdhi is concerned with apprehen-

ding negative facts (abhava) and hence it is connected with the
non-existence. For example, the non-existence of an elephant in
a room is known through the absence of my apprehension of an ele=~

phant in this room. Such non=-apprehension is known as anupalabdhi.

It is also to be noted that the self should be known as
different from non-self. In this connection, the question may be
raised in the following way. Is this difference (bheda) a negative
entity or absence (abhava)? If absence, it has no relation with a
sense-organ and it cannot, therefore, be grasped by any of the

five pramanas. One can say that difference is known from non-cog-

nition (anupalabdhi). But why? Bheda is a kind of anyonyabhava

(mutual absence). That is, when it is said that self is diffeérent

from non=-self, the form of absence will be : 'Self is not non-self!.

Or in other cases, when it is said 'jar is not jar', there is the
knowledge of the absence of a jar. This absence is somehow known
to us. If there is any knowledge, there must be some sources of
knowing. This source is not perception or inference etc. Hence,
non-cognition or anupalabdhi must be the source of knowing the

absence of it.

- It may be argued whether anupalabdhi always gives rise to

the knowledge of non=-existence. If it is said that anupalabdhi
does not lead always us to the knowledge of non-existence, another

problem would crop us. The problem is : When can anupalabdhi be
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regarded as the source of the khowledge of non-existence? In other

words, it is a problem whether anupalabdhi is pramana in each and
P P

every case of absence or in some specific cases.

In reply, Dharmaraja Adhvarindra, the author of Vedanta=

paribh3§3 is of the opinion that appropriate anupalabdhi (yogya-
nupalabdhi) can give rise to the knowledge of non-existence. As
the imperceiptible objects like merit, demerit etc. are not capable
of being known through sense-organ, there is no certainty of know=-
ing their non-existence. Hence, non-apprehension of those objects

that are capable of being known (yogyanupalabdhi) is the instrument

of the apprehension of non-existence. In fact, knowing an absence
presupposes the knowledge of the counterpositive or abéentee (pra=-
tixoé?). The knowledge of absentee again presupposes iths capability
of being known directly with the help of sense=-organs. If there is
a gratixogE (i.e., absentee) which is not capable of being known,
the absence of it cannot be ascer'tained.12 Hence, the term 'yogya'

is attached to 'anupalabdhi'.

It may be argued that the absence which is said to be

12. Na cabhavanumiti ~ sthale'pyanupalabdhyaivabhave grhyatam;
viSesabhavaditi vacyam; dharmadharmadyanupalabdhi - sattve'pi

tadabhavaniscayena yogyanupalabdherevabhava - grahakatvat/

- Vedantaparibhasa (chapt. anupalabdhi-
Pariccheda), Madras, 1942.
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known through inference may be known with the help of non-appre-
hension also. Because there is no difference between the absence

apprehended through anupalabdhi and absence attained through

inference. If it is said that the absence of an object which is

supersensuous is to be known through inference and absence of

objects other than this type is to be known through anupalgbdhi,‘
there would be the defect of logical cumbrousness = called Gourava
due to accepting various causes for knoﬁ:ing the knowledge of ab-
sence. Hence, it is the contention of the opponents that knowledge

of all types of absence should be known through anugalabdhi.13

In order to refute the above standpoint the Advaitins
forward the following.arguments. If anuypalabdhi is taken as a
source of knowing all types of absence (negation), there would
arise the possibility of knowing an absence of some incidents,
or objects existing in dream due to having non-apprehension of
them. Moreover, there would arise the possibility of knowing the
absence of merit, demerit etc. at the waking state due to the same

reason.l4 But actually the knowledge of absence of merit and

13. Vivrti (a Bengali commentary) on Vedantaparibhasa, Edited by
(R S .

Panchanan Bhattacarya, Calcutta, p. 224, 1377 (B.S.)

14. Dharmadharmadyanupalabdhi - sattve 'pi tadabhﬁvsniééayena

yogyanupalabdherevabhava - grahakatvat.

- Vedantaparibhasa (Chapt. anupalabdhi Pariccheda),

Madras, 1942.
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demerit is not known though there is anupalabdhi of +them. Hence
Anupalabdhi cannot be the source of knowing all types of absence

(abhava). On account of this only yogyvanupalabdhi (i.e., absence

of those that are capable of being perceived) is to be taken as
pramana of abhava. Though at the waking state there is non-cog-
nition of merit, demerit etc., yet it (i.e., absence of merit,

demerit etc.) is not capable of being known through anupalabdhi

due to having the absence of yogvanupalabdhi. The absence of

merit, demerit etc. is known through inference, but not through

anugalabdhi.l5

Another problem may be raised in the following way : How
is the yogyata (appropriateness) of anupalabdhi to be ascertained?
- One reply can be given that yogyanupalabdhi is a kind of anupalabdhi

whose absentee (pratiyogi) is a perceptible object. As for example,

if there is a absence of jar on the ground, the anupalabdhi of the

jar is a kind of yogyanupalabdhi; because the jar which is the
counterpositive of the absence is-a perceptible object. So the
non=perception of the jar on the ground necessarily indicates the

knowledge of its non-existence.

The opponents argue that what may be the exact meaning of

the term '1ggy3hupa;§bdhi’. The meaning is of two types :

i) The non-apprehension of a counterpositive which is capable of

15. Vivrti (a Bengali commentary) on Vedantaparibhasa, Edited by .

Panchanan Bhattacharya, Calcutta, p. 226, 1377 (B.S.).
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being perCeivéd.

ii) The non-apprehension of the counterpositive in the locus which

is capable of being perceived.16

It may'be said that the former is not correct. If yogyanu-
palabdhi is taken as non-apprehension of the perceptible object,
there would not be the perception of the difference of spirit in
a pillar, Because the counterpositive of the difference of spirit
is the spirit itself which is not capable of being perceived. In
that case though there is the non-apprehension of the counterposi-

tive i.e., spirit, this non-apprehension (anupalabdhi) is not

vogyanupalabdhi although the difference of spirit is perceptible.
17

Hence, the former meaning is not tenable.

