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·pREFACE 

The thesis has been prepared for the fulfilment of the Ph.D. degree of the 

University of North Bengal. The principal objectives of this thesis are as 

follows: 

The present work entitled : 'The Concept of Tarka' and Its Role in 

Philosophical Analysis'· is an attempt to provide an account of what is 

meant by Tarka both by the older and Navya Naiyayikas. It also shows how 

this Tarka has been brought to a developed and .superior position by the 

Navya Naiyayikas in the course of time. Besides, to make the idea of Tarka 

as understood and discussed by Nyaya school more clear Tarka has 

observed by other schools , such as Jaina , Samkhya, Mimamsa, Bauddhya 

and Vedanta has also been put forward 

Here an attempt ·has been made to present the utility of Tark& in our 

practical file. A conscious reader of this dissertation can easily understand 

how the mathod of Tarka is adopted by us every now and then in our day to 

day life to substantiate our own position by negating that of the opponents. 

It is well known to us that inference as a praftiaha has been denied by 

the carvakas. They maintain that the inference as a source of valid cognition 

is impossible. because Vyapti-fnana, the nerve certre of inference, is not 

possible to ascertain. This work is a sincere attempt to show how beautifully 

and logically the Older Naiyayikas in general and the Navya Naiyayikas in 

particular have presented that through the application of Tarka along with 

some other means vyapti, the nerve centre of inference, is ascertained and 

thereby inference as a source of valid cognition is possible. 
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The Older Naiyayikas hold that Tarka is of two kinds

Vi~ayaparisadhaka and Vyabhicarasainkanivartaka. The Navya Naiyayikas 

reject the former one and accept the tatter one only. An effort has been 

made to establish the fact that Vi~ayaparisadhaka Tarka cannot be denied. 

A burning controversy is seen among the Indian philosophers about 

whether Tarka is a separate and independent pramana or just a helping 

condition i.e. promoter to a pramana. The Naiyayikas with some other 

thinkers observe that Tarka is a promoter to a pramana , whereas the 

Jainas , the Madhvas and some other thinkers maintain that Tarka is a 

separate and independent pramana . Extensive care has been taken to 

substantiate the view of the Naiyayikas by rejecting that of the Jainas and 

the Madhvas in the yoncluding chapter which is exclusively the result of the 

personal reflection. 

For the sake of better presentation and understanding the Sanskrit 

terms have been put in Italics. Besides, the references have been given 

after the concluding chapter of the work. 
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Chapter -1 

DEFINITION AND ClASSIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE 

ACCORDING TO NYAYA SCHOOL: 

Knowledge plays a vital role in the development of each and 

every aspect of human life. How far one will progress in one's 

economic and political aspect of life is mainly based upon how much 

knowledge and experience one will gather in these fields. The same 

can truly be said in the case of our social and spiritual life. Knowledge 

is the key-factor for social recognition and establishment. All the great 

men like Rabindr~nath Tagore, Shakespere, Socrates, Plato, Aristotle 

and so on are still alive in the mind of the whole society because of 

their intellectual contribution to society. Spiritual upliftment is entirely 

depended upon knowledge. Perhaps keeping this in view, Socrates 

tells us that virtue is knowledge. All the men spiritually developed like 

Ramkrishna Paramhansa Deva, Swami Vivekananada, Sri 

Chaitanyadeva, Goutam Buddha, Jesus Christ, Hajrat Mohammed, 

etc advocate that ignorance is the sole cause of our bondage and 

sufferings, and it is knowledge through which liberation, the ultimate 

goal of our life be attained. Thus it is seen that our whole life, material 

as well as spiritual, is based upon knowledge. Keeping this 

importance of knowledge in view philosophy renders a lot of efforts 

to deal with it. Particularly the Nyaya School has given so much 

importance upon the cQncept of knowledge that it is regarded as 

Tarkavidya or Indian logic. 
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In dealing with the concept of knowledge the question which 

arises in our mind at first is - What is knowledge? But unfortunately, 

a diversity of opinion is found among the philosophers regarding the 

definition of knowledge. Consequently, any singular universally 

accepted definition of knowledge can not be derived. Even the Indian 

scholars of different schools do not go hand in hand in defining the 

same. Here, in this paper, we are concerned only with the definition 

of knowledge as stated by Nyiiya thinkers. 

Annambhatta in his Tarkasamgraha says, "Cognition (buddh1) is 

consciousness (Jnana) and is that quality (guna) which is the ground 

(hetu) of all usage (vyavahara). This is of two kinds memory and 

anubhava" .1 

It is important to note that though the word 'buddhi' as used by 

Nyaya schoot means the same as knowtedge or jnana it does not do 

so ·in other schoots. Say for example, 'buddhf in Sarhkhya school 

refers to the first evolute of primordial matter. The general_ meaning of 

the same aiso does not tally with that of the Naiyayikas. By the term 

'buddhi' we, the common people generally mean the capacity of 

understanding we possess. 

The Naiyayikas take self or atman as a substance and 

cognition as a quality of it. It is worthy to note that as far as the 

observation of the Naiyayikas is concerned knowledge is a quality of 

the soul, but not essence of it as maintained by the Vedantins . 
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Cognition is an accidental quality and not an essential nature of the 

soul. In order to make us conscious about this truth the Naiyayikas 

use 'cognition' and 'buddhi' in one and the same sense. The 

implication of the use of the two terms in identical sense lies in the 

fact that 'buddhi' is an accidental quality of the soul, likewise cognition 

is atso accidental quality of the same. 

All the words and phrases used in the definition of cognition 

noted above are highly essential. If the term 'quality' were dropped 

from the definition then the definition would have suffered from the 

faUacy of over coverage ( ativyapti) since it would include or cover 

time, space etc. within the purview of knowledge, which actually is not 

the case. Again, if the phrase 'ground of all usage' were not added to 

the definition then the definition would have been vitiated by the 

fallacy of over coverage. If the said phrase were dropped from the 

definition then any sort of quality like colour, taste, smell, etc. would 

have been cognition. But actually this is not the case. Colour, taste, 

smell, etc. are quality no doubt, but they are not the cause of all 

usage. So, the insertion of the phrase 'ground of all usage' to the 
. 

definition is quite justified. 

But it is important to note . that the Nyaya thinkers are in 

confusion regarding the actual meaning of the phrase 'ground of an 

usage'. But it is · important to note that the Nyaya thinkers are in 

confusion regarding the actual meaning of the phrase 'ground of all 

usages' . The meaning phrase, as noted in Siddhanta Candrodaya 

and Padak[tya , is eating, walking, speaking, in a word all sorts of 
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activity. But if the meaning of the phrase in question· is understood in 

this· sen'se then even the non-voluntary actions be counted as an 

effect produced by cognition or consciousness. But the fact is 

otherwise, as we perform non-voluntary actions fully unconsciously. 

Thus the definition be the subject of the fallacy of over coverage. 

Keeping this problem in view, 'Nyaya-Bodhini' and 'Mlakanthi' 

records the meaning of the phrase as the ground . of all linguistic 

usage. If the meaning of the phrase is understood in this sense then, 

·the so called non-voluntary actions with some voluntary actions like 

eating, walking, etc which are not the cause of linguistic usage,will be 

excluded from the definition of knowledge and thereby the definition 

will be free from the fallacy of over-coverage. 

But the meaning of the phrase under consideration as noted 

down in 'Nyaya Bodhini' and 'Niiakanthi' is also not purely free from 

. all sorts of limitations and defects. If the meaning is understood in this 

sense then the definition of knowledge suffers from the fallacy of. 

under coverage. Indeterminate knowledge is a knowledge proper, no 

doubt, but it is not the ground of linguistic usage. So, this knowledge 

can not be regarded as a case of knowledge as far as the meaning of 
- --------·· . 

the phrase 'grou'1d of all usage' put down in ~Nyaya Bodhini' and 

'Nliakanthi is concerned. 

Keeping the problem mentioned above in mind Annambhatta in. 

his Tarkasarhgraha D/pika counts knowledgehood (Jnanatva) as a 

defining mark of knowledge. To clear this idea it should be elucidated. 

Some philosophers are of the opinion that knowledge is self-
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luminous. But tJyaya-VaisE;~ika, on the other hand, observes that 

knowledge is not self-luminous. A cognitive state comes to be known 

in a subsequent state of cognition called 'anuvyavasaya' which is a 

kind of internal perception. When I have a state of cognition, say, 

perceiving a table, I do not at that precise instant know that I have 

such a cognition. I come to know only at a sebsequence instant that I 

have a perception of the table. This latter perception is known as the 

subsequent perception or 

'apuvyava_saya' of the original perception which · is known as 

'Vyavasaya'. This internal perception reveals the state of the original 

cognition as a state of consciousness. The original states , of 

consciousness have an indefinite number of multiplicity and the same . 
can truly be said in the case of the corresponding states of internal 

perception of these original states. Now each and every original 

cognitive state is a state of consciousness. So, they possess 

something in common. This something is nothing but universal 

'consciousness'. In Sanskrit terminology the original state of cognition 

is called a state of Jnana and the common feature present in each 

and every state of cognition is said as 'Jnanatva'. This jnanatva or 

knowledgehood is present in each and every case of knowled~e 

either nirvikalpaka or savikalpaka_ So, it is seen that the definition of 

knowledge given in 'Tarlca samgraha Dlpika'_is free from all sorts of 

defects. 
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Now let us deal with the classification' of knowledge suggested 

by Nyaya. Knowledge, to them , is of two kinds: memory and 

anubhava. 

Memory or recollection· is defined in TS as the consciousness 

which results only from Sarhskara. 3 But it is worthy to note that the 

term Sarhskara here has been used. in a technical way. Generally 

Samskara_means a trace or impression. But here Samskara has 

been used by the Naiyayikas and Vaise~ikas as a term having wider 

significance including speed and elasticity as well as physical trace, · 

which is specially called bhavana. This is why TSO explains it as 

bhavana. 

The definition of memory given comprises three phrases, and 

the special significance of them has been explained by TSD in the 

following way: (a) consciousness (b) which results from Samskara 

and (c) only or alone.4 (a) If the term 'consciousness' were dropped 

from the definition then it would have suffered from the fallacy of 

over-coverage, since it would cover or include the destruction of trace 

within the purview of memory which actually is not the case. The 

'destruction of trace' also is the outcome of 'trace'. But yet it is not 

memcry at all. So in order to avoid this difficulty the term 

'consciousness' has been inserted to the definition. Though the 

effect, destruction of trace, necessarily presupposes trace as a 

cause, obviously this is not the state of consciousness. But memory, 

of course,- is a state of consciousness. 
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(b) Tr.e insertion of the phrase - 'which results from trace' to the 

definition saves the definition from being vitiated by the same 

fallacy mentioned above i.e. the fallacy of overcoverage. If the said 

clause were omitted from the definition it would have stood as 

·.'memory is. consciousness' and thus it would cover the perceptual 

knowledge, for those are also the state of consciousness. But the 

perceptual knowledge inspite of necessarily being a state of 

consciousness like memory. Clearly it is not the 'result of any trace 

like the latter one'. So the insertion of the second clause to the 

definition prevents it from the fallacy of overcoverage. 

(c) The word 'only' or 'alone' has been inserted to the definition of 

knowledge because it -also bears a great significance in it. If this 

term were dropped from the aforesaid definition, it would have read 

as "memory is the cognition which results from a trace and thereby 

it also invites the blemish of over coverage like the former owes in 

a different way. For a recognitive cognition (pratyabhijfiB) is also a 

cognition resulting from a trace, though obviously it is not memory 

but perception. The insertion of the term 'alone' to the definition 

prevents it (definition} from being the subject of the difficulty 

already mentioned, because recognitive perception is due to some 

trace no doubt but it is not due to trace alone. It also requires some 

othe~ conditions called sense-object contact which is not applicable 

to the case of memory-cognition. 

In defining anubhava it is said that anubhava is that kind of 

knowledge which is different from memory or sm(ti. It is important to 

note that here may translate anubhava as direct or immediate 
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cognition. But it will be mistaken for even the mediate knowledge like 

inference, testimony etc. belong to anubhava,_as used by Nyaya

Vaisesika. 

Veridical and non-Verdical anubhava : 

Anubhava, Nyaya- Vaise~ike maintains, is of two kinds : 

Veridicai(Yathartha) and non-veridical (ayathartha). 5 A cognition 

which has, for its subject (determinans or prakara), something 'p' (ta_t) 

when its predicate (determinandum , or vise~ya) has that something 

(tadvat}, for example the knowledge, "This is snake" in the case of 

snake is called veridical anubhava or prama. 

The definition of verdical cognition or prama can hardly be 

understood and explained unless and until we understand and 

analyse what we mean by prakara and vise~ya. 

Knowledge, is of something which is known as the object or the 

cognitum (Vi$aya) of the knowledge concerned. Usually this object is 

a complex entity composing of 'vise~ya', ' prakara', and 'sari7sarga'. 

Vise~ya in the object is one which is characterised by something, and 

prE:l}<~r..a on the other hand is that which characterises the vise~ya. Let 

us explain the idea by citing a concrete example. Suppose I perceive 

a snake. In this perception, the object concerned is a complex entity 

which may be descried as 'something' which is characterised is called 

the vise~ya and 'snakeness' which characterises the something i.e. 

snake is said to be the prakara or vise~a{la of the perception in 
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quastion. The same can truly be said about other kinds of cognitive 

states like knowledge by testimony, inference , and so on. 

Now let us turn to the analysis of the terms , inserted in the 

definition of verdical cognition or prama and thereby the justificaion of 

the definition as a whole. The definition given in TS and TSD stands -

' tadvati tatprakarakanubhavah'. The San skirt word 'tat' is usually a 

demonstrative pronoun which means 'that' . But here this term has 

been used not in a traditional sense but in technical sense meaning 

anything which figures at the 'characteriser' (prakara) or 

/ ideterminans' in the object of an anybhava. Here 'tat' is a variable for 

the determinans of a cognition varies from case to case and that is 

why is has been translated here as 'something' (P) without having 

any constant value. The term 'tad-vat' is also a variable like the 

former one with the meaning that which has the something the 

change of 'tat' to 'tad' is just an euphonic one in the Sanskrit 

language. The seventh case ending 'ni' has been added to 'tad-vat' 

and thereby the term 'tad-vati' is formed. It means 'when there is that 

. which has the something (P) . This is what is about the meaning of 

the individual terms inserted to the definition. The meaning or sense 

of the definition as a wholestands - veridical cognition or prania is an 

'anubhava' which has for its determinans (prakara - object) 

'something' when the determinandum (visesya-object) is that which 
' has that somethig.' 6 This version is somehow similar to that of the 

correspondence theory of truth. 

But Annambhatta in his definition shows that the definition 

does not cover some cases of veridical cognition and it thereby 
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suffers from the fallacy of under-coverage (avyapt1). Say, for 

example, the cognition of 'potness in a ·pot' presented to be 

-. presented to a percipient subject, as a veridical one beyond 

doubt. But as long as the definition given in TS goes 

this cognition does not come under the purview of veridical cognition. 

This knowledge has 'potness' for its determinandum (vise$ya) and 

'pot' for its determinans ( prakara). It would conform to the aforesaid 

definition of true cognition if the 'pot' (here the prakara) would have 

been present in 'potness' (here the Visesya). But actually the case is 

otherwise, for potness is present in pot, not the vice - versa. The 

definition requires that there just actually be the 'tad-vat' which is 

obviously absent from the knowledge concerned. Since, if 'tat' in the 

present case stands for the prakara 'pot' the 'tadvat' should be the 

vise$ya 'potness' as having 'pot'. But 'potness' cannot surely have 

'pot' for its determinans. Thus the required 'tad-vad' is absent form 

the case in question and therefore the definition of veridical anubhava 

given in TS in terms of 'tad-vad' fails. 

In order to make the definition free from the defects already 

mentioned, the author proposes the phrase 'tad-vati • in the place of 

'tad-_ vat' is his TSD. 'Tad-vati' is a phrase which merias 'when there 

is that which has a relation to the 'something' (P) . In the case of the 

knowledge under discussion 'pot' obviously has a relation to 'potness' 

and thereby it conforms to the definition of valid cognition given in 

TSD. 7 
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It is worthy to note that as between 'pot' and 'potness' though 

'potness' can be said to be present in 'pot' it can not be said 

otherwise. 'Potness' is known as 'pratiyogin' (the relatum) and 'pot' 

the 'anuyogin' (the locu~) of the relation that potness bears to pot. As 

'potness' and 'pot' are related entities both can truly be said to bear 

some relation. But it should be pointed out that the relation that 

'potness' bears to pot is not similar with but different from the relation 

that 'pot' bears to potness in status and that is why, though the 

former one can ·be expressed indifferently in terms of 'in' and 'has', 

latter one cannot . 

The term 'has' used in TS definition bears some meaning which 

is different from the meaning it usually bears. In other words, the term 

'tad-vaf has beeh used here in its secondary sense but not in its 

primary sense. The scope of the former one is, no doubt, broader 

than that of the latter one and thus tte author becomes successful in 

making the TS definition of true knowledge free from the charge of 

undercoverege. 

Here, again, one thing should be highlighted. The term 'prama' 

has been used by . different philosophers belonging to various 

schools. But the Nyaya usage of this term is different form others to 

some extent. For instance, the term 'prama' as used in Vaise~ika

texts means true cognition of all types. But as long as the Nyaya 

usage is concerned, 'prama' means only a veridical anubhava. 
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Non-veridical anubhava : 

The definition of non-veridical anubhava (aprama) given in TS 

stands ; " Non-veridical anubhava is a cognition which has for its 

determinahs (prakara) something 'P' when its determinandum ( 

Vise~ya) is characterised by the absence of that something . To cite 

an example, 'the perception of snake' in respect of rope. Here this 

perceptual cognition has for its determinans ( prakara ) 'snakeness' 

but its determinandum ( Vise$ya ) is actually characterised by 

· :'fiiJI 'absence of ssnakeness' .8 

But Annambhatta in his TSD maintains that the TS definition of 

aprama or non-veridical anubhava is not sound, since it remains to 

be the subject of the charge of overcoverage. Some explanation is 

needed to understand this difficulty.'Conjunction' according to Nytfya, 

is a quality which exists in the substances concoined with each other. 

For instance, when ther is a book on the table, it implies that there is 

a relation between them known as conjunction . This relation of 

conjunction resides between the table and the book. But at the same 

time it is also true that this relation does not reside in them . For it is 

_present in some of the parts of them and absent from some of the 

parts too. 

If this is the case .then the cognition - This table has contact 

with a book may as well be described as 'a cognition which has for its 

determinans ( prakara ) something 'P' when its determinandum ( 

. Vise~ya) 'the table' is not characterised by 'P' or is characterised by 

the absence of 'P'. Thus the definition of non-veridical anubhava 
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mentioned in TS would apply to the cases of knowledge like this 

which is surely accepted as valid one·. So the TS definition of false 

cognition is too wide. 

To overcome this difficulty the TSD defines false cognition in 

the following way : "A false cognition is that which has for its 

determinans ( prakara ) something 'P' in a certain relation 'r' ( 

sambandha ) to a certain aspect (avacchedaka ) of the 

determinandum ( Vise~ya ), when the latter has the absence of 

something 'P' in that relation 'r' (Yatsambandhabhavana ) to that 

aspect a (Yadavacchedaka )." 9 TSD points out that a cognition 

conforms to the definition of false cognition , if it has for its 

determinans qualified conjunction, i.e. conjunction in a certain relation 

to a certain aspect of the object. But in the case under discussion, the 

cognition has for its determinans unqualified conjunction. So this 

definition of false cognition or non-veridical anubhava cannot be 

applied here in this case and thus it remains free from the charge of 

overcoverage. 

After giving the definition of veridical anubhava or pramli and 

non-veridical anubhava or aprama. Annarilbhatta turns to the 

classification of them. Veridical anubhava or prama , he says, is of 

four kinds- pratyak~a. anumiti, upamiti I and sabda. And it is specia\ 

condition ( karaJ1a ) which is also known as prama.na also can be 

classified into four kinds- pratyak~a. anumana ' upama_na and sabda 

. Here we shall deal not with th~ veridical anubhava or prama but 

with the non - veridical anubhava or aprama . So, let us drop the 
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discussion of veridical anubhava and go on only with the non-

veridical one. 

Non - veridical cognition or aprama : 

Non- veridical cognition is of three kinds of doubt, error and 

Tarka. 10 But , it should be noted that in TSD an objection has been 

raised against this classification , given in TS. TSD maintains that 

dreaming too should be considered to be eognitive state of mind and 

therefore it should be enumerated as the fourth kind of non-veidical 

cognition . But this objection can be met by saying that actually 

dreaming is not different from but similar with error. But since it is not 

owing to any defect in the external sense-organs nor due to any 

defect in external·,nature, it must be because of some internal defect. 

So, it is called as a kind of subjective or internal error. 

Here, we shall drop the discussion of the first two i.e. doubt and 

error just by hinting at and go through in details with the last one 

{tarka ). 

Doubt: 

Doubt is the apprehension in respect of the same substaPtive . 

That is, it is characterised by many mutually opposed characters. For 

· instance," May it be a post or a person?" 11 

But one may raise an objection by saying that this definition is 

too wide since this would also cover a selfcontradictory statement like 

" This is both a stick and a man ". A contradictory statement can 
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hardly be considered to be the case of knowledge for it does not 

represent any cognitive state of mind. 

But doubt, on the contrary, is definitely knowledge since it 

represents a cognitive state of mind. That is why, the- aforesaid 

definition of doubt cannot be accepted. 

Another more plausible objection may be raised that doubt in 

fact, should not be considered to be invalid cognition. Since the cases 

where there is the definite assertion of a certain character in regard 

to a subject to which it does not really belong is taken to be invalid 

cognition . But this is not applicab\e to the case of doubt , on the 

contrary, it involves some suspense of judgement - this suspense is 

due to many cont(ary suggestions. 

But this objection does not hold good in the case of Indian 

philosophy. 'Invalid cognition' used in Indian philosophy is differe11t 

from 'invalid cognition' used in western philosophy to some extent. In 

western philosophy, the phrase 'invalid cognition ' is indeed 

associated with -a judgement. But the phrase 'invalid cognition' used 

in Indian philosophy , particularly in Nyaya, stands for any cognition 

which fails to 'fulfil its function of delivering the truth about a thing. 

Doubt fails to fulfil its purpose just said , so, doubt is regarded as an_ 

invalid cognition. 

With a view to making the TS definition of doubt free from the 

blemish of over-coverage, the author, Annarilbhatta gives the 

definition of the same in TSD. This reformed definition reads as 

155237 
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"Doubt is the apprehension, in respect of the same substantive ..... " 12 

. The word 'same' in this definition prevents it form being too wide by 

concluding the application to what is called samiihalambana-Jnana 

or a cognition which has many things for its object and has for its 

predicate, many characters which are severally ascribed to the many 

things which constitute its subject. This sort of knowledge is 

expressed in terms of compound judgements having mutually 

opposed characters as predicate. A compound judgement of this type 

is not in respecet of one and the same substantive, but in respect of 

many substantive and that is why, it is not covered by TSD definition 

of doubt. 

The phrase 'mutually opposed' has been inserted to the 

definition to prevent it from being vitiated by the fallacy of over

coverage again. Had this phrase not been inserted then it would have 

been applied to judgement as "A pot is a subs!ance". Because this 

judgement is one having more than one character - 'potness' and 

'substancehood' and one subject "pot". But the definition with that 

phrase excludes this judgement since the characters concerned i.e. 

'pothood' and'substancehood' are not mutually opposed, for, they can 

well reside in the same thing at the same time. 

The term 'many' has been inserted to the definition to exclude 

the judgement like ''This is possessed of pothood which is opposed to 

'clothhood' from the purview of doubt. For although in this judgement 

two characters mentioned are opposed to each other yet only one of 

them, 'pothood', has been ascribed to the subject. 



l7 

Error or Viparyaya : 

TS defines Viparyaya simply as false cognition, meaning false 

anubhava. And the example given is 'this is silver' in respect of shell. 
13 But this definition tends to include sarhsaya or doubt. That is why 

TSD explains that viparyaya is a sure ·perceptual cognition having 

for its predicate, a character which does not belong to the subject of 

the knowledge in question. But doubt is a knowledge which is not 

certain at all and thereby remains untouched by the TSD definition . 14 

Tarka: 

Tarka is the third non-veridical 'anubhava' as enumerated by 

TS. Generally 'Tarka' means argument. But it should be noted that 

here in Nyaya system the term 'Tarka' has been used not in a 

general sense but in a highly technical sense. 

Tarka has been defined as the false assumption of something 

through the. false assumption of another thing which is invariably 

concomitant with that something, for example, 'If there were no fire, 

then, there~ould be no smoke'.15 It is the knowingly false cognition ( 

aropa) of something 'B' on the basis of the knowingly false cognition 

( aropa) of some other thing 'A' which is invariably concomitant with 

'8' . Here both 'B' and 'A' are known to be unreal and yet a relation 

between them is asserted. Here the Sanskrit term 'aropa' means a 

false assumption or a false ascription entertained for a while, 

knowingly fully well that what is assumed is false. So 'aropa' does not 

! ' 
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mean the same as what the 'error' means. For in the case of an 

erroneous knowledge, the person concerned does not know that the 

knowledge in question is wrong but in the case of an 'aropa' the 

person concerned is quite aware that it is false. This sort of wilful 

assumption of what is known to be false is called aharya jnana 

(meaning literally a piece of knowledge which is artificial and brought 

about by an act of consciously wilful distortion). 

So, it is obvious that Tarka is a false assumption. But it is 

worthy to note that every false assumption is not necessarily a Tarka. 

A false assumption should be considered to be Tarka only when it is 

entertained on the basis of another false assumption, through the 

knowledge of an invariable concomitance .between two things. If we 

entertain the pres'upposition that there is in the kitchen no smoke in 

spite of knowing that it is actually there in it ( Kitchen ) , then no doubt 

it will be an instance of aropa or false assumption, but it would not be 

correct to say that it is an instance of Tarka_. If a person perceives 

smoke in the hill and yet entertains the presupposition that there is 

no fire in it. Here he assumes absence of fire as a consequence of 

his assuming 'absence of smoke' which he knows to be invariably 

concomitant with 'absence of smoke'. A false assumption or apora 

like this is called Tarka. 

'Tarka' then is clearly a case of erroneous cognition and is 

admitted to be so by Annarhbhatta in his TSD. So, naturallly a 

question arises- why then has he enumerated it in TS as a separate 

variety of false anubhava or apramli ? The author replies this 

question by saying that it plays an important role in. helping a 
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cognitive instrument ( Prarh8[1a) , such as inference , to perform its 

appropriate function which the other erroneous cognitions fail to do 

and is regarded as a subspecies of aprama like error and doubt and 

not as a sub-species of error. 

But again our question is- How does Tarka help prama_na like 

inference ? The author , Annambhatta himself remains silent on this 
-point and it is Nilakantha who gives a little elucidation. Sometimes 

prama_na fails to produce its proper result because of some obstacles, 

such as doubt. Let us suppose that one infers the existence of fire in 

the hill on the perception of smoke in it. And he does this on the basis 

of the invariable concomitance (relation of Vyaptl) between smoke 

and fire i.e. hetu and sadhya . But one may doubt in the very 

invariable relationship between them and thereby doubt in the 

varacity of the inferential cognition itself. And as long as this doubt 

persists the process of inference would fail to generate its appropriate 

valid cognition, "There is fire in the hill". This doubt can be ruled out 

through the proper application of Tarka in the following way. "If there 

were no fire, there would not have been smoke". This Tarka in its turn 

is based on an established causal law holding between smoke and 

fire like 'smoke is caused by fire'. So to doubt the validity of Tarka 

amounts to doubt the validtty of the theory of causality itself. But no 

one questions the validity of the latter and thereby he has no proper 

right to doubt the validity of the former too. Thus by removing doubt 

Tarka helps a prama[la to perform its appropriate function. 
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Chapter - II 

THE CONCEPT OF TARKA IN OLDER NYAYA: 

In this chapter, we shall deal with the different opm1ons 

regarding 'Tarka' as proposed and suggested by various thinkers 

belonging to old Nyaya-system. 

Tarka is accepted one among the sixteen categories adopted m 

Nyaya., 

The definition of Tarka given by Goutama is ~s follows:" Tarka 

or Reductio-ad-absurdum is a form of deliberation ( Vha ) which is 

applied for the purpose of determining the specific nature of 'an 

object whose real nature is yet be known' by pointing out some real 

grounds in favour of it.''1 

The principal objective of Tarka_ is to reveal the right knowledge 

of an object. It is important to note that Tarka can be applied neither 

for the revelation of an object which is purely unknown nor for the 

revelatiqn of an object which purely known. It can be applied for the 

revelation of an object which is partially known and partially unknown. 

As to an object not known properly an enquiry may be seen in 

an individual. Afterwards the individual concerned in some cases 

becomes confused by seeing the existence of two contrary 

characteristic features in the enquired object. As long as confusion 

persists, one cannot know the enquired object. So ultimately he 

removes his· doubt by way of ascertaining one of the characteristic 
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features of the same object on the strength of some proofs found in 

favour of this alternative. In other words, the particular individual has 

got some proofs in favour of particular alternative, which 

automatically eliminates the other one.2 

Let us try to understand the method following· the line of 

Vatsyayana, with the help of an example. Let us suppose an 

individual has got desire to know the real nature of the self or knower 

who knows all the knowables. Afterwards, he may have doubt in the 

form 'whether it possesses the properties of something which is 

produced or those of something which is not produced. How to 

eliminate one of the two alternatives ? In order to show the method , 

Vatsyayana opines that the individual . proceeds to eliminate one 

alternative by applying some arguments of the following type. He 

thinks that, if the knower or self possesses the properties of 

something not produced, which is otherwise called eterr:al, it can 

enjoy the result of karma performed in the previous birth . In Nyaya 

philosophy it is believed that among suffering, birth, inclination, evil 

and false knowledge each of the succeeding one causes the 

preceeding one which is the state of liberation. On account of this an 

individual will have both transmigratory as well as liberated states. 3 If 

the knower, on the other hand , is taken as possessing the properties 

of the produced, he will not have these. For, the knower after being 

produced becomes associated with body, sense organ, happiness, 

miseries etc. On account of which he does not have any scope for 

enjoying the result of karma done by him as he is non-eternal in 

nature. For the knower does not exist before his coming into· being. 
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The knower who does not exist before or who is absolutely destroyed 

at the ti~e of the destruction of his body is not capable or enjoying 

his result of karma. As the knower is non-eternal, like other non

eternal objects he has no existence before his coming into being and 

then he is completely destroyed at the destruction of his body. If this 

be the case, the relation of a knower with more than one body and 

the absolute cessation .of body, i.e. absolute cessation of birth would 

be impossible. Leading to the impossibility of liberated and 

· transmigratory states. 

But liberation, according to Nyaya, is a fact, so, the second 

alternative, i.e. self as possessing the produced properties cannot be 

taken as granted because of the absence of proper ground 

mentioned above. This type of argumentation or this method of 

elimination is called Tarka. 4 

But it is important to note that the method of Tarka as 

described by Vatsyayana is a promoter to the ascertainment of right 

knowledge , but not the instrument of the right knowledge itself. Tarka 

cannot be taken as the instrument of the right knowledge itself, 

because, by pointi~9. out some grounds, · it asserts one of the 

alternatives, but it does not point out this alternative definitely as 

having such and such characteristics. In other words, Tarka does not 

definitely assert a particular alternative, in the form, 'This object is of 

such nature'. So, the main characteristic features of the object are not 

deliberated through this method.5 
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Vacaspati Misra and Uddyotkara think that Tarka or reasoning 

does the act of elimination. Sometimes we see two competing 
I 

alternatives to be present in one and the same enquired object at the 

same time. Unless and until one of the alternatives is eliminated the 

actual nature of the enquired object cannot be revealed to us and 

thereby remains unknown. Tarka is a process which helps us in 

eliminating one of the competing alternatives on the very superior 

logical strength of one of them. Resoning thus indicates that one of 

the alternatives is logically impossible and by the method of 

elimination it is found that the remaining alternative is the possible 

truth. 

And Tarka is a promoter to the instrument of right knowledge, 

because, it, after pointing out some grounds in favour of the 

ascertainment of the right -knowledge of an object, i.e. correct . 

alternative, becc,,es auxiliary to the prama_nas. As prama(la is · 

associated wih Tarka, the power of it would be enhanced and this 

enhanced power becomes helpful for the revelation of the right 

knowledge ( tattva).6 

Here 'tattva' means 'thatness' i.e. to know an object as it is. In 

other words, the positivity of the positive and the negativity of the 

negative entity may be described as 'tattva' i.e. the absolute 

sameness or non-contrary.7 This ideal nature of an entity is revealed 

through pramB_na associated with Tarka, the promoter. 

Vacaspati Misra agress with Vatsyayana in respect of the 

status of Tarka; Both of them are of the opinion that Tarka is an 
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auxiliary factor to the independent instrument of knowledge like, 

perception, inference, etc. 

