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The problem of negation is primarily an epistemological one: How do we
know the absence of a thing? On this question the Indian Logic? is
divided into two main groups: the Realist and the Idealist. The former
consists of the systems in which the absence (abhdva) is conceived as a
real non-entity (paddrtha) and as such is a real object of its corresponding
negative cognition (abhdvadhi). In spite of certain differences the Nyaya-
Vaisesika and the Bhatta-Mimamsa systems belong to this group.

The second group comprises of the later Buddhist logicians led by
Dharmakirti and the Prabhdkara-Mimamsa thinkers who reject the
objectivity ascribed to ‘abhava’ by the Realists. According to the Idealists
negation is an inferential judgment and as such the cognition of absence
of a thing is only a logical synthesis (vikalpa). Absence of a perceptible
thing (drsya) is inferred from its non-perception (anupalabdhi) and from
the perception of something else, namely, the bare locus (bhiitalamdtra).
The suggestion of the perception or the presence of the thing negated
remains as an imposed ideal situation (drsyatvabuddhau samdropdt).

Now the question is: Can Negation be an independent means of

knowledge (pramana)?® The view that it is an independent means seems
to be very old. According to the Bhdsya of Prasastapada the Vaisesika
Siatra (IX.1.5.) rejects the view of the negative means.® In the Nydya
! The present investigation will be limited to the Buddhist and the Bhatta-Mimamsa
systems of Indian Philosophy.
2 The term ‘praména’ is not well defined in Indian logical writings. It is used in the
sense of either (a) the means of knowledge, or (b) the form of cognition, or (¢) the
means of proof. (Cf. Ganganath Jha, Sadholal Lectures, p. 28.) Here the term will be
used in the first sense. It should also be noted that the term “Negation’ will be used to
express Kumarila Bhatta’s theory of ‘abhava-praméina’, ‘Non-opprehension’ for the
later Bhafta’s theory of ‘yogyanupalabdhi’, and ‘Non-perception’ for the Buddhist
theory ‘dréyanupalabdhi’. However, in quotations of modern writers they may occur
as synonyns.

8 {’addrthadharma‘samgmha, ed. Vindhyeshvariprasad Dvivedin (with Nyayakandali
of Sridhara) (Vizianagram Sanskrit Series) (Banares, 1895), p. 225.
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Sutra (11.i1.2) there is refutation of negation as the means. Subsequently,
with the exception of the Plirva-Mimamsa all schools of Indian logic
rejected this theory.*

I

The theory of the negative means evidently belongs to the Purva-
Miméamsa system alone. This system accepts the six means of knowledge:
(1) Perception (pratyaksa),(2) Inference (anumana), (3) Analogy (upamdna),
(4) Verbal Testimony (Sabda), (5) Presumption (arthdpatti), and (6)
Negation (abhdva).® The Nyadya-Vaisesika admits only the first four
while the Prabhikara-Mimamsa rejects the last one, namely, the Nega-
tion.® The Buddhist logicians accept only the first two pramanas.” It is
evident from the early texts of the Prva-Mimamsa that it was this school
of thought alone that propounded Negation as a pramdna. Sabarasvimin
commenting on the Jaimini-Sitra (I.i.5.) said that “Negation stands for
the non-existence (or the non-operation) of the (other five) means of
Knowledge; and it is what brings about the cognition that ‘... does not
exist’ in regard to things that are not in contact with the senses.”®
Sabarasvamin appears to have endorsed the view of a Vrttikira, most
probably Upavarsa, who had postulated the six means in the system
before Sabara.® Kumarila Bhatta in his exposition of the Sabara Bhisya
affirms: “Validity (pramdnatd) of Negation (as the means of knowledge)
is to apprehend the fact (sattd) of the (negative) entity (vasfu) where
the five (positive) means of knowledge in case of cognising the (negative)
form of reality (vastu-rape) fail.”1°

11

Now the problem arises: How do we determine the validity of a negative

¢ Cf. A. B. Keith, Indian Logic & Atomism (Oxford, 1921), pp. 53-57.

