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Chapter —v

SOME CRITICAL OBSERVATIONS :
. Criticism of Jaina view of Tarka:-

An objection has been forwarded against the Jaina view . It is a
universal rule that in cognition other than perceptual, the cognitioh of
the relation between it and the object is a necesséry precondion of
the cognition of the object. Say for example in inference cognition of
smoke is the ground of the cognition of fire , only because it is
preceded or accompanied by the cognition of thé necessary relation
~ between the probans and the probandum. i.e. smoke and fire. Tarka
is regarded as the species of knov;/ledge'-different and‘distinct from
perceptual one, so it also mUst follow this rule. Hence the very
possibility of Tarka presupposes the possibility of the cognition of the
relation between Tarka on the one hand and universal concomitance
on the other. What is the source of this cognition ? Certainly
perception has no authority of being the source of this knowledge as
the jurisdiction of it is lirﬁited only to present data arid univérsal
concomitance is ex-hypothesi thought to extend beyond all limitations
of space and time . |

The inference also cannot be the source of the said knowledge
as the fallacy called infinite regress comeé into being. It cannot be
supposed again that a second Tarka helps in deriving the knowledge
of the relation between the first reasoning and its object,

namely,universal concomitance.The second reasoning will be in the
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same position as the first.So both of them are the subject of the same
limitation.Nor again can any other organ of knowledge serves that
purpose,since being different from perceptual cognition, it too

presupposes the knowledge in question.

But the Jainas rule out the objection mentioned above proving
to be soundiess in the following way. They‘ maintain that the said
universal rule of knowledge of the Naiyayikas is nothing but a result
of hasty generalisation.No authentic ground can be established due
to which pefceptual cognition be the subject for the reservation
concerned. Both perceptual and nonperceptual knowledge belongs to
the same category, namely, knowledge. So none of them should be
related to its objegt. But it does not mean that Tarka presupposes the
congnition of that relation as a necessary precondition. It directly
delivers the knowledge of the universal and necessary concomitance
by its inherent and necessary power. So the very question of arising
the said problem is absurd . The Jaina view again becomes the

“subject of another stronger objection. Tarka can be considered to be

the source of knowledge only if it can deliver the knowledge of an
objectively existent fact. And as the object bf Tarka is the universal
concomitance, our question is whether that concomitance is an
objectively existent fact or not . If the said concomitance be an
objectively existent fact then the two terms between which this
concomitance is supposed to be held must be éither in an identical
area of space, or in a determinate period of time, or in both. But if we
ponder over the problem very sincerely then we find that neither of
the alternatives is true . For, firstly, for example, smoke and fire
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between which universal concomitance is suppoéed to be held are

not found to be spatially co-present. Fire exists in a particular part of

the hill but the volume of smoke wanders in the sky. The same is true
in the case of rainfall and flood befween which a uniﬁersal
concomitance is thought to be held. This is about the first alternative.
Now let us turn to the second alternative. Temporal co-presence
between rainfall and flood also cannot be seen as there is no flood

when there is rainfall ‘and vice versa. Similarly, the rise of the star

namely ,Rittika is supposed to be the ground of inference of the rise

of Rohini. But they are not seen to appear simultaneously. .

But this objection too has been beautifully answered by the
Jainas. They observe that the problem in question arises because of

‘a prevented misconstruction of the data of experience and the failure

to distihguish between essential characteristics and unessential

accidents . The relation of necessary concomitance is held between

two terms in their essential character. Two terms are found to be’

related with each other because of the fact that the_'essentiél nature
of one necessarilly involves or presupposes the essential nature of
the che'r. The essential natures, for example, of smoke and ﬁ[e_gre
smokeness and fireness respectively upon which the relation of
universal Concomitance is based. And as space and time are.hot
essential character of anything, they have nothihg to do with the
relation in question. So the objection dealt with is proved to be
groundless. The relation under consideration is held between fire as

such and smoke as such without reference to time and space which

inspite of being the unavoidable setting are nothing but external



determinations. In one sense, the Jaina thinkers are correct In
describing Tarka which is otherwise known as uha as a separate
Pramana. If we deeply ponder over this we may find the foliowing
justification in calling it a Pramana. The derivative meaning of the
term Pramana is the instrumental to_Pramé or valid cognition (
Prama — Karanam pramanam ). As per this etymological meaning
Tarka may be taken as the inétrumental to Pramana because through
the application of it our cognition becomes confirmed. The Jainas are
correct in considering this aspect of cognition. Not only sense — organ
etc. serve as a mediator or instrumental to Prama but also many
things that somehow assist in generating true cognition is also
Pramana. From this point of view the Jaina and some of Dvaita
Vedantic schools admit Ta)ka as a valid cognition or instrumental fo a

valid cognition ( Pramana ) .

| From the above discussion one may presume that the
Naiyayikas’ position is week as Tarka is not alone a
pramananugrahaka or instrumental to Pramana , but a Pramana itself
. This type of Pramanatva is accepted in the western logic Where itis
called indirect proof or proof By Reductio — ad_— absurdum , which is
called by the Naiyayikas as a Vipaksa — vadhakatarka . There are two
types of knowledge the definite knowledge and knowledge in the form
of doubt. The doubt of deviation may arise in some cases from the
doubt of an extraneous adjunct and sometimes from the knowledge
of the common attributes between Hefu and Sadhya like the co -
existence etc. alongwith the absence of the knowledge of the specific
characteristic features gf them. That is to say, the absence of the
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specific charactaristic features of them. In other words, the absence
of the knowldege of specific characters as well as common

attributes like co-existence etc. give rise to the doubt of deviation.

Such doubt can be removed by Tarka in indian Philosophy which is

called Reductio — ad-absurdum in the west. The main function of it
is to remove the opposite stand point ( Vipaksavadhaka _Tarka)
.Sometimes the removal of doubt is caused by the absence of the
~ collection of causes of doubt ( svatahsiddha ). ( Jianam niscayah
samka ca.Sa ca Kvacidupédhisahdehét. Kvacit
Vipakgavédhakatarkét, Kvacit svatahsiddha ‘eva’ Tattvacintamani,
Vyaptigrahopaya chapter ).

According tp Mathuranath, the removal of doubt is caused by
another cause except Reductio — ad — absurdum. If there is the non-
existence of other'cau'ses except Tarka , the absence of the causes
or the absence of the collection of thé causes is the cause of the
removal of doubt. “ Svatahsiddha eva iti=itarakaranavirahasthale
tadrsakaranavirahaprayukta evetyarthah” - Nﬁ§kan’ghi Prakasika on
T.S.p.263, Chowkhamba ).

Tarka is théﬂli_r—r;it of doubt, as it can be removed by the
application of it . Hence, Tarka along with the perception of the co-
eXis\t'ence of Hetu and Sadhya and non- perception of the deviaion (

Viyabhicara ) of the same becomes the cause of ascertaining Vyapti . |

“Tarka is a kind of hypothetical argument. Both the parts of Tarka are
full of unreal thought . If smoke, as for example, is endowed with the

doubt of deviation of fire, it would not be caused by fire. If the first part
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is true , the second one would also be true. But it is known through
experience that the second part is not true in éo far as we do not gei
any quke which is not caused by fire. From the falsity of the second
half the falsity of the first half ( i.e. smoke deViated from fire ) is
determined . So the doubt of devaition of fire with smoke can be
removed by applying Tarka . In our daily life we remove doubt in
respect of some object after following the method of argumantation.
From the knowledge‘_of the consequence the idea of antecedent is
revealed. We generally aware of the intricasies of the method. Tarka
as being a kind of mental construction, is useful in removing the
doubt and hence Tarka is otherwise known as épatﬁ i.e, introduction
of the undesired ( anista ) through which the truth is ascertained . It is
called indirect prqof for the following reasons. If the negation of p is
proved as absurd, it would automatically follbw that p is true. It may
be argued that if Tarka is the basis of Infinite Regress ( anavastha ),
how can it be removed ? In reply, it can be said that in all cases of
inference doubt does not arise hence there is no necessity of Tarka.
If there is no doubt due to contradiction ( vydghata ), inference can
be done without Tarka. ( Samkaya avadhistarkah, tannivartakatvat.
Nanu tarkepi vyapti-mulakataya tarkéntarépekga'manavasthéfn —

T.C. “Na yavadasamkam tarkgn_usarané’t . Yatra ca .vyaghatena
samkaiva navatarati tatratarkaim vinaiva vyaptigrahah” — Ibid ).

From the above discussion it is proved that Tarka is the
promoter to the ascertainment of Vyapti which is the piller of
inference. Why is it not called Pramana as per definiton -

pramakaranam pramanam ? . Though the Jainas and others have
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accepted it as a sepérate Pramana, the Naiydyikas are reluctant in
admitting due to the following reason. Both the parts of Tarka are
imaginery in nature which has no correspondence to the nature . ‘
Had smoke been deviated from fire, it would not been caused by fire’
( dhumo yadi vahni — vyabhicari syat tarhi vahnijanyo na syat ). in the
practical world smoke is deviated from fire. and it is also known
through experience that smoke is caused by fire. In spite of this a
deliberately false cognition which is called Tarka has no character of
tadvati gatprakératva i.e an object associated with its own feature (
prakara ) . A jar can be known as true , if it is associated with jarness,
otherwise it is false. In the case of Tarka there is no possibility of
tadvati tatpraké'rakaﬁé’na, because the sentence represents an
utopian or absurd idea from which another bonsequence of the same
type follows . Hence both of the parts are false. It is true that
sometimes false cognition can provide a true cognition through
various means. It can never be said that if the means is true, the
cognition may also be true always . Means may generate right
cognition . If it is true, the ‘means’ may be taken as ‘karana’ and the
result attained through it is the result which is a karma here. If this is
accepted there would arise a fallacy called Kartr-karana-virodha. ( i.e.
contradiction between agent and instrument ) . The instrument as
being a Karana cannot be described as Karta or agent. Though we
come across many passages where such usages are not maintained
e.g. Sthalya pacati (- cooking with a pot ) should be written as sthali
pacati, the usage — ‘Kasthena pacati’ should be used as kastham
pacati . In this way, we may find expressions which are figurative (
laksanika ).
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Another vital re‘éson can bé shown for which Tarka is not
regarded as an independent instrument of knowledge by the Nyiva
thankers. We know that an argument is taken to be a vaild inference
if it fulfilis sbme conditions prescribed. There are some prescribed
conditions and two types of truths i.e. formal truth and material truth
are among them. If the conclusion of any argument is deduced from
its premise or premises by following thé'relevént Vrules ‘then tha.t‘
argument can be taken to be formally true. And if the premise or
premises and the conclusion of any argument correspond to the fact

then that argument is said to be materially true.

Some arguments are there having both formal as well as

matefia’l truth. No one questions the vaildity of these arguments.

" Sometimes we meet some arguments which have neither the formal

truth nor even the material truth. So these arguments are admitted to-

‘be invalid by all . Again sdme argUments are found which have the -

| formél truth only. And the validity of these arguments appearstobe a

controversial issue to the philosophers. The western philosopheés are
of the opinion that these arguments are also valid. But the Indian

philosophers, on the other hand, maintain- that these arguments are

invalid.

Tarka or reasoning only satisfies the formal condiﬁOns..qf
inference in as much as it is based upon the necessary connection
between the opponent's position, which serves the purpose of the

logical ground i.e premises and the absurd 'issue,‘which follows as a
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necessary consequence. But Tarka cannot satisfy the material truth,

for, the premise of it does not correspond to fact. Say in the case of -

the example cited water in fact allays thirst. -So Tarka is an argument

belonging to the third type just mentioned as it does not have 'any

material truth and this is another important reason for which Nyaya

thinkers do not accept Tarka as a valid inference and thereby as an

independent instrument of knowledge.

Crirticism of Bauddha and Jaina view of Tarka :-

The Jaina and the Buddhist view of Tarka can be criticised from
the very analysis of the definition of the same given by them. In
defining Tarka they maintain — “ Uplambha-anupalambha nimittam
Vyaptijnanam Uha” . As far as this definition of Uha or Tarka is
concerned Vyaptijnana and Tarka are one and the same , i.e. they
are identical. When it is said - * Vyaptiinanamuhah,’ it suggests that
Vyaptijiiana itself is Uha known through their identical statement.
From the identity of Vyaptijiiana and Tarka a number of problems
crop up which can be shown as follows :-

it is a matter of common sense that thiere must be a difference
between the cognition and the instrument of the same . This
difference holds good as far as the Nyaya cohcépt of Tarka is
concerned. The Naiyayikas maintain that Tarka is employed to
ascertain the knowledge of Vyapti which is the pillar of inference. So,
one is the cognition and other is the instrument of that cognition. But

the Jaina and the Buddha view of Tarka denies the difference in
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question by identifying one with another and thereby contradicts the
common- sense view accompanied by the Nyaya one.lt is stated in
Nyaya that Tarka is the means through which ah inferential Cognition
is possible by way of removing the doubt of deviation. Hence, Tarka
is to be taken as an instrument to the attainment of valid cognition . In
this sense Tarka can be taken as an instrument of valid cognition (

prama-karanam ) and hence one could give the Tarka a status of

Prama. But the Buddhists and Jainas do not accept any difference

between Prama and Pramana.

