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Abstract

This essay explores a problem for Nyaya epistemologists. It concerns the notion of prama.
Roughly speaking, a prama is a conscious mental event of knowledge-acquisition, i.e., a
conscious experience or thought in undergoing which an agent learns or comes to know
something. Call any event of this sort a knowledge-event. The problem is this. On the one
hand, many Naiyayikas accept what I will call the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge, the view
that a conscious experience or thought is a knowledge-event just in case it is true and non-
recollective. On the other hand, they are also committed to what I shall call Nyaya
Infallibilism, the thesis that every knowledge-event is produced by causes that couldn’t have
given rise to an error. These two commitments seem to conflict with each other in cases of
epistemic luck, 1.e., cases where an agent arrives a true judgement accidentally or as a matter
of luck. While the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge seems to predict that these judgements are
knowledge-events, Nyaya Infallibilism seems to entail that they aren’t. In this essay, I show
that Gange$a Upadhyaya, the 14" century Naiyayika, solves this problem by adopting what I
call epistemic localism, i.e., the view that upstream causal factors play no epistemically
significant role in the production of knowledge.
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Introduction

This essay explores a problem for Nyaya epistemologists. It concerns the notion of prama.
Roughly speaking, a prama is a conscious mental event of knowledge-acquisition or learning,
i.e., a conscious experience or thought in undergoing which an agent learns or comes to know
something. Suppose I see that there is a white picket fence outside my window. In
undergoing this perceptual awareness, I learn or come to know that there is a white picket
fence outside my window. So, this perceptual awareness is a pramda. Similarly, suppose I see
that the sky is overcast and, on that basis, consciously infer that it will rain today. In making
that inferential judgement, I may learn or come to know that it will rain today. If that is the
case, this inferential judgement is a prama. Call any such event of knowledge-acquisition—
any prama—a knowledge-event.

The problem is this. Many Naiyayikas accept:



The Nyaya Definition of Knowledge. An awareness-event (jiiana, i.e., a conscious
experience or thought) counts as a knowledge-event if and only if it is a true non-
recollective awareness-event (yatharthanubhava).!

But these Naiyayikas are also committed to:

Nyaya Infallibilism. Any knowledge-event is produced by a causal complex
(karanasamagri or collection of causes) that couldn’t give rise to an error.

These two commitments seem to conflict with each other in cases of epistemic luck, i.e.,
cases where an agent undergoes an awareness-event that is true accidentally or as a matter of
luck.? Consider four cases that we will discuss throughout this paper.

Mist and Fire. 1 look at a hill and see what looks like smoke emerging from it. So, I
judge that there is smoke on the hill. I am wrong: all I see is a wisp of mist. I had
previously observed (in kitchens, etc.) that smoke is always accompanied by fire. On
the basis of those observations, I had judged that, wherever there is smoke, there is
fire. Now, I remember that generalization. So, I conclude that there is fire on the hill.
My judgement is true: there is fire on the hill.

Horns and Cows. From a distance, I see an animal with horns. Earlier, I had observed
many cows with horns. On the basis of these observations, I judged that all animals
with horns are cows. Now, I recall that. generalization So, I conclude that the animal
is a cow. My judgement is true: the animal I see is a cow.

! Here, I translate the term “jiiana” as “awareness” or “awareness-event.” The standard translation of “jfigna” as
“cognition” is problematic. In contemporary philosophy of mind and cognitive science, the expression
“cognition” is supposed to apply to mental states whose contents can be used for the purposes of theoretical
reasoning, verbal reports, and planning action. But, according to some Indian philosophers (e.g., Yogacara
thinkers), “jfiana” can include perceptual states that don’t fit this description. So, it’s better to use the more
neutral terms “awareness” or “awareness-event” instead of “cognition.”

2 Cases like Mist and Fire are treated as accidentally true or fact-conforming by Indian philosophers themselves.
See, for example, Sriharsa’s (12 century CE) Khandanakhandakhadya (KKh 383.23), Gangesa’s (14™ century
CE) Tattvacintamani (TCMc IV.2 499.2-3) and Vyasatirtha’s (15"-16'" centuries CE) Tarkatandava (TT 1
151.1-4). In post-Gettier epistemology (i.e., after Gettier’s (1963) paper on why knowledge isn’t justified true
belief), similar cases of epistemic luck have received a lot of attention. The relevant kind of epistemic luck is
what Pritchard (2005) calls veritic luck. For a partial survey of this literature, see Shope (2017). However, the
concerns of this literature are somewhat different from mine. First, this literature is concerned with the notion of
knowledge, while I here focus on the Indian notion of a prama or a knowledge-event. These two notions are not
the same. States of knowing can involve doxastic states that are purely dispositional, but a knowledge-event can
only be an awareness-event, i.e., a conscious mental occurrence. A state of knowing can carry information
derived purely from memory, but a knowledge-event must be a non-recollective awareness-event whereby one
acquires information instead of retrieving information already in one’s possession. Second, in the post-Gettier
era, the project of analysing knowledge was driven by the aim of finding anti-luck conditions on knowledge,
i.e., conditions that would exclude cases of knowledge-destroying epistemic luck. For exceptions, see
Hetherington (1999) and Weatherson (2003). But, as we shall see, the later Naiyayikas weren’t invested in the
project of proposing anti-luck conditions on knowledge-events.



The Mistaken Deceiver. You think that there is no pot in the next room. You want to
deceive me. So, you tell me, “There is a pot in the next room.” Since I have no reason
to distrust you, I take your utterance at face value. So, I judge that there is a pot in the
next room. My judgement is true: there is a pot in the next room.

The Parrot. A parrot is hidden behind a door, and it can randomly string together
words to form sentences. I don’t know this. On this occasion, imitating the voice of a
friend, the parrot utters the sentence, “There is a pot in the next room.” Since I think
that my friend is behind the door and have no reason to distrust her, I take the
utterance at face value. So, I judge that there is a pot in the next room. My judgement
is true: there is a pot in the next room.

In each case, I undergo a non-recollective awareness-event that is true as a matter of accident
or luck.? Given the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge, it should count as a knowledge-event. But
it’s hard to shake off the intuition that the causes of the awareness could easily have led to a
mistake. If this intuition is right, then the Naiyayikas are in trouble. For, if the Nyaya Definition
of Knowledge is correct, then Nyaya Infallibilism is false in these cases. This is what I shall call
the problem of epistemic luck.

In this essay, I will lay out Gange$a Upadhyaya’s (14" century CE) solution to this
problem in Tattvacintamani (TCM). To solve this problem, Gange$a—as well as his
commentators such as Jayadeva Misra (15" century CE)—adopted a more permissive form of
Nyaya Infallibilism. This form of infallibilism involves what I will call epistemic localism, i.e.,
the thesis that upstream causal factors (e.g, a speaker’s epistemic standing in the case of
testimony) don’t play any epistemically significant role in the production of knowledge.* By
downplaying the epistemic role of such factors, Gangesa and his commentators were able to
treat epistemically lucky inferential and testimonial awareness-events as knowledge-events.
This, in turn, allowed them to resolve the tension between the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge
and Nyaya Infallibilism.

Why is this significant? First, my discussion reveals that some modern interpretations
of Ganges$a are simply wrong. Mukhopadhyay (1992, p. 285) and Phillips (2012, pp. 84-5)
think that Gangesa does not take the judgements in The Parrot and The Mistaken Deceiver to
be knowledge-events. In what follows, I show that there is little textual support for this claim.
Second, if I am right, Ganges$a’s treatment of epistemic luck in TCM reveals a radical shift in
the attitudes of Naiyayikas towards cases like Mist and Fire: while earlier Naiyayikas seem to
rule them out from the class of knowledge-events, later Naiyayikas (from Gangesa onwards)
certainly do not. This forces these later Naiyayikas to revise their epistemological commitments
quite radically.

3 For discussions of cases of this sort in relation to TCM, see Matilal (1986, ch. 4), Mukhopadhyay (1992, ch.
9), Saha (1994, pp. 109-112), Saha (2003, ch. 3), Chakrabarti (2006), Phillips (2012, pp. 84-5) and Iwasaki
(2020).

T am using the term “epistemic localism” slightly differently from Ganeri (2017a), who uses the word to
characterise a kind of “case-based reasoning” that we find in pre-Dignagian theories of inference.



This essay has five parts. I will begin by describing the stance of early Naiyayikas on
epistemically lucky awareness-events. As I will show, they accepted a version of Nyaya
Infallibilism that would prevent them from recognizing such awareness-events as knowledge-
events. I will then turn to Gange$a. I will consider whether his theory of inference and
testimony would allow him to treat my judgements in cases like Mist and Fire, etc. as
knowledge-events. The answer, [ will argue, is “Yes.” Next, [ will explain how Gangesa frames
the problem of epistemic luck. I will then lay out the two distinct solutions that Gangesa offers
to this problem. The second of these is an instance of the approach that I have called epistemic
localism. 1 will go on to show how Gangesa’s commentator, Jayadeva, extends this approach
to cases that Gangesa doesn’t address.

Background: Nyaya Infallibilism

Most of Gangesa’s Nyaya predecessors subscribed to an infallibilist conception of epistemic
instruments (pramana). For these writers, a knowledge-event is a true, non-recollective
awareness-event, and an epistemic instrument is an instrument or means (karana) by which
any such awareness-event arises. An instrument by which an effect arises is the maximally
efficient (sadhakatama) cause of that effect. Though there is a disagreement amongst these
Naiyayikas on what maximal efficiency actually consists in, many early Naiyayikas agree
that a maximally efficient cause of an effect is a cause such that, when it occurs, the effect
must immediately follow. In this sense, an instrument by which an effect or result (phala)
arises is excluded from a lack of connection with the result (phalayogavyavacchinna).® So, if
an epistemic instrument is a maximally efficient cause of a knowledge-event, it must be an
event or an entity such that its occurrence is immediately (as a matter of necessity) followed
by a knowledge-event. Udayana states this conception of an epistemic instrument succinctly
in the fourth chapter (stavaka) of Nyayakusumanjali (NKu).

According to the view of Gotama [i.e., author of the Nyaya-siitra], a knowledge-event
is a correct discrimination (samyakparicchitti). Moreover, the status of being a
knower (pramatrta) consists in possessing that knowledge-event, while the status of

3 In his commentary Nyayavarttika (NV) on Vatsyayana’s (4"/5" century CE) Nydyabhdsya (NB), Uddyotakara
(6™ century CE) says that an instrument is the maximally efficient (sadhakatama) cause of an effect and takes
this maximal efficiency to be a form of excellence (atisaya). He then spells out six different ways in which this
notion of maximal efficiency (sadhakatamatva) can be understood (NV 6.9-22). Several of these interpretations
suggest that an instrument is a cause such that, when it occurs, the effect must immediately follow. In
Nyayavarttikatatparyatika (NVTT), his commentator, Vacapasti Misra (9" century CE), interprets him exactly
along these lines (NVTT 20.20-22.12). More significantly for our purposes, in his sub-commentatory
Nyayavarttikatatparyaparisuddhi (NVTP), Udayana (10%/11" century CE) points out that the maximal
efficiency of an instruments consists in its being excluded from a lack of connection with its result
(phalayogavyavaccheda) NVTP 59.14-15, 59.20-60.2). This view implies that the instrument must be the cause
that occurs last in the causal chain that gives rise to the relevant effect. In Nyayamarijari (NM), Bhatta Jayanta
(9™ century CE) criticizes this view on the grounds that the entire causal complex underlying an awareness must
be treated as its instrument (NM 1 32.13-36.12). Moreover, later Naiyayikas who defined the instrument of an
effect as something that produces the effect through the mediation of an operation (vyapara) also criticized this
view; see Bhavananda Siddhantavagisa’s Karakacakra (KC 40.1-7 and 42.9-12) and Matilal (1990, pp. 372-
378).



being an epistemic instrument consists in being excluded from a lack of connection
with that knowledge-event (tadayogavyavaccheda).b

For these Nyaya writers, what distinguishes an epistemic instrument from other instruments
of awareness is that it never gives rise to an error; in this sense, it doesn’t err from its object
(arthavyabhicarin).” In his sub-commentary on the Nyayasiitra (NS),
Nyayavarttikatatparyaparisuddhi (NVTP), Udayana explains the idea as follows:

An epistemic instrument is simply the instrument for a knowledge-event... A
knowledge-event is a non-erroneous apprehension (aviparitopalabdhi). ..
Instrumenthood is maximal efficiency (sadhakatamatva). However, that is specified
simply by a specific event (kriya). Moreover, in this case, that event has the
characteristic of being a knowledge-event. Therefore, being an epistemic instrument
consists in not erring, which is characterised as the property of producing non-
erroneous non-recollective awareness-events.®

If Udayana is right in his description of earlier Nyaya, then early Naiyayikas are committed
to Nyaya Infallibilism: since all knowledge-events must arise from some epistemic
instrument and no epistemic instruments could fail to yield true awareness-events, the causal
complex that gives rise to a knowledge-event couldn’t give rise to an error.