8 Sloka-varttika (henceafter SI.V.) of Kumarila Bhatta, ed., with the commen.
‘Nydyaratnakara’ of Parthasarathi Misra by Ram Shastri Tailanga (= Chowkhamba
Sanskrit Series) (Banares, 1898), Codana-siitra, verse 111, p. 60.

¢ Cf. M. Hiriyanna, Essentials of Indian Philosophy (London, Allen & Unwin, 1949),
pp. 99-100, 143,

?  Nyaya-pravesa of Dignaga, Pt. 1, ed. with notes by Anandshankar B. Dhruva
(Baroda, Oriental Institute, 1930), p. 7.

8  Sabara-Bhisya (= Bibliotheca Indica) (Calcutta 1873), p. 10: abhdvo’pi pramany-
abhavo ndstityasyarthasyasannikrstasyeti.

» Cf. Damodarvishnu Garge, Citations in Sabara-Bhasya, p. 11.

10 7V, p. 473 (Abhdva ch. vers. 1-2): pramanaparicakam yatra vasturiipe na jayate.
vastusattavabodhartham tairabhdvapramanata.
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judgment and what is the ground of its validity? According to the early
Nyaya and VaiSesika logicians the validity of the negative judgment is
established through Inference (anumdna)* The later Nyaya-VaiSesika
writers, most probably following Uddyotakara, invented an unique
sense-object-contact called ‘viSesanatd-sannikarsa’ and on its basis
pleaded perceptibility for the negative judgment.'’? Here we do not in-
tend to go into the details of this theory of negative Perception. For the
theory is of little significance, and the main contestants are the Bhittas
and the Buddhists.

The Bhattas maintain that the negative cognition is such that it cannot
be a perceptual judgment. The cognition of an object is of two kinds:
(a) positive and (b) negative. For example, the cognition of a cow is
considered to be positive in relation to its own nature such as “This is
cow.” But the cognition of the cow in relation to a horse is regarded to be
a negative one such as “This is not horse.” This cognition ‘not horse’ is
such that it is not derived from the sense-object-contact or from per-
ception. For there is no positive entity called not horse which would
come into contact with the senses and without the contact there can be no
perception. Thus, Kumarila Bhatta contends that the negative cognition
“This is not ,..” cannot be brought about by Perception. The senses are
capable of having contact only with the positive forms of reality.'?

v

Now the question arises: Can Inference (anumdna) be valid in the case of
a negative cognition? Kumdrila maintains that Inference cannot. For
an inferential judgment is possible only in the case where we can determine
a logical mark or reason (liriga = hetu). Since a logical mark is recognised
only when the invariable concommitance of the universal relation
(vydpti) between the mark or the middle term and the major or sddhya
has been established - as is the case with smoke and fire — in the case of a
negative object of cognition no logical mark of the universal relation is

' Nyaya-Sitra, 11. ii.2; VaiSesika-Sitra, 1X.i.5.

12 Cf. Nyaya-Varttika of Uddyotakara, ed. Vindhyeshvariprasad Dvivedin (= Kashi
Sanskrit Series) (Banares, 1915), on Li.4., p. 31. Uddyotakara, I believe, is the first
Naiydyika who propounded a systematic formula of determining a six-fold sense-
object-contract with negative object. He is followed by Sridhara and others of the
Nyaya-Vaisesika system.

13 SV, Ch. Abhava, verse 17: pratyaksadyavatdras tu bhavamso grhyate yada.
vyapdras-tad-anutpattir abhavamse jighrksite.
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possible.* If it were possible we would infer all the instances of negation
by cognising simply one instance of absence as we can apprehend all the
instances of smoke-fire relation by knowing one instance of that fact.

Furthermore, in the case of Universal-absence no valid means (Inference) is
possible. Then, since the relation of the hetu and sadhya is not established
(vyabhicara), how can the particular instances of (absence) be known by that
(Inference).'®

Moreover, Kumdrila further argues, the three characters of the logical
mark?® cannot be established of such an entity absence of which has yet
never been apprehended. Thus, for example, the cognition of antecedent
absence of X, that is, the absence of X prior to its coming into existence
(pragabhiva), cannot possibly be determined by inference.