The above problem again brings forth another problem in turn.
The difference between Karana and Kanma is also an established
truth . But if we agree with the aforesaid definition of Tarka as given
by the Jaina and the Buddha then this well-accepted distinction also
cannot be maintained. As per the Jaina and Buddha view , Kara_na
marges into Karma and vice versa . If it is said that the cognition of
Vyapti is equivalent to Tarka then there would arise a defect called
Karana-Karma-Virodha i.e a defect centering the contradiction
between Karana and object ( Kanha ) . Each and every Karaka has
been accepted by the Grammarians to feel a specific purpose . The
~ linguistic formation is made as per rule of the Karaka . Inithis way a
. grammatically incomplete sentence comes into being. An entity which
is an agent can never be object at the same time. If some one tries to
doit, it will lead to the said defect. |

To substantiate the view that there is no differece between

- cognition and the instrument of the same, and between Karana and
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Karma the .Buddhists resort to their famous theory called
Ksanabhangavada. The Buddhist theory of momentariness states
that each and every thing changes moment to moment. The

difference under consideration becomes plausible if and only if we

admit that a thing at least at two moments remains unchanged . At

the first moment the instrument or Karana takes place and at the next
moment cognition or ‘Karma takes its birth. Following the theory of
momentariness we can maintain that at the first moment there is no
cognition or Karma when there is the instrument or Karana, and
again at the second moment there is no instrument or Karana when
there is cognition or Karma. That is to say, they are not co-existent .
But without being co-existent how one can be caused by another ?
Due to this reason the Buddhists hold that the cognition and the
instrument to it , and Karana and Karma are identical . So, it is found
that as long as the Buddhist view of momentariness is concerned the
concept of Tarka as maintained by the Bouddha school somehow be
accepted. But the Jaina view of the same cannot be justified due to
the lack of any proper ground. | |

gg__t__if_yve ponder over the problem we can find out some
limitations even in the Buddhist view . In  maintaining the
distinction between valid ( avisamvadi ) and invalid (visamvadi )
cognition the Buddhists resort to the idea of successful inclination (
pravritti — samarthya ) . Say for example , one peréeives water at a
long distance. Now if he has to justify the validity of his perceptual
knowledge under discussion then he has to go to that place where he

sees water and has to test it by drinking . If drinking is possible and
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aliays thirst then the knowledge in question is pioved to be true, but if
it is otherwise then the same be proved as invalid. But it seems to us
that here they forget their theory of momentariness . If the theory of
momentariness is true then the test of the validity of knowledge
through Pravritti-sémarthya cannot be possible . The cognition and
the test of the same can not be possible at the same moment of time
. Cognition comes into being at one moment and the test of it is
carried at another moment . Being agree with momentariness we can
say that both of the cognition and ‘the test of it cannot be
simultaneously existent. So, if the Buddhist theory of momentariness
is true then they cannot hold the distinction between valid and invalid
knowledge through Artha-Krya- Karitva. And again if they are to

maintain the latter, they have to deny the former ( the theory of

momentariness) . They cannot maintain both of them as it would be
‘self- contradictory. If the Buddhists maintain the distinction in
question by 'rejecting their theory of momentariness, then they are
pushed to go to the shade of the same umbrella of the Naiyayikas
that cognition and the instrument to the same are different. From this
it also follows that the cognition of Vyapti and Tarka , the instrument
are not identical. This implies that the definition of Tarka of the
Buddhist already mentioned cannot be accépted.

Though the Buddhists and the Jainas have not accepted the
distinction between prama and pramana, the Buddhists view in this
regard can some how be admitted, because they feel that an object is
perceived for only one moment. Hence the object itself is

Svalaksana ( seff-illumined ). A cognition originates at the same
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moment when other factors like pramanya etc. originate. Hence there
is no meaning in distinguishing factor through which pramanya can
be distinguested from pramana. An entity known after a moment is
called Samanyalaksana which is generally taken as anumana.The
objects exist for a single moment is galaksapa but not
samanyalaksana . Due to having such metaphysical presuppositions
the philosophers change their views keeping these in mind. The
Buddhists believe in the theories of annabhangavéda, no-soul etc.
which actually preoccupied their mind when they suggest a definition.
Why do the Jaina — philosophers accept the view? Because they do
not possess exactly the same position of Buddhists. There is no point
in believing anpabhangav§da , no soul theory etc . Hence,
Buddhist’s logic cannot be applied here .

- There is another paradox according to the Buddhists . Though
to them each and every object is rhomentary which is the mark of
being saf existent as per the famous dictum- ‘Yat sat tat kgapikahv’, l
do not think that this is logically a tenable position. A momentary
entity is existent. Though this isv a famous dictum , one can raise a
question how the existence of an entity can be proved through
momentariness ? A moment is too minute that there is no way to test
its existence. To know that something exists depends on its causal
efficacy ( arthakﬁyé'kéfitva ) which again creates a problem. It is also
said that an entity is said to be existing if and only if it has got some
causal efficacy ( arthakriyakaritvalaksanam saf). Is it possible to kndw
the causual efficacy of an object in a single flusti of moment ?

Obviously not . Because, if we want to test that our acquired




knowledge of water is real or not, we need a few moments to judge.
When we come to conclusion that the acquired cognition is correct
the object about which the judgement is passed is changed. Hence, it
is not correct to say for the Buddhists that the cognition of Vyapti
attained through the method of agreement and difference is called
Vydpti.

Criticism of Tarka in Vaisésika System:-

- Tarka of Vais%sika is generally classified into two kinds
vicaratmaka Tarka and samsayatmaka Tarka. Samsayatmaka Tarka ,
I think, is highly defective and therefore, cannot be accepted. Both
Sivaditya and Madhva Samaswati observe that either Tarka is
included by doubt‘ or it itself is doubt. But actually this is not the case.
The principal function of Tarka as admitted by the majority is to
remove the doubt and thereby paves the way of the othefmeans of
knowledge. So, the very fact that Tarka is the remover of doubt,
clearly implies that it is neither included by doubt nor it itself is doubt,
If Tarka were identical with doubt or included by douts then it could
not eliminate doubt, for doubt itself cénnot temove doubt, as
darkness itself cannot eliminate darkness. Therefore, by identifying

Tarka with doubt, both S/ivé"ditya and Madhva Samaswaii have not

donejustice to the concept.

But Vicaratmaka Tarka is free form ihe defect mentioned above
and much more superior to samsayatmaka Tarka. The form of this
type of Tarka is more or less similar to that of the Tarka of
Naiyayikas. Vicaratmaka Térka resembles to thefB4f the Maiyayikas
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not only in form but also in purpose. Sridhar Bhatta maintains that

through the application of Tarka the doubt raised by the opponent is
ruled out and thereby the knowledge in question is established

indirectly. The Naiyayikas also observe the same.

But the vicaratmaka Tarka also is not absolutely free from all
sorts of defects and limitations. §ridhar Bha@a holds that Tarka is

applied to remove doubt in the field of métaphysics. So, the use of

the vicaratmaka Tarka is confined only to metaphysical world . But

the application of Tarka in the physical world. also should not be
undermined in any way and that fact can easily be understood
through our day to day experience. For example, if the inferential
knowledge of fire in the hill through the perceptual knowledge of
smoke in it becomes the subject of doubt then that doubt can be
eliminated by the application of Tarka. This has been already

discussed following the line of the Naiyayikas. Here Tarka is uéed to.

remove doubt in the physical world. So, Vicaratmaka Tarka suffers
from the fallacy of undercoverage.

A éontroversy is seen between Naiyayikas and Sridhar Bhatta
regarding the nature of Tarka. The ‘Naiyayikas are of the opinion that
Tarka should be considered as a promoter to the pramana whereas,
Sridhar Bhatta observes that Tarka as advocated by the Vaiségika

should be regarded as a pramana, but not as a promoter to a

pramépa.-Furthennore, the Naiyayikas opine that Tarka is an invalid
knowledge but¢ Sridhar Bhatta, on the other hand, maintains that
Tarka of Vaisesika is a valid knowledge.
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Sridhar Bhatta, in order to establish his own view, says that

Tarka performs some sort of activity. It serves some purpose. Tarka.

is adopted by one to establish his own view by rejecting its contrary
view raised by his opponent. Unless and‘ until the contrary view is
ruled out as an impossibility the own view of the subject concerned
cannot be established. So, the establishment of one’'s own view
necessarily presupposes the proof of the absurdity of the contrary
view. It is Tarka through which the contrary view is proved as absurd.
So, the principal function of Tarka is to prove the opponent’s view as
an impossibility. Sridhara holds that if Tarka were invalid, as
mainta__ined by the Naiyayikas, then it would not serve the purpose
mentioned. | |

But the argument produced by Sridhar Bhatta, in support of his
own view, is not sound at all. Performance of some activity or
satisfaction of some purpose is not defining mark of a valid
knowledge. If it were so, then dream, illusory perception and even
hallucination would have been valid knowledge as some sort of
function or purpqée is satisfied by them also. In ah illusdry peroeptioh,
for”éxémble,» one—pe;c;eT\Tes a snake in the place of a rope and
crosses it by jumping. So, here, illusory perception makes one

jumping and thereby performs some sorts of activity.

Hallucination also may serve some forts of activity by making
one frightend. Let us suppose, one is crossing a grave yard at night

in a dim light of the moon. Suddenly, he perceiwes someone as
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stariding at some distance. But just after an interval, at the next
moment he finds no one as standing there. Naturally, he gets

nervious thinking it as a ghost. So, here, the activity of making one

The same is true in the case of dream also. As far as the
explanation of dream given particularly by Sigmond Frued énd his
followers is concerned our mind consists of Id , ego and super - ego.
Id has a lot of desires to satisfy. But ego and super — ego stand
against the satisfaction of some of them thinking of the prohibition
imposed by our society. In dream, these uﬁsatisﬂed desires of Id,
become satisfied. So, our dream serves the satisfaction of some
desires of our mind. So, on the basis of the above discussion it can
be maintained that if owing to the performance of some activity or
satisfaction of some purpose Tarka is regarded as valid cognition
then illusory perception, hallucination and dream too should be
considered as valid one. But Sridhar himself does not accept the

validity of the latters as cognition. So, how can the validity of Tarka

as knowledge be maintained ?

Tarka conforms to the definition of invalid cognition given
by the Naiydyikas. The definition of invalid cognition ( aprama )
given in TS stands : “ Non — veridical anubhava is a cognition
which has for its determinans ( prakéré ) sbmething , when its
determinandum ( vis’esya ) is characterised by the absence of that
something.” Let us suppose, someone is going to infer the existence
of fire in the hill on the perception of smoke in it. Here if one doubts
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the existence of fire in the hill in spite of the perception of smoke in it,

then the inferer concerned resorts to Tarka in the following way, to

establish his own view proving his opponents’ view as an
impossibility. “If there were no fire, then, there would be no smoke”.
Here Tarka has for its determinans ( prakara ), absence of smoke,
but its determinandum ( vis/esya )} is actually characterised by the
absence of the absence of smoke. That is why, the Naiyayikas regard
Tarka as an invalid cognition. And as far as our discussion is
concerned the observation of the Naiyayikas is correct.

