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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 



73 

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) . 
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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 
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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. 
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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 



94 

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. 