The second meaning is not also tenable. If yogyanupalabdhi

is the non-apprehension of an object in @ perceptible locus, there
would arise the possibility of perceiving the absence of merit,
demerit etc. in the self (3@tman) as there is yogyanupalabdhi of

the counterpositives like merit etc. in the perceptible-self. Here .

16. Nanu keyait yogyanupal: bdhih? Kim yogyasya pratiyogino'
nupalabdhi}f [Jta yogye'dhikarane pratiyogyanupalabdhih?
- Védshtaparin3§3'(Chapt. anupalabdhi

pariccheda), Madras, 1942.

- ' /e | - -
17. Nadyah, stambhe pisacadi - bhedasya - pratyaksatvapatteh/
- Ibid.
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perceptible sglf’ means self existing in the body. There is also
self which is not associated with body. This type of self 1is not
perceptible, which is not taken here. In other words, here is the
locus itself which is cépable of being perceptually known there

is the non-apprehension of the counterpositives like merit, demerit
etc. From these it would follow that there would be the perceptibi-
lity of the absence of merit, demerit etc. in the self. In this
case, the non-existence of dharma (virtue) and adharma (vice) in
the self could not be known through anupalabdhi though the locus
il.e., self is perceptible and hence it cannot be taken as an appro-

priate locus. But it has already been stated that the absence of

dharma, adharma etc. can be known through inference only. From this

it follows that the appropriateness (yogyata) of anupalabdhi  does

neither mean the appropriateness of the absentee mor the appropri-

ateness of the locus of absence.18

The appropriateness of a particular anupalabdhi can be known

by applying a kind of hypothetical argument of the following type.
When we can say that a particular object would have been known, had

it been present there, there is yogyanupalabdhi. If there is a jar

on the ground in a broad daylight, it would have been perceived.

From the non-perception of the jar, the non-existence of it is

18. Nantyah, atmani dharmadharmadyabhavasya pratyaksatva-
patteriti cet, na/

- Ibid.
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known.19 In other words, the non-existence of the jar on the

ground is known through yogyanupalabdhi. But such type of hypothe-

tical argument is not possible if there is the absence of a jar
in a darkroom. The absence of a jar in a room whichie sufficiently
illumined can be apprehended. At that same time there may be the
absence of @ jar in a complete. darkroom. In the latter case

yogvanupalabdhi cannot be applied, because in this case it is not

possible to apply hypothetical argument in the form - 'Had the
jar been in the room, it would have been cognised'. As theré is
ho light in the room a jar though present cannot be cognised.
Hence, the knowledge of the absence of a jar in a darkroom 1is

not known through voqygmupalabdhi.zo Again, if there is a spirit

in a pillar through the relation called identity (tadatmya), it

19. Anupalabdheryogyata ca tarkita - pratiyogisattvae - prasaﬁﬁita -
pratiyogikatvam/ Yasyabhavo grhyate, tasya yeh pratiyogi,
tasya sattvensahikara?e tarkitena prasanjitamapadana - yogyam
pratiyogi = upalabdhi - svarupam yasyanupalambhasya tattvam,

tadanupalabdheryogatvamityarthah/

- Ibid.

20. Tathahi sphitalokavati bhutale yadi ghatah syat, tada
ghatopalambhah syadityapadana - sambhavat t3d€§é - bhutale
gha§3bh3vo'nupalabdhigamyag, andhakare tu tsa;éébsaansbﬁs-
vannanupalabdhi - gamyats/
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would have been perceptible by itself like the pillar. Hence,
the absence of the spirit in a pillar is known through

anupalabdhi. The matter can be explained in the following way :

If spirit is different from the pillar and spirit remains in
pillar through contact then the existence of the spirit in the
pillar would not be known. But if spirit, without being different
from the pillar, remains in the pillar through the relation called
tadatmya, it's presence would have been cognised like the pillar.
As pillar is cognised, the spirit which is identical with pillar
is also to be cognised. Hence, the hypothetical argument of the
previous type may also be applicable here. In this way, the non-
apprehension of the spirit in a pillar is possible through yogya-
nupalabdhi. Although dharma etc. exist in the self, we cannot
apply the hypothetical argument in the form : 'If dharma etc,
were in the self, they would have been perceived'!. Hence, the

absence of dharma etc. cannot be known through yoqu'nupalabdhi.21

The Advaita concept of anupalabdhi can be explained with

the help of the commentary known as Maniprabha. According to

Maniprabha, a particular sense~-organ does not give us the know-

ledge of an object bearing certain characteristic features and

21. Ata eva stambhe t3d3tmyena pidaca - sattve stambhavat
pratyaksatvapattya tadabhavo'nupalabdhi - gamyah/ Atmani
dharmadharmasattve 'pi tasyatindriyataya niruktopalambha—

padanasambhavanna dharmadharmadyabhavasyanupalabdhi-gamyatvam/
- Ibid.
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existing in a particular locus. If the object is capable of being
perceived, the absence of the knowledge is the means of conveying
the knowledge that the object possessing those characteristic

does not exist in that locus.22

It may be argued by the opponents that, since the Advaitins
admit that the apprehension of the absence of a jar on the ground
is possible if there is some sense-activity, it follows that the
knowledge of the non=-existence like the non-existence of its locus
is derived from sense~perception, but not a different source of
knowledge called anupalabdhi. The main contention of the oepponent
is that in order to know the absence of an object we have to  see
the locus. Hence, sense-organs are operative even in the case of
the knowledge of absence. As sense~organs are active, the knowledge
of absence should be taken as perceptual; but not the knowledge

attained through anupalabdhi.23

In reply, the Advaitins argue that sense=-activity is pre-
sent in the immediate apprehension of both existence and non-exis-
tence, but anupalabdhi of the absent object is present only in the
case of the apprehension of non-existence. It cannot be said that

in each and every case of the apprehension of an object the sense-

- L =
22. Maniprabha on Sikhamani, p. 318.

23. Vivrti (a Bengali commentary) on Vedantaparibhasa,Edited by

Panchanan Bhattacharya, Calcutta, p. 233, 1377 (B.S.)



67

activity is present. There are some peculiar cases of absence as

in the case of ayogyanupalabdhi (about which the discussions have
24

already been made) which cannot be known through anupalabdhi.