The inferential cognition is contended to be that cognition which is derived
from the three-fold reason (trilaksana). But in the case of (the cognition of the
absence of) the form of the Antecedent (an-utpattiriipasya), no cause is found
anywhere (which can become the logical mark of the negative inference — as is
the case in smoke-fire relation).?

By perceiving the effect (smoke) we infer the presence of the cause (fire)
at the given time and place. But with reference to the Antecedent-absence
that is never produced by any cause,'® inference cannot be the means of
knowledge.

Further Kumirila reasons in a naive realistic tone:

14 Jbid., verse 29: ‘na capyasydnumanatvam lingabhavat pratiyate’. For a detailed
exposition of Universal relation (vydpti) the reader is referred to Karl H. Potter’s schol-
arly work Presuppositions of India’s Philosophies (= Prentice-Hall Philosophy Series)
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1963), pp. 59-74.

5 Jbid., verse 39: na capyabhava-samanye pramanam upajdyate. vyabhicarad visesas
tu pratiyeran katham tayd.

18 The three characters of the mark (trairiipyam lirigasya) are (1) the existence only
(never non-existence) in the Subject or thing denoted by the minor term; (2) existence
in things which resemble the Subject only (never in things which do not resemble the
Subject, i.e., in vipaksas); (3) only non-existence (never existence) in things which do
not resemble the Subject. Cp. H. N. Randle, Indian Logic in The Early Schools
(Oxford, 1930), p. 181.

17 S V., op. cit., verse 44: trilaksanena yd buddhir janyate sGnumeSyate. na canut-
pattiriipasya karandpeksita kvacit.

18 Kumdrila Bhatta postulates four-fold negative entity: antecedent or prior-absence
(prag-abhiva), posterior-absence (pradhvamsabhava), mutual-absence (anyonydbhdva)
and absolute-absence (atyantabhava). Ibid., verses 2-4. The antecedent absence is that
which exists prior to the creation of the thing. Hence this absence has no beginning
and no cause of its creation. However it has an end when it is destroyed by the creation
of the thing. Cf. D. H. H. Ingalls, Materials for the Study of Navya-Nydya Logic
(= Harvard Oriental Series, Vol. 40) (1951), p. 54 (27). Also Nyaya Sitra, 11, ii, 12;
Vaisesika Sitra, IX. i. 1. Nyayalilavati, pp. 544-579.
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Just as Negation cannot be the means (pramana) where the object of knowledge
is a positive one, so also in the case of a negative object nothing positive can be
the means of knowledge.®

The Mimdmsaka here seems to be unaware of the Method of Difference
and the Principle of double negation where positive facts are cognised by
applying negative methods.2°

v

The strongest opposition to the Mimamsakas’ view of Negation came
from the Buddhist logicians led by Dharmakirti. To the argument of the
Mimamsakas that the non-operation of all the positive means of knowl-
edge, being real, ipso facto becomes an independent means of negative
knowledge, the Buddhist objects: How can it be said that the absence of
knowledge is a self-established fact, and that the absence of the the
object is determined by the absence of the means of knowledge? For
as the presence of the means of knowledge, say, Perception requires no
other means for its establishment — it is self-evident — so is the absence of
the means also a self-evident fact. For instance, on the basis of the sense-
perception we know that the book is on the table. Similarly, when the
book is not present and therefore no sense-perception is produced in the
intellect, the absence of the cognition of the book is known by the same
intellect by which we know when it is present before us. For if it were
really an absence of ail means of knowledge it would require some other
means to establish its validity and that would lead to an infinite regress.
Dharmakirti postulates three logical marks (hetu), (1) Causation (kdrya),
(2) Identity (svabhdva) and (3) Non-perception (anupalabdhi), as the basis
of all inferential judgments. The first two are to establish the knowledge
of real (positive) things and the third one, Non-perception is the reason
of all negation (pratisedhahetuh).?

