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GETTIER-LIKE PROBLEM IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Yatharthain Sarvameveha Vijianamiti.... Prabhakaragurerbhavah
— Salikanatha

Seceptical philosophy doth make cowards of us all
— Alan R. White

The importance of (Gettier and) Gettier-like problem is
best understood in the context of scepticism. And scepticism
is a major concern of philosophers of every age and cul-
ture. In the first part of my paper I have distinguished a
few kinds of scepticism and their sources. I have also shown
that like the contemporary epistemologists! the classical
Indian Philosophers were aware of these. But the approach
the Indian Philosophers adopted to meet the challenge of
scepticism is significantly different from the approach
epistemologists adopt. These two approaches have also been
distinguished and, in a general way, their relative value has
been assessed. In the second part at least one Gettier-like
problem to be found in Indian philosophy has been cited
and explained. In the third part I have discussed an in-
stance of the characteristic way in which the Indian Philo-
sophers meet the challenge of scepticism.

I

It may be of interest to those who are execlusively or
mainly acquainted with the philosophies of one culture to
find some parallel philosophical concern and similar philo-
sophical views among philosophers of different culture and
age.” The interest is likely to deepen if the views have been
defended (or rejected) on different grounds or clarified
along different lines. This is not to suggest, of course, that
the genuineness of concern or the importance of the views
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or the soundness of the argument would have to lose any-
thing if such parallelism had not existed. Any way, it seems
that some of the contemporary epistemologists have been
led® to admit, sometimes perhaps inspite of themgelves, the
following positions:

(P) Knowledge cannof be falset

(Q) One cannot fail to know?
that one knows that P whenever
one knows that p

Some classical Indian Philosophers not only accepted these
positions willingly but also argued strongly in favour of
them. The philosophers of the Prabhakara School, for ex-
ample, consider these two positions to be central to their
philogophy.

These positions are held and defended, when they are
held and defended, in defiance of scepticism. And this scep-
ticism seems to be a concern of philosophers of all culture
and age. The epistemologists seem to have inherited their
concern over scepticism from Plato himself. Moore [Moore
1922/60 p. 163, Moore 1925]. Russell [Russell 1912 pp. 37-
40] and some other philosophers seemed to have achieved
in the recent past considerable progress in clarifying the
problem of scepticism if not solving it finally. But the dis-
covery of the Gettier counter-example [Gettier 1963] seems
to have again brighten the prospect of scepticism.® The
epistemologists in general have not, however, accepted the
situation in the spirit of resignation. Various attempts have
been made and are still being made to supply a fourth con-
dition that would solve the Gettier problem.

This is as it should be. A philosopher true to his vocation
can ill afford to accept or ignore sceplicism [Stroll 1967,
p. 3]. It seems that he is committed to the view that know-
Jedge in general and also perhaps certain particular kinds
of knowledege are possible. All the clasgical schools of Indian
philosophy™ openly acknowledged this commitment. But just

as in Greek and English Philosophies so also in Indian
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philosophies we find there were thinkers who jealously for-
mulated and defended scepticism. And it seems to have
been felt by many philosophers, in any case, at least by
some Indian philosophers, that to successfully meet scepti-
cism one should accept and defend both (P) and (Q). It
is, however, not apparent how one's admitting or even de-
fending successfully both (P) and (Q) can be an answer
to secepticism. For when the sceptics deny or doubt® that
one ever knows a single proposition, they can, as will be
clear, at the same time consistently hold both (P) and (Q).
Thus the nature of the approach to meet scepticism and the
prospect of its success are determined, at least partly, by
the source and type of scepticism.

Scepticism may arise from the fact or belief that there
is no way or means of getting knowledge. Scepticism (S1),
which has such a source, denies or doubts that we hawve or
can have knowledge in general or of some particular kind.?
But there may be another kind of scepticism (S2) which
arises from the fact or belief that we cannot know that we
have knowledge even if and when we have it. This (S2)
may be taken as a variety (S'a) of (8!') in which case it is
to be understood as denying or doubting that we have or
can have knowledge of knowledge i.e., denying or doubting
that we do or can know that we know.1° But (S2) may also
be understood as (S%b) as denying or doubting that we
have or can have any adequate eriterion for identifying a
case of knowledge as a case of knowledge.* Contemporary
epistemologists often given this (S°b) a predominently lin-
guistic formulation. And hence even when they speak of
analysis of knowledge they mean analysis or definition of
‘know’ or ‘knowledge’.