The view of Sridhar Bhatta that Tarka is an independent
pramana, but is not a promoter to a pramana as the Naiyayikas hold,
cannot be accept\ed. Tarka should not justifiably be considered as a

pramana for the following two reasons:-

First, a pramana must have a direct bearing upon the
ascertainment of truth. The main characteristic features of the object
of knowledge are deliberated through pramé"pa. But Tarka has no any
direct bearing, rather . it has an indirect bearing upon the
determination of truth. Tarka by pointing out some real grounds
asserts one of the alternatives, but it does not point out this
alternative definitely as having such and such characteristics. In other
words, Tarka does not definitely assert a particular alternative, in the
form, ‘This object is of such nature’. So, the main characteristic
features of the object are not deliberated through the method of
Tarka. The real nature of an object be known only through the

relevent cognitive instrument like perception, inference etc.
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Second, pramEpa is adopted to ascertain the knowledge of an

| object, whereas, Tarka is applied to eliminate doubt which écts as an
impediment to the attainment of knowledge. Pramana is applied
independently to other pramanas. But the application of Tarka is not
independent of other pramanas. Say for example, to know the colour

of the flower in my garden | have to resort to perception. Here

application of other pramanas before hand is not essential. That is to |

say, the application of a pramana does not necessarily pre-suppose
the application of other pramanas. The application of one pramana
may be preceded by that of another pramana. Say for example, | can
infer the existence of fire in the hill on the perception of smoke in it.
But to be sure of\‘it I may go to the hill and have a perception. Here
inferential knowledge is confirmed by perceptual one. Prior
application of one pramana of the other is desirable but not essential.
But Tarka is adopted only when some independent means of
knowldege is applied before hand. In other words, the application of
Tarka necessarily pre-supposes the application of other pramanas. If
some means of knowlédge is already applied but it cahnot operate its
proper function due to the _imposition of doubt only then Tarka is
resorted to in order to eliminate the doubt in question. These are the
above two reasons because of which Tarka cannot be regarded as a
means of knowledge.

But though Tarka does not directly issue any knowledge , it
becomes an auxiliary factor in issuing it , just by eliminating the

doubt, the impediment on the way of the ascertainment of knowledge.
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So, the Naiyayikas are quite justified in their observation that Tarka is

not a pramana but a promoter to a pramana.

Criticism of Tarka in Samkhya system:

A little consideration will reveal the fact that though Tarka has
been admitted both by the Slé'rﬁkhya and the Nyaya yet both of them
cannot demand for the same credit. Nyaya Tarka is much more
superior to and sophisticated than Samkhya.

The application of Tarka in Samkhya system is limited only to
the vedic world. But they should keep in their mind that the vedic
world is not the 6nly world. Over and above we have another world of
our day to day life the importance of which cannot be ignored in any
way. And very often we are to confront with various types of burning
controversy on different issues of our practical life, a great number of
them can easily be solved taking recourse to Tarka which is
beautifully shown by the Naiyayikas. So, no doubt, the Tarka
conceived by the §5mkhya is vitiated by the fallacy of one -
sideness.

Besides this , Tarka of Nyaya system is more sophisticated
than that of Samkhya. Tarka , particularly admitted by the Navya

Nyaya is highly logical, consistent and coherent.
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Criticism of Tarka in Mimamsa system:

Tarka as forwarded and conceived by Kumaril Bhatta more or
less becomes the subject of one and the same charges which have
been raised just above against the concept of Tarka as accepted in
Samkhya. For this Tarka also is applicable only to the vedic world or
the world of dharma and therefore vitiated by the fallacy of
onesidedness. Moreover, the logical excellence ofthis Tarka cannot
be compared with that of the Tarka of Naiyayakas.

But these two charges can not'justiﬁably be applied in the case
of Néréyana Bhatta. His Tarka overcomes the limitation which is
found in the Tarka of Kumarila Bhatta. This Tarka can be applied not
only in the field of dharma but also in the field of our day to day life.
Besides, the very purpose for which Tarka is employed by Narayana,
is more or less one and the same with the purpose due to which
Tarka is accepted and applied by the Naiyayikas. Na'ra’yéna Bhatta
like the Naiyayikas describes Tarka as_anistaprasanga, limit of the
doubt etc. The Tarka conceived by Narayana Bhatta is also logical
and consistent like that of Naiyayikas to some extent.

Criticism of fhe Advaita.and Vishist_'a"dvaita view of Tarka :-

In dealing with the Tarka as conceived and discussed by .

Advaita and Vishistadvaita Vedanta in the previous chapter we have
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'seen that Advaita Vedantins consider Tarka as a promoter to a
pramana of vedic testimony . Whereas, the Vishistadvaitins regard
Tarka as a separate and independent pram_e_ar_va. So, the Advaitins
agree with the Naiydyikas as far as they maintain that Tarka plays
the role of a promoter to a pramana. But they disagree with the same
as long as they hold that Tarka acts as a promoter to a pramana only
to the Vedic testimony. Here the Advaitins face one and the same
objection which was raised earlier against the Samkhya and Kuniarila
Bhatta that Tarka as conceived by them is vitiated by the fallacy of

one sidedness as they hold that the use of Tarka is limited only to the

Vedic world. We have already seen in the previous chapter
particularly in dealing with the concept of Tarka of the older
Naiyayikas that Tarka is applied as a promoter not only to the Vedic
testimony but to the other pramanas as well.

In criticising the Visistadvaita view of Tarka it can be maintained
that both the Jaina and Visistadvaita Vedanta more or less become
the subject of one and the same charge already mentioned in the
criticism of Jaina view of Tarka, as both of them observe that Tarka
should be considered as a separate and _indepéndent means of

knowledge. We need not discuss the same thing to avoid repititions.

Criticism of Tarka in Madhva’'s school :-

As long as the observations of Jayatirtha, as found in his works
Pramanapaddhati and Nydyasudha and of his commentator,

Janardana Bhatta from the view point of Madhva’s school are
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concerned it is seen that they vehemently criticise the status of Tarka
as an auxiliary factor to the instrument of knowledge as given and
stated by the Naiy5yikas. They hold that Tarka or reasoning should
be considered as an independent and separate means of knowledge
for it fulfils all the necessary as well as sufficient conditions for beiné
so. So,as Tarka itself is an independent means of knowledge , it
cannot justifiably be taken as an auxiliary factor to it as the
Naiyayikas hold. They maintain that the form of reasoning exactly
taliies with that of inference.‘The ground of reasoning which is
hypothetically assumed and the conclusion of it stands for the
probans and the probandum of inference respectively. Besides,
necessary concomitance is the foundation and nerve centre for both
of the inference and reasoning. That islwhy, they regard reasoning as
a species of inférencé. Being a species of inference Tarka like
inference is a separate and independent instrument of knowledge,
but is not a helping condition to it |

No doubt, the arguments produced by Jayatirtha and
Janardana Bhatta to substantiate their own view by negating the view
of Naiy{a‘yikas are apparantly seemed to be excellent and sound. But |
- _'tﬁl';i;l:fhat if we ponder over them then it can be understood that
actually they are not as excellent and sound as they appear to be.
Weakness and falsity of those arguments will reveal to us if they are
} conside-red in the light of the deﬁhitio’n, characteristics and the test of
a proper instrument of knowledge as suggested and stated by
Naiyayikas. One of the vital questions the theory of knowledge deals

with is how the validity of pramana be establilshed ? The Niyayikas
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say in reply that it is inference through which the validity of pramana

be establilshed. The inference is as follows :-

Pramafh‘afm arthavat, Pravrttisamarthyat :-

That is, praména is invariably connected with the object it
indicates, since it gives rise to successful activity. And by ‘Pramana

~ which is invariably connected with the object it indicates’ it means that .

an object as well as its nature as indicated by the pramana are really
so and never otherwise. A pseudo -Pram&na or instrument of
knowledge cannot be invariably related to the object it indicates. So,
the object and its nature as indicated by a pseudo-pramana is not
: réally so. The validity of the instrument of knowledgé is the inference
of the invariable relationship between instrument and the object it

indicates. The probans of this inference is pravrttisamarthya which

means the capability of producing successful activity. Pramana
produces successful activity for it is invariably related to the object it
indicates, whereas, a pseudo-pram?v_na does not do so, as .it is not
invariably related to the object it indicates. Say for examplé, the
pseudo perception of water in.mirage cannot lead to the quenching of

the thirst but a genuine perception of water leads to the same. Now if

the validity of Tarka or reasoning as pram@a is tested inAter.ms of

the inference mentioned then it can easily be understood that Tarka
cannot be regarded as pramana proper. It is not pramana for it is not
invariably connected with the object it indicates. That is to say, object
as well as its nature as indicated by Tarka are diffefent from what

they actually are. And owing to that reason Tarka cannot lead to a




successful activity. This can be illustrated by ciﬁng an example to get
a clear concéption that Tarka cannot properly be considered as
- pramana since it does not fulfil all the necessary and sufficient
conditions for being a pramana as it is held by Jayatirtha and
Janardana. “ if there were smoke in the {ake then there would be fire
too” - is a form of Tarka. Here,. the object indicated by Tarka is the -
presence of fire in the lake. But, in fact, there is no fire in the lake. So,
Tarka is not invariably connected with the object it indicates and
thereby it cannot lead to a successful activity. As fa.r as our fofegoing
discussion is concerned it is evident that the necessary condition for
being a pramépa is not staisfied by Tarka as long as it is not
invariably connected with the object it indicates. That is why Tarka or
reasoning cannot be properly taken as pramana. So, the view of

Jayatirtha and Janardana cannot be accepted.

Here a number of objections raised by the Naiydyikas against
the view of Javyatirtha and the defences from the part of him be noted
dowh and ultimately my personal reflection against these defences of
Jayafirtha be recorded.

First, to my mind, the view of Jayatirtha and Janardana that

Tarka is a species of anumana falls from its ground if it is considered
from the point of view of the very meaning of the term * anumana’. The
term ‘anumana’ consists of two different terms ‘anu’ and ‘mana’. ‘Anv’
means latter and ‘mana’ means knbwledge.So,' the etymological
meaning of the whole term ‘anumana’ is the knowledge that follows

some other knowledge. In other words, anum‘éna is a kind of
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knowledge that comes depending upon some other knowledge: So, it
is an indirect knowledge. But the knowledge depending upon which
anumana, the indirect knowledge comes into being, must be direct
one. And being direct it necessarily be perceptual knowledge, since
perceptual knowledge is the only direct knowledge as particularly the
Navya-Naiyayikas maintain. Let us explain this by citing an example.
Let us suppose one pérceives smoke arising from hill and infers that
there is fire in it. Here the knowledge one ascertains through
inference is the knoWledge of the existence of fire in the hill. And this
knowledge is based upon the perceptual knowledge of smoke in the
hill accompained by the knowledge of necessary concomitance
between smoke and fire. If one does not perceive smoke in the hill
and does not know th_af where there is smoke there necessarily be
fire then the very question of one’s inferring the existnce of fire in the
hill does not arise at all. So, the perceptual knowledge is a necessary
pre-requirement for the inferential knowledge. Now keekping this in
view, let us examine whether Tarka satisfies this necessary
precondition for being an inference. In the case of Tarka also it is
seen that the knowledge established through it necessarily follows
' some other knowldege i.e. the knowledge of the ground alongwith the
knowledge of the necessary concomitance between the ground and
the consequent. But it is worthy to note that the knowledge of the
ground is not a perceptual one Iiké that of inference. Rather it is just
an assumption. So, Tarka cannot fulfii the said necessary. pre-
requirement of having the perceptual knowledge as its ground which
is the case with inference. Moreover, unlike inference reasoning or

Tarka negates its conclusion what is perceptual depending upon the




assumption in its ground. In inference, indirect knowledge is

established on the ground of the direct knowledge. whereas , in

Tarka direct knowledge is negated on the basis of indirect knowledge -

or assumption . Now let us explain this point with the help of an
example. Let us suppose that A infers the existence of fire in the hill
on the basis of his perceptual knowledge of smoke in it. Let us again
suppose that ‘B’ inspite of entertaining ‘A’s perceptual knowledge of
smoke in the hill does not accept his inferential knowledge of fire in it
( hill). Now to stand his own view and to negate his opponent's i.e. ‘B’
s view ‘A’ resorts to Tarka in the following way :- ‘If there were no fire

in the hill, then there cannot be smoke in it.’ .Here this Tarka can be |

divided into two parts — ‘ If there were no fire in the hill' and ‘then
there can not be smoke in it’ The first part is called apadaka or
ground and the second part is known as apadya or conclusion. Here
in this Tarké , like in inference, conclusion or apadya, i.e. the absence
of smoke is deduced on the basis of the ground or épédaka. i.e, the
absence of fire accompanied by the knowledge of the necessary and
universal concomitance between the ground ( apadaka) and the
conclusion (@padaya ). But here the knowledge of the 'groundl, i.e, the
knowledge of the absence of fire is not perceptual like inference
rather it is an assumption. In Tarka depending upon the assumption,
i.e. the absence of fire in its ground the direct or perceptual
knowledge of smoke in its conclusion is negated. .

Secondly, Jayatfirtha and Janardana can be charged from the
view point of another special characteristics of Indian Logic called

Paksadharmata i.e. the presence of probans in the subject. This
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characteristic is not satisfied by Tarka as the ground of it which
stands for the probans of inference is not present in the subject. In
the example already cited the smoke is not present in the lake. So,
Tarka cannot be considered as a case of anumana. But here
Jayafitha observes that this characteristics is not a necessary
condition for an anumana. He further maintains that what is
necessary is the belief in the presence of probans in the subject. And
this condition is fulfilled by Tarka as far as the opponent is concerned,
since he believes in the presénce of the ground in the subject. Say for
éxample, the opponent believes in the presence of smoke in the
lake. So, according to JayatTrtha, all the necessary conditiqns of

inference are  fulfilled by Tarka and that is why it is a species of
inference.

Thirdly , The NaiYa'yikas observe that a charge of a fallacy of
contradicted probahs ( badha ) be advanced against the inferential
status of Tarka as maintained by Jayatirtha as the probandam which
is necessarily deduced in Tarka, does not actually belong to the
subject. Say for example, in the case of Tarka “ If there were smoke
in the lake then there would be fire too” both the probans, namely,
the presence-of smoke and the 'probandum, namely, the presence of
fire, do not exist in the subject, lake. The Naiyayikas further hold that
another objection called the fallacy of the admission of a contrary
conclusion ( apasiaddhanta) be raised against the view of Jayatirtha,
since, the arguer concerned infer an unreal probandum in opposition

to his previous commitment regarding the absence of thé probandum.
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Jayat-i.rtha replies to the aforesaid objections by maintaining that
the charges of contradiction be applied only in the case of inference
‘where the person in question intends to establish the conclusion

establish the conclusion independently, rather he seeks to establish

the same on the ground of the admission of the opponent. The

arguer, in Tarka, demonstrates only the logical connection between
the ground and the consequent. In other words, the arguer likes to

imply that the admission of the ground necessarily entails the

admission of the consequent, but he does ndt like to imply that the
ground and the consequent are actual historical truth. Thus Jayatirtha
shows that the charges of ‘contradicted reason and contradiction of
the accepted position do not hold good in the case of Tarka.

_ Fourthly, the Naiy5yikas argue that in the case of Tarka the
necessary concomitance between the probans and the probandum is
not real, since the probans, namely, the presence of smoke and the
probandum, namely, the presence of fire do not co-present in’ the
subject,lake. And this. falsity of the necessary concomitance
invalidates the claim of Jayaffrtha that Tarka is a case of inference.

But Jayatirtha, from the view point of Madhvas,replies to the objection
by saying that the said objection is nothing but a result of
misconception of necessary concomitance. He observes with the
Madhvas and the Jainas that necessary concomitance between the
probans and the probandum is not necessarily one of co-existence in
the same substratum. Necessary and universal concomitance be

established where the one term cannot be conceived to be possible
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| without the presence of the other. Spatio-temporat co-presence is not

a necessary factor of universal concomitance. Besides this, the the
Madhvas and the Jainas hold that the objective concomitance
between the ground and the consequent is not a necessary
requirement in Reductio-ad-absurdum called Tarka.

Fifthly, another vital objection hés been shown Dby the
Naiyayikas against the inferential status of Tarka. The conditions of
inference proper and that of Tarka are basically different and this
difference, in turn, brings a fundamental difference in the character of
the result. Acredited inference entails categorical assertions and the
probans of it is admitted to be matrially true by both the parties, the
opponent and 'ghe proponent, whereas, Tarka consists of a
hypothetical minor premise and the probans affirmed of the subject is
materially false. This difference gives birth to another material
difference in the result. In the inference proper the result is a true
conclusion, but in the case of Tarka the conclusion is a false issue.
But, in response to this objection Jayatfrtha maintains that though the
difference in conditions appears to be fundamental but actually this is
not the case. The fundamental conditions of both of the categorical
inference and the hypothetical inference called Tarka are one and the
same. So, the aforesaid difference of conditions actually is nofhing

. but a negligible one. And this negligible difference in conditions does
not entail a fundamental difference in the character of the result.

But as far as my personal observation is concerned the aforsaid
five defences of Jayatirtha égainst the five objections metioned above
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are not actﬁally sound and firm footed as they appear to be. One of
the fundamental differences between the Western and the Indian
logic lies in the fact that while the former aims at satisfying only the
formal condition , the latter aims at satisfying both the formal and
material ones. In so far as an inference follows all the rules
prescribed for it, the inference is said to have fulfilled its formal
condition, whereas , as long as the premise or premises and the
~conclusion correspond to the fact an inference is said to have
satisfied its material condition. Now keeping this point in view it can
be maintained that Tarka can not be regarded as a case of inference
for even if it satisfies the formai condition, it can never meet the
material one as neither the4ground nor the consequent of it which are
taken to stand for. probans and probandum or conclusion of inference
respéctively correspond to the fact. In thé case of the example
mentioned above neither smoke nor even fire is seen to exist in the

lake. Thus JayatTrtha’s defences are proved to be groundless. -

Even if Tarka is judged from the view point of the defining
characteristics of knowledge as suggested and stated by the Western

philosophers, Tarka cannot be taken as a case of knowledge in the. ..

true sense of the term. Even if we put aside the fourth condition of
knowledge as suggested by E.L. Gettier knowledge be difined as
justified true belief. As far as this definition is concerned the following

three conditions are the necessary and sufficient conditions - for
knowledge -
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(1) Beliéf condition, (2) Truth condi_tibn and (3) Justification
condition.More clearly to say, if one claims to know a proposition
called p, then his claim be valid if and only if firstly he belives that p is
that p is true . Now let us examine whether Tarka fulfils these three
necessary and sufficient conditions of knowledge. The Madhvas and
the Jainas maintain that Tarka_is a case of knowledge proper and it
subsumed under inference. The ground and the consequent in Tarka
stand for the probans and the probandum respectively in inference.
Inference aims at providing the knowledge of the probandum on the’
basis of the knowledge of the probans accompanied by‘ the
knowledge of the necesé'ary concomitance between the probans and
the probandum.Likewise, Tarka demonstrates the knowledge of the
consequent on the basis of the knowledge of the ground
accompanied by the knowledge of the necessary concomitance
between the ground and the consequent. Keeping this similarity'in |
view Jayat.i_rtha also observe that Tarka is a case of knowledge and a
sub-species of inference. But only keeping this aforesaid similarity in
view it should not be jUStiﬁed to identiy one with another. If we ponder
over the problem we see thaf inference and Tarka differ, one from
another, to a great extent. Inference satisfies all the necessary and
sufficient conditions of knowledge mentioned, whereas Tarka does
not fulfil the same. This can be illustrated clearly by citing a concrete
example. Let us suppose, ‘A’infers the existence of fire in the hill on
the basis of his perception of smoke in it. Here in this inference first
he believes in the existence of fire in the hill, secondly his belief is

true since fire really exists in the . hill and thirdly his belief is
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justified by virtue of his perceptual ( perception of smoke) and
rational ( necessafy concometance 'between smoke and fire)
evidence. Inference is a case of knowledge proper, for it fulfils these
three conditions. But Tarka does not meet these conditions. Let us
suppose that ‘B’ also perceives smoke in thé“hill but yet he raises
objection against the inference of the existence of fire in it. Now ‘A’
resorts to Tarka in order to negate the position of ‘B’ in the way : “ If
there were no fire then there cannot be smoke'.”‘ Here in this Tarka
absence of fire is the ground or probans and absence of smoke is the
consequent or probandum. Let us suppose P stands for the
consequent‘ or probandi;m. Here, neither the opponent ‘B’ nor even
the arguer ‘A’ believes in P. Secondly, P is not true , for actually hill is
qualified not by the absence of smoke but by the presence of smoke.
Thirdly, since none of ‘A’ and ‘B’ believes in P the very question of the
justification of their belief is absolutely absurd . So, as far as Tarka is
concerned, it is seen that the necessary and sutficient conditions of
knowledge as prescribed and stated by fhe Westérn philosophers are
not satisfied. Thus it is proved once again that Tarka is not a c?se of

- knowledge proper, and therefore, JayatTrtha’s defences mentioned
are in vain.

Jayatirtha maintains that inferences can be brought under two
heads — categorical and hypothetical called Tarka . These two types
of inference differ in their conditions: In the case of categorical
inference all the factors on it must be accepted to be true by both of
the parties , the opponent %nd the proponent . If difference of opinion

is seen between the opponent and the proponent regarding the
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validity either of the porbons or of the necessary concomitance or the
universal proposition or of both, then; inference is brought to a
standstill, and it can be set in motion only by keeping aside the
differences. But this is not true in the case of Tarka. In this inference
the apparatus be accepted to be true by the opponent and not by the
arguer. The defect of categorical inference is not the defect of
hypothetical inference called Tarka. Rather the .defect of the
categorical inference is the condition of Tarka. The falsity of the minor

term and of the probans, for example, is the defect in categorical

inference but these are not only not defects in Tarka but rather are |

the conditions of it. The arguer is quite conscious of the falsity of the

probans, namely, the absence of fire, yet he assumes the probans,
for bringing out the absurd consequent or probandum, namely, the
absence of smoke. But as far as the observation of Jayatirtha
regarding the conditions of Tarka goes we fully agree with him. We
also go hand in hand with Jayatirtha in maintaining that the belief in
the presence of the probans» in the subject from the part of the

opponent and disbelief of the same from the part of the proponent is

the very condition of Tarka. If both of the opponent and the proponent
would_“_b_'e__l_ig\f the same then the very question of the application of
Tarié does not arise at all. We only disagree with Jayatﬁtha when he
maintains that Tarka is a case of knowledge proper and subsumed
under inference. He holds the Tarka is a case of a special type of
inferenc=. But even if it is a special type of inference it is not a spécial
type of knowledge of course. It may be a different species of the
same genus called knowiedge. But it is already shown that Tarka is

not a case of knowledge. So, its being a subspecies of knowledge is
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absurd. And since Tarka is not a subspecies of knowledge, it cannot
also be subcategory of inference.

In the strongest and most important defence against the charge
of material invalidity of Tarka as an inferénce, a vital defect in Indian
logic, Jayatirtha maintains that a misconception regarding the
component parts of Tarka gives birth to this charge. Jayatirtha
obsérves that in fact Tarka has two conclusions side by side, of which
one is false and the other is negative. The false conclusion remains in
the explicit form but the negative conclusion lies in implicit form. So,
two conclusions are implied by Tarka at the same time. But they are
implied not in the same way. The false conclusion is implied directly
but the negative conclusion , on the contrary, is implied indirectly. As
the negative conclusion remains in the implicit form it is generally
overlooked by us and we tentatively think that reasoning like
categoricail' inference has only one conclusion. Thus we wrongly take
only the one half which is , infact, incomplete for the whole and
complete. If we look into thé full formed reasoning or Tarka then we
can see that only the minor premise is materially false. But both the
major prémise and conclusion do cdrrespond to the fact and therefore
matérially true. This can clearly be illustrated in the folowing way. “ If
there were no fire in the hill then there can not be smoke. But as a
matter of fact there is smoke in the hill. So, there is also fire in it". For
the sake of better understanding we can divide this full formed Tarka
into two halves . “ If there were no fire in the hill then there can not be
smoke” and “ As a matter of fact there is smoke in the hill. So, there is

also fire in it". The first part of Tarka does not correspond to the fact
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~ but the second part of it corresponds to the fact. So, Tarka does not
satisfy the material condition of inference as long as the first half of it
is concerned but it meets the same as far as the second half of it is
concerned. So, if Tarka.is seen in its full form then it would be evident
that the aforesaid objection of material invalidity is fully out of place in
the case of Tarka. |

But as far as my observation is concerned, | think that
Jayatirtha here commits a blunder of taking two different instruments

of kndwledge for one. Actually , the instance of the full formed Tarka

already cited is nothing but the combination of two different means of
knowledge, one invalid and another valid. Each and every half
mentioned abové‘ makes a separate instrument of knowledge. The
first pért “ if there were no fire in the hill then there cannot be smoke”
is called Tarka. This is an instrument of invalid knowledge. And why
this instrument is regarded as a means of invalid knowldege has
already been dealt with-in the first chapter. Now let us examine why
the second half mentioned above is considered as a separate
instrument of knowledge. Thé. second half “As a niatter of fact there is

smoke in fhe hill. So, there is also fire in it’, is an instrument of '

knowledge called infernce. 1t is a'n:inference for it satisfies all the

necessary and sufficient conditions of an inference. In this example ,

~ hill, smoke and fire are the subject, the probans and the probandum ,.

