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Abstract

This is a brief philosophical introduction to, and an annotated translation
of, the section on absence from Salikanatha’s Pramanaparayana (Study
of the Instruments of Knowledge), a foundational work of Prabhakara
epistemology. In this section, which focuses on the epistemology of
absence, Salikanatha argues against the Bhatta view that there is a sui
generis instrument of knowledge (pramana) by which we learn of ab-
sence (abhava). He does so by arguing for a subjective reductionist
thesis about absence, according to which the absence of a perceivable
(drsya) object at a locus is identical with a positive state of awareness
(buddhi) whose content includes the locus but not the perceivable object.
If correct, Salikanatha argues, we should therefore learn of absence in the
same ways we acquire self-knowledge more generally. While developing
his reductionism about absence, Salikanatha responds to a range of con-
cerns, including the objection that his view cannot explain causation by

absence.
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1 Introduction

The following section of Salikanatha Misra’s Pramanaparayana, or Study of
the Instruments of Knowledge, is concerned with a central topic in Sanskrit
epistemology. That topic is the epistemology of absence (abhava): How do we
learn that an object or property is absent? But this question, as Salikanatha
recognises, is arguably inseparable from another question about the meta-
physics of absence: Is reality exhaustively positive, or do absences instead
populate the world alongside positives? To see why the metaphysical ques-
tion bears on the epistemological question, consider what we can call elimi-
nativism about absence. An eliminativist argues that there is simply no such
thing as absence, or that absences are unreal. In ordinary language, we often
make claims about absence, such as when we cite absence in causal explana-
tion. Since propositions about absence are true only if there are absences, an
eliminativist would argue that statements about absence have no truth value or
would take an error-theoretic approach according to which such statements are
literally false. Eliminativism accordingly has immediate consequences for the
epistemology of absence: There would be no true propositions about absence
to learn.

This is the most dramatic case of the metaphysical question bearing on
the epistemological question. There are, however, more moderate cases.
Salikanatha (§2.2; §2.2.3) agrees with the eliminativist that the world is ex-
haustively positive.! But he also thinks (§2.2.9) that we do make true state-
ments about absence—in fact, he offers a semantics for the conditions under
which statements about absence are true. He reconciles these two commit-
ments by maintaining what we can call reductionism about absence. A reduc-
tionist argues that there is some kind of positive with which absence can be
identified. According to this view, there are true propositions about absence
to learn. Those propositions are just ultimately about positives. Depending on
the positive with which absence is identified, reductionism can have straightfor-
ward consequences for the epistemology of absence. Salikanatha is a subjec-
tive reductionist: He argues (§2.2) that absence reduces to a feature of agents,
specifically that absence reduces to a state of awareness (buddhi) with certain

content that obtains under certain conditions.”> And as he argues (§2.2.7), the

I Citations by section refer to the translated text below.
ZFollowing Das (2021; Forthcoming), and in keeping with Matilal (1986), I will translate



epistemology of absence thereby reduces to self-knowledge, or our knowledge
of our mental states. If absence is just a mental state, then we should expect to
learn about absence in the same ways we learn about our other mental states.

Salikanatha was a Prabhakara philosopher writing in the 9th century CE.
Accordingly, he develops his views against a backdrop of competing Mimamsa
theories about the epistemology of absence. As Mimamsa philosophers more
generally, both Bhatta and Prabhakara philosophers share two canonical philo-
sophical texts: the Mimamsasitras, and Sabara’s Sabarabhdsya, a commen-
tary on those sitras. In his commentary, Sabara (gBh 24.24-25; 30.18-21;
32.1-8 ad 1.1.5) defines a series of instruments of knowledge (pramana), or
the means by which agents acquire knowledge. Bhattas and Prabhakaras agree
on five irreducible instruments of knowledge: perception (pratyaksa), infer-
ence (anumana), similarity (upamana), testimony (Sabda), and ‘postulation’
(arthapatti). But an interpretive rift forms over whether Sabara lists a sixth
epistemic instrument. This is because Sabara (SBh 32.9 ad 1.1.5) seemingly
ends his list by defining one further instrument, absence (abhava), which he
explains as the ‘absence of the instruments of knowledge’ (pramanabhava).?
The rift is over how to understand this phrase: Is this a definition (laksana)
of an instrument of knowledge? Or is Sabara denying that there is any instru-
ment of knowledge called ‘absence’? Bhatta and Prabhakara philosophers offer
competing epistemologies of absence resulting from their competing readings
of Sabara.

The founding Bhatta philosopher Kumarila (SV 409.1-2 abhava 1) argues
for an interpretation according to which agents learn that an object or property
is absent just in virtue of not apprehending that object or property by means of
the five instruments of knowledge (pramanaparicaka) by which one apprehends
positives (vastusattavabodhartham). When one surveys a scene while search-

ing for, or expecting to find, some object but does not apprehend it through

terms such as jiiana and buddhi as ‘awareness’ or ‘state of awareness’, referring to any occurrent
thought or experience, factive or non-factive. Accordingly, understand the relevant states of
awareness to be occurrent mental states, rather than dispositional or standing mental states. As
Das (2021, p. 154) argues, translating jiigna as ‘cognition’ is problematic. Many authors from the
Sanskrit tradition admit of non-conceptual (nirvikalpaka) forms of perceptual jiiana, the contents
of which are unavailable for verbal report and unable to affect our behaviour. Contemporary
philosophers and cognitive scientists, however, commonly distinguish such forms of perception
from cognition.

3In full: “Absence, in turn, is the absence of the instruments of knowledge. [It results in the
awareness] ‘it is not there’ for that object which is not in connection [with the senses].” abhavo
"pi pramanabhavo nastiti asyarthasyasannikrstasya | (SBh 32.9-10 ad 1.1.5).



any of the instruments of knowledge that deliver knowledge of positives, one
thereby learns directly and non-inferentially that the object is absent. The ab-
sence of the other five instruments of knowledge leads to knowledge of ab-
sence. According to this reading, Sabara is claiming that there is a special, sui
generis route into knowledge of absence irreducible to any of the routes into
knowledge of positives: a sixth instrument of knowledge called ‘absence’. This
becomes the standard view of Bhatta philosophers and the view Salikanatha
targets throughout this section.

But what about the Prabhakara view? According to Salikanatha (RV
120.20-21) in his Rjuvimala, a commentary on Prabhakara’s Brhati, Prabhakara
(B 119.3-120.1 ad 1.1.5) reads Sabara very differently: ‘The absence of
the instruments of knowledge’ means ‘is not an instrument of knowledge’
(pramanam na bhavati). Salikanatha argues that Sabara is not providing a
definition of an instrument of knowledge, but rather is stating that absence
is not an instrument of knowledge. While there is the question of how
faithfully Salikanatha reads Prabhakara, this becomes the standard view of
Prabhakara philosophers. The dispute in what follows, however, is not inter-
pretive: Salikanatha focuses on the epistemology of absence itself. He argues,
through arguing that absence is a state of awareness, that Kumarila is wrong:
Because we learn of absence in the same ways we acquire knowledge of our
other mental states, there is no sui generis route into knowledge of absence

distinct from the standard instruments of knowledge.

1.1 The Bhatta Opponent

After introducing the subject matter, Salikanatha begins his discussion with a
Bhatta piirvapaksa, or a series of arguments in favour of the opponent’s view. In
brief (and not to cover the details exhaustively), this portion of the text proceeds
as follows. The Bhatta (§2.1.1) first considers two candidate positives with
which to identify absence. According to the first view, the absence of a pot on
the floor reduces to the mere floor (bhiitalamatra), or more generally that the
absence of an object at a locus reduces to that very mere locus. The Bhatta
immediately rejects this view. His argument is as follows: Suppose with this
view that to learn there is no pot on the floor is to perceive merely the floor. But
one could perceive just the floor, even if there were a pot on the floor. Therefore,

this view incorrectly predicts that the agent should, in such cases, learn that the



floor lacks a pot even though there is a pot. The second view identifies the
absence of an object at a locus with the bare (kevala) locus, construed as the
intrinsic nature (svaripa), or only the intrinsic properties, of the locus. The
Bhatta raises a similar problem: Even if there is a pot on the floor, the floor’s
intrinsic properties do not cease to obtain. Therefore, one could apprehend
a floor’s intrinsic nature even if it housed a pot. But one would not thereby
ascertain the absence of a pot, and so the Bhatta rejects this view. Salikanatha
will not push back on either of these results.

Having rejected two reductionist views about the metaphysics of absence,
the Bhatta takes for granted that absence is plausibly irreducible to a positive.
He prefers (§2.1.1) a view according to which absences are negative proper-
ties (dharma) of positive loci. He then proceeds to argue that there is a sui
generis route into knowledge of absence. The structure of the discussion mir-
rors Kumrila’s discussion of absence in the Slokavarttika (SV 414.1-423.10
abhava 18-58). First, the Bhatta argues (§2.1.2) that we do not learn of absence
by perception (pratyaksa). He provides Kumarila’s (SV 413.3-4 abhava 28)
case of past absence. To fill in the details: Suppose you’ve just returned from
a crowded gathering at a house. Someone then asks if your mutual friend was
at the gathering. You think, and you notice in retrospect that your friend was
not at the house, even though you did nof notice their absence earlier. That is,
you learn now that they were not there. Because their absence is in the past and
spatially distal, your knowledge of their absence could not be perceptual .

The Bhatta then argues (§2.1.4) that we also do not learn of absence by
inference (anumana). According to the inferentialist picture, we can infer ab-
sence from the following invariable relation of accompaniment (vyapti): Wher-
ever one does not observe (adarsana) a perceivable (drsya) object, that object

is absent. What it is for an object to be perceivable is defined subjunctively:

PERCEIVABLE. An object (or property) P is perceivable just in

case the agent would perceive P, were it there.

According to this view, if one knows that one is not observing some particular
perceivable object or property and knows the relevant generalisation, then one
is in a position to infer that the object or property is absent. The Bhatta argues,
however, that both items in the generalisation are absences: Not perceiving an

object is an absence of a mental state, and the object that the inference targets is

4For more on these cases, see Beaulieu (2021).



the absence of an object or property. To learn any generalisation, one must first
have observed a case in which both items obtain together. But if we learn of
absence by inference, and inferential knowledge of absence requires antecedent
knowledge of the generalisation between these two absences, how are we to
learn the generalisation in the first place? With perception and inference ruled
out, the Bhatta concludes that there must be a sui generis route into knowledge
of absence. The Bhatta then circles back (§2.1.6) to develop further arguments

reductionism, leading us into Salikanatha’s response.

1.2 Salikanatha’s Positive View

Throughout the rest of the text, Salikanatha primarily speaks in his own voice.
He begins by stating his subjective reductionist thesis. On his view (§2.2), ab-
sence is a ‘state of awareness whose only intentional object is a certain positive
L and which arises when the counterpositive is perceivable’ (drsye pratiyogini
tadekavisaya buddhih).’ That is to say:

MENTAL STATE REDUCTIONISM. Where P is a perceivable object
or property, the absence of P at a locus L is just a state of awareness

(of an agent), the content of which includes only L.

But what does this mean?

Consider the case of a familiar, bright blue pot that has gone missing from
its usual location on the floor. This pot is highly perceivable: Not only do you
expect it to be there, its vibrant colours are guaranteed to grab your attention.
However, when you pass by its usual spot, you find it missing. When you
perceive the bare floor where this pot usually sits, your perception is a state of
awareness whose content includes only the floor but does not include the pot.
According to MENTAL STATE REDUCTIONISM, your perception of the floor is
the absence of the pot. What does this mean for the epistemology of absence?
As Salikanatha will observe (8§2.2.7), it means that we learn of absence in the

same ways we learn of our other states of awareness more generally. And

5The counterpositive (pratiyogin) of an absence is its corresponding absent object or property.
In the case of an absence of a pot, for example, its counterpositive is the pot. In translating
pratiyogin as ‘counterpositive’, I am adopting Matilal’s (1968) translation. Outside the case of
absence, the term pratiyogin has a distinct, more general use whereby the term refers to the
relatum towards which a given relation is borne. The translation ‘counterpositive’ successfully
distinguishes its sense in the case of absence from its general relational sense. Note that, since
absences have counterpositives, there are conversely counterpositives of absences. For more on
these issues, see especially Matilal (1968, Ch. 6), “The Counterpositive of an Absence”.



on Salikanatha’s view, states of awareness are self-presenting (svaprakasa), or
constitute knowledge of themselves.® Therefore, his view rules out any sui
generis route into knowledge of absence.

Following an argument (§2.2.1) for his positive view, the rest of the text
is largely devoted to considering, and responding to, objections to the view.
Salikanatha’s response to one of the first objections is crucial to understanding
his positive view. An opponent accuses him (§2.2.2) of being unable to explain
causation by absence. Filling in the details for Salikanatha (§2.2.3), consider

the following case:

MOVING OBJECTS. An agent is staring at a perceivable object on
the floor. The object is then taken away. The agent, however, does
not divert their gaze to track the object’s movement. Instead, they
continue staring at the empty space where the object previously

was.

In this case, on Salikanatha’s view, the agent begins in a perceptual state whose
content includes both the floor and the object. Afterwards, the agent transitions
into a perceptual state whose content includes only the floor. What causes the
loss of content? Presumably, the absence of the object does. But according to
MENTAL STATE REDUCTIONISM, the absence of the object just is the agent’s
perception of the locus without the object. How could the mental state cause
itself?

Salikanatha’s solution (§2.2.3) in cases such as MOVING OBJECTS is simply
to deny that there are absences doing causal work. In general, not every appar-
ent case of causation by absence is describable in terms of states of awareness.
In such cases, his view is that there are only objective, positive states of affairs,
but that those states of affairs are not to be identified with absence. In cases such
as MOVING OBJECTS, for instance, he argues that it is the object’s presence at
the new location that causes the loss of content. This is all consistent with his
view: According to MENTAL STATE REDUCTIONISM, absences are just states
of awareness. Where purported cases of absence cannot be redescribed in terms
of states of awareness, there are no genuine absences—only positive states of
affairs.

Salikanatha’s responses to objections are not always convincing. When

®For Salikanatha’s defence of the view that states of awareness are self-presenting, see his
PP (187.3-193.4).



pressed, for instance, on what he means by the notion of an object’s mere intrin-
sic nature (svariipamatra), he will identify (§2.2.4) an object’s mere intrinsic
nature with a solitary positive (ekakt bhavah). He will not unpack this second
notion any further, and thus only substitutes one underspecified notion for an-
other. On the whole, however, Salikanatha provides a sophisticated attempt at
the difficult project of reducing absences to mental states. His project will also
prove influential: The Nyaya philosopher Gangesa, for example, will engage
closely with Salikanatha’s metaphysics of absence some roughly five hundred

years later.”

2 Translation: Study of the Instruments of Knowledge

ye punar abhavakhyam sastam pramanam icchanti, tatpratibod-
hanaya samprati yatna arabhyate | tatha hi sarvam pramdanam
prameyavinabhavi | na cabhavakhyasya pramanasya prameyam kimcin
niriipyate | (PP 283.3-284.1)

An effort, then, is now undertaken to enlighten those who maintain that there is
a sixth instrument of knowledge called ‘absence’. To say more: Every instru-
ment of knowledge is never without an object of knowledge. And no object of

knowledge for an instrument of knowledge called ‘absence’ is determined.

2.1 The Bhatta View

nanu na pramanantarabodhyavisayam pramanam | kim tu sarvam
eva pramanam svamahimnaiva prameyam upasthapayati | na khalu
pratyaksasyapi prameyam pramandantaravyavasthapaniyam, kim tu
tatpratitibalasiddham | evam abhavakhyam api pramanam Saknoti
svasamarthyenaiva prameyam upakalpayitum | (PP 283.1-4)

[Bhatta:] An instrument of knowledge does not have an intentional object that
could be apprehended through another instrument of knowledge.” But rather,

every instrument of knowledge presents an object of knowledge just through its

7See especially Gangesa’s siddhanta in the Abhavavada at TCM (751-765).

81 translate from, and pagination for the Sanskrit text follows, Subrahmanya Sastri’s 1961
edition of the Prakaranapariicika. Where warranted, I have favoured readings from Mukunda
Sastri’s 1904 edition. Emendations are noted with angle brackets. For an English exposition of
this section of the Prakaranaparicika, see Pandurangi (2004, pp. 253-267).

9Sections and subsections have been added to improve the readability of the translation. They
are not present in the Sanskrit text.



own capability. Even an object of perception, of course, should not be estab-
lished by another instrument of knowledge, but rather on the force of perceptual
awareness. In this way, the instrument of knowledge called ‘absence’ too can

bring us to posit an object of knowledge just through its own capability.'”

2.1.1 Anti-Reductionism about Absence

tatha hi iha bhitale ghato nastiti tavad asti pratitih | sa tavad
bhitalamatravisaya na bhavati, saty api ghate prasangat | atha ke-
valabhiitalavisayety ucyate, tatrapi cintaniyam—kim idam kaivalyam
| yadi tavad bhiitalasvariipam eva, tada saty api ghate tasyanapayat
ghato nastiti dhis syat | atha bhiataladharmah kaivalyam, tarhy
asti tavat prameyantaram kaivalyam | tatredam vicaraniyam—=kim tat
pratyaksadibodhyam utabhavapramanaprameyam iti | (PP 283.5-284.1)

To say more: First off, there is the awareness ‘there is no pot here on the floor.’
To begin, this does not have the mere floor as its intentional object, because
[that awareness] would arise [problematically] even if there were a pot. If one
were to reply that it has the floor in isolation as its intentional object, then with
respect to this too we should inquire: What is isolation? First, if it is only the
intrinsic nature of the floor, then, even if there were a pot, there could be the
awareness ‘there is no pot’. This is because [the intrinsic nature of the floor]
would not be absent.!! If isolation is a property of the floor, then now isolation
is a further object of knowledge.!”> Regarding this, we should investigate the
following: Is isolation apprehensible through instruments of knowledge such as

perception? Or is it an object of the instrument of knowledge that is ‘absence’?

2.1.2 Against Perceptualism

tatra pratyaksaprameyam tavan na bhavati, indriyavyaparam

antarena pratiteh | nanv  idam ayuktam |  vyaprtendriya
eva hi iha bhitale ghato nastity avabudhyate, nandhadih
| atrocyate | kvacit kasyacid abhavam pratiyate | tena

10The argument proceeds from a surprisingly strong principle according to which an irre-
ducible instrument of knowledge requires a corresponding unique class of objects, such that no
other instrument of knowledge is a route into knowledge of those objects. Compare Kumarila’s
(SV 409.3 abhava 2ab) argument that the existence of absence is ‘based on’ the fact that ‘ab-
sence’ is an instrument of knowledge (tatpramanyasamasraya).

II'The view that an absence is just a bare locus is often attributed Prabhakara philosophers,
such as by Chakrabarti (2019, p. 288). Other Prabhakaras might well hold a such a view, but
Salikanatha will make no attempts to defend the view against the Bhatta’s result.

1283likanatha might be drawing on Kumarila’s commentator Umveka (§VTT 409.15 ad
abhava 2), who does explicitly identify absence as a property (dharma) of positive loci.



yatrabhavah pratyetavyah, tadgrahanayendriyavyaparapeksa
nabhavagrahandya | katham punar ayam vibhago ’vasiyate | ucyate |
bhavagrahanamadatroparatendriyavyaparasyapy abhavapratitidarsanad
bhavagrahanamadtra evendriyavyaparapekseti vijiiayate | tatha hi
svariipamatrena grhadikam pratipannavato deSantaragatasyapi tatra

ate vaktum grhita eva tatrapi prag evabhava iti, bhavantarasyaiva
tadanim buddhav anarohat | tenendriyavyaparanapeksabhavapratitir
naindriyakiti na pratyaksaprameyam kaivalyam | (PP 284.1-10)

Among these options, first off [isolation] is not an object of perception, because
there is awareness [of isolation] without the senses functioning.

[Objection:] This is untenable, because only someone whose senses are
functioning undergoes the awareness ‘there is no pot here on the floor’, not
someone such as a blind person.!3

[Bhatta:] To this, we reply: The absence of something is apprehended at
some location. Therefore, the functioning of the senses is required for grasp-
ing the locus at which the absence is to be apprehended, not for grasping the
absence.

[Objection:] How then is this distinction determined?

[Bhatta:] We reply: It is known that the functioning of the senses is required
only for grasping a positive, because awareness of absence is observed even in a
person for whom the functioning of the senses has ceased merely in grasping a
positive. To say more: Awareness of absence arises for someone who was aware
of a location, such as a house, on its own, who went to another location, and
who wonders about the existence of some other positive at that location.'* Nor
can it be said that the absence was in fact already apprehended at that location,
because that very other positive did not appear in any awareness at that time. In
this way, awareness of absence, which does not require the functioning of the

senses, is not perceptual. Therefore, isolation is not an object of perception.!”

13The view that we learn of absence by perception is most often associated with authors of the
Nyaya tradition. See Beaulieu (2021) for discussion.

14This case comes from Kumarila (§V 413.3-4 abhava 28).

15The Bhatta accommodates the observation by granting minimally that knowledge of absence
requires (apeksa) perceptual knowledge earlier in the causal chain. This is because we must
perceive a locus to notice any absence it houses. As Umveka (SVTT 413.5 ad abhava 26)
puts the point, there is a relation of ontological dependence such that awareness of absence
does not obtain without perception (tadbhavabhavitva). Knowledge of absence, however, is not
perceptual.

10



2.1.3 An Intermediate Concern

na ca vacyam pravrttinivrtti dve gati sarvapramananam, tatra pravar-
tamanam bhavasadhakam, nivartamanam tv abhavasiddhinibandhanam
iti |16 ya nivrttih pramanasya svatas tavad avagatirupa na bhavati,
sa katham abhavasiddhim avirbhavayati | pravrttis tu pramananam
avagamatmiketi tavad vyavasthapayitum alam 17 atha pramananivrttir
avagatyantaram janayitvabhavam vyavasthapayati, ayatam tarhi
pramanantaram | (PP 284.11-16)

Nor should one reply: “The two states of every instrument of knowledge are
activity and inactivity. Among those, an instrument, when active, establishes
positives. But an instrument, when inactive, is the basis for establishing ab-
sence.”

[Objection:] How could the inactivity of an instrument of knowledge that
first off does not intrinsically have the nature of awareness bring about the es-
tablishment of absence? However, the activity of an instrument of knowledge
does have the nature of awareness. Therefore, it is sufficient in the first place to
establish [absence].!®

[Bhatta:] If the inactivity of the instruments of knowledge establishes ab-
sence after producing another awareness, then it follows that it is a further in-

strument of knowledge.

2.1.4 Against Inferentialism

bhavatu pratyaksat pramanantaram | anumanad bhedo nasti | drsyasya
hi satta darsanena vyapta | darsanam nivartamanam drsyam api
nivartayati | vyapakanivrttir hi vyapyanivrttya vyapta | vyapydac
ca vyapakavagatir anumanam eva bhavati | tad idam ayuktam
| sarvatra hi vyapyam vyapakam cavagamya vyaptir avasiyate
| iha ca vyapya vyapika ca nivrttir eva, sa cabhavatmika na
bhavagrahakapramanavaseyeti, na vyaptyavadharanam sambhavatiti
katham anumeyata | lingabhiitapramananivrttyavagamanavakiptes ca
anumanatvasambhavah | (PP 284.18-285.4)

16With Mukunda Sastri (PP, 119.8), reading iti.

7With Mukunda Sastri (PP, 119.10), reading tavad vyavasthapayitum rather than zam
vyavasthapayitum.

18The argument is this: The inactivity of the standard positive instruments of knowledge,
which does not amount to a sui generis instrument of knowledge, is best taken to serve as the
basis for acquiring knowledge of absence. The concern is that the inactivity of the instruments
of knowledge could not constitute a state of awareness, and therefore could not constitute an
instrument of knowledge in and of itself. The activity of a positive instrument of knowledge,
however, does constitute a state of awareness. This leads naturally into the inferentialist pic-
ture, according to which the inactivity of the instruments of knowledge serves as the basis for
inferential knowledge of absence.
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[Objection:] Let there be an instrument of knowledge [for absence] distinct
from perception.'® But it is not distinct from inference. This is because the
existence of a perceivable [object or property] is pervaded by perception. Per-
ception, when it has ceased, entails the cessation of a perceivable [object or
property] too, given that the cessation of the pervaded feature is pervaded by
the cessation of the pervader feature.’® And awareness of the pervader feature
on the basis of the pervaded feature is just inference.?!

[Bhatta:] This is untenable. The reason is that, in all cases, one appre-
hends pervasion after having apprehended the pervaded feature and the per-
vader feature. And in this case, the pervaded feature and the pervader feature
are cessations. And cessations, which are by their nature absences, cannot be
apprehended through an instrument of knowledge that apprehends positives.
Therefore, ascertaining the pervasion is not possible: How could [absence] be
an object of inference??> And because it is not possible to undergo an awareness
of the cessation of the instruments of knowledge which serves as the inferential

mark, [knowledge of absence] cannot be inferential.

2.1.5 The Positive Bhatta View

tasmad bhavagrahakapramanananuvrttir evabhavavagamam
prasiite | tac cabhavakhyam pramanam | yac ca pramanam
yadbhavagrahanayogyam, tannivrttir - eva  tadabhavam  av-
abodhayatiti, natiprasarnigadoso ’tra jayate | ato ’bhavakhyam

api  pramanam  svamahimnaiva svavisayam upakalpayati,
bhavagrahakapratyaksadipramanapariicakavat | (PP 285.4-9)

Therefore, just the disruption of the instruments of knowledge that apprehend

19The view that we learn of absence by inference is most often associated with Buddhist
authors following Dharmakirti. See Kellner (2001; 2003) for discussion.

20The causative verb nivartayati literally translates to ‘causes to cease’. However, this yields
the following translation: “Perception, when it has ceased, causes a perceivable [object or prop-
erty] to cease.” This is close to suggesting that perceivable objects endure only as long as they
are perceived, and so I translate the verb less literally as ‘entails the cessation’.

211n the inference, the target feature (sadhya), or the feature to be inferred, is the absence
(abhava) of a perceivable object. The prover feature (hetu), or the feature from which one infers
the target feature, is non-observation of a perceivable object (drsyadarsana). The generalisation
is that non-observation of a perceivable object is always accompanied by the absence of the
object. The inference, therefore, would run as follows: ‘I am not observing a perceivable object
0. Wherever one does not observe a perceivable object, that object is absent. Therefore, O is
absent.’

22Dharmakirti (PVin 58.3-4), writing before Salikanatha, was aware of this regress problem.
He (PVin 59.4) accounted for the problem by cashing out ‘non-apprehension’ (anupalambha) as
‘apprehending something else’ (anyopalambhay).
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positives produces awareness of absence. And this is the instrument of knowl-
edge called ‘absence’. Just the inactivity of an instrument K suited to grasping
some positive O brings about an awareness of the absence of O. Therefore, no
problem of overextension arises in this case. So, the instrument of knowledge
called ‘absence’ too, just through its own capability, establishes its intentional
object, like the five instruments of knowledge beginning with perception that

apprehend positives.

2.1.6 Further Arguments for Anti-Reductionism

api ca kantakadivirahini bhitaladau yo nissarnikah
padavinyasadivyavaharah pravartate, sa tavad
bhiitalamatraparicchedanibandhano nabhyupagamaniyah,
kantakadisamyoginy api prasangat I atha keval-

abhiitaladiparicchedanibandhana iti ucyate, tatrapi vikalpaniyam—
kim  kevalasya bhiitaladeh  paricchedad vyavaharapravrttih |
atha  kevaldad  bhiitalaparicchedat |  tatragrimapaksaparigrahe
bhiitaladisvarapatiriktakaivalyaparicchedabhyupagamad

angikrtam abhavasya prameyatvam | pascimapaksavalambane tu
bhitalamatraparicchede jate sitksmesu kitakantakadisv anavagatesu
vyavaharo yadi pravartate, tada siksmakitakantakajijiiasa nisphala
bhavet | prayatnaparvikaya hi jijiasaya kevalabhiitalapariccheda eva
labdhavyah | sa ced vinapi prayatnam labdhah, nisphalam prayat-
napirvakam siksmakitakantadyanviksanam | kaivalyaparicchedasya
prayatnam  antarenavagantum aSakyatvad yukta eva prayatnah
| drsyadarsanam hy abhavavagame karanam | na ca siksmah
kitakantakadayah prayatnam antarena drsyatam apadyanta  iti
drSyatvopapattaye yuktaiva prayatnapiirvika jijiasa | api ca Sasadinam
Srngadyanumanam syat, abhavasyaparicchedyatvat | abhavasya
tu prameyatve badhitavisayatvenanumananirodho yukta iti | (PP
285.11-286.10)

Moreover, with respect to surfaces such as a ground that lacks thorns, the un-
hesitating ordinary actions that take place, such as putting one’s foot down, first
off cannot be accepted as based on discrimination of the mere ground.?® This
is because such ordinary actions would [problematically] take place even with
respect to something that has thorns. If one were to say that [such ordinary
actions] are based on discrimination of the ground in isolation, to this too we
should pose a dilemma: Do those [ordinary actions] proceed from the discrim-

ination of the ground in isolation? Or from discrimination in isolation of the

23This passage does not mirror any discussions in Kumarila or Umveka, but is rather
Salikanatha offering further arguments on their behalf.
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ground??*

Among these options, if one accepts the former view, then, since one
would accept discrimination of isolation over and above the intrinsic nature of
the ground, one would admit that absence is a [further] object of knowledge.?

But if one were to resort to the latter view, then inquiry into whether there
are very small insects or thorns would be [problematically] pointless, given that
ordinary action would take place (i) when there is discrimination of the mere
ground and (ii) when one had not apprehended very small insects or thorns.
This is because that very discrimination of the ground in isolation should be
obtained through inquiry based on effort. If that discrimination of the ground
in isolation obtained even without effort, then investigation based on effort into
whether there are very small bugs or thorns would be pointless. [But], because
it is impossible to obtain discrimination of isolation without effort, effort is
in fact warranted. This is because non-observation of a perceivable object is
the cause for awareness of absence, and small bugs and thorns do not become
perceivable without effort.?® Therefore, inquiry preceded by effort is in fact
warranted to make them perceivable.

Moreover, there would be inferences to fictional objects such as the horns
of the hare, because their absence could not be discriminated. But if absence is
an object of knowledge, then it is tenable that the inference would be blocked,

because its content would be rebutted.?’

2Salikanatha is  exploiting an ambiguity in the Sanskrit compound keval-
abhiitaladipariccheda, whereby the adjective kevala could modify either bhitaladi or
pariccheda.

250n the first disambiguation, ‘discrimination of the ground in isolation’ involves apprehend-
ing the ground’s isolation. However, the view that absence is just the locus in isolation, construed
as the intrinsic nature of the locus, was already rejected. This first disambiguation therefore sup-
posedly commits one to the view that apprehending absence involves apprehending a negative
property, isolation, over and above any positive entity. The reductionist opponent accordingly
must reject the first disambiguation and commit to the remaining alternative.

26 According to the view under consideration, to notice the absence of thorns on the ground
is to apprehend the ground without apprehending the thorns. The Bhatta raises the following
issue: Suppose you find yourself in a garden where you are tempted to walk around barefoot.
Since you are in a garden, you throw off your shoes only once you discern that there are not very
small (sizksma) thorns or insects on the ground. The problem, however, is that very small objects
are not immediately perceivable. Just as objects in the dark become perceivable by turning on
the lights, small thorns are made perceivable by searching for them: One would not see them
without looking for them. But if all it takes to apprehend the absence of thorns is to apprehend
the floor without apprehending thorns, there should be no need to search for the thorns before
going barefoot. Therefore, the Bhatta argues, apprehending their absence must be more than just
apprehending the floor.

21The notion of ‘rebuttal’ (badha) here requires disagreement (visamvada) between the con-
tents of one’s states of awareness. Suppose S perceptually knows that p. But, in some confusion,
S later attempts to infer that —p. S’s knowledge that p is said to ‘rebut’ the content of their
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2.2 Salikanatha’s View

ucyate | bhavanam  avagatir  dvividha | eka  tavad
bhavantarasamsrstavisaya, apara ca tadekavisaya | yapi ca
tadekavisaya buddhih, sapi dvividha pratiyogini drsye ’drsye ca |
tatra drsye pratiyogini ya tadekavisaya buddhih, saiva tasya pratiyogino
’bhava ity ucyate | (PP 286.12-287.3)

[Salikanatha:] We reply: Awareness of positives is of two kinds. To begin, one
has an intentional object associated with another positive and the other has only
[a certain positive] L as its intentional object.”® Awareness that has only L as its
intentional object is, in turn, of two kinds, depending on whether the counter-
positive is perceivable or imperceptible.” Among these, that very awareness
whose only intentional object is L and which arises when the counterpositive is

perceivable is said to be the absence of that counterpositive.3’

2.2.1 An Argument for Mental State Reductionism

yo ’pi hi prameyam abhdavam aparam aha, so ’pi pratiyogini
drsye tadekavisayam buddhim tavad avasSyam abhyupaiti | na hi
samsrstavisayabuddhyudayendpy adrsye pratiyoginy abhavo ’vagamy-
ate | kim ca drsyadarsanam abhavavagame pramanam | na ca
pramanam antarena prameyasiddhir astiti yatrabhavo ’bhyupaga-
maniyah tatravasyam drsyadarsanam asrayaniyam | tulyopalamb-

thought that —p. As this applies in this case, suppose that apprehending the absence of O is
not to apprehend some negative entity, but merely to apprehend the locus without apprehending
O. Then consider an agent who falsely ‘infers’ that hares have horns. According to the view
under consideration, the agent has never previously apprehended the absence of horns on a hare.
Rather, they have only apprehended hares without apprehending horns. The problem, therefore,
is that there would be no prior state of awareness to rebut this agent’s attempt to infer that hares
have horns.

281 translate bhavantarasamsrsta as ‘associated with another positive’ in the singular for two
reasons. First, Salikanatha below will distinguish between the intentional objects of the two
kinds of states of awareness he enumerates here: positives with a second item (sadvitiya) and
solitary (ekakin) positives. Second, the paradigmatic cases Salikanatha considers involve either
an object at a locus or the absence of an object at a locus. There is, however, no reason to assume
that Salikanatha is committed to a general bottleneck on content of two items at once.

2Note that for Salikanatha’s purposes, the single intentional object will be the locus of the
absent object or property. For this reason, I translate the pronoun zat (in this context, functioning
as a variable) as L. However, L can be any positive object.

308alikanatha distinguishes between three kinds of states of awareness: (i) awareness with an
intentional object associated with another positive; (ii) awareness whose only intentional object
is L and which arises when the counterpositive is imperceptible; and (iii) awareness whose only
intentional object is L and which arises when the counterpositive is perceivable. A case of (i)
would be perceiving a pot on the floor. A case of (ii) would be, to use Salikanatha’s previous
example, briefly glancing at an empty floor where a very small insect is absent. And a case of
(iii) would be perceiving an empty floor where you excepted to find a large, bright blue pot.
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hayogyarthantaradarsanena drsyanupalambho ’vadharyate | ato drsye
pratiyogini tadekavisayopalabdhir eva varam abhavo ’stu | (PP 287.3-9)

This is because even someone who says that absence is a further object of
knowledge must first off accept awareness whose only intentional object is L
and which arises when the counterpositive is perceivable. The reason is that,
if the counterpositive is imperceptible, as well as through the arising of aware-
ness with an intentional object associated [with another object or property],
one undergoes no awareness of absence. Moreover, non-observation of a per-
ceivable [object or property] is the instrument of knowledge for absence. Nor
does one establish an object of knowledge without an instrument of knowl-
edge. Therefore, where one accepts absence, one must accept non-observation
of a perceivable [object or property]. One ascertains his non-apprehension of
a perceivable [object or property] by perceiving another object that is suited to
being an object of a similar apprehension. Therefore, it is best to let absence
just be apprehension whose only intentional object is L and which arises when

the counterpositive is perceivable.!

2.2.2 Two Objections to Mental State Reductionism

nanu yady abhavo nasti, katham tarhi yatra prak samsrstabuddhir astit,
tatra tadekavisaya buddhir avirbhavati | pradhvamsabhavabhyupagame
tu sa syat | api ca vinapi tadekavisayam buddhim abhavavagatir asti |
anumanadyekavisayanam bhavanam anumanddyabhave ’bhavo drsyate
| tatra tulyopalambhayogyabhavantaraikavisaya buddhir nasti, atha
cabhavo 'vagamyata iti tadekavisayabuddhivyatirekenapy abhavo gamy-
ata iti | (PP 287.10-288.2)

[Objection:] If there is no absence, then how does awareness whose only inten-
tional object is L arise in a case where previously there was awareness [of L]

associated [with another object or property]? However, if we accept posterior

3183likanatha develops an argument for taking absence to be a state of awareness. He first
argues that the Bhatta opponent must accept that to learn of absence, an agent must perceive
only the locus and the counterpositive must be perceivable: One does not learn that there is no
pot on the floor by perceiving a pot on the floor, nor does one learn that there are no very tiny
insects on the floor just by very briefly perceiving only the floor. Further, he argues, we require a
means by which learn of absence. For the Bhatta, that means is non-observation of a perceivable
object. But how does one learn that they are not observing a perceivable object? Salikanatha
answers: by perceiving only the locus. Therefore, learning of the absence of a perceivable
object P at a locus L is always correlated with observing L without observing P. To explain this
correlation, let the absence of P at L just be awareness of only L.
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absence, there could be awareness whose only intentional object is L.*?
Moreover, even without awareness whose only intentional object is L, there
is awareness of absence. When there is [no indirect instrument of knowledge],
such as inference, with respect to positives that would exclusively be intentional
objects of [indirect instruments of knowledge] such as inference, absence is ap-
prehended. In those cases, there is no awareness whose only intentional object
is another positive L suited to being the object of a similar awareness. And yet,
one undergoes an awareness of absence. Therefore, one apprehends absence

even without awareness whose only intentional object is L.

2.2.3 Explaining Away Absence Causation

atrabhidhiyate | yasyapi mate pradhvamsabhavas svikriyate tam
api prati paryanuyogo ’yam Sakyate datum | yasya yatra bhava
asit, katham tasya tatrabhava iti | sa cet paryanuyukto brite yat
karanopanipatavasena tasminn evabhavo jayate iti, tato vayam api
vaditum Saktah karanopanipatad eva tadekavisaya buddhir avirbhavatiti
| yathaiva sa vadi pradhvamsabhavasya karanam aha, tathaiva
tadekavisayaya buddher api vayam vaditum ksamah | (PP 288.3-8)

To this, we reply: Even against someone on whose view posterior absence is
accepted, we can give a rejoinder. How is there the absence of something at a
location where there was its presence? If he, faced with this rejoinder, says that
absence is produced at that very location in virtue of the presence of a cause,
then we are also able to state that awareness whose only intentional object is L
comes to exist from just the same presence of that cause. In the very same way
that the opponent specifies the cause of the posterior absence, we can state the

cause of awareness whose only intentional object is L.

32We have to understand the antecedent “if there is no absence” (yady abhavo nasti) in a re-
stricted way, as Salikanatha is not an eliminativist about absence. Rather, many philosophers in
the Sanskrit tradition draw a distinction between prior absence (pragabhava), the absence of an
object that does not yet exist; and posterior absence (dhvamsabhava), the absence of something
that did but no longer exists. The opponent notes that Salikanatha will want to deny such distinc-
tions between temporally-individuated kinds of absence and raises Kumarila’s (SV 409.3-410.12
abhava 2-8) argument that we require these distinctions to make sense of transitions between
states in which objects or properties come in or out of existence.

33Suppose we explain the transition of an object existing at time 7, to not existing at tht1 by
appealing to posterior absence: At #, the object obtains, and then at 7, its posterior absence
obtains. Salikanatha points out that this is just to redescribe the transition between states in terms
of a temporally-individuated kind of absence. The explanation required is deeper: Why does the
posterior absence obtain? Salikanatha argues that whatever is cited as the cause of the posterior
absence can be cited as the cause of awareness whose only intentional object is L.
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athocyeta  mudgarabhighatadih  ksaniko  ’bhavasya  karanam,
sa katham kalantare tadekavisayam  buddhim  janayatiti |
hanta  tarhi  kapalamaladyutpattis  tadekavisayabuddhikaranam
astu | etena desantaranite vastuni tadekavisaya  buddhir
vyakhyata | atrapi deSantaram nitasya vastunas tatra sthitir eva
tadekavisayabuddhinimittam ity asrayanityam | (PP 288.8—-13)

If one were to reply:

[Objection:] Momentary events such as the strike of a mallet are the causes
of absence. How does that produce, at another time, awareness whose only
intentional object is L?

[Response:] Well then let the arising of the group of pot pieces be the cause
for awareness whose only intentional object is L!** In this way, with respect
to something that has been moved to another location, awareness whose only
intentional object is L is explained. Even in this case, we accept that, for a
thing that has moved to another location, just its being there is the cause for

awareness whose only intentional object is L.

nanu ca bhavatu  svakaranopanipatat tadekavisaya — buddhih,
samsrstavisayapi tu kim iti na syat | tasyah karanavindsat sa na
syad iti cet, angikrtas tarhi nasaparaparyayo ’'bhavah | ucyate |
na vayam api samsrstabuddheh karanavinasam abhavam briamabh,
kim tu bhavantarodaya eva karanavinasa iti brimah 135 nanu
niranvayavinasininam  buddhyadinam  kasya  bhavantarasyodayo
vinasah | ucyate | dharminah svaripamatrenavasthanam eva tatra
bhavantarodayo 'vagantavyah | (PP 288.14-289.1)

[Objection:] Let awareness whose only intentional object is L be due to the
presence of its cause. However, why would there not also be awareness [of L]
associated [with another object or property]?

[Response:] Because the causes of that awareness would be destroyed, that
awareness would not arise.

[Objection:] Then you would accept an absence that would be synonymous
with destruction.

[Response:] We reply: We also do not say that the destruction of the causes

for awareness [of L] associated [with another object or property] is an absence.

34The phrase hanta tarhi might suggest an intermediate view (uttarapaksa), but I take this to
be Salikandtha returning to his own voice. No other markers signal a return to his own voice,
and the view articulated in this response is entirely consistent with his own position.

35 Favouring Mukunda Sastri’s reading at PP, (121.25-122.1), but with Subrahmanya Sastri
reading bhavantarodaya rather than bhavantaradaya. Subrahmanya Sastri reads: na vayam api
samsrstabuddheh karanam vinasam briimah, kim tu bhavantarodaya eva karanam iti brismah |
(PP 288.16-17).
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But rather, we say that the destruction of those causes is just the arising of
another positive.
[Objection:] For entities such as states of awareness which are destroyed
without continuity, the arising of which other positive is the destruction?
[Response:]  Only the state of the property-bearer on its own
(svarapamatrena) must be understood to be the arising of the positive in that

CaSC.36

2.2.4 Intrinsic Nature as Solitary Positive

nanu kim idam svaripamatram | na tavat svariapam eva, tasya
dharmodayakale ’py avinasat | tasmad dharmabhava eva dharminas
svaridpamatram ity angikaraniyam | ucyate | na bhavatirikto 'bhavo
‘ngikriyate | bhava eva tv ekaki sadvitiyas ceti dvayim avastham anub-
havati | tatraikaki bhavas svariapamatram ucyate | (PP 289.2-6)

[Objection:] What is this ‘mere intrinsic nature’ (svarﬁpamdtra)?37 First off,
it is not [an object’s] intrinsic nature itself, because that is not destroyed even
at the time when a property arises. Therefore, one must accept that the mere
intrinsic nature of a property-bearer is just an absence of properties.
[Response:] We reply: We do not accept that absence is distinct from a
positive. However, positives in fact can be in two states: solitary positives, or
positives with a second item. Among these, a solitary positive is said to be [that

positive’s] mere intrinsic nature.’®

2.2.5 An Argument from Solitary Positives

yo ’pi cabhavakhyam tattvantaram abhyupaiti, tenapi tavad
ekakibhavopalambhanam asrityabhavapramitir  angikaraniya | na
hy apratite bhave ’bhavah pratiyate | tatra kidrsasya tavad bhavasya
pratitir abhavavagatau nimittam iti cintaniyam | kim sadvitiyasya |
athavabhavavisistasya | athava bhavabhavanapeksasyaikakina iti |

36The property-bearer (dharmin) just being the locus that bore the absent object or property.

3The term svaripamatrena, which Salikanatha used in the previous passage, has the id-
iomatic sense of ‘on its own’, but literally means ‘by its mere intrinsic nature’. The opponent
now presses Salikanatha on this notion.

38The opponent argues that we have to explain an object’s mere intrinsic nature, or its isolated
intrinsic properties, as an absence of extrinsic properties. This would undermine Salikanatha’s
attempts to explain away causation by absence. He responds by introducing the notion of a
solitary positive and identifies the intrinsic nature of a locus with the solitary locus. A solitary
positive would be just a floor, while a positive with a second item would be a floor that houses a
pot. However, a similar concern arises: Would a floor not simply be solitary insofar as it houses
no further items?
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tatra na tavat sadvitiyasya bhavasya jiianapurassaram abhavajiianam
sambhavati, ghatavati bhiitale pratite tadabhavavagamaprasangat
I napy abhavavisistabhavavasayanimittabhavavagatih,
atmasrayadosaprasangat | abhavam hi pratitya tadvisistam bhavam
avasayabhavah pratipattavya ity abhavavagatir evabhavabodhodaye
karanam iti vyaktam atmasrayatvam | (PP 289.6-15)

Even someone who accepts that there is a further entity called ‘absence’ should
first off also agree that one learns of absence on the basis of apprehending a
solitary positive. This is because one does not undergo an awareness of absence
if he undergoes no awareness of a positive. With respect to this, we should
inquire: First off, awareness of what sort of positive is the cause for aware