Vacaspati considers that the true contribution of Tarka lies in 

the aspect of elimination . It is thus the redectio-ad-absurdum of the 

two, contrary competing possibilities. Reasoning enables us to 

conclude in some steps .. In the first step it enables us to think that 

both these· alternatives cannot belong to one and the same thing at 

the same time. In the second one it enables us to reject one of the 

alternatives which is shown to be logically impossible by putting 

forward considerations against it. And ultimately the remaining 

alternative which is the real nature of the object in question is 
I 

revealed to us. So ~acaspati· maintains that· Tarka serves to 

demonstrate the absurdity of the truth-claim of the false competitors 
I 

and this demonstration of absurdity subserves the purpose of the 

instrument of knowledge. He uses to think that when an individual 

begins to enquire the nature of anything, sometimes he falls in doubt 

due to the presense of two conflicting possibilities. At this stage Tarka 

spreads its hand to help him to know the trurth by removing the 

doubt. . 

So far as the foregoing discussion is concerned it is obvious 

that the services and functions performed by Tarka are of indirect 

and negative character. Tarka helps us to know any object not 

directly by pointing out the real nature of it but indirectly by rejecting 

the false nature of it. 
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And Udayana like Vatsyayana and Vacaspati also is of the 

opinion that reasoning or Tarka is not regarded as an independent 

instrument of valid knowledge because it has no direct bearing upon 

the determination of positive truth. It only helps us to reject a false 

conclusion by showing its absurdity and thereby paves the way of 

other independent instrument of knowledge e.g. inference. 

On the basis of the discussion so far we may think that 

Udayana completely ·agrees with Vacaspati about the nature of 

service performed by Tarka. But actually this is not the case. 

Vacaspati holds that Tarka serves to remove the doubt which comes 

into being due to .the imposition of two conflicting alternatives in one 

and the same ·enquired object at the same time. But Udayana here 

differs from Vacaspati though he is a commentator of him 

(Vacaspati). 

Udayana says that, in fact, doubt is due to the incapacity to find 

out conclusive reasons in favour of one of the conflicting alternatives 

and these reasons are nothing but the characteristics which belong to 

one and one only of the alternatives. By citing an example we may 

clear this idea. Let us suppose, I perceive an entity standing in front 

of me in a dim light and become perplexed whether it is a man or a 

tree. Unless and until the doubt is removed!! knowledge cannot be 

taken place.- Let us suppose, after a while I recognise the hands and 

feet and then come to know that the entity is nothing but a man. So, 

here the doubt is rulled out through the knowledge of such 
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Udayana also agrees with Vacaspati Misra and endorses his 

(Vacaspati's) position by saying that Tarka serves to eliminate the 

opposite issue by showing the absurd consequences , in the 

opponent's position as a matter of logical necessity. Let us make this 

idea clear by citing an instance. Let us suppose the sceptic questions 

as to the causal efficiency of water in quenching thirst. But how the 

sceptics position can be shown to be wrong ? 

Udayna proves their position to be wrong by resorting to Tarka 

in the following way, "If water did not allay thirst, nobody would drink 

water when thirsty." As a matter of fact, people drink water to allay 

thirst and nobody has been disappointed in his expectation. The form 

and the function of Tarka resembles the form and the function of 

reductio-ad-absurdum. In the instance just cited Tarka like the 

reductio-ad-absurdum serves to demonstrate thatthe doubt or denial 

would entail rejection of an admitted truth.· Here in this Tarka the 

established fact is rejected and thereby the absurdity of the rejection 

of this established fact is demonstrated subsequently. 8 

But, Udayana says, that another type of Tarka is there in which 

we accept an unestablished fact to be true for the time being and 

subsequently the absurdity of the acceptance of this nonestablished 

fact is demonstrated. For, example, let us suppose one says that 

'drinking of water causes burning. Here water's burning is a 

nonestablished fact. Here his position can be shown to be absurd by · 

applying Tarka in the following way. "If water causes burning then 

drinking of water gives rise to the burning sensation which becomes 

clearly invalidated and false by our day to day practical experience." 
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characteristics, as hands and feet which can belong to a human 

being arid a human being only, not to a tree. But can we say that this 

knowledge of this crucial evidence i.e. the knowledge of hands and 

feet in terms of which the doubt is removed is derived through Tarim 

·?Certainly not. This knowledge is derived through perception. So it is 

clear that Tarka 

does not directly help us in removing doubt which is thought to be the 

case by Mishra.9 

Here sharing this view of Mishra on this point I want to negate 

Udayana's view. No· doubt, in the instance cited the knowledge of 

hands and feet is derived through perception, not through Tarka, as 

Udayana maintained. But the mere knowledge of hands and feet 

alone cannot be the cause of removing doubt. The knowledge in 

terms of which the doubt under consideration is removed is the 

.knowledge of hands and feet as the specific characteristics of man 

and not of others. This knowledge cannot be derived through 

perception. 

This idea may be made more clear by citing an instance. Let us· 

suppose one perceives smoke in a ·hill and comes to the conclusion 

that there is fire in it. Here undoubtedly, the knowledge of smoke is 

derived through perception. But this knowledge alone cannot be the 

ground of the knowledge of fire in the hill. The knowledge which is the 

ground of the knowledge in question is the knowledge of smoke as a 

necessary con-commitant of fire which cannot be derived through 

perception. In the above example the knowledge that the object 
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concerned is a man is not perceptual one as the knower does not 

perceive the man directly. It. is an inferential knowledge as it is based 

upon the knowledge of hands and feet as the specific characteristics 

of man. And though the knowledge of hands and feet is derived 

through perception, the .knowledge of hands and feet as the specific 

characteristics of man can never be ascertained in terms of 

perception. So. the view of Udayana cannotjustifiably.be accepted. 

The knowledge of necessar-Y concomitance between smoke 

and fire is established through Tarka along with some other means, 

likewise the knowledge of hands and feet as the specific 

characteristics of man is ascertained through Tarka accompanied by 

some other means. 

Udayana,s position can be understood more clearly if we go 

through the elucication given by Bhatta Vadindra. He says that two 

types of characteristics are found to belong to an object. One of them 

is the common and the other is special. An entity shares the first one 

in common with some other entities, say for example, in the instance 

already cited man shares the features as straightness, hight etc. with 

trees, whereas, it also possesses some characteristics without 
·-··-----·-· 

sharing with others, man for example possesses hands and feet 

without sharing with trees. 

Vadindra argues that the knowledge of the common 

characteristics accompanied by the lack of the knowledge of the 

specific ones of the enquired object gives rise to doubt. This doubt 

can be removed only through the knowledge of the specific features. 
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In the example given doubt is ruled out due to the knowledge of 

hands and feet which are the specific characteristics of a human 

being.· But it is Tarka not perception which yields this specific 

knowledge. So, perception nothing to do with removing doubt. That is 

why;Udayana's position cannot be maintained in respect of the status 

of the service of Tarka .10 

Another sound argument has been advanced by Udayana to 

stand his own position by rejecting the position of Vacaspati Mishra in 

this regard. He holds that Tarka would have been competent to 

remove doubt if it were opposed to doubt in contents. But the fact is 

otherwise. With a view to making this idea clear an instance may be 

cited. Let us suppose a man is in doubt of the existence of fire in a hill 

where he sees smoke. The doubt is of the form. "Is the hill possessed 

of fire or not?" To be free from this doubt the man in question resorts 

to Tarka. And the form of a Tarka is hypothetical one, namely," If the 

hill did not possess fire, it would be "devoid of smoke." Here it is 

obvious that doubt and reasoning under consideration are not 

opposed in contents. The existence or non-existence of fire in a place 

where the smoke exist is the content of doubt. And the absence of 

smoke is the content of Tarka for it asserts that the absence of fire 

would entail a necessary consequence, the absence of smoke,which 

certainly is not opposed to the presence of fire. The absence of fire is 

opposed to the presence of fire, similarly, the absence of smoke is 

opposed to the presence of smoke. So the consequence, namely, the 

alleged absence of smoke being not antagonistic to the presence of 

fire, the reasoning in question cannot logically remove the doubt of 
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the presence or absence of firs which made the appeal to reasoning· 

necessary. 11 

On the basis of the foregoing discussion, it is clear to us that 

Tarka does not directly help us in removing doubt. So, here naturally 

the following question arises. What is the instrument through which 

doubt under consideration can be removed ? In reply, it is said that 

the instrument is the knowledge of the specific characteristics of one 

alternative. In the instance cited smoke is a specific characteristic of 

fire and thereby smoke is the necessary concomitant of it (fire). So 

here the perception of smoke as the necessary concomitant of fire is 

the instrument of the removal of doubt of the presence of fire. Doubt 

comes into being due to the absence of knowledge of its specific 

characteristics, smoke as the necessary concomitant of fire. So as 

soon as the knowledge of this specific characteristics of fire is 

attained, the doubt of the presence of fire is ruled out. Thus doubt is 

removed not by· the knowldege of absence of smoke entailed as 

consequence by reasoning (Tarka) but by the recognition of smoke 

as the concomitant of fire, which is completely different from what is 

entailed _by Tarka (reasoning). 

In replying to the argu_ment advanced by Udayana we can 

maintain that one doubt the existence of fire in a hill inspite of seeing 

the smoke in it) because he doubts the necessity of the relation 

between smoke and fire. But when Udayana observes that the 

perception of smoke as the necessary concomitant of fire is the 

instrument of removal of doubt of the presence of fire, he grants the 

said relation to be necessary . The necessity of this relation itself 
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demands to be free form doubt So, Udayana has no right to take, this 

relation as granted and therefore his account of removing doubt 

cannot be accepted. 

Perception can_ afford us only the knowledge of smoke. But this 

knowledge cannot eliminate the doubt in question. The knowledge 

through which this doubt is removed is the knowledge of smoke as 

the necessary concomitant of fire which is established in terms of 

Tarka along with some other means. 

We may raise a question : - If Tarka has no bearing upon 

removing the doubt, why do we resort to it ? What is the nature of its 

service then? In reply, Udayana says that Tarka serves to remove 

the desire for knowledge of opposing alternative and not·doubt. It is 

important to note that Udayana maintains that, no doubt,' doubt is a 

necessary condition of the application of Tarka but it is not a universal 

condition: That doubt ts not a universal condition of Tarka can be 

understood clearly with the help of an example where Tarka is 

requisitioned though there is no doubt at all. Let us suppose a hungry 

man sits to eat a plate of food and a friend warns him that the food is 

poisoned and will prove fatal if consumed. Now this warning, if 

·· loglealfy stated, should be expressed as follows. "If you take food in 

question , you will die", which is the form of statement in which the 

reasoning is necessarily expressed. The warning here is a reductio

ad-absurdum which is the usual form of reasoning . So, this is the 

case where Tarka is present but doubt is absent. 
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What is the · result suggested by Udayana through the 

application of Tarka? We have already seen that Tarka is called for 

when we are in confusion due to the imposition of two contrary 

alternatives on one and the same_ thing at the same time. One of the 

alternatives is undesirable. And this one alternative is undesirable 

again because its consequence is undesirable. Tarka serves its 

function i.e. it removes the desire for knowledge of the opposing 

alternative by demonstrating · an undesirable consequence of the 

acceptance of that alternative. In the example cited above Tarka 

removes the desire of the hungryman for the consumption of the food 

under consideration by showing the undesirable consequences that 

would necessarily follow. 12 

Udayana is· of the opinion that even in the cases where doubt 

furnishes the occasion for resorting to reasoning, the service of it 

consists in the removal of desire for the opposite alternative, thoudh 

the removal of doubt comes as a remote consequence. In the case of 

doubt about the existence or non-existence of fire, reasoning serves 

to remove · the knowledge of the non-existence of fire by 

demonstration of the undesirable consequence, namely, the absence 

of smoke. The doubt of the possibility of the-non~xistence of fire is 

ruled out by the knowledge of fire which is attained indirectly through 

the knowledge of the presence of smoke-as-concomitant of fire. 13 

But even if what has been said by Udayana is taken to be true, 

a strong objection may be raised. against him. He holds that 

opposition of contents is the determinant of logical opposition 

between two propositions. But if this is the case then obviously the 
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opposition of Tarka to the desire for knowledge cannot be considered 

as the logical opposition since they are not opposed one from another 

in their contents. Udayana argues that Tarka has nothing to do with 

removing doubt because Tarka and doubt are not logically opposed 

and again they are not logically opposed for they are\not opposed in 

their contents. In the same way we can argue that Tarka fails to rule 

out the desire for knowledge of opposing alternative as Tarka and 

the desire concerned are not logically opposed and again they are 

not logically opposed since they are not opposed in their contents. 

So, Udayana's view is not better than that of Vacaspati Misl:lra in 

anyway. 14 

Besides, 'desire' is something without having any logical value 

which plays a vital role in the explanation of Udayana. 

But inspite of these limitations, Udayana's view can be shown 

to be superior to that of Vacaspati Mishra to some extent by 

representing the superiority of the opposition of Tarka with desire for 

the knowledge of the opposing alternative as maintained by Udayana 

to the opposition of Tarka with doubt as V~caspati holds. The 

opposition of reasoning with __ ~o-~bt as Vacaspati maintains would be a 

case of specific causality which was not deduced form a general 

porposition , whereas, the opposition of the untoward· consequence, 

shown by reasoning with desire for the belief or the action proceeding 

from such a belief, is one which is deducible from the general 

proposition. This can be understood through the explanation given 

below: 
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We desire so many things in our day to day life. But all of them 

are not similar in their nature . Some of the things are desired by us 

on their own accounts e.g.- pleasure, happiness etc. and some of 

them are desired on account of their consequences which are 

desirable but not for their own sake e.g. wealth. We desire wealth 

because it is a means of securing happiness. Likewise aversion or 

cessation of desire has reference to thing, which is either undesirable 

on its own account or which is an instrument of an undesirable 

consequence. 

The relation between cessation of desire and knowledge of an 

undesirable cons~quence is thus necessary and universal. When 

reasoning demonstrates an undesirable consequence to follow from a 

belief or a course of action based upon such belief the opposition of 

the later to desire for entertaining such a belief or consequential 

action is only, an instance of this universal. truth. So the opposition is 

not at par with the opposition between a frustrating agent and an 

expected happening. Thus Udayana's contention seems to be more 

agent than that of Vacaspati MisJ:.ra. 

Here a question arises - What is then the cause ofthe removal 

of doubt according to Udayana.? In reply to this question, Udayana 

says that it is inference through which doubt is removed. We can 

clear -this idea by citing an example. An individual sees smoke 

coming from a hill and goes to infer the existences of fire in it. But 

meanwhiJe a doubt about the necessary relation between smoke and 
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fire crops up and prevents an ~f_ldividual form drawing an inference. 

The doubt is of the form that smoke in question may be possible in 

the absence of fire. Here Tarka can be applied by him. The individual 

argues that if smoke be not the effect of fire as it is not known to be 

the effect of anything else the smoke would be an uncaused effect 

which is an absurdity. This realisation of this absurdity removes the 

desire for belief in a fireless smoke. And now inference of the 

existence of fire is taken place through which doubt concerned is 

ruled out. So, doubt , Udayana thinks, is always eliminated by 

inference~This view of Udayana can be criticised first by showing the 

fallacy of circularity as inference is possible due to vyapti and vice 

versa. 

Udayana observes that one's inference about the existence of 

fire in the hill from the perception of smoke in it is not taken place due 

to the ~oubt about the necessary relation between smoke and fire. 

So, inference in question cannot be taken place unless and until the 

said doubt is eleminated. But he maintains that afterwords through 

the imposition of Tarka the inference in question is taken place and 

the doubt concerned is removed by that inference subsequently. That 

means, according to him, inference is taken place before the removal 

of doubt. But actually, this cannot be the case. Asif here he puts the 

cart before the horse. Here, the possibility of inference presupposes 

the absence of doubt, for as long as doubt persists the very question 

of the possibility of inference does not arise at all. So, it is absurd to 

maintain that it is inference through which doubt under consideration 

is ruled out. 
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However, so far as out discussion is concerned it is clear that 

Vatsyayana, Vacaspati Mi5Ara, Udayana , all of them agree on the 

point that Tarka is resorted to when object is in confusion due to 

having the existence of the two contrary characteristic features. And 

ultimately this doubt is removed through Tarka directly or indirectly 

with the elimination of the other possibilities. 

But if we ponder over the problem, we can see that the above 

view cannot be accepted to be true due to a problem. So long as the 

elimination through Tarka is concerned, we are adopting Tarka in 

each and every case of knowledge . We are going on eliminating one 

object from another following this process of elimination. Say for 

example, when the knowledge of a cow is attained, the cow is 

eliminated, though unconsciously, from the 'non-cow'. We are 

unconsciously following the methodology of Tarka in the form : "If 

this cow were horse etc., it would not have possessed the 

characteristics existing in a cow." From this we draw our conclusion in 

the form - "As this cow does not possess the characteristic features 

of a horse etc. this animal is cow. "In this way each and every piece 

of knowledge is the outcome of Tarka though we are not always 

aware about the technicalities of the method. That is why, the 

Buddhists· have given much emphasis on the concept of Apoha. In 

fact, Ramanuja has explained the term 'Apohana' found in the s/oka 

of the Bhagavadglta I , as Uha or Tarka . Venkatanatha in his 

Nyayaparisuddhi has admitted the above mentioned meaning of the 

term 'Tarka' and has mentioned Ramanuja's view . From this it 
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follows that Tarka has wider per~pective. It is used in each and every 

case of knowledge, not to speak of the object which is in confusion. 

From the foregoing analysis it is found that we are going on 

applying Tarka even when the object is known. In other words, it 

automatically comes to our mind that the known object i.e. 'jar' is 

different from 'non-jar' is known on the strength of the knowledge of 

the characteristic features of a jar as well as 'non-jar'. So, the concept 

of Tarka of the above mentioned thinkesr should have been much 

more wider. 

In response to the above mentioned problem, one solution may 

be offered to substantiate their position. It is true that we are going on 

eliminating when ·,we attain the knowledge of an object. Though it is 

done automatically, it would be improper for us to give justification of 

the knowledge of an object which is not at all in confusion. If it were 

not in confusion what is the u~e of providin Tarka (in a demonstrative 

way) for the justification of its knowledge? To provide justification or 

proof for the object which is already established gives rise to a logical 

defect called Siddhasadhana. Though this method of elimination is 

adopted unconsciously, the intellectual demonstration of_tt"!_~ __ f!:lethod 

gives rise to the defect mentioned above; as this attitude is nothing 

but an effort to prove the object already established. Keeping this in 

view the ancient Nyaya thinkers mentioned have emphasised that 

Tarka is to be applied in an object which is not specifically known. 

This view of them is strenthened when Vatsyayana, opened that 

argument is to be provided in the case when the object is neither. 
d 

! 

' 
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ascertained nor unknown ( completely ) but in confusion . This theory 

is applicable in any type of argumentation, not to speak of Tarka. 

Morever, this method or Tarka is highly essential in the Vada 

category of debate. It is mentioned in the Sutra and Bhasya that one 

should establish one's position and refute other's with the help of 

prami!ina and Tarka in the VBda. If the .object were completely 

known, there would have no provision for Vada and hence no 

question of applying Tarka there. 
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Chapter - m 

THE CONCEPT OF TARKA IN, NAVY A NY AVA 

,.,. - - -
Srivallabha, the author of the Nyayalilavati has seen the 

function of Tarka from a different angle and criticised the position of 

Udayana in particular and that of the other former thinkers in general 

. He maintains tentatively that the application of reasoning may result 

in one of these three consequences , namely ( 1) the cessation of 

desire for belief in the opposite; (2) cessation of the doubt about the 

opposite; (3) the weakening of the opposite alternative . Now he 

shows that the first alternative is not entertainable. The argument 

given by him in support of his view is the following . The desire for 

belief or knowledge of the opposite does not and cannot stand as an 

obstacle to the operation of an instrument of knowledge so the 

cessation of such knowledge is entirely useless 1. In fact, desire has 

nothing to do With the happening of the resultant knowledge , for , it 

follows as a matter of necessity if the all other conditions of such 

knowledge are fulfilled . For instance a man perceives a tiger as a 

tiger though he desires to perceive a deer . The same can truly be 

said in the case of inference. Such a desire is neither a necessary nor 

a universal condition of inference . That is why; it has nothing to do 

with inference . The immediate as well as n~cessary condition of 

inference is the combined knowledge of the major and the minor 

premises . So, Udayana's position is proved to be soundless and 

unacceptable . 2 
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/'-

Being agree with Sirvallabha I myself also consider that the 

desire for the knowledge of the opposite cannot act as an impediment 

to the operation of any instrument of knowledge . If all the conditions 

for the operation of any instrument of knowledge are materialised 

then the operation cannot but be taken place in spite of the desire for 

the knowledge of the opposite alternative . 1 

/'-

Srivallabha denies the second alternative too . He is of the 

opinion that in fact the doubt about the opposite is removed by 

inference itself . If reasoning were competent to eliminate the doubt, it 

would not have resorted to inference . Nor can reasoning be 

supposed to effe~t the assurance of the removal of doubt achieved by 

inference .This is also done by inference . For inference is not only 

capable of eliminating doubt but also producing assurance of such 

removal . It should be noted that this second view criticised by 

Srivallabha is the position of Vacaspati MisAra . 3 

But I think that the possition or view of Vacaspati MisAf"a can be 
. /'-

substantiated by negating that of Srivallabha by the same argument 

which was produced against the view of Udayana earlier . Here in 

fact, the doubt about the opposite alternative takes its birth from the 

doubt about the neCessary concommitance between hetu and 

sadhya. In other words, the doubt about the opposite alternative 

results in the doubt about the relation of vyapti . But the· relation of 

vyapti is a necessary precondition for the possibility of inference . So, 

obviously, the inference has nothing to do with removing the doubt in 
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question . To accept the view of Srlvallabha is to put the cart before 

the horse. 

/-

The third alternative is also rejected by Srivallabha . He says 

that even if the third alternative is taken to be true, the result would be 

at most a hightened presumption for the true alternative, which would. 

not amount to certitude until and unless the possibility of the 

weakened alternative is eliminated with absolute certainty . This can 

be done by inference only . lf this is the case then the necessity of 

Tarka for the said purpose is not only problematic but also 
/-

superfluous.Thus Srivallabha rejects all the three alternative 

consequences alleged to be the results of the application of 

reasoning.4 The third view seems to be the position of Jayanta 

Bhatta. He maintains that Tarka serves to produce a strong 

presumption in support of the probandum. The implication of this 

strong presumption weakens the possibility of the opposite alternative 

which is criticised by Srivallabha in the Nyayalilavatl.5 

, ' 

SrTvallabha further maintains that Tarka cannot be looked upon 

as the necessary function of inference.lnference is an instrument of 

knowledge beyond doubt. An instrument is taken ·to be one which 

exercises an operation. Opetation again is one, the · presence of 

which is necessary for the production of the effect for which the 

instrument is to be resorted to. This implies that an instrument eannot 

operate its service if it is destitude of exercise of the _ same 

function.lnference, as an instrument, is nothing but the pr')bans found 

in the minor term understood as necessarily related to the 



42 

probandum. And this understanding is operated by the instrument of 

inference. Therefore,obviously,it would be wrong to suppose Tarka as 

an operation if inference. Even if the knowledge of the conclusion i.e. 

understanding of the necessary relation of the probans with the 

probandum and of the subsistance of the same probans in the 

subject is there, it can not be produced by Tarka in the absence of 

such an understanding . So, Tarl<a_has no bearing upon the function 

of an instrument of inference . This applies mutatis mutandis to the 

other instruments of knowledge .6 

This criticism again goes against Vacaspati Misra and Udayana 

who are of the opinion that Tarka has got an efficiency to act as, a 

cognitive instrument . 

Reasoning as concered by the ancient Nyaya thinkers can be 

brought under two categories . One is Vi~ayaparisodhaka and the 

another is Vyapatigrahaka . The first one removes an obstacle to the 

clear understanding of the subject matter and the second one is 

conducive to the knowledge of the universal concomitance between 

the probans and the probandum . 7 

The first one sponsored by Vacaspati Misra accompanied by 

his followers is vehemently criticised and thereby rejected . by 
,_ 

Srivallabha . He only admits the second one. 

Vacaspati Misra with his followers thinks that sometimes the 

instrument of knowledge cannot operate its proper function due to the 
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having an obstacle nemely,doubt .As a result knowledge is not taken 

place . The first type of Tarka just mentioned is called for. This Tarka 

serves either in eliminating the doubt or in removing the desire for the 

knowledge of the opposite and thereby paves the way of the 

instrument of knowledge . Ultimately knowledge is taken place . So, 

this Tarka plays an important role according to them and that is why, 

this Vi$ayaparisodhaka Tarka has been admitted by them . But 
/-

Srivallabha thinks that in fact such doubt does not and can not stand 

against the operation of any instrument of knowledge as an 

impediment . So, the very question of admitting the first type of Tarka 

does not arise at all through which the doubt in question is said to be 

removed . He holds that if an conditions for the operation of any 

particular instrument are fulfilled then doubt can not stand against the 

materialisation of the operation of the instrument . So, to admit this 

first type of Tarka is not only useless but also superfluous. 

This idea will be clear if an example is co/nsidered. Let us 

imagine that an individual has a doubt about whether" Mr. X is mortal 

or not. The individual in question knows very wen that all men are 

mortal and recognises Mr. X to be a man . Now it is very evident that 

the doubt under consideration can not prevent him from deducing the 

conclusion, " Mr. X is mortar'. The doubt is resolved by the result of 

inference, and though unresolved before, it could not frustrate the 

operation of inference . So, we need not admit any Tarka of first 

type.s 
/-

Apparantly we may tend to think that Srivallabha is successful 

in negating the position of the older Naiyayikas as long as he 



44 

maintains that Vi~ayaparisodhaka Tarka is useless and superfluous. 
/-

But our careful and critical reflection will clearly show that Srivllabha's 
/"-

argument is not as sound as they appear to be. Srivallabha holds that 

if all other conditions of knowledge are fulfilled then doubt can not 

stand as an impediment on the way of the materialisation of 

knowledge . But. here he commits a blunder in not counting the 

removal of doubt as one of the necessary conditions. of knowledge . 

One cannot properly claim to know any thing unless and until one can 

be sure and certain about the thing . But as long as doubt persists 

how can one be sure and certain about the thing he goes to know ? 

,._ 
Srivallabha cites an example of inference in support of his own 

view . But in fact that instance has nothing to do with substantiating 

. his own position . He observes that if an individual has doubt about 

whether Mr. x is mortal or not and if he knows that all men are mortal 

and Mr. xis a man, then he obviously concludes that Mr. xis mortal 

in spite of that doubt . So, here doubt can not act as an impediment to 

the. operation of the instrument of knowledge. 

~"-

But to maintain what Srivallabha observes is to maintain that 

one has knowledge of both the major and minor premises but yet he 

has doubt about the conclusion . But the case cannot be so . If one is 

sure of both the major and minor premises one cannot be in doubt 

about the conclusion, and again if one is in doubt about the conclusion 

one cannot be sure of both the major and minor premises . D'oubt of 

the conclusion follows from the doubt of the major premise. If an 

individual is sure that all men are mortal then he cannot have doubt 
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that Mr. x is mortal ,and again if he has doubt about the fact that Mr.x 

is mortal then he cannot be sure that all men are mortal. The same 

thing can truly be said about the case of smoke and fire cited earlier. 

One has doubt about the existence of fire in the hill in spite of seeing 

the existence of smoke in it because has has doubt about the major 

premise- "Where there is smoke there is fire." As long as doubt in the 

major premise persists doubt in the conclusion,i.e.the ~xistence of fire 

in the hill will continue to exist. In other words the doubt in the 

conclusion i.e. existence of fire in the hill necessarilly presupposes 

the doubt in the major premise - "Where there is smoke there is fire." 

Similarly, the doubt in the conclusion - ' Mr. x is mortal' necessarilly 
\ 

implies the pre-existence of doubt in the major premise - 'All men are 

mortal'. Consique,ntly, inference is not taken place. 

On the basis of the foregoing discussion it is clear that doubt 

acts as an impediment due to which the instrument of knowledge 

cannot operate its proper function. And this doubt, Mishra with his 

followers maintains, is eliminated through the application of 

Visayaparisodhaka Tarka. So, the importance and necessity of this 

Tarka can be denied in no way. Vi$ayaparisodhaka Tarka is as 

important" and needful as Vyaptigrahaka Tarka is. 

A strong objection has been raised by Bhagiratha Thakkura, the 
- - /-

subcommentator of the Nyayalilavati against the view of Srivallabha 

that Vi~ayaparisodhaka Tarka is useless as the doubt about the 

subject matter which is claimed to be eliminated by it does not and 

cannot be an obstacle to the deduction of the conclusion if all other 
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conditions of inference are fulfilled. In -the first step Bhagiratha 

elucidates the position of Srivallabha and in the next step he 

beautifully shows that the necessity of Vi$ayaparisodhaka Tarka 

cannot be denied. This Tarka, he observes, is of service even in· 

inference by eliminating enquil)' about the opposite possibility as held ,.._ 
by Udayana. The aforesaid view of Srivallabha cannot be accepted to 

be true as it contradicts to our common experience that the expected 

cognition does not take place if a disturbing agent crops up, in spite 

of the fulfilment of all other conditions. He makes this idea more clear· 

by citing Naiyayikas favourite example of a disturbing agent i.e. 

thought of a women. The thought of a women relates to an object, 

which is opposed to that of the expected knowledge and thereby 

stands as an obstacle on, the way of the actualisation of the expected 

knowledge. From this example it is very clear that, no doubt, thought 

of a contrary object is a disturbing condition, as it frustrates the 

actualisation of the expecteg result. So, keeping this in view it can 

quite justfiably be maintained that the thought of the opposite of the 

probandum would work as a genuine obstacle to the operation of 

inference even after the combined knowledge of the premises. 

Now, Bhagiratha Thakkura thinks that here the view of 
,. - . 

SrivaHabha can be substantiated in the following way :- If one has 

the knowledge of the existence of the probans in the subject known to 

be necessarily concomitant with the probandum then the very 

question of his thinking of the opposite of the probandum does not 

arise at all. Say for instance if a man perceives smoke arising from 

hill and remembers that smoke is necessarily concomitant with fire, 
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then is it possible for him to have doubt regarding the possibility of 

absence of fire ? Certainly not for such doubt can be resolved only by 

the knowledge of the necessary relation of the probans and the 

probandum which is ex hypothesi present at the time. The absence of 

doubt, which is the cause of the diversion of enquiry about the 

opposite posibility, clearly implies the absence of that diversion of 

enquiry which is the effect of it. So, Vi~ayaparisoc;Jhaka Tarka is . 

useless to admit for there is neither doubt nor even diversion of 

enquiry about the opposite possibility produced by doubt, which is 

claimed to be eliminated by it. 

/ 

But Bhagiratha observes that though what Srfvallabha 

maintains appara.ntly seems to be well grounded, actually this is no 
,.~ 

so. The view of·Srivallabha cannot universally be maintained. That is 

to say, knowledge of the combined premises, does not always 

necessarily result in the knowledge of the conclusion. Were it so, 

contradicted probans ( badha ) or countermanded probans ( 

satpratipak$a ) could not be included in the list of fallacies. They are 

fallacies for they ttf'art$ the realisation of inference. Now let us explain 

the case with the help of the fallacies. ·Let us suppose a person on 

the basis of knowledge of the combined premises " All substances 

are cold " and " fire is a substance " goes to conclude that " fire is cold 

". Let us suppose again, that subsequently he touches the fire and 

feels it to be hot. This subsequent perception of hot fire directly 

counters the inference of coldness in fire without anoling the major or 

the minor premise. The same can truly be said about counter

manded reason which is known imediately after .the combined 
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knowledge of premises. let us suppose a man goes to infer that word 

is imperishable as he know that all impalpable things are 

imperishable . and word is im'palpable. Let us suppose, again, 

immediately after he realises that all products are perishable and 

word is a product. This cognition directly prevents the man from 

deducing the conclusion that word is imperishable without falsifying 

the major and the minor premises. It is worthy to note that though as 

a matter of fact the major premise comes to be known as false, this 

knowledge is rather the result not the condition of the knowledge of 

the contradiction. 

So far as our foregoing discussion is concerned. it is clearly 

evident that the knowledge of the opposite truth acts as a genuine 

abstacle to the operation of inference. For it is seen that the 

combined knowledge of the premises cannot result in the knowledge 

of the conclusion, as long as it is frustrated by the knowledge of the 

opposite truth. So, unless and untill the diversion of the knowledge of 

the opposite truth is eliminated deduction of the conclusion from the 

premises cannot be taken place. And that diversion can be eliminated 

only through Vi$ayaparisodhaka Tarka . So, the necessity of this 

Tarka cannot be denied. Bhagiratha observes that· Tarka thus serves 

as an auxiliary to the condition of inference after words inference set 

to work. That is why, it should be regarded as a subsequent suborgan 

( Uttaranga ) of the instrument of inference. But it should be noted 

that the application of thel first type of reasoning as maintained by 

Bhaglratha, is limited only to cases where an opposite mode of 

knowledge creates doubt about the object of inference and 
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subsequently produces a diversion. Bhagiratha holds that what is true 

about the knowledge of the opposite is also true about doubt of the 

opposite with the only difference that, while the former permanently 

precludes the knowledge of the conclusion, the latter operates as a 

temporary setback. This interpretation seems to be the most faithful 

and loyal exposition of Udayana's position. 