It may be asked that the non-existence is to be taken as
the object of sense-perception if we admit that the perception is
caused by non-existence as a capacity of content (artha). Without
éccepting the non-existence as an artha, how perception is pdssi-
ble. But it cannot be said that the non-existence is the object
(artha) of sense-perception logically, because it does not come
to the contact of the sense-organ as we find in the cases of a

jar etc.

The above question does not stand by'itself. It can be
solved in the light of the previous arguments. We have already
mentioned that the causes of the knowledge of an object are sense=

activity, anupalabdhi etc. Here anupalabdhi alone.is théfuhiquéi

cause of the knowledge of non-existehce, but not the sense-activi-

ty. So anupalabdhi alcne must be accepted as the special cause of

apprehending non-existence, but not sense-~activity etc. Hence, it
may be said that the knowledge of non-existence under considera-
tion cannot be apprehended +through the operation of the sense-

organs and it is not perceptual.

It may further be arqgued that both the knowledge of

24. Ibid, p. 234.
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existence and non=existence bear the same character of immediacy.
That is to say, if knowledge of existence is known directly with
the help of sense-organ, the knowledge of non-existence also should
be known with the help of the same means due to having the same

character of immediacy.25

Do the Advaitins want to say that ground
is known through one means, i.e., perception and the knowledge of

non-existence through another, i.e., anupalabdhi?

In reply, the Advaitins are of the opinion that though the
apprehension of the object is attaimed through perception, the ab-
sence of an object is known through a different instrument called

anupalabdhi which is a separate pramgna. It is not logical to say

that the non-existence is to be known in the same line by which

the ground is known. There is no certainty that the character of

the produced knowledge determines the means of knowing it, but it is

the character of the mental process or function (vrtti) that de-
—een s

cides the method through which it is known, This method is:not cer-

tainly a perceptual one though the knowledge is of immediate nature

Hence, it is known through a separate means called angpalabdhi.26

25. The six ways of knowing, Edited by D. M, Datte,

Calcutta University Publication,

Calcutta, 1972, p. 173.

26. Vrtti- vaijatyamatrena pramana=- vaijatyopapatteh/

Tatha ca ghatabhavakara vrttirendriya - janya, indriyasya
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There is no certainty about the theory that if one object
is known through perception, other objects that are known imme-
-diately should also be known through the same process, i.e., per-
ception. Because to the Advaitins the nature of the object deter-
mines the procéss through which it is to be known. Each and every
mental form or function technically called vrtti is according to

B ——

the nature of the object. Hence the mental mode or vrtti in the
form of ground is different from that of absence of_:_gzr. Though
there is immediacy in both the cases, the mental mode is different
in two cases. Hence, from the difference of mental mode the diffe-
rent way of knowing or pramana has to be accepted. The mental mode
—_— e

in the form of the absence of a jar is not caused by the sense~
organ (na indriyajanxg), through the mental mode in tﬁe form of
ground is caused by the sense-organs. Hence, perception cannot
reveal both présence and absence of an object. For absence, we

have to accept a separate source of knowledge called anupalabdhi.

Another serious objection may be raised against the
Advaitins that the knowledge of the non-existence of a jar is
immediate or direct. The Advaitins admit that the non-existence

which is the product of cosmic illusion (Maya) should be of

visayena 'sannikarsat kintu ghatanupalabdhi - rupa - manantara-
janyeti bhavatyanupalabdhermanantaratvam/

- Vedantaparibhasa (Chapt. anupalabdhi
L

pariccheda), Madras, 1942,
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immediate: character. In other words, if the knowledge of the non-
existence of a jar is perceptual, there would arise the possibi-
1lity of perceptibility even in the case of the illusory knowledge
of the non-existence of a jar when there is really a jar on the
ground. It can be explained in the following way. When the real
absence of a jar (but not erroneocusly) is known immediately, the
illusory knowledge of the non=-existence of a jar should be known
directly. The Advaitins believe that in illusion the cause of
illusory objects (i.e., Maya) is of a positive character (bhava-
rupa). From this it follows that maya is not merely a negation
of knowledge, but indeterminable. The absence of a jar which
forms in the content of illusory knowledge will be indeterminable
and positive, but not a negation. Had it been a negation, the
sense-contact Would not have been possible. In order to avoid
this difficulty if it is said that the absence of a jar in illu-
sion does not have any maya as its material cause, it will go

against the basic position of Advaita Vedanta.Z2’

27. Nanvanupalabdhi - rupa - manantara - pakse'bhgvapratzfeh
pratyaksatve ghatavati ghatabhavabhramasyapi pratyaksa-

tvgbattau tatrgpyanirvacanfya - ghatgbhgvo'bhyupagamyeta/

Na ce%?gbattib, tasya‘mgyopgaghakatve'bhgvatvghupapatte?,
mayopadanakatvabhave mE&S&E? sakala - Karyyopadanatvanupapa-
ttiriti cet/

- Ibid.
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Dharmaraja has tried to solve this difficulty with the
following argument. The illusion of the absenbe of a jar is not
indeterminable product of mgyg. It is the case of cognition

which is called anyathakhyati, but not anirvacaniys-khyati. The

- absence of a jar is cognised in the colour of the ground is to
be cognised on the ground only. The jar is non=-existing in the
colour of the ground. When there is the illusory khowledge of
the non-existence of a jar on the ground, there is the cognition

which of different type, i.e., anyathakhyativada. It cannot be

questioned how the Advaitins can propogate the doctrine of anya=-
thgkhygfi which is formulated by the Nygya-Vai§Esika. Because

the Advaitins also accept anyathakhyativada in the case of illu-

sion. In other words, if there is the illusory cognition of ab-

sence on the ground then it must be taken as anyathgkhygfivgda,28

because the absence of a jar is not really there. If there is the

knowledge of the absence of a jar in a place where there is rea-

11y the absence, it would be taken as anirvacaniyakhvativada.