This commitment to infallibilism drove some early Naiyayikas, such as Bhatta
Jayanta and Udayana, towards a virtue-theoretic conception of knowledge-events.’ On this

¢ Verse 4.5 (NKu 475.3-4): mitih samyak paricchittis tadvatta ca pramatrta | tadayogavyavacchedah
pramanyam gautame mate || Earlier, in Verse 4.1, he says (NKu 450.8): “a knowledge-event is a true, non-
recollective awareness...” (yatharthanubhavo manam).

7 While explaining Vatsyayana’s remark that an epistemic instrument possesses an object (arthavat),
Uddyotakara says (NV 2.21-22): “First of all, an epistemic instrument is a discriminator of an object”
(pramanam tavat arthaparicchedakam |). Vacaspati Misra takes this simply to say that an epistemic instrument
doesn’t err from its objects (arthavyabhicarin) (NVTT 9.12-13). He explains this notion as follows (NVTT
4.19-20): “Moreover, this simply is an epistemic instrument’s property of not erring from its object: the lack of
the disconformity (avisamvada)—relative to a different place and time, or a different state of a person—with
regard to the nature and the qualifier of the object as they are presented by that epistemic instrument” (iyam eva
carthavyabhicarita pramanasya yaddesakalanaravasthantaravisamvado ‘rthasvarapaprakarayos
tadupadarsitayoh |) Similarly, Jayanta says (NM I 31.6-7): “An epistemic instrument is a causal complex
(samagrt), which gives rise to a non-erroneous and doubt-free apprehension of an object, and which may or may
not have the nature of an awareness” (avyabhicarinim asandigdham arthopalabdhim vidadhatt
bodhabodhasvabhava samagrt pramanam). Thus, for all these writers, an epistemic instrument doesn’t err from
its object insofar as it only produces awareness-events that accurately represent their respective objects. For
discussions of Nyaya Infallibilism, see the exchange between Dasti and Phillips (2010) and Ganeri (2010).

8 NVTP 13.17-20: pramanam hi pramakaranam | ... sadhakatamatvam eva karanatvam | tadvisesakas tu
kriyavisesa eva | sa catra pramalaksanah | prama caviparitopalabdhih |ato
viparitanubhavajanakatvalaksanam avyabhicaritvam eva pramanyam ity arthah |

° For Jayanta’s defence of this view, see NM 1 442.13-444.2, and for Udayana’s defence of this view, see NKu
211.1-2. The Vaisesika philosopher, Sridhara (10® century CE), also defends this view in his Nyayakandalt (NK
519.1-2). It is worth noting a difference between discussions of epistemic virtue in this earlier Indian context
and in contemporary epistemology. Contemporary virtue epistemologists treat epistemic or intellectual virtues
either as faculties or as traits that promote some intellectual good. Virtue reliabilists, like Sosa (1991), think of
intellectual virtues as faculties or qualities that helps the agent maximize her surplus of true beliefs over false
ones. In contrast, virtue responsibilists, like Zagzebski (1996), treat intellectual virtues as traits of character that
promote intellectual flourishing. However, Naiyayikas typically treat epistemic virtues as causal factors that are
necessary for the production of knowledge-events.



view, if an agent arrives at a knowledge-event, the causal complex that gives rise to her
awareness-event must include certain positive factors—called epistemic virtues (guna)—that
guarantee the truth of the resulting awareness.!® Though these early writers are reticent on
which epistemic virtues are necessary for which kinds of knowledge-events, their treatment
of individual epistemic instruments strongly suggests that, if an instrument of awareness is to
serve as an epistemic instrument, it must possess epistemic virtues that are typically absent
from cases of epistemic luck.!' Let’s see why.

Start with inference (anumana). Suppose I see that there is smoke coming out of a
hill. I had judged earlier that, whenever there is smoke, there is fire. Now, I remember that.
So, I conclude that there is fire on the hill. Any such inference involves three components: a
target (sadhya), a reason (hetu) or an inferential mark (/inga), and a site (paksa). The target is
the thing that is inferred; here, it’s fire. The reason or the inferential mark is a property that
serves as evidence for the target; here, it’s smoke. The site is the place where the presence of
the target is inferred; here, it’s the hill. For Naiyayikas beginning with Uddyotakara, the
process by which an inferential knowledge-event arises involves three steps.!? First, the agent
becomes aware of the site as possessing the reason. For example, in this case, [ simply see
that there is smoke on the hill. This is called the awareness of the reason as a property of the
site (paksadharmatajiiana). Then, the agent recalls that there is a relation of pervasion
(vyapti) between the reason and the target. In this case, I recall that, wherever there is smoke,
there is fire; thus, I recall that fire pervades smoke. This step is called the recollection of
pervasion (vyaptismarana). Finally, the agent combines these two bits of information in a
single judgement: she judges that the site contains a reason that is pervaded by the target. For
example, in this case, I may judge that the hill possesses smoke that is pervaded by fire. This
is called a subsumptive judgement (paramarsa). This gives rise to the inferential knowledge-
event (anumiti) that there is fire on the hill.

19 This kind of Virtue Infallibilism faced some opposition from Mimamsakas. Why? If Vatsyayana and other
Naiyayikas are right, then the Veda can be an epistemic instrument only if its author is trustworthy (apta) and
therefore possesses certain epistemic virtues. But the Bhattas cannot say this: for them, the Veda is authorless.
So, they cannot explain the status of the Veda as an epistemic instrument by appealing to the epistemic virtues
of its author. For this reason, they defend the theory of intrinsic knowledgehood (svatah-pramanya) with respect
to production (utpatti): on this view, a knowledge-event arises simply from the normal causes that give rise
awareness-events of a certain kind (as long as those causes are non-defective); no positive factors such as
epistemic virtues are necessary. Bhatta Kumarila’s (7" century CE) commentators—Bhatta Umbeka,
Sucaritamisra and Parthasarathimisra—defend different varies of the theory of intrinsic knowledgehood in their
commentaries on Verse 47 in Slokavarttika ad Mimamsa-sitra 1.1.2 (SVTT 54.1-17, SV 45.7-20, SVK 90.13-
25).

' In NKu, Udayana claims that, even though the defects that prevent a piece of testimony from generating
knowledge-events may be positive entities (bhava), the mere absence of those defects may not be enough for a
knowledge-event to arise. The point is illustrated with the case of inference. Imagine a variant of Mist and Fire,
where there is no fire on the hill. In such a case, the falsity of my initial judgement that there is smoke on the hill
is the epistemic defect that makes my final judgement come out false. Udayana’s point (as explained by
commentators like Varadaraja and Vardhamana) is that, even when such defects are absent, unless epistemic
virtues, like the correct awareness of the reason as present in the site or as pervaded by the target, are present, an
inferential knowledge-event won’t arise. See Udayana’s Nyayakusumanjali (NKu 215.1 and 216.1-2),
Varadaraja’s Bodhant (NKu 216.6-7) and Vardhamana’s Prakasa (NKu 215.12-13 and 216.16).

12See NV 41.9-12 and 42.12-21 on NS 1.1.5.



According to these Naiyayikas, a good or non-defective reason (saddhetu) must have
five characteristics: (1) it must be present in the site, (2) it must be present at a similar site
(sapaksa), i.e., a place where the target is observed to be present, (3) it must be absent from a
dissimilar site (vipaksa), i.e, a place where the target is absent, (4) it must be such that the
relevant target isn’t already proved (by some other epistemic instrument) to be absent from
the site, and (5) it must be such that there is no competing (and equally strong) inferential
mark that supports the opposite thesis, i.e., that the target is absent from the site. Any
inferential mark that fails to satisfy any of these conditions is said to be a pseudo-reason
(hetvabhasa)."® An inferential mark that is absent from the site is unproved (asiddha or
sadhyasama); when it isn’t present at any similar site, it is said to be incompatible (viruddha);
when it is present at a dissimilar site, it is said to be deviating (savyabhicara); when the
relevant target is proved to be absent from the site, the inferential mark is rebutted (badhita or
kalatita); finally, when there is an equally strong competing inferential mark, the inferential
mark is said to be counterbalanced (satpratipaksa or prakaranasama). Notice that the
inferential marks involved in Cows and Horns and Mist and Fire are pseudo-reasons. In Mist
and Fire, the smoke is the inferential mark, while the fire is the target. But since the smoke is
actually absent from the site, i.e., the hill, the inferential mark ends up being unproved; in
particular, later Naiyayikas call this kind of unproved reason unproved by nature
(svaripasiddha), because the inferential mark, by its own nature, isn’t proved to be present in
the site.!* In Cows and Horns, the horns serve as the inferential mark, while the target is
cowhood. Since animals other than cows can have horns, the inferential mark is deviating
because it is present at a dissimilar site.

Importantly, early Naiyayikas, such as Vatsyayana and his sub-commentators,
claimed that a genuine inference—i.e., an episode of reasoning that yields an inferential
knowledge-event—must involve an epistemically virtuous inferential mark, i.e., an inferential
mark that satisfies (at least some of) the conditions laid out above. In particular, it cannot
involve an inferential mark that is either deviating or unproved: an episode of reasoning that
involves such a defective inferential mark will merely be a pseudo-inference

13 These pseudo-reasons are listed in NS 1.2.4 and then explained in NS 1.2.5-9. For later discussions of these
pseudo-reasons, see NV 155.15-168.16, NVTT 286.4-303.5, and NVTP 314.5-327.5. For an accessible
introduction, see Matilal (1990, pp. 42-58).