respectively. Through this instrument  the “knowledge of the
probandum, namely, the presence of fire is operated on the basis of
the perceptual knowledge of the probans. namelv. the presence of

smoke coupled with the knowledge



between the probans and the probandum. And this knowledge of the
probandum, that is the knowledge of the presence of fire in the hill is
valid as per as the defining marks of valid cognition as suggested and -
stated by both of the Indian and the Western philosophers are
concerned. Besides, the eXpIanation given by Jayafirtha itself
substantiates my own position and falsifies the position of Jayatirtha
himself . Jayati?tha holds that Tarka has two conclusions, one is false
and the other is negative. But how can one and the same inference
possess as the two conclusions at the same time ? it is quite
plausible to maintain that one argument possesses only one
conclusion. So, the statement that Tarka in its full-form has two
conclusions- implies clearly that it is nothing but the combination of
the two different instruments of knowledge. Jayatirtha himself fails to
understand the actual implication of his own statement. And his
defence mentioned above is the result of his misunderstanding just
said. Thus it is shown that the full formed Tarka as stated by
JayatTrtha is nothing but a combination of the two separate
instruments of knowledge, invalid and varlid.\So, Tarka as stated
above never satisfies the material condition of inference as it is
maintained by Jayatirtha. |

But two points are important to note here. First, the two
instruments mentioned are closely connected and secondly, the term
‘instrument’ has been used in the two cases in two different senses.
Lét us first explain the second one. The term ‘instfument’ has been
used in the case of inference in guestion in the sense of accredited

means of valid knowledge, whereas, the same has been used in the



case of Tarka in the sense of an auxiliary factor to an accredited
means of valid cognition. Now let us turn to the illustration of the first
point. The aforesaid inference here does not and cannot operate its
function due to some impediment, called doubt, imposed by the
opponent. In this situation the arguer resorts to Tarka to eliminate the
impediment. And how Tarka helps in eliminating the impediment and
thereby become an auxiliary factor ( promoter) to an accredited organ
of knowledge has already been discussed. So, we need not deal with
the same to avoid repitition.

Tarka as elucidated in the Nyayasudh3 by Jayafirtha:-

Nyé'yasudhé' ,an authoritative standard work, is a commentary
written by Jayatirtha on Madhavacarya's bhasya on the Brahmasutra.
in his comment on the Brahmasutra iii, ii, i, Jayatirtha has discussed
in details on Tarka and has given the views of the writers of the
Nyaya school beginning with the author of the 'Nyé‘yasmra and
coming down to Udayanacarya.! It should be noted that the
observation by Jayatirtha regarding the status of Tarka as recorded in
the | _PfamEnapaddhati has alredy been dealt with. But
Pramanapaddhati is not a primary source. It is a secondary source
based on Nyayasudha, the original source. The Pramanapaddhati is
just a succint summary of the Nyayasudha. So, to give a clear picture
of the account of Jayatirtha's observation on Tarka, it is highly
essential to go to the primary source in the Nyayasudha even at the
risk of some amount of reduplication.
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Jayatirtha holds that a debater whether in the role of a
proponent or an opponent is primarily concerned with a two fold task

of establilshing his own position, and negating the thesis of the other

party.? In the case of the former one, that is to establish one’s own .

position , all the factors of syllogistic reasoning, namely the subject,
the probans, necessary concomitance and the example cited by one
must be acceptable to both the parties.® For example, .in the syllogism
“ The hill is possessed of fire, because it is possessed of smoke. All
that is possessed of smoke is possessed of fire, as for example, the
kitchen.” The hill as the subject, smoke as the prabans, the universal
proposition and the kitchen as the example, are accepted by both the
- parties.

The inferen;:e employed to accomplish the second objective,‘
that is to refuie the thesis of other party, may be of assuming two
forms : (1) this is not possible, (2) the admission of it leads to an
undesirable consequence. in the case of the first type of inference, all
the factors of it ( inference) muSt be acceptable to both the parties,
like the inference used to establish one’s own position, as shown in
Kumarila Bhatta-observes that word is a substance but the Vaisesika
holds that it is a quality. The Vaisesika maintains that the observation
of Kumarila is unacceptable and in support the following syllogism is
advanced . “Word is not substance, since it is perceptible by the
organ of hearing. All that is so perceptible is not a substance, just as
the universal is" °. In this inference the probans is accepted to be true

. by both the parties. The same is true in the case of the necessary
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concomitance held between the probans and the probandum. If any

difference of opinion is seen regarding the validity either of the

probans or of the necessary concomitance or the universal

proposition, or of both, then inference is brought to a standstill, and it
can be set in motion only by pushing away the difference. Jayatirtha
holds that these two types of argument mentioned, where unanimous
apparatus is essential, are categorical inference.

But the condition of the second type of inference, the admission
of which leads to an undesirable consequence, is purely different
from that of the former two already shown. In this inference the
apparatus, namely, the probans and the universal proposition be
accepted by the .‘opponent and not by the proponent. This type of
inference is called reasoning and assumes the form of a hypothetical
proposition ®. The example of this type of inference is the following : “
~ If the hill were devoid of fire, it would be devoid of smoke.” This
argument consists of two parts. The first part states the ground or the
probans and the second part states the cohsequence or the
probandum. Here, in this argument ‘the absence of fire’ is. the
probaqs'or the ground and ‘the absence of smoke’ is the probandum
z SEEE éonsequent. In this argument the probans i.e. absence of fire is
accepted only by the opponent and it is assumed by the arguer. If it
were not so, the hypothetical inference would not act as reductio-ad-
_absurdum. Another condition of this inference is that the universal
concomitance between the ground and the consequent need not also
be objectively true. What is necessary is that it is accepted to be true
by the opponent. JayatTrtha defines Tarka in the following way : The



type of inference, in which the major premise and the minor premise
are necessarily accepted to be true by the opponent and only
assumed by the arguer for bringing out an absurd consequence,
which necessarily follows from the assumed ground, is called
reasbning or Tarka.! According to Jayatitha, the defect of
catygorical inference is not the defect of hypothetical inference called
~ Tarka. Rather the defect of the former is the condition of the latter.
Say for example, the falsity of the subject or minor term and of the
. probans which are considered as a real defect in categorical
inference, is not only not a defect in Tarka but rather is the condition
of it. The arguer is quite conscious of the falsity of the probans,
namely, the absence of fire. Yet he assumes the probans, for bringing
out the absurd consequence or probandum, namely, the absence of
smoke.

The M_c’i'dhvas and the Jainas beautifully meet another objection
raised by the Naiyayikas against their view that Tarka is an
accredited type of inference. The Naiyayikas argue that the
necessary concomitance held between the probans and the
probandum is not real, since the probans, namely, the absence of
fire, and the probandum, namely, the absence of smoke, do not co-
present in the subject i.e. in the hill. Thus , the falsity of the necessary
concomitance invalidates the claim of the Madhvas and the Jainas
that Tafka is an inference. But in reply to this objection, the Madhvas
and the Jainas maintain that necessary concomitance between the
probans and the probandum is not necessarily one of co-existence in
the same substratum.
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Necessary and universal concomitance can be established
where the one term cannot be conceived to be possible wihout the
presence of thé other.® Spatial or temporal co-presence is not a
necessary factor of universal concomitance. A concrete example
may be cited. Perceiving the flood in the lower region of the river we
infer a heavy rainfall in the upper region of it. No doubt, there is a
necessary and universal concomitance between a heavy rainfall in

the upper region and the occurance of the flood in the lower region,

but still, there is neither temporal nor spatial co-presence between

them.® Besides this , the Madhvas and Jainas argue that the objective

concomitance between the ground or probans and the consequent or

probandum is not a 'necessary requirement in redubtio-ad—absurdum
called Tarka.

One of the fundamental objections put forth by the Naiyayikas

against the claim of Tarka to the status of inference is that, the
conditions of inference proper and that of Tarka are basically different
which, in turn, brings a fundamental difference in the character of the

result. Accredited inferences consist of categorical assertions and the

probans is admitted to be materially true by both the parties, the

opponent and the proponent, whereas, Tarka consists of a
hypothetical minor prémise and the probané affirmed of the subject is
materially false. This is what is about the difference of the conditions
of inference proper and that of Tarka. This difference gives birth to
another material difference in the -result. In inference, the result is a

true conclusion, but in Tarka, the conclusion is a false issue. But
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Jayafirtha meets this objection by saying that this difference in
conditions is not vital at all. He holds that the fundamental conditions
of both of the categorical and hypothetical inference called Tarka are
one and the same. So, the negligible difference of conditions does
not entail a fundamental difference in the character of the result. To
substantiate his own view a nice explanation has been given by
Jayatirtha. Jayatirtha maintains that three types of inference have
been accepted to be valid by the Naiyayikas, namely, exclusively
affirmative (Kevalanvayi ) , exclusively negative ( Kevalavyatireki )
" and affirmative cum negative ( anvayi-vyatireki ) . But the conditions
of all the three types of inference are not one and the same. The
conditions vary from inference to inference. Say for-example,‘ the
following five characteristics are regarded as the essential conditions
of the affinnative‘ cum negative inferencé,viz,(1) Presence 'of the
Probans in the subject ( Paksattva ).(2) Presence of the probans in
the homologue, ( Sapaksattva),(3) Absence of the same in the
heterologue  ( Vipaks_attva },(4) Immunity from opposition by a
countermanding probans(asatpmtipakqattvé),an'd (5) Immunity from
contradiction(abadhitatva). Exclusively affirmative inference is never
inference is not found to entail homologue.. Sotﬁe—tr;rd_and the
second characteristics are absent from the exclusively affirmative and

® Here it can be

exclusively negative inference respectively
maintained that as these two inferences do not possess all the five

characteristics mentioned they are not inference proper ",
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But to ldefend themselves the Nafyaj/ikas may argue that the

said two lacking characteristics are not necessary conditions, they
are nothing but contingent ones. Exclusively affirmative and

exclusively négative inference do not differ from the affirmative cum

negative one as far as the fundamental characteristics are -

concerned. The fundamental conditions consist of the minor prémise
and the majdr premise, in other words, the presence of the probans in
the subject'and the necessary concomitance of the probans with the
probandum. The five characteristics listed above are only symtematic
of the necessary concomitance between the probans and the
probandum. So, the lack of one or other characteistic does not
disqualify a probans, provided its necessary concomitance with the
probandum is cer_@iﬁed.

But in answer to the defence of the Naiyayikas Jayatfrtha
maintains that the defence of the Naiyayikas is no ddubt excellent but
unfortunately they have failed to gauge the relative value and
cogency of the conditions asserted by them. Jayafirtha observes that
logical necessity is not a matter of empirical fact as long as the
deduction of the conclusion is concerned, whereas , presence in the
subject is only a matter of the empoﬁ&?rﬁth. So, the presence in the
subject has nothing to do with the logical necessity which lies in the
necessary cbncomitance of the probans with the probandum. The
mihor premise aims at exstablishing the actual incidence of the
probandum in the conclusion on the basisv of the incidence of the
probans. The deduction of the probandum is made possible by the

necessary concomitance but not by the minor premise. So, the



necessary concomitance alone is the sufficient guarantee and
warranty of the validity of inference and the presence of the probans
in the subject is nothing but an irrélevant‘ accident as the presence in
the homologue and the absence in. the heterologue are. Jayafitha
holds that this necessary concomitance, the only necessary condition
of an accredited type of inference is equally operative in (1) Tarka or
reasoning, (2) Categorical inference for disproof (dusananumana)
and (4) implication (arthapatti). All these four types of arguments are
nothing but inference as far as the observation of Madhvas are
concerned. The difference in details is only due to their variation as

sub-species of the same genus, namely, inference.

The purpose served by the inference varies from case to case.

The purpose for the satisfaction of which categorical inference is
employed is not one and the same with the purpose for meeting
which hypothetical inference called'.Tarka is applied. The arguer
resorts to a categorical inference with a view to establishing the
necessary incidence of the probandum in the subject. But one adopts
Tarka to demonstrate ‘t’he undersirable consequence or absurdity of
the oppénent’s__ppsjtion. The demonstration of the incidence of the
probandum in the subject is inspired by the practical consideration
and so, the incidence of the probans in the subject is to be shown as
a matter of practical neoessnty but not as a matter of loglcal necessity
. So, the material truth of the minor premise, in other words, the
incidence of the probans in the subject is taken as a material
condiﬁon for categorical inference in general as far as the practical

interest of the arguer is concerned. But the material truth of the minor
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premise has no bearing upon the satisfaction of interest of the arguer
-adopting Tarka. Consequently, the objection of the absence of the
minor term, namely, the probans in the subject by the Naiyayikas
against the status of Tarka as a subspecies of inference does not
hold good™.