28, Na, gha?avati gha?gbhgva - bhramo na tatkalotpanna -
gha?gbhsva - visayakah, kintu bhutala - rupadau vidyamano
laukiko gha?gbhzbo bhutale aropyate ityanyathakhyatireva/
Zropya - sannikar?asthale sarvatrghyathgkhygfereva

vyavasthapanat/

-~ Ibid.
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Such knowledge of absence though produced through anupalabdhi

is not mediate or indirect. There is the relation called

Sqﬁjuktgbhinna-viéésanatg (i.e., qualifierness identical with

the conjoined) between sensé-organ and absence of a jar exis-
ting in the colour on the ground. Hence, the object which is
conjoined with the sense-organ may be known through a separate
pramgba. Whatever pramgba it may be, there will always be imme-
diacy of knowledge. There will not be uniformity if it is said
that the object of illusion in some cases is phenomenally true
and in some cases it is indescribable. This view is not correct
according to the Advaitins, because it has been accepted that,‘
where the imposed object is in connection with the sense-organ,

there is always anyathakhyativada. On the other hand, where the

imposed object is not conjoined with the sense~organ but direct,

there the doctrine of anirvacaniyakhyati has to be accepted.
29

Hence, there is no problem.

The author of Vedantaparibhasa admits four kinds of

non-existence that can be known through anupalabdhi. Four kinds

of non-existence are : Previous non-existence (pragabhava), non-

existence as destruction (pradhvamsgbhgva),_absolute non-existence

(atvantabhava) and mutual non-existence (anyonyabhava).

29, Astu va pratiyogimati tadabhava =~ bhramasthale tadabha-

vasyanirvacaniyatvam, tathapi tadupadanam mayaiva/

- Ibid.
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The first is defined as non-existence of an effect in its
material cause previously before the effect is originated.30 It
is the object of an apprehension that the thing will come into
being. The non-existence of a jar, for example, in its material
cause (earth), prior to the production of the jar, would be called
pragabhava. So the judgement, "The jar will exist",3! applies

only to the case of pragabhava, whereas the judgement, "The jar

does not exist%, is common to all kinds of non-existence.

According to the Naiyayikas, the definition of pragabhava

is the absence which is destructable called pragabhava (vinasya-

bhavatva). Any absence, they opine, does not come to an end if

pragabhava is not accepted. But the Vedantins think that all the

absences are destructible. Hence, they do not accept the Nyaya
view and formulated the above mentioned definition. In other

words, pragabhava does not have any begining and it cannot

remain in a different place other than material cause and time.32

30. Karane karyyasya ghataderutpatteh purvam yo'bhavah,
sa pragabhavah/

- Ibid @

31. Sa ca bhavisyatiti pratitivisayah/

- Ibid.

32. Vivrti (a Bengali commentary) on Vedantaparibhasa, Edited by
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The second is 1illustrated as follows. There is the ab-
sence of a jar, after it has been destroyed with a club. This
non-existence as destruction is also certainly destroyed when
its substratum, (i.e., the pieces of a jar) is destroyed.33 This
is contrary to the view of the logicians, according to whom it
has a begining but no end. It cannot be questioned how there can
be a cessation of destruction where the substfatum of the des=~
truction is eternal. The Advaitins admit that when the locus of
the non-existence created by destruction is destructible, the
non=-existence cannot be endless or indestructible. Moreover, when
the locus, in question, is endless or eternal, the non-existence

. . . . . 34
in question is eternal, viz., as in the case of an atom.

They also admit that Brahman is alone endlessly real
or eternal entity,which follows that kind of non-existence which

is endless and which has Brahman for its locus. An indirect proof

Panchanan Bhattacharya, Calcutta, 1377 (B.S.), p.237.

33, Tatraiva ghatasya mudgarapgfgnantara& yo'bhsvah, sa

dhvamsabhavah/

- Vedantaparibhasa (Chapt. anupalabdhi

pariccheda), Madras, 1942.

34, Vivrti (a Bengali commentary) on Vedantaparibhasa,: Edited by

]

Panchanan Bhattacharya, Calcutta, 1377 (B.S.),
p. 238.
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of the falsity.of the statement, according to them, is that the
destruction of the non-existence of an ohject created by its des~-

truction necessarily implies the re~emergence of the object.35

It is seen that the Naiyayikas accept the destruction
which has a begining but no end. But the Vedantins think that
the destruction also comes to an end as all the.objects excép-
ting Brahman are non-eternal.36 The locus of the destruction -
is only the material cause of the counterpositive. The object
whose locus is its material cause would be destroyed due to the
destruction of the material cause. Otherwise it has to be believed
to remain without any locus. Nothing in the phenomenal world may
remain without locus, because Brahman also has been accepted as
having without locus. Hence, the destruction is capable of being
destroyed with the destruction of its material causes. The con-
trary of the counterpositive is its destruction as the destruction
remains after the destruction of the counterpositive (i.e.,prati-

yogf). There is no possibility of its coming back again. That is

35. Anyatha prggabhgva - dhvamsatmaka ghatasya - naSe,

pragabhavonma jjanapattih/
- Ibid.
36. Na caivamapi yatra dhvamsadhikaranam nityam, tatra katham

dhvamsa - nada iti vgcya&, tsaréémadhikarana& vadi caitanya -

vyatiriktam, tada tasya nityatvamasiddham/

= Ibid.
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why, it has been stated a§ if there is destruction of the des-
truction of a jar,'The jar cannot reappear just as the jar is
the counterpositive of the:destruction of jar and the same jar
is also counterpositive of the destruction of the destruction
of a jar. It may be said that the destruction of a jar should
be the.counterpositive of the déstruction of the destruction of

a jar. But why is only jar taken as pratiyoqf? It can be replied

in the following way. Just as at the time of the destruction of
a jar an individual does not have apprehension of a jar, so 1in
the case of the destruction of the destruction of a jar the in-
dividual has the same feeling (the non-apprehension of a jar).
In both thé-cases we have a common feeling that the jar is des-
troyed. Hence, the jar is taken as the counterpositive of the

destruction of the destruction of a jar.37 '

The third kind of non=-existence literally means absolute
non-existence. If a particular thing does not exist in past,
present and future, it is to be taken as absolute non-existence

of that thing in that locus.>® The other three kinds of absence,

37, Vivrti (a Bengali commentary) on Vedantaparibhasa, Edited

by Panchanan Bhattacharya, Calcutta, 1377(B.S.),p. 238.