Now one possible variety or scepticism (S%b) is eertainly
scepticism about criterion. We shall call it ¢est-scepticism.
But this variety of scepticism is incompatible with the scep-
ticism (S!) which denies or doubts that we have or can
have any knowledge.l? (We call it act-scepticism to distin-
guish it from test-scepticism.) For a test-sceptic will most
1LPQ, §
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probably adopt the strategy of demonstrating the failure of
any particular proposed definition of knowledge by show-
ing either that it covers a case which is not knowledge or
fails to cover some genuine act of knowledge. But once
act-scepticism is aceepted, or so long it remains unanswer-
ed, there is no knowledge-act the failure to cover which can
render a proposed criterion of knowledge too narrow and
for that matter unacceptable.’* Nor can it be shown in
any significant sense that a proposed criterion is too wide
or even non-applicable. The test-sceptic has therefore a
few advantages. His position is not liable to be rejected out
right on the ground that it violates commonsense.'* But
for the same reason one may easily be led to think that the
issue with the criterion or test-sceptic ig linguistic. And not
infrequently the issue is construed in this way: Do we or
can we have an acceptable criterion of knowledge? And
the approach usually adopted by many contemporary epis-
temologists is “logic of the expression” approach or LE
approach. In other words, these epistemologists while hav-
ing only test scepticism in view, appear to think what is
needed to meet such scepticism is (the proper) analysis or
definition of knowledge. In other words, we shall have to
have a logic of “know”. By a logic of an expression is meant
the (totality of the ?) rules determining meaning of that
expression. But those who view things like meaning with
suspicion or those who for whatever reason do not like to
speak in terms of meaning, mean by logic of an expression
the (totality of the ?) rules of the correct use of that ex-
pression. These rules are supposed to specify the necessary
and sufficient conditions of the correct use of the expres-
sion under reference.

It should be noted, however, that while the test sceptic-
ism was not unknown to the classical Indian philosophers,
this did not have for them essentially a linguistic character.
They did not equate criterion with nominal definition. And
perhaps for this reason they could keep distinct the condi-
tions of knowing from the conditions of our ability to say
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that we know, even though they maintained that (real) de-
finition does at the same time provide us with a criterion
of use for the relevant expression. And it may be that we
could have taken from the discovery of the Gettier problem
the lesson that we need to keep distinct more carefully and
consciously the linguistic approach (and for that matter,
conditions of our ability to say that we know) from the
ontological and/or psychological approach (and for that
matter conditions of knowing). It may incidentally be men-
tioned that Plato, to whose writing the epistemologists
trace their classical definition of knowledge, did not want
to formulate simply a criterion of our use of “know” or
its synonym when he distinguished knowledge from belief.
[Cf. Cross 1979, pp. 168-170]. Anyway, the Indian Philogo-
phers do not deny the importance of the fact of usage. But
their approach is not linguistic. They do not think that the
only or even the best way to philosophical truth is through
the study of language. In any case, in their treatment of
knowledge and scepticism they do not adopt the logic of the
expression approach. Their approach may better be charac-
terized as the nature of the thing approach.is

It is not my purpose here to judge either the absolute or
relative merit of these approaches. And it is very difficult
to pass such judgments. I have discussed the point else-
where in greater detail. Consideration of space prevents me
from recounting those points. I shall only make some brief
remarks. In the first place, I understand the attitude of the
Indian philosophers in this way. Linguistic approach in
general and logic of the expression approach in particular
is all right as far as it goes. But it does not go very far. If
such a logic is to be justified!® or preferred to some other
logic then we shall have to have recourse to the considera-
tion of the nature of the thing concerned. This brings me
to my second remark. Logic of the expression approach is
a very slippery ground. If the Gettier problem has taught
us anything it is this that we use or withhold the expres-
sion “known” or even “know that” in so diverse cases that
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it is practically impossible to cover all those cases by a
logic which would satisfy the Griffiths preference criterion
[Griffiths 1967 p. 5]. And this may be the reason why some
epistemologists doubt that any satisfactory (nominal) defi-
nition of knowledge can at all be provided. [Chisholm 1977
p 106]. Anyway, logic of an (natural language) expression
cannot be, it seems, its own justification. An inadequate
awareness of this truth leads to delicate situations in philo-
sophical discussion. I shall give just two examples. In course
of philosophical exchange over an issue deriving directly
from Gettier (counter) example Hoffmann appears to sug-
gest [Hoffman 1975] that Almeder does not have the same
sense of language as, perhaps, he himself has. This leaves
us with the delicate task of deciding their relative compe-
tence as user of the English language. The other example
is this. Alan R. White writes “I do not think that we ever
do use ‘know’ in the way that Malcolm says we do”. [White/
Griffiths 1967 (68) p. 103].

11

Some Indian philosophers have discussed a Ge'ttier like
example. Let us compare the three cases [Vidyaranya 1949
9/2-12 and 9/23-24].

Case 1
(A) (i) A man M, suddenly saw from a distance(p)
that o piece of gem was lying on the floor of a
temple T
(ii) He rushed to collect it.

(B) He got it and left the place.