The Naiyayikas also produce two vital objections, in addition to
the earlier one, against the status of Tarka as inference. The first one
is that if Tarka is given a status of inference then it would be the
subject of a fallacy of contradicted probans, since, the probandum,
which is necessarily deduced in Tarka , does not actually belong to
the subject . Say for example, in the case of Tarka , “ If the hill be

devoid of fire, it. would be devoid of smoke,” both the‘probans, ,

namely, absence of fire and the probandum, namely, absence of
smoke do not exist in the subject, namely hill. The second objection is
that the inference of an unreal probandum in opposition to one's
previous commitment regarding the absence of the probandum, what
is technically called the admission of a contrary conclusion
(apasidofhé‘nta) and th-e’ perpetration of this defect deprives the arguer

. ._.__of victory in a debate.

In response to thev objections mentioned above, Jayatirtha
argues that the Charges of contradiction do not hold good in the case
of Tarka, since the arguer does not intend to establish the conclusion
independently,rather he likes to establish the same on the ground of
the admission of the opponent. When the opponent denies the

presence of fire in spite of the presence of smoke in the hill, then the
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arguer intends to show that the denial of fire entails the denial of
smoke in the hill as a matter of logical necessity. Jayatirtha maintains
that the fact of the minor prémise given in a hypothetical from,
namely,. “ If the hill be devoid of fire, it will be devoid of smoke”
clearly implies that the arguer's intention is not to establish the

absence of smoke in the hill independently. The case exactly the

same with the hypothetical proposition “If you swallow poison, you will

die”. This hypothetical proposition only implies the necessary
connection between two events namely, swallowing of the poison and
death, but not the actual historical truth of events. Likewise Tarka
aims at demonstrating only the logical connection between the
ground and the consequent. And the implication of it is that the
admission of the ground makes the admission of the consequent
inevitable and not that the ground and the consequent are actual
historical truth. Thus it is shown that the charges of contradicted
reason (badha) and of confradiction of the accepted position
(apésiddhénta) are out of place in Tarka ."

Another charge has been advanced by the Naiyayikas against

the status of Tarka as inference. The Madhvas ’_have broadly

classified inferences into two kinds, namely (1) one for proof of one's

own position and (i) "another for refutation of the position of the
oppoent. Tarka ', the Madhvas hold, belongs fo the second class of
inference. But, the Naiyayikas maintain that the Madhva’s
observation is -not corréct as Tarka cannot éven be considered as an

inference for refutation. Inference for refutation is valid only if it serves
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to generate the valid cognition of a real defect, but Tarka seeks to

establish a cognition of an apparent defect but not a real one.”

Madhvas meet this objection by maintining that Tarka is in the
- same position as casuistry (Chala) and sophism (J<§tl)."6 In the case
of casuistry and sophism the logical apparatus, namely, the probans
and the probandum are admitted to be true by the opponent alone.
So, the objection that the logical apparatus must be 6bjectively valid
and the same must be accepted by both the parties, namely the
opponent and the proponent lavelled against Tarka should be raised
against casdistry and sophism also. And owing to this charge
casuistry and sophism can never be proved to be forms of sophistry,
which they actually are. But it is to be noted that though Tarka is a
case of inferencé like sophism, yet there is a difference between
them. The latter is vitiated by self-contradiction whereas, the former
culminates in a conclusion,which is contradicted by an accredited

organ of knowledge . But actually , this difference is not fundamental,

‘rather it is apparent , since the admission of a proposition
contradicted by the testimony of an accredited organ ultimately
amounts to self-contradiction. To make an assertion opposed by the

testimony of all accredited organs is to make an assertion subversive

of a truth accepted universally and so by the assertor himself also.
So, both sophism and Tarka are seen to serve the same purpose,
that is to say, both of them end in convicting the opponent of self-
contradiction. Thus, it is proved once again that the status of botn
sophism and Tarka is one and the same. So, if sophism is regarded

as inference, Tarka must be considered as inference also.



Tarka as elucidated in the Tarkafandava by Vyasatirtha :-

In the beginning it is important to mention that the part of the
Tarkatandava written by Vyasafirtha which deals with inference is yet
to be published.- But fortunately, Prof. Sitansusekhar Bagchi, author
. of Inductive Reasoning got the chance to go through that
unpublished part in a manuscript copy which was available in the
possession of the Prof. S.N.Dasgupta.

Vyésaﬁrtha has been greatly influénced by Jayatirtha.
Vyasatirtha endorses the conclusion of Jayatirtha and follows up the
argument produced by him. Naturally, one may think that it is nothing
but a waste of time to reproduce what has already been produced.
But actually the treatment of Vyasatiftha, in spite of being directed by
the thought of Jayatirtha, abounds in original reflection not only in
manner but also matter.

Térka , Vyasafirtha observes, is a case of inference. He tries to
establish his own position by negating the view of the Naiyé'yikaé
through different arguments. The Naiyayikas hold that Tarka is a case
of conscious ascription (aropo). But to substantiate his own position

Vyasatirtha first of all seeks to show that the observation of Tarka as

conscious ascripﬁon by the Naiyayikas is not tenable.Vyasatirtha -

méintains that Tarka is not a case of ascription as far as the finding

registered by reasoning is concerned. He says that the finding of
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Tarka is of a categorical nature and gives an altogether new
orientation to the conception of the nature of Tarka and its resuit.
- Vyasatirtha observes that an important difference is there between
ascription and Tarka. In the case of ascription knowledge is operated
by the help of the visual organ or the mind as aided by it, whereas, in |
the case of Tarka knowledge is necessitated by the knowledge of the
‘necessary concomitance alone. Owing to this difference, a case of
wilful ascription cannot be regarded as a case of Tarka . As Tarka is.'
eXcIuéiver based upon the neéessary cdhcomitancé between the
ground and the consequent namely the probans and the probandum
as the case is éxéctly on a par with in_ference, the inferential nature of
reasoning cannot be denied."’

Thus Vy3Zsatirtha shows that Tarka cannot justifiably be
regarded -as a case of ascription and defines it in the lilght of
categorical knowledge as follows : * Tarka is the valid cognition of the
negation of the probans or ground as the diterminant concomitant of
the negation of the probandum or the consequent as admitted by the
opponent.” Vyé'satn’rthé‘observes that th_e,sém_e can be defined as a
valid coénitio,n of the unavaidable édmiSsibility of the negation of the
_probans entailed by the admission of the negation of the probandum
' The denial of fire in a smoking hill is tentamount to the admission
of the negation of smoke. The negation of fire necessarily entails the
negation of smoke and- 7arka only brings home the knawledge of this
' truth. Thus the careful analysis of the definition of Tarka as given by
Vyasatirtha cleér\y implies that Tarka is a genuine case of an organ
of knowledge. "
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Here the two vital objections ,‘namely, the objection of the false

minor premise and the false conclusion from the part of the-

Naiyayikas may be advanced against the view of Vy’ééat:’rtha. in our
preceding discussion it is shown that the same objections are leveled
against the viéw of Jayati'rtha.' it is also maintained side by side how
Jayatirtha beautifully meets these objectidns by saying that those
allegations hold good only in the case of categorical inference but not
in the case of hypothetical inference. Tarka , Jayatirtha observes,
belongs to the class of hypothetical inference. So, the objections in
question are out of place in the case of Tarka.

‘But it is important as well as interesting to note that Vyasatirtha
replies to the objections mentioned above without taking cover under
the privilege of hypothetical inference. Vyasatirtha opines that though

Tarka appears to be a case of hypothetical inference but actually this

is not the case. Tarka, in fact, is nothing but a categorical inference.

| Vyasatirtha maintains that the objections of false minor premise
_ancj_____f_qﬁg conclusion are nothing but pseUdo ones. Vyasatirtha
~balieves that neither the minor premise nor even the conclusion of
Tarka is false. So he thinks that the objections are false creation of
the 'Naiyéyikas, arising form their misconceptions of the nature of
Tarka. Tarka is adopted when there is doubt. Now, the doubt that a
smoking hill may be destitute of fire may be generated only in either
of the following ways : First, negation of smoke may not be the
determinant (Vyapaka) of the negation of fire. Secohdly , though one
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may be the necessary concomitant of the other and negation of
smoke De the determinant of the negation of fire, negation of smoke

may yet be possible in the subject

. Here the first case of doubt is
dismissed by the hypothetical proposition * If it be devoid of fire, it
must be devoid of smoke”, which implies that hegation of fire is a
determihate of the negation of smoke. The hypothetical form does not

mean that the proposition does not assert a categorical truth.

Vyasatirtha maintains that, in fact, necessary concomitance between '
two sets of facts is usually asserted in a hypothetical form. The .

following hypothetical propositions, for example, “ If the Gayal be
similar to the cow, the cow also must be similar to the géyai “RHf

there be smoke there must be fire *, “ If a person alive is not at home,
| he must be present outside” assert a neceséry and universal truth as
the former one does. In these hypothetical propbsitions the second
clauee entails the conclusion which necessarily follows from the first
one as the premise. Thus it is seen that hypothetical form is the usual
medium through which a necessary relation between the antecedent
and the consequent clauses is expressed '26. The second case of
doubt is dismissed .by-Showing the inadmissibility of the negation of
smoke in the subject , which is directly perceived to be issuing

smoke.

ltis importént to note that a vital difference is seen between the

observations of the Naiydyikas and Vyasatirtha regarding both of the
nature and composition of Tarka. The Naiyayika observes that in the
Tarka “ If the hill be devoid of fire, it will be devoid of smoke’,
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‘negation of fire' is the probans and ‘negation of smoke’ is the

probandum.

Tarka consists only of one statement having two clauses of
which one clause entails the probans and the other contains the
probandum. But Vyasatirtha, on the other hand, maintains thét Tarka
is composed not only of one statement but two statements, one of

them is in the explicit and the other in the implicit form. It can be said

that the Naiyayikas wrongly consider Tarka consisting only of one |

statement since the other statement is in the implicit or the hidden
form. The whole proposition in the explicit form is the Statement of the
probans, in which the negation of smoke is shown to be the
determinant concomitant of the negation of fire. The statement in the
implicit form'is that the negation of the negation of smoke is the
determinate concomitant of the negation of the negation of fire, which
entails the probandum. The coghitioh. of the aforesaid probandum is
attained. through the instrument of the cognition of the aforesaid

probans. Both these cognitions are true , since the negatidn of the
determinant is the determinate concomitant of the negation of the

determirtate. To clear our idea a concrete exantple may be cited :
Smoke is the determinate concomitant (Vyépya) of fire and fire is the
determinant concomitant (Vyapaka) of smoke, but the negation of fire
is the determinate concomitant vo_f the negation of smoke. The
determinant concomitant can be inferred thro_ugh the determinate
concomitant and not the other way round, since the detetminate
cannot exist independently of the determinant but the determinant

can exist without depending upon the deteminate. So, smoke is the
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determinate of fire, for it cannot exist independently of the latter. But
fire can exist independently of smoke , so the negation of smoke
does not entail the negation of fire. But smoke is never possible in the
absence of ﬂfe, so the negation of fire necessarily entails the
negetion of smoke. Thus it is seen that relative posiﬁon of two terms
qua determinant and determinate is reversed in the case of their
negatives. If the positive term is determinant then the negative of the
'same becomes determinate. The digression is made to dismiss the
'doubt that there mey be smoke without fire by showing that fire is the
deterfninant concomitant of smoke and negatively by showing that
the negation of fire necessarily implies the negation of smoke, the
latter being the determinant concomitant of the former. Similarly, the
negation of smoke is the determinate concomitant of the negation of
the negation of fire.