38, Yatradhikarane yasya kalatraye'pyabhavah, so‘'tyantabhavah/
— Vedantaparibhasa (Chapt. anupalabdhi

pariccheda), Madras, 1943.
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i.e., pragabhava (prior absence), dhvamsabhava (non-existence as

destruction) and gpyonygbhgba (mutual absence) do not remain at

anytime. According to the Advaitins, after the production of the

counterpositive there is prgqabhgva, at the destruction of the

locus there is dhvamsgbhgva and after the removal of nescience
39

there is anyonyabhava (i.e., mutual absence). But the absolute

absence remains as long as time remains., That is why, absolute
negation reméins pervading all times, e.g., there i;igbsence of
cbloﬁr in the air. It is a kind of absolute absence as it remains
covering three times (i.e., colour does not exist in air in three
times ). This absolute absence becomes the counterpositive of des-
truction at the time of dissolution just like space etc. At the
time of diésolution the locus of space etc. is destroyed just as
space is destroYed. In the like manner, after the destruction of

the locus of absolute negation, the absolute negation is destroyed.4o

If somebody says that the absolute absence of an absurd
entity like the absolute absence of hare's horn etc. may be con-
sidered as a case of absolute absence, it is not tenable. For,’

though here the absence of hare's horn remains in past, presenfi

and future, it cannot takem as real atyantabhava. Atyantabhava

of an entity which really exists can be taken as a real one. In

39, Vivrti (a Bengali commentary) on VedEntaparibhgsg, Edited by

Panchanan Bhattacharya, Calcutta, 1377 (B.S.}, p. 241,

40. Ibid.
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fact, the negation is possible if the counterpositive of it is
a real object. If EratiyogI is an absurd entity, it is not an

atyantabhava. This type of absence is called the absence, the

counterpositive of which is an absurd entity (alikapratiyogi-

kabhava )The object which is prasakta (i.e., capable of being
negated) can be negated only. According to this principle, the
hare's horn etc, are not capable of being negated due to their
non-existing: or absurd character. Hence, their absence is not

possible.

Lastly, mutual non-existence (anyonyabhava) is nothing

but difference or separateness due to which, we generally say,
"This is not such and such®, "This is not that". The object of

such awareness is a kind of absence which is called anvonyabha-

21.41 This mutual absence is generally used by the terms diffe-

rence (bheda), separateness (prthaktva) and classification in

the following way -~ "This is different from that", "This is se-
parated from that" and "This is classified from that". The

Naiygyikas have accepted the separateness amd classification as

qualification (guna). But the Vedantins do not think so. Because,

they do not think that classification, separateness and diffe~

rence are not different from each other due to the identity of

41, Idamidam neti pratiti - visayo'nyonyabhavah/

- Vedantaparibhasa (Chapt. anupalabdhi

pariccheda), Madras, 1942.
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The Naiyayikas think that the mutual absence is eternal,
while the Vedantins do not. According to the Vedantins, a case of
mutual absence becomes non=-eternal if the locus and the counter-
positive of the mutual absence are non-eternal. In the case of
the mutual absence in the form ®jar is not cloth™, the locus and
'the counterpositive (i.e., jar and cloth) are produced object.
Hence, this mutual absence is non-eternal. If these are eternal
(i.e., anuyogi i.e., locus of absence and prativogi i.e., counter-
positive are eternal), the mutual absence also becomes eternal.
In the mutual absence "Jiva different from Brahman" or "Brahman
is different from Jiva® the anlyogl i.e., the locus of absence
and gratixogf i.e., counterpositive of the absence are eternal.

Hence, mutual absence is also eternal.43

Difference is of two kinds - conditioned (sopadhika) and

42. Ayameva vibhago bhedah prthaktvam ceti vyapadidyate,

bhedatirikta = vibhagadau pramanabhavat/
- Ibid.
43. Ayamcanyonyabhayo 'dhikaranasya saditve sadih/

Yatha ghatepata = bhedah/

Adhikaranasyanaditve 'nadireva/
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unconditioned (anupadhika). The conditioned mutual absence is
that the existence of which is the vyapya of the existence of
its uégdhi, while the uncondioned mutual absence is that which
has nof this kind of existence.44 In other words, the mutual
absence becomes soggahika, i.e., endowed with limiting adjunét,
if its existence is pervaded (vvapya) by the existence of the
limiting adjunct (upadhi). This type of mutual absence remains
as long as its limiting adjunct upadhi remains. The existence
of mutual absence is conditioned by the existence of upgahi. The
first type of absence lies in the mutual absence of the space
which is due to the difference of upadhi like jar etc. We can
take another example, the same sun becomes different due to the
difference of the container of water on whibh it is reflected.
Though there is no différence of Eggéé or Spéce, vet it is a well-
known fact that there is a diftference between space limited by
jar (gha@gkgéé) and the space limited by mission (ma§63k3§§).
The difference of same space appear to us due to the difference

of upadhi (ghata or matha). In the same way, it can be said that

there is no difference in the sun. In spite of that there is
difference among the containers of water due to the difference

of the container which are upadhis, the sun seems to be difference.

- - .
44, Punarapi bhedo dvividhah sopadhiko nirupadhikasceti/
Tatropadhi-satta-vyapya-satta katvam sopadhikatvam,

tacchUnyatvam nirupadhikatvam/
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The unconditioned mutual absence lies in the difference of cloth

in a jar (ghato no patah)-45

The differences as found in Brahman are illusory as they
are produced by some nescience, The nescience is positive, but
not the prior absence of knowledge. Hence, it can produce illu-

sion of difference.

The anupalabdhi can, however, be proved as a separate

pramana with the method of reductio-ad=absurdum or tarka as found

in Indian philosophy. In the case of knowledge, 'There is no jar
on the ground' - the negation is known with the help of reductio-

ad=absurdum or tarka which is generally adopted by us at the

time of apprehension, The form of tarka will be like this, "Had
there been a jar on the ground, it would have been perceived?®.