14 Other Indian philosophers discussed similar cases. For example, the author of Nyayapravesa mentions a kind
of unproved reason (asiddhahetu) that he calls unproved in virtue of being suspect (sandigdhasiddha) (NP 3.12-
14): “A mass of material elements, which is suspected to have the nature of mist, etc. but is stated for the sake of
proving fire, is unproved in virtue of being suspect” (baspadibhavena samdihyamano

bhutasamghato 'gnisiddhav upadisyamanah samdigdhasiddhah |). In his classification of pseudo-reasons
(which, incidentally, matches the classification given in Nyayapravesa), the Vaisesika philosopher,
Pradastapada (6" century CE), discusses a similar case as an example of a reason that is unproved as having that
nature (tadbhavasiddha) (KA 229.7-9): “A reason that is unproved as having that nature is like this. When an
awareness of fire is to be brought about by means of the nature (bhava) of smoke, the mist that is put forward
[as a reason] is unproved as having the nature of smoke” (tadbhavasiddho yatha dhiitmabhavenagnyadhigatau
kartavyayam upanyasyamano vaspo dhumabhavenasiddha iti |). Earlier in the text, Prasastapada clearly
mentions a case like this as a case of error (KA 174.13 and 176.16-17).



(anumanabhdasa)."® This immediately implies that my judgements in Mist and Fire and Cows
and Horns cannot be inferential knowledge-events.

Let us now turn to the case of testimony (sabda). According to NS 1.1.7, “Testimony
is the teaching of a trustworthy person.” In his commentary, Vatsyayana explains the notion
of trustworthiness as follows:

Certainly, a trustworthy person is a teacher who is directly acquainted with existent
objects (dharma) and is motivated (prayukta) by the desire to convey things as they
have been perceived. The direct acquaintance with an object is the attainment (apti) of
the object. Since he undertakes action on the basis of that, he is trustworthy (apta).'®

On Vatsyayana’s view, a trustworthy person must have three features. First, she must have
been directly acquainted with the content that she wishes to communicate. Second, she must
have compassion for other beings to whom she is communicating this content; in other
words, her utterances must be motivated by a desire to help others. Third, she must want to
communicate how things are exactly the way she herself has found them. Note that this
notion of trustworthiness is quite strong: it seems to imply that a palacontologist who has
never encountered dinosaurs but has made lots of good inferences about them still cannot be
treated as trustworthy with respect to them. While Uddyotakara seems to agree with this
characterisation of the trustworthy speaker (NV 257.19-258.2), Vacaspati Misra seems to
relax, or reinterpret, some of these requirements (perhaps to accommodate a wider class of
testimony). For example, instead of taking the requirement of direct acquaintance literally, he
interprets this requirement as follows: “A person who is directly acquainted with, i.e., has

15 This argument occurs in Vatsyayana’s commentary on NS 2.1.37 where he entertains a sceptical objection
against the status of inference as an epistemic instrument. The sceptic considers three pseudo-inferences: (1) a
pseudo-inference of past rain from the fulness of a river (that is caused due to a dam), (2) a pseudo-inference of
future rain on the basis of the movement of ants with their eggs (caused by the destruction of their nests), and
(3) a pseudo-inference of the presence of a peacock outside on the basis of a noise that resembles the cry of a
peacock (but in fact is made by a human being). The inferential marks in (1) and (2) are deviating, while the one
in (3) is unproved. The sceptic’s argument is that, since the inferential marks involved in all putative inferences
are defective just like these pseudo-reasons, no putative inference can prove anything (NB 80.6-9).
Vatsyayana’s response simply is that episodes of reasoning which are based on defective inferential marks such
as these aren’t genuine inferences (NB 80.12-18 on NS 2.1.38). In all these cases, the inferential mark lacks
certain distinguishing characteristics that a genuine reason would have. Vatsyayana says (NB 80.19-81.2): “This
very fault lies with the inferrer, and not with inference, insofar as he seeks to be aware of an object—which is to
be inferred by a distinguishing feature of an object—by means of an object that lacks that distinguishing
feature” (so 'yam anumatur aparadho nanumanasya, yo'rthavisesenanumeyam artham avisistarthadarsanena
bubhutsata iti]). This strongly suggests that pseudo-reasons cannot yield inferential knowledge-events.
Interestingly, a similar view is found in verses 156-64 of the section called Niralambanavada in Kumarila’s
Slokavarttika. Kumarila argues that, in cases like Mist and Fire, one cannot arrive a true inferential judgement
(SV 182.23-183.6); for some discussion, see Ganeri (2007, ch. 5). We shall return to this view in the next
section.

1 NB 14.4-5 on NS 1.1.7: saksatkaranam arthasyaptih, tayd pravartata ity aptah | aptah khalu
saksatkrtadharma yathadrstasyarthasya cikhyapayisaya prayukta upadesta | Vatsyayana fleshes out this notion
of the trustworthy person while defending the status of the Veda as an epistemic instrument. In his commentary
on NS 2.1.68, he says (NB 96.16-97.7): “Moreover, what does the status of trustworthy persons as epistemic
instruments consist in? Being directly acquainted with existent objects (dharma), compassion towards living
beings, and the desire to convey things as they are” (kim punar aptanam pramanyam? saksatkrtadharmata
bhutadaya yathabhitarthacikhyapayiseti |).



determined by means of a firm epistemic instrument, the existent objects (dharma), i.e., the
entities (padartha) that are useful for the attainment of benefits and the avoidance of harms,
is said to be so [i.e., trustworthy].”!” Thus, on Vacaspati’s view, even a palacontologist who
has never seen dinosaurs could still count as trustworthy with respect to them.

Even if we accept Vacaspati’s weakened conception of trustworthiness, this Nyaya
view entails that a piece of testimony can serve as an epistemic instrument only if its speaker
possesses at least two virtues: she must have gained by means of an epistemic instrument a
correct awareness of the content that her utterance conveys, and she must have the desire to
sincerely convey the truth. Both of these virtues are (arguably) missing in cases like 7The
Mistaken Deceiver and The Parrot. In both cases, the speaker hasn’t determined the content
of the utterance to be true by means of any epistemic instrument, and lacks the desire to
convey the truth. So, the relevant linguistic utterances cannot be treated as epistemic
instruments. Therefore, the resulting judgements cannot be knowledge-events.

The upshot: the early Naiyayikas’ commitment to Nyaya Infallibilism would have
prevented them from treating epistemically lucky awareness-events as knowledge-events.
This strongly suggests that the notion of knowledge-events that these Naiyayikas were
working with was closer to our contemporary notion of knowledge. According to a simple
account of knowledge, a belief (or, more generally, an information-bearing state) has the
status of knowledge just in case it is true but not as a matter of luck. On the early Nyaya
view, a knowledge-event is simply a conscious non-recollective experience or thought in
undergoing which one non-luckily or non-accidentally acquires true information. Thus, it’s
plausible to think of knowledge-events as conscious mental events of learning or knowledge-
acquisition. This way of connecting this notion of knowledge-events to the notion of
knowledge explains at least two aspects of early Nyaya epistemology. First, it explains why
these Naiyayikas thought that the causes underlying knowledge-events couldn’t give rise to
any error. Second, it also explains why they thought that knowledge-events have to be non-
recollective: since reliable recollective awareness-events (typically) only help us retrieve
information that we had already acquired earlier, we don’t independently acquire any true
information through them. Thus, even when they are true (and reliable), they cannot be
events of knowledge-acquisition.

What unifies the early Nyaya approach to knowledge-events is a form of epistemic
anti-localism. According to the early Naiyayikas, the production of inferential and
testimonial knowledge depends on the transmission of knowledge from other causally
upstream awareness-events that belong either to the agent herself or to some other agent. For
example, in the case of inference, the production of an inferential knowledge-event depends
on whether the initial steps of the relevant cognitive process—the agent’s initial awareness of
the reason as a property of the site or her awareness of pervasion—are themselves
knowledge-events. An inferential judgement can be a knowledge-event only if these initial

" NVTT 166.20-22: sudrdhena pramanenenavadharitah saksatkrta dharmah padartha
hitahitapraptipariharaprayojand yena sa tathoktah |



awareness-events are. So, the epistemic status of these causally upstream awareness-events
matters. Similarly, in the case of testimony, the epistemic virtues of the speaker play an
important role: unless the speaker undergoes a knowledge-event regarding the content that
she wishes to convey, the resulting testimonial awareness cannot be a knowledge-event. Once
again, the production of knowledge in this case depends on the epistemic status of a causally
upstream awareness-event. This form of anti-localism explains why these early Nyaya
authors wouldn’t treat epistemically lucky awareness-events as knowledge-events. As we
shall see later, Gangesa rejects this form of anti-localism.

Gangesa on Inference and Epistemic Luck

In Khandanakhandakhddya (KKh), Sriharsa showed that the early Nyaya theory of
knowledge-events doesn’t handle cases of epistemic luck well. On the one hand, since
Naiyayikas like Udayana were committed to the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge, they
couldn’t rule out epistemically lucky inferential judgments (like my judgements in Mist and
Fire and Cows and Horns) from the class of knowledge-events. Yet, given their other
commitments, these Naiyayikas also couldn’t treat these as knowledge-events. For none of
the characteristic epistemic virtues that are supposed to accompany inferential judgements are
present in such cases. Here, I won’t rehearse Sriharsa’s arguments. '8 In this section, my aim
will be to show that Gangesa partially concurs with Sriharsa: he agrees that, if his own
preferred version of Nyaya Definition of Knowledge is right, inferential judgements based on
pseudo-reasons cannot be excluded from the class of knowledge-events.

In TCM, Gangesa endorses a version of the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge.

A non-recollective awareness of something at a place where it exists is a knowledge-
event. Alternatively, it is an awareness that attributes a certain qualifier to something
that possesses that qualifier. The awareness of something at a place where it doesn’t
exist, or an awareness that attributes a qualifier to something that possesses the
absence of that qualifier is not a knowledge-event (aprama)."®

We can state this more precisely.

Gangesa’s Definition of Knowledge. An awareness-event is a knowledge-event if and
only if

(1) it is a non-recollective awareness, and

(i1) if it attributes a qualifier (prakara) x to a qualificand (visesya) y by a relation
R (or presents y as characterised by x in virtue of the relation R), then x is
related to y by R.

18 Sriharsa’s arguments can be found at KKh 389.11-390.3; for explanations of Stiharsa’s view, see Matilal
(1986), Ganeri (2017b) and Das (2018).

1Y TCMc1401.3-6: yatra yad asti tatra tasyanubhavah pramd) tadvati tatprakarakanubhavo va | yatra yan nasti
tatra tasya jianam tadabhavavati tatprakarakajiianam va aprama | For discussions of Gangesa’s definition of
knowledge, see Bandyopadhyay (1989) and Phillips (1993).
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To see how the definition works, consider a case where I see a banana before me as yellow.
Here, the banana is the qualificand, while the yellow colour I perceptually attribute to it is the
qualifier. My perceptual awareness is a knowledge-event just in case that yellow colour that I
perceptually attribute to the banana actually is present in the banana.

Apply this definition to cases like Mist and Fire and Horns and Cows. In these cases,
the relevant agent forms inferential judgements on the basis of pseudo-reasons. Can such an
inferential judgement be a knowledge-event? Given Gangesa’s definition of knowledge-
events, the answer (we might think) has to be a resounding “Yes.” In Mist and Fire, for
example, if the qualificand of my inferential judgement is the hill and the qualifier is fire,
then my judgement indeed is a knowledge-event by Gangesa’s lights. For there is fire on the
hill. However, Gangesa’s discussion of these cases reveals that things aren’t as
straightforward as they appear. Let’s see why.

A. Non-Probativity

A good place to begin will be Gangesa’s general definition of pseudo-reasons in
Anumanakhanda. Gangesa offers three distinct definitions:

In that context, the property of being a pseudo-reason (hetvabhasatva) is (i) the
property of being an intentional object of a true awareness that is a counterpositive
(pratiyogin) of an absence which serves as a cause of an inferential knowledge-event
(anumiti), or (ii) the object such that an awareness of the inferential mark, which has
that object as an intentional object, is an impediment (pratibandhaka) to an inferential
knowledge-event, or (iii) the property of being that which serves as an impediment to
an inferential knowledge-event when it is being apprehended (jiiayamana).?