~-

To reject the view of Srivallabha and substantiate the view of 

Udayana regarding the necesity of Vi$ayaparisodhaka Tarka the 

account given by Rucidatta , a distinguished logician of Mithila is very 

worthy to note here. His position on the neeessity and function of 

reasoning in his work Makaranda, a gloss on Vardhamana's 

commentary on the Nyayakusumailjali demands for his originality of 

views' and critical insight Like Bhagiratha Thakkura, Rucidatta too 

first deals with the posible objection that may be raised against the 

view of Udayana and then he replies to that objection and thereby 

substantiates Udayana's position. 

Udayana holds that doubt about the contrary of probandum is 

the cause of , enquiry about the contrary of probandum. Let us 

suppose a man in going on to. infer fire in hill gets doubt whether the 

hill is actuaUy possessed of fire not. There are two alternatives side 

by side. One is positive i.e. presence of fire and another is negative 

i.e. absenCe of fire. Doubt about the negative alternative induces an 
' 

enquiry for the absence of fire. But enquiry amounts to a desire for 

know!edge. So, it can be said that doubt about the absence of fire 

gives birth to a desire for the absence of fire. But it seems to be 
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absurd, as when a man goes to infer the presence of fire it is natural 

for him to entertain a desire for the knowledge of fire and not of the 

opposite. Doubt too cannot be considered as the cause of desire of 

desire for knowledge. For the object of desire is a means to the 

realisation of a desired end. An individual having an interest in the 

discovery of fire cannot properly take the absence of fire to be a 

means to the satisfaction of his desi.red end. Instead, he should 

entertain a desire for the ascertainment of fire for the satisfaction of 

his interest. Hence, as far as our discussion is concerned , Udayana's 

cantention that doubt induces an enquiry for the opposite alternative 

and Tarka is to eliminate such desire which precludes the case of the 

elimination of doubt. But Udayana considers it to be the case of the 

result of enquiry about the opposite. But both of these views may be 

taken to be illogical as reasoning is opposed neither to doubt nor to 

enquiry in the subject matter as already shown in our exposition of 

the position of Udayana. But in response to this charge Rucidatta 

says that holding a causal relation between two phenomena does not 

necessarily presuppose that the phenomena must be opposed to 

each other in their subject niatter. In other words, logical opposition 

between two phenomena is not a necessary precondition for holding 
------------· 

a causal relation between them. The precondition may be factual 

also. And it is the latter but not the former condition which is not in the 

case concerned. The truth of both of the contentions of Vacaspaeti 

Misra and Udayana is established in terms of the experence of our 

day to day life. Through our day to day experience it is seen that · 

application of Tarka_results in the elimination of doubt, which is the 

position of Mishra and in the elimination of opposite enquiry which i.s 
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the position of Udayana. So, the causal relatic,n between the 

application of Tarka and the elimination either of doubt or of opposite 

enquiry cannot be called into question. One point is very important to 

note here. Though the opposition between Tarka and doubt as 

maintained by Misra and the opposition between Tarka and opposite 

enquiry as observed by Udayana are of factual yet they do not belong 

to one and lthe same level which has already been shown earlier. 

The latter one is an instance of a universal law but the former one is 

not. It can be explained on the postulation of specific causal relation 

determined by specific observation of concomitance in agreement 

and deference. 

From the above discussion so far, it is clearly evident that both 
. r-

Rucidatta and Bhagiratha negate the view of Srivallabha and 

substantiate the position of Udayana. But though they do not differ in 

their aim, they differ in their modus operandi of reasoning . The 

procedure explained by Rucidatta is as follows:-

The whole procedure consists of some steps. First, an 

individual observes smoke arising from a hill and then he falls in 

doubt whether the hill is possessed of fire or not. This doubt, in its 

turn, induces an enquiry about it . So, here a diversion of enquiry is 

taken place. As long as this diversion endures, the knowledge of the 

relation of vyapti betWeen fire and smoke already ascertained in the 

kitchen does' not occur and sub-sequently the synthetic judgement , 

which could be porduced by the knowledge of the two premises does 

not materialise and conclusion is not taken place. Here the only 
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obstacle, which thowarts the whole inferential procedure is the 

diversion of enquiry for the opposite possrbility. So, now Tarka is 

imployed to etiminate that obstacle subsequently, the knowledge of 

vyapti is the knowledge of the universal concommitance of smoke 

with fire and of the accurance of smoke. in the hill, produces the 

synthetic judgement (paramarsa) which immediately eliminates the 

knowledge of the conclusion . 

Now if the steps of the above mentioned modus operandi as 

observed by RuCidatta are analysed very carefully then it easily be 

understood that the necessity of Vi$ayaparisodhaka Tarka. cannot be 

denied. Here in the case concerned, the conclusion is not taken 

place because of the doubt about the subject matter of the synthetic 

judgement i.e. probans as existent in the subject but not because of 

the doubt about the universal concomitance , for the individual 

concerned is quite sure and certain about his knowledge of the 

universal concomitance. So, obviously, here Tarka becomes 

instrumental to elimenate the doubt about the subject matter. And 

this Tarka is nothing but Vi~ayaparisodhaka one as alrady stated. 

That is why the necessity of this Tarka cannot be denied. So, as -long 

as our description is concerned, we can see that Srivallabha 

maintains, that Vasayapafisodhaka Tarka is useless for the doubt 

about subject matter which_ is claimed to be eliminated by it cannot 

be a genuine obstacle, and hence cannot be accepted to be true. No 

doubt the doubt about subject matter, i.e. the doubt or enquiry about 

the opposite possibility which is different from the doubt about the 

universal concomitance does serve as a genuine obstacle. Though 
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~he person cuncerned is quite sure and certain about his knowledge 
,. 

/ '"of the universal concomitance he, cannot draw the conclusion. For 

his certitude was rendered ineffectual by the diverson of enquiry and 

so the synthetic judgement, the immediate antecedent of inference 

as held by the Naiyayikas could not take place. As soon as this 

obstacle i.e. the divierson of enquiry is eliminated through the 

application of Tarka, conclusion ts taken. place. So, 

Vi~ayaparisodhaka Tarka is as useful and necessary as 

Vyapatigrahaka one . 

From the aforesaid discus ion it is seen that both Rycidatta and 

Bhagiratha substantiates the position of Udayana by criticising what 
, -

Srivallabha mai~tains. But yet some important differences are 

noticed between them. Bhagiratha observes the diversion of enquiry 

is a subsequent event to the synthetic judgement produced by the 

knowledge of the premises whereas Rucidutta holds it to be an 

antecident event to the same. Secondly, accOrding to Bhagiratha, the 

elimination of the obstacle is related to the knowledge of the 

probandum but Rucidatta makes it centre round the probans as the 

subject matter of synthetic judgement. Thirdly, Tarka is held by 

Rucidatta as an antecedent suborgan of the instrument of infereilce, 

whereas, Tarka is taken by Bhagiratha as the subsequent suborgan 

of the same. Rucidatta also maintains that the function of Tarka is of 

two folds, conducive to. the knowledge of the universal concomitance 

, and conducive to the realisation of synthetic judgement . 
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Here I agree with both Bhagiratha and Rucidatta as long as 

they are holding that doubt or diversion of enquiry of the opposite 

alternative serves as a genuine obstacle to the clear understanding 

of the subject matter and that is why Vi?ayaparisodhaka Tarka has to 

be admitted through which the obstacle in question is claimed to be 

eliminated. But I cannot agree with them so far as they are 

substantiating the position of Udayana · and rejecting that of 

Vatsayana by maintaining that it is not the ·doubt but the diversion of 

enquiry of lthe opposite alternative which is eliminated through the 

Vi$ayaprisodhaka Tarka. According to my observation, it is the doubt 

but not the diversion of enquiry of the opposite alternative which is 

actually eliminated in terms of the Tarka under discussion. So, I like 

to negate the p~sition of Udayana and su~stantiate the view of 

Vatsayana in this regard. So far as the · aforesaid discussion of 

Bhagiratha and Rucidatta are concerned it is clearly evident that 

doubt about the opposite alternative is the cause of the diversion of 

enquiry about it . It would be absurd to maintain the elimination of an 

effect without maintaining the elimination of its corresponding cause. · 

As doubt is the cause and the diversion of enquiry is the effect , the 

latter one can be eliminated only through the elimination of the 

former one which is the view of Vatsayana. To maintain the position 

of Udayana is to maintain that an effect can be eliminated without 

eliminating its correspondent cause which is no doubt is an absurd 

position. Therefore, it is not the view of Udayana but the view of 

Vatsayana which can be accepted to be true . 
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,..._ 
But though Srivallabha rejects the first type of Tarka,he admits 

the second one i.e. Vyapatigrahaka Tarka. According to him, Tarka · 

is of service in the elimination of doubt about the infallibility of the 

relation between two terms. Say, for example, of the relation of 

smoke and fire. The necessity of the observed association of smoke 

with fire may be called in question by any person . Here this doubt 

may be eliminated in the following way by resorting to Tarka. We 

know that smoke is an effect. And it is admitted by all that an effect 

must have a cause as its antecedent. So, what then is the cause of 

smoke ? The application of the. joint method shows that fire is the 

cause of smoke. And as it is a causal relation, it can never be 

accidental other than necessary. Reasoning is of a hypothetical from 

'if smoke were not necessarily concomitant with fire, it could not be 

its effect.' If it were not the effect of fire, as it is known not to be the 

effect of anything other than fire, it would be an uncaused event 

which amounts to an absurdity. Thus Tarka by demonstrating the 

absurdity of the opposite possibility helps to determine the observed 

relation between the probans and the probandum to be an invariable · 

and essential case of ontological necessity.9 

,._ 
But here an objection may be raised against Srivallabha. The 

relation of concomitance known as vyapti is a necessary relation and 
.r-

therefore it is not contingent. Srival\abha holds that the second type 

of Tarka is necessary because this is called for when doubt arises 

about the necessity of the relation under consideration . But in fact to 

doubt abo.ut the necessity of the relation betw~en the probans and 

the probandum amounts to doubt the absence of the fallibililty and 
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the contingency of that relation which is the desired object of 

knowledge. So, doubt about this absence of contingency is on a par 

with the doubt about the objective of knowledge ; And the doubt 

about the objective of · knowledge which is called ·in Nyaya -
. - /~ . . 

terminology grahyasamsaya, _ Srivallabha opines, has nothing to do 

with preventing the materialisation of the res!Jitant knowledge sought 

to be achieved . So, the very question of eliminating. this doubt also 

does not arise at all and therefore the second type of Tarka is also 

unnecessary which is resorted to in order to remove the doubt in 
r-

question . So, the ground due to which Srivallabha rejects the first 

type of Tarka is the ground because of which he has to reject the 

second one also , for the status of both of the. arguments is one and 

the same.10 

,.. -
But Srivallabha beautifully meets this objection by saying that 

though apparently the doubt about the nessesity of the relation called 

vyapti seems to be similar to the doubt referred to by the ancient 

Nyaya _thinkers but in fact this is not the case . Actually these two 

doubts are different from one another in their status . The second 

one is an initial doubt about a truth which has not yet been proved . 

And an initial doubt does not ar.d cannot prevent the realisation of 

the truth . But the first one mentioned above is not an initial doubt like 

the second one . It is a doubt about an accepted belief , on the basis 

of which conclusion may be deduced 1 which is certainly an obstacle 

. to the realisation of any truth . So, to eliminate this doubt about the 

accepted belief the second type of Tarka is resorted to and therefore, 

the admissio-n of this Tarka is quite justified . 

·'-
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Now let us turn to Garigesa Upadhyaya , the writer of 

Nyayatattvacintamani , who is an epoch - maker Navya Nyaya 

thinker . Garigesa agrees with Srlvallabha on the. point that the 

·classification of Tarka as suggested by the ancient Nyaya thinkers is 

not tenable . He maintains that Tarka is important in ascertaining 

vyapti which is the nerve centre for the possibility of inference . 

Inference is quite impossible unless and until vyapti is established . 

Thaf is to say , vyapti is the necessary precondition of inference , for 

the possibility of inference necessarily presupposes the possibility of 

vyapti or universal concommitance between the probans and the 

probandum . But how that vyapti can be ascertained ? As to the 

answer to this question a diversity of opinion as well as a burning 

controversy is found among the philosophers . 

Some scholars are of the opinion that vyapti can be ascertained 

through the repeated observation of the co-existence of hetu ( 

probans ) and sadhya ( probandum ) . But this view is not accepted 

·to be true by the Navya Nyaya thinkers . According to them, the 

observation in question is one of the conditions but not the only 
, -~ .. 

condition for attaining vyapti . It is one ·of the . promoters in 

ascertaining· it .11 They hold that the knowledge of co-existence 

between hetu and sadhya accompanied by the ·knowledge of the 

absence of deviation of the same is the cause of ascertaining vyapti 
12 Gangesa observes that there can be no conviction of the 

necessity as well as universality of the co-association between hetu 

and sadhya if there be doubt of the said association . So, the doubt 
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in question is to be ruled out . For unless and until this doubt is 

eliminated , vyapti cannot be established . But how that doubt can be 

removed ? In reply to this question Garigesa with other Navya Nyaya 

thinkers say that it is Tarka through which the said doubt can be 

eliminated . So, Tarka along with the observation of the co

association of hetu and sadhya and non-observation of the deviation 

(vyabhicara) of the same is considered to be. the cause of 

ascertaining vyapti . 

Now let us consider that how Tarka as suggested by Navya -

Nyaya thinkers , helps . in eliminating the doubt about the necessity 

and universality of the concomitance found between the hetu and the 

sadhya . But to do so, first of all we have to find out how and why the 

doubt under consideration is taken place . That doubt comes into· 

being for either of the two attributes coupled with the lack of the 

knowledge of the specific attributes of· the enquired · object. And 

secondly, it is because of the doubt about the presence of condition ( 

Upadhi ) . This condition is one , which has by its nature necessary 

concomitance with the sadhya , but not with the hetu. So, the 

concomitance of the hetu with the sadhya is really due to the 

presence of a condition with which the hetu may be accidentally 

associated. So,for instance,. the concomitance of fire with smoke 

cannot be ·considered to be a necessarily universal though that 

concomitance is found in a. large number of cases. The said 
~ 

. concomitance is not regarded as necessarily universal for fire is 

associated with smoke onl.y when the former is in contact with 

carbohydrate. Thus the concomitance concerned is subject to the 
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condition mentioned and therefore accidental. But the concomitance, 

which is taken ·to be the condition of inference, necessarily be 

unconditional . More clearly to say this concomitance must be due to 

the intrinsic character of the hetu and the sadhya but not due to 

anything extraneous. 13 

The doubt owing to the first cause already mentioned can be 

eliminated by the definite knowledge of the specific characters of one · 

of the terms. For the sake of better understanding an instance may 

be cited . The characteristics of invisibility is found to be shared by 

both sound and space . Eternity is known to be another characteristic 

feature of space . Suppose a doubt arises here whether this eternity 

is also shared by sound in common with space . · Now this doubt 

about the concomitance of sound with eternity can be ruled out by 

the definite knowledge of the specific characteristics of sound that 

sound as a product cannot be eternal and vice-versa. So, as the 

sound is produced, it can never be eternal. 

The doubt which is due to the second cause pointed out can be 

removed only by the demonstration of impossibility of an extraneous 

condition . But how it can be· confirmed that the concomitance in 

question is whether due to any extraneous condition or is necessary 

and integral to the essential nature of the terms? It is Tarka in terms 

of which it can be confirmed by eliminating the doubt , which 

operates as a reductio-ad absurdum of the opposite possibility .14 
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But here an objecton _has been raised against the Navya -

Nyaya thinkers. The opponents maintain that Tarka cannot serve to 

eliminate the doubt in question due to a fallacy called infinite regress 

, as Tarka itself presupposes the knowledge of the necessary and 

universal concomitance ~ namely , vyapti . The opponents view can 

be ·understood through the consideration of the following explanation. 

, - -
Nilakan!hi commentry of Dipika of Tarkasarhgrapa defines 

Tarka in the following way : " Aharyavyapvayatta bhramajanyah 

aharyavyapakavatta-bhramastarkah ."15 That is Tarka is an imposed ( 

aharya) invalid knowledge of the existence of the pervader (vyapaka 

) which is produced by another imposed invalid knowledge of the 

existence of the pervaded ( vyapya ) . But what do we mean by 

'imposed knowldege' ( Aharyajnana) ? In reply it is said that the 

knowledge which is produced, out of one's desire at the time 

when there is the existence of the contrary knowledge is known as . 

imposed knowledge ( Virodhijnanakaifnecchaprayajyajnanatvam 

aharyajnanatvarh) . For example, if the knowledge in the form 'There 

is fire in the lake ' ( hrado_vahniman) is produced out of one's 

desire at the time when there is contrary knowledge in the form I 

There 1s the absence of fire in the lake' ( hrada 

vahnyabhavavan ) it is called an - imposed knowledge 

( aharyajnana ) . 

Tarka , as defined by the Navya-Nyaya thinkers, consists of two 

parts. The first part is called apadaka or ground and the second part 

is called apadya or consequence . And as Tarka is a hypothetical 
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argument its consequence i.e. apadya 1s necessarily deduced 

from its ground i.e. apadaka . This clearly implies that a 

universal and necessary concomitance is there in between 

apadaka and apadya . So, Tarka itself is based Upon the universal 

and necessary concomitance known as vyapti . Let us ·clear our idea 

by citing an example . In the case of smoke and fire , the form of 

Tarka can be expressed as - " If smoke be deviated from fire , it 

would not be caused by fire" . (Dhumo yadi.vahnivyabhicari syat tarhi 

vahnijanyo na syat) . The first part of it i.e. the absence of smoke 

from fire is called apadaka and the secon.d part i.e. the denial of 

being a product of fire is known as apadya . And as the second part 

of it i.e. apadya ( the denial of being a product of fire ) is necessarily 

seemed to follow from its first part i.e. apadaka ( the absence of 

smoke from fire ) an invariable concomitance called vyapti is to be 

admitted to be present between them. The from of the vyapti is : 

where there is deviation of fire,. there is. negation of being a product 

· · of fire ( · Yatra Yatra Vahnivyabhicaritvam Tatra Tatra 

Vahnijanyatvabhava_h ) . 16 

As long as our discussion is concerned, it is o~vious that Tarka 

is based upon vyapti as well . Now this vyapti ,· on which Tarka is 

founded , being itself a case of universal· and necessary 

concomitance, is exactly on the same footing with the other case of 

vyapti. And therefore, the vyapti existing then in Tarka is open to 

doubt like the vyapti remaining in inference . So, our question is : 

How this doubt of vyaptiof Tarka which is of the form " Whether 

apadaka is pervaded by apadya " can be eliminated ? In reply it can 
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be said that to remove the said doubt anolther Tarka is to be adopted 

. And in this second Tarka again there is another vyapti which also 

the subject to doubt like the former one . So how that doubt of the 

vyapti of the second Tarka can be ruled out? In· reply, it can again be 

said that for that purpose another Tarka is to be resorted to 

Consequetly the fallacy called infinite regress comes into being . 

But Udayana observes that the objection mentioned above is 

not sound at all and therefore it can not be accepted . He says that 

Tarka is applied to remove doubt as long as there is no contradiction 

in respect of one's own practical activity . As soon as the 

contradiction in respect of one's own practical activity arises the 

doubt in question. is ruled out by that contradiction itself . That is why; 
' ' ' 

·the application of Tarka becomes useless and unnecessary . An 

individual is found to seek for food, whenever he is hungry. A person 

again is seen to look for fire whenever he is in the need of smoke . 

The individual goes to seek for food because he knows very well 

through his previous experience that his hunger be satisfied by taking 

. food . Similarly, the person seeks for fire whenever he is in the need 

of smoKe for he does know that smoke is produced from fire . And 

why. such a man who ~rtainlly knows that smoke is the product of 

fire can apply the Tarka as" If smoke be deviated from fire, it cannot 

be produced by fire ". In this circumstances , the doubt whether. 

smoke exists in a place w!thout fire, be contradicted with the practical 

activity the person concerned and ultimately that doubt will be · 

_eliminated through that contradiction itself. So, the very question of 
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applying another Tarka and thereby that of the fallacy called infinite 

regress does not arise at all .17 

But the above mentioned view of Udayana under the charge of 
/ ,.._ 
Sriharsa . Sriharsa maintains that the doubt under consideration 

cannot be eliminated through the contradiction , for contradiction itself 

here is · necessarilly conneced with doubt. So, where there is 

contradition, there is doubt also side by side . But the question is -
/ 

why . does Sriharsa maintain that contradiction itself is necessarilly 

connected with doubt ? In reply, Sriharsa says that contradiction must 

be in between two terms. Here·the contradiction is seen to take place 

in between the doubt on the one hand and the practical activity on the 

other . So, to admit the contradiction and to deny any one of the 

terms at ·the same time is quite impossible . So Udayana cannot 

justifiably maintain the presence of contradiction and the absence of 

doubt . This is the ground because of which Sriharsa is of the 

openion that contradiction is necessarilly connected with doubt . And 

as contradiction is necessarilly connected, it has nothing to do with 

removing doubt . Therefore, the charge of the said ·fallacy of -infinite 

regress eannot be over come by showing the contradiction between 
.. -~----·----· 

·do:.abt and practical activity .18 

But Garigesa Upadyaya " beautifully meets the charge of 
/ -
Sri~~~sa raised against Udayana. Gahgesa says that Sriharsa fails to 

understand the actual sense of the term "contradiction" as used by 

Udayana. The sense of the contradiction as used by Udayana is 

different from the sense of the contradiction as understood by 
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Sriharsa . The contradiction understood by Sriharsa necessarilly 

presupposes the two terms, doubt and practical activity . But the 

conrtradiction used by Udayana necessarilly presupposes only one 

te~l!' . i.e. practical activity . Here the other term. i.e. doubt does not 

and cannot come into being for doubt and practical activity cannot be 

co-existent . Where there is doubt , there is no practical activity and 

the vice-versa . In other words, the presence of doubt implies the 

absence of practical activi ty and presence of practical activity 

implies the absence of doubt . From the discussion so far, it is clear 

that the two terms, doubt and practical activity between which the 
/ 

contradiction is supposed to be held by Sriharsa cannot be coexistent 
/ 

. Therefore, the objection of Sriharsa that where there is contradiction 

there is doubt, ~nnot be accepted . Here the contradiction is the 

contradiction of practical activity only . lf one becomes the subject of 

doubt as whether smoke is the product of fire, he cannot look for fire 

to get smoke . So, the contradiction· of one's own practical activity 

implies the absence of doubt. 

Udayana observes that if an individual entertains the doubt as 
. 

to whether smoke can exist in a place without fire, he cannot seek for 

fire to get smoke without any hasitation . So, one's unhasitatingly 

looking for fire clearly implies that the individual concerned does not 

entertain the doubt in question . Here the doubt cannot take its birth 

either because of the lack of some necessary condition for the 

origination of doubt or because of any other opposite issue . And as 

the doubt does not and cannot come into being the charge of 

Sriharsa does not hold good at all . Gangesa further maintains that 
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even if it is taken for granted that Udayana holds the contradiction as 
I 

understood and explained by Sridharsa as the remover of doubt yet 
, . . . 

Sriharsa's aforesaid objection cannot stand . Gahgesa says that the 

contradiction in question eliminates doubt in the same way in which a 

particular perception does " The charge raised by Sriharsa against 

the contradiction used by Udayana can also truly be applied in the 

case of a particular perception. Suppose, in the case of an object 

standing at some distance doubt arises in the form - whethere it is a 

man or a poll . Let us suppose again, after a while through a 

particular perception the doubt is dispelled and I become sure that 

the object is a poll so, a contradiction is there between doubt on the 
/ 

one hand and certainty on the other . Now if what Sriharsa says is 

true then contradiction and doubt should co-exist. And consequently, 

doubt cannot be eliminated . . But our day to day experience clearly 
/ 

shows that the fact is otherwise . Therefore, Sriharsa's objection .is 

baseless and unjustified. 

Now Garigesa explains his own view to show that the fallacy of 

infinite regress does not arise at all in the case of the application of 

Tarka . ·It is worthy. to note that the argument of Gangesa bears 

similarity with that of Udayana to a great extent . But Gangesa 

observes that the objection mentioned above is not sound at all and 

therefore unacceptable . According to him, the doubt of deviation 

does not arise at all in vyapti of Tarka , as it would involve 

contradiction. So, the very question of applying another Tarka does 

not arise at all . Gangesa's view can be explained in the following 

way.Smoke and fire are known to be concomitant . But this 
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cor.comitance may be called into question by any individual . Now 

this doubt can be eliminated through Tarka in the following way . As 

smoke is produced in a certain time, it is a product. So like all other 

products smoke also must have a cause of its own . Now smoke 

necessarily be a product either of fire or of not -fire, it cannot be 

otherwise . That is to say, it cannot be said that smoke is a product · 

but it is considered to be the effect neither of fire nor o.f not fire . 

If smoke be not the product of either fire or not fire , it cannot be 

regarded as a product at all . But smoke, having a definite time of 

occurrence cannot but be a product . The doubt about its being a 

product or not is thus precluded by contradiction of an undeniable 

truth.20 

Our day to day experience shows that smoke is an effect of fire 

and not of not -fire. So the relation between smoke and fire is a 

causal relation. So where there will be smoke there necessarily will 

be fire. Therefore, one cannot have a doubt about the existence of 

fire in a place where he sees smoke. 

The same objection has been beautifully answered by Gangesa 

with the other Navya - fYaiyayikas by showing a good argument . 

They observe that Tarka cannot be brought under the charge of the 

fallacy of infinite regress for it would involve contradiction in respect 

of one's own practical activity. One can doubt so long as there does 

not arise any contradiction in respect of one's own ,practical activity. 

One is not allowed to bear any doubt about vyapti between smoke 
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and fire, as he seeks fire in his day to day life to get smoke without 

any hesitation. If he has a slightest doubt regarding the vyapti in 

question , then he would not seek fire for having smoke. If there is 

any doubt it will contradict his own activity. So, one's own activities 

indi~ate the absence of doubt in them. Moreover, if one goes on 

doubting without stoping his doubting would be the subject of doubt. 

So each and every case is not subject of doubt. So doubting is not an 

endless process. 21 

They also maintain that the application of Tarka is also not an 

infinite process. It has also a limit. Tarka is applied not'in all the cases 

of inference. The very purpose of the employment ·at Tarka is to 

eliminate doubt. So, it is applied only in those inferences the vyapti of 

which are the subject of doubt. But there are some cases of inference 

whose vyapti is absolutely free from doubt . So, the very question of 

using Tarka in those inferences does not arise at all . Say for 

example, the baby is found to move on to suck mother's breast 

without turning to other objects. The reason behind this inclination of · 

a new born baby is the knowledge of its · conducivencess to the 

desired object. The reason behind its absence of inclination to other 

objects is the knowledge of their. conduciveness in gaining objects 

that not desired. But how does a baby come to .know of the 

conduciveness to the desired object ? As the baby has got no scope 

for experiencing conduciveness to the desired object in this life,. it is 

assumed that in the previous birth he had acquired the knowledge of 

vyapti in th'e from : " Where there is the means for the maintenance of 

my life, there is the means attaining my desired object." . (Yatra 
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Yatra majjivanarak$opayatvain_tatra tatra madi$_tasadhanatvam ) . 

The impression of the knowledge of vyapti gathered in the previous 

birth remains in the soul of new-born baby. After the awakeing of the 

impression, samskara, the baby attains the knowledge of vyapti 

which gives rise to the inference .22 In this inference there is no scope 

for applying Tarka , since he bears no doubt the efficacy of sucking 

mothers breast and so, there would not arise the fallacy called infinite 

regress (Anavastha ) . 

Here as long as my observation is concerned I partially agree 

and partially disagree with both of Sriharsa and Gangesa . I agree 
/ 

with Sriharsa as far as he maintains that contradiction is necessarily 

held between two terms . But I can not agree with Garigesa as long· 

as he observes that the contradiction as used by Udayana is held in 

one term only i.e. practical activity . Again I agree with Gangesa as 

long as he holds that practical activity and doubt cannot co-exist , and . 

therefore , Udayana is quite successful in maintaining the absence of 

doubt in terms of the presence of practical activity. And I disagree , . 
with Sriharsa who opines that practical activity and doubt co-exest 

and the-refore the former cannot be eliminated by the latter as 

Udayana maintains. 

r 
Following Sriharsa f myself also like to, maintain that 

contradiction must be held between two terms . It cannot be of one 

term only. It always be between some things but never be of 

something. Let us suppose that two persons A and B have a 

discussion on a certain topic in a room. Let· us suppose again that 
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c;mother person C enters into the room and hears B to say " It is 

contradictory ". Now if 8 intends to interfere the discussion then the 

Intelligible question asked by C to B is -contradiction between what 

? But not cont~~~iction of what ? The second question also may 

. become intelligible if some addition is made to · it saying. -

contradiction of what with what ? But to ask this question amounts to 

ask the former one . The two questions do not differ in their sense . In 

both of the questions two terms have been admitted between which 
.;' 

contradiction is supposed to be held . So it is quite clear that Sriharsa 

justifiably of observes that contradiction is necessarily held between 

two terms. 

But Sriharsa. unlike Garigesa and Udayana wrongly maintains 

that practical activity and doubt between which contradiction is 

supposed to be held can be co-existent . Actually the terms between 

which contradiCtion is held must be opposite to each other in their 

character. And the two terms having opposite character cannot co

exist . Say for examples light and darkness are two things having 

opposite character and so they cannot co-exist. If there is light in a 

certain place at a certain time then there cannot be darkness in that 

place at that time and vice versa . The samething can truly be said 

about doubt and practical activity . One may oppose the above view 

by pointing out that doubt and practical activity are not opposite in the 

sense in which light and darkness .are. So, what is true in the case of 

light and darkness cannot be true in the case of doubt and practical 

activity. But here this misconception takes its birth from· the very , 

misunderstanding of the proper sense of the terms ' practical activity ' 
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. Here practical activity stands for certainty . One seeks for fire 

unhasitatingly to get smoke because he is dead sure and certain of it 

. Here practical activity results in certainty and thereby the former 

amounts to latter . And no _one questions the fact that doubt and 

certainty are opposite to each other in their character in the same 

sense in which light and darkness are. If this is the case then it can 

properly be maintained that what is true in -the case of light and 

darkness should be equally true in the case of doubt and certainty 

and again the same can justifiably be held in the case of doubt and 

practical activity as practical activity stands for certainty. So, as long 

as our discussion is concerned it is very clear that doubt and practical 

activity cannot co-exist. The presence of one confirms the absence of 

another . Therefo~e Gngesa and Udayana rightly observes that doubt 

is -eliminated through practical activity for the presence of the latter 

implies the absence of the former. 
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CHAPTER -IV 

THE CONCEPTION OF TARKA IN SOME OTHER SCHOOLS: 

In the preceding chapters we have dealt with Tarka after· Nyaya 

School. Now let us trun our attention to Tarka as discussed and 

conceived by other Indian Schools as well. 

THE CONCEPT OF TARKA IN JAINA SCHOOL: 

The Jainas observe reasoning as the organ of cognition of universal 

and necessary concomitance between two terms . 1 

The discussion of Tarka as conceived by the Jainas 

presupposes the discussion of the Jaina concept of knowledge and 

its classification . The Jainas maintain that knowledge is of two kinds 

immediate (aparok~a) and mediate (parok$a). The former one is 

further devided into Avadhi , Manahparyaya , and · Kevala , and the 

latter one into Mati I and s/ata . 

Avadhi is clairvoyance which functions within a particular area 
----·-------· 

and upto a particular time. It cannot go beyond spatia - temporal 

limits. Manahparyaya is a kind of telepathic awareness. It is the direct 

knowledge of the thoughts of others and like Avadhi is also limited by 

spatial and temporal conditions. In both Avadhi · and Manahparyaye 

the soul has direct knowledge unaided by the senses and the mind. 

So, inspite of being limited they are immediate knowledge. Kevala is 

omniscience which is unlimited and absolute. This knowledge can be 
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acquired only by the liberated souls. Unlike the former two Kevala is 

not limited by spatia-temporal conditions. 2 

Mati includes perceptual as well as inferential knowledge. 
/ 

Sruta is the knowledge derived through authority. One point should 

be noted here. Usually perceptual knowledge is considered as 

immediate. But the Jainas observe that this knowledge also like the 

inferential and testimonial ones presupposes the activity of thought 

and that is why should be regarded as mediate .. 

Mati, the Jainas hold, again is of two kinds direct and indirect. 

The direct one includes Avagraha, Uha, Avaya and Dhiirapa while 

the indirect one includes Tarka , Vada , Criticism and memory. So, 

Tarka, according·,to the Jainas, is one kind of indirect Mati-Jfiana . 

. A position of supreme importance has been accorded to Tarka 

by the Jainas. They are of the opinion that Tarka should be regarded 

as a separate as well as independent source of knowledge in the 

same way in which peception and inference are. Knowledge of 

universal and necessary concomitance between two terms ( · hetu and 

sadhya)· is the nerve-centre for the. possibility of inference and this 
----- ------· 

knowledge, the Jainas hold, can be derived only through Tarka. The 

form in which Tarka delivers itself is as follow~ :"A occurs only and 

necessarily when 8 occurs, and is not seen to occur as a matter of 

universal necessity when B is absent". The content of this cognition is 

the universal and necessary relation between two terms eg. A ·and 

B. 3 
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The Jainas maintain that the knowledge of the universal and -

necessary concomitance can be derived neither through perception 

nor through inference. Two arguments can be shown because of 

which perception cannot actually be taken a the source of this 

knowledge. First, through perception we can have the knowledge of 

any object which is visible but not the knowledge of any relation held 

between two objects which is not visible. The knowledge under 

consideration, no doubt , is a knowledge of a relation held between 

hetu and sadhya e.g. smoke and fire and therefore cannot be 
' ascertained through perception-. Secondly, perception is not capable 

of being the source of the said knowledge because the jurisdiction of 

it is limited only to present individual data . But the knowledge of the 

universal and n~cessary concomitance _is pervaded in the past, 

present and future. So, it is obvious that this knowledge can hardly be 

derived through perception. 

The inference, according to the Jainas, also cannot be the 

source of the knowledge of universal and necessary concomitanCe. If 

inference is taken for granted as the source of this knowledge then 

we have- to face two vital problems which cannot be overcome in any 

way. The first problem_l'natbefmade clear by citing an example in the 

following way. Let us suppose inference no. 1 is the source of the 

knowledge of the universal. and necessary concomitance called A. 

But we know that each and every inference necessarily presupposes 

the knowledge of a universal and necessary_ concomitance. So, as 

inference no. 1 is an inference, it· must presuppose a universal and 

necessary concomitance suppose called B. Then another inference, · 
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let us suppose inference no.2 is to be admitted through which 

· concomitan_ce 8 can be established . But again inference no.2 being 

an inference it also presupposes another universal and necessary 

contomitance. So to derive that concomitance a third inference has to 

be admitted. Thus the fallacy called infinite regress comes into being. 

Secondly, we know that inference necessarilly presupposes the 

knowledge of the universal and necessary concomitance called 

Vyapti and if it is held that this knowledge itself is ascertained through 

inference then this knowledge also presupposes inference. So the 

faUacy of circularity would crop up. Hence it is clear that inference like 

perception also cannot be the source of the knowledge of the 

universal and necessary concomitance. And it is Tarka through which 

this knowledge ca·n be ascertained.4 

THE CONCEPT OF TARKA IN VAISESIKA SYSTEM:-. 
. ~ 

The reference of Tarka is seen neither in Sutra nor in 

Prasastapada_Bhasya of Vaishe§ika, but in Bhasyapka known as 
- ~- . . 

Nyayakanda!T. Sridhara Bhatta after adrhittig Vicaratmaka Taraka 

considers the knowledge "Prasanga" conceived by Vaise$ika as 

TarJ<a. Sriohara Bhana observes that if any doubt is raised by the 

opponent in the case of any knowledge in the field of metaphysics· 

then that doubt can be ruled out and the opponent would be defeated 

through the application of Tarka and thereby indirectly the truth of the 
--

knowledge in question be establikshed. For example, if the nature of 

the soul is called in question as whether the soul is produced or 

nonproduced then that doubt can be removed through Tarka in the-
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·following way :- ff the ·soul were produced or noneternal then 

bondage and liberation would have been impossible. So, the soul 

must be nonproduced or eternal. Sridhar Bhana further maintains that 

promiipa .J~.s karana cannot operate its function without the aid of its 

promoter (itikartarvatB). It is equally true in all the Laukika , Vaidika 

and metphysical aspects. But Tarka acts as a promoter to the 

pramapa only in the purview of metaphysics. Tarka as a promoter to 

the prama[Ja becomes the cause of the metaphysical knowledge 

through the consideration of the nature of any metaphysical objects.5 

But Shivaditya, on the· contrary holds that Tarka is 

Sarilsayatmaka (i.e in the form of doubt) . He says in SaptapadarthT 

that the ani~faprasaga of unexpected pervade is Tarka. This Tarka as 

anistaprasanga being nonjudgemental or anavadharanatmaka is . . . 
included by doubt. Madhava Samaswati also agrees with Shivaditya 

on this pcint . Samaswati says in the ·commentary is. nothing but 

doubt . Since, if there were no fire there would be no smoke- such 

type of knowledge and inclusion are there in Tarka , it confirms the 

existence and non-existence of anything. 

As far as our discussion is concerned a controversy regarding 

the nature of. Tarka as conceived by Vaisesika between Shivaditya 

and Madhava Samaswati on the one hand and Sridhar Bha~a was 

the other is seen. Shivaditya and Madhavasamaswati maintain that 

Tarka of Vaishesika is samsayatmaka (i.e in the form of doubt) Y'fhile 
/ 

Shridhar Bhatta observes that the Tarka in question is· Vicaratmaka ( 

i.e in the from of reasoning) . 



76 

But here one point should be noted. A devergence of openion is 

seen between Sridhar on the one hand and the Naiyayikas on the 

other regarding .whether Tarka should be regarded as a promoter to 

the Pram8(18 or as an independent Pram8_na. While the Naiyayikas 

maintain that the reasoning or Tarka should be considered as· a 

promoter or an auxiliary factor to an independent· means of 

knowledge (pramanB_nugrahaka) Sridhar Bha~a observes that it 

should be regarded as an independent means of knowledge. The j 

Naiyayikas further hold that reasoning is an invalid knowledge, 
,. 

whereas, Sridhar is of the openion that it is a valid cognition. We have 

already discussed in the previous chapters why the Naiyayikas 

maintain that reasoning would be treated as an illusory knowledge 
,... 

and also ~sa prOflloter to the Prama{las. Now let us see why Sridhar 

disagress with the Naiyayikas on this point and regards reasoning 

itself as a Pramara. He says that Tarka is adopted by one to 

establish his own view by rejecting its contrary view raised by his 

opponent. In this process, u·nless' and untill the contrary view is ruled 

out as an impossibility the own view of the subject concerned also 

cannot be established. So, the establishment of one's own view 
. 

necessarilly presupposes the proof of the impossibility of its contrary 

view . So, it is quite evedient that the primary task of the reasoning is 

· to prove the opponent's view as an impossibility . But reasoning has 

nothing to do so,if it is invalid as maintined by the Naiayayikas.6 Say 

for example, the knowledge of bondage and liberation would be 

impossible if the soul were produced or non eternal. Were it invalid, 

the proposed alternative advocated by the opponent would no be 

. ruled out as an impossibility. And consequently, the view of the 
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proponent concerned, that is, the proof of the immortality of the soul 

would not be possible. But as a matter of fact through the application 

of Tarka the opponent's position is proved to be absurd and thereby 

the view in question is established to be true. And this fact implies 

that Tarka must be valid, as an invalid reasoning is incapable of doing 

so. If this be the case then it must be subsumed under a recognised 

organ of knowledge like perception or inference.7 

' 
The form and characteristics of reasoning resemble with that of 

inference. So, it should be regarded as inference. Reasoning shows 

that the soul cannot be mortal and the assertion of the impossibility of 

mortality is tantamount to the assertion of the immortality of the soul. 

So, it is nothing but an inference. 8Even if this proof of the absurdity 

of the assertion of mortality be not regarded as tantamount to the 

proof of its immortality, but rather as a logical ground of this proof, 

yet the validity of reasoning as an independent organ cannot be 

denied. Reasoning, proves the absurdity of the opponent's position 

by means of a logical probans and by reason of the necessary 

concomitance between the probans and the probandum . So, its form 

exactly resembles with that of inference and thereby it is proved once 

again that resoning is nothing but inference. 

Vyomaslvacarya, the author of the Vyomavaif, being agreed 
/ 

with Sridhar Bha.f!a on this point, says that the finding of reasoning is 

necessarily valid . So, the attempt to deny validity ·to resonlng is 

suicidal . 9 If reasoning were invalid then no contribution to 

determine the ,truth would· be derived from it. . But in fact reasoning 

establishes what is true by ruling out what is false in the form of 
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reductio-ad-absurdum. And this fact clearly indicates that reasoning 

must be a valid one. That is why Vyomas'fvacarya . maintains that 

reasoning must be an organ of knowledge and subsumed either 

under perception or inference. 

TARKA IN BUDDHIST LOGIC:-· 

The application of Tarka is found in the Baudha system too. 

Tarka has been described as prasanganumana or ani$ta-prasanga 

by the Buddhist.10 The inference called· anistaprasanga is one 

through which the absurdity of the views of the opponents is 

established. 

Tarka is seen to be employed by the Buddhists to establish a good 

number of their own views. Here an instance can be cited. They 

proved the momentary character of all the existent entities in the light 

of the. distinction between fried seed (Kushelastha) and nonfi ied 
-

seed (K~hitrasha bija ). And this distinction, in turn , is made in terms 

of anistaprasanga . The fried seeds are incapable of sprouting , for 

they are ankurakarins. Here the . Buddhists want to infer the major 

term, the incapability of sprouting in the minor term, the fried seed. To 

infer this they introduce the Vyatireki-Vvapti ·-aiid say that if one 

becomes capable of doing any particular activity then that very 

activity is performed by it. For example, the seed associated with the 

promoting factors. Here. the invariable concomitance is shown in 

between the capabi\ity and actuality. As this invariable concomitance 

is pervaded by the middle term of the inference of the incapability of 

the fried seed, undoubtedly , it is a Vyatireki-Vyapti. The fried seeds 
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are incapable of sprouting as they are ankurakarins in this inference 

the incapabiiity and actuality are the major term and minor term 

respectively. So, VyaterekT -_ Vyapti of the inference of incapability is 

- that which is incapable of doing any particular task, it cannot 

perform the same type of inference where the incapability of the fried 

s.eeds is inferred through the Vyatireka-Vyapti known as prasanga or 

. Prasanganumana . 

This· prasanga also can be represented in a different way 

through the invariable concomitance between ankurakaratva and 

incapability : If the fired seeds were capable of sprouting then they 

would sprout. In this inference the incapability of sprouting of the fried 

seeds is established through the elimination of the possibility of 

deviation. 11 

As far as our discussion is concerned it is quite evident that the 

invariable concomitance is made free from doubt by the Prasanga as 

admitted and conceived by the Buddhists in a very similar way in 

which it is done by the Tarka of the Naiyayikas; So, it is justifiably 

said that the prasanga of the_Buddhists stands for the Tarka of the 

· Naiyayikas. But the BuciQ.hLsts consider the Prasanga as a variety of 

inference.12 

TARKA IN SAMKHYA SYSTEM: 

Tarka plays a vital role in samkhya school too. In 

Samkhakarika eight types of Siddhis have been pointed out by 
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shawarkrishna and Uha is one of them. Vacaspati Mishra in his 

Tattvakaumudi describes this Uha as Tarka. 

In explaining this Uha \facaspati says that Uha is . the 

justification of the statements of Vedas or Agama in the light of some 

arguments. But here one point should be noted. The argument in 

terms of which the Vedic statements are ·justified cannot be 

contradictory to the Vedas. Say for example, the cow-dung and 

conch-shell are taken to be auspicious things in the Vedas. Now one 

may prove these things to be inauspicious by putting forth an 

argument.13 One may say that any refuse (bi~tfla) is an inauspicious 

thing. And as cow-dung is kind of refuse, bisthii, it cannot but be an - ., . 

inauspicious thing. Similarly any bone of any animal is an 

inauspicious thing. And since conch-shell is a bone of an animal, it 

must be an inauspicious thing as well. -The soundness of these 

arguments cannot b~ called in question. But yet these arguments 

cannot be considered as Tarka only because they are contradictory 

to the Vedas. 

Another point should be highlighted here. We should explain 

what _qoes actually the abovementioned justification mean ? Here 

justification is nothing but the establishment of Vedic authority by 

removing the doubt imposed or proving the soundlessness of the 

argument raised by the opponents .. 
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TARKA IN MlMAMSA SYSTEM : 

Now let us deal with the Tarka as advocated and conceived by the 

Mimamsa school. The principal objective of Mfmarhsa is to establish 

dharma . To serve this purpose the Mlmamsakas employ some. 

arguments. According to the Mimamsaka , dharma is to be known 

through the ·statement of the scriptures alone. In order to prove 

dhanna it is essential to determine the meaning of the Vedic 

sentences. The argument through which this meaning of the Vedic 

statement is established is called Tarka. This is the view particularly 

of Kumarila Bha~a about Tarka . 

But Tarka as conceived. by another MTmarhsaka , namely 

Narayana Bha!1a ·js quite of a different type. He observes that when 

one proceeds to establish anything with the help of some prama{1a 

he may be objected by his opponent who claims the possibility of the 

object as being substantiated otherwise.ln that critical situation the 

person concerned may be proving his opponent's position to be 

absurd and groundless taking the . help of some argument.14 This 

type of argument is regarded as Tarka . To clear this point his own 

example may be cited here. Let us suppose someone is going on to 

infer the existence of fire in a particular locus on the basis of the · 

perception of smoke in· it. Now if some other person doubts in the 

existence of fire and claims that there is no fire in that locus at all, 

then the person in question may confirm his own position proving his 

opponent's claim as groundless and absurd, by putting an argument 

in this form "if there is no fire then there- cannot be any smoke too." 
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--TARKA IN VEDANTA SYSTEM: 

Tarka in Advaita and Vishistadvata school: 

Vedanta School also is seen to deal with- Tarka . Advaita 

system like the Nyaya admits Tarka as the promoter to the prama_na 

(pramiinanugrahaka). But while the Navya-Nyaya recognises Tarka 

as a promoter particularly to the inference, Advaita Vedantins hold 

Tarka as the same particularly to the Vedic-testimony. They observe 

that the knowledge of Brahman can be attained through Vedic, 

testimony. But our mind being the subject of limitations confronts with 

doubt on the way to attain that knowledge. And that doubt is ruled out 

through Tarka. ~ As Tarka paves the way for the Vedic-testimony by 

removing the impediment, doubt , it is regarded as the promoter to 

the Vedic-testimony. 15 

In Tattvanusandhana Mahadevi Saraswati says that doubt 

concerning the knowledge of Brahman is weped out in terms of 

Tarka . · Tarka .. is considered as anistaprasanga where the parvaded 

is established through the parvader. For example, if Paramatma 

· were not identical with the self then being non-self it would have been 

non-eternal like the post. 

Madhusuaana Saraswati , in Sidhiintabindu following the 

subjectmatter of Sarirakaslitra of the Vedanta philosophy maintains 

that Tarka is of four kinds :- (a) Drgdrsyanvaya Vyiitireka 

(Samanyayadhyaya ) (b) Saksi~k~yanvaya Vyatireka 

(Aviradhadhyaya) · (c), Agamapayitadavadhyanvaya Vyatireka 

/1 
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( Sadhanadhyaya) (d) Duhkhiparamapremaspadanvaya Vyatireka 

(Phaladhyaya). Besides these four kinds of Tarka Madhusudana 

admits another type of Vyatireka called Anuvrttavyavrttanvaya 

Vyatireka. 

Now let us deal with the special forms or patterns of the five 

kinds of Tarka mentioned above :-

(a) Drgdeyanvaya- Vyatireka ( Samanvayadhyiiya ) :-

Drg = Anvayi, Deya = Vyatireka . 
• 0 

If the visible objects established by the agreement with the self 

evident D{k is true then quite evidently they cannot be material. 

(b) Sak~isaksyanvaya - Vyatireka (Aviradhadhyaya) :-

Sak~i = Anvayi , Sak~a ( Sak~ibhasya) = Vyatireki 

If the material objects established by the agreement with the 

indeterminate snake is true , then that material objects cannot be 

determinate. 16 

- - . - ·- --· (c) Agamapayitadavadhyanvaya- Vyatireka ( Sadhanadhyaya) :-. 

Agamapayi = Productive and destructive , Abadha of it = the self 

which is without having any production and destruction. Dhanni = 
Anvayi , · Jagat = VyatirekT. 
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If the material world established through the agreement with the 

eternal-self is true that world cannot have any production and 

destruction. 

(d) DufJkhiparamapremaspadan;§ya- Vyatireka (Phaladhyaya) :-

Paramapremaspadatva of self = AnvaYf , Duhkhitva of self = 
VyatirekT. 

If the material world established by the Vyatireka agreement 

with the Blissful Brahman is 'Arue then there cannot. be any suffering 

in this world. 

{e) Anuvrttavyavrttanyaya - Vyatireka :- · 
r • 

' 

Anuv:atta · = consciousness subsisting in all objects Vyavrtta = 
Visible. If the world established as identical with the all-pervading 

conscious Brahman is true then they cannot be visible each other. 

Thus through the Tarka of Vedanta the significance· of Upanisada 1s 

expressed and thereby the actual nature. of the Brahman is 

established. This is the view of Advaita Vedanta about Tarka .17 

Now let us discuss the Tarka of-ViSistadvaita. We see that the 

Tarka as conceived by Advaita Vedanta is neither a separtate' and 

independent prama.na nor everi is included by any other pramai]a . 

But ViSl~(iidvaita observes that Tarka actually, is included by the 

pramB_na of perception. According to this school, Tarka is included 

by· memory and memory again is included by perception and thus 

Tarka itself is included by perception indirectly through memory. 
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Here one pointshould be made clear to understand the Tarka of 

Visi$(8dvaitins - why memory is conceived by them as pramaha and 

included by perception? In response to this question they maintain 

that prama.na is one which remains avinabhuta with p!_Bmeya or the 

object of knowledge. And 'prama!'a remains avinabhuta with 

prameya~ means - the knowledge of the prameya (object) 

ascertained through a pramapa in a particular space and time 

remains the same and is not otherwise at any time.And memory is 

one through which an object is known exactly in the same form in 

which it was known earlier . So, memory like any other pramara 

remains avinabhuta with the prameya and therefore is justifiably 

considered as pramB_na. But it is worthy to note that though the 

ViSi~tadvaitavadif!S regard memory as pram§_na they do not regard it . 
as an independent and separate prama[Ja . They hold that memory is 

included by perception . But why they are of the openion that 

perception includes memory ? They reply to this question very 

beautifully by saying that as memory is a consciousness derived only 

through samskara the root of it lies there in perception and thereby 

memory is included by it 

Thus viSf~~advaitavadins establish the samsaya and Tarka as 

prama!Ja through the·proof of memory as the same. Similarly, Tarka 

is proved to be included by perception indirectly, in terms of the 

inclusion of memory by the same. 

To show that the sainsaya is a valid knowledge included by 

memory an example may be cited in. the following way :-



· Let us suppose seeing a tree standing at a certain distance one. 

becomes confused as - whether it is a tree or a man ? And this 

cannot be considered as a single knowledge having both treehood 

and manhood, for _both of ihem cannot belong to one and the same 

enquired object at the same time. If the object in question is known as 

tree then it cannot be known as man and again if it is known as man 

then it cannot be known_ as tree. Both of the knowledge separately 

are valid. Seeing the object standing at some distance, in first stage a 
) 

feelir:tQ of something tall comes into being in the mind of the person 

concerned. In the immediate next step both of the tree and man- are 

remembered as both of them are tall . So, this is a complex process 

consisting of· two steps - Samskara and memory respectively. The 

objects remembered are actually valid. Therefore, it is seen that as 

long as doubt persists the knowledge of the object under 

consideration as memory also remains valid. So doubt included by 

memory, as shown by the Visi~~advaitavada, is a valid cognition. It 

further maintains that like doubt Tarka is also valid as a cognition. For 

the Uha or Tarka confirms one of the alternatives by eliminating the 

rest. And . at the time of confirming the object in question is 

_re__r:nernbered and thereby the knowledge of that object as memory 

remains valid. 18 



TARKA IN MADHVAS' SCHOOL:-

The concept of Tarka in Madhvas'School as explained in the 

pramanapaddhati by Jayatirtha :-
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Jayatirtha, an outstanding writer has made an epoch making 

work on logic and epistemology from the view point of Madhvas' 

School. The explanation of Tarka or reasoning given in his work, 

Pramal}apaddhati, is no doubt, highly execellent. Madhavas do not 

agree with the nature· of reasoning as given by the Nyaya-System. 

Consiquently a burning controversy is seen between the two schools

Madhva and Nyaya. 

In the previous chapters we have already seen that the 

Naiyayikas unanimously consider Tarka as an auxiliary factor to an 

independent means of knowledge. But the Madhavas are of the 

vpinion that reasoning should not and cannot justifiably be regarded 

as a helping condition to an independent organ of knowledge. So, 

quite naturally the said view of the Naiyayikas cannot be accepted. 

The Madhva$ observe that reasoning fulfils all the conditions which 

are taken to be essential for being an independent means of 

knowledge. Therefore~ it is quite proper to consider reasoning as an 

independent means of knowledge and not as an auxiliary factor to it. 

This view has been explained very beautifully by JayatTrtha in his two 

epoch-making works Pramli_napaddhati and Nyliyasudha . 

Jayatirtha regards reasoning as an independent means of 

knowledge and · subsumes under inference. In the chapter of 



88 

inference of Pramariapaddhati, -he deals with the classification· of 

inference. Here several ways of classification of inference have been l 

suggested by him. One of them brings inference under two 

broad heads - (a) inference for establishing a conclusion 

(sadhananumana) and (b) inference for refutation of the opponent's. 

view( du~ananumiina) : The latter one has again be subdivided into 

two kinds, viz . (i) inference . for· proving the defect in the argument 

employed by the opponent ( dustipramitisadhana) and (ii) reasoning 

(Tarka).19 The first one is employed in proving the incompetency of 

the probans which is used to establish the probandum. And 

reasoning or Tarka , the second one, is called in to refute the position 

of the opponent in the form of reductio-ad-absurdum. So, as far as 

our discussion is concerned we see that reasoning has been 

considered by Jayatirtha as a variety of inference for refutation of 

position of the opponent (dusananumanavisesa). Tarka has been . . 
defined as an admission of an undesirable contigency necessitated 

by the admission of false issue.20 To understand the reasoning as 

conceived by Jayatlrtha, the observation of the commentator, 

Janardan Bha~a. is worthy to note~ He maintains reasoning as the 

inforced admission of a contingency as the condition and 

. presupposition by the admission of a fact necessarily conditioned by 

the former, through the reason of the necessary concomitance 

between them, When 'A' is necessarily occured by B, that is to say, A 

cannot be taken place without B, · then A is considered to be a 

necessary concomitant (vyapya) and B as the determinant of the 

concomitance (vyapaka). Here B, the determinant of concomitance 
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(vyapaka) is infired on the ground of the determinate in concomitance 

(vyapya). So, the meaning of Janardana's aforesaid comment stands 

thus : The admission of a determinate . concomitant makes the 

admission of a determinant concomitant inevitable.21 Janardans like 
-Jayatirtha, uses to think that reasoning, in fact, is nothing but 

inference. And he proves his contention through inference in the 

following. way :- " Reasoning is a species of inference , for it 

generates madiate cognition by virtue of necessary concomitance, in 

the same way in which the well known case of the inference of fire 

from smoke is taken place in terms of the necessary concomitance, 

held between smoke and firen.22 Resoning resembles inference in its 

form and nature. All the essential conditions which are seen present 

in and fulfiled by inference are also found present in and fulfill by 

reasoning. Say for example, the ground of reasoning which are 

hypothetically assumed stands for the probans of inference for both 

of them work on· the basis of necessary concomitance. Besides, 

necessary concomitance is the foundation and nerve centre for both 

of the inference and reasoning. So, it is quite proper and justified to 

consider reasoning as an inference. 

Jayatirtha thinks that some objections may be raised against 

his aforesaid view. So, he notes those possible objections and also 

replies to them ·from his own view point. One may observe that 

though reasoning appears to be an inference actually this is not the 

case. We think that reasoning should be considered to be inference 

for it fulfills all the necessary conditions for being an inference. But if 

we ponder over the problem, we shall see that the fact is otherwise. 



90 

Two conditions are taken to be necessary for an inference - (i) the 

probans is shown to stand in nece~sary concomitance with the 

probandum in major premise (vyapti), and (ii) Probans is shown to be 

actually present in the subject in the minor premise (Pak~adharmat8). 

The former one is seen to be fulfilled by the reasoning too. For the 

ground of reasoning is necessarily related to its consequent . But the 

latter one is not fulfilled as the ground is never actually present in the 

subject in the case of a reasoning. On the contrary the subject is 

qualified by the absence of the probans, the ground. Here, in 

reasoning , the ·ground is · hypothetically · superimposed upon the 

subject and the arguer is quite conscious of this super imposition. To 

make this position more clear an instance may be cited. "If the lake 

were possessed of smoke, tt must be possessed of fire," is a case of 

reasoning. In this reasoning in fact, the ground, the presence of 

smoke, is absent in the subject, i.e. in the lake. And the arguer is 

definitely aware that smoke is not and cannot be actually present in 

the lake. The lack of the minor premise, that is to say, the lack of the 

actual presence of_the probans in the subject is known as the fallacy 

of the non-existent probans. Thus. reasoning becomes the subject of 

this falla.cy and therefore cannot be regarded as an infeence proper 

as maintained by Jayatlrtha. Morever, in an inference, the knowledge 

of the probans is the ground dipending upon. which the knowledge of 

· the probandum is established . For example, in the inference "There 

is fire in the hill because there is smoke in it"one gets the inferential 

knowledge of fire, probandum, on the basis of the perceptual 

knowledge of smoke i.e, probans. ·And this condition again is seen 

not to be fulfil\ed by reasoning, since, there is no such. thing as 
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knowledge of the ground or the knowledge of the consequent but only 

an assumption in either. Inference is a case of definite and authentic 

knowledge. It is also categorical. But reasoning is a case of 

assumption and hypolthetical supposition and therefore not 

knowledge at all. So it is proved once again that reasoning or Tarka 

cannot justifiably be considered as inference.23 

Now,Jayatfrtha replies to the objections mentioned above 

clearly as well as beautifully . He maintains that the aforesaid 

' objection has been raised due to the lack of the proper 

understanding of the logical value of the fallacy called the 'non

existent probans'. The second condition that the probans be actually 
\ 

present · in the ~ubject is held to be a necessary condition for 

inference. But actually this is not the case. This is nothing but a 

logical convention. And this convention is mistaken for a necessary 

condition. Though the actual presence of the probans in the subject is 

the general rule of inference, it is not an essential condition at all. 

What is essential is the beli.ef in the presence of the probans in the 

subject and this belief again is the condition of the belief in the 
. 

presence of the prob~r'l-~Uf!l. And this condition is fulfilled. by the 

reasoning, so far as the opponent is concerned, as he believes that 

the probans or the ground under consideration is present in the 

subject and again this probans, ground,actually stands in the relation 

of a necessary concomitance to the probandum or the consequent. 

As the opponent believes in the presence of the ground and its 

necessary relation to the consequent, so just on the basis of this 

belief, the belief in the consequent can be deduceed.24 
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One point is very important to note here. Though reasoning is 

an inference, it is not an ordinary type of inference. Consequently, it 

does not exactly tally with an ordinary inference in all its 

characteristics. So, jus_t on the basis of the differences mentioned, if 

one concludes that reasoning is not an inference, then it will be a 

great mistake. Reasoning is an inference of a special type, having 

some special properties and acting as reductio-ad-absurdum . As it is 

a special type of inference and its speciality does not resemble the 

ordinary ones we are generally acquinted with we think that 

reasoning is not a case of inference. And the speciality of this 

inference lies in the fact that this inference is applied by a person to 

stand his own position indirectly by showing the absurdity of the 

position of his opponent, and here, the probans is accepted not by 

both of the opponent and pr<?ponent. The probans is accepted to be 

true only by the opponent and it is only hypothetically assumed by the 

proponent. So as far as our discussion goes it is quite clear that the 

~rguer or the proponent does not believe in the presence of the 

probans in the subject in such cases of inference. But this lack of 

belief from the part of the ·proponent has nothing to do with affecting 

the validity of inference so far as the opponent is concerned, for the 

--fatter believes in the presence of the probans. And the probandum is 

shown to be only a logical necessary conclusion by the proponent 

just on the basis of the opponent's belief in the probans. So, the 

validity of this type of inference is determined only by the belief of the 

opponent. Even the proponent's belief makes this type of inference 

useless and impossible. Because, it is already seen that type of 

inference is caused by a an arguer who holds a different view from 
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that of the opponent. The main objective is to show the later view as 

absurd and therefore unacceptable and hence the former view is true 

and acceptable. 'So, the difference of the views between the arguer 

and the opponent is the only cause due to which this inference is 

used and applied. If the arguer like the opponent believes in the 

presence of the probans in the subject then it means that both of the 

parties agree in their views. Consequently, the very question of 

applying this type of inference does not arise. So, it can be concluded 

that the belief in the presence of the probans in the subject from the 

part of the opponent and disbelief in the same from the part of the 

arguer are essential conditions for the application of such inference.25 

To understand the above view more clearly an example may be 

cited. "If the lake were possessed of smoke , it would be possessed 

of fire. But as a matter of fact it is not possessed of fire. So it cannot 

be p:)ssessed of smoke." 

This argument represnts both the absurdity of the opponent's 

position and the truth of the position of the arguer. The opponenfs 

view consists in the belief in the presence of smoke in the lake, 
. 

whereas, the arguer's view is just opposite to it, that is to say, urger 

believes in the absence of smoke in the lake. Here this argument is 

applied to show the absurditity of the opponent's view. More clearly 

to say, if the opponent's view i.e. the presence of smoke in the lake is 

taken as granted then as a logical necessity_ an absurdity wilt follow. 

The presence of smoke stands in relation to a necessary 

concomitance· with the presence of fire. So, to believe in the former 

amounts to believe in the latter, and this latter belief in tum gives birth 
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to an absurdity. Thus through the application of this type of argument 

the position of the opponent is reduced to an absurdity and thereby 

through the backdoor the arguer's ·view is proved to be- true and 

acceptable. So, if the proponent would believe in the presence of 

smoke in the lake as the opponent does, and yet would apply this 

argument, then it would become self-defeating or suicidal for it would 

cancel what he likes to establish. Thus the foregoing discussion 

shows that the probans of the reasoning is believed to be present in 

the subject only by the opponent and not by the proponent and yet it 

should justifiably be considered as an inference proper, as far as it 

fulfills all the necessary conditions for being an inference .26 

.... 
Jayatirtha thinks that another objection form a different point of 

view may be raised against him. He puts that objection and also 

replies to it. Reasoning becomes the subject of another logical fallacy 

called the fallacy of contradicted probans. (badha) as long as the 

absence of the probandum in the subject in conclusion is 

concerned.27 But the Madhvas react to this objection by saying that 

this objection too is applicable only to the categorical type of 

inference and it is already stated that reasoning is not a categorical 

inference ·at all. So, this objection cannot be applied to reasoning 

. which is an inference of the type called reductio-ad-absurdum.28 

Even to endorse this inference to make free from the fallacy in 

question is to push it into another fallacy called acceptance of a 

position oppos.ite to his own accepted conclusion (apa~iddhlinta). For 

fire, in the example given above, the absence of fire in the lake is an 

established fact of which the arguer is fully conscious. Now if the 
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arguer intends to establish the probandum in the subject, i.e. the 

existence of fire in the lake then, no doubt, it would give birth to the 

said fallacy. 

Reasoning as maintained by Jayatlrtha, has two conclusions 

side by side - a false conclusion and a negative c~nclusion . The 

former one remains in the explicit form, whereas, the latter one lies in 

the implicit and hidden form . Both of the conclusions are implied by 

the reasoning. but not in the same way. The false conclusion ts 

implied directly but the negative conclusion, on the contrary, is 

implied indirectly. As the negative conclusion remains in the impliciti 

form, generally it is over looked by us. And we think that reasoning 

like the categorical inference has only one conclusion. Thus 1 only the 

one half which is; intact, incomplete is mistakenly held. by us to be 

whole and complete.29 This misconception leads us to think that 

reasoning becomes the subject of the charges mentioned. As soon 

as we can be . free from this misconception we can understand that 

the aforesaid objections are groundless and pseudo. 

-
Jayatirtha's view can be substantiated through the clarification 

and consideration of the Western view regarding reductio-ad

absurdum. The European logicians also consider reductio-ad

absurdum as a kind of inference. Hence their view is somehow 

similar to that of the Madhavas. But one point is worthy to note here. 

A vital difference is found between the Western and-the-Indian logic. 

The Western logic is concerned only with the formal validity, while the 

Indian logic is concerned with both the formal and material validity. 

The logic of Madhva-school belongs to the Indian· one. So, the 
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material condition cannot be ignored by them in the case of the 

determination of the validity of inference. Reasoning does not satisfy 

any material. condition, as long as the minor premise and the 

conclusion do not correspond to the fact. Hence, the l'vfadhavas are 

not justified in regarding reasoning as an inference in the true sense 

of the term. But this objection can again be beautifully met from the 

viewpoint of JayatTrtha. If we look into the full formed reasoning as 

coneeived by him already mentioned then only the minor premise is 

seen not to be materially true. But both the major premise and 

conclusion do correspond to the fact and therefore materially true. 

So, the objection in question raised against Jayatfrtha's view do.es not 

hold good. 

' . 
In order to have a clear conception of Jaytirtha's view regarding 

reasoning another point should be highlighted. JayatTrtha partially 

agrees and partially disagrees with the Naiyayikas in ob:serving the 

nature and status of reasoning. He agrees with Naiyayikas in 

maintaining that resoning acts as a helpful ·condition by eliminating 

doubt and thereby paving the impediment from the way of the means 

of knowledge. But · he disagrees with them in pointing out that 

reasoning sometimes acts as an independent organ of knowledge. 

So, according to the Naiyayikas, only one type of activity is performed 

by reasoning, but to Jayatfrtha two fold activities are seen to be · ; 

performed by reasoning. :3o For the sake of better understanding two 

instances may be cited. : When a person is deterred from inferring 

fire in a hill on the ground of the perception of smoke by a doubt of 
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the necessary of fire's occurance, reasoning stands by him to 

eliminate that doubt 

Reasoning here acts as an auxiliary factor to an independent 

catergorical inference. But in anothet instance let us suppose a 

controversy is seen between two persons in the form - "The hill is 

either possessed of fire or not". Here reasoning may be resorted to in 

the following way :- "If the hill were devoid of fire, it would be devoid 

of smoke. But it is a fact that hill is not devoid of smoke and so it is 

not devoid of fire too". Here in this case, reasoning as a hypothetical 

argument establishes the conclusion that the hill cannot be devoed of 

fire and so by the negation of absence of fire establishes by 

implication that the hill is possessed of fire: 31 Here reasoning serves 

to establish a conclusion independently qf a categorical inference and 

therefore performs the second type of activity mentioned. 

Jayatirtha further observes that the function of reasoning as a 

helping factor does not and cannot stand against the performance of 

it as an indipendent organ of knowledge. The same thing is admitted 

by the Naiyayikas when they declare the possibility of convegrence of 

several cognitive __ org~_lls on a self same object of knowledge 

{pramarasamp/ava).32 To make this position more clear a concrete 

instance can be taken. A is told by a reliable person B that there is 

fire in the hill nearby. As A goes closer to the hill sees smoke there 

and infers the existence of fire in it. Ultimately he reaches the hill and 

perceives fire. Here , in this case, one and the same knowledge i.e. 

the knowledge of fire is derived through three different independent 

means of knowledge, testimonial, inferential and perceptual. And the 
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first knowledge is confirmed by the second and the second by the 

third. So, last two i.e. the inferential and the perceptual knowledge act 

as an auxiliary factor. But yet they are properly considered as 

independent organs of know,edge. The same can tru'y be said in the 

case of reasoning. No doubt some times reasoning is seen to act as 

an auxiliary factor to other independent means of knowledge . But 

this does not mean that it is incapable of being an independent organ 

of knowledge itself. 

Thus Jayatirtha establishes his own view that reasoning is an 

acrediated ·means of knowledge which can be subsumed under 

inference by rejecting the view that it is only an auxiliary factor as 

maintained by the Naiyayikas. 
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Chapter-v 

SOME CRlTICAL OBSERVATIONS: 

Criticism of Jaina view of Tarka:-

An objection has been forwarded against the Jaina view . It is a 

universal rule that in cognition other than pereeptual, .the cognition of 

the. relation between it and the object is a necessary precondion of 

the cognition of the object. Say for example in inference cognition of 

smoke is the ground of the cognition. of fire ; only because it is 

preceded or accompanied by the cognition of the necessary relation 

between the probans and the probandum. i.e. smoke and fire. Tarka 

is regarded as th.e species of knowledge different and distinct from 

perceptual one, so it also must follow this rule. Hence the very 

possibility of Tarka presupposes the possibility of the cognition of the 

relation between Tarka on the one hand and universal concomitance 

on the other. What is the source of this cognition · ? Certainly 

perception has .no authority of being the source of this knowledge as 

the jurisdiction of it is limited only to present data and universal 
-

concomitance is ex-hypothesi thought to extend beyond all limitations 

of space and time . 

The i'nference also cannot be the source of the said knowledge 

as the fallacy called infinite regress comes into being. It cannot be 

supposed again that a second Tarka helps. in deriving the knowledge 

of the relation between the first reasoning and its object, 

namely,universal concomitance.The second reasoning will be in the 

I 
• I 
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same position as the first. So both of them are the subject of the same 

limitation. Nor again can any other organ of knowledge serves that 

purpose,since being different from perceptual cognition, it too 

presupposes the knowledge in question. 

But the Jainas rule out the objection mentioned above proving 

to be soundless in the following way. They maintain that the said 

universal rule of knowledge of the Naiyayikas is nothing but a result 

of hasty generalisation.No authentic ground can be established due 

to which perceptual cognition be the subject for the reservation 

concerned. Both perceptual and nonperceptual knowledge belongs to 

the same category, namely, knowledge. So none ofthem should be 

related to its obje~t. But it does not mean that Tarka presupposes the 

congnition of that relation as a necessary precondition. It directly 

delivers the knowledge of the universal and necessary concomitance 

by its inherent and necessary power. So the very question of arising 

the said problem is absurd . The Jaina view again beco~es the 

· subject of another stronger objection. Tarka can be considered to be. 

the source of knowledge only if it can deliver the knowledge of an 

objectively existent fact. And as the object of Tarka is the universal 

concomitance, our question is whether that concomitance is ~n 

objectively existent fact or not . If the said concomitance be an 

objectively existent fact then the two terms between which this 

concomitance is supposed to be held must be either in an identical 

area of space, or in a detenninate period of time, or in both. But if we 

ponder over the problem very sincerely then we find that neither of 

the alternatives is true . For, firstly, for example, smoke and . fire 
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between which universal concomitance is supposed to be held are 

not found to be spatially co-present. Fire exists in a particular part of 

the hill but the volume of smoke wanders in the sky. The same is true 

in the case of rainfall and flood between which a universal 

concomitance is thought to be held. This is about the first alternative. 

Now let us turn to the second alternative. Temporal co-presence 

between rainfall and flood also cannot be seen as there is no flood 

when there is rainfall and vice versa. Similarly, the rise of the star 

namely , Rittika is supposed to be the ground of inference of the rise 

of Rohini. But they are not seen to appear simultaneously. 

But this objection too has been beautifully answered by the 

Jainas. They obs~rve that the problem in question arises because of 

. a prevented misconstruction of the data of experience and the failure 

tq distinguish between essential characteristics · and unessential 

accidents . The relation of necessary concomitance is held betWeen 

two term·s in their essential character. Two terms are found to be· 

related with each other because of the fact that the essential nature 

of one necessarilly involves or . presupposes the essential nature of 

the other. The essential natures, for example, of smoke and fir_e_~re 

smokeness and fireness respectively upon which th·e···(elation of 

universal concomitance is based. And as space and time are. not 

essential character of anything, they have nothing to do with the 

relation in question. So the objection dealt with is praYed to be 

groundless. The relation under consideration is held between fire as 

such and smoke as such without reference to time and space which 

inspite of being the unavoidable setting are nothing but external · 

. I 
I 
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determinations. In one sense, the Jaina thinkers are correct in 

describing Tarka which is otherwise known as uha as a separate 

Prama_na. If we deeply ponder over this we may find the. following 

justification in calling it a Prama[la. The derivative meaning of the 

term Pramapa is the instrumental to Prama or valid cognition ( 

Prama- Kararam pramaram ). As per this etymological meaning 

Tarka may be taken as the instrumental to Pramii_na because through 

the application of it our cognition becomes confirmed. The Jainas are 

correct in considering this aspect of cognition. Not only sense - organ 

etc. serve as a mediator or instrumental to Prama but also many 

things that somehow ~ssist in generating true cognition is also 

Pramana. From this point of view the Jaina and some of Dvaita 

Vedantic schools .~dmit Tarka as a valid cognition or instrumental to a 

valid cognition ( Pramara ) . 

From· the above discussion one may presume that the 

Naiyayikas' position is week as Tarka is not alone a 

pramananugrahaka or instrumental to Pramana , but a Pramiina itself . . -
. This type of Prama['atva is accepted in the western logic where it is 

called indirect proof or proof by Reductio - ad_- absurdum ;, which is 
. --~-·---· 

called by the Naiyayikas as a Vipaksa - vaahakatarka . There are two 

types of knowledge the definite knowledge and knowledge in the form 

of doubt. The doubt of deviation may arise in some cases from the 

doubt of an extraneous adjunct and sometimes from the knowledge 

of_ the common attributes between Hetu and Sadhya like the co -

existence etc. alongwith the absence of the knowledge of the specific 

characteristic features of them. That is to say, the absence of the 
\ 

' 
. I 
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specific charactaristic features of them. In other words, the absence 

of the knowldege of specific characters as well as common 

attributes like co-existence et~. give rise to ·the doubt of deviation. 

Such doubt can be removed by Tarka in Indian Philosophy which is 

called Reductio - ad-absurdum in the west. The main function of it 

is to remove the opposite stand point ( Vipak~avadhaka Tarka) 

.Sometimes the removal of. doubt is caused by the absence of the 

collection of causes of doubt ( svatahsiddha ). ( Jti§nam niscayah . . - . 

A • _. 

samka ca.Sa Kvacidupadhisandehat. Kvacit ca 

Vipak~avadhakatarkat, Kvacit svata~siddha eva' Tattvacintamani, 

Vyaptigrahopaya chapter ). 

According to Mathurfmath, the removal of doubt is caused by 
\ ' . 

another cause except Reductio - ad - absurdum. If there is the non

existence of other causes except Tarka , the absence of the causes 

or the absence of the collection of the causes is the cause of the 

removal of doubt. " Svatahsiddha eva iti=itarakara!lavirahasthale 

tadrsakaranavirahaprayukta evetyarthah" .- Niiakanthi Prakasika on . 
T.S. p.263 , Chowkhamba) . 

Tarka is the limit of doubt, as it can be removed by the 

application of it . Hence, Tarka along with the perception of the co

existence of Hetu and Sadhya and .non- perception. of the deviaion ( 
\ 

Vyabhicara ) ofJhe same becomes the cause of ascertaining Vyiipti . 

· Tarka is a kind of hypothetical argument. Both the parts of Tarka are 

full of unreal thought . If smoke, as for example, is endowed with the 

doubt of deviation of fire, it would not be caused by fire. If the first part 

I 
' . 
I 
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is true , the second one would also be true. But it is kn0wn through 

experience that the second part is not true in so far as we do not get 

any smoke which is not caused by fire. From the falsity of the second 

half the falsity of the first half ( i.e. smoke deviated from fire ) is 

determined . So the doubt of devaition of fire with smoke can be 

removed by applying Tarka . In our daily life we remove doubt in 

respect of some object after following the method of. argumantation. 

From the knowledge· of the consequence the idea of antecedent is 

revealed. We generally aware of the intricasies of the method. Tarka 

as being a kind of mental construction, is useful in removing the 

doubt and hence Tarka is otherwise known as apaiti i.e, introduction 

of the undesired ( ani~~a ) through which the truth is ascertained . It is 

called indirect proof for the following reasons. If the negation of p is 
' 

proved as absurd, it would automatically follow that p is true. It may 

be argued that if Tarka is the basis of Infinite Regress ( anavastha ), 

how can it be removed? In reply, it can be said that in all cases of 

inference doubt does not arise hence there is no necessity of Tarka. 

If there is no doubt due to contradiction ( vyaghata ), inference can 

be done without Tarka. ( Samkaya avadhistarkah, tannivartakatvat. 

_ ------~-anu tarkepi vyapti-mulakataya tarkantarapek~amanavastham -

.T.C. "Na yavadasamkarh tarka_.nusarapat . Yatra ca. vyaghatena 

samkaiva n~vatarati tatratarkaim vinaiva vyaptigraha~" - Ibid ). 

From the above discussion it is proved that Tarka is the 

promoter to the ascertainment of Vyapti, which is the piller of 

inference. Why is it not called Prama[Ja as per definition -

pramakarat}am pramiit}am ? . Though the Jainas and others have 

I' 

I 
' 
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accepted it as a separate Praman&, the Naiyayikas are reluctant in 

admitting due to the following reason. Both the parts of Tarka are 

imaginery in nature which has no correspondence to the nature . 

Had smoke been deviated from fire, it would not been caused by fire' 

( dnumo yadi vahni - vyabhiearf syat tarhi vahnijanyo na syat }. In the 

practical world smoke is deviated from fire. and it is also known 

through experience that smoke is caused by fire. In spite of this a 

deliberately false cognition which is called Tarka has no character of 

tadvati tatprakaratva i.e an object associated with its own feature ( 
~ . . 

prakara ) . A jar can be known as true , if it is associated with jarness, 

otherwise it is false. In the case of Tarka there is no possibility of 

tadvati tatprakaraka}nana, because the sentence represents an 

utopian or absurd. idea from which another consequence of the same 

type follows . Hence both of the parts are false. It is true that 

sometimes false cognition can provide a true eognition through 

various means. It can ·never be said that if the means is true, the 

cognition may also be true always . Means may generate right 

cognition . If it is true, the 'means' may be taken as 'karana' and the 

result attained through it is the result which is a karma here. If this is 

accepted there would arise a fallacy called Kartr-karana-virodha. (i.e. 

contradiction between agent and instrument_ ) . The instrument as 

being a Karana cannot be described as Kart§ or agent. Though we 

come across many passages where such usages are not maintained 

e.g. Sthalya pacati (·cooking with a pot) stiould be written as sthali 

pacati, the usage - 'Kasthena pacati' should be used as kastham 
. . . . •. 

pacati .In this way, we may find expressions which are figurative ( 

lak~a(lika ). 

' . 
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Another vital reason can be shown for which Tarka is not· 
r 

regarded as an independent instrument of knowledge by the Nyaya 

thankers. We know that an argument is taken to be a vaild inference 

if it fulfills some conditions prescribed. There are some prescribed 

conditions and two types of truths i.e. formal truth and material truth 

are among them. If the conclusion of any argument is deduced from · 

its premise or premises by following the · relevant rules then that 
. . . 

argument can be· taken to be formally true. And if the premise or 

premises and the conclusion of any argument correspond to the fact 

then that argument is said to be materially true. 

Some argu~ents are there having both formal as well as 

material truth. No one questions the vaildity of these arguments. 

· Sometimes we meet some .arguments which have neither the formal 

truth nor even the material truth. So these arguments are admitted to

be invalid by all . Again some arguments are found which have the 

formal truth only. And the validity of these arguments appears to be a 

controversial issue to the philosophers. The western philosophers are · 

of the opinion that these arguments are also valid. But the lndiar:1_ ___ .. 

philosophers, on the other hand, maintain that these arguments are 

invalid. 

Tarka or reasoning only satisfies the formal conditions of 

inference in as much as it is based upon the necessary ·connection 

between the opponent's position, which serves the . purpose of the 

logical ground i.e premises and the absurd issue,· which follows as a 
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necessary consequence. But Tarka cannot satisfy the material truth, 

for, the premise of it does not correspond to fact. Say in the case of 

the example cited water in fact allays thirst. So Tarka is an argument 

belonging to the third type just mentioned as it does not have a11y 

material truth and this is another important reason for which Nyaya 

thinkers do not accept Tarka as a valid inference and thereby as an 

independent instrument of knowledge. 

Crirticism of Bauddha and Jaina view of Tarka :-

The Jaina and the Buddhist view of Tarka can be criticised from 

the very analysis of the definition of the same given by them. In 

defining Tarka th~y maintain - " Uplambha-anupalambha nimittam 

Vyaptijnanam Uha" . As far as this definition of Uha or Tarka is 

concerned Vyaptijnana and Tarka are one and the same , i.e. they 

are identical. When it is said - ' Vyaptijnanamuhap,' it suggests that 

Vyaptijn'Bna itself is Oha known through their identical statement. 

From the identity of Vyaptijfiana and Tarka a number of problems 

crop up which can be shown as follows :-

It is a matter of common sense that there must be a difference 

between the cognition and the instrument of the same : This 

difference holds good as far as the Nyaya concept of Tarka is 

concerned. The Naiyayikas maintain that Tarka is employed to 

ascertain the knowledge of Vyapti which is the pillar of inference. So, 

one is the cognition and other is the instrument of that cognition. But 

the Jaina and the Buddha view of Tarka denies the difference in 
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question by identifying one with another and thereby contradicts the 

common- sense view accompanied by the Nyaya one.lt is stated in 

Nyaya that Tarka is the means through which an inferential cognition 

is possible by way of removing the doubt of deviation. Hence, Tarka 

is to be taken as an instrument to the attainment of valid cognition . In 

this sense Tarka can be taken as an instrument of valid cognition ( 

prama-karanain ) and hence one could give the Tarka a status of 

Prama. Hut the Buddhists and Jainas do not accept any difference. 

between Prama and Pramima. 

The above problem again brings forth another problem in tum. 

The difference between Kara[la and Kanna is also an established 

truth . But if we agree with the aforesaid definition of Tarka as given . 
by the Jaina and the Buddha then this well-accepted distinction also 

I . 

I 
i 
I 
I 

'· 
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cannot be maintained. As per the Jaina and Buddha view , Karana 1 

• 
marges into Karma and vice versa . If it is said that the cognition of 

Vyapti is equivalent to Tarka then there would arise a defect called 

Karara-Karma-Virodha i.e a defect cent~ring the contradiction 

between Karana and object ( Karma ) . Each and every K§raka has 
• 

been aceepted ~Y the Grarn~~a~ans to feel a specific purpose . The 

linguistic formation is mo.de as per rule of the Karaka. In this way a 

.. grammatically incomplete sentence comes into being. An entity which 

is an agent can never be object at the same time. If some one tries to 

do it , it will lead to the said defect. 

To substantiate the view that there is no differece between 

cognition and the instrument of the same, and between Karara and 

I 

I 

i 

i 
I ,, 

I 
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Karma the Buddhists resort to their famous theory called 

Ksanabhanoavada. The Buddhist theory of momentariness states . •· ....., 

that each and every thing changes. moment to moment. The 

difference under consid~r~tion becomes plausible if and only if we 

admit that a thing at least at two moments remains _unchanged . At 

the first moment the instrument or Karara takes place and at the next 

moment cognition or Karma takes its birth. Following the theory of 

momentariness we can maintain that at the first moment there is no 

cognition or Karma when there is the instrument or Karaf1a, and 

again at the second moment there is no instrument or Karana when 
. . . . . 

there is cognition or Karma. That is to say, they are not co-existent. 

But without being co-existent how one can be caused by another ? 

Due to this reason the Buddhists hold that the cognition and the 
. \ . . 

instrument to it , and Kara!'a and Karma are identical . So, it is found 

that as long as the Buddhist view of momentariness is concerned the 

concept of Tarka as maintained by the Bouddha school somehow be 

accepted. But the Jaina view of the same cannot be justified due to 

the lack of any proper ground .. 

-
_ -~~1_-~~e ponder over the problem we. can find out some 

limitations even in the Buddhist view . In maintaining the 

distinction between valid ( avisamvadi ) and invalid (visamvadi ) 

cognition the Buddhists resort to the idea of successful inclination ( 

pravritti - samarthya ) . Say for example , one perceives water at a 

long distance. Now if he has to justify the validity of his perceptual 

knowledge under discussion then he has to go to that place where he 

sees water and has to test it by drinking . If drinking is possible and 

I 
.I 

I 
I 
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I 
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I 

allays thirst then the knowledge in question is proved to be true, but if 

it is otherwise then the same be proved as invalid. But it seems to us 

that here they forget their theory of momentariness . If the theory of 

momentariness is true then the test of the validity of knowledge 

through Pravritti-samarthya cannot be possible . The cognition and 

the test of the same can not be possible at the same moment of time 

. Cognition comes into being at one moment and the test of it is 

carried at another moment . Being agree with momentariness we can 

say that both of the cognition and the test of it cannot be 

simultaneously existent. So, if the Buddhist theory of momentariness 

is true then they cannot hold the distinction between valid and invalid 

knowledge through Artha-Kriya- Karitva. And again if they are to 

maintain the latt~r, they have to deny the former ( the theory of 

momentariness) . They cannot maintain both of them as it would be 

·self- contradictory. If the Buddhists maintain the distinction in 

question. by rejecting their theory of momentariness, then they are 

pushed to go to the shade of the same umbrella of the Naiyayikas 

that cognition and the instrument to the same are different From this 

it also follows that the cognition of Vyapti and Tarka , the instrument 

are not· identical. This implies that the definition of Tarka of the 

Buddhist already mentioned cannot be accepted. 

Though the Buddhists and the Jainas have not accepted the 

distinction between prama and pramana, the Buddhists view in this 

regard can some how be admitted, because they feel that an object is 

perceived for only · one moment. Hence the object itself is 

Sva/aksana ( self-illumined }. A cognition originates at the same 

i ' 
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moment when other factors like priimanya etc. originate. Hence there 

is no meaning in distinguishing factor through which pramanya can 

be distinguested from pramii[la. An entity known after a moment is 

called Samanyalaksana which is generany taken as anumana. The 
J 

objects exist for a single moment is sa/ak~a!1a but not 

samanyalaksana . Due to having such metaphysical presuppositions 

the philosophers change their views keeping these in mind. The 

Buddhists believe in the theories of Ks.,anabhangavada, no-soul etc. 

which actually preoccupied their mind when they suggest a definition. 

Why do the Jaina - philosophers accept the view? Because they do 

not possess exactly the same position of Buddhists. There is no point 

in believing Ksanabhangavada , no soul theory etc . Hence, . . 
Buddhist's logic cannot be applied here . 

I 

· There is another paradox according to the Buddhists . Though 

to them each and every object is momentary which is the mark of 

being sat existent as per the famous dictum- 'Yat sat tat k~a~ikain', I 

do not think that this is logically a tenable position. A momentary 

entity is existent. Though this is a famous dictum , one can raise a 

question how the existence of an entity can be proved through 

momentariness ? A rpoment is too minute that there is no way to test 

its existence. To know that something exists depends on its causal 

efficacy ( arthakriyakaritva ) which again creates a problem. It is also 

said that an entity is said to be existing if and only if it has got some 

causal efficacy ( arthakriyakaritvalak~al}am sat). Is it possible to know 

the causual efficacy of an object in a single flush of moment ? 

Obviously not . Because, if we want to test that our acquired 
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knowledge of water is real or not, we need a few moments to judge. 

When we come to conclusion that the acquired cognition is correCt 

the object about which the judgement is passed is changed. Hence, it 

is not correct to say for the Buddhists that the cognition of Vyiipti 

attained through the method of agreement and difference is called 

Vyapti. 

Criticism of Tarka in Vaisesika System:-

Tarka of VaiSe~ika is generally classified into two kinds 
-- . ~- -vicaratmaka Tarka and samsayatmaka Tarka. Samsayatmaka Tarka, 

I think, is highly defective and therefore, cannot be accepted. Both 

Slvaaitya and Madhva Samaswati observe that either Tarka is 

included by doubt or it itself is doubt. But actually this is not the case. 

The principal function· of Tarka as admitted by the. mqjority is to 

remove the doubt and thereby paves the way ~f the othefmeans of 

knowledge. So, the very fact that Tarka is the remove~ of doubt, 

clearly implies that it is neither included by doubt nor it its$1f is doubt. 

If Tarka were identical with doubt or included by doubt fhen it could 

not eliminate doubt, · for doubt itself cannot femove doubt, as •. . 

darkness itself cannot eliminate darkness. Therefore, by identifying 
--- ---------------· 

/ 

Tarka with doubt, both Sivaditya and Ma<fhva Samaswati have not 

donejustice to the concept. 

But Vicara1:maka Tarka is free form the defect mentioned above 

and much more superior to samsayatmaka Tarka. The form of this 

type of Tarka is more or less similar to that of the Tarka of 

Naiyayikas. Viciiratmaka · Ttifka resembles to t~f the' Naiyayikas 

. I 
' 
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not only. in form but also in purpose. Sridhar Bha~~ maintains that· 

through the application of Tarka the doubt raised by the opponent is 

ruled out and thereby the knowledge in question 1s established 

indirectly. The Naiyayikas also observe the same. 
' 
I 
f. 
' 

But the vicanitmaka Tarka also is not absolutely free from all 
-- I sorts of defects and limitations. Sridhar Bhatta holds that Tarka is .. 

applied to remove doubt in the field of metaphysics. So, the use of 

the vicaratmaka Tarka is confined only to metaphysical world . But· 

the application of Tarka in the physical world also should not.be 

undermined in any way and that fact can easily be understood 

through our day to day experience. For example, if the inferential 

knowledge of fir~ in the hill through the perceptual knowledge of 

smoke in it becomes the subject of doubt then that doubt can be 

eliminated by the application of Tarka. This has been already 

discussed following the line of the Naiyayikas. Here Tarka is used to 

remove doubt in the physical world. So, Vicliratmaka Tarka suffers 

from the fallacy of undercoverage. 

. -
A controversy is seen between Naiyayikas and Sridhar Bhatta 

-· - - -·- ---- .. 
regarding the nature of Tarka. The Na1yayikas are of the opinion that 

Tarka should be considered as a promoter to the pramana whereas, .. 
Sridhar Bhatta observes that Tarka as advocated by the Vaise~ika 

should be regarded as a pramB_na, but not as a promoter to a 

prama~Ja .. Furthermore, the Naiyayikas opine that Tarka cs an invalid 

knowledge but Sridhar Bha~a, on the other hand, maintains that 

Tarka of VaiSe~ika is a valid knowledge. 
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..--Sridhar Bha~9. in order to establish his own view, says that 

Tarka performs some sort of activity. It serves some purpose. Tarka. 

is adopted by one to establish his own view by rejecting its contrary 

view raised by his opponent. Unless and until the contrary view is 

ruled out as an impossibility the own view of the subject concerned 

cannot be established. So, the establishment of one's own view 

necessarily presupposes. the proof of the absurdity of the contrary 

view. It is Tarka through which the contrary view is proved as absurd. 

So, the principal function of Tarka is to prove the opponent's view as 
r.,..:" 

an impossibility. Sridhara holds that if Tarka were invalid, as 

maintained by· the Naiyayikas, then it would not serve the purpose 

mentioned. 

-But the argument produced by Sndhar Bhatta, in support of his .. 
own view, is not sound at aiL Performance of some activity or 

satisfaction of some purpose is not defining mark of a valid 

knowledge. If it were so, then dream, illusory perception and even 

hallucination would have been valid knowledge as some sort of 

function -or purpose is satisfied by them also. In an illusory perception, 

for example; one-J:erceives a snake in the place of a rope and 

crosses it by jumping. So, here, illusory perception makes one 

jumQing and thereby performs some sorts of activity. 

Hailucination also may serve some forts of activity by making 

one frightend. Let us suppose, one is crossing a grave yard at night 

in a dim light of the moon. Suddenly, he perceiwes someone as 

' 
. l 

I 
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standing at some distance. But just after an interval, at the next 

moment he finds no one as standing there. Naturally, he gets 

nervious thinking it as a ghost. So, here, the activity of making one 

nervious is served by hallucination. 

The same is true in the case of dream also. As far as the 

explanation of dream given particularly by Sigmond. Frued and his 

followerS is concerned our mind consists of ld , ego' and super - ego. 

ld has a lot of desires to satisfy. But ego and super - ego stand 

against the satisfaction of .some of them thinking of the prohibition 

imposed by our society. In dream, these unsatisfied desires of ld, 

become satisfied. So, our dream serves the satisfaction of some 

desires of our mind. So, on the basis of the above discussion it can 
' 

be maintained that if owing to the performance of some activity or 

satisfaction of some purpose Tarka is regarded as valid cognition 

then illusory perception, hallucination and dream too should be 

considered as valid one. But Sridhar himself does not accept the 

validity of the latters as cognition. So, how can the validity of Tarka 

as knowledge be maintained ? 

Tarka conforms to the definition of invalid cognition given 

by the Naiyayikas. The definition of invalid cognition ( aprama ) 

given in TS stands : " Non - veridical anubhava is a cognition 

wh_ich has for its determinans ( prakara ) something , when its 

determinandum ( vise~ya } is characterised by the absence of that 

something." Let us suppose, someone is going to infer the existence 

of fire in the hill on the perception of smoke in it. Here if one doubts 
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the existence of fire in the hill in spite of the perception of smoke in it, 

then the inferer concerned resorts to Tarka in the following way, to :~ 

establish_ his own view proving his opponents' view as an 

imp~-~~ibility. "If there were no fire, then, there would be no smoke". 

Here Tarka has for its determinans ( prakara ), absence of smoke, 
,., 

but its determinandum ( visesya ) is actually characterised by the 

absence of the absence of smoke. That is why, the Naiyayikas regard 

Tarka as an invalid cognition. And· as far as our discussion ts 

concerned the observation of the Naiyayikas is correct. 

The view of Sridhar Bhatta that Tarka is an independent 

pramana, but is not a promoter to a pramlina as the Naiyayikas hold, . . . 

cannot be accepted. Tarka should not justifiably be considered as a 
. ' 

pramli[IB for the following two reasons:-

First, a pramal}a must have a direct bearing upon the 

ascertainment of truth. The main characteristic features of the object 
. . 

of knowledge are deliberated through pramara. But Tarka has no any 

direct bearing, rather .. it has an indirect bearing upon . the 
. . 

determination of truth. Tarka by pointing out some real grounds 

asserts one of the alternatives, but it does not point out this 

alternative definitely as having such and such characteristics. In other 

words, Tarka does not definitely assert a particular alternative, in the 

form, 'This object is of such nature'. So, the main characteristic 

features of the object are not deliberated through the method of 

Tarka. The real nature of an object be known only through the 

relevant cognitive instrument like perception, inference etc. 
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Second, pramal}a is adopted to ascertain the knowledge of an 

object, whereas, Tarka is applied to eliminate doubt which acts as an 

impediment to the attainment of knowledge . . Pramajla is applied 

independently to other pramaras. But the application of Tarka is not 

independent of other pramapas. Say for example, to know the colour 

of the flower in my garden I have to resort to perception. Here 

application of other prama[las before hand is not essential. That is to 

say, the application of a pramli(la does not necessarily pre-suppose 

the application of other pramal}as. The application of one prama.na 

may be preceded by that of another prama'!a. Say for example, I can 

infer the existence of fire in the hill on the perception of smoke in it. 

But to be sure of it I may go to the hill and have a perception. Here 
I . 

inferential knowledge is confirmed by perceptual one. Prior 

application of one pramana of the other is desirable but not essential. . . . 

But Tarka is adopted only when some independent means of 

knowldege is applied before hand. In other words, the application of 

Tarka necessarily pre-supposes the application of other pramarras. If 

some means of knowledge is already applied but it cannot operate its 
. 

proper function due to the imposition of doubt only then Tarka is 

resorted to in order to eliminate the doubt in question. These are the 

above two reasons because of which Tarka cannot be regarded as a 

means of knowledge. 

But though Tarka does not directly issue any knowledge , it 

becomes an auxiliary factor in issuing it ; just by eliminating the 

doubt, the impediment on the way of the ascertainment of knowledge. 

i 
i· 
I 
' 
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So, the Naiyayikas are quite justified in their observation that Tarka is 

not a pramE(na but a promoter to a prama[Ja. 

Criticism of Tarka in Samkhya system: 

A little consideration will reveal the fact that though Tarka has 
_, 

been admitted both by the Samkhya and the Nyaya yet both of them 

cannot demand for the same credit. Nyaya Tarka is much more 

superior to and sophisticated than Samkhya. 

The application of Tarka in Samkhya system is limited only to 

the vedic world. But they should keep in their mind that the vedic 

world is not the o~ly world. Over and above we have another world of 

our day to day life the importance of which cannot be ignored in any 

way. And very often we are to confront with various types of burning 

controversy on different issues of our practical life, a great number of 

them can easily be solved taking recourse to Tarka which is 

beautifully shown by the Naiyayikas. So, no doubt, the Tarka ... 
conceived by the Samkhya is vitiated by the fallacy of one 

. 
side ness. 

Besides this , Tarka of Nyaya system is more sophisticated 

than that of Samkhya. Tarka , particularly admitted· by the Navya 

Nyaya is highly logical, consistent and coherent. 
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Criticism of Tarka in Mimamsa system: 

Tarka as forwarded and conceived by Kumaril Bha~a more or 

less becomes the subject of one and the same charges which have 

' been raised just above against the concept of Tarka. as accepted in 

Sainkhya. For this Tarka also is applicable only to the vedic world or 

the world of dharma and therefore vitiated by the fallacy of 

onesidedness. Moreover, the logical excellence <ithis Tarka cannot 

be compared with that of the Tarka of Naiyayakas. 

But these ~o charges can not justifiably be applied in the case 

of Narayana Bhat!a. His Tarka overcomes the limitation which is 

found in the Tarka of Kumarita Bhatta. This Tarka can be applied not 

only in the field of dharma but also in the field of our day to day life. 

Besides, the very purpose for which Tarka is employed by Narayana, 

is more or less one and the same with the purpose due to which 

Tarka is accepted and applied by the Naiyayikas. Narayana Bhatta 

like the Naiyayikas describes Tarka as anistiiprasanga, limit of the 
. . - ·-------------..--. -

doubt etc. The Tarka conceived by ·Narayana Bhatta is also logical 

and consistent like that of Naiyayikas to some extent. 

Criticism of the Advaita and Vishistadvaita view of Tarka :-

In dealing with the Tarka as conceived and discussed by 

Advaita and Vishi~(advaita Vedanta in the previous chapter we have 

. I 
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seen that Advaita Vediintins consi-der Tarka as a promoter to a 

pram§[lB of vedic testimony . Whereas, the Vishi~.t~dvaitins regard 

Tari(8 as a separate and independent pram~f}a. So, the Advaitins 

agree with the Naiyayikas as far as they maintain that Tarka plays 

the role of a promoter to, a pram~~a. But they disagree with the same 

as long as they hold that Tarka acts as a promoter to a pramf;!rya only 

to the Vedic testimony. Here the Advaitins face one and the same 

objection which was raised earlier against the Samkhya and Kurn"arila 
' . 

Bhatta that Tarka as conceived by them is vitiated by the fallacy of 

one sided ness as they hold that the use of Tarka is limited only to the 

Vedic world. We have already seen in the previous chapter 

particularly in dealing with the concept of Tarka of the older 

Naiyayikas that Tarka is applied as a promoter not only to the Vedic 

testimony but to the other pram8_nas as well. 

In criticising the ViSi~~advaita view of Tarka it can be maintained 

that both the Jaina and v;Si~tadvaita Vedanta more or less become 

the subject of one and the same charge already mentioned in the 

criticism of Jaina view of Tarka, as both of them observe that Tarka 

should be considered as a separate and independent means of 

knowledge. We-nGed not discuss the same thing to avoid repititions. 

Criticism of Tarka in Madhva's school :-

As tong as the observations of Jayatirtha, as found in his works 

Prama[lapaddhati and Nyayasudha and of his commentator, 

Janardana Bhatta from the view point of Maahva's school are 
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concerned it is seen that they vehemently criticise the status of Tarka 

as an auxiliary factor to the instrument of knowledge as given and 

stated by the Naiyiiyikas. They hold that .Tarka or reasoning should 

be considered as an independent and separate means of knowledge 

for it fu\fi\s an the necessary as wen as sufficient conditions for being 

so. So,as Tarka itself is an independent means of kno~ledge , it 

cannot justifiably be taken as an auxiliary factor to it as the· 

Naiyayikas hold. They maintain that the form of reasoning exactly 

tallies with that of inference. The ground of reas~ning which is 

hypothetically assumed and the conclusion of it stands for the 

probans and the probandum of inference respectively. Besides, 

necessary concomitance is the foundation and nerve centre for both 

of the inference a.nd reasoning. That is why, they regard reasoning as 

a species of inference. Being a species of inference Tarka like 

inference is a separate and independent instrument of knowledge, 

but is not a helping condition to it. 

No doubt, the arguments produced by Jayatlrtha and 

Janardana Bha~a to substantiate their own view by ·negating the view 

of Naiyayikas are apparantly seemed to be excellent and sound. But I 

think . that if we ponder over them then it can be understood that 

actually they are not as excellent and sound . as they appear to be. 

Weakness and falsity of those arguments will reveal to us if they are 

considered in the light of the definiti·on, characteristics and the test of 

a proper instrument of knowledge as suggested and stated by 

Naiyayikas. One of the vital questions the theory of knowledge deals · 

with is how the validity of pramana be establilshed ? The Niyayikas -. . 
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say in reply that it is inference through which the validity of pram~!Ja 

be establilshed. The inference is as follows :-

Pramanam arthavat. Pravrttisamarthyat :-

That is, prama:na is invariably connected with the objeCt it 

indicates, since it gives rise to successful activity. And by 'Prama'!a 

· which is invariably connected with the object it indicates' it means that 

an object as well as its nature as indicated by the pram§_na are really 

so and never otherwise. A pseudo -Prama~a or instrument of 

knowledge cannot be invariably related to the object it indicates. So, 

the object and its nature as indicated by a pseudo-prama~a is not 

really so. The val!dity of the instrument of knowledge is the inference 

of the invariable relationship between instrument and' the object it 

indicates. The probans of this inference is pravrttisamarthya which . 

means the capability of producing successful activity. PramB_na 

produces successful activity for it is invariably related to the object it 

indicates, whereas, a. pseudo-pram8[7a does not do so, as it is no~ 

invariably related to the object it indicates. Say for example, the 

pseudo perception of water in. mirage cannot lead to the quenching of 

the thirst but a genuine perception of water leads to the same. Now if 

the validity of Tarka or reasoning as pram~~a is tested in terms of 

the inference mentioned then it can easily be understood that Tarka 

cannot be regarded as pram~~ proper. It is not prama~a for it is not 

invariably connected with the object it indicates. That is to say, object 

as well as its nature as indicated by Tarka are different from what 

they actually are. And owing to that reason Tarka cannot lead to a 
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successful activity. This can be illustrated, by citing an example to get 
' . 

a clear conception that Tarka cannot properly be considered as 

prama!Ja since it does not fulfil all the necessary and sufficient 

conditions for being a prama!1a as it is held by Jayatirtha and 

Janardana. " If th~re were smoke in the lake then there would be fire 

too" -is a form of Tarka: Here, the object indicated by Tarka is the

presence of fire in the lake. But, in fact, there is no fire in the lake. So, 

Tarka is not invariably connected with the object it indicates and 

thereby it cannot lead to a successful activity. As far as our foregoing 

discussion is concerned. it is evident that the necessary condition for 

being a pramana is not staisfied by Tarka as long as it is not 

invariably connected with the object it indicates. That is why Tarka or 

reasoning canno~ be properly· taken as pramBfJa: So, the view of 

Jayatlrtha and Janardana cannot be accepted. 

Here a number of objections raised by the Naiyayikas against 

the view of Jayatirtha and the defences from the part of him be noted 

down and ultimately my personal reflection against these defences of 

JayatTrtha be recorded. 

First, to my mind, the view of Jayatfrtha and Janafdana that -"' 

Tarka is a species of anum8.na falls from its ground if it is considered 

from the point of view of the very meaning of the term 'anumaf1a'. The 

term ianumana' consists of two different terms 'anu' arid 'mana'. 'Anu' 

means latter and 'mana' means knowledge.So,- the etymological 

meaning of the whole term 'anumana' is the knowledge that follows 

some other knowledge. In other words, anumana is a kind of 
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knowledge that comes depending upon some other knowledge~ So, it 

is an indirect knowledge. But the knowledge depending upon which 

anumana, the indirect knowledge comes into being, must be direct 

one. And being direct it necessarily be perceptual knowledge, since 

perceptual knowledge is the only direct knowledge as particularly the 

Navya-Naiyayikas maintain. Let us explain this by citing an example. 

Let us suppose one perceives smoke arising from hill and infers that 

there is fire in it. Here the knowledge one ascertains through 

inference is the knowledge of the existence of fire in the hill. And this 

knowledge is based upon the perceptual knowledge of smoke in the 

hill accompained by the knowledge of necessary concomitance 

between smoke and fire. If one does not perceive smoke in the hill 

and does not kn~w that where there is smoke there necessarily be 

fire then the very question of one's inferring the existnce of fire in the 

hill does not arise at all. So, the perceptual knowledge is a necessary 

pre-requirement for the inferential knowledge. Now keekping this in 

view, let us examine whether Tarka satisfies this necessary 

precondition for being an inference. In the case of Tarka also it is 

seen that the knowledge established through it necessarily follows 

some other knowldege i.e. the knowledge of the ground alongwith the 

knowledge of the necessary concomitance between· tha ground and 

the consequent. But ·it is worthy to note that the knowledge of the 

ground is not a perceptual one like that of inference. Rather it is just 

an assumption. So, Tarka cannot fulfil the said n~cessary. pre

requirement of having the perceptual knowledge as its ground which 

is the case with inference. Moreover, unlike inference reasoning or 

Tarka negates its conclusion what is perceptual depending upon the 

! 

I 
I . 
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assumption in its ground. In inference, indirect knowledge is 

established on the ground of the direct knowledge. whereas , in 

Tarka direct knowledge is negated on the basis of indirect knowledge 

or assumption . Now let us explain this point with th~ _help of an 

example. Let us suppose that A infers the existence of fire in the hill 

on the basis of his perceptual knowledge of smoke in it. Let us again 

suppose that 'B' inspite of entertaining 'A's perceptual knowledge of 

smoke in the hill. does not accept his inferential knowledge of fire in it 

(hill). Now to stand his own view and to negate his opponent's i.e. '8' 

s view 'A' resorts to Tarka in the following way :~ 'If there were no fire 

in the hill, then there cannot be smoke in it.' .Here this Tarka can be · 1 

divided into two parts - ' If there were no fire in the hill' and 'then 

there can not be. smoke in it.' The first part is called apadaka or 

ground and the second part is known as apadya or conclusion. Here 

in this Tarka , like in inference, conclusion or ap6dya, i.e. the absence 

of smoke is deduced on the basis of the ground or apadaka. i.e, the 

absence of fire accompanied by the knowledge of the necessary and 

universal concomitance between the ground ( apadaka) and the 

conclusion (ap~daya ). But here the knowledge of the ground, i.e, the 
. 

knowledge of the absence of fire is_ -~~_!__perceptual like inference 

rather it is an assumption. In Tarka depending upon the assumption, 

i.e. the absence of fire in its ground the direct or perceptual 

knowledge of smoke in its conclusion is negated. 

Secondly, Jayatlrtha and Janardana can be charged from the 

view point of another special characteristics of Indian Logic called 

Paksadharmata i.e. the presence of probans in the subject. This 
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characteristic is not satisfied by Tarka as the ground of it which 

stands for the probans of inference is not present in the subject. In 

the example already cited the smoke is not present in the lake. So, 

Tarka cannot be considered as a case of anumiina. Bul here 

Jayatfrtha observes that this characteristics is not a necessary 

condition for an · anumana. He further maintains that what is 

necessary is the belief in the presence of probans in the subject. And 

this condition is fulfilled by Tarka as far as the opponent is concerned, 

since he believes in the presence of the ground in the subject. Say for 

example, the opponent believes in the presence of smoke in the 

lake. So, according to JayatTrtha, all the necessary conditions of 

inference are fulfilled by Tarka and that is why it is a species of 

inference. 

Thirdly, The Naiyayikas observe that a charge of a fallacy of 

contradicted probans ( badha ) be advanced against the inferential 

status of Tarka as maintained by JayatTrtha as the probandam which 

is necessarily deduced in Tarka, does not actually belong to the 

subject. Say for example, in the case of Tarka" If there were smoke 

in the lake then ~~~r~~ould be fire too" both the probans, namely, 

the presence-of smoke and the probandum, namely, the presence of 

fire, do not exist in the subject, lake. The Naiyayikas further hold that 

another objection called the fallacy of the admission of a contrary 

conclusion ( ap~~iaddhanta) be raised against the view of Jayatfrtha, 

since, the arguer concerned infer an unreal probandum in opposition 

to his previous commitment regarding the absence of the probandum. 
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-
Jayatirtha replies to the aforesaid objections by maintaining that 

the charges of contradiction be applied only in the case of inference 

. where the person in question intends to establi$h the conclusion 

independently. -~-~t in the case of Tarka the arguer does not like to 

establish the conclusion independently, rather he seeks to establish 

the same on the ground of the admission of the opponent. The 

arguer, in Tarka, demonstrates only the, logical connection between 

the ground and the consequent. In other words, the arguer likes to 

imply that the admission of the ground necessarily entails the 

admission of the consequent, but he does not like to imply that the 

ground and the consequent are actual historical truth. Thus Jayatirtha 

shows that the charges of ·contradicted reason and contradiction of 

the accepted posi~ion do not hold good in the case of Tarka. 

Fourthly, the Naiyliyikas argue that in the case of Tarka the 

necessary concomitance between the probans and the probandum is 

not real, since the probans, namely, the presence of smoke and the 

probandum, namely, the presence of fire do· not co-present in the 

subject,lake. And this falsity of the necessary concomitance 
. ' -

invalidates the claim of Jayatirtha that Tarka is a case of inference . 
... ···------· 

But Jayatirtha, from the view point of Maahvas,replies to the objection 

by saying that the said objection is · nothing but a result of 

misconception of necessary concomitance. He observes with the 

Madhvas and the Jainas that necessary concomitance between the 

probans and the probandum is not necessarily one of co-existence in 

the same substratum. Necessary and universal concomitance be 

established where the one term cannot be conceived to be possible 

I 
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without the presence of the other. Spatia-temporal co-presence is not 

a necessary factor of universal concomitance. Besides this, the the 

Madhvas and the Jainas hold that the objective· concomitance 

between the ground and the consequent is not a necessary 

requirement in Reductio-ad-absurdum called Tarka. 

Fifthly, another vital objection has been shown by the 

Naiyayikas against the inferential status of Tarka. The conditions of 

inference proper and that of Tarka are basically different and this 

difference, in turn, brings a fundamental difference in the character of 

the result. Acredited inference entails categorical assertions and the 

probans of it is admitted to be matrially true by both the parties, the 

opponent and the proponent, whereas, Tarka consists of a . 
hypothetical minor premise and -the probans affirmed of the subject is 

materially false. This difference gives birth to another material 

difference in the result. In the inference proper the result is a true 

conclusion, but in the case of Tarka the conclusion is a false issue. 

But, in response to this objection Jayatirtha maintains that though the 

difference in conditions appears to be fundamental but actually this is 

not the ease. The fundamental conditions of both of the categorical 

inference and the hypothetical inference called Tarka are one and the 

same. -So, the aforesaid difference of conditions actually is nothing 

. but a negligible one. An~ this negligible difference in conditions does 

not entail a fundamental difference in the character of the result. 

But as far as my personal observation is concerned the aforsaid 

five defences of Jayatirtha against the five objections metioned above 

i 
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are not actually sound and firm footed as they appear to be. One of 

the fundamental differences between the Western and the Indian 

logic lies in the fact that white the former aims at satisfying only the 

formal condition , the latter aims at satisfying both the formal and 

material ones. In so far as an inference. follows all the rules 

prescribed for it, the inference is said to have fulfilled its formal 

condition, whereas , as long as the premise or premises and the 

conclusion correspond to the fact . an inference is said to have 

satisfied its material condition. Now keeping this point in view it can 

be maintained that Tarka can not be regarded as a case of inference 

for even if it satisfies the formal condition, it can never meet the 

material one as neither the ground nor the consequent of it which are 

taken to stand for. probans and probandum or conclusion of inference 

respectively correspond to the fact. In the case of the example 

mentioned above neither smoke nor even fire is seen to exist in the 

lake. Thus Jayatirtha's defences are proved to be groundless. 

Even if Tarka is judged from the view point of the defining 

characteristics of knowledge as s_uggested and stated by the Western 

I . 
I 

i . 
I 
' 
I 

I 

! 
philosophers, Tarka cannot be taken as a case of knowledge in the_·-----· : 

I 
I 

true sense of the term. Even if we put aside the fourth eonditlon of 

knowledge as suggested by E.l. Gettler knowledge be difined as 

justified true belief. As far as this definition is concerned the following 

three conditions are the necessary and sufficient conditions - for 

knowledge :-

I 

' 

i 
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(1) Belief condition,, (2) Truth condition and (3) Justification 

condition_More clearly to say, if one claims to know a proposition 

called p, then his claim be valid if and only if firstly he belives that p is 

true , sceondly, pis really ture and thirdly, he is justified in his belief __ 

that p is true . Now let us examine whether Tarl<a fulfils these three 

necessary and sufficient conditions of knowledge. The Madhvas and 

the Jainas maintain that Tarl<a_is a case of knowledge proper and it 

subsumed under inference. The ground and the consequent in Tarka 

stand for the probans and the probandum respectively in inference. 

Inference aims at providing the knowledge of the probandl)m on the' 

basis of the knowledge of the probans accompanied by the 

knowledge of the necessary concomitance between the probans and 

the probandum.Li~ewise, Tarka demonstrates the knowledge of the 

consequent on the basis of the knowledge of the ground 

accompanied by the knowledge of the necessary concomitance 

between the ground and the consequent. Keepi,ng this similarity in 

view Jayatirtha also observe that Tarka is a case of knowledge and a 

sub-species of inference. But only keeping this aforesaid similarity in 

view it should not be justified to identiy one with another. If we ponder 

over the problem we see that inference and_ T{Jrka d_iffer, one from 

another, to a great extent. Inference satisfies all the necessary and 

sufficient conditions of knowledge mentioned, whereas Tarka does 

not fulfiJ the same. This can be illustrated clearly by citing a concrete 

example. Let us suppose, 'A'infers the existence of fire in the hill on 

the basis of his perception of smoke in it. Here in this inference first 

he beiieves in, the existence of fire in the hill, secondly his belief is 

true since fire really exists in the . hill and thirdly his belief is 

,I 
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justified by virtue ·Of his perceptual ( perception of smoke) and 

rational ( necessary concon:tetance between smoke and fire) 

evidence. Inference is a case of knowledge proper, for it fulfils these 

three conditions. But Tarka does not meet these conditions. Let us 

suppose that 'B' also perceives smoke in the hill but yet he raises 

objection against the inference of the existence of fire in it. Now 'A' 

resorts to Tarka in order to negate the position of 'B' in the way :" If 

there were no fire then there cannot be smoke." Here in this Tarka 

absence of fire is the ground or probans and absence of smoke is the 

consequent or probandum. Let us suppose P stands for the 

consequent or probandum. Here, neither the opponent 'B' nor even 

the arguer 'A' believes in P. Secondly, Pis not true, for actually hill is 

qualified not by· the absence of smoke but by the presence of smoke. 

Thirdly, since none of 'A' and 'B' believes in P the very question of the 

justification of their belief is absolutely absurd . So, as far as Tarka is 

concerned, it is seen that the necessary and sufficient conditions of 

knowledge as pr~scribed and stated by the Western philosophers are 

not satisfied. Thus it is proved once again that Tarka is not a c;se of 

knowledge proper, and therefore,· JayatTrtha's defences mentioned 

are in vain. 

Jayatlrtha maintains that inferences can be brought under two 

heads- categorical and hypothetical called Tarka. These two types 

of inference differ in their conditions; In the case of categorical 

inference all the factors of it must be accepted to be true by both of 

the· parties , the opponent and the proponent . If difference of opinion 
~ 

is seen between the opponent and the proponent regarding the 

' I -
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vafidity either of the porbons or of the necessary concomitance or the 

universal proposition or ·of both, then inference is. brought to a 

standstill, and it can be set in motion only by keeping aside the 

differences. But this is not true in the case of Tarka . . In this inference 

the apparatus be accepted to be true by the opponent and not by the 

arguer. The defect of categorical inference is not the defect of 

hypothetical inference called Tarka. Rather the . defect of the 

categorical inference is the condition of Tarka. The falsity of the minor 

term and of the probans, for example, is the defect in categorical 

inference but these are not only not defects in Tarka but rather are 

the conditions of it. The arguer is quite conscious of the falsity of the 

probans, namely, the absence of fire, yet he assumes ,the probans, 

for bringing out the absurd consequent or probandum, namely, the 

absence of smoke. But as far as the observation of Jayatirtha 

regarding the conditions of Tarka goes we fully agree with him. We 

also go hand in hand with Jayatfrtha in maintaining that the belief in 

the presence of the probans in the subject from the part of the 

opponent and disbelief of the same from· the part of the proponent is · 

the very condition of Tarka. If both of the opponent and the proponent 

would believe the same then the very question of the application of 
-Tarko. does not arise at an. We only disagree with Jayatirtha when he 

maintains that Tarka is a case of knowledge proper and subsumed 

under inference. He holds the Tarka is a case of a special type of 

inference. But even if it is a special type of inference it is not a special 

type of knowledge of course. It may be a different species of the 

same genus called knowledge. But it is already shown that Tarka is 

not a case of knowledge. So, its being a subspecies of knowledge is 

i 
i 
! 
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absurd. And since Tarka is not a subspecies of knowledge, it cannot 

also be subcategory of inference. 

In tt}e strongest and most important defence against the charge 

of material invalidity of Tarka as an inference, a vital defect in Indian 

logic, Jayatirtha maintains that a misconception regarding the 

component parts of Tarka gives birth to this charge. JayatTrtha 

observes that in fact Tarka has two conclusions side by side, of which 

one is false and the other is negative. The false conclusion remains in 

the explicit form but the negative conclusion lies· in implicit form. So, 

two conclusions are implied by Tarka at the same time. But they are 

implied not in the same way. The false conclusion is implied directly 

but the negative conclusion , on the contrary, is implied indirectly. As 

the negative conclusion remains in the implicit form it is generally 

overlooked by us and we tentatively think that reasoning like . \ 

categorical inference has only one conclusion. Thus we wrongly take 

only the one half which is , infact, incomplete for the whole and 

complete. If we look into the full formed reasoning or Tarka then we 

can see that only the minor premise is materially false. But both the 

major premise and conclusion do correspond to the fact and therefore · 

materially true. This can clearly be illustrated in the folowing way. " If 

there were no fire in the hill then there can. not be smoke. But as a 

matter of fact there is smoke in the hill. So, there is also fire in it". For 

the sake of better understanding we can divide this full formed Ta~a 

into two halves . u If there were no fire in the hill then there can not be 

smoke" and '' As a matter of fact there is smoke in the hill. So, there is 

also fire in if'. The first part of Tarka does not correspond to the fact 
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but the second part of it conesponds to the fact. So, Tarka does not 

satisfy the material condition of inference as long as the first half of it 

is concerned but it meets the same as far as the second half of it is 

concerned. So, if Tarka is seen in its full form then it would be evident 

that 'he aforesaid objection of material invalidity is fully out of place in 

the case of Tarka. 

But as far as my observation is concerned, I think that 

Jayatirtha here commits a blunder of taking two different instruments 

of knowledge for one. Actually, the instance of the full formed Tarka 

already cited is nothing but the combination of two different means of 

knowledge, one invalid and another valid. Each and every half 

mentioned above makes a separate .instrument of knowledge. The 

first part " if there were no fire in the hill then there cannot be smoke" 

is called Tarka. This is an instrument of invalid knowledge. And why 

this instrument is regarded as a means of invalid knowldege has 

already been dealt with. in the first chapter. Now let us examine why 

the second half mentioned above is considered as a separate 

instrument of knowledge. The second half "As a matter of fact there is 

smoke in the hill. So, . there is also fire in ir, is an instrument of 

knowledge called internee. It is an inference for it satisfies an the 

necessary and sufficient conditions of an inference. In this example , 

hill, smoke and fire are the subject, the probans and the probandum 

respectively. Through this instrument the ·knowledge of the 

probandum, namely, the presence of fire is operated on the basis of 

the perceptual knowledge of the probans. namelv. the oresence of 

smoke coupled with the knowledqe 

·I 
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between the probans and the probandum. And this knowledge of the 

probandum, that is the knowledge of the presence of fire in the hill is 

valid as per as the defining marks of valid cognition as suggested and " 

stated by both of the Indian and the Western philosophers are 

concerned. Besides, the explanation given by Jayatirtha itself 

substantiates my own position and falsifies the position of Jayatirtha 

himself . Jayatirtha holds that Tarka has two conclusions, one is false 

and the other is negative. But how can one and the same inference 

possess as the two conc_lusions at the same time ? It is quite 

plausible to maintain that one argument possesses only one 

conclusion. So, the statement that Tarka in its full-form has two 

conclusions- implies clearly that it is nothing but the combination of 

the two different instruments of knowledge. Jayatirtha himself fails to 
' ' 

understand the actual implication of his own statement. And his 

defence mentioned above is the result of his misunderstanding just 

said .. Thus it is shown that the full formed Tarka as stated by 
-Jayatirtha is nothing but a combination of the two separate 

instruments of knowledge, invalid and valid. So, Tarka as stated 

above never satisfies the material condition of inference as it is 

maintained by Jayatirtha. 

But two points are important to note here. First, the two 

instruments mentioned are closely connected and secondly, the term 

'instrument' has been used in the two cases in two different a.enses. 

· Let us first explain the second one. The term 'instrument' has been 

used in the case of inference in question in the sense of accredited 

means of valid knowledge, whereas, the same has been used in the 
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case of Tarka in the sense of an auxiliary factor to an accredited 

means of valid cognition. Now let us turn ·to the illustration of the first 

point. The aforesaid inference here does not and cannot operate its 

function due to some impediment, called doubt, impos~--- by the 

opponent. In this situation the arguer resorts to Tarka to eliminate the 

impediment. And how Tarka helps in eliminating the impediment and 

thereby become an auxiliary factor ( promoter) to an accredited organ 

of knowledge has already been discussed. So, we need not deal with 

the same to avoid repitition. 

Tarka as elucidated in the Nyayasudha by Jayafirtha:-

Nyayasudhi[ ,an authoritative standard ·work, is a commentary 

written by Jayatirtha on Madhavacarya's bhasya on the Brahmasutra. 

In his comment on the Brahmasutra iii, ii, i, Jayatlrtha has discussed 

in details on Tarka and has given the views of the writers of the 

Nyaya school beginning with the author of the Nyayasfifra and 

coming down to Udayanacarya.1 It should be noted that the 

observation by Jayatfrtha regarding the status of Tarka as recorded in 

the Pramanapaddhati has alredy been dealt with. But 

Pram8_napaddhatl is not a primary source. It is a secondary source 

based on Nyayasudha", the original source. The Pramii_napaddhati is 

just a succint summary of the Nyayasudha. So, to give a clear picture 

of the account of Jayatirtha's observc=~tion on Tarka, it is highly 

essential to go to the primary source in the Nylijtasudha even at the 

risk of some amount of reduplication. 
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JayatiH:ha holds that a debater whether in the role of a 

proponent or an opponent is primarily concerned with a two fold task 

of establilshing his own position1 and negating the thesis of the other 

party.2 In the case of the former one, that is to establish one's own 

position , all the factors of syllogistic reasoning, namely the subject, 

the probans, necessary concomitance and the example cited by one 

must be acceptable to both the parties.3 For example,.in the syllogism 

"The hill is possessed of fire, because it is possessed of smoke. All 

that is possessed of smoke is possessed of fire, as for example, the 

kitchen." The hill as the subj~ct, smoke as the prabans, the universal 

proposition and the kitchen as the example, are accepted by both the 

parties. 

The inference employed to accomplish the second objective, 

that is to refute the thesis of other party, may be of assuming two 

forms : (1) this is not possible, (2) the admission of it leads to an 

undesirable consequence. In the case of the first type of inference, all 

the factors of it ( inference} must be acceptable to both the parties, 

like the inference used to establish one's own position, as shown in 

the preeeeding paragraph . 4 A concrete example may be cited. 

Kumarila Bhatta-observes that word is a substance but the Vaisesika . 
holds that it is a quality. The Vaise~ika maintains that the observation 

of Kumarila is unacceptable and in support the following syllogism is 

advanced : "Wor<;t_ is not substance, since it is perceptible by- the 

organ of hearing. All that is so perceptible is not a substance, just as 

the universal is" 5
. In this inference the probans is accepted to be true 

by both the parties. The same is true in the case of the necessary 
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concomitance held between the probans and the probandum. If any 

difference of opinion is seen regarding the validity either of the 

probans or of the necessary concomitance or the universal · 

proposition, or of both, then inference is brought to a standstill, and it 

can be set in motion only by pushing away the difference. Jayatlrtha 

holds that these two types of argument mentioned, where unanimous 

apparatus is essential, are categorical inference. 

But the condition of the second type of inference, the admission 

of which leads to an undesirable consequence, is purely different 

from that of the former two already shown. In this inference the 

apparatus, namely, the probans and the universal proposition be 

accepted by the . opponent and not by the proponent. This type of 
I 

inference is called reasoning and assumes the form of a hypothetical 

proposition 6
. The example of this type of inference is the following : " 

If the hill were devoid of fire, it would be devoid of smoke." This 

argument consists of two parts. The first part states the ground or the 

probans and the second part states the consequence or the 

probandum. Here, in this argument 'the absence of fire' is. the 

probans· or the ground and 'the absence of smoke' is the probandum 

or the consequent. In this argument_ the probans i.e. absence of fire is 

accepted only by the opponent and it is assumed by the arguer. If it 

were not so, the hypothetical inference would not act as reductio-ad

absurdum. Another condition of this inference is that the universal 

concomitance between the ground and the consequent need not also 

be objectively true. What is necessary is that it is accepted to be true 

by the opponent. Jayatirtha defines Tarka in the following way : The 
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type of inference, in which the major premise and the minor premise 

are necessarily accepted to be true by the opponent and only 

assumed by the arguer for bringing out an absurd consequence, 

which necessarily follows from . the assumed ground, is called 

reasoning or Tarka.7 According to Jayatlrtha, the defect of 

catygorical inference is not the defect of hypothetical inference called 

Tarka. Rather the defect of the former is the condition of the latter. 

Say for example, the falsity of the subject or minor term and of the 

probans which are considered as a real defect in categorical 

inference, is not only not a defect in Tarka but rather is the condition 

of it. The arguer is quite conscious of the falsity of the probans, 

namely, the absence of fire. Yet he assumes the probans, for bringing 

out the absurd consequence or probandum, namely, the absence of 

smoke. 

The Madhvas and the Jainas beautifully meet another objection 

raised by the Naiyliyikas against their view that Tarka is an 

accredited type of inference. The Naiyiiyikas argue that the 

necessary concomitance held between the · probans and the 

probandum is not real, since the probans, namely, the absence of 

fire, and the probandum, namely, the absence of smoke, do not co

present in the subject i.e. in the hill. Thus , the falsity of the necessary 

concomitance invalidates the claim of the Mlidhvas and the Jainas 

that Tarka is an inference. But in reply to this objection, the Maahvas 

and the Jainas maintain that necessary concomitance between the 

probans and the probandum is not necessarily one of co-existence in 

the same substratum. 

I . 
I 
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Necessary and universal concomitance can be established 

where the one term cannot be conceived to be possible wihout the 

presence of the other. 8 Spatial or temporal co-presence is not a 

necessary factor of universal concomitance. A concrete example 

may be cited. Perceiving the flood in the lower. region of the river we 

infer a heavy rainfall in the upper region of it. No doubt, there· is a 

necessary and universal concomitance between a heavy rainfall in 

the upper region and the occurance of the flood in the lower region, 

but still, there is neither temporal nor spatial co-presence between · 

them.9 Besides this, the Maahvas and Jainas argue that the objective 

concomitance between the ground or probans and the consequent or 

probandum is not a necessary requirement in. reductio-ad-absurdum 

called Tarka. 

One of the fundamental objections put forth by the Naiyayikas . 

against the claim of Tarka to the status of inference is that, the 

conditions of inference proper and that of Tarka are·basically different 

which, in turn, brings a fundamental difference in the character of the 

result. Accredited inferences consist of categorical assertions ·and the 

probans is admitted to be materially true by both the parties, the 

opponent and the .Proponent, whereas, Tarka consists of a 

hypothetical minor premise and the probans affirmed of the subject is 

materially false. This is what is about the difference of the conditions 

of inference proper and that· of Tarka. This difference gives birth to 

another material difference in the .result. In inference, the result is a 

true conclusion, but in Tarka,. the. conclusion is a false issue. But 

i, 
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Jgyaflrtha meets this objection by saying that this difference in 

conditions is not vital at aiL He holds that the fundamental conditions 

of both of the categorical and hypothetical inference called Tarka are 

one and the same. So, the negligible difference of conditions does 

not entail a fundamental difference in the character of the result. To 

substantiate his own view a nice explanation has been given by 

Jayatirtha. Jayatirtha maint"ains that three types of .inference have 

been accepted to be valid by the Naiyayikas, namely, exclusively 

affirmative (Kevalanvayi ) , exclusively negative ( Kevalavyatirekl) 

and affirmative cum negative ( anvayi-vyiitirekf) . But the conditions 

of all the three types of inference are not one and the same. The 

conditions vary· from inference to inference. Say for example,· the 

following five characteristics are regarded as the essential conditions 

of the affinnative cum neg;ative inference,viz,(1) Presence of the 

Probans in the subject ( Pak~attva ).(2) Presence of the probans in 

the homologue, ( Sapak~attva),(3) Absence of the same in the 

heterologue ( Vipak~attva ),(4) Immunity from opposition by a 

countermanding probans(asatprntipak~attva),and (5) Immunity from 

contradiction(abadhitatva). Exclusively affirmative inference is never 

seen to· possess the heterologue, while , exclusively negative 

inference is not found to entail homologue. So,---the third and the 

second characteristics are absent from the exclusively affirmative and 

exclusively negative inference respectively 10
. Here it can be 

maintained that as these two inferences do not po~~~ss all the five 

characteristics mentioned they are not inference proper 11
. 

i 
i 
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But to defend themselves the Naiyayikas may argue that the 

said two lacking characteristics are not necessary conditions, they 

are nothing but contingent ones. Exclusively affirmative and 

exclusively negative inference do not differ from the affirmative cum 

negative one as far as the fundamental characteristics are 

concerned. The fundamental conditions consist of the minor premise 

and the major premise, in other words, the presence of the probans in 

the subject and the necessary concomitance of the probans with the 

probandum. The five characteristics listed above are only symtematic 

of the necessary concomitance between the probans and the 

probandum. So, the lack of one or other characteistic does not 

disqualify a probans, provided its necessary concomitance with the 

probandum is cer.tified. 

But in answer to the defence of the Naiyayikas Jayatfrtha 

maintains that the defence of the Naiyayikas is no doubt excellent but 

unfortunately they have failed to gauge the relative value and 

cogency of the conditions asserted by them. JayatTrtha observes that 

logical necessity is not . a matter of empirical fact as long as · the 

deduction of the conclusion is concerned, whereas , presence in the 
-~-------· 

subject is only a matter of the emporical truth. So, the presence in the 

subject has nothing to do with the logical necessity which lies in the 

necessary concomitance of the probans with the probandum. The 

minor premise aims at e~ablishing the actual incidence of the 

probandum in the conclusion on the basis of the incidence of the 

probans. The deduction of the probandum is made possible by the 

necessary concomitance but not by the minor premise. So, the 

I 
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necessary concomitance alone is the sufficient guarantee and 

warranty of the validity of inference and the presence of the probans 
I . 

in the subject is nothing but an irrelevant accident as the presence in 

the homologue and the absence in. the heterologue are. Jayatfrtha 

holds that this necessary concomitance, the only necessary condition 

of an accredited type of inference is equally operative in (1) Tarka or 

reasoning, (2) Categorical inference for disproof (du~aranumana) 

and (4) implication (arthapatt1). All these four types of arguments are 

nothing but inference as far as the observation of Madhvas are 

concerned. The difference in details is only due to their variation as 

sub-species of the same genus, namely, inference. 

The purpose served by the inference varies from case to case. 

The purpose for the satisfaction of which categorical inference is 

employed is not one and the same with the purpose for meeting 

which hypothetical inference called Tarka is applied. The arguer 

resorts to a categorical inference with a_ view to establishing the 

necessary incidence of the prob~ndum in the subject .. But one adopts 

Tarka to demonstrate the undersirable consequence or absurdity of 

the opponent's __ posjtion. The demonstration of the incidence of the 

probandurifln the subject is inspired by the practical consideration 

and so, the incidence of the probans in the subject is to be shown as 

a matter of practical necessity, but not as a matter of logical necessity 
. 

. So, the material truth of the minor premise, in other words, the 

incidence of the probans in the subject is taken as a material 

condition for categorical inference in general as far as the practical 

interest of the arguer is concerned. But the material truth of the minor 

. ! 
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premise has no bearing upon the satisfaction of interest of the arguer 

·adopting Tarka. Consequently, the objection of the absence of the 

minor term, namely, the probans in the subject by the Naiyayikas 

against the status of Tarka as a subspecies of inference does not 

hold good13
. 

The Naiyayikas also produce two vital objections, in addition to 

the earlier one, against the status of Tarka as inference. The first one 

is that if Tarka is given a status of inference then it would be the 

subject of a fallacy of contradicted probans, since, the probandum, 

which is necessarily deduced in Tarka , does not actually belong to 

the subject . Say for example, in the case of Tarka , " If the hill be 

devoid of fire, it. would be devoid of smoke," both the probans, . 

namely, absence of fire and the probandum, namely, absence of 

smoke do not exist in the subject, namely hill. The second objection is 

that the inference of an unreal probandur:n in opposition to one's 

previous commitment regarding the absence of the probandum, what 

is technically called the admission of a contrary conclusion 

(apasiddhanta) and the perpetration of this defect deprives the arguer 

___ ___of victory in a debate. 

In response to the objections mentioned above, Jayatrrtha 

argues that the charges of contradiction do not hold good in the case 

of Tarka~ since the arguer does not intend to establish the conclusion 

independently,rather he likes to establish the same on the ground of 

the admission of the opponent. When .the opponent denies the 

presence of fire in spite of the presence of smoke in the hill, then the 

I 
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arguer intends to show that the denial of fire entails the denial of 

smoke in the hill as a matter of logical necessity. JayatTrtha maintains 

that the fact of the minor premise given in a hypothetical from, 

namely,. " If the hill be devoid of fire, it will be devoid of smoke" 

clearly implies . that the arguer's intention is not to establish the 

absence of smoke in the hill independently. The case exactly the 

same with the hypothetical proposition "If you swallow.poison, you will 

die". This hypothetical proposition only implies the necessary 

connection between two events namely, swallowing of the poison and 

death, but not the actual historical truth of events. Likewise Tarka 

aims at demonstrating · only the logical connection between the 

ground and the consequent. And the implication of it is that the 

admission of the, ground makes the admission of the consequent 
. . . 

inevitable and not that the ground and the consequent are actual 

historical truth. Thus it is shown that the . charges of contradicted 

reason (badha) and of contradiction of the a~pted position 

(apasiddhanta) are out of ptace in Tarka .14 

Another charge has been advanced by the Naiyayikas against 

the status of Tarka as inferenee. The Madhvas have broadly 

classified inferences into two kinds, namely (1) one for proof of one's 

own position . and (ii) · another for refutation of the position of the 

oppoent. Tarka ·, the Madhvas hold, belongs to the second class of 

inference. But, the Naiyayikas maintain that the Madhva's 

observation is ·not correct as Tarka cannot even be considered as an 

inference for refutation. Inference for refutation is valid only if it serves 
i 
i . i 
I 
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to generate the valid cognition of a real defect, but Tarka seeks to 

establish a cognition of an apparent defect but not a real one. 15 

Madhvas meet this objection by maintining that Tarka is in the 

. same position as casuistry (Cha/a) and sophism (Jat1). 16 In the case 

of casuistry and sophism the logical apparatus, namely, the probans 

and the probandum are admitted to be true by the opponent alone. 

So, the objection that the logical apparatus must be objectively valid 

and the same must be accepted by both the parties, namely the 

opponent and the proponent lavelled against Tarka should be raised 

against casuistry and sophism also. And owing to this charge 

casuistry and sophism can never be proved to be forms of sophistry, 

which they actually are. But it is to be noted that though Tarka is a 

case of inference like sophism, yet there is a difference between 

them. The latter is vitiated by self-contradiction whereas, the former 

culminates in a conclusion,which is contradicted by an accredited 

organ of knowledge . But actually , this difference is not fundamental, · 

rather it is apparent , since the admission of a proposition 

contradicted by the testimony of an a~redited organ ultimately 

amounts to self-contradiction. To make an assertion· opposed by the 

testimony of all accredited organs· is to make an assertion suby_ersive 

of a truth accepted universally and so by ~ assertor himself also. 

So, both sophism and Tarka are seen to serve the same purpose, 

that is to say, both of them end in convicting the opponent of self-

contradiction. Thus, it is proved once an~in that the status of botn 

sophism and Tarka is one and the same. So, if sophism is regarded 

as inference, Tarka must be considered as inference also .. 

j. 

I 
. I 
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Tarka as elucidated in the Tarkatandava by Vyasatfrtha :-

In the beginning it is important to mention that the part of the 

Tarkatangava written by Vyasatirtha which deals with inference is yet 

to be published. But fortunately, Prof. Sitansusekhar Bagchi, author 

of Inductive Reasoning got the chance to go through that 

unpublished part in a manuscript copy which was available in the 

possession of the Prof. S.N.Dasgupta. 

Vyasatfrtha has been greatly influenced by Jayatrrtha. 

Vyasatfrtha endo~ses the conclusion of JayatTrtha and follows up the 

argument produced by him. Naturally, one may think that it is nothing 

but a waste of time to reproduce what has alrea~y been produced. 

But actually the treatment of Vyasatirtha, in spite of being directed by 1 · 

the thought of Jayatfrtha, abounds in original reflection not only in 

manner but also matter. 

Tarka, Vyasatirtha. observes, is ·a case <>.f.Jnf~rence. He tries to 

establish his own position by negating the view of the Naiyayikas 

through different arguments. The Naiyayikas hold that Tarka is a case 

of conscious ascription (aropo). But to substantiate his own position 

Vyasatlrtha first of all seeks to show that the observation of Tarka as 

conscious ascription by the Naiyayikas is not tenable.Vyasatlrtha . 

maintains that Tarka is not a case of ascription as far as the finding 

registered by re.as_oning is concerned. He says· that the finding of 
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Tarka is of a categorical nature and gives an altogether new 

orientation to the conception of the nature of Tarka and its result. 

Vyasatfrtha observes that an important difference is there between . 

ascription and Tarka. In the case of ascription knowledge is operated 

by the help of the visual organ or the mind as aided by it, whereas, in 

the case of Tarka knowledge is necessitated by the knowledge of the 

necessary concomitance alone. Owing to this difference, a case of 
' . . 

wilful ascription cannot be regarded as a case of Tarka . As Tarka is · 

exclusively based upon the necessary concomitance between the 

ground and the consequent namely the probans and the probandum 

as the case is exactly on a par with inference, the inferential nature of 

reasoning cannot be denied.17 

Thus Vy~satfrtha shows that Tarka cannot justifiably be 

regarded . as a case of ascription and defines it in the lilght of 

categorical knowledge as follows : " Tarka is the valid cognition of the 

negation of the probans or ground as the diterminant concomitant of 

the negation of the probandum or the consequent as admitted by the 

opponent." Vyasatfrtha observes that the same can be defined as a 

valid cognition ofthe. unavoidable admissibility of the negation of the 

probans entailed by-fhe admission of the negation of the probandum 
18

• The denial of fire in a smoking hill is tentamount to the admission 

of the negation of smoke. The negation of fire necessarily entails the 

negation oJ smoke and. I"alka only brings home the knQwledge of this 

truth. Thus the careful analysis of the definition of Tarka as given by 

Vyasatlrtha clearly implies that Tarka is a genuine case of an organ 

of knol6dedge. 

I 
i 
I 
I . 
I 
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Here the two vital objections , namely, the objection of the false 

minor premise and the false conclusion from the part of the -

Naiyayikas may be advanced against the view of Vyasatfrtha. In our 

preceding discussion it is shown that the same objections are leveled 

against the view of Jayatfrtha. It is also maintained side by side how 

Jayatirtha beautifully meets these objections by saying that those 

allegations hold good only in the case of categorical inference but not 

in the case of hypotheticar inference. Tarka , Jayatfrtha observes, 

belongs to the class of hypothetical inference. So, the objections in 

question are out of place in the case of Tarka. 

, But it is important as well as interesting to note that Vyasatfrtha . 
replies to the objections mentioned above without taking coyer under 

the privilege of hypothetical inference. Vyasatirtha opines that though 

Tarka ·appears to be a case of hypothetical inference but actually this 

is not the case. Tarka, in fact, is nothing but a categorical inference. 

VyasatTrtha maintains that the objections of false minor premise 

and false conclusion are nothin_g but pseudo ones. Vyasatirtha 

--believes that neither the minor premise· nor even the conclusion of 

Tarka is false. So he thinks that the objections are false creation of 

the Naiyayikas, arising form their misconceptions of the nature of 

T~f1<a. Tarka is adopted when there is doubt. Now, the doubt that a 

smoking hill may be destitute of fire may be generated only in either 

of the following ways : First, negation of smoke may not be the 

determinant ( Vyapaka) of the negation of fire. Secondly , though one 
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may be the necessary concomitant of the other and negation of 
{ 

smoke tk the determinant of the negation of fire, negation of smoke 

may yet be possible in the subject 19 
. Here the first case of doubt is 

( 

dismissed by the hypothetical proposition " If it be devoid of fire, it 

must be devoid of smoke", which implies that negation of fire is a 

determinate of the negation of smoke. The hypothetical form does not 

mean that the proposition does not assert a categorical· truth. 

Vyasatfrtha maintains that, in fact, necessary concomitance between 

two sets of facts is usually asserted in a hypothetical form. The. 

following hypothetical propositions, for example, " If the Gayal be 

similar to the cow, the cow also must be similar to the gayai ", " If 

there be smoke there must be fire.", " If a person alive is not at home, 

he must be present outside" assert a necessry and universal truth as 

the former one does. In these hypothetical propositions the second 

clau~e entails the conclusion which necessarily· follows from the first 

one as the premise. Thus it is seen that hypothetical form is the usual 

medium through which a necessary' relation between the antecedent 

and the consequent clauses is expressed . 20
• The second case of 

doubt is_ dismissed by ·showing the inadmissibility of the negation of 

smoke in the subject , which is directly perceived to be issuing 

smoke. 

It is important to riote that a vital difference is seen between the 

observations of the Naiyayikas and Vyasatfrtha regarding both of the 

nature and composition of Tarka. The Naiyayika observes that in the 

Tarka u If the hill be devoid of fire, it will be devoid of smoke", 
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'negation of fire' is the probans and 'negation of smoke' rs the 

probandum. 

Tarka consists only of one statement having two clauses of 

which one clause entails the probans and the other contains the 

probandum. But Vyasatlrtha, on the other hand, maintains that Tarka 

is composed not only of one statement but two statements, one of 

them is in the explicit and the other in the implicit form. It can be said 

that the Naiyayikas wrongly consider Tarka consisting ·only of one 

statement since the other statement is in the implicit or the hidden 

form. The whole proposition in the explicit fofl1'1 .is· the statement of the 

probans, in which the negation of smoke is shown to be the 

determinant concpmitant of the negation of fire·. The statement in the 

implicit form · is that the negation of the negation of smoke is the 

determinate concomitant of the negation. of the negation of fire, which 

entails the probandum. The cognition of the aforesaid probandum is 

attained. through the instrument of the cognition of the aforesaid 

probans. Both these cognitions are true , since the negation of the 

determinant is the determinate concomitant of the negation of the 

determinate. To clear our idea a concrete example may be cited : 

Smoke is the determinate concomitant ( Vyapya) of fire and fire is the 

determinant concomitant (Vyapaka) of smoke. but the negation of fire 

is the determinate concomitant of the negation of smoke. The 

determinant concomitant can be inferred through the determinate 

concomitant and not the other way round, since the determinate 

cannot exist independently of the determinant but the determinant 

can exist without depending upon the deteminate. So, smoke. is the 
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determinate of fire, for it cannot exist independently of the latter. But 

fire can exist independently of smoke , so the negation of smoke 

does not entail the negation of fire. But smoke is never possible in the 

absence of fire, so the negation of fire necessarily entails the 

negation of smoke. Thus it is seen that relative position of two terms 

qua determinant and determinate is· reversed in the case of their 

negatives. If the positive term is determinant then the negative of the 

. same becomes determinate. The digression is made to dismiss the 

doubt that there may be smoke without fire by showing that fire is the 

determinant concomitant of smoke and negatively by showing that 

the negation of fire necessarily implies the negation of smoke, the 

latter being the determinant concomitant of the former. Similarly, the 

negation of smoke is the determinate concomitant of the negation of 

the negation of fire. 

Tarka is seen to meet all the necessary conditions for being an 

inference, namely, (i) it consists of the two propositions, probans and 

probandum, (ii) both of the propositions are true and (iii) there is a 

necessary concomitance between the probans and the probandum. 

This can be illustrated_b.y_citing an examples in the-way: " If A were 

devoid of fire, it would be devoid of smoke", this proposition shows 

that the negation . of fire is the determinate concomitant of the 

negation of smoke and so the former necessarily entails the latter. It 

is a true assertion aru:Lsery.es_as the probans of th.e. assertion, 'The 
-

negation of negation of smoke is the determinate concomitant of the 

negation of negation of fire," which is to be regarded as the 

probandum by virtue of fact that it necessarily foUows form the 
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previous assertion. The first proposition is true , because it states a 

·necessary univesal truth and the second is also true, as it also states 

the same which follows from the former. These two are universal 

propositions asserting-the necessay universal concomitance between 

two terms. The former assertion namely the hill is not devoid of 

.smoke is based upon an objective fact and the latter one, namely, it 

can not be devoid of fire follows from the. former as a matter of 

necessity. Thus Vyasatfrtha beautifully shows that the probans, the 

probandum and the necessary concomitance, all the three lying in 

Tarka are true . So, the objections of false probans and probandum 

raised by the Naiyayikas against the inferential status of Tarka are 

themselves false and groundless. And this falsity of these charges · 

implies that Tarka, is nothing but an inference. 

The Naiyayikas' objection to the validity of Tarka is nothing but 

a result of their misconception that ;negation of fire' is made the 

probans. and the negation of smoke is made the probandum in Tarka. 

Jayatirtha inspite of being agr-ee wi.th the Naiyayikas in this respect, 

beautifully shows that the allegations of false probans and 

probandum brought by the Naiy8yikas against the inferential nature of 

Tarka is unjustified. Jayatirtha observes that these charges bear 

significance as far as the categorical inference is concerned, Where 

the probans is asserted as objective facts. But those _charges do not 

-hoJd_g.aoct in the case of Tarka since here the false probans and 

probandum are only assumed for argument's sake and not 

independently stated as objective. facts. Such false assumptions are 

I 
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not any defect of Tarka but are the necessary precondition of Tarka 

as reductio - ad- absurdum. 

Criticism of Tarka as elucidated m the Tarkatandava by 

Vyasatfrtha :-

Vyasatfrtha has been grately influenced by Jayatirtha regarding 

the concept of Tarka. Vyasatfrtha endorses the conclusion of 

JayatTrtha and follows up the argument produced by him. So, the 

concept of Tarka of both of them is the subject more or less of the 

same type of charges. We have already dealt with the charges 

leveled against the views of Jayatfrtha. So, we need not discuss the 

same to avoid repetition. In adition to the earlier ones some new 

charges can be brought against Vyasatfrtha in respect to his concept 

toTarka as an acric~Uted organ of knowledge ealled inference. 

The Naiyayikas maintain that Tarka is a case. of ascription 

(aropa). But Vyasatfrtha observes that actually Tarka can not be 

regarde<;t as a case of ascription because of two reasons. First, the 

finding registered by Tarka is of a categorical nature and secondly in 

the case of ascription knowledge is operated by tl'\.e help of the visuai 

organ or the mind as aided by it, but in the case of Tarka knowledge 

is necessitated by the knowledge of the necessa"¥ ccncomitarlce 

alone. But ! think that the position of the Naiyayikas can be 

substantiated by proving both of the reasons of VyasatTrtha as invalid. 

Let us first consider the second one .. In the case of Tarka knowledge 

actually is CY'tJ€rated by the help of both of the visual organ and ·the 

. ' 

! 
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knowledge of the necessary concomitance, but not by the knowledge 

of the necessary concomitance alone as it . is maintained by 

Vyasatfrtha . The Sanskrit term 'aropa' means a false assumption or 

a false ascription entertained for a while, knowing full well that what is 

-assumed is false. Let us suppose for instance, the_ object standing in 

front of one is known to be a tree and not a human being. Let us 

suppose again that the person still deliberately insists on regarding it · 

as a human being. This is a case of ascription or aropa. Now , in 

defining Tarka the Naiyayikas maintain that Tarka is a false 

assumption of something through the false assumption of another 

thing where the latter is invariably concomitant with the former. For 

instance, it is the false assumption of something , namely, 'B' on the 
' ' 

basis of the false·. assumption of some other thing called 'A' where 'A' 

is ·invariably concomitant with 'B'. So, the very · analysis of the 

definition of Tarka just given clearly implies that in the case of Tarka 

there are two ascriptions, one is the ascription of the ground and the 

other is the ascription of the consequent, and .the ground is invariably 

co_ncomitant with the -consequent. When in order to show the 

absurdity of the opponent's view the arguer resorts to Tarka in the 

form - "If there were_ no fire, then there could be no smoke" then, no 

doubt, the arguer concerned is fully aware of the presence of both of 

the fire and smoke. lnspite of being wen conscious .of the presence of 

both of the fire and smoke the arguer insists the absence of them 

only with the intention to demonstrate the absw:dltity of the op_op..ent's 

position. ln the case of the aropa already cited the knowledge of the 

tree is operated by the help of the visual organ,· likewise in the case of 

Tarka the knowledge of the presence of smoke. is oper:a!P....d by the 

I 
I 
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visual organ.· Besides, in the case of Tarka the ground is fnvariably 

concomitant with the consequent ! that is why the assumption of the 

latter is based upon the assumption of the former. Thus it is shown 

that in Tarka knowledge is operated both by the visual organ or the 

mind as aided by it and the necessary concomitance. 

Now let us deal with the first reason noted above. Vyasatirtha 

observes that Tarka is not a case of assumption because its finding is 

of a categorical nature. Two important objections, namely, the 

objection of the false minor premise and the false conclusion have 

been leveled. against the inferential status of Tarka. Both Jayatfrtha 

and Vyasatfrtha have tried their best to meet these objections but 

from the different, view points. Jayatfrtha is of the opinion that these 

charges hold good only in the case of categorical inference. But 

Tarka is a hypothetical inference. So, the objections of the false minor 
\ 

premise and the false conclusion are out of place . in the case of 

Tarka. But Vyasatirtha replies to the aforesaid objections . without 

taking cover under tl'le privilege of hypothetical inference. He says 

that Tarka , intact, is a ·categorical inference. The objections can be 

met quite legitimately in spite of maintaining Tarka ___ as __ a_ case of 

categorical inference. Vyasatrrtha observes that -neither the minor 

premise nor the conclusion of Tarka is false, so, the objections are 

false creation of the Naiyayikas arising from their misconception of 

the nature and component parts of Tarka. According~. to. t'1e 

Naiyayikas • Tarka consists only of one statement having two clauses 

of which one clause entaifs. the probans and the other contains the 

probandum. Say f.or example, in the Tarka " If ~he hill be devoid of 
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fire, it will be devoid of smoke", 'the negation of fire' is the probans 

and 'the negation of smoke' is the probandum. But Vyasatfrtha, on 

the contrary, holds that Tarka actually consists of two statements, 

one of them remains in the explicit and other in thejD'lplicit form. The 

whole proposition in the explicit form is the statement of the probans, 

in which the negation of smoke is shown to the determinant of the 

negation of fire. The statement ·in the implicit form is that the negation 

of the negation of smoke is the determinate concomitant of the 

negation of the negation of fire which entails the· probandum. The 

cognition of the aforesaid probandum is ascertained through the 

instrument of the aforesaid probans. Both these cognitions are true, 

since the negation of the determinant is the determinate concomitant 

of the negation ~f the determinate. This ·can be illustrated with the 

help of a concrete example, smoke is the determinate concomitant of 

fire and fire is the determinant concomitant of smoke, but the 

negation of fire is the determinate concomitant of the negation of 

smoke. The determinant concomitant can be inferred through the 

determinate concomitant but not vice versa, since the determinate , 

so, fire be inferred on the basis of smoke. And again ·negation of fire 

is the determinate concomitant Qtt_he · _11egation of smoke, so tha latter 

can be inferred on the ground of the former. Tarka is adopted , says 

Vyasatfrtha, to dismiss the doubt that there may be smoke without 

fire. And this doubt be eliminated by showing that- fire . is the 

determinant concomitant of smoke and negatively by showing that 

the negation of fire necessarily implies the negation of smoke, the 

latter being the determinant concomitant of the former. The same can 
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be shown by maintaining that the negation of the negation of smoke 

is the determinate concomitant of the negation of the negation of fire. 

Now Vyasatfrtha shows that both of the minor premise and the 

conclusion are true. Tarka, he thinks, consists of the two statements. 

" If the hill be devoid of fire. It would be devoid of smoke" and "The 

negation of the negation of smoke is the determinate concomitant of 

· the negation of the negation of fire". The former statement stands for · 
' ' 

the probans and the latter one stands for the probandum, since the 

latter necessarily follows from the former. The first proposition is true 

for it shows that the negation of fire is the determinate con~omitant of 

the negation of smoke, which is a necessary universal truth. The 

second propositiqn is also true because it also states a· necessary · 

univesal truth which follows from the former. Both of the propositions 

are universal which assert the necessary universal concomitance 

between two terms. The former assertion, namely; the hill is not 

devoid of smoke is based upon an objective fact and the. latter one, 

namely, it can not be devoid of fire, follows from the former as a 

matter of necessity. Thus it is shown that both the minor premise and 

the concJu.~ior:u>-f Tarka are true. So, the charges of the false minor 

premise and the conclusion against the inferential status of Tarka do 

not hold good. 

But . . here the same can consistently · be said against 

VyllsatTrtha which was maintained earlier against Jayatirtha that the 

two statements as the component parts of Tarka as it is stated by 

Vyasatlrtha actually stand for two separate instruments, one for Tarka 

' ' . 

' I 
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and the other for inference. We need not go in details as it is already 

elaborately discussed earlier. We should just show how the second

statement of Tarka maintained by VyasatTrtha itself can be turned into 

an infere_!l~. Keeping the fact in mind that double negation means 

affirmation we can say that the second statement of Tarka mentioned 

above " The flegation of the negation of smoke is the determinate . 

concomitant of the negation of the negation of. fire," can be 

transformed · into" the presence of smoke is the determinate 

concomitant of the presence of fire". The second statement obviously 

is a case of inference where the existence of fire is inferred on the 

basis of the existence of smoke. Here in this inference smoke is the 

probans and fire is the probandum, since, the former is necessarily 

concomitant with the ·tatter. 
' 

Besides, the observation of Vyasatfrtha that the finding of Tarka 

is of a categorical nature is not tenable. Vyasatirtha maintains that 

Tarka operates a knowledge of a necessary universal· concomitance 

between two terms. Say for example, in the case of the instance 

already cited Tarka demonstrates the knowledge of the necessary 

____ universal concomitance between the smoke and-fire; But actually this 

is not the case. Tarka, actually, brings forth the assumption of the 

consequent on the basis of its ground coupled with the knowledge of 

the necessary concomitance of the ground with the consequent. 

In the aforesaid example, Tarka establishes the assumption of 

the absence of smoke on the basis of assumption of the absence of 
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fire coupled )Vith the . knowledge of the necessary universal 

concomitance of the latter with the former. 

So, Tarka aims at demonstrating not the knowledge of the 

necessary universal concomitance between two terms as it is stated 

by Vyasatirtha, rather it seeks to demonstrate the enforced admission 

of the consequent on the basis of the assumption of the ground 

accompained by he knowledge of · the necessary universal 

concomitance. of the ground with the consequent. So, the knowledge 

of the necessary universal concomitance is not the end but the 

means. to satisfy the end in the case of Tarka . Thus it is proved once 

again that Tarka is not a case of categorical inference but a case of 

ascription or aropo. 
I 

, The definition of Tarka given by Vyasatirtha itself proves that 

Tarka is not a case of an inference whether categorical or 

hypoth0etical .Vyasatfrtha defines Tarka as follows " Tarka is the 

valid cognition of the. negation of the probans or ground as the 

determinant concomitant of the negation of the probandum or 

consequent as admitted by the opponent." So, as far as this definition 

is concerned the aim of Tarka is to demonstrate the knowledge of the 

negation of the probans, but we know very well that an inference 

seeks to establish the knowledge of the probandum but not the 

knowledge of the negation of the probans. So Tarka is not a case of 

inference. 
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Vyasatfrtha argues that even if we agree with the explanation of 

the probans and the probandum of Tarka as stated by the Naiy~yikas 

yet the charges of the falslity of the minor premise and the conclusion 

can be proved to be invalid. The Naiyayikas maintain that in the 

Tarka " If the hill were devoid of fire, it would be devoid of smoke," 

'the negation of fire' stands for the probans and 'the negation of · 

smoke' stands for the probandum, which do not actually belong to the 

subject i.e. the hill. So the minor premise and the conclusion are 

false. But Vyasatfrtha holds that even if the explanation of the 

probans and the probandum just given by the Naiyayikas are taken 

for granted yet it can quite consistently be maintained that both the 

minor premise and the conclusion are true. 

Vyasatirtha says that the Naiyayikas admit two kinds of relation, 

one is actual by which the actual incidence of the one term in the · 

other is determined and the other is one through which we 

understand that one term is related to another term, though there is 

no factual incidence of one in the other. Conjunction, inherence and 
. . 

acording to some, identity belong to the former kind of relation. But 

the relation between a subject and an object or between ~gnition 

and its content belongs to the latter kind of relation. Here though one 

cannot factually be related to another yet they are related somehow. 

The logical requirements for the validity of· an inference that there 

must be true minor premise and a true conclusion, in other words that 

the probans and the probandum must stand in relation to the subject, 

are satisfied irrespectively by boih the two kinds of relation. Keeping 

this in view if Tarka is judged then it can be seen that both the minor 
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premise and the conclusion of it are true. Both the probans , namely, 

the negation of fire and the probandum, viz, the negation of smoke do 

stand in a relation to the subject, namely, the hill. Negation of fire is 

asserted to be true of the hill by the opponent and this means that 

negation of fire stands in the relation of being admitted to be present 

in the hill. Probandum, on the other hand, is asserted by the arguer 

as the necessary consequent of the assertion of the ·negation of fire 

by the opponent . Thus, the negation of the probandum stands to the 

hill in the relation of being one to be necessarily admitted by the 

opponent. Thus Vyasatfrtha shows that both the minor premise and 

the conclusion of Tarka are true. So,·· the aforesaid objections are 

groundless. 

Vyasatfrtha replies to the objections of the false minor premise 

and the false conclusion following the above mentioned two kinds of 

relation as admitted by the Naiyayikas. As instance of the second 

kind of relation he says of the relation between the subject and the 

object of konwledge, between the knowledge and the content of -it, 

and then the relation in question be considered to belong to the 

second kind of relation . But I think that Vyasatirtha commits a 

blunder by taking the relation in question belonging to the second 

. kind of relation already mentioned. The relation in question is neither 

the relation between the subject of knowledge and the. object of 

knowledge, nor even the relation betwe_en the knowledge and the 

content of it, but, it is the relation between the object of knowledge 

and the locus of it. So. this relation does not belong to the second · 

kind. And that this relation does not belong to the second kind is 
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understood if we consider the following concrete example. Let us 

suppose, I pass a statement'' There is a table in my room". Here my 

statement 'there is actually a table in my room' be true not because I 

assert it but because it corresponds to the fact. So, assertion has 

nothing to do with the truth or falsity of any statement as it is 

maintained by Vyasatirtha. And as a matter of fact, the object of 

knowledge, namely, the table is there in the locus, namely, the room 

in a relation of the first type. The same can truly be said in the case of 

the relation between the probans, absence of fire and the subject or 

locus, the hill, and between the probandum, absence of smoke and 

the hill. The minor premise and the conclusion of Tarka be true not by 

virtue of the assertion of the opponent or the proponent but by virtue 

of the correspondence of them to the fact. But in fact, in the subject; 
' 

the hill, there is neither the absence of fire nor the absence of smoke. 

So the question of the correspondence of the statements, namely, the 

probans and the conclusion to the fact, namely, the absence of fire 

and the absence of smoke is quite absurd. And as the probans and 

the probandum do not correspond to the fact they can not be true. 

So, the defence of Vyasatirtha against the charges of the false minor 

premise ·and the conclusion is invalid. 

Criticism of the Nyaya - view and the answers to those 

criticisms:-

It is wellknown to us that inferential knowledge plays a vital role 

in the seven other schools of Indian philosophy in. general and in the 
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Nyaya school in particular. But the knowledge of Vyapti is ti1e nerve -

centre for the possibility of the inferential knowledge. So, the question 

is- how the knowledge of Vyapti can be ascertained ? In respect of 

the means . of . ascertaining Vyapti, there is a diversity . of opinion 

among the scholars. 

The Navya-Naiyayikas think that the knowledge. of co-existence 

between hetu and sadhya accompanied by the knowledge of the 

absence of deviation of the same is the cause of ascertaining Vyapti. 

The knowledge of the co-existence between hetu and sadhya can 

easily be derived. But it is very difficult to get the knowledge of the 

absence of deviation. At best we can say that as far as our 

experience is concerned there is no deviation. But how can we give 
I 

the guarantee in the case of the future which is yet to come in our 

experience ? So, this knowledg_e remains open to the doubt of 

deviation .. And this doubt, the Navya-Naiyayikas think, can be 

removed by the application of Tarka . 

My concentration, in this context, is to show th(lt the argument 

in terms of which the Navya-Naiyayikas think that through the 

application of Tarka the doubt of deviation can be ruled out may be 

criticised by those who will consider this from the Western viewpoint. 

But inspite of this criticism the Nyaya view· can be substantiated from 

the Indian viewpoint. 

The Naiyayikas fom1ulated the definition of Tarka in the following 

way:-
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"Aharya-Vyapyavatta bhrama - janyaf7 aharyavapakavatta-

bhramastarka!J" That is Tarka is an imposed (aharya) illusory 

knowledge of the existence of the pervader ( Vyapaka) which is 

caused by another imposed illusory knowledge of the existence of the 
l 

pervaded (Vyapya). Now what is to be understood by 'imposed 

knowledge' ( aharya jnana )? In reply it is said that knowledge which 

is produced out of one's desire at the time when there is the 

existence of the contrary knowledge is known as imposed knowledge. 

Say for example, if the knowledge in the form 'There is fire in the lake' 

is produced out of one's desire at the time when there is. contrary 

knowledge in the form - 'There is the absence of fire in the lake' it is 

called an imposed knowledge. 

The. Navya. Naiyayikas are of the opinion that Tarka is of two 

types : Vi$ayaparisodhakafl and VyabhicarasankanivartakatJ. The first 

one determines_the definite valid knowledge and the second one 

removes the doubt of deviation . The form of the second type of 

Tarka ·is as follows : " If smoke be deviated from fire, it would not be 

caused by fire". The first part of this form of Tarka is known as 

Apadaka and the second part is Apadya or · consequence. In 

Apadaka, there is invariable concomitance determined by Apadya. 

So, in the form of Tarka there is Vyapti also. The form of this 

Vyapti is : where there is deviation of fire, there is the negation of 

being a product of fire. In this form of Vyapti the first part is Vyapya 

(pervaded) and the second one is Vyapaka (pervader). In the same 
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way, it can be said that the Apadaka - part is the pervader and 

Apadya- part is pervaded. 

On the basis of the foregoing discussion, it is found that 

invariable concomitance or Vyapti is included· in Tarka also. And the 

doubt of deviation is still there in this Vyapti in the same way in which 

it is in the case of Vyapti of inference. So our question is : How this 

doubt of deviation in Vyapti of Tarka can be removed ? In reply it can 

be said that to remove this doubt of deviation another Tarka_is to be 

adopted. And this second type of Tarka also is not free from the 

doubt of deviation. So again our question is -how the doubt of 

deviation of this second Tarka can be ruled out ? In reply it can again 

be said that for that purpose another Tarka is to be resorted to, and in 

this way the fallacy called infinite regress comes into being. 

But according to the Navya - Naiyayikas, the above mentioned 

problem can be solved in the following way : Here I quote Dr. 

Raghunath Ghosh from his book enlisted in bibliography. "The doubt 

of deviation does not arise at all in Vyapti of Tarka, for it would 

involve contradiction in respect of one's own activity. Hence the 

necessity of applying another Tarka does not arise at aii.One can 

doubt so long as there does not arise any contradiction in respect of 

one's own practical activity. An individual is not allowed to bear any 

doubt about Vyapti between smoke and fire as he seeks fire in his 

practical life to get smoke. If he had a slightest doubt regarding Vyapti 

betv~een smoke and fire, he would not seek fire for having smoke. If 

there is any doubt it will contradict his own activity. Hence one's own 
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activity clearly indicates the absence of doubt in them." Thus the 

Navya - Naiyayikas maintain that in fact Tarka does not become the 

subject of the doubt of deviation. And this view, they have tried to 

establish by showing a contradiction of practical activity. 

But as far as my observation is concerned one may raise an 

objection particularly . from western viewpoint by saying that the 

contradiction concerned, actually cannot be the limit of the doubt of 

deviation. Contradiction may be of two types - logical and emperical. 

Logical contradiction is a contradiction to the very process of our 

thinking- which obviously is not the case with the emperical 

contradiction. Emperical contradiction is the contradiction only to our 

experience. To think A and -A to be true at the same time gives rise 

to a logical contradiction. If we think that A is true then we cannot 

think that - A is true also, because both of them cannot be true at the 

same time. And this contradiction is the contradiction of the very 

process of our thinking. This contradiction, no doubt, is the limit of our 

doubt. If A is true then there is no room for doubt that - A is not true. 

But emperical contradiction is quite different from the logical one. We 

are habituated in seeing only black crows in ___ our day to day 

experience. Here to think of a white crow gives rise to a contradiction 

as we have not seen such crows in our experience . This 

contradiction is called an empirical contradiction. And this contraction, 

I think, cannot be the limit of doubt in the strict sePse. For we may 

easily think the existence of both of the black and white crows side 

by side without being self - contr~dicted in our thinking. This 

emperical contrdiction may be the limit of doubt only for the time 
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being. Say for example, as far as my experience was concerned even 

a few years ago, then the thinking of white crow was a matter of 

contradiction for me. And then that contradiction was the limit of the 

doubt of the existence of white crows. But as soon as I came to know 

that there is black crow in Singhal that contradiction fails to be the 

limit of the doubt said. 

The contradiction of .the practical activity as understood by the 

Naiyayikas is obviously an emperical contradiction . To think the 

absence of fire and the presence of smoke in one place and at the 

same time is not a logical contradiction. To think the absence of fire 

and the presence of fire at the same time in the same locus is a 

logical contradiction. Similarly thinking of the presence of smoke and 

the absence of smoke at the same time in the same place is a logical 

contradiction. So, we may think the absence of fire and the presence 

of smoke at the same time in the same place without being logically 

self-contradicted. The relation of Vyapti to establish which Tarka is 

resorted to, is a logical relation. And that logical relation can be 

established only through logical contradiction but not through 

emperical one. 

Doubt is something which comes from the faculty of our 

thinking. Unless and until the door of that faculty is shut up doubt may 

come out from that faculty. And it is only the logical contradiction by 

which the door of the said faculty can be made shut up and thereby 

the possibility of the emergence of doubt be ruled out. But as the 

contradiction of practical activity mentioned by the Navya -

I. 

1 
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Naiyayikas is not logical, the said purpose for which it has been 

employed cannot be served. 

But the above objection can be answered in the following way. 

The Indian thinkers , however, did not take the term logic in the regid 

sense. It is a kind of reasoning by which a person is inclined to some 

activity. When we feel hungry, we ask for food. Can it be said as 

illogical ? Certainly not. Had there been no ·logic, we would not have 

asked for the same. Here the satisfaction of hunger is the logic 

behind the asking of food. ·Each and every human activity 

presupposes some logic behind. Otherwise, it would have been taken 

as irrational. If we take logic in this liberal sense, the above -

mentioned probl~m. I think, will not arise at all . Our Indian thinkers . 

have used the term 'logic' in this sense and hence, they are very· 

much consistent in their position. 

One may raise another objection against the Navya -

Naiyayikas from the western viewpoint . The Navya Naiyayikas are 

trying to eliminate doubt by Tarka taking the theory of causality as 

granted: They formulate the argument in this way " If smoke be 

de·1iated from fire, it would not be caused by fire. Our experience 

· shows that smoke is caused by fire so it cannot be deviated from fire 

". So, the theory of causality has already been 'taken to be necessarily 

true by them. But whether this theory of causality itself is necessary 

or not is a matter of controversy~ So, this theory itself is not free from 

doubt. And the theory which itself is a subject of doubt has nothing to 

do with removing the doubt. 

i 
' 
I 

. I 

I 
I 

! 
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But I think that the Navya - Naiyayikas will be able to maintain 

their position by giving a proper answer to the objection mentioned. 

The necessity of causality is the subject of doubt to the western 

philosophy but this is not the case with the Indian philosophy. So, the 

objection raised above cannot hold good. Because, in Indian tradition 

the nature of invariability between cause and effect is accepted. 

According to the Indians, there is no doubt as to the fact that an effect 

follows from the cause. The complication arising from necessary and 

sufficient conditions does not occur in Indian minds. 

It may be argued that the Tarka has got a tremendous 

importance as a methodology of Indian philosophy. Various methods 

have been adopted by the Indian thinkers to arrive at the truth, and 

Tarka is one of them. It is an indirect proof to come to a particular. 

conclusion. That is why, Tarka serves the purpose of such indirect 

proof which counters the opponent's standpoint . It is a great 

philosophical enterprise to refute the view· of the opponents. Th~ 

method of refutation may be of two types : directly to say that he is 

telling nonsense and indirectly to prove that his standpoint is non -

acceptable. If someone raises a question whether self exists or not 

and if I personally disagree with him. Thus disagreement may be 

expressed in two ways : first, initially to say his position is 

meaningless and secondly the man who disagrees may for the time 

being admit the opponent's position and may say- 'Let us suppose 

your standpoint is true'. Though initially there is an agreement, 

ultimately the opponent's position is falsified by way of showing some 
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inconsistencies or coniradiction or absurdity· in his standpoint . In this 

way an individual can prove his standpoint justified. This method is 

always adopted by an individual when an individual wants to 

conclude some. It can also be described as implication, which· 

indicates that if something occurs it is from something else. Hence 

methodologically it is very much valuable. 
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REFERENCE NO OF CHAPTER NO - I 

1. "Sarvavyavaharahetufz gu!la.h buddh~h fiilinam. Sa divividha -Smrtih 

anubhavah ca. " 

Annariibha!!a(Trans. by Gopinath Bhattacharya), Tarkasamgraha Dtpikii on 

Tarkasamgrahal progressive, 1983. Text No 34·. 

2. "Buddhefl La!qarzam aha- 'Sarva iti. Ktiladau ativyaptiviiraflliya gu{la I 

iti. Riipadiiu 'attvyaptiviiraniiya 'sarvavyavahara I iti jnanam iti 

anuvyavavasiiyagamyajiiimatvam · eva /ake~apam itiyarthafz. Buddhim 

vibhajate- 'Sal iti." 

Annambha!f!.i,Tarkasamgraha-Dpikii. Text No 34 

3. "Samskiiramiitrajanyamjnanam smrtift." 

Ibid. Text No 35. 

4. "Smrte.h la~a_nam iiha - .'samsklira I iti. Bhavanlikhya.h Samsklira_h. 

Saniskiiradhvamse ativyiiptiviira{lOya '.Jniinam I iti. GhafOdipratya/qe 

ativyaptivfira_niiya 'sanisklirajanyam I iti. Pratyabhijiiayiim 
. 

ativyiiptivarapaya 'matra ' iti. " 

Tarkasamgraha-Dtpika or TSD .Text No 35. 

5. "Tadbhinnarh jnanam anubhavah. Sa dvividhah, Yatharthah 

ayathfirthafz ca." 

Ibid. Text No 36. 
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6. · "Tadvati tatpraktirakah anubhava_h yatharthaft. (yatha rajate 

idamr~jatam'iti jnanam).Sa eva prama, iti Ucyate.,.' 

Ibid. Text No 37 

7. "Yatharathiinubhavasya La/qafUim aha -· 'tadvat' iii. Nanu 'gha{e 

gha!atvam' iti pramiiyam avyapt~h, ghafGtve ghatlibhlivat iti cetna; Yatra. 

Yatsamhandha_h asti tatra tatsambandhlinubhava_h itJ;arthat gha{atve 

gha[asmhbandhafz asti iti na avyaptifz iti. Yatharthiinubhavafz eva sastre 

'prama' iti ucyate ityarthaft. , 

Tarkasarhgraha-DtpikiiText No. 37 

8. "Tadabhavavati, tatprakiirakah anubhavah yathiirthah; Yatha luktau . . . 
'idam rajatam ' iti jiUmam. Sa eva. 'pramii' ityucyate ". 

Tarkasarilgrah- Text No 38. 

9. "Ayatharthlinubhavarh lalqayati - 'tadabhavavati' iti. Nanu 'idam 

samyogi' iti pramaylim ativyaptih iti cet na; yadavacchedena 

yasambandhaviiva/1 tadavacchedena . tatsambandhajfianasya 

vivalqitatvat. Smnyogiibhiivlivacchena _ ~"arhyogajnanasya bhramatWit 

samyogiivacchedena samyogafiUinasya pramiitviit nativyaptih. 

Tarkasa~,-ngraha D/pikti Text No. 38 

10. "Ayatharthanubhava_h trividha_h- samsaya- viparyaya- tarfubhedat. " 

Tarkasa.tilgraha Text No. 70 

I 
. I 

i 
! 

\ 
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II. "Ekasmin dharmini viruddha - nanadharmavaiSi~[Gvagahijniiniim 

samsayaj1. Yatha- 'sth5_nufz va pursah vii' iti." 

Tarkasamgraha. Text No. 71. 

12. "Samsayalalqanam iiha - 'ekasmin' iti. 'Ghafapatiiu ' iti 

samiihiilambane ativyaptivara_nliya 'eka_h' iti. 'Gha!aft dravyam ' ityadau 

ativyaptivlira_naya 'viriiddha' iti. Pa{atvaviruddhagha{atvavlin ityatra 

itivyiiptivararzaya 'nlinli' iti. " 

Tarksamgraha Dipika. Text No. 71 

13. "Mithyiijnanam viparyaya_h. Yathasulitau 'rajatam • iti." 

Tarkasmngraha. Text No. 72. 

14. "Viparyayala~a[lllm aha - · 'mithyli' iti. Tadabliirvavati 

tatprakiirlikcmifCaya_h ityarthaft. •• 

Tarkasamgraha- Dipihf. Text No 72 

15. ''Vvapyli' - rope_na Vyapakaropa_h tarka_h; YathG :vadi Vahnih na 

syat tarhi dhiim.aft apLna.syiit'.itL" 

Tarkasamgraha. Text No. 73. 

i. 
I 
' 
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REFERENCE NO OF CHAPTER - II 

1. "Avijiiiitatattva 'rthe kara,nopapattitas- tattvajnanarthamuhastarkafl." 

Nyiiyasutra. Calcutta San~krit Series, I.i.40 

2. "Avijniiyamiinattattverthe jijnasiitavajjiiyate Jiiniya imamiti. Atha 

jijnasitasya Vastuna vyiihatau dharmlin Vibhagena Vimrlati 

kaimsvidityevamiihosvinnaivamiii, Vimrsyamanayordharmayorekataram 

Kiirapopapattyli 'nujaniiti. Sambhavatyasmin kara!"am prama!"lm 

heturiti. " 

Vtitsyliyanabhasya on Sutra no.l.l. 40. 

3. '~Tatranidarsanam yo 'yam }nata jnlitavyamartham janite tam tattvato 

jan"fyeti jijnasii Sa kimutpattidharmako'. th'linutpattidharmaka iti · 

vimarSi:ifl. Vimrsyamline' Vijniitatattve 'rthe yasya dharmasyabhyanujna 

- kara[lllmupapadyate, tiimanujariiiti, yadyayamunutpattidharma kastatfz 

svak(tasya karma?Wfz· phalamanubfuwatjifiita. Duflkhajanmapravrtti -

do!fo - mithylijnanamuttaramuttaram piirvasya piinalj.IJ liiranam, 

uttarottariipliyetadanantaraptiyadapavarga iti sylitam 
. - ..- ,, samsarapavargau . 

Ibid. 

' 

4. "Utpattidharmake jnatari pu[UJrna ~tam. Utpanna_h khalu jnata 

dehendriyabudhivedaniibhih. Sambadhyata iti nasyadam svakr(asya 

karma.na_h phalam. Utpannaseha bhutva nabhavatitiasyavidyamanasya 

I. 
r 

I 
I 
i 
I 

I 

I 
I 

·I 

i 

I. 
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niruddhasya 1 
-va pha/opabhago nasti, Svakrtalmrmanah 

tadevamekasyanekasarlrayogah · ·. sariraviyogaseiityantariz na syiiditi, 
' . . . 

yatra kiira{lamanupapadyamanmh paiyati, tannanujiintiti 

so 'yamevamla~a!la uhastarka ityucyate." 

Ibid. 

5. "Katham punarayam tattvajniinartho na tattvajnlinameveti, 

anavadhlira_nat anujanatyayamekataram dhatmam kiira{lopapattya, 
·' 

tvavadharayati na vyavasyati na niscinoti evamevedamiu: " 

Ibid. 

6. "Katham tattyajnanartho iti, tattvajnlinavi~ayabhyanujnalaksanadfihiid . -

bhavitiit prasannadanantaram , pramfltuJsya 

samarthyat~aftvajnanamutpadyata ityevam tattvajnanartha iti. " 

Ibid. 

7. "kim punastattvam? SatatCa sadbhlivah-asatasciisadbhava_h. Sat Saditi 

· grhyamanam yathabhiitamaviparitam tattvam bhavati. , 

Vlitsyliyanabha~a (Introduction) 

8. Sitansusekhar Bagchi, Inductive Reasonrng : a Study oi Tarkil and Its 

Roie in Indian Logic. P~ 7. Calcutta Publication. 1953 ? 

9. Ibid., pp.9- I 0. 

10. Ibid., p. 10. 

I 
j 

. I 

i 
i 



II. Ibid., p. 11. 

12. Ibid., p. 12. 

13. Ibid., pp. 12-13. 

' 14. Ibid., pp. 13- 14. 

15. Ibid., pp. 14- 15. 
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REFERENCE. NO. OF CHAPTER NO .III 

. ,.. 
1. nanu kim etasya phalam ? Vipalqajijnlisanivrtt(h SankGnivrttir va 

tannyiii}Gtii vii? niidj;ah anumiiniid eva tatsiddheh. 

NyliyalTiiivatl, chowkhamba Sanskrit Series pp. 514 - 15. 

2. Ibid., p.12 

3. na dvitfyafz anumanavaiyarthyat niscayarlhaf!l tad iti eel? na lata eva 

Sanl«inivrtter api siddheh. Ibid, pp.516 - 17. 

4. na triiyah. nyU{laya anyU_naya va anumaiUlnivartaniyatvena 

tannyiirzatvapadanavaiyarthyat. Ibid., p.517 

5. Saiuiigdhe 'rthenyatarapa~anukiilakiiranadarfanat 

sainbhavaniipratyayastarkafl. ·· 

Nyliya Maffjari,Vizianagram Sanaskrit Series, p.8 

6. Henceforth, Nyiiya/ilavati~ pp.517 - 18. 

tasmin 

7. Tarkasca dvividho vi~ayaparisodhalw vyifptigriiha kas · ceti. 

Henceforth, !'ill p.5 .. 

8. Henceforth, NL, p.517. 

9. na ca paratnarslfd eva i(uikiiniVrttir iti miilanivrttau Jijfiiisaya api 

nivrtteh kim tarkena itt vacyam ? . . .. . 
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I 
Nyayalilabqti prakasavivrti, chowkhamba sanskrit series p.519. 

10. Sviirasikasdnkiinivrttavapi 

· virodhipramanasadbhavanibandhanasankayafl sunabhataya J ijnlisfiya 

api sulabhatvat. 

Henceforth,: NLPV.p.519 

11. Nanu saf!1sayo na jijniisahetufz, tasya icchatvena 
i . . 

jnane~{asa~hanatifjiianasadhyatvat. Sadhyarthinas ca 
I 

sadhyabhav~fnanal{l ne~{asadhanam iti na tatra jijnasii Tathil ca 

katham tanliivarttakatii tarkasye ' ti cet ? 

Nyayakusumanja/iprakasamakaranda, chowkhamba sanskrit Series, 
I 

ch 111, pp. 4-5 
' 
I 

' 

12. Nanu virodhivi~ayatvabhavat tarkah katha1f1 samsayajijnasayor 

nivarttaka iti cet ? na, .... icchliylim · ani~(apratisandhanatvenii• pi 

virodhitvac~a, madhuvisasamprktiinnabubhuksadau tathii darsamii. 
I - . - ----· 

Henceforth, NK.uPM. Chapter 111, p.S 

13. Hencefonh, NK.uPM, ch. lll p.5 

i4. . .. tad aha tatraiva Vardhamanah "tarko nyayasya purvangarrz 
. . . 

nyiiyavi~ayaparisodhakatviit, vyaptigriihakatvac ca, ity iihuh. 

! 
! 
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15. Nyaya Ulavati, chowkhamba sanskrit series. P. 518. 

16. Henceforth NL, pp.517-19. 

·17. " Kvacid Vyabhicarasamkii 

bhfiyadarsanamupayujyate "3 
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. vidhiinanadvarli 

Siddantamuktiiva/F, on verse 

"Bhiiydarsanavyahetutve ' pi kvacid 

DinakarT on S.M Verse No. 137 

13 7. Henceforih, SM 

prayojakataya tadadarah '' 

18. "Vyiibhiclira!fianavirahasahakftam Sahacavadavsanain 

vyaptigrahakam" Tattvacintiimani (vyiiptigriihopaya chapter) Edt. 

By K. N Tarkavagisa Hencefo~ P.O. 

19. Vyabhicarajnanavirahasahakrtam Sahacaradarlanam 
- . . 

vyiiptigrlihakam jnanam niscaya_h samKiica. Sii ca kvacid 

upadhisandehiit. Kvacid 

visesadarsansahitasaaliiiranadharmadarsanlit. Tadvirahasca kvacid · . . 
vipaksabadhakatarkat kvacit svatah siddha eva. . - . 

Tattvaciniama.ni with Gadadhari, Chowkhamba sanskrit series. P.662. 

20. Henceforth, Tern. P. 662. 

21. Tarkasariigraha (with seven conurieniaries, chowkhamba, p. 376). 

• I 

' 



22. "KfiryakZtra.nabhavaniiCaye tu pratya~atanvayavyiitireka 

Sahacarajfianam kiiranamiti dhyeyam. Atha dhumavanna 

syatvahnimanna syaditi tarkasya visayapari~odhakasya 

vyaptigriihanaupayikatvat aswngatirityarthaft dhuma yadi 

vahnivylibhicari syattarhi vahnijanyo na syaditi tarkavatnraya 

Tatkaranibhutam apadyavyapyapadakavattajnanamapi darsayati." 

Kiranavali on S.M chowkhamba sanskrit series, p. 450. 

REFERENCE NOOF CHAPTER IV 

1. Upalambhii mcpalambhasambhavarr; 

trikalikalitasiidhyasiidhanasambandhddyaiambanam idam asmin saty 

eva bhavatTty akaraf!l Saf!lvedanam iihiiparaniimii tarka iti. 

Pramananayatattvalokalamkarct, Motilal Ladhaji poona 500. 
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2. . .kutas tatsambandhapratipatt~h ? na tavat pratya~at, tasya tadavi

~ayatvat. 

Syadvadaratnakara, Motilal Ladhaji, poona P. 503. 

3. napyanumaniit, anavasthanusangiit. 

Henceforth, SVR. 

4. tarkasya'pi ivayogyatavise~amarthylid eva 

svavisayapratyiiyanasiddhir bhavatu. 

Henceforth, SVR. 

5. "Na hi tatkaraniim loke vede vii kincididrsilfh. ltikarttavyata sadhye 

yasya nanu graherthita, 

Prasastapadabhlisya, p. 41' 6. 

6. adye pa~e pramarurm eve 'dam. Jnlitur anityatve saf!1sarapavargayor 

asambhava iii !Ffii"'.am yady apramanam nu smiid . . . 
vipa~libhlivasiddhif1.- apramiii:zena kasyacid arthasya sicldh£.r ayogiid 

Nyiiyakandali, Vizianagram sanskrit series. P. 103. 
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7. ath.a siddhyaty asm.iid vipaksabhiivas tadli pramal}am idam 
/ 

oratvak.siidisu kasmimsddantarbhavisyati. 
~ &" .. • .. .. 

Ibid. 

8. Vipaksabhave pratite svapaksasambhavano 'pajayate iti 

vipaksabhavapratitir asya karanam iti cet ? tarhi 

vipaksabhavalingakam anumanam evai tat. 

Henceforth, NK, P. 104. 

9. Sa tu tasmims tad itiriipatvan niscaya eva. Vyomavativrtti, 

chowkhamba.sanskrit series. P.533. 

10. Introduction, Nyliya Darfan, Phani Bhusan Tarkabagish, Paschim 

Banga Rajya Pustak, July,1981. 

I 1. Dinanath-1'ripathi, Atmatattvavivek, p.85 

12. Ibid. 

13, "AgamiivirodhiJ'!YiiyeniigamiirthaparT/qa!JGm Pariksananca . 
s£uf:1.£ovapuP.'-!1!Jaksaniriikara!lanenottarapak§avyavasthiipanam. •· 

Vacaspati Mishra, Tattvakaumudi. 
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14. "Pramiinena siidhyamanasyarthasya anyathiitvasamkayam 

tannirasarthamanyathatva do~akathanam tarka_h. " 

Manameyodaya, Sri Dinanath Tripathi Nav(lthirtha, First part, calcutta 

sanskrit college, Research Series No-cxxxviii, 1990. 

15. "Ata_h sastrapramii nadutpannapi brahmavidya cittado~apratibaddha 

tarkam sahayamapeksya pasc6d visayam niscinoti" Tarksyii 

pramaruzbhutasya · svatantryeno bastunifcayakatvepi, 

natyantamupakiiritvam .... ataeva prama~namanugrlihakastarka iti 

tarkavidah" 

Vivaran Prameya Samgraha, Second part, p.220 . 

16. Tattviinusanbhlina, asiyatik society, pp.279-286. 

17. Advaita vediintejnana, Minati Kar, p.p.253-254. 

18. "Pr'iiy_h pur~enanena · bhavitavyanetaduha_h pura_h kim 

sain}neyako 'yam brksa ityanadhyavasaya jnanam samlaya ukiah. . -----· 

Etayorapi pratyaks€ antarbhavah. " . . 

Patanjal Yoga Dars"ana, Srimad Hmiharananda Aranya, p.l55. 

19. sadhananumaiulm dfisaniinumantnp ce 'ti. D~aniinumiinam api 

dvedhii. DWjtipramitislidhanam tarkas ce 'ti. 
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Prama'!apaddhati Ed.T.R.Krishanamacharya, Kumbhakonam, p.36 

20. kasyacid dharmasy angikiire 'rthantarasy iipZidanalJl tarka_h. 

Ibid, pp.36-37 

21. Pramana paddhatitikO of Janardana Bhatta, Ed: T.r. Krishnama . . . 
charya, kumbhakonam. Pp-36-37. 

22. . 'tarko' numanam vyaptibalena paro~ajniinajanakatvat. 

Ibid, p.38. 

23. Henceforth pp, pp. 38-39. Vide also PPT, pp. 38-39: nanu tarkasy' 

iinumanatve aplidakalJI nirvahnitvaiJl nirdhimatvaaprati lingam iti 

vacyam. Nirvahnitvasya vahnimati parvate pakse' siddhatvena . . 
katha1Jf tarkasy' linumiinatvam. 

2 4. Anumiinatve 'pi tarkasy iipadaliiisiddhir adiisanam 

parabhyupagamamatrasya tatra siddhipadlirthatvlil. 

Henceforth PP, pp. 38-39. 

25. Vavtutab. __ pakse vidyflll1anatve apado.ka.J:l!.a vyaghatah. Katham 

anyatha na ca 'yam nirdhumah tasman na niragnika iti viparyaye 

paryavasanam. Tadabhave ca tarka eva', bhasah syat. 

' . 
I 

: 
' 

' ,. 
i 
I 
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Henceforth. PPT, p.39. 

26. Henceforth, PPT, pp.39. 

27. . Nanu tathii 'pi na tarkasy 'iinumanatvalfl sangacchate. 

Tarkasy 'anumlinatve hy lipiidyam nirdhiimatva_m lingi 'ti vlicyam. 

Tasya dhumavaiy abhliviid biidhafz. 

Ibid. 

28. Siidhyarupasy aiva /ingiino badho do~afl. Na tv apiidyarlipasya. 

Aplidyatvavyaghlltiit. Yad ap'lidyam tat praml{nabaahitam eva. 

Anistam hy. apadyam, pramanabadha eva'nistatvam. Na · ca'tra . . 
nirdhumatva'!' sadhyam. 

Ibid. 

29. Yatha saahananumane na vyliptimatraf!l, na'pi . pa~adhar 

matiimlitram sadhyapramitisiidhana!J1 kintu militam eva. evam 

ani~~apadanaf!l . viparyaye paryavasanaiJI co 'bhayaf!l militam 

evli'numitisiiiJha.na'P bhavati' titarkasya priimQ_nyam upapadyate. 

Henceforth, PP, p.40. 

30. Kvacid vipadtaSmikanirasanadVrena pramlinanam anugrlihako 'pi 
A • • 

bhavati 'ti. 

Ibid. 
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31. Adrir agniman na ve 'ti vipratipattau sadhanlinumiinaf!l vinai 'va yadi 

niragnikah syat tarhi nirdh'iima(l syat na ca"yam nirdhuma iti 

tarkariipanumanen a iva' gnisiddhefz. 

Henceforth, PPT, p.40. 

32. Tasmiid yathii pramG_nasaf!Zplave dvitiyaf!Z pramCI_nabhiitam eva, 

prathamadardhyahetutvena pramananugrahaka'!l tathii tarko 'pi

pramanam eva pramananugrahakah. . . . 

Ibid. 



REFERENCE NO OF CHAPTER NO. V 

1. Nyiiyasudha, Ed.T.R.Krishnamacharya, Kumbhakonam, pp.477-78 

2. Dvivdhaf!l ' hi kiiryaf!l kathakasya svapalqasiidhanaf!l 

parapalqadiisa_naf!l ce 'ti. 

Henceforth, Nsu, p.478 

3. Tatra slidhanam svaparasaf!Zmatair eva nyliya~h karyaf!l 

nii'nyataramatrafiddhaifl. 

Ibid. 

4. Diisanam tu dvividham. !dam ittham na bhavati ti va . . . 
' . 

ani~topadarsanena va. Tatrli 'dyam ubhayasiddhanyayair evli kiiryam. 

Ibid . 

. 

5. sabdo na dravyaf!l Srotragrahyatvat siimanyavad iti. 

Ibid. 

6. dvitryaf[l tu parasiddhair eva nyay.ai!z(k5rymn). .. .... Tad eva_ctL.tar.ka 

iti vyavahriyate. 

Ibid. 

i 
I 

~ . 

I 

'1 
i 
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7. Hencefo~ Nsu,P.478. 

8. yaddesakiilasambaddhasya yasya yaddesaklilasambaddhena yena 

vina anupapattifz tasya tena sa vyaptih. Manuseript of the 

Tarkatandava (Belonging to the late prof. S.N.Dasgupta. pp.3-4 

( chapter of in ference) 

9. elena siihacaryaniyamo va, anaupiidhikafz sambandho vii, 

sodhyatyantiibhiivavadavrttiva!Jl va vyaptir iti nirastam. 

Vyadhikara.nayo_h piiravrstyo_h defatah klilato vii sahacaryasya 

sambandhasya va asambhavat nadipiirasya 

vrstirfipasadhyabhiivavadadhodesavrttitviic ce 'ti. . . 

Ibid. / 

10. Henceforth, Nsu, p.478. 

11. Anyathii kevalcmvayidharmasya · ---kevalavyatirekirzy abhiiwit 

tasyiinanumanatvapattefz. 

!bid. 

12. ...... vyaptyapeksaya gamakatvasya Iarke 'pi vidyamlinatviit. 

Ib-id. 
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13. Henceforth, Nsu, p.478. 

14. Henceforth, Nsu, p.479. 

15. Dvividham evii' numiinam, sadhanam dflsanam ca. tatra tarko na . . . . . 

sadhanam iti tiivat bhavatlim api sammatam, · nli'pi dii~a!laf!l, 

d~ppramiijanakaf!l hi diisanam . . . nama. na ca tarkasya 

tatsambhavati ...... asiidhunli ca jnapyamana d~tir abhasabhiitai ve 'ti 

katham tarko 'numiinam ? 

Ibid. 

16. chalajatyor d~(atvamiilavyutpiidanenai vai tat 

samanayoga~emam ...... . 

Ibid. 

17. tasmat tarka~ anumanavise~a evtf, vyiiptibalena gamakatvat. 

Henceforth, IT.Ms.P. 194. 

18. manmate tv angl"!tena slidhyiibhavena saha anangikrtasya 

slidhanaohllvasya vyapakatvaprama vii Stidhyiibhiivafzgikiiranimittika 

sadhanabhavasyii ngikarttavyatvaprama vii 

Ibid, pp. 194-95. 



19. sadhfimo piniragniko 'sti · · s""an· ka hr· !t! 

191 

dvedhii sambhavati. 

Niragnikatva1J1 prati nirdhiimatve vyapakatvasy aiv 'iibhavenava, saty 

api ryapakatve pa~e nirdhumatvasy' api sattvena vii 

Ibid, p.201. 

20. tatr 'adya_h nirdhfimatvasya vylipakatvapradarsakena yadi 

niragnikahtarhi nirdhiimah ity anena nirasyate. .. . 

Ibid. 

t. 
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