19 SLV.,op. cit., verse 46: bhavitmake tathd (read: yathd) meye ndbhavasya pramanata.
tathabhdvaprameya’pi na bhavasya pramdnatd.

20 For the Method of Difference cp. Irving M. Copi, Introduction to Logic, 2nd ed.
(New York, Macmillan Co., 1961), pp. 368ff.

# Vide, Karnakagomin’s commentary on Pramanavarttika-svavrtti of Dharmakirti
[hereinafter PVS], ed. Rahula Sankrtydyana (Allahabad, 1943), p. 30: kevalam yadi
svasantdne jfignam sydd upalabhyetdnupalambhdd asad eva tad iti svata eva jRandbhdavah
siddha isyate.

22 PVS, ed. Raniero Gnoli (Rome, Instituto Italiano Per Il Medio ed Estremo Oriente,
1960), p. 2: ta eta karyasvabhavanupalabdhi-laksands trayo hetavah. ... tatra dvau
vastusadhandav ekah pratisedhahetuh.
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Dharmakirti further explains the formula of Non-perception in the
following:

(Thesis): On some particular place there is no jar. (Reason): Because it is not
perceived, although the conditions (Jaksana) of perception are fulfilled. If it
were present it would have been perceived — as it cannot be otherwise.?®

Thus the Non-perception (anupalabdhi) becomes the reason of negation
with reference to the object capable of being perceived (yuktopalambha).?*
In this theory, non-perception of a non-perceptible (adrs§ya) is merely
problematic (samSayahetu).?> This definition of the negative reason (hetu)
provides the fundamental principle governing all possible kinds of formu-
lations of negative judgments.28

VI

It has been stated above that Kumarila Bhatta, in his allegiance to the
Piirva Mimamsa tradition, postulated Negation (abhdva) as an indepen-
dent means (abhdvapramana) of cognising negative facts. Also it has been
demonstrated clearly that the Buddhist logicians led by Dharmakirti
admitted negation but as an inferential judgment (drsyanupalabdhi)
These two theories are diametrically opposed to each other, and their
distinction is marked by the two distinct terms by which the logicians
referred to their respective theories — abhdva and anupalabdhi.

It is pertinent to point out here that the use of the two different terms
by the two opposite systems is very significant, for they denote two
different approaches to negation. In discussing different theories, espe-
cially in Indian Philosophy, one must strictly adhere to the terminology
applied by the philosophers in the original texts.

All through the history of Indian Philosophy, the term Abhdva refers
to an ontological situation, meaning Non-Ens or a real negative category
(paddrtha). Kumirila Bhatta’s position is unique inasmuch as he postu-
lated Negation as the means (pramdna) of cognising its own corresponding

23 Ibid., pradesaviSese kvacin na ghata upalabdhilaksanapraptasyanupalabdheh. yadi
syad upalabhyasattva eva syan nanyathd.

2 Jbid., p. 20: yuktopalambhasya tasya canupalambhanam pratisedhahetul. — yukto-
palambha = dysya = laksanaprdpta.

% Nyaya-bindu of Dharmakirti [hereinafter NB], 11, 48: viprakrstavisayanupalabdhih
pratyaksanumana-nivritilaksana samsayahetuh. English translation by B. L. Stcher-
batsky, Vol. 11, p. 107.

28 For manifold negative formula in Buddhist logic the reader is referred to PVS, 1,
and NB, 11, 3211
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negative object. To him abhdva is an object as well as the means of its
own knowledge. On the epistemological question, How do we know a
negative fact or the absence of a thing?, Kumarila explained his theory of
abhdva-pramdna in terms of ‘non-existence of all other positive means of
knowledge’. This absence of all positive means being ’absence real’
ipso facto becomes an independent means of negative judgment.?’