The first definition simply says that, if an agent were to correctly judge that the inferential
mark of a putative inference had the property of being a pseudo-reason, she wouldn’t be able
to arrive at the relevant inferential knowledge-event. In this sense, the absence of such a
correct judgement (which has as its intentional object the property of being a pseudo-reason)
is a cause of the inferential knowledge-event. The second definition restates that very idea in
a slightly different way: it says that, if an agent were aware of an inferential mark as
possessing the property of being a pseudo-reason, then that awareness would prevent the
relevant inferential knowledge-event from arising. Finally, the third definition says that the
property of being a pseudo-reason, when it is being apprehended, itself prevents the relevant
inferential knowledge-event from arising. Notice that all of these three definitions gesture at
the same idea: namely, that if an agent were to (correctly) judge that a certain putative

20 TCc I1.1 763.1-2 and 764.1-2: tatranumitikaranibhiitabhavapratiyogiyatharthajianavisayatvam,
yadvisayatvena lingajianasyanumitipratibandhakatvam, jiiadyamanam sad anumitipratibandhakam yat tattvam
hetvabhasatvam | Ganges$a’s use of the term “anumiti” is somewhat inconsistent. As we shall see, he sometimes
qualifies the expression with adjectives like “yathartha” or “satya” (both of which roughly mean “true”); in
such contexts, he seems to use the term merely to refer to inferential awareness-events (which may or may not
be true), and not to inferential knowledge-events. So, whenever he uses such an adjective, I have translated the
term as “inferential awareness”; in other cases, [ have translated it as “inferential knowledge-event.”

11



inferential mark is in fact a merely apparent or defective reason, then she couldn’t arrive at an
inferential knowledge-event on the basis of it. In other words, such a judgement serves as a
source of defeating evidence, which, in turn, prevents the agent from (rationally) making the
inferential judgement that she would have made otherwise. Therefore, a pseudo-reason isn’t,
by definition, an inferential mark that prevents the agent from arriving at inferential
knowledge-events. While this doesn’t immediately tell us whether an inferential knowledge-
event can be based on a pseudo-reason, it does clear some theoretical space for saying so.

In a later section of Anumanakhanda—named “asadhakatasadhakaprakarana”—
Gangesa takes up this question. Suppose that, in the context of a debate, a participant points
out that her opponent’s argument relies on a pseudo-reason. This reply counts as a good
response (saduttara) to that argument. Why is this so? A plausible answer: in pointing out a
pseudo-reason, this participant is able to prove that the relevant inferential mark is non-
probative (asadhaka), i.e., that it doesn’t prove the presence of the relevant target. This, in
turn, blocks the opponent’s argument. What is non-probativity (as@dhakatva)? Before
presenting his preferred proposal, Gangesa considers, and rules out, a number of proposals
about what non-probativity could be. We will focus on a proposal to which Gangesa devotes
the greatest amount of attention: namely, that non-probativity is simply the property of not
producing a correct awareness of the site as characterised by the target
(samicinasadhyavisistapaksapratyayajanakatva).

Gangesa notes a troubling consequence of this proposal. If this view is true, and if we
agree that defective reasons are non-probative, then one cannot arrive at a true inferential
judgement by reasoning from a pseudo-reason. This would imply that, since the inferential
mark in Mist and Fire is unproved by nature (svaripasiddha), I cannot arrive at a true
inferential judgement in that situation. But my final judgement is indeed correct in that case!
So, the proposal fails. Gangesa explains this idea as follows:

It [i.e. non-probativity] is also not the property of not producing a correct awareness
of the site as characterised by the target. For (i) in cases involving rebutted (badha),
incompatible (viruddha) and unproved (asiddha) reasons, when the site isn’t a locus
of the target, a true (satya) awareness of the target isn’t well-established, and (ii) an
inferential awareness of fire (vahnyumiti) in a site that contains fire—which arises
from an erroneous awareness of mist as smoke—is true (satya).?!

Ganges$a’s argument is this. At least, in cases where the site doesn’t contain the target, some
pseudo-reasons, e.g., rebutted, incompatible or unproved reasons, cannot yield any true
awareness of the site as characterised by the target. However, in a case like Mist and Fire,
where the target is genuinely present in the site, even an inferential mark that is unproved in
the site (svariapasiddha), e.g., the smoke, can give rise to a true inferential awareness.

2L TCMc I1.1 989.13-15 and 990.1: napi samicininasadhyavisistapaksapratyaydjanakatvam |
badhaviruddhasiddhesu sadhyanadhikarane pakse satyasadhyapratityaprasiddheh, vahnimati baspe
dhumabhramat vahnyanumiteh satyatvac ca |
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Gangesa considers two distinct strategies for resisting this conclusion.

Strategy 1. In Mist and Fire, the inferred target (i.e., the fire) isn’t present in the site
(i.e., the hill). So, the inferential judgement is false.

Strategy 2. In Mist and Fire, the site (i.e., the hill) or the target (i.e., the fire) appears
in the final inferential judgement as connected to the relevant inferential mark (i.e.,
smoke) in a certain way. But, since the inferential mark is absent from the site, the
final judgement is false.

Both these strategies, according to Gangesa, are unsuccessful.
B. Strategy 1
Let’s begin with Strategy 1.

What makes this strategy attractive from a Nyaya standpoint? The Naiyayikas are
realists about intentional objects of awareness: if anything is an intentional object of a
conscious thought or experience, it must exist independently of that thought or experience.
This compels them to accept a misplacement theory of error (anyathakhyativada). According
to this theory, when an agent misperceives an object o as characterised by some property F,
the erroneous awareness ascribes to that object a property, i.e., F, which she has earlier
veridically perceived elsewhere. So, when I misperceive a mother-of-pearl as silver, my
erroneous perceptual awareness ascribes to the mother-of-pearl the property of silverhood
that I have encountered elsewhere. Let’s now see how this applies to cases like Mist and Fire.
In Mist and Fire, I misperceive the hill as containing smoke. This may be smoke I have seen
elsewhere, e.g., in the kitchen. If this is right, one could argue that my final judgement in
these cases is false. For, if the smoke that I ascribe to the hill is absent from the hill, then the
fire I ascribe to the hill—insofar as it accompanies the smoke I perceptually ascribe to the
hill—also cannot be present on the hill. This is precisely the conclusion that defenders of
Strategy 1 support.

Partially following Sriharsa’s treatment of such cases in Khandanakhandakhadya,?*
Gangesa offers two responses to this strategy.

Moreover, it is not the case that it is simply some other fire that appears in that
awareness. For, there is no evidence for this, since that fire may be recognized [later],
and such an inferential awareness is possible in a case that involves just one
individual [as the target].?}

According to Gangesa, there is no good reason for us to think that the inferred target in cases
like Mist and Fire is in fact missing from the site. In Mist and Fire, for example, after

22 For Sriharsa’s parallel argument, see KKh 390.3-6.

tadasambhavdc ca |
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inferentially judging that there is fire on the hill, if I walk up to the fire that is actually present
on the hill, I can—at least seemingly—recognize it as the fire that I inferred. If we take this to
be a genuine case of recognition, then we must concede that the fire I inferred is indeed the
fire that I now see. This argument isn’t all that convincing: the opponent could simply deny
that this is a genuine case of recognition. But Gangesa’s second response (which is borrowed
from Sriharsa) is more persuasive: he points out that the proposal in question cannot succeed
when it comes to an episode of reasoning which involves just one object as its target.
Consider Horns and Cows: here, the target is a universal (samanya), i.e., cowhood.?* The
opponent cannot argue that the cowhood that I ascribe to the animal is distinct from the
cowhood that is present in the animal that I see. For there is just one such property!

Despite these problems, the opponent might insist that a version of this strategy could
still be made to work. In a case like Mist and Fire, 1 take the fire to be identical to something
that pervades the smoke that I saw. Thus, in my final inferential judgement, something that
pervades the defective inferential mark (i.e., the smoke) appears as fire. But, if there is really
no smoke on the hill, the fire that is present on the hill cannot pervade the defective
inferential mark. Similarly, in Cows and Horns, 1 take cowhood to be identical to something
that pervades the possession of horns. Thus, in my final inferential judgement, something that
pervades the defective inferential mark (i.e., the possession of horns) appears as cowhood.
But, if cowhood doesn’t really pervade the possession of horns, the cowhood that is present
in the animal cannot pervade the defective inferential mark. So, in each case, the inferential
judgement will end up being false.

Once again, Ganges$a thinks that this strategy cannot succeed.

[The opponent:] With regard to the defective inferential mark, one is aware of the
identity with something that is pervaded by fire. And, thus, with regard to fire, one is
also aware of the identity with something that pervades the defective inferential mark.
Otherwise, there wouldn’t be an awareness of the defective inferential mark as
pervaded by fire. In this manner, something that pervades the defective reason appears
as fire. So, the inferential awareness of fire is simply untrue.

[Reply:] No. For, in a case where an inferential awareness [of fire] arises due to the
superimposition of smoke on to light that is pervaded by fire, there would be the
consequence that the inferential awareness doesn’t fail to be true despite there being a
variety of unprovedness, because there is an identity between what pervades light and
what pervades smoke.?’

Gangesa is imagining a case like this.

24 Though Gangesa doesn’t explicitly mention Cows and Horns in this context, he mentions a case like this in
another context; see the passage in footnote 56. Accordingly, his commentator, Rucidatta, explains his argument
by appealing to a case like this (TCMr 1.2 117.12).

2 TCMc I1.1 990.12-18: atha kiitalinge vahnivyapyabhedah pratiyate tathd ca vahnau

kutalingavyapakabhedo 'pi, anyatha kiitasyaiva vahnivyapyatvapratiteh evarii ca kiitalingavyapako vahnitvena
bhasata iti vahnyanumitir asatyaiveti cet | na vahnivyapyaloke dhimaropat yatranumitis tatrasiddhibhede
'satyatvabhavapatteh alokavyapake dhiimavyapkabhedat |
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Light and Fire. 1 look at a hill and mistake what is in fact light to be smoke emerging
from the hill. In fact, there is no smoke on the hill. Earlier, on numerous occasions, |
had noticed, in kitchens, etc., that smoke goes hand in hand with fire. On the basis of
those observations, I had judged that wherever there is smoke, there is fire. Now, I
remember that. So, I conclude, “There’s fire on the hill.” My judgement is true: there
is fire on the hill.

In this case, the inferential mark—i.e., smoke—is defective: it suffers from the fault of being
unproved by its own nature (svaripasiddha), since it is absent from the site. According to the
opponent, something that pervades that defective reason appears as fire in my final
judgement. But since there is light on the hill, the hill contains fire, and that fire pervades the
light present on the hill. Since the fire that pervades the smoke isn’t distinct from the fire that
pervades the light, the final inferential judgement (which ascribes to the hill a fire that
pervades the smoke) will come out true.

C. Strategy 2

Let’s move on to Strategy 2. According the defenders of this strategy, when I conclude that
there is fire on the hill in Mist and Fire, the inferential mark somehow appears as an
intentional object in my final inferential judgement. For example, the content of my
judgement could be expressed in one of the following two ways:

(1) The hill that contains smoke also contains fire.
(2) The hill contains the fire that pervades smoke.

Both these judgements are false. (1) is false because the hill doesn’t contain any smoke; (2) is
false because the fire that is present on the hill doesn’t accompany (and therefore doesn’t
pervade) smoke.

Gangesa thinks that this strategy is hopeless.?® First of all, he thinks that there is no
evidence for thinking that the reason actually appears as an intentional object in the final
inferential judgement. Second, he invokes a case like this.

Darkness. 1 can’t tell whether darkness is a positive entity (bhava) like a material
object or its size or colour, or a negative entity (abhava), e.g., a mere absence of light.
I have noticed that both positive and negative entities are knowable (prameya). So,
despite being uncertain about whether darkness is a positive or a negative entity, I

26 TCMc I1.1 990.4-8: “That inference also isn’t an error in virtue of having the inferential mark as its
intentional object. For, there is no evidence (mana) that there is an awareness of the inferential mark in an
inferential awareness (anumiti). Moreover, in the case of a true inferential awareness that takes the form, ‘Is it
positive or negative? In both cases, it is knowable,’ if there were an awareness of knowability with respect to
something that possesses positivity and negativity, the inferential awareness would be untrue.” (na ca sanumitir
lingavisayatvena bhramah | anumitau lingabhane manabhavat| bhavo ’bhavo vobhayatha pi prameyam iti
satyanumitau bhavatvabhavatvavati prameyatvajiiane ekatra tayor abhavad asatyanumitih syat |)
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reason like this, “Is it a positive entity or a negative entity? In both cases, it’s
knowable.” Thus, I reason from both those properties—positivity (bhavatva) and
negativity (abhavatva)—to the conclusion that darkness is knowable.

On one way of reconstructing the reasoning, it involves a conjunctive inferential mark which
combines these two mutually incompatible properties. If this were true, then the inferential
mark would be unproved by nature (svaripasiddha). For nothing is both a positive entity and
an absence. But the inferential judgement that darkness is knowable is undeniably true. But,
if the opponent were to say that the inferential mark appears as an intentional object of this
judgement, she would be forced to say that this judgement is false. That is the problem.

In response, the opponent might argue that the inferential mark in this case isn’t a
conjunction of both positivity and negativity, but in fact is disjunctive, i.e., the property of
being positive or negative (bhavabhavanyataratva). In reply, Gangesa makes two points.
First, he notes that an inference like this could be made even by someone who isn’t aware of
any pervasion between this disjunctive property and knowability. Moreover, he says that
including “either...or...” (anyataratva) into the specification of the inferential mark is an
unnecessary qualification (vyarthavisesana), presumably because it would not rule anything
out from the scope of the inferential mark (since everything is either positive or negative).?’
The opponent also cannot claim that, in this case, the inferential judgement is true because it
has the content, “Darkness, which is characterised by some property (either positivity or
negativity) that is pervaded by knowability, is knowable.” For, the analogous judgement in
Mist and Fire, “The hill, which is characterised by some property that is pervaded by fire,
contains fire,” is also true.?®

In response to all these problems, the opponent might simply point out that there are
good reasons for thinking that, in any case of reasoning, the inferential mark does appear as
an intentional object of the final inferential judgement.

[The opponent:] The inferential mark is an intentional object of the inferential
awareness, (1) because as a matter of rule, it is the intentional object of the awareness
of the reason as a property of the site, (ii) because it is the intentional object of [the
awareness of] pervasion, and (iii) because, as a matter of rule, it is the intentional
object of the awareness of the qualifier [i.e., the target] which causes the inferential

26 TCMc 11.1 990.4-8: “It is also not the case that the property of being either of those [i.e., positivity or
negativity] (anyataratva) is the inferential mark, because the inferential awareness arises in someone who is
unaware of the pervasion pertaining to that inferential mark, and it is also an unnecessary qualifier” (na
canyataratvam lingam, tadvyaptim aviduso py anumiter vyarthavisesanatvac ca |). See Mathuranatha’s and
Rucidatta’s commentaries on this point (TCMcII.1 990.19; TCMr I1.2 178.12-13). This point is surprisingly
underexplained in all the extant commentaries of the passage. That is why I am forced to reconstruct Gangesa’s
rationale for saying this on my own.

B TCMc I1.1 990.9-12: “[The opponent:] In that case [i.e., Darkness], being pervaded by the target is the rule
(tantra). And there is no rebutting defeat (badha) in that respect. [Reply:] If this is right, then, in the case of an
inferential awareness that arises from a defective inferential mark (kiztalinga), the site’s possessing something
that is pervaded by fire is the rule. Moreover, in that case [i.e., Mist and Fire], there is indeed something that is
pervaded by fire” (atha sadhyavyapyatvam eva tatra tantram tatra ca badho nastiti cet | tarhi
kutalingakanumitau vahnivyapyavattvam eva tantram vahnivyapyan ca kificit tatrasty eva |
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awareness, just like hillhood and like the target. Moreover, [in a case where] a causal
complex for the awareness of some other qualifier is present with respect to
something that has been apprehended as possessing a qualifier, there is—in that very
case—an awareness of the qualification of a qualified object (visistavaisistyajiiana)
[by this other qualifier]. So, with respect to that very thing [i.e., the hill] which is
qualified by smoke, there is an inferential awareness of being qualified by fire.?

There are two arguments here. The first argument is relatively simple. Since the inferential
mark appears in every essential step of the inference (the awareness of the site as possessing
it, the recollective awareness of pervasion, and the subsumptive judgement), it must also
appear in the final inferential judgement. In this respect, it should be on the same footing as
the delimitor of sitehood (paksatavacchedaka, i.e., the property that specifies which object
plays the role of the site in the inference). In Mist and Fire, the delimitor of sitehood is
hillhood (parvatatva). It appears as a qualifier of the hill not only in the initial awareness of
the hill as possessing smoke and in the subsumptive judgement, but also in the final
inferential judgement. The same is true of the target, i.e., fire. The target appears in the
recollection of pervasion as well as in the subsumptive judgement. But it also appears in the
final inferential judgement. Given that these two components of the inference appear as
intentional objects in the final inferential judgement, why shouldn’t the same be true of the
inferential mark?

The second argument is different. When some object o is apprehended as qualified by
some property F and the causal conditions for a further awareness of o as qualified by some
other property G are present, then G should appear in the resulting awareness as the qualifier
of an o that is already qualified by F. This is what Gangesa calls the awareness of the
qualification of a qualified object. So, in Mist and Fire, if I am already aware of the hill as
qualified by smoke, then, even when I infer the presence of fire on the hill, the fire should
appear in my inferential judgement as a qualifier of a hill that is already qualified by smoke.
If that happens, my inferential judgement will be false.

In response to these two arguments, Gangesa gives one final (and I think decisive)
response. He appeals to a variant of Mist and Fire:

Mist and Fire Redux. 1 look at a hill and see what looks like smoke emerging from it.
What I see is a wisp of mist. But there is smoke elsewhere on the hill. On the basis of
what I see, I judge that there is smoke on the hill. Since I remember that fire always
accompanies smoke, I judge, “There’s fire on the hill.” My judgement is true: there is
in fact fire on the hill.>

2 TCMc I1.1 990.18 and 991.1-5: atha lingam anumitivisayo niyamatah paksadharmatajianavisayatvat
vyaptivisayatvat niyamenanumitihetuvisesanadhivisayatvac ca parvatatvavat sadhyavac ca | kificaikavisesana-
vattvend jidte [yatra] visesanantaradhisamagrt tatraiva visistavaisistyajiianam iti dhiimavisista eva
vahnivaisistyanumitir iti |

30 For Sriharsa’s version of the case, see KKh 389.11-16.
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In this case, the inferential mark, i.e., smoke, is defective, but not altogether absent from the
site.3! Thus, even if the inferential mark were to appear as an intentional object (i.e., as a
qualifier of the hill) in my final inferential judgement, my final judgement wouldn’t be false.
Ganges$a explains the idea as follows.

Let this be true in the first place. Even then, when smoke is present by chance (daivat)
in that hill, how can the inferential awareness be untrue even with respect to that part?
Therefore, the fire that is brought about by wet fuel is a pervader of smoke, not any
other fire. Moreover, it is not the case that, since some other fire pervades smoke in
virtue of firehood, that other fire is also a pervader of smoke. For smoke is present
even in the absence of that other fire. In this manner, the following is also refuted:
“Due to an erroneous awareness of smoke with respect to mist, a fire that pervades
smoke appears [in the inferential awareness], and that doesn’t exist in that case. So,
that inferential awareness is not true.” For, when the smoke is present by chance, it is
true.3?

The point is this. Even if the smoke appears as an intentional object in the final inferential
judgement, the judgement could be entirely true when there is in fact smoke as a matter of
luck on the hill. The opponent cannot reject this conclusion by arguing that the kind of fire I
infer isn’t the same kind of fire that is present on the hill. For, given that smoke is only
produced due to the combustion of wet fuel, the only kind of fire that pervades smoke is the
fire that is produced from wet fuel. In Mist and Fire Redux, since I take the fire that I infer to
be a pervader of smoke and there is in fact smoke on the hill, the inferred fire isn’t distinct in
kind from the fire that is present on the hill. So, the inferential awareness comes out true, and
the opponent’s strategy fails.*

3! For discussion of whether inferential marks of this sort can be treated as unproved (asiddha), see Saha (2003,
ch. 4).

32 TCMcII.1 991.1 and 992.1-6: astu tavad evam, tathd pi daivat tatra dhiimasattve katham tadamse 'py
asatyata | ata eva ardrendhanaprabhavo vahnir dhiitmavyapako nanyah | na ca vahnitvena vyapakatvad anyo pi
tatha, tena vina 'pi dhiimasattvat | evam baspe dhiumabhramat dhumavyapako vahnir bhdsate sa ca tatra nasty
eveti na sanumitih satyeti nirastam | daivad dhiima-sattve satyatvad iti |

33 Ganges$a’s own commentators don’t agree with him here. For example, Rucidatta points out that, even if the
smoke is present by chance in the hill, it cannot appear as an intentional object of the final inferential judgement.
He writes (TCMr11.2 181.9-12): “This is to be considered here. Even when smoke is present by chance on that
hill, it is not an intentional object of the inferential awareness, because there is no subsumptive judgement that
portrays it as pervaded by fire, and it is accepted that the awareness of an inferential mark [in the final
inferential judgement] takes place in virtue of its being presented (upanita) by the subsumptive judgement. For,
otherwise, it couldn’t be included amongst good reasons (saddhetu). And, thus, [in Mist and Fire], since mist,
under the guise of smoke (dhiimatvena), becomes the intentional object of the subsumptive judgement, only the
mist which is presented by that subsumptive judgement becomes the intentional object of the inferential
awareness under the guise of smoke. Otherwise, the subsumptive judgement in that case wouldn’t also be
erroneous. So, how can the inferential awareness be true with respect to that part [which concerns the inferential
mark]?” (atredam cintyam|daivat tatra dhiimasattve 'pi sa nanumitivisayah| tasya vahnivyapyatvenaparamarsat
tadupanitatvena lingabhanabhyupagamat| anyathd tasya saddhetutvenasamgrahyatvat| tatha ca baspasya
dhumatvatvena paramarsavisayatvat tadupanitasyaiva dhiimatvenanumitivisayatvam| anyatha paramarso pi
tatra bhranto na syat iti tadamse katham anumiteh satyatvam iti|) The Tirupati edition contains two
typographical errors here: it prints “sSintyam” instead of “cintyam” and “matvena” instead of the first occurrence
of “dhumatvena.” 1 have corrected those. Rucidatta goes on to suggest that the inferential mark must appear in
the final inferential judgement as a delimitor of sitechood (paksatavacchedaka, i.e., a property that specifies
which object plays the role of the site) (TCMr11.2 182.10). If the misperceived smoke appears in the final
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I think these passages reveal a significant aspect of Gangesa’s approach to cases like
Mist and Fire. Gange$a seems to concede that, if the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge is right,
episodes of reasoning that involve apparent or defective reasons can yield true (satya)
awareness-events. In fact, in this very section, when Gangesa states his own considered view
(siddhanta), he accepts all the objections that he himself put forward as part of the prima
facie position (pirvapaksa). That is why he doesn’t take a non-probative inferential mark to
be something that doesn’t produce any correct awareness about the target. Rather, he defines
non-probativity as follows:

We reply. Non-probativity is the property of not producing any awareness of the
target in a state where there is an awareness of itself [i.e., of non-probativity].>*

The idea is simple. As we already know from Gangesa’s definition of pseudo-reasons, if one
were to judge that an inferential mark is an apparent or defective reason, one wouldn’t
(rationally) judge—on the basis of the reason—that the target was indeed present in the site.
That is precisely what makes such inferential marks non-probative. In the same way,
therefore, the non-probativity of an inferential mark (like the misperceived smoke in Mist and
Fire) doesn’t by itself prevent a true inferential awareness from arising. However, if an agent
were to recognize that the reason in question is non-probative, she (if rational) wouldn’t infer
the target on the basis of it. Thus, this account leaves open the possibility that the inferential
judgements that arise in cases like Mist and Fire can indeed be knowledge-events.

Testimony and Epistemic Luck

Gangesa’s stance on cases like The Parrot and The Mistaken Deceiver is much less clear. On
the one hand, Gangesa’s own definition of knowledge-events seems to straightforwardly
predict that these are knowledge-events: in The Parrot and The Mistaken Deceiver, my
judgements ascribe to the next room a pot that it actually contains. How can they fail to be
knowledge-events??3 On the other hand, Gangesa’s own definition of testimony as an
epistemic instrument doesn’t seem compatible with this verdict: “The epistemic instrument

inferential judgement as a delimitor of sitehood, that judgement will be false. While this solution seems to work
in Mist and Fire, it doesn’t work in cases like Horns and Cows which involve deviating (but not unproved)
inferential marks. For example, in Horns and Cows, 1 correctly take the animal to have horns. So, even if the
horns appear in the final awareness-event as delimitors of sitehood, the final inferential judgement will remain
true.

3 TCMc I1.1 992.6-7: ucyate | svajianadasayam pakse sadhyapratyayajanakatvam asadhakatvam |

35 Here’s an additional piece of evidence. In his commentary Prakasa on Nyayakusumanjali, Gange$a’s son,
Vardhamana (14" century CE), takes cases like The Mistaken Deceiver to show that the presence of epistemic
defects (dosa), e.g., the desire to deceive, etc., amongst the causes of a testimonial awareness needn’t prevent
such an awareness from being a knowledge-event (Prakasa in NKu 216.18-19): “Since the property of being an
epistemic instrument is observed to be present in the utterance of a mistaken deceiver in virtue of its conformity
to reality despite the presence of the speaker’s defects, a defect is also not conducive (prayojaka) to the absence
of that property of being an epistemic instrument (apramanya)” (vaktrdose saty api bhrantavipralambhakavakye
samvadat pramanyadarsanad doso 'pi na apramanya-prayojakah |) This remark seems to clearly concede that,
in cases like The Parrot and The Mistaken Deceiver, my judgement that there is a pot in the next room is a
knowledge-event.
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that is testimony is produced by a true awareness (tattvajiiana) about the content (artha)
which serves as a cause of the utterance (prayoga).”*® On a natural interpretation, this says
that a linguistic utterance has the status of an epistemic instrument just in case it is produced
by a true awareness of its own content. In cases like The Parrot and The Mistaken Deceiver,
the linguistic utterances that produce my judgements aren’t produced by the speaker’s true
awareness of its content. Therefore, Gangesa’s definition of testimony as an epistemic
instrument seems to imply that these judgements aren’t produced by epistemic instruments,
and therefore aren’t knowledge-events. In this section, my aim is to resolve this apparent
inconsistency.

We shall focus here on a section called “sabapramanyavadah™ in Sabdakhanda of
TCM. At the beginning of that section, Ganges$a’s Vaisesika opponent casts doubt on the
status of testimony as an independent epistemic instrument. According to this opponent, in
cases where an agent comes to know something on the basis of testimony, her knowledge-
event is in fact based on an inference. Why? For both Gangesa and his Vaisesika opponent,
the content of an utterance (vakya) is simply a semantic relation (samsarga) amongst the
referents of different subsentential expressions (pada) that are part of the utterance. The
Vaisesika thinks that, on hearing a linguistic utterance, a hearer can correctly infer which
semantic relation the speaker intends to convey simply on the basis of certain properties of
the utterance. What is the structure of that inference? The Vaisesika explains:

Even then, testimony is not a distinct epistemic instrument. For the semantic relation
amongst the referents of subsentential expressions is proved simply on the basis of an
inference: namely, “Subsentential expressions like “Bring the cow with the stick”, or
subsentential expressions in the Veda, are preceded by an awareness of a semantic
relation which (i) is an intentional object of [the speaker’s] intention (tatparyavisaya)
and (ii) holds amongst the recollected referents of those subsentential expressions. For
they are a group of subsentential expressions that have syntactic dependency and so
on, just like [the subsentential expressions occurring in] ‘Bring the pot.”*’

Let’s unpack this. Now, consider a situation where a speaker utters the sentence, “Bring the
cow with the stick!” On Ganges$a’s view, such a command can be true or false: it means that
the act of bringing a cow can be achieved by means of effort and is a means to some desired
outcome, but doesn’t bring about any pain which exceeds the pain that is necessary for
bringing about that outcome.*® When a hearer is exposed to a command like this, how does

36 TCMc IV.1 1.4-5: prayogahetubhiitarthatattvajiianajanyah Sabdah pramanam | In my translation, I am taking
“artha” to mean content of the utterance, rather than any arbitrary object.

ST TCMcIV.122.1, 23.1, 25.1-2, and 29.1: tatha 'pi Sabdo na pramanantaram padarthasamsargasyanumandad
eva siddheh | tatha hi gam abhyaja dandeneti padani vaidikapadani va
tatparyavisayasmaritapadarthasamsargajiianapirvakani akanksadimatpadakadambatvat ghatam anayetivat |

38 It might be surprising to see Gangesa accept the view that commands like, “Bring the cow!” (gam abhyaja) or
injunctions like, “One should worship a stipa” (caityam vandeta) can be assessed for truth or falsity. According
to Gangesa, utterances of this sort can motivate an agent to act in virtue of involving verbal endings that exhort
the agent to act, e.g., the imperative suffix (/of) and optative suffix (/in). In the section of TCM called
“vidhivada,” he argues that what motivates the agent to undertake an action in such cases is her awareness of the
action as (i) accomplishable by means of effort (krtisadhya), and (ii) as a means to a desired outcome
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she become aware of its content? The Vai$esika would tell the following story. This string of
linguistic expressions satisfies three conditions: (i) syntactic dependency (akanksa), i.e., the
dependency of the expressions in virtue of which they together convey a content, (ii)
contiguity (asatti), i.e., the temporal proximity amongst the utterances of the expressions, and
(ii1) semantic fitness (yogyata), i.e., the absence of rebutting knowledge-events
(badhakaprama) that show that the content of the utterance is false. When the hearer
correctly judges that a string of linguistic expressions satisfies these conditions, she may infer
(on that basis) that the relevant expressions were in fact produced by the relevant speaker’s
awareness of a content which (i) the speaker wants to communicate, and (b) which consists in
a semantic relation amongst the referents of the relevant expressions. On the basis of this
inference, the hearer may understand, and judge as true, the content of the relevant utterance.
In this inference, the site consists in the subsentential expressions that are uttered. The target
is being preceded by the speaker’s awareness of a semantic relation which she intends to
convey and which holds amongst referents of those expressions. The reason is the property of
being a group of subsentential expressions that satisfy conditions like syntactic dependency,
and so on.

Soon, however, Gangesa considers a Nyaya objection to this account: namely, that the
reason in question deviates from the target, i.e., is present at a place where the target is
absent.

[A Naiyayika:] In the case of a deceiver’s utterance, there is a deviation. For, in that
case, there is no awareness of a semantic relation on the basis of the observation of
some specific characteristic. One shouldn’t say, “Since it is not possible for anyone to
construct an utterance without an awareness of a semantic relation, it is possible for
that [deceiver] to have a suppositional awareness of a semantic relation (aharyam
tasya samsargajianam).” For, first of all, it is possible for one to construct
utterances—just like a parrot—simply on the basis of one’s awareness of
subsentential expressions, and the same is the rule even in other cases.*”

The point is this. Suppose you want to deceive me. You know that there is no pot in the next
room, but you tell me that there is one. Even though the subsentential expressions that you
utter satisfy all three conditions mentioned above, the target won’t be present here: since you
don’t judge (on the basis of any specific piece of evidence) that there is a pot in the next
room, your utterance isn’t preceded by your judgement that the relevant content is true (i.e.,

(istasadhana) and (iii) as not giving rise to pain which exceeds the pain that invariably accompanies the relevant
desired outcome (istotpattinantariyakaduhkhadhikaduhkhajanaka). For discussion, see TCMc IV.2 144.2-4 and
174.5-186.1. On the basis of this claim, he concludes the exhortative verbal endings like the imperative or the
optative suffix should refer to all three of these properties. Thus, an utterance like “One should worship a stipa”
or “Bring the cow!” would just mean that the relevant act (of worshipping a stipa or bringing the cow) is
accomplishable by means of effort, is a means to a desired outcome, and doesn’t bring about pain that exceeds
the necessary amount of pain. If the act in question doesn’t have one of these characteristics, then the utterance
can be false. If it has all of them, the utterance will be true.

¥ TCMcIV.1 45.1-2, 46.1-2, and 47.1: nanu pratarakavakye vyabhicarah visesadarsanena tatra
samsargajiianabhavat | na ca samsargam apratitya vakyaracand na sambhavatity aharyam tasya
samsargajiianam sambhavatiti vacyam | tavat padajiianad eva sukasyeva vakyaracanopapatteh | anyatrapi
tasyaiva tantratvad iti cet |
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that the semantic relation amongst the referents of the subsentential expressions holds). So,
the reason deviates from the target. Now, the Vaisesika might offer the following response:
since it’s not possible for anyone to construct an utterance without grasping its content, even
the deceiver must undergo some sort of suppositional awareness about the content of her
utterance before she utters the relevant sentence. But this response fails: just as a parrot can
string together expressions without understanding the content of the relevant utterance, so
also can the deceiver construct utterances without grasping or reflecting on the content of her
utterances.

The Vaisesika replies to this objection as follows.

No, because even that deceiver has an awareness of the semantic relation, since he
utters the utterance with the intention (asaya), “This utterance will convey to this
person the semantic relation amongst the referents of subsentential expressions.”
Moreover, [the Nyaya objection fails] because there is an absence of semantic fitness.
Therefore, in the case of utterances that don’t conform to reality and are uttered in the
manner of a parrot, there is no deviation. Rather, the awareness of a semantic relation,
which arises from testimony, takes place due to an error regarding semantic fitness.*

The passage contains two arguments. First of all, the Naiyayika opponent is simply wrong in
thinking that, in the case of the deceiver, the speaker lacks an awareness of the content of her
utterance. For, the deceiver utters the relevant expressions precisely because she wishes to
convey a certain content to the hearer, and she couldn’t have that desire without undergoing
an awareness regarding that content. So, even if the reason is present in this case, the target
isn’t absent. Thus, the charge of deviation is avoided. However, this reply isn’t robust.
Consider a case where a parrot mechanically utters a false utterance, and an agent undergoes
an awareness on the basis of it. In such a case, the kind of intention that underlies the
deceiver’s utterance is missing. So, the problem of deviation will remain intact.

That is possibly why the Vaisesika offers a second argument: when an utterance is
false, one of the three conditions mentioned above—namely, semantic fitness—is absent.
According to Gangesa, semantic fitness is the absence of rebutting knowledge-events
(badhakapramaviraha), i.e., roughly, knowledge-events that show that the relevant content is
false.*! If the content of an utterance is false, there always are rebutting knowledge-events—

40 TCMc IV.1 47.1-4 and 48.1: na, etad vakyam etasya padarthasamsargam bodhayisyatity asayena
vakyaprayogat tasyapi samsargajianat yogyatavirahdac ca | ata eva visambadivakye sukavad uccarite na
vyabhicarah | Sabdat samsargapratyayas tu yogyatabhramat |

4 TCMc IV.1 262.2-3 and 263.1: “We reply: semantic fitness is the absence of rebutting knowledge-events.
And that is an absence—which resides in the semantic relation with a referent of a subsentential expression—of
being the qualificand in a knowledge-event regarding the counterpositiveness of an absence that resides in one
referent of a subsentential expression” (ucyate badhakapramaviraho yogyata, sa

cetarapadarthasamsarge ‘parapadarthanisthatyantabhavapratiyogitvapramavisesyatvabhavah |) This is
somewhat complicated. But the meaning is relatively simple. Consider a sentence like, “He sprinkles it with
fire” (vahnind siricati). The relevant subsentential expressions lack semantic fitness, because there is a rebutting
knowledge-event that shows that sprinkling isn’t the kind of act that can be performed by means of fire. In this
case, the referent of “with fire” is the instrumenthood that resides in fire (vahninisthakaranata). Normally, the
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e.g., knowledge-events belonging to I§vara, an omniscient God-like being—which show that
the relevant content is false. Thus, in this case, the expressions uttered by the deceiver lack
semantic fitness. So, since the reason is absent in this case, the problem of deviation doesn’t
arise. Similarly, in cases where a parrot or a child mechanically utters a false utterance, the
reason put forward in the Vaisesika inference doesn’t deviate from the target, because, in
those cases too, semantic fitness is absent. However, in such cases, the hearer may still come
to understand what the utterance means, because she mistakenly thinks that the expressions
are semantically fit.

This, however, paves the way for a different worry for the Vaisesika. With reference
to cases like The Mistaken Deceiver and The Parrot, the Naiyayika opponent says:

There is a deviation in the case of a parrot’s or someone else’s fact-conforming
utterance (samvadivakya), and in the case of a mistaken deceiver’s utterance, which
aren’t accompanied by any awareness of a semantic relation. Moreover, how can there
be a knowledge-event regarding a semantic relation, given that an inference about the
awareness of the speaker is impossible?+?

The problem is basically the same as before. In these cases, there is no absence of semantic
fitness, since the content of the utterance is true and thus there is no rebutting defeater that
shows that it is false. So, the hearer can correctly judge that the relevant expressions satisfy
the three conditions mentioned above. Therefore, the reason can be present in the site, i.e., the
relevant expressions. But the target is absent. In the parrot example, this is obvious: the parrot
simply has no awareness as of there being a pot in the next room, so it couldn’t have uttered
the relevant expressions on the basis of its awareness of the content of the relevant utterance.
Moreover, in a version of the deceiver example where the deceiver is mistaken, if the
deceiver doesn’t utter the relevant sentence on the basis of any awareness of its content (but
merely on the basis of her awareness regarding the relevant expressions), the utterance won’t
be preceded by any awareness of that content. Thus, in both cases, despite the presence of the
reason, the target will be absent. So, the problem of deviation cannot be avoided.

The Naiyayika opponent’s second remark raises a different problem. The Naiyayika
presupposes that, in The Mistaken Deceiver and The Parrot, since the parrot’s or the
deceiver’s utterance conforms to reality, the hearer’s judgement is indeed a knowledge-event.
But that isn’t something that the Vaisesika can easily accommodate. For the conclusion of the
Vaisesika inference could be false in such cases: given that neither the mistaken deceiver nor

semantic relation with this kind of instrumenthood would reside in the referent of a verb by a relation of
determinanthood (niripakatva), since the referent of the verb, i.e., an action, determines which object plays the
role of an instrument in relation to it. But, we know, the referent of the verb “sprinkles”—sprinkling (seka)—
isn’t the kind of act that can be performed by means of fire. Therefore, the relevant semantic relation is known
to be absent from the referent of that verb. Thus, the semantic relation with the referent of “with fire” is the
qualificand of a knowledge-event where it appears as the counterpositive of an absence that resides in the
referent of “sprinkle.” So, semantic fitness is absent. For this explanation, see Mathuranatha’s Rahasya (TCMc
IV.1263.4-7).

42 TCMc 1V.1 48.2 and 49.1-2: atha samsargajiianam vind Sukasyanyasya va samvadivakye
bhrantapratarakavakye ca vyabhicarah katham va tatra samsargaprama vaktrjiananumandasambhavad iti cet |
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the parrot may undergo an awareness of the content of the utterance, the hearer’s inferential
judgement that the speaker undergoes such an awareness can’t be true. So, testimonial
knowledge-events cannot be reduced to inferential knowledge-events.

The Vaisesika’s response to these problems is somewhat cryptic:

No. Moreover, it has been said [in “pramanyavade utpattivadah’] that, if that
awareness [which arises from the parrot’s or the mistaken deceiver’s utterance] were a

knowledge-event regarding a semantic relation, the utterance would be comparable to
the Veda.®

Mathuranatha explains the point as follows:

“It would be comparable to the Veda.” The meaning is that, just as, in the case of
the Veda, the target is present due to its being preceded by a knowledge-event of
I$vara, so also is true in the relevant case.**

We can unpack the thought as follows. If my judgements in The Parrot and The Mistaken
Deceiver are knowledge-events, then the Vaisesika would happily say that these utterances
are similar to the Veda. In the case of the Veda, the Vaisesika’s inference yields a correct
conclusion precisely because I§vara, the omnipotent and omniscient God-like being, has
composed the Veda with the intention of communicating its content to us. Similarly, even
when the parrot or the mistaken deceiver utters a sentence, I$vara serves as the agent of the
relevant utterance. For he is a cause of every effect. So, we may argue that the relevant
utterance is in fact caused by I§vara’s true awareness of the relevant content. Thus, the
conclusion of the Vaisesika’s inference will come out true.

Ultimately, Gangesa rejects the Vaisesika’s reduction of testimony to inference. But
the Vaisesika’s response also contains a hint of a solution to the problem that we started out
with. Recall that, for Gangesa, a piece of testimony can only serve as an epistemic instrument
if it is caused by a true awareness of its content. Since, in The Parrot or The Mistaken
Deceiver, the speaker needn’t have any true awareness of the content of the relevant
utterance, the relevant utterances cannot straightforwardly be treated as epistemic
instruments. But the Vaisesika’s response shows us a way out. Following the Vaisesika, we
could argue that, in all these cases, the relevant utterance is caused by I$vara’s true awareness
of'its content. Thus, the utterance can indeed end up having the status of an epistemic
instrument.*> As we shall later see, Ganges$a himself will endorse this solution in the section
of TCM called “pramanyavade utpattivadah.”

B3 TCMc1V.1 49.3: na| yadi tac ca samsargaprama tada vedatulyatety uktam |

# Rahasya in TCMc 1V.1 49.3: vede yatha isvariyasamsargapramapiirvakatvam adaya sadhyasattvam, tatha
prakrte ‘pityarthah|

45 There are other portions of Sabdakhanda where Gangesa considers a view according to The Parrot and The
Mistaken Deceiver (at TCMc1V.1 98.1-2 and 99.1-3, and then again at TCMcIV.1 106.1 and 107.1). However,
in such cases, the view doesn’t belong to a Naiyayika, but rather to a Prabhakara, and don’t add any new
arguments to the discussion.
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The lesson is this. If my arguments in this section and the last are sound, then
Ganges$a’s conception of inference and testimony as epistemic instruments don’t exclude
epistemically lucky awareness-events from the class of knowledge-events. This aspect of
Ganges$a’s view creates trouble for him. For it cannot easily be reconciled with his
commitment to Nyaya Infallibilism. This is precisely the problem that we shall now turn to.

The Problem of Epistemic Luck

Following his Nyaya predecessors like Udayana, Gangesa accepts a specific version of Nyaya
Infallibilism in the section of TCM called “pramanyavade utpattivadah.”*

Virtue Infallibilism. For any kind K of knowledge-event, there is a kind E of epistemic
virtue associated with that kind K, such that, if any awareness belongs to that kind K,
then it is produced by an instance of E.

What does this say? For each kind of knowledge-event—perceptual, inferential, analogical,
or testimonial—there is a proprietary epistemic virtue that produces knowledge-events of that
sort. According to Gangesa, there is no uniform epistemic virtue that serves as the cause of all
knowledge-events.

We reply. There is no uniform epistemic virtue for every knowledge-event. Rather,
with respect each specific [kind of] knowledge-event, the contact of the sense-faculty
with many parts of the object and true awareness-events regarding the reason,
similarity and the content of an utterance simply serve as epistemic virtues
individually depending on the circumstances (yvathayatha), because there are positive
and negative correlations [between each kind of knowledge-event and each of these
virtues].*’

As Ganges$a goes on to explain, each specific kind of knowledge-event has a corresponding
epistemic virtue that gives rise to it. In the case of perceptual knowledge-events, it is
observation of specific characteristics, which—in the case of composite material objects—
may be mediated by the contact of the relevant sense-faculty with a sufficiently large number
of parts of the relevant object.*® In the case of inferential knowledge-events, the epistemic
virtue is a true subsumptive judgement, i.e., a correct awareness of the site as characterised
by something that is pervaded by the target. Finally, in the case of testimonial knowledge-

46 For a translation of this section, see Phillips and Tatacharya (2009, pp. 141-209).

47 TCMc 1 327.2-7: ucyate| pramamatre ca nanugato gunah kintu tattatpramayam bhityo 'vayavendriya-
sannikarsayatharthalingasadysyavakyarthajiiananam yathayatham pratyekam eva gunatvam anvayavyatirekat |
48 TCMc I 327.8-9: “Just as bile, etc. and error about the inferential mark, etc. serve as defects with respect to
specific awareness-events that aren’t knowledge-events, so also does the observation of a specific characteristic
serve as an epistemic virtue with respect to perceptual knowledge-events, since it regularly accompanies them”
(tattadapramayam pittadilingabhramadinam dosatvavat pratyakse visesadarsanam api gunah tadanuvidhanat|).
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events (including those produced by the Veda), the epistemic virtue is the (speaker’s) true
awareness about the content of the relevant utterance.*’

Gangesa’s commitment to Virtue Infallibilism creates trouble for him. On the one
hand, none of the epistemic virtues on the list given above are (or have to be) present in cases
like Mist and Fire, Horns and Cows, The Mistaken Deceiver, and The Parrot. In Mist and
Fire and Horns and Cows, my subsumptive judgement is certainly false, because the reason
is either absent from the site or not pervaded by the target. In The Mistaken Deceiver and The
Parrot, the basis of the speaker’s utterance needn’t be her true awareness of the content of the
relevant utterance. Thus, if (following Gangesa’s Definition of Knowledge) we treat my
judgements in these cases as knowledge-events, Gangesa’s version of Virtue Infallibilism will
be really difficult to defend. This is simply an instance of a more general tension between The
Nyaya Definition of Knowledge and Nyaya Infallibilism. Here, we will see how this problem
is framed by Gangesa himself.

Let’s begin with a standard objection, offered by Bhatta Mimamsakas, against Virtue
Infallibilism. According to earlier Naiyayikas like Bhatta Jayanta, Vacaspati Misra and
Udayana, the Veda has the status of an epistemic instrument precisely because its author is
I$vara, who possesses a correct awareness of the contents of the Vedic utterances. The
Mrtmamsaka disputes this:

Since there is a rebutting defeater for this view in the case of Veda, e.g., the fact that
no author of the Veda is recollected, etc., therefore, even in ordinary practice, an
utterance serves as the cause of a knowledge-event simply in virtue of its
defectlessness. However, in the case of Veda, the defectlessness is determined solely
on the basis of its permanence even though a speaker is absent.>°

The thought is this. In the case of Veda, no author is recollected. This, according to the
Bhatta Mimamsaka, suggests that the Veda has no author.’! So, in order to explain the status
of the Veda as an epistemic instrument, we cannot appeal to its author’s correct awareness of
its contents. We can only appeal to the Veda’s lack of epistemic defects (i.e., epistemic
defects that normally give rise to misleading testimony). Similarly, the Mimamsaka claims,
ordinary testimony also serves as an epistemic instrument because it is defectless. So, Virtue
Infallibilism is false.

4 TCMc I 341.1-4: “Moreover, since an inferential knowledge-event, etc. doesn’t arise from the mere absence
of defects such as errors pertaining to the inferential mark, similarity, and the content of a linguistic utterance,
epistemic virtues such as a true subsumptive judgement are proved. In this manner, since a knowledge-event is
produced by epistemic virtues, a knowledge-event is produced even in the case of the Veda by an epistemic
virtue, namely a true awareness regarding the contents of [Vedic] utterances. So, I$vara is proved as the bearer
of that epistemic virtue.” (api ca lingasadrsyavakyarthabhramadosabhavamatran nanumityadir iti
satyaparamarsadigunasiddhih | evam pramaya gunajanyatvena vede pi prama
vakyarthayatharthajnanagunajanyeti tadasrayesvarasiddhih|)

S0 TCMc 1 344.5-7: vede kartrasmarandader badhakat loke 'pi nirdosatvenaiva pramahetutvam, vede tu
nityatvenaiva vaktur abhave 'pi nirdosatvam avadharyata iti cet|

51 See v. 368ab in the section called “vakyddhikarana” in Kumarila’s Slokavarttika (SV 668.19).
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Ganges$a’s response here is significant:

No, because the rebutting defeater will be [later] refuted extensively, and because that
defectlessness is absent from (i) the utterance of a mistaken deceiver and (ii) the
defect-induced utterance, “There is a cloth,” that is made when the sentence, “There is
a pot,” is to be uttered, both of which are epistemic instruments insofar as they
conform to the facts (samvadat). Moreover, if that Mimamsaka view is right, an
utterance, “One should worship a stijpa,” and an utterance of a parrot, etc.—which are
brought about by chance—would also be epistemic instruments. For the defects of the
speaker are absent in those cases and they are similar to the Veda in virtue of being
independent of any epistemic instrument.>?

The passage contains two distinct arguments. First, Gangesa thinks that the Mimamsaka is
simply wrong in thinking that the Veda has no author; later, he will offer arguments against
this position in Sabdakhanda.” On the one hand, if the Mimamsaka is right, in a case like
The Mistaken Deceiver or in a case where a true utterance is uttered instead of another false
utterance due to some defect, the relevant utterance wouldn’t serve as an epistemic
instrument due to the presence of epistemic defects. This is important: the fact that Gangesa
takes this to be a problem for the Mimamsaka clearly suggests that he takes these accidentally
true awareness-events to be knowledge-events. Second, it’s obvious that a false utterance of a
sincere Buddhist, e.g., “One should worship a stipa”, or a false utterance of a parrot or a
child, cannot be an epistemic instrument. But, if the Mimamsaka is right in thinking that any
defectless linguistic utterance can be an epistemic instrument, even such a false utterance
should generate knowledge-events on the Mimamsaka’s view. For such an utterance isn’t
accompanied by any of the typical epistemic defects, e.g., the desire to deceive, etc., which
give rise to misleading testimony.

However, the Mimamsaka notices that the Naiyayika, who is committed to Virtue
Infallibilism, also faces a similar problem.

Even for you, how can the utterance of a parrot, etc. or of a mistaken deceiver be an
epistemic instrument? For it is not produced by any epistemic virtue. Moreover, it is
not the case that, since it is not produced by any epistemic virtue and doesn’t have as
its intentional object what is intended [by the speaker], it is not an epistemic
instrument. For, due to the conformity of the utterance to the facts, there is a rebutting
defeat with respect to the target of this inference.>*

As Ganges$a and his predecessors acknowledge, the epistemic virtue that typically explains
the status of a linguistic utterance as an epistemic instrument is the speaker’s correct
awareness regarding the content of her utterance. This, presumably, is not (or needn’t be)

32 TCMc 1 345.1-6: na | badhakasya bahuso nirakarisyamanatvat bhrantapratarakavakye ghato ’stiti vacye
pato’stiti dosajanyavakye ca samvadat pramane tadabhavat | kim ca daivavasasampannam caityam vandetety
adikam sukabaladivakyam apy evam pramanam syat, vaktrdosabhavat pramanapeksatvena vedatulyatvat |

53 See the discussion in the section called “tatparyavadah” in Sabdakhanda of TCM (TCMc1V.1, pp. 339ff).

34 TCMc 1 345.6-7 and 346.1-2: nanu tavapi Sukadibhrantapratarakavakyam katham pramanam gundjanyatvat|
na ca gundjanyatvat vaktrtatparyavisayatvac ca tad apramanam | samvadena sadhye badhat |
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present in cases like The Mistaken Deceiver and The Parrot. So, if Gange$a and his
predecessors accept Virtue Infallibilism, they cannot accept the utterances in these cases as
epistemic instruments. Given that these utterances aren’t produced by epistemic virtues of the
speaker (or given that their contents don’t reflect the speaker’s intention), why can’t Gangesa
and his Nyaya comrades simply accept the conclusion that these utterances aren’t epistemic
instruments? As Gangesa’s opponent points out, these utterances conform to reality. So, the
resulting awareness-events must be knowledge-events. This, in turn, rebuts any argument that
seeks to show that the relevant utterances aren’t epistemic instruments. That’s bad news for
Virtue Infallibilism.

However, a Naiyayika could resist this conclusion in a different way. For example,
she could claim that, at least according to a certain conception of semantic fitness, in cases
like The Mistaken Deceiver, the linguistic utterance lacks semantic fitness. Suppose we
define semantic fitness not as the absence of rebutting defeaters for the content of an
utterance, but rather as the absence of rebutting defeaters for the utterance-content that the
speaker is aware of. Since the mistaken deceiver doesn’t take the content of her utterance to
be true (and, in that sense, lacks awareness of it) and utters the relevant utterance on the basis
of an erroneous awareness about how things are in the world, semantic fitness is absent in
this case. The Mimamsaka’s response goes like this.

However, there is a view that says: “In the case of an utterance of a mistaken
deceiver, there is simply no semantic fitness. For semantic fitness is the absence of
rebutting defeat for an utterance-content that the speaker is aware of, and an
intentional object of error is rebutted.” That is wrong. For, since the [deceiver’s] error
with respect to something that contains a pot, “There is no pot,” has a different
intentional object from the utterance, it is not a cause of that utterance. Moreover, for
reasons of parsimony, semantic fitness is the absence of rebutting defeat for the
content of an utterance. And, in that case, the content of the utterance is unrebutted.>>

The Mimamsaka’s reply has two parts. In The Mistaken Deceiver, when the deceiver says,
“There’s a pot in the next room,” she incorrectly thinks that there is no pot in the next room.
However, her error plays no (direct) causal role in generating her utterance. What explains
her utterance is her desire to communicate a certain content to the hearer (which might in turn
be explained by her error and her desire to deceive the hearer). So, even if she makes the
mistake, why should that prevent an awareness-event based on the utterance from being a
knowledge-event? Second, according to the Mimamsaka, there is a simpler (and therefore
preferable) notion of semantic fitness—namely, the absence of rebutting defeat for the
content of the utterance—which allows us to show that, in this case, the deceiver’s utterance
is semantically fit (given that its content cannot be rebutted).

35 TCMc1 346.2-4 and 347.1-2: yat tu bhrantapratarakavakye yogyataiva nasti | vaktrjiiatavakyarthabadho hi
yogyata | bhramavisayas ca badhita iti | tan na| ghatavati ghato nastiti bhinnavisayataya bhramasyahetutvat |
kim ca vakyarthabadho yogyata laghavat| vakyarthas ca tatrabadhita eva |
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A Naiyayika who doesn’t treat the utterance of a parrot as an epistemic instrument
might raise a different problem: namely, that, when a hearer is exposed to the utterance of a
parrot, she simply doesn’t judge the content of the utterance to be true, but merely undergoes
an awareness that takes the form, “This person [or animal] says this.” Since the hearer
doesn’t judge the content of the utterance to be true, the relevant awareness can’t be regarded
as a testimonial knowledge-event. Once again, the Mimamsaka dismisses this worry quite
quickly.

It is also not to be said, “An awareness of the content [of the utterance] simply doesn’t
take place on the basis of the utterance of a parrot, a child, and so on. Rather, there is
an awareness of the following sort, ‘This being says this.’” This is because one cannot
deny the existence of a non-recollective awareness when the causal complex for the
awareness of a semantic relation—e.g., syntactic dependency, etc.—is present, and
because the resulting awareness is a true non-recollective awareness in virtue of
conforming to the facts.>¢

The point is simple: given that all the causes necessary for testimonial awareness are present
in this case, a testimonial awareness (which has as its content the content of the utterance)
cannot fail to arise. And that awareness-event—insofar as it conforms to reality—must also
be true. Thus, it will end up being a knowledge-event.

At last, the Mimamsaka opponent extends this objection to cases like Mist and Fire.
As Ganges$a himself says earlier, a true subsumptive judgement is the epistemic virtue that
invariably precedes all inferential knowledge-events. However, in Mist and Fire, given that
there is no smoke on the hill, the subsumptive judgement that the hill possesses smoke that is
pervaded by fire cannot be true. So, given the absence of this epistemic virtue, the resulting
awareness cannot be a knowledge-event. But, according to Gangesa’s own definition of
knowledge-events, this is a knowledge-event.

If this were so, the inferential awareness of fire in a place that indeed contains fire—
based on an erroneous awareness of smoke—wouldn’t be a knowledge-event. For it
wouldn’t be produced by a true awareness about the inferential mark. And it is not the
case that some other fire is simply the intentional object in that case. For the fire is
recognized, and, in the case of an inference involving just one individual like
cowhood, that [i.c., some other individual] is absent. Moreover, there is no
superimposition of an identity with something else. For, even though the inferential
awareness may be an error—due to a superimposition of an identity—with respect to
the part that involves the superimposition (upadhana) of the inferential mark, it would
be a knowledge-event with respect to the part that concerns the target.>’

36 TCMc 1 347.3-4 and 348.1-2: na ca Sukabaladivakyