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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 
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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 
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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. 