As it is not perceived, it is not there. In the same way, when

the jar is known as different from the pot, the mutual ébsance

is known throughfthe application of tarka again. That jar'is di-
fferent from pot is known through their non=-identification (bheda).

The tarka will go like this, "Had the jar been identified with pot,

45, Tatradyo yatbéikasy3k3§ésya gha?gdyupgdhibhedena bheda?/
Yatha caikasya suryyasya jalabhgjanabhedena bhedab/
Yatha caikasya BrahmaQo'nta@karagabhedga bhedah/
Nirupadhikabhedo yatha ghate pa?a—bheda?/

- Ibid.
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it would have been perceived as such®™, As jar is not revealed
to us as an identical with a pot, it completely different from
that. In this way, we are going on applying tarka in order +to
know an object correctly. When "the book®™, for example, is
known, it is known as non=identified with non=book. In the same
way, cow is known as different from other animals, i.e., non-
cow, as cow is not identical with others. In this way, in our
practical life we are applying tarka in order to get the know-

ledge of absence.
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CHAPTER-IV

THE THEORY OF ANUPALABDHI 1IN BHATTA SCHOOL OF
PRVAMIMAMSA .

The Bhatta School of Purva-Mimamsa accepts anupalabdhi

as a distinet means of knowing a negative fact. Narayana Bhatta,

after following Kumarila Bhatta, has proved that anupalabdhi is

a special source of knowledge (praﬁgna). He says in his

Manameyodaya that if there is the non-cognition of an absent

object which is capable of being known, it is possible through

the method called anupalabdhi. Here the pramana called abhava

or anupalabdhi 1is the indicator to the.knéwleage, of an absent
entity. In spite of the fact that on the grbuﬁd there is the
capability of knowing tpe E?tgéigé like a 'jar, they are not
knoWn; And from_this npn-cdgnition we get the knowledge of

the absence of a jar etc. This phenomenon is known through

abhava which is accepted by the Bhattas as a separate pramgna,

The knowledge of the absence of a jar etc. is the prama attained

through the application of pramana called abhava. It has been

————:

- -~
stated in the Bhasya of Sabara that the absent entity which is

under the object of the knowledge of absence is not capable of

being known through the five pramgnas like perception etc.



84

(abhavo'pi pramanabhavo nastitysyarthasyasannikrstasya iti). In

other words, the absence is generally expressed with the term
thasti?. The object of absence does not come into the contact

of sense-organAetc. and it is not known through other pramanas.
T

Hence it is known through different pramana called anupalabdhi.

New the problem arises : What is the criterion of

anupalabdhi? In reply, it can be said that the criterion of

anupalabdhi is the collection of causes of cognising an absen-

tee excepting the absentee and contact with absentee_.2 when we
have the knowledge of the absence of a jar, for example, on the
ground, there the pratiyogi, i.e., theiobject in the form §f a
jar does not exist and there is the absence of the contact of
eye with the jar but there are other causes like the opening of

eye, the contact of mind with eye, sufficient light that are

l. "Athopalambhayogyatve satyapynupalambhanaﬁ/ Abhgvgkhyaﬁ
pramanam syadabhavasyavavodhakam// Atra hyanupalambhah
karanam/ Tasya ca jnana - bhavarupatvadabhavah pramana-

mityucyate/"

- Mgbiggzgggxg (Chapter - abhavapramanam) by
Narayana Bhatta, Theosophical Publishing House,

Madras, 1933.

2. "isayah tadadhinamsca sannikarsadikan vina/
Upalamphasya samagrisampattih khalu yogyata//®
- Ibid.
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essential for cognising a jar. The assemblage of these causes
(samagri) is the criterion for the non-cognition of a jar. The
absence of a jar becomes the object of valid knowledge (prama)

as it is a kind of voqvghupalabdhi.3 For having the knowledge

of a negative fact it is to be known at the outset that there
is the collection of causes for giving riée to the cognition
of a jar. If it is not known, the knowledge of the absence of

a jar would never be known. It will occur in an individual's
mind that he is not cognising a jar on the ground and he has

no contact of eye with a jar. In spite of that he will look for
whether other causes for knowing a jar exist or not. If someone
is not confirmed about the fact that the causes for knowing a
jar exist or not, he will be in confusion about the existence
of a jar on the ground. He will wonder whether a jar exists in
that place or not. If someone bears such a doubt, he will not
be able to know definitely the absence of a jar. Non-apprehen-

sion, if confirmed,can become the object of knowledge of an

3. "Tatasca vi§ayabhﬁfaﬁ gha?a& tadadhinam$cendriyasannikar-
§§Hin vina yaccak%urunmflanglokasampgiamana@ pra?idhghgdikaﬁ
gha?opalambhakgra?a& tat sarvamidanimeva sanjatamityavagame
sati tatsahakrtah san gha?Ehupalambho ghatabhavam vodhayati-

tyevam  sarvatra drastavyat/"

- Ibid.
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absence. In other words, if the capability of knowing the object

of absence exists, it becomes the valid knowledge of absence.

The knowledge of non=cognition is not the instrument of
the valid knowledge of absence. If it is so, the knowledge of
non-cognition implies the knowledge of the absence of cognition.
The knowledge of absence of cognition, being an object of valid
knowledge of absence, depends on the absence of cognition as its

instrument. This knowledge of anupalabdhi is again an object of

valid knowledge of an absence and hence it will depend on another

knowledge of gnupalabdhi as its instrument which leads to  the

defect of infinite regress (Anavasthg).4 On account of this if

anupalabdhi exists, it will be an instrument. Absence of cognition
of a jar can give rise to the knowledge of absence of a jar if it
is associated with the knowledge of capability. In order to know
the absence of a subtle object we have to know the capability of

the non=-cognition of that subtle object. And again to know _ the

capabi;ity of a subtle object. We have to put the eye-rays which .
can reveal the subtle objecf and for this effort is highly needed.
For understanding the capability of anupalabdhi of a subtle object

we have to contact our eyes with the subtle object with outmost
care. Otherwise, the knowledge of absence of subtle object is not

possible. Moreover if someone bears the doubt as to the capability

4. Manameyodaya, Vol. I, Edited by Sri DinanathdTripathi,
Sanskrit College, Calcutta, 1989, pp. 212-213.
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of anupalabdhi, he will have to doubt absence. In the same way,

-

. ‘v 5
the absence becomes erroneous if the capability becomes so.

The matter can be explained with the help of the following

example.

A man might have lost ‘ his ring in the dark room.
He tries to find out the ring with the help of his hand on
the floor of the dark room, but in vein. At this stage he might
have‘doubt whether he has touched the whole portion of the floor
or not. As he bears such a doubt which can be described as doubt
of yogvatva, he will also have doubt regarding the absence of the
ring in the floor of the dark room. Another individual does not
touch the whole floor on the dark room, but thinks that he has
touched the whole floor. Being prompted by the erroneous know-
ledge of yogyatva he bears the illusory knowledge that there is
no ring on the floor. But in fact the ring remains on the floor

of the room. To think that there is no ring is the jillusory know-

” - 2

5. "Yogyatvavagamartham hi suksmarthabhavavedane/
Sﬁksmavodhakanetrgﬁétsampgtgrthaﬁ prayatyate//
Yogyatvasya ca sandehe viparyase'thava sati/

Abhave 'pi hi sandeho bhramo vastyeva tadyatha//*®

- Manameyodaya of Narayana Bhatta (Chapter -
abhavapramanam), Trivandrum Sanskrit series,

1912.
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ledge of absence which is originated from the erroneous knowledge
of yogyatva. Hence, the ascertainment of yogyatva becomes promo-

ter to the valid knowledge of absence.6

Anupalabdhi is of two types : Absence of pramana and ab-

sence of Smr-ti..7 The absence of pramgna is equivalent to the

absence of valid knowledge (prama). Among the five types of valid
knowledge like perceptual knowledge, inferential knowledge, tes-
timonial knowledge, analogical knowledge and presumptuous know-

ledge the valid knowledge in the form of absence is anupalabdhi.

That is, the absence of cognition of any of these valid cognitions

comes through anupalabdhi. Due to the non-cognition of the per-

ceptual knowledge of a jar we have the knowledge of the absence
of a jar. In the same way, in the event of the knowledge of ab-
sence of an object known through inference, the absence of that

object through inference is known through anupalabdhi.8 As for

6. "Tamasi bhrastamanvisyan karabhyamanguliyakam/
Sarvorvfsparéésandehgdabhgve'pyeti saméyam//
Tathaiva sarvato'Sparéé matva sarvabhimar$anat/

Sata evangullyasyapyabhavam vudhyate bhramat//*
- Ibid.
7. "Anupalambhastu dvividhah, pramanabhavarupah smaranabhavaru-
’
pasca/".
- Ibid.

8. "Tatra pratyaksapramgngbhgvarapgdanupalambhEd ghatgdyabhg-
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example, the inferential knowledge where gestures in‘the forms

of inclination etc. serve as hetu becomes the pointer to the
perception of the nature of an object. It is found in the pheno-
menal world that the animals after seeing the colour of the de-
sired object inclines towardsAit. If they think it undesired,

they refrain from accepting that object. In this way, they will
have actions in the form of inclination to or refraining from.
Each and every person can realise this phenomenon of action. If

a person is seen to move forward for accepting an object or +to
refrain from that object, it is assumed - "This particular animal
is endowed with the right knowledge of that object as he is endowed
with this effort." In this way, 'having effort! serves as a hetu
for inferring the knowledge of colour or néture of that object. If
someone has got the knowledge of colour or nature, he will have
an effort to get it. The inclination towards an object presupposes
the knowledge of that object or particulars like colour eté. of
that object. Again, inclination of an individual is known through
his bodily gestures and movements. It is found in the daytime thét
owl sits silently and it will have no effort in his body even the
enemies like crow etc. come towards it. From the absence of its

bodily movement or effort it is known that the owl does not have

vajnghamuktaé/ Evamanumgnagamygrthgnghabhgvagrahane

yogyanumananudayo vo_dhako drastavyah/"

- Ibid.
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_perceptual knowledge of the nature of an object.9

In the same
way, due to the non=cognition in the form of absence of analo-
gical knowledge, testimonial knowledge, presumptuous knowledge,

the knowledge of the absence of these is to be understood.

Another type of knowledge of absence arises from the
non-cognition in the form of the absence of recollection. As
for example, in the evening time an individual has become aware
of the fact that Maitra was absent in the morning. In this case,
the knowledge of the absence of Maitra in the morning arises
from the absence of recollecting Maitra in the evening. Maitra
existing in the morning cannot be the object of perceptual aware-
ness in the evening. But.in the evening Maitra was capable of
being recollected. In spite of this a particular individual does
not have recollective knowledge of Maitra. The absence of reco-
llection of Maitra in the evening time indicates or informs the

absence of him in the morning.lO

- - / - - - -
9. "Yatha rupadarsanavodhakasya cestalingakanumanasyanutpatti-
rulGkasya diva rupadaréanabhavam bodhayati ityuktam

.
manorathamisraih/"

- Ibid.

10. "Evamanyapramanesvapi iti/ Smaranabhavad yatha - pratariha
Maitro nasiditi sayamkale jﬁghaﬁ/ Tatra hi pratahkalavi-

7 . I X 7 - =
sistamaitrasya sayamkale darsanayogyatvabhavat smarana-
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The Naiygyikas think that the abhava of some objects is

capable of being perceived and abhava of some is capable of being

inferred. They do not accept abhava or anupalabdhi as a separate

pramana.’l Narayana Bhatta in his Minameyodaya has refuted this

view in the following way. When there is the knowledge qf the ab-
sence of an object existing in the morning is known in the evening
then the absence of it existing in the morning cannot be perceived
in the evening. For, the knowledge of absence existing in the mor-
ning is not caused through sense-organ in the evening. The know~-
ledge of the present object only is always caused by sense=organ.
The knowledge of absence existing in the morning when occured in
the evening relates to the object of the past. Hence, it cannot

be caused by sense~organ. In order to justify such kndwledge the

Naiygyikagj the BhE@Fas think, have to accept anupalabdhi as a

Separate pramana.-2

—_ - - / ' -
yogyatve sati asmaranameva tadanim pratahkalavisistamaitra-

- - =
bhavasya vodhakamasriyate iti /"

- Ibid.

11. "Tarkikastu abhavasya pratyaks3di-gamyatvamacaksana

anupalambhagamyatam na sammanyante/"

- Ibid.

12. “Tadayuktah te'pi hi sayamkale pratahkalInabhavajnanasya

indriyajanyatvgbhgbgaukta—prakgfengnupalambhajatvameva
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It may be argued by the Naiyayikas that the knowledge of
the absence of an object éxisting in the morning occured in the
evening is inferential. The absence existing in the morning is
inferred with the help of hetu in the form of the absence of re-
collection in the evening. The form of inference is as follows :
"Now this place is endowed with the absence of Maitra existing
in the morning as there is the absence of recollection of Maitra

in the evening".13

In response to this the Bhg??as say that this view is not
tenable. In the case of inferential knowledge the knowledge  of
hetu or probans is highly essential. If it is said that the absence
of recollection of Maitra in the evening is hetu or probans, the
knowledge of the absence of recollection is to be known. But accor-
ding to the Bh5?§as, such knowledge of absence of recollection is
not at ail possible because the Naiyayikas accept the absence of

recollection as an object of mental perception, which is not also

baladangikurviran/®

- Ibid.

13. "Nanu tatra smaranabhavena lingena pratahkalinabhavo'

numiyate eva/"

- Ibid.
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acceptable.14

For, recollection is also a kind of knowledge. If
the knowledge in the form of recollection is perceived with the
help of mind, its absence would also be perceived through mind,
because the sense=-organ which reveals a particular object can
also reveal the universal existing in that particular object ahd
the absence of that particular object just as the eye which reveals
colour can also reveal the universal existing in colour (colour-
ness) and the absence of colour. In the same way,-if the knowledge
in the form of recollection is known through mind, the absence of
it should also be known through mind. But according to the BhE@?as,
no knowledge has been accepted as the object of perception. Kndw—
ledge is inferred with the help of knowness ({natats). Hence,
knowledge is always inferential,'but not perceptual. As the know-
ledge in the form of memory, according to this principle, doeé
not come under the purview of percebtion or mental perception, its
absence can not also be known with the help of mental perception.
The absence of memory can neither be known perceptually nor infe-
rentially. If it is accepted that the absence of memory is infe-
rred, what wiil be its hetu? If it is said that the absence of
awareness will be hetu here, the knowledge of the absence of aware-
ness is possible through the absence of memory, while the know-

ledge of absence of memory will be possible through the absence

14, "Maivam/ smaranabhavasya jnatumasakyatvat"/

- Ibid.
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of awareness, which leads to the defect of 'mutual dependence’

(anvonygé}aya). In short, the knowledge of the absence of memory

does not follow from perception, inference or any other sources
of valid knowledge. Hence with-the help of the hetu in the form
of the absence of memory, the absence of an object existing in
the morning time cannot be inferred. The knowledge of the absence
of an object existing in the morning time attained in the evening
is caused by a separate pramana called anupalabdhi. In this way,

Comm—— e .

the Bhattas have refuted the perceptuality of knowledge. From

this, it also follows that the absence of -knowledge is not per-

ceived with the help of mind.l5

Just as the Mimamsakas admit that the absence is known

through anupalabdhi, the Naiyayikas establish that absence is

known through perception. The Naiyayikas have forwarded some rea-
sons in favour of the perceptuality of knowledge with the help of

a syllogistic argumentel6 The Naiyayikas have mentioned this in

15, "Smrtyabhavam manogrghiﬁicchanti kila tarkikah/
Taccayuktam vayam tavad jggngbratyaksavﬁainah//
Manahpratyaksagamyatvam jnananam varayamahe/

TataSca tadabhavo'pi manasa grhyate katham//®
~ Ibid.

16. "Nanu abhavasya pratyaksatvamanumimimahe/"®

- Ibid.
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a Karika of N?EyaKUSUﬁgﬁgali. According to Udayana, on account
of the fact that the knowledge of the absence of a jar on the

ground is immediate (Pratipatterapgroksygt), the function of our
[ ]

sense~organ on the locus etc. does not become improminent (indri-

yasyghupaksygt), the knowledge of the absence of a jar is called

S e . .
ajnatakaranaka, i.e., the knowledge whose instrument is not known
*

o - . . ‘e - S
(ajnatakaranatvacca) and mind enters into positives (bhavavesacca

cetasah), the knowledge of the absence of a jar on the ground is

caused by sense-organ, i.e., perceptual.l7

The syllogistic argument is : ®"Absence is perceptible be-
cause its cognition is immediate like a jar®. In other words, the
absence of a Jjar is perceptual as it is revealed to us immediate-
1y."® This syllogistic argument, the Bhattas think, is fallaci-

ous as there is the fallacy called Svarupasiddhi. The Naiyayikas

17. "Pratipatteraparoksyadindriyasyanupaksayat/

M— = -—uy —— — .
Ajnatakaranatvacca bhavavegécca cetasah//"

— . —ﬂ, M - o " -
- Nyayakusumanjali of Udayana with commentary of

Haridasa Bhattacarya, pt. M. C. Nyayaratna, 3/20,
Translated & Edited by E. B. Cowell, Varanasi, 1980.

18. "Prayogastu abhavah pratyaksah aparoksapratitatvad

ghatavaditi/®

- Ibid.
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accept that the abhava is known immediately, which is not accepted
by the Bh3f§a school of Mimamsakas according to whom the abhava is
not known immediately. As in the sadhya in the form of absence

there does not exist hetu in the form of "immediate knowness®, the

hetu is endowed with fallacy called Svarﬁbé-siddha.l9 The locus

like ground where the knowledge of the abSencé of a jar is. known
is apprehended immediately. The Naiyayikas have imposed the imme-
diacy of locus, i.e., ground on the absence which is not correct.
So, the statement that the absence is known immediately is not
true. In this way, the Bh3§Fas have refuted the first argument

of Udayana in favour of perceptuality of absence.20

Ngrgya?a Bha??a ha§ refuted the second argument in favour
of the perceptuality of absence forwarded by Udayana by applyihg
the’following s