Tarka is seen to meet all the neceesary conditions for being an

inference, namely, (i) it consists of the two propositions, probans and

probandum, (ii) both of the propositions are true and (iii) there is a
necessary concomitaﬁce between the probans and the probandum.
This car.\ be iIlUstra,ted,by&iti’ng an examples in the-way: “ If A were
devoid of fire, it would be devoid of smoke”, this proposition shows
tha{ the negation . of ﬁre is the determinate concomitaht of the
negation of smoke and so the former necessarily entails the latter. It
is a true assertion and_senves._as the probans'of the assertion, “The

negation of negation of smake is the determinate concomitant of the

negation of negation of fire,” which is to be regarded 'as the

probandum by virtue of fact that it necessarily follows form the




153

previous assertion. The first proposition is true , because it states a
~ necessary univesal truth and the second is also true, as it also states
the same which follows from the former. These two are universal
propositions asserting the necessay universal concomitance between
two terms. The former assertion namely the hill is not devoid of
.smoke is based upon an objective fact and the latter one, namely, it
can not be devoid of fire follows from the former as a matter of
necessity. Thus Vyasatirtha beautifully shows that the probans, the
probandum and the necessary concomitance, all the three lying in
Tarka are true . So, the objections of false probans and probandum
raised by the Naiyayikas against the inferential status of Tarka are

themselves false and grouhdless. And this falsity of these charges

implies that Tarka, is nothing but an inference.

The Naiyé'yikas’ objection to the validity of Tarka is nothing but

a result of their misconception that ‘negation of fire’ is made the
probans'ar‘\d the negation of smoke is made the probandum in Tarka.
Jayatirtha inspite of beihg agree with the Naiyayikas in this respect,
beautifully shows thaf the allegations of false probans and
p.r.ob.andum brought by the Naiyayikas against the inferential nature of
- Tarka is unjustified. Jayatirtha observes that these charges bear
signiﬁcance as far as the categorical inference is concerned, where
the probans is asserted as objective facts. But those charges do not
-hold_aood in the case of Tarka since here the false probans and
probandum are only assumed for arguments sake and not
independently stated as objective facts. Such false éssumptions are
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not any defect of Tarka but are the necessary precondition of Tarka-

as reductio — ad — absurdum.

Criticism of Tarka as elucidated in the Tarkatdndava by
Vyasatirtha :-

Vyésatfrtha has been grately influenced by Jayatirtha regérding
the concept of Tarka. Vyasatirtha endorses the conclusion of
Jayafirtha and follows up the argument produced by him. So, the
concept of Tarka of both of them is the subject mo"re or less of the
same type of charges. We have already dealt wi’_th the charges
leveled against the views of Jayatirtha. So, we need not discuss the
~ same to avoid repetition. In adition to the earlier ones some new
charges can be brought against Vyasatirtha in respect to his concept
to Tarka as an acridited organ of knowledge called inference.

The Naiyayikas maintain that Tarka is a case. of éscription
(aropa). ‘But Vyasatirtha observes that actually Tarka can not be
regarded as a case of ascription because of two reasons. First, the
finding registered by Tarka is of a categorical nature and secondly in
the case of ascription knowledge is operated by the help of the visual
organ or the mind as aided by it, but in the case of Tarka knowiedge
is necessitated by the knowledge of the necessary corzomitance
alone. But ! think that the position of the Naiyayikas can be
substantiated by proving both of the reasons of Vyasatirtha as invalid.
Let us first consider the second one. In the case of Tarka knowledge
actually is operated by the help of both of the visual organ and the
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knowledge of the necessary concomitance, but not by the knowledge
of the necessary concomitance alone as it is maintained by
Vyasatirtha . The Sanskrit term ‘aropa’ means a false assumption or
a false ascription entertained for a while, knowing full well that what is

‘assumed is false. Let us suppose for instance, the object standing in

front of one is known to be a tree and not a human being. Let us
suppose again that the person still deliberately insists on regarding it

as a human being. This is a case of ascription or aropa. Now , in

defining Tarka the Naiyayikas maintain that Tarka is a false .

assumption of something through the false assumption of another

thing where the latter is invariably concomitant with the former. For

instance, it is the false assumption of something , namely, ‘B’ on the ’
basis of the falSe;assumption of some other thing called ‘A’ where ‘A’ -

is ‘invariably concomitant with ‘B'. S'o, the very énalysis of the
definition of Tarka just given ciearly implies that in the case of Tarka
there are two ascriptions, one is the ascription of the ground and the
other is the ascription df the consequent, and the ground is invariably
concomitant with the -consequent. When in order to show the
ébsurdity of the oppoh'ent’s view the arguer resorts to Tarka in the
form - “If there were no fire, then there could be no smoke” then, no
doubt, the arguer concerned is fully aware of the presence of both of
the fire and smoke. Inspite of being well conscioué of the'presence of
both of the fire and smoke the arguer insists the absence of them

only with the intention to demonstrate the absurdjiity of the aponent's

position. _In the case of the aropa already cited the knowledge of the
tree is operated by the help of the visual organ, likewise in the case of

Tarka the knowledge of the presence of smoke is operated by the
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visual organ. Besides, in the case of Tarka the ground is invariably
concomitant with the consequent , that is why the assumption of the

latter is based upon the assumption of the former. Thus it is shown

that in Tarka knowledge is operated both by the visual orgah or the

mind as aided by it and the necessary concomitance. -

Now let us deal with the first reason noted above. Vyasatirtha
observes that Tarka is not a case of assumption because its finding is

- of a categorical nature. Two important objections, namely, the

objeCtioh of the false minor premise and the false conclusion have
been leveled against the inferential status of Tarka. Both Jayatirtha
and Vyasatirtha have tried their best to meet these objections but
from the different, view points. Jayatirtha is of the opinion that these
charges hold good only in the case of categorical inference. But
Tarka is a hypothetical inference. So, the objections of the false minor
premise and the false conclusion are out of place in the case of
Tarka. But Vyasafirtha replies to the aforesaid objections . without
taking cover under the privilege of hypothetical inference. He says
that Tad_(a , infact, is'é“categorical inference. The objections can be

‘met quite legitimately in spite of maintaining Tarka as a case of

categorical inference. Vyasafirtha observes that neither the minor

' premise nor the conclusion of Tarka is false, so, the objections are
false creétion of the 'Naiyéy.ikas arising from their misconception of
the nature and component parts of Tarka. ACCQﬂi.nggw to the
Naiyé'yikés , Tarka cdnsists only of one statement having two clauses
- of which one clause entails the probans and the other contains the
proba‘ndum. Say for example, in the Tarka “ If the hill be devoid of
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” 3

fire, it will be devoid of smoke”, ‘the negation of fire’ is the probans

and ‘the negation of smoke’ is the probandum. But Vyasatirtha, on
the contrary, holds that Tarka actually consists of two statements,
one of them remains in the explicit and other in the implicit form. The
whole proposition' in the explicit form is the statement bf the probans,
in which the negation of smoke is shown to the determinant of the
negation of fire. The statement in the implicit form is that the negation
of the negation of smoke is the determinate concomitant of the
negation of the negation of fire which entails the  probandum. The
cognition of the aforesaid probandum is ‘ascertained through the

instrument of the aforesaid probans. Both these cognitions are true,

since the negation of the determinant is the determinate concomitant
of the negation of the determinate. This can be illustrated with the

help of a concrete example, smoke is the determinate concomitant of

fire and fire is the determinant concomitant of smoke, but the '

negation of fire is the determinate concomitant of the negation of

smoke. The determinant concomitant can be inferred through the

determinate concomitant but not vice versa, since the determinate ,

so, fire be inferred on the basis of smoke. And again negation of fire

is the determinate concomitant of the negation of smoke, so the latter

can be inferred on the ground of the former. Tarka is adopted , says
Vy3satittha, to dismiss the doubt that there may be smoke without

fire. And this doubt be eliminated by showing that- fire is the .

determinant concomitant of smoke and negatively by showing that
the negation of fire necessarily implies the negation of smoke, the

latter being the determinant concomitant of the former. The same can
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be shown by maintaining that the negation of the negation of smoke

is the determinate concomitant of the negation of the negation of fire.

Now Vyésatt”rthé shows that both of the minor premise and the
conclusion are true. Tarka, he thinks, consists of the two statements.
“ If the hill be devoid of fire. It would be devoid of smoke” and “The

negation of the negation of smoke is the determinate concomitant of

" the negation of the negation of fire”. The former statement stands for

the probans and the latter one stands for the probandum, since the
latter necessarily follows from the former. The first propbsitiqn is true
for it shows that the negation of fire is the determinate concomitant of
the negation of smoke, which is a neceééary universal truth. The

second proposition is also true because it also states a necessary

univesal truth which follows from the former. Both of the propositions
are universal which assert the necessary universal concomitance
between two terms. The fom'tér assertion, namely, the hill is not
devoid of smoke is based upon an objective fact and the latter one,
namely, it can not be devoid of fire, follows from the former as a
matter of nec_:éssity. Thus it is shown that both the minor premise and
the coné]ugigr;_qf Tarka are true. So, the chérges of the false minor
premisé and the conclusion against the inferentia! status of Tarka do
not hold good. | |

But.., here the same can consistently be said against
Vyasatirtha which was maintained earlier against Jayatirtha that the
two statements as the component parts of Tarka as it is stated by

Vyasatirtha actually stand for two ’sepérate instruments, oné for Tarka
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an'd.the other for inference. We need not go in details as it is atready
elaborately discussed earlier. We should just show how the second-
statement of Tarka maintained by Vy3safirtha itself can be turned into
an inference. Keeping the fact in mind that double negation means

affirmation we can say that the second statement of Tarka mentioned

“above “ The negation of the negation of smoke is the determinate

concomitant of the negation of the negation of fire,” can be

transformed - into* the presence of smoke is the determinate

concomitant of the presence of fire”. The second statement obviously

is a case of inference where the existence of fire is inferred on the
basis of the existence of smoke. Here in this inference smoke is the
probans and fire is the probandum, since, the former is necessarily
concbmitant with the latter. |

Besides, the observation of Vyasatirtha that the finding of Tarka
is of a catégorical nature is not tenable. Vyasatirtha 'maintains'that
Tarka operates a knowledge of é necessary universal concomitance
between two terms. Say for example, in the case of the instance
already cited Tarka demonstrates the knowledge of the necessary
universal concomitance between the smoké and fire . Bljt actually this
is not the case. Tarka, actually, brings forth the assumption of the
consequent on the basis of its ground coupled with the knowledge of

the necessary concomitance of the ground with the consequent.

- In the aforesaid example, Tarka establishes the assumptioh of

_the absence of smoke on the basis of assumption of the absence of
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fire coupled with the knowledge of the necessary universal

concomitance of the latter with the former.

So, Tarka aims at demonstrating not the knowledge of the
necessary universal concomitance between two terms as it is stated
by Vyasatirtha, rather it seeks to demonstrate the enforced admission
of the consequent on the basis of the assumption of the ground
accompained by he knowledge of ‘the neceséary universal
concomitance. of the ground with the consequent. So, the knowledge
of the necessary universal concomitance is not the end but the
means. to satisfy the end in the case of Tarka . Thus it is proved once
again that Tarka is not a case of categorical inference but a case of
ascription or &ropo.

. The definition of Tarka given by Vyasatirtha itself proves that
Tarka is not a case of an inference whether categoriéal or
hypothPetical .Vyasatirtha defines Tarka as follows “ Tarka is the
valid cognition of the. negation of the probans or ground as the
determinant concomitant of the 'negation of the probandum or
consequent as admitted by the opponent.” So, as far as this definition
is concerned the aim of Tarka is to demonstraté the knowledge of the
negation of the probans, but we know very well that an inference
seeks fo establish the knowled_ge of the probandum but not the
knowledge of the negation of the probans. So Tarka is not‘ a case of
inference. "
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Vyasatirtha argues that even if we agree with the explanation of
the probans and the probandum of Tarka as stated by the Naiyayikas
yet the charges of the falslity of the minor premise and the conclusion
can be proved to be invalid. The Naiyayikas maintain that in the
Tarka “ If the hill were devoid of fire, it would be devoid of smoké,”
‘the negation of fire' stands for the probans and ‘the negation of-
smoke’ stands for the probandum, which do not actually belong to the
subject i.e. the hill. So the minor premise and the conclusion are
false. But Vyasatirtha holds that even if the explanation of the
probans and the probandum just given by the Naiyayikas are taken
for granted yet it can quite consistently be maintained that both the
minor premise and the conclusion are true.

Vyasatirtha ‘says that the Naiyayikas admit two kinds of relation,
one is actual by which the actual incidence of the one term in the -
other is determined and the other is one through which we
understand that one term is related to another term, though there is
no factual incidence of one in the other. Conjunction, inherence and
acording to some, identity belong to the former kihd of relatién. But
the relation between a subject and an object or between cognition
and its content belongs to the latter kind of relation. Here though one
cannot factually be related to another yet they are related somehow.
The logical requirements for the validity of an inference that there
must be true minor premise and a true conclusion, in other words that
the probans and the probandum must stand in relation to the subjed,
are satisfied irrespectively by boih the two kinds of relation. Keeping

this in view if Tarka is judged then it can be seen that both the minor
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premise and the conclusion of it are true. Both the probans , namely,
the negation of fire and the probandum, viz, the negation of smoke do
stand in a relaﬁon to the subject, namely, the hill. Negation of fire is
asserted to be true of the hill by the opponent and this means that
negation of fire stands in the relation of being admitted to be present
in the hill. Probandum, on the other hand, is asserted by the arguer
as the necessary consequent of the assertion of the ‘negation of fire
by the opponent . Thus, the negation of the probandum stands to the
hill in the relation of being one to be necessarily admitted by the
opponent. Thus Vyasatirtha shows that both the minor premise and
the conclusion of Tarka are true. So, the aforesaid objections are

groundless.

Vyasatirtha replies to the objectio_ns of the false minor premise
and the false conclusion following the above mentioned two kinds of
relation as admitted by the Naiyayikas. As instance of thé second
_ kind of relation he says of the relation between the subject and the
object of konwledge, between the knowledge and the content of it,
and then the relation in question be considered to belong to the
second ‘kind of relation . But | think that Vyasatirtha commits a
blunder by taking the relation in question belonging to the second
-kind of relation already mentioned. The relation in question is neither
the relation between the subject of knowledge and the object of
knowledge, nor even the relation between the knowledge and the
content of it, but, ’it is the relation between the object of knowledge
and the locus of it. So. this relation does not belong to fhe second

kind. And that this relation does not belong to the second kind is
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understood if we consider the following concrete example. Let us
suppose, | pass a statement * There is a table in my room”. Here my
statement ‘there is actually a table in my room’ be true not because |
assert it but because it cdrresponds to the fact. So, assertion has
nothing to do with the truth or falsity of any statement as it is
maintained by Vyasatirtha. And as a matter of fact, the object of
knowledge, namely, the table is there in the locus, namely, the room
in a relation of the first type. The same can truly be said in the case of
the relation between the probans, absence of fire and the subject or
locus, the hill, and between the probandum, absence of smoke and
the hill. The minor premise and the conclusion of Tarka be true not by
virtue of the assertion of the opponent or the proponent but by virtue
of the correspondence of them to the fact. But in fact, in the subject,
the hill, there is neither the absence of fire nor the absence of smoke.
~ So the question of the correspondence of the stétements,namely, the
probans and the conclusion to the fact, namely, the absencé of fire
and the absence of smoke is quite absurd. And as the probans and
the probandum do not correspond to the fact they can not be true.
So, the defence of Vyasatirtha against the charges of the false minor
premise-and the conclusion is invalid. ' |

Criticism _of the Nyaya — view and the answers to those

criticisms:-

It is wellknown to us that inferential knowledge plays a vital role

in the seven other schools of Indian philosophy in general and in the
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Nyéaya school in pal;ticulé‘r. But the knowledge of Vyapti is the nerve —
centre for the possibility of the inferential knowledge. So, the question
is — how the knowledge of Vyapti can be ascertained ? In respect of
the means of ‘ascertain'ing Vyapti, there is a diversity .of opinion

among the scholars.

The Navya-Naiyayikas think that the knowledge. of co-existence
between hefu and sddhya accompanied by the knowledge of the
absence of deviation of the same is the cause of ascertaining Vyapti.
The knowledge of the co-existence between hetu and sadhya can
easily be derived. But it is very difficult to get the knowledge of the
absence of deviation. At best we can say that as far as our
experience is coqcerned there is no deviation. But how can we give
the guarantee in the case of the future which is yet to come in our
experience ? So, this knowledge remains open to the doubt of
deviation. . And this doubt, the - Navya-Naiyayikas think, can be
removed by the application of Tarka . '

My concentration, in this context, is to show that the argument
in _t_ermé of which the Navya-Naiyayikas think that through the
application of Tarka the doubt of deviétion can be ruled out may be
criticised by those who will consider this from the Western viewpoint.
But inspite of this criticism the Nyaya view can be substantiated from
the Indian viewpoint.

The Naiyayikas formulated the definition of Tarka in the following

way :-
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“Ahérya—Vya*pyaVatté' — bhrama — janyah aharyavapakavatta -
bhramastarkah” That is Tarka is an imposed (aharya) illusory
knowledge of the existence of the pervader (Vyapaka) which is
caused by another imposed illusory knowledge of the existence of the
pervaded (Vyapya). Now what is to be understood by ‘imposed
knowledge’ ( aharya jnana )? In reply it is said that knowledge which
is produced out of one's desire at the time when there is the
existence of the contrary knowledge is known as imposed knowledge.
Say for example, if the knowledge in the form ‘There is fire in the lake’
is produced out of one’s desire at the time when there is contrary
knowledge in the form — ‘There is the absence of fire in the lake’ it is
called an imposed knowledge.

The,Navya,Néiyéyikas are of the opinion that Tarka is of two
types : Visayapaﬁéodhakah and Vyébhicérasaﬁkénivartakap.The first
one determines_the definite valid knowledge and the second one
removes the doubt of deviation . The form of the second type of
Tarka is as follows : “ If smoke be deviated from fire, it would not be
caused ‘by fire”. The first part of this form of Tarka is known és
Apadaka and the second part is Apadya or. consequence. In

Apadaka there is mvaruable concomitance determmed by Apadya

So, in the form of Tarka there is Vyapti also. The form of this
Vyapti is : where there is deviation of fire, there is the negation of
being a product of fire. In this form of Vyapti the first part is Vyapya

(pervaded) and the second one is Vyapaka (pervader). in the same
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way, it can be said that the Apadaka — part is the pervader and
Apadya — part is pervaded.

On the basis of the foregoing discussion, it is found that
invariable concomitance or Vyapti is included in Tarka also. And the
doubt of deviation is still there in this Vyapti in the same way in which
it is in the case of Vyapti of inference. So our question is : How this
doubt of deviation in Vyapti of Tarka can be removed ? In reply it can
be said that to remove this doubt of deviation another Tarka_is to be
adopted. And this second type of Tarka also is not free from the
doubt of deviation. So again our question is -how the doubt of
deviation of this second Tarka can be ruled out ? In reply it can again
be said that for that purpose another Tarka is to be resorted to, and in

this way the fallacy called infinite regress comes into being.

But according to the Navya — Naiyayikas, the above mentioned
problem can be solved in the following way : Here | quote Dr.
Raghunath Ghosh from his book enlisted in bibliography. “The doubt
of deviation does not arise at all in Vyapti of Tarka, for it would
involve ‘contradiction in respect of one’s own activity. Hence the
necessity of applying another Tarka does not arise 'at‘aII.One can
doubt so long as there does not arise any contradiction in respect of
one’s own practical activity. An individual is not allowed to bear any
doubt about Vyapti between smoké and fire as he seeks fire in his -
practical life to get smoke. If he had a slightest doubt regarding Vyapti
between smoke and fire, he would not seek fire for having smoke. If

there is any doubt it will contradict his own activity. Hence one’s own
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activity clearly indicates the absence of doubt in them.” Thué the
Navya — Naiyayikas maintain that in fact Tarka does not become the
subject of the doubt of deviation. And this view, they have tried to

establish by showing a contradiction of practical activity.

But as far as my observation is concerned one may raise an
objection particularly from western viewpoint by saying that the
contradiction concerned,‘actually cannot be the limit of the doubt of
deviation. Contradiction may be of two types — logical and emperical.
-Logical contradiction is a contradiction to the very process of our
thinking- which obviously is not the case with the emperical
contradiction. Emperical contradiction is the contradiction only to our
experience. To think A and ~A to be true at the same time gives rise
to a logical contradiction. If we think that A is true then we cannot
think that ~ A is true also, because both of them cannot be true at the )
same time. And 'this contradiction is the contradiction of the very
process of our thinking. This contradiction, no doubt, is the limit of our
doubt. If A is true then there is no room for doubt that ~ A is not true.
But emperical contradiction is quite different from the logical one. We
are hat;ituated in seeing only black crows in_our day to day
experience. Here to think of a white crow gives rise to a contradiction
as we have not seen such crows in our experience . This
contradiction is called an empirical contradiction. And this contraction,
| think, cannot be the limit of doubt in the strict sense. For we may
easily think the existence of both of the black and white crows side
by side without being self — contradicted in our thinking. This

emperical contrdiction mayv be the limit of doubt only for the time
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being. Say for example, as far as my experience was concerned even
a few yeérs ago, then the thinking of white crow was a matter of
contradiction for me. And then that contradiction was the limit of the
doubt of the existence of white crows. But as soon as | came to know
that there is black crow in Singhal that contradiction fails to be the
limit of the doubt said. '

The contradiction of the practical activity as understood by the
Naiyayikas is obviously an emperical contradiction . To think the
absence of fire and the presence of smoke in one place and at the
same time is not a logical contradiction. To think the absence of fire
and the presence of fire at the same time in the same locus is a
logical contradiction. Similarly thinking of the presence of smoke and
the absence of smoke at the same time in the same place is a logical
contradiction. So, we may think the absence of fire and the presence
of smoke at the same time in the same plaée without being logically
self-contradicted. The relation of Vyapti to establish which Tarka is
resorted to, is a logical relation. And that logical relation can be
established only through logical contradiction but not through

emperical one.

~ Doubt is something which comes from the faculty of our
thinking. Unless and until the door of that faculty is shut up doubt may
come out from that faculty. And it is only the logical contradiction by
which the door of the said faculty can be made shut up and thereby
the possibility of the emergence of doubt be ruled out. But aé the

contradiction of practical activity mentioned by the Nawvya -
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Naiyayikas is not logical, the said purpose for which it has been
employed cannot be served.

But the above objection can be answered in the following way.
The Indian thinkers , however, did not take the term logic in the regid
sense. lt is a kind of reasoning by which a person is inclined to some
activity. When we feel hungry, we ask for food. Can it be said as
illogical ? Certainly not. Had there been no logic, we would not have
asked for the same. Here the satisfaction of hunger is fhe logic
behind the asking of food. Each and every human activity
presupposes some logic behind. Otherwise, it would have been taken
as irrational. If we take logic in this liberal sense, the above —

mentioned problem, I think, will not arise at all . Our Indian thinkers

have used the term ‘logic’ in this sense and hence, they are very-

much consistent in their position.

One may raise another objection against the Nawvya -
Naiyayikas from the western viewpoint . The Navya Naiyayikas are
trying to eliminate doubt by Tarka taking the theory of causality as
granted. They formulate the argument in this way “ If smoke be
de’liéié;i_ffom fire, it would not be caused by fire. Our experience
 shows that smoke is caused by fire so it cannot be deviated from fire
“. S0, the theory of cauSaiity has already been taken to be necessarily
true by them. But whether this theory of causality itself is necessary

or not is a matter of controversy. So, this theory itself is not free from A

doubt. And the theory which itself is a subject of doubt has nothing to
do with removing the doubt. '
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But | think that the Navya — Naiyayikas will be able to maintain
their position by giving a proper answer tb the objection mentioned.
The necessity of causality is the subject of doubt to the western
“philosophy but this is not the case with the Indian philosophy. So, the
objection raiséd above cannot hold good. Because, in Indian tradition
the nature of invariability between cause and effect is accepted.
According to the Indians, there is no doubt as to the fact that an effect
follows from the cause. The complication arising from necessary and
sufficient conditions does not occur in Indian minds. |

it may be argued that the Tarka has got a tremendous
importance as a methodology of Indian philosophy. Various methods
have been adopted by the Indian thinkers to arrive at the truth, and

Tarka is one of them. It is an indirect proof to come to a particular

conclusion. That is why, Tarka serves the purpose of such indirect
proof which counters the opponent;s standpoint . It is a great
philosophical enterprise to refute the view‘ of the opponents. The
method of refutation may be of two types : directly to say that he is
telling nonsense and indirectly' to prove that his standpoint is non -
acceptable. If someone raises a question whether self exists or not
and if | personally disagree with him. Thus disagfeement may be
expressed in two ways : first, initially to say his position is
meaningless and secondly the man who disagrees may for the time
being admit the opponent's position and may say - ‘Let us suppose
your standpoint is true’. Though initially there is an agreement,

ultimately the opponent’s position is falsified by way of showing some
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inconsistencies or coniradiction or absurdity in his standpoint . In this
way an individual can prove his standpoint justified. This method is

always adopted by an individual when an individual wants to

conclude some. It can aiso be described as implication, which -

indicates that if something occurs it is from something else. Hence

methodologically it is very much valuable.



