CHAPTER - 3

Methods of Reductio - ad - 'gbsurdum and Tarka

‘Redictio - ad - absurdum’ is a mathematical concept, which has accépted as a
" philosophical method by the Indian and Western Philosephers. In the mathematical
'logic 'Copy has introduced this method, which is otherwise known as. indirect ﬁroof.
This indirect proof is nothing but th; proof by reductio - ad - absurdum. It is said in the
mathematical logic that the nega’ciori. of the conclusion is deliberately taken and from
this it is shown that; if it is taken for granted, it will lead to some‘contradiction or

absurdity. Hence this assumed conclusion ié abandoned and the original coﬁclusion is |
established as true. “The method of indirect proof often called the method of proof by .
reductio - ad - absurdum is familiar to all who have studied elementary geometry. In
deriving the theorems, Euclid often begins by assuming the opposite of what he Wanté
to prove. If that assumption leads to a contradiction or reduces to an absurdity then the
assumption must be false énd so its negation — the theorem to be proved, must be true.”
- (Copy : Symbolic logic 5™ edition). This method is also found in Indian logic where
mainly the Naiyayikas (both earlier and latter) have adopted to prove certain
conclusion. Though there was no interaction between two traditions, some striking
resemblances are found between them. This method is described by the Naiyayikas as
many ways like Vipaksavadhaka tarka, dhdryajﬁdna, anistaprasanga, anista dpatti etc.
In the following pages we shall see the nature and logical flavour of this method as

accepted in Indian Philosophical systems specially in Nydya.-

‘A problem may be raised how one can think of "knowledg‘e produced through desire’
(icchd@janyajiiana). A solutien to this problem may be offered in the following way. Let
us look towards the exact nature of aharyajiiana. The knowledge, which is produced-

out of one’s own desire at the time when there is the contradictory knowledge, is called
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aharyajiiana.  (Virodhijfianakalinecchaprayojyajfianatvam  aharyajhianatvam — or
‘dedhakdlz'necchdjanyam jhanam)'. The word ‘Ghdrya’ means ‘artificial’, which is
found in the  Bhattikavya  where  the ladies are  described as
aharyasobharahitairamayaih® (that is, free from artificial beauty). From this, it follows
that the word anahdrya means ‘natural’ which is expressed by the term ‘dmdyailjz’.
When we talk of dhdryafi(onwledge, it has to be taken as an artificial knowledge on
account of the fact that between two objects an object is deliberately thought as
' otherwise in spite of knowing the-,dis’_t‘inct character or real nature of these two objects.
In these cases one’s desire of thinkiﬁg an object as otherwise acts as an instrument
(icchajanya). 1t is to be borne in mind that the Navya Naiyéyikas have given much
“importance on vivaksda (that is, will f6 say). Let us put forth some cases where we find a
knowledge produced through the instrumentality of desire (icchdjanyajiiana). One is
allowed to say sthalt pacati (he cooks with clay-pot) with the hominative case ending to
the pot instead of the correct expression ‘sthalya pacati, with the -instrumental case-

ending with the word sthalf if-one so desires.

" Apart from these there are a few cases where we find knowledge attained through the
instrumentality of desire (icchdjanya) as in the case of paksatd. If someone bears a
strong desire to infer (sisddhayisa), he can infer in spite of having siddhi.
(‘si,sddhayisc‘zsattve’numitirbhavatyeva’f. It is permissible as the Naiyayikas believe in
the theory of pramanasamplava (that is, capability of applying various pramdnas) to
- ascertain an object. According to this theory, ‘fire’ which is perceived can be inferred if
someone so desires. That a cloth is cbmpletely different from a jar is completely known
from the perception and hence there is not at all any necessity to infer a cloth as distinct
from a jar. In spite of this one is found to infer : ‘It (that is, a cloth) is endowed with the
mutual absence of a jar, as it has got clothness’ (ghatanyonyabhdavavin patatvar). All
these cases are supportable as an individual desires to do so and hence the role of
icchajanyatva in the attainment of knowledge cannot be denied. But it should be clearly
borne in mind that all icchgjanya — inferences or knowledges — are not Ghdrya. The

icchajanya — jiana as found in the case of riipaka and tarka are the instances of
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aharyajiiana. From the above-mentioned cases it is proved that desire may act as the

instrument of knowledge, which is called icchdjclmyajﬁdna.

Another problem may be raised how the concept of Ghdryajiiana can be accommodated
in Nyaya as the sentence conveying such cognition has no yogyata or semantic
competency. It may seem strange to us as to why such artificial nature of knowledge is
at all essential in the context of Nyaya. Though there is no direct result of the
deliberation of such artificial knowledge due to not having semantic competency

(yogyata), it plays a great role in pointing out the exact nature of an object indirectly.

The importance of accepting dhc'zrydjﬁdna can be realized easily if we ponder over the
importance of tarka as a philosophicali rriethod. Tarka is nothing but an aharyajfidna,
which is evidenced from the definition given in the Nilakanthaprakasikd on Dipika
‘dharyavyapyavattabhramajanya aharyavyapakavattabhramastarkah'® That is, tarka is.
an imposed (@harya) erroneous cognition of the existence of a pervader (vyapaka)
which is produced by another imposed erroneous cognition of the existence of a vyapya.
If the knowledge in the form — ‘There is fire in the lake’ (hrado vahniman) is produced
out of one’s desire at the time where there is the awareness of the contradictory
knowledge in the form - ‘there is the absence of fire in the lake’ (hrado -
vahnyabhdvavan), it is called @hdrya. In this case erroneous cognition is delibéfate
which is not found in ordinary illusion., |

The main purpose of accepting aharyajiiana is to ascertain. the true nature of an object
(visayaparisodhaka) and to remove the doubt of, deviation (vyabhicarasamkanivartaka).
The aharyajfiana existing in the former type — ‘If it has no fire, it has no smoke
(Yadyam vahniman na syat tada dluimavan na sydt) ascertains the existence of fire in a
particular locus. In the same way, the Navya Naiyayikas have accepted another form of
tarka, which is also ahdrya in order to eliminate one’s doubt of deviation
(vyabhicarasamka). If someone bears a doubt whether smoke and fire have an

invariable relation or not, this doubt of deviation (vyabhicarasamka) can be dispelled by
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demonstrating the aharya knowledge in the form : ‘If smoke be deviated from fire, it
- will not be caused by fire’, (dhiimo yadi vahnivyabhicdrt‘ syat tarhivahnijanyo na syat).
From this it is indirectly proved that as smoke is caused by fire, it will not be deviated

‘from fire.’

By virtue of being 5hdrya both the parts — the ground (@padaka) and consequent
(dpddya) are imaginary or hypothetical. If the first part is true, the second part would
become automatically true. But it is a well — known fact that the second part is not true
in so far as we do not get any smoke, which is not caused by fire. So, the doubt as to the
deviation of fire with smoke can be removed by applying the farka in the form of
aharya. It, being a kind of mental'cdﬁStruction, is useful for removing doubt and hence
it becomes promoter to pramdnas. This @harya cognition is otherwise called anis;&pqtti
or anistaprasanga, that is, introduction of the undersired through which the desired one

is established. This imposition of the undersired is of two types :

rejection of the established - fact and the acceptance of the non-established object -
(Syadanistam dvividham smrtam pramanikaparityagastathe-taraparigrahah). If there is
an aharyagjfidna in the form — ‘water cannot quench thirst’, there would arise an
objectiori — ‘If it is so, no thirsty people should drink water’. It is known from our
experience that water is capable of quenching thirst, which is denied here and hence it

comes under the first type of anista.

If it is said that water causes burning, there would arise objection in the form — ‘If it is
so, the drinking of water would cause a burning sensgtion. The burning sensétion from
water is not an established fact, which is admitted here and hence it belongs to the
second type of anista. We often take recourse to ahdryajiiana even in our day-to-day
debate. If an opponent says to a Naiyayika that self is non-eternal (anitya), he may first
agree with what the opponent says in the following manner — ‘O.K., initially I agree
with yoil that self is non-eternal’. This agreement for the time being is d'hdrya and the

next step in the form — ‘If self were non—eterrial in nature, there would not have been the
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enjoyment of karma, rebirth or liberation due to the destruction of the self’, is also

ahdrya which indirectly points to the eternality of self. In the same way, various
| expressions like ‘If I were a bird, I would have flown from one place to another’, ‘If
you were a firmament, I would have stretched my wings like a crane’ (which reminds
me of a Bengali song — Tumi akds yadi hate ami balakar mato pakha meltam) can be

included under aharyajriana.

The accommodation of aharyajiiana in Navya Nyaya is primarily to promote an indirect
method through which truth is ascertained. In the indirect proof in symbolic logic the
negation of the conclusion is deliberately taken which is also an aharya and from this it
is shown that, if this is takén as éonclusion, it will lead to some contradiction or
absurdity as said earlier. It the negation of P which is originally a conclusion is taken as
a conclusion of aharya — type and proved it as contradictory or absurd, it will
automatically follow that the original conclusion, that is, P (andharya) is true. The -
method is also called the method of pfoof by reductio ad ;;{)surdum.(’

In metaphorical expressions such ahdryajiiana bears a completely different import.
Riipaka remains in the representation of the- subject of description, which is not
concealed, as identified with another well-known standard (ripakam rapitaropad visaye
nirapahnave.)’ In the famous case of riipaka - mukhacandra the upameya is ‘face’
which is identified with ‘moon’. In this case, the distinction between these is not
concealed in spite of having excessive similarit)}. Though the difference between them
is not concealed yet there is the ascription of the identification between two objects
(atisamyat an&pahnutabhedayoh upamanopameyayoh abhedaropah). In spite of
knowing the distinction between upamana and upameya, there is the hypothetical

ascription of identity deliberately, which is also an ghdrya.t
From the above discussions, it is known to us that the accommodation of the

aharyajfiana presupposes some intention of an individual. In the case of metaphor,

aharyatva is taken recourse to in order to show the extreme similarities between two
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objects. In the same way, ahdryajfiana is accepted by the logicians to ascertain the real
nature of an object indirectly. Hence aharyajfiana can be utilized as an accessory to a
pramana (pramananugrahakariipena). Though semantic competency (yogyatd), the
criterion of the meaningfulness of a sentence, is not found in the sentences conveying
aharyajiiana, meaning of such sentences is easily understood by others. Had these been
not understood at all; the absenc¢ of yogyata cannot also be known. Moreover, as there
is semantic incompetency, a search for other indirect or secondary meaning is
permissible. As there is the absence of yogyaté in the expressions like mukhacandra and
‘If T were a bird, I would have ﬂown’, efc.,, a thlorough search for indirect meahing like
extreme similarity (atisdmya) between face and moon, the absurdity of describing a
man as bird, etc. have to be ascertained. It is to be kept in mind that the.semantic
competency is essential only in the case of direct meaning (Sakyartha) but not in
implicative or suggestive meaning (laksyartha or vyangyartha). In fact, an implicative
or suggestive meaning is looked for 1f there is the incompetency among the words -
(mukhyarthatadhe). Hence the serhantic incompetency paves way to the indirect
meaning as found in the expressions like ‘I am building castles in the air’, etec.
Following the same line it can be said the aharyajfidna can communicate something to

us indirectly in spite of not having the said competency.

Can we speak of aharyajiiana existing in the pure music or ragas, pure dance or
abstract paintings that are new worlds created through imagination ? In response to this,
the following suggestion can be made. Though aharyajfiana is a product of imagination,
all imagination cannot be taken as gharyajfiana. The imaginary ideas as found in the
fanciful stories or fairy tales, etc., are not dhdrya. Some imagination is created out of
one’s own will (icchaprayojya) at the time when one is conscious of the contradictory
knowledge (virodhijfianakalina). In spite of being conscious of the fact that fire cannot
stay in the lake, we imagine that the lake has fire out of our strong will. It is a case of
ahdrya as already mentioned. In the case of pure music, dance and abstract paintings,
we are not aware of the contradictory knovﬂédge (virodhzjﬁ’dm?) through which the

imaginary states are sublated (badhita). Though these are the cases of imagination

38



having the characteristic of icchaprayojyatva, or icchdjanyatva, they are not
aharyajiiana due to the lack of the other characteristic, that is, virodhijfianakalinatva or
vadhakalinatva. In the case of aharyajiiana both the characteristics should be taken as
- adjuncts of ifnaginations. An imaginary cognition associated with icchaprayojyatva or
icchajanyatva and virodhijfianakalinatva is called aharya. Due to the absence of the
second characteristic the charge of avyapti of the definition of ahdryajfidna to the pure

music, etc., does not stand on logic.

I propose to consider some problems relating to the concept of Tarka. As a mode of
apogogic proof the concept has been ubiquitous in diverse philosophical persuasions in
India. However [ shall have my cc;nsiderations focused on Vatsayanas’s view on the
matter. [ will be defending in position of. I shall consider in the context the formiilations

of the later thinkers of the Nyaya School. ~ + =~ ¢ - .

Let me begin by quoting Gautama’s definition of Tarka in translation. Tarka is a kind of
knowledge or deliberation, which is applied for the purpose of determining the right
knowledge of an object ‘whose .nature is knoWn roughly, but not specifically after
pointing out some causes in favour of it. (“Avijfiatetattve’rthe karanopapattitah

tattvajianarthamuhastarkah”.)’

Tarka is intended to reveal the right knowledge of an object. It cannot be employed for
revealing an object, which is unknown, That’s why, the term °‘avijidta’ is not
introduced in the definition. The ‘tattva’ as conjoined with avijfiata points to the fact
that the object which, though vaguely known, is not known as it really is (tatfva) may be
known through Tarka. In order to indicate that in case the faftva of an object is hitherto
unknown or which is not known as such could be known though 7arka, the term ‘artha’
is inserted in the definition. This deliberation must be supported with the justification or

ground in favour of a particular conclusion (karanopapattih).
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| In respect of an object: not known properly an inquiry arises in the cogniser. He may
laterly became confused in seeing the existence of two contrary characteristics in the
same object of inquiry. But finally he removes his doubt by ascertaining one of the
characteristics of the object on the strength of some proofs févouring one of the
alternatives. In other words, the individual knower has to get proof in favour of a

particular alternative, which eliminates the other.'°

Let us try to understand the process of reasoning following Vatsyayana with the help of
an example. A person desirous to knpw the real nature of the self or the knower may be
in doubt expressible in the foﬁn ‘Whether it possesses the properties of something
which is produced or those of someiﬁing which is not produced’. How to eliminate one
of the alternatives ? In order to show the method Vatsyayana indicates that the potential
cogniser proceeds to eliminate one alternative by applying some arguments of the
following form. He thinks that, if fhe self possesses the properties of something not-
produced, which is otherwise called eternal, it can enjoy the result of karma performed
in the previous birth. In Nyéya it is held that among suffering, birth, inclination, evil -
and false knowledge each of the succeeding orie causes the preceeding one and the
cessation of the succeeding one leads to the cessation of the preceeding one, and this
indeed is the state of liberation. Accordingly, the knower would have got into both
transmigratory as well as liberated states.!! If the self, on the other hand, is taken as
possessing the properties of the produced, it will not have these. F or, the knower after
being produced becomes associated _witﬁ the body, the senseorgans, happiness, and
miseries etc. on account of which he does not have any scope for enjoying the result of
karma done by him, as he is non-eternal in natufe. The RnO\;ver; of ‘course, does not exist
before his coming into being. The knower who Idid not pre-exist or who is completely
annihilated at death is not capable of enjoying the fruits of his karma. As the knower is
non-eternal, like other non;etemal objects, he héls no existence before his coming into
being and then he is completely annihilated at the destruction of his body. If this be the

case, the relation of a knower with more than one body and the absolute cessation of
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body i.e., absolute cessation of birth would be impossible, leading to the impossibility

of liberated and transmigratory states.

In other words, the non-eternal knower cannot be associated with more than one body
for enjoying the remaining result of karma and he would not be free from being birth
forever. If the knower were eternal, he would be associated with many‘bodies and
would be able to enjoy the result of karma. For that matter he might be liberated after
certain period. Hence, if the knower in the sense of self is iaken &s possessing effectual
properties, he would never enjoy the result of karma and liberation. This alternative i.e.,
the self as possessing the causally brought about properties cannot be taken as granted
due to the absence of the proper grdund mentioned above. This type of argumentation
or this method of elimination is called Tarka."

Vitsayana describes the method as a promoting to the ascertainment of right-
knowle'dge, but it is not right knowledge itself. Because, Tarka, after pointing out some
grounds, asserts one of the alternatives, but it does not point out this alternative
definitely as having such and such characteristics. In other words, though accessory to
the attainment of right knoWledge, it does not definitely assert a bérticular alternative in
the form : ‘This object is of such nature’. The main characteristic features of the object

are not deliberated through this method and hence it is not right knowledge itself. 13

It is accessory to the right knowledge because, it, after pointing out some grounds in
‘favbur of the ascertainment of the right knowledge of an object i.e. correct alternative,
becémes promoter to the Pramanas. As Pramana is associated with Tarka, its power is
‘enhanced and thus the enhanced power becomes helpful for the revelation of the right
knowledge (tattva).'* In the context ‘fattva’ means ‘thatness’ i.e., to know an object as it
really is. In other words, the positivity of the positive and the negativity of the negative
entity may be described as tattva i.e. the absolute sameness.'’> This real nature of an

entity is revealed through Pramdna associated with Tarka, the promoter.
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i
~ From the V'Eltséyana’s analysis it is, found that Tarka is generally adopted by. an
individual who inquires -into the nature of an object not known properly and who isina
confusion there being two contrary propefties in an object (arising out of not having
proper knowledge of the object). At this point Vatsdyana suggests that inquiry comes
first and there arises confusion about the nature of the objects. The confusion as to its
nature prompts an individual to employ Tarka so that the confusion may be removed by
way of having tattvajfiana. A problem may arise in this regard. It is not always true that
_confusion follows from the inquiry into right knowledge. But sometimes inquiry into.
right knowledge follows as well from confusion. Inquiry about an object follows if the
object is confusedly apprehended or if there be any necessity to know it. Vacaspati
Mishra in his Tatparyatikd and Bhamatt on Adhydsabhdsya of Samkara has remarked
thet inquiry into an object is permissible if there is sandigdhatva (confusion) regarding
the nature of an object and saprayojanatva (having the need) for knowing it. In other
words, here the properties like ‘asandigdhatva’ and ‘Saprayojanarva’ leave no room for -
vyapya on account of the fact that the relation between them can be described as
‘Vyapya-Vyapakabhava’. For where there is sandigdhatva and saprayojanatva, there is
Jjijfidsyatva. If a jar is seen in broad daylight and if our senseorgans and mind are
connected, further inquiry about the object is not permissible because it is asandigdha
i.e. not subject to confusion. If somebody asks ‘How many teeth a Ccrow possesses’,
(kdkasya kati dantah) there should be no need for further inquiry as the case is one of
‘saprayojanatva’. Hence, any type of inquiry presupposes confusion regarding the

nature of an object, apart from the need of knowing it.'®

In connection with the explanation of Tarka in the Nyayasitra Vatsyayana appears to

give priority to inquiry, which precedes confusion,

The problem may be solved in the following manner. Vatsydyana’s position may be
justified if we ponder over the theory. Though in most cases inquiry arises out of one’s
confusion, it cannot be denied that sometimes curiosity or inquiry may arise in one’s

mind spontaneously. Now curiosity may lead one into confusion as to the nature of the
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object to be known. That is, a man who aspires to know would endeavour to know the
nature of an object. If the object apparently possesses two contrary features, he will be
in confusion. This confusion prompts to apply the method of Tarka. At this point -
‘confusion again gives rise to a second order. of inquiry in that form : ‘This object is of
this type or that type’. This sort of inquiry prompts the knower to resort to one more
Tarka. Hence, Vitsyayana need not be taken laé contradicting the view of Vacaspati
Misra. What Vﬁisyéyana _has been trying to ppint out is that there are two types of
inquiry of V\;hich thé second ordér one is the reason for the application of Tarka. If
someone begins the process of knowing with confusion and then inquiry is of first
order, Vatsyayana makes the remark intentional.lly in order to include both first order
and second order levels of inquiry és providing the reason for employing Tarka. This
may again be substantiated by the fact that we may sometimes have the superficial
knowledge of an object. But if the specific knowledge of the object is to be acquired,
another type of inquiry becomes necessary, which may be designated asa sécond order’
induiry. Any type of inquiry-either of first order or of second order is the reason for
application of the method of Tarka. Hence, Vacaspaﬁ’s view that confusion gives rise
to inquiry is not rejected by Vatsyayana. Cognitive inquiry sometimes assumes the first
‘order or sometime the second order form br status. Both of them are preéeded by earlier

state of confusion.

In connection with the explanation of the Vatsyayana’s view on Tarka, it would not be
luncalled for if Vacaspati. Misra’s and Navya Naiyayikas views are put forward for a
better appreciation of the Vatsyayana’s statement regarding Tarka. Vacaspati says that
one cannot know an object through Pramana if there arises any doubt. Praména cannot
be applied as long as the doubt of illusion is not dispélled through Tarka in the form of
anistapatti (imposition of the undesired). After the removal of doubt, Pramc'ma. can

reveal the object and hence Tarka is called as an accessory to Pramana.

It has been stated in the Bhdsya that Tarka is to be applied when object is confusedly
apprehended as having the existence of two contrary characteristic features. Ultimately

this doubt is removed through 7arka, which eliminates the other possibilities.
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If such be the case, another problem may be raised. So far as the elimination of doubt
through 7arka is concerned, we are adopting Tarka in each and every case of
knowledge. We are going on eliminating one object from another following this process
of elimination. When the knowledge of a cow is attained, the cow is eliminated, though
unconsciously, from the ‘non-cow’. We are unconsciously following the methodology
of the Tarka in the form : “If this cow were horse etc., it would not have possessed such
chargcteristics existing in a cow’. From this anistaparti we drawA our conclusion in the.
form : ‘As this cow does not possess the characteristic features of a horse etc. this-
animal is cow’. In this way, each and évery piece of knowledge ‘is the outcome of Tarka
though we are not always aware of the technicalities of the method. That is the reason
why the Buddhists have laid greatér emphasis on the concept of apoha. It may be
recalled that Ramanuja has explained the term ‘apohana’ found in the §loka of the
Bhagavadgita.'” as Uha or Tarka. Venkatanatha in his Nydyaparisuddhi has admitted
the above-mentioned meaniﬁg of the term Tarka and has referred to Ramanuja’s view. '
From considerations as above it follows that Tarka has a wider perspective. It may be
said to have a use in each and every case of knowled_ge,.no‘p alone the object in
confusion. Why had Vatsyayana laid so much of empﬁasis on thve fact that Tarka is to
be applied whenever an object is in some 'confusion (avijiiatatattva)? From the
foregoing analysis it is found that we are ever applying Tarka even when the object is
known. In other words, it -automatically comes I’to our mind that the known object i.e.
‘jar’ is different from ‘non-jar’. That ‘jar’ is different ‘non-jar’ is known on the strength
of the knowledge of the chafacteristic featurles of a jar as well as ‘non-jar’. So
Vatsyayana’s concept of Tarka surely have been much more wider. That Tarka is
needed for revelation of the object about which we have no specific knowledge is to be
taken as a restricted function of Tarka, as suggevsted by Vatsyayana. That would be too

inadequate.

In response to the above-mentioned problem one solution may be offered to strengthen
Vatsydyana’s position. It is true that we go on eliminating when we attain knowledge of

an object. Though it is done spontaneously, it would be too much to give justification
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for knowledge of an objéct, which is not at ali in confusion, If it were not in confusion,
what is the use of providing Tarka (in a demonstrative way) for the justification of its
knowledge ? To provide justification or proof for the object which is already established
gives rise to & logical defect calléd Siddhasadhana. Though this method of elimination
is adopted unconsciously, the intellectual demonstration of the method gives rise to the '
defect mentioned above, as this attitude is nothing but an effort to prove the object
already established. Keeping this in view Vatsydyana has emphasized that Tarka is to
be applied in an object which is not specifically known. This view of Vatsyayana is
strengthened when he says that argument is to be put forward in the case when the
~object is neither ascertained nor unkr}_own (completely) but in confusion.'” This theory

is applicable in any type of argumentation, not only of Tarka.

The form of Vyapti is : where thefe is deviation of fire, there is the negation of being a
product of fire (yvatra yatra vahnivyabhicaritvam tatra tatra vahnijanyatvabhavah). In .
- this form of Vyapti the first part is Vyapya (pervaded) and the second one Vydpéka
(pervader). In the same way, it can be said that the Apadaka-part is the pervader and
Apadya-part is pervaded. So invariable concommitance or Vyapti is included in Tarka.
In order to remove doubt about the existence of Vydapfi determ’ined by dpddya and
existing in apddaka in the form : “whether apadaka is pervaded by apdadya or not”
(Apadaka apadyavyapyo na va) in this Vyapti, the necessity of applying another Tarka
 will érise. In this Tarka there is another Vyapti. In order to remove the doubt of the
above-mentioned form existing in this Vydpti also, another Tarka will have to be

resorted to and in this way the defect called ‘Infinite Regress’ (anavastha) would crop

up®

The above-mentioned view is not tenable. For the doubt -of deviation does not arise in

Vyapti of a Tarka, for it would involve contradiction (vydghdta) in respect of one’s own
|

activity and hence, the necessity of another Tarka does not arise at all.

One can doubt so long as there does not arise any contradiction in respect of one’s own

ptactical activity. A man is not permitted to bear any doubt about Vyapti between smoke
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- and fire; as he seeks fire in his practical life to get smoke without any hesitation. If he’
has 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. In this way, it
can be said that a man takes food to satisfy his hunger and. takes recourse to words to
make others understand his desire etc. So, one’s own activities indicate the absence of
doubt in them. Moreover, if we go on doubting, our doubting would be subject of doubt.

So, each and every case is not the subject of doubt.?’

It is found that Tarka is to be applied when there is doubt of deviation, but not in all
cases of inferences. In some cases inference is possible without any 7Tarka. The baby is
found to move on to suck mother’s‘breast without turning. to other objects. The reason.
behind this inclination of a newborn baby is the knowledge of its conduciveness to the
desired object (istasddhanatajiiana). The reason behind its absence of inclination to
other objects is the knowledge of their conduciveness iﬁ gaining objects that are not
desired (anistasadhanatdjiiGna). How does a baby come to know of the conduciveness
to the desired object ? As the baby has got no scope for experiencing conduciveness to
the desired objéct in this life, it is éssumed- that in the previous birth he had acquired the
kﬁowledge of Vyapti in the form : “Wh‘é_re there is the means for the maintenance of my
life, there is the means  of aftaining my desired object” (vatra yatra
majjivanaraksopayatvam tatra tatra madista-sadhanatvam). The impression of the
knowledge of Vyapti, which was experiericed in the previous birth, remains in the soul
of a newborn baby. After the awakening of the impression i.e. samskdra, the baby
attains the knowledge of Vyapti which gives rise to the inference.?? In this inference
there is no scope for applying Tarka (Reductio-ad-absurdum), as he bears no doubt
about the efﬁcacy'of sucking mother’s breast and hence, there would not arise the

defect of Anavalvthd (Infinite Regress).”

It has been shown that as the child has got the knowledge of Vydapti without the help of
~any Tarka, it (Tarka) cannot be the cause of a'sceftaihing Vyapti. As the knowledge of

Vyapti is possible without taking recourse to Tarka, there is the violation of the rule ‘the
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method of agreement in absence.” Here, the effect i.e. the ascertainment of Vyapti is
present while the proposed cause (i.e: Tarka), is absent. So, Tarka cannot be the cause
of ascertaining Fyapti,** but it may help in removing the doubt of deviation existing in

an inference.
In this way the Indian as well as Western Logicians apply the method of Reductio-ad-

absurdum or tarka to determine the real cause on real nature of an object, which

originally beléngs to geomentry.
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Evam Sarirasya caitanye balakasya stanyapane pravrttirna syat, istasadhanatajiianasya

taddhetutvat, tadantmistasadhanatasmarakdbhavat, Manmate tu

_ianméntarﬁnubhﬁtestasz‘idhanatvasya tadantm smaranadevapravrttib, - Siddhantamuktavalr on

Versq No. 48.

“Jatamatrasya pravrttinivrttihetutvanumitijanakavyaptijiianam tarkam vinaiva...”- T.C.

(Vyaptigrahopaya Chapter).
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