(C) The fact, however, is this. (i) M, has in the past
visited the temple (T,) on many occasions,
(ii) came to know that there were many gems and
gold ornaments in the temple; (iii) on this parti-
cular occasion it was dark when M, looked at the
temple from a distance.
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(D) (i) That particular night the priest, had left inad-
vertently a piece of gem on the floor, (ii) left
the door open and (iii) went for a short visit
to a house in the vicinity.

Case 2

Set of conditions (A) are the same except for it was
a different man M. and a differeat temple {.. Condition
(B) does not hold. What holds rather is (B,) : M. (found
a closed door) did not get the gem and left t. frustrated.
Set of condition (C) is the same with suitable adjust-
ment with respect to M and t. But there obtained instead
of (D) a different set of conditions (D,). Here (i) the
priest. did not leave any gem but only a lit lamp behind,
(ii) closed the door firmly and (iii) went for a short
visit to a house in the vicinity. But (E,) there was a hole
in the door through which M. could see the glow of the
lamp and mistook it for gem.

Cuase 3

With the change M; and T; set conditions (A), (B)
and (c) prevailed. But instead of (D)or (D,)there obtain-
ed(D,) : (i)the priests left a gem on the floor (ii) closed
the door but not securely and (iii) went for a short visit
to a house in the vicinity. And (E,) in the door there was
a hole through which M; could see the glow of the real
gem, mistook this glow for the real gem and rushed to have
the gem. But before he reached the temple and unsus-
pected by M; a gust of wind threw open the doors of the
temple widely. ‘

In case 2 the man involved could reasonably believe that
p was true. Yet in fact it was false. But in the first and the
last case p is in fact true. And yet in the last case M. can-
not be said to know that p. It. may be that M; would never
know that he was mistaken.

The Indian philosophers, it may be held, are unanimous
that M. was mistaken. They are of the opinion that M;
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could not be said to have seen the gem and could not have
Enown that P even though he falsely believed that he knew.
He only mistook the glow of the gem to be a real gem. And
Gettier also meant to illustrate with his examples that
smith could not have known (e) or (h) of his examples.
His illustrations were offered as counter examples where
classical definition of knowledge fails. And now it may be
thought that the Indian philosopher from whom I have
taken the examples (formulation is of course mine)
only wanted to illustrate by their means, that a falsehood
may be as effective as a truth or more accurately a not pro-
perly accredited source of knowledge can lead to exactly
the same result to which an accredited source can lead. Even
so this can be construed as a counter example to some parti-
cular definition of pramd in accordance with which, roughly
speaking, non-deceptive cognition is what counts as know-
ledge.l” It has been noted in the literature that this defini-
tion applies in the case 3 cited above. But for all that, philo-
sophers of different schools are unanimous that case 3 is
not a case of knowledge and have tried to revise or reinter-
pret the definition so that it can be seen that case 3 is not
covered. This shows quite independent of a particular crite-
rion we have some intuitive notion of what constitutes a
knowledge. And if we are to defend this intuitive mnotion,
we cannot, it seems, do so simply on the basis of actual
linguistic practice or by simply refusing to admit any
counter example.

It may still be urged that neither the Gettier example nor
the said Gettier-like example (case 3) has anything to do
with scepticism. Gettier himself, it is true, did not
draw any sceptical conclusion, or any general conclusion
whatsoever from the existence of counter-example. But
the fact that any adequate defense of traditional definition
of knowledge against Gettier-like (counter) example is yet
to be found out, and the fact that already many have begun
to despair [cf. Chisholm 1977, p. 106], one may be inclined
to think that scepticism may have in it more truth than is
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normally recognized. And some Indian philosophers seem to
maintain that existence of case 3 invalidates Vatsyayana’s
attempted demonstration to the act sceptics that there are
cases which can truly be regarded as knowledge. His de-
monstration in essence consists in distinguishing as cases of
knowledge those beliefs which lead to successful volition
[Vatsyayana, p. 1]. But if as in our case 3 a falsehood can
also lead to successful volition then such demonstration is
rendered invalid. On the other hand without some such de-
monstration extreme nihilist or Sarvasunyetd vadi, who
can be regarded as act-sceptic [Tarkavagisa, vol.-I, p. 6]
cannot be properly met. And some maintain [Tarkavagisa,
vol.-I, p. 4 footnote] that Buddhists have cited this case 3 to
show that Vatsyayana has failed to meet the act-sceptic
whether or not it was directed in particular against Vat-
syayana’s argument, Dharmakirti cites the case 3 [ct.
Dharmakirti 8/51; incidentally the edition T consulted con-
tains a serious but obvious printing mistake.] and Citsukha-
chiryya [Citsukha, p. 859] utilises this example to show
that the sort of demonstration Vatsyayana offered against
act-sceptic does not work.

A Naiyayika or, for that matter any one who may think
that case 3 can be utilized by sceptics to their advantage
is likely to adopt the strategy of not accepting case 3 as a
counter-example.'® Such Naiyayikas would regard this case
as a case of error plain and simple and would hold that in
such cases our volition is not and cannot be successful
[Tarkavagiéa Vol-I, pp. 3-4]. But others may urge that the
Nyaya strategy would lead to obliterating an experienced
difference between case 2 and case 3. In both cases the res-
pective man was mistaken but while in case 2 the abortive
attempt to collect the gem ends in dismay in case 3 M; is
successful. Hence case 2 and case 3 should be kept distinet.
But the Nyaya strategy seems to obliterate this. Under the
circumstances it seems better to admit frankly the failure
of any pragmatic test of truth.
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III

To come back to our point, (P) or something like it has
to be defended in order to resist scepticism. But (P) can-
not convineingly be defended by pleading in each case that
whoever advanced a counter example lacked proper sense of
language concerned or by resorting to sophistical strategy
to show that the counter-examples are not counter-exam-
ples at all.

Thus use of natural language expression is neither con-
sistent mor clear to the desirable extent so that LE ap-
proach to answer criterion scepticism could be hoped to
succeed immediately. This is not to deny that careful ex-
amination of the ways in which we actually use a word is
perhaps one of the best starting points in search of a cor-
responding criterion. And (P) may be viewed as showing
that truth is a part of our ordinary mnotion of knowledge.
But how to decide whether this (P) or any such other crite-
rion, e.g. the traditional definition of knowledge which the
epistemologists accept in one version or other, is adequate?
One way may be to disallow any counter-example. From
this point of view one may defend the traditional definition
of knowledge against Gettier counter-example by saying
that Smith does know (e) and (h) since all the conditions
set forth in the traditional knowledge have been satisfied.
But except in a formal system one is hardly likely to adopt
LE approach in this sense. Ordinary language philosophers
who practice LE approach would rather admit the possi-
bility of counter-examples and would either deny the possi-
hility of a fool proof criterion or remain ready to revise -
indefinitely any criterion adopted provisionally. On this
view CGettier like counter-examples only show that the tradi-
tional definition is inadequate. In other words it is taken
for granted that knowledge is at least what it is said to be
in the criterion. But one may even challenge this or one
may doubt if the criterion has any justification i.e., if it has
any application whatsoever. It will not do to say that this
criterion has been developed by a study of the ways in
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which the word is actually used. For the obvious retort will
be that if the criterion can still be inadequate what guaran-
tee is there that it is not false altogether. Can it not be the
case that sometimes what is known is not true. “Only what
is true can be known, in the propositional sense of know-
ledge. . . ., but this is a fact of grammar, not of psychology”’.
And the ability of this criterion to distinguish knowledge
from belief is doubtful. . .. one reason for this being that
in common speech the distinction is not sharp. We are
usually able to decide the point in particular cases, though
even here there may be differences of opinion, but it is open
to doubt whether the particular decisions can be fitted tidily
under any general rule. [But compare Griffiths 1967, p. 5].
This might be thought a ground for emending our usage
....” [Ayer 1973/79, p. 55] Prabhakara for example, may
urge that we have in our language such uses as “mistaken
belief”, “erroneous belief”, and we have in the history of
philosophy many theories and account of error or erroneous
belief. But most of them proceed by taking the said expres-
sions as fact of psychology while error is only a fact of
grammar. Thus need for justifying a criterion even when
the same is based on ordinary usage cannot be ruled out.
And a ecriterion-sceptic may not be satisfied only by for-
mulability of a criterion which is generally satisfactory
in the sense, it applies in most of the commonly accepted
cases of knowledge the way demand that we should be fur-
ther able to justify the criterion on a firmer basis. -

I want to emphasize the point that the Prabhakaras de-
fend our claim to knowledge in a way which is to be distin-
guished from the way we characterize as LE approach. But
their crucial argument in favour of (P) is usually put in
a way which does not bring this out clearly. Now one who
attempts an LE approach towards the problem of know-
ledge at hand is likely to take (P) as a very inelegant
formulation of at least one part of the logic of “know”.2®
There is a sense of “know” in which not only no knowledge
can be false but also no knowledge can be true either, Even
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when we take knowing to be a propositional attitude, it is
not knowledge which is true or false. What is true or false is
not the (act or) propositional attitude but only the content
of propositional attitude. Hence (P) needs be reformulated
to read

(P;) If there is a proposition (or object of propositional
attitude) which is false then the propositional atti-
tude which it determines as object cannot be an
(propositional) attitude of knowing.

The truth of the content of a propositional attitude is a
necessary condition for the attitude being an attitude of
knowing. Thus its being the content of a propositional atti-
tude of knowing is a sufficient condition for concluding the
proposition to be true. Thus knowing becomes, by defini-
tion, such propositional attitude the content of which is a
true proposition. And the only sense of a knowledge being
true is that it has for its content a proposition which is true.
It therefore follows that no knowledge can be false, One
cannot be said to know unless what one knows is true. Some
such logic is already admitted by a common user of Eng-
lish language. So if such a person is not ever found to talk
in the way (P;) nor is he expected to utter such expression
as, say, ‘my knowledge is false’ or even (P). He would rather
use instead of (P), say (P.) ‘one cannot be mistaken about
what one knows’. This, it seems, is not the way he simply
talks but the way he feels; the way the things are. So if
asked to justify he is hardly expected to say, what requires
a good deal of philosophical sophistication to say : that is
the way the word “know” behaves in English language. It
may be and perhaps it is true that he has picked up (Ps)
from common usage, that the linguistic convention in which
he has been brought up has given him this conviction, but
convention did not also teach him to believe that con-
vention in its own right is a principle of justification
over and above being a principle of explanation. Besides,
just as logic of the expression (“know”) rules ont the
possibility of knowledge being false so also logic of the ex-
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pression (“belief”) permits belief to be false. Thus both
what can be false and what cannot be are a priori deter-
mined. Sceptical question can hardly be put in the usual way.
Only way it can be put now is this: can there be a case
which is counter-intuitive to regard as a case of knowledge
and yet passes for knowledge if we adopt a particular logic
of the expression (or if we acoept the logic of expression
we do accept) ?. The question becomes a question as to how
adequately our logic of “know’ tallies with our intuitive
understanding of what knowledge is. But to begin with
such a question may be interpreted as beging the question
against the sceptic.

Priabhiakara argument in favour of (P) or its analogue
is sometimes so presented as to carry the impression that
they also beg the question against their sceptical adver-
saries. For the argument is put in this way.? K,, an in-
stance of knowledge, is veridical (true)?! just because it is
a case of knowledge. It seems therefore it would be contra-
dictory to describe the same single cognitive state as both
a state of knowledge and a state of ignorance or error
(error pertains to some other thing). It may seem that
what is being urged is that the range of the application of
the word “pratyaya” (Knowledge”) excludes the range of
application of the word “bhrama” (“error”) as much as the
range of the word “nicaya” (conviction) excludes that of
“Saméaya” (‘“doubt)). It appears therefore that the issue is
linguistic. For if its being pratyayae entitles a pratyaya to be-
come yathdrthe then no counter example can be offered. If
one offers a case of experience which is not veridical then
by the logic of “pratyeya” or “jnana” it will not be a cogni-
tive experience at all. It will be wrong, however, to re-
present the Prabhiakaras as arguing a linguistic point.

One may, however, hold that the Prabhakaras do main-
tain a case of error to be a linguistic fact and a truth about
language. Error is not a psychological fact, a distinct kind
of experience, It is not an item of ontology. Only we have
in our language words like “bhrama’” (or “error”) and we
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have some uses of such words in our language. Bhrama may
also be a certain type of non-cognitive activity or certain
situation of such activity [Salikanatha, p. 127]. And what
“bhrame’” in this sense requires is an explanation of how
and when we find occasions for the use of the word
“bhrame” and so on. [Name tarhi purovertini “idam rajo-
tam’ iti visista nirvehah Kotham? etc. Ramanujacharya,
p. 2]. It is not further required to admit a distinet type of
cognitive experience ealled error. If thus the Prabhakaras
can show on independent ground that there is no such cog-
nitive experience which is erroneous then they can argue in
the way they have been presented to argue above
without implying that they are arguing simply a linguistic
point. And the argument why the Prabhakaras eannot
accept error as a distinct kind of cognitive experience is not
because the accepted convention about our use of “jnanam”
is what it is, but because of an accepted feature of the
thing jnana. It is accepted that cognition is essentially in-
tentional. There cannot be a cognitive experience which is
not cognitive experience of something. And that something
of which a cognitive experience is a cognitive experience i3
called the visaya of that experience. Every cognitive expe-
rience must have a wisaya in this sense. In other words
every cognitive experience is savisayaka.

The Prabhakaras now argue that the condition of a cog-
nitive experience being that experience excludes the possi-
bility of its being erroneous. Either a particular cognition,
say, a cognition of a snake (that that is a snake) is not a
cognition of a snake or it is not erroneous. And this can be
generalized to yield the conclusion: no particular eognitive
experience can be erroneous. The point of the Prabhikaras
is this. A cognition of a snake is what it is because it has
snake for its object (or the proposition, say, ‘that it is a
snake’ for its content). But a cognition cannot claim some-
thing to be an object unless it informs us of or reveals that
thing. On the other hand, if it reveals the thing which it
claims to be its object i.e., if it reveals that object or fact
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of which it is the experience then it is necessarily bears that
relation to its object which is sufficient to turn it into a
veridical experience (Katham wyatharthyam Sdadhdaranan
Sarvasyapi jidnasyarthavyevicaritvena tanniyamat. Rama-
nujacharya, p. 2]. But if it does not reveal that object then
it is not that particular experience. So one eannot signi-
ficantly say that that particular cognitive experience is non-
veridical [cf. Salikanatha Nyayavithi 23-25, and in p. 122
Salikanatha also writes “Yadi rajatajidanam rajetavisayant
- na Syat tato vyevicaratyartham. Rajata visayatve tu ko
vyabhicarah?]. Thus we take the Prabhakaras to defend
(P) not simply on an argument from usage but from essen-
tial untenability of the contrary position that knowledge
can be false. And the untenability of a cognition being false
is not simply taken as a priori, as certified by our use of lan-
guage alone. Salikanatha argues separately in each case to
show that the kinds of cognition ordinarily regarded as
ayathdarthe cannot be so regarded. And what is important
is that he feels it necessary that we should take the trouble
of showing by argument that so-called cases of error are not
really so in order to prove that each cognition is veridieal.
[Anenaiva Prakarena Sarvabhrintisu panditaih; Uhaniya
hetubhedd yatharthajiianasiddhaye. Salikanatha, p. 58]. And
this he feels necessary as otherwise scepticism could not
perhaps be resisted. [Jiidnaye pyabhicare’pi visvaseh Kim
nivandhanap. Salikanatha, Nyayavithi, p. 68].

I shall end my paper here after simply noting that this
view of the Prabhakaras should not be confused with the
doctrine of Svatah pramanya (utpatii paksae). For 1 think
while admitting the theory of Swvateh pramanye the
Bhattas, particularly, resist scepticism by defending a
weaker assertion. They would not argue that every case of
cognitive experience is veridical. They argue that every
veridical cognitive experience is veridical just because it is
an (cognitive) experience. This is a weaker but, it seems
more convincing position to adopt against the sceptics for
it admits the possibility of our experience being mistaken
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sometimes. Just as the position of the Sunyavadi or of any
thoroughgoing sceptic appears self stultifying [ef. Vacaspati,
pp. 1088-89]. So also sort of position the Prabhakaras hold
may be viewed as “A kind of dogmatism or infallibilism
that is inconsistent with the spirit of free inquiry.” [Chis-
holm 1977, p. 116]. The fact however remains, even the
Bhattas defend their position not by adopting an LE
approach.

14, Kolvin Road, ROMA RAY
ALLAHABAD

NOTES

1. Hereafter I shall refer to the contemporary analytic English
Speaking epistemologists as simply epistemologists.

2. Buch comparison is not only interesting but is also an indis-
pensable aid for understanding philosophical views of different
culture which is at times a very difficult job. [ef: Gram 1974,
pp. 114-15].

3. I simply mean that sometimes critics derive from his views
which the author did not wish to profess.

4. This position will be more elegantly and precisely formulated
below.

5. Unless otherwise mentioned I shall confine my discussion to pro-
positional knowledge only. And whenever I use cognition as
synonym of jidne I may be taken to have in mind belief or cog-
nition in the propositional sense. Exeept for indeterminate cog-
nition or mirvikalpakae jRdna which can be neither true nor false,
“jiana” may safely be understood as propositional cognition. For
every determinate cognition or savikalpaka jiidana is expressible in
sentence. And the cases of Savikalpaka jiidna I have in mind are
expressible in indicative sentences. It may be noted in this con-
nection that the Indian Concept of Pramd involves both the no-
tions of truth (ydthdrthya) and conviction (nidcayatval.

6. “Other philosophers, after reflection upon this problem, have des-
paired of providing any definition of knowledge at all.” [Chis-
holm, 1977, p. 196].
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7. ':I‘here has not been a school of throughgoing sceptical philosophy
in the sense in which there was and still continues to be a school
of, say, the Advaita Vedanta or the Nyaya Vaidesika.

8. A thoroughgoing and cautious sceptic will not deny a position if
that amounts to accepting the position identical with the negation
of the position rejected. A. Stroll puts it nicely, “what makes the
skeptic such a redoubtable foe (no pun intended) is that, at his
best, he does not take any stand or put forth any. view; his

" technique rather is to undermine the positions which systematic
thinkers themselves advance....” Vatgyiyana in his commentary
on 1/1/1 writes “Vitanda...parapaksapratisedha jAapanam pra-
yojanam .... Vikyasamuhasca sthapandhinoe wvitandd, tasye
ydyabhidheyam pratipadyate, so’sya pakse sthdpaniye bhavati

”

When T speak here of scepticism I do not mean such provi-
sional scepticism as Cartesian Scepticism which is admitted for
some ulterior methodological or other purposes. In India metho-
dological scepticism has been clearly distinguished from mere
scepticism. Methodological sceptic has his own stand or view.
But instead of making his belief a matter of faith he seeks to
turn it into a philosophical (academic) truth. With this pur-
pose he begins by accepting, even it provisionally, the possibility
of his helief being false. But at the same time he believes that
the truth is attainable, that rational doubts can be met by offer-
ing philosophical arguments and considerations. And he enters
into philosophical discussion with his preceptor or with his philo-
sophical colleagues or philosophieal rivals (vitanda need not be
used for sceptical purposes alone). Anyway the sort of doubt
thus presupposed for the procedure of turning a belief into
philosophical truth, this methodological scepticism, is regarded
by Indian philosophers as prerequisite for philosophising. And
they have elaborate theory of such methodological scepticism.
The way to philosophical truth or nirpaye is through doubt.
Vimréya poksapratipaksivhyam arthavadharanam nirneyah”
[Gotama 1/1/41].

9. One may doubt whether such a form of scepticism ever existed
or not. I believe it did. And many things can be said in this con-
nection. But I shall only briefly illustrate my point by citing pas-
sages and occasionally giving some explanations but avoiding
arguments as far as possible. Some hold that to believe that “x
knows that p” (when true) is a description of some situation
or state of affairs is to commit descriptive fallacy. And there
are others who hold not to believe this is (at least in case of
certain person) to commit performative fallacy. One may view
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such controvérsies as one which involves the issue that concerns
the sceptics who uphold (S1!) [ef. Griffiths 1967, p. 14, also
Chisholm 1966, p. 18]. In Indian philosophy it is difficult here to
quote any passage in support without expalnation. For those who
do not believe that pure negation is possible on the ground that
pure negation samanyatah nisedaha deprives the negation of any
content will tend to turn (S!) into the impossibility of alike
pratiyogika abhava [cf. Tarkavagisa, Vol I1, p. 61]. “Anupalab-
dhasya chapratisedhanupapatti” [Nagirjuna, p. 4 and 7]. “Sata

- eve pratisedho nasti ghato geha ityayam yasmit. Dystah prati-
.sedhoyam satah svabdvasya te tasmat.”

“Iha cha Sato’arthasya pratisedhal Kriyate nasatah. Tat yathd
ndsti ghato geha iti sato ghatasya pratisedhah Kriyate nasatah.
Evameva nasti bhvo dharmanamiti satah Svabhavasya protigsedah
prapnoti nasatah.” “Pratisedhasambhavit eva Sarvabhivasva-
bhavopratisiddhah”, p. 7.

But such arguments do not apply to or even appeal to a thorough
going sceptic. Such a view of negation should not be imposed
on them. Nagirjuna’s (p. 14) argument may be read together
with a passage from Uddyotkara [Uddyotkara, pp. 421-22].
»Pratyaksadindmapramanyamiti cha pratijiapadayorvydghatah
pratyaksadini nirtham sidheyantityayamarthah, ayam cha vya-
hatah, Kathamiti? Pratyoksadini che ndrtham sadhayanti iti
cha yathedam vastu nopalovyata iti. Idain cha nopalavhyate cha
iti vyaghatah.” Nigarjuna [p. 3] himself formulates such view
or objection of the opponent in this way — “pratisedhyepyevamiti
matam bhavet tadasadeva Evam tava pratijid laksanato dusyate
na mama.” And in reply he writes [Nagarjuna, p. 14]. “Yadi
Kachana pratijiia tatra sydt esa me bhavet dosah. Nasti cha
mama pratifitd tesmanneivasti me dosahN “Yadi cha kachit
mamae pratijid Sydt tato maemae pretijidlaksana praptavat So
dosah.. ...na mama Kdchidasti patijiia.”’ In addition to offering
this argument Nagirjuna also cites a beautiful example which

- can go a long way to support the doctrine of pure negation.
“Valanamiva mithya wmrgatrgnaydm yatha jelagrahah. Evem
mithyd&grahah Sydt te pratigidhyato hyasatah” K/13 Syat te
buddhih yathavalanam mygetysndydm mithydjalamiti graho bha-
vati. Nanuw nirjeld@ sa mrgatrsneti tatra panditajetiyena puruseno
chyate tasya mithyagrahasye vinivartandriham Evannihsva-
bhavesu ya Svabhave grihah satvanam tasya vyavartanarthan-
niksvabhavah sarvabhdve ityuchyata iti (13) [cf. aleo Vacaspati,
p. 419].

10. Scepties sometimes argue that this doubt concerns every act of

knowledge (let me for the present speak in terms of act for
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11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

convenience of exposition) and every variety of act of knowledge.
Under the circumstances a particular act of knowledge cannot
without circularity be known by itself; nor can it be held to be
known, without infinite regress by another act of the same or
different variety. But unless known, we cannot assert its exis-
tence or refer to it. “Tesamidanim pratyckstunmanopamandgamed-
nam caturnnam pramanendm Kuteh progiddhib ... enyaih yadi
praminaihprama nasiddhirbhavatyanavasthd, Nadeh siddhitat-
rastt naivae madhyadya nantasya.. ... Tesdimathe pramanairving
prasiddhih vihiyate vadeh”. [Nagarjuna, p. 16]. Charge of cir-
cularity can be construed in the light of K/50-51. Such objec-
tions have been formulated and answered in the Nydye Sitras.
And this is well-known. Besides our purpose is not to discuss
scepticism for its own sake.

I use here ‘criterion’ in the sense of definition or Laksana. As
one example of explicit formulation Sriharsa in his Khandanea-
khonada khadya clearly distinguishes hetween act scepticism
and criterion seepticism [pp. 9; 130].

This variety of scepticism admits of different formulations or
sub-varieties, depending, among other things, on the ground on
which this scepticism is defended.

I do not wish to enter into the discussion if the act-sceptic does
not already accept a criterion of knowledge.

This may be the reason why test-scepticism could flourish and
engage serious attention of contemporary epistemologists so soon
after the robust realism of Moore. This reminds me of these
words of Prof. Chisholm: “The point of view in the present
book has been that of ‘common-sensism’. Unlike empiricist, we
have not begun with general criteria of knowing. Rather we
have attempted to derive criteria of knowing, accommodating
those criterie to our prior assumptions about what it is that we
do know ...... there is, of course, an element of arbitrariness
involved in accepting any one of these three possible points of
view and rejecting the other two. But our views is no more
arbitrary than either of the others. And unlike them it corres-
ponds with what we do know.” [Chisholm 1977, p. 121 italies
mine].

Two points to note. I do not mean to say that Indian episte-
mology is nothing but empirical psychology. I would rather say
it is ontology. This approach was neither unknown nor unusual
with the epistemologists who even if they are not strictly speak-
ing contemporary, are studied along with the contemporary epis-
temologist. “Cook Wilson and Price, then regard an examina-
tion of ordinary languapge as useful and suggestive, but as no

LPQ, 6
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
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more than this. And this is primarily because it is not the use
of the word ‘know’ with which they are concerned, but with
faets: with, one might say, the states of affairs to which the
words refer,_ rather than with the words we use to refer to them.
The search in which Cook Wilson regards himself as engaged is
one for the explanation of the nature of the thing, not the word,
knowledge.” [Griffiths 1967, p. 5, the italics are mine]. This is
almost the same as what I characterized as the nature of the
thing approach. ‘ .

And the need for justification seemed to be admitted by every
one who takes the Gettier problem seriously. “....it iz not ob-
vious that the definition is correct. The definition is one that
must be defended”. [Chisholm 1977, p. 111]. And though various
definitions and/or repairs of the classical definition have been
suggested it is not clear if any one has been successful [ibid.,
p. 106] at least in terms of Griffith’s preference criterion.
Avisgmvadijidnam pramanam [Dharmakirti, p. 3]. The trans-
lation is in line of Manorathanandi’s initial elucidation [Mano-
rathanandi, p. ]. This definition sometimes attributed to the Sau-
trantikas is, however, common and attributable to the Yogdaedras
as well [¢bid., p. 4].

But Vicaspatiseems to accept guch counter-example. [ef. Vacas-
pati on 4/2/30-31].

I ignore the issue whether there is any that can be the logic of
“know” or for that matter of any other natural language ex-
pression.

Vimata pratyayih yathirtha pratyavat ....

[ef. Vidyaranya, p. 18]. But when such formulation of the in-
ference occurs in the proper context such unwanted suggestion
is unlikely to he recelved.. [Compare §rijayapuri, p. 48]. Not
only the Prabhikaras do ‘not want to advance an argument from
ordinary usage. They have explicitly noted the non-dependability
of such usage. They have cited cases where though a cognition
should have been declared erroneous it is not so declared in ordi-
nary experience and usage because it does not affect our conduct
or vyavahara.

Fven though they hold knowledge (jRianam) as such to be in-
fallible yet the Prabhakaras do not equate jiigna with prema.
They define pramda more narrowly as anubhutih or non-recollec-
tive awareness. And in this respect they agree with many other
philosophers of other schools including the Advaite Vedanta.
Even if an Advaita Vedantin does, which he certainly can, equate
pramd with jidne he means by jfidna antahkaranavrttividesa.



Gettier-like Problem in Indian Philosophy 401

Any way, being veridieal is only a part of the Prabhikara no-
tion of prama which does not require to be stated since every
cognition for them is veridical.
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