The term anupalabdhi, on the other hand, denotes an inferential
character of the problem. That is an-upalabdhi or non-perception = the
denial of perception. This refers to the fact that the perceptibility of the
negatum is the a priori cognition and the absence of the thing is known
on the ground of its being non-perceived. This is the view upheld by the
Buddhist logicians led by Dharmakirti.28

On the question of the epistemological negative dialectics a confusion
prevails in the history books of Indian Philosophy. A critical study of the
history books would reveal the fact that Dasgupta, Radhakrishnan and
Sinha, on the question of Negation, do not present a comparative study
of the Buddhists and the Piirva Mimamsa systems — the two main rival
schools of India. Their statements on Negation are ill-founded and mis-
leading. They betray the whole historical development of the problem
of negation in Indian logic. These scholars, I submit, have failed to recog-
nise the very demonstrative influence of Buddhist logic on the thinkers of
the Brahmanic tradition.

Dasgupta writes: “In addition to the four positive praménas, Kumérila
admits a fifth kind of pramana, viz., anupalabdhi for the perception of
the non-existence of a thing.”2?

Radhakrishnan states: “Kumdrila, after Vrttikara, admits non-appre-
hension (anupalabdhi) as an independent source of knowledge. (See
Sabara onl, i. 5.) Dissimilarity is only want of similarity, anditisaccounted
for by the principle of non-apprehension. When we say “There is no jar
in this place,” we cognise the absence of the jar. Absence (abhidva) cannot
be apprehended by perception, which stands in need of sense-contact
with a present object, which is not possible in the case, (refers to: Sloka-
Varttika, Abhavapariccheda) nor can non-existence be apprehended by
the other pramanas. Non-apprehension is a means of knowledge
(ma&nam) with reference to the object negated. We perceive the vacant
space and think of the absence of the jar. We may say that the non-

7 See above note 10.

2% Cf. notes 21-25.

* Vide S. N. Dasgupta, History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. I (Cambridge University
Press, 1922), p. 397.
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existence of the jar is as much perceived as the vacant space, yet, since
perception involves contact of an actual object with the sense, we cannot
identify the act of non-apprehension with perception. We perceive the
vacant space, remember the jar that is absent, and then we have the
knowledge of the absence of the jar, which has no reference to the act of
perception. Apprehension of non-existence is through anupalabdhi.
(Refers to: Sastradipiki, pp. 234f).”%® Here I may point out the fact
that Sdstradipikais the work of Parthasarathi Mira who lived in 900 A.D.
about 300 years after Kumirila. Radhakrishnan explains the non-
perceptibility of abhdva, according to Parthasarathi Misra, and does not
say why it cannot be an inferential cognition. In Kumirila’s theory
repudiation of negative inference is the crux of his argument.

Sinha observes: “Savara recognises non-apprehension (anupalabdhi)
as an independent pramana, and defines it as the absence of any means of
valid knowledge...”3* In another section of his volume Sinha writes:
“Kumirila holds that the non-existence of a jar on the ground is known
by non-apprehension (anupalabdhi).”s?

According to these scholars the theory of anupalabdhi appears as
propounded by the Pirva Mimédmsaka philosophers, namely, Vrttikara
Upavarsa, Sabara, and Kumdrila Bhatta. In fact, none of these Mimam-
sakas show any awareness of the theory of anupalabdhi. My conclusions
are as follows:

1) Dasgupta is wrong in stating that “for the perception of the non-
existence of a thing, Kumarila admits a fifth kind of pramana, viz.,
anupalabdhi.” Unfortunately, Dasgupta quotes no work in support of
his statement. During my investigation I have not come across any work
of the Mimamsakas or non-Mimamsakas where Negation is mentioned
as the fifth pramana. On the contrary, abhdva is frequently referred to as
the sixth praméina (sastham kiledam pramanam).®® Moreover, Kumarila
himself candidly opposed the perceptibility of the non-existence and said
that abhdva is the.means in addition to the other five positive ones, which
include perception.?® Hence, Dasgupta’s statement is completely
erroneous.

2) The two terms, namely, abhdva and anupalabdhi refer to two entirely
different theories on epistemological negative dialectics. In the early

3

% S. Radhakrishnan, Indign Philosophy, Vol. I1 (London 1948, reprint), p. 394-395.
31 J, Sinha, History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. I (Calcutta, 1956), p. 789.

82 Ibid., p. 309.

8 Brhati-rjuvimala, p. 120.

. SLV., op. cit., verses 1-2,
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writings of the Piirva Mimamsa system we find no mention of the theory
‘anupalabdhi’. Neither Vrttikdra Upavarsa, nor Sabara or Kumirila
ever referred to anupalabdhi.® Sinha has quoted Sabara (on Jaimini-
Siatra 1.i.5) but missed the point that he mentioned only abhdva, not
anupalabdhi.

3) Parthasdrathi Misra (circa 900 A.D.) seems to be the first Mimam-
saka who, after about 300 years of Kumarila, introduced ‘anupalabdhi’
to the system. Defending Kumadrila’s tradition against the Buddhist
reasoning, Parthasdrathi modified the Mimamsa theory of Negation
(abhavapramana), and admitted that, in fact, the negative cognition is an
inferential judgment. Thus, he contended that the Mimamsaka theory
of Negation may also be termed as dr§yddarsana or yogydnupalambha.
He still hesitated to use the Buddhist term drsydnupalabdhi. Instead he
split the Buddhist term and coined new expressions, ‘dr§ya-adar§ana’
and ‘yogya-anupalambha’. Parthasarathi contended that these terms are
synonymous and the theory expressed by them is the same as the theory
referred to by the term ‘pramandbhiva’ in the Bhdsya of Mimamsa.3®

4) Admission of anupalabdhi by the later Mimamsakas was indeed a
great blow to the original stand taken by the early Mimamsakas. The
view of an independent negative means lost its vigour, and the theory of
abhdvapramadna, evidently under Buddhist influence, was transformed
into an inferential theory called yogydnupalabdhi. For example,
Gagabhatta, a later follower of the Bhatta school of the Piirva Mimamsa,
explaining the logical process of the modified negative theory, observes
that the non-perception of the counter-entity or the negatum (pratiyogin)
is the reason (karana = linga) of negation and the process is similar to
that of inference.?” Here we must bear in mind that this view of negation
is identical with the Buddhist logician Dharmakirti’s view that the non-
perception of the negatum is the negative reason (hetu) of inference.®®
Further, Gababhatta explicitly admits that as a matter of fact there is no
difference between the non-apprehension (anupalabdhi) of the Mimam-
saka and the principle of inference.?®

3 Vide G. Jha, Parva Mimdmsa in its Sources, pp. 163-165.

88 Sastradipika, ed. Laxman Shastri Dvavid (= Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 188)
(Banares, 1916), p. 234: drsydadarsana-yogyanupalambhidi paryayo bhdsye pramd-
nabhdva-sabdenokitah.

87 Bhatta-cintG@-mani (= Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, 25 & 27) (Banares, 1933), p. 47:
atra pratiyogipratyaksibhaval karanam anumitiv ivantaravydpdrah.

38 Cf. PVS (G. ed.), p. 20, verse 1. 29 (R. ed., p. 85, 1. 31): yuktopalambhasya tasya
canupalambhanam pratisedhahetuh.

3% B. Cin., p. 47: ...anumandc-ca bhedam nakalayamah.
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Hence, I may conclude that this modified theory of the Bhitta Mimam-
sakas called Non-apprehension (yogydnupalabdhi) reduces Negation
(abhavapramdna), the earlier theory of the Mimamsakas, to a mere
negative form of Inference which is equivalent to the Buddhist theory of
Non-perception; that the term anupalabdhi refers to the inferential character
of the negative cognition; and that there is no evidence to support the
view that the theory of anupalabdhi was propounded by the early Piirva
Miméamsa philosophers.*

40 T gratefully acknowledge my indebtedness to Dr. D. Friedman of the School of
Oriental and African Studies, University of London, for his constructive suggestions
and discussions concerning many problems of Negation in Indian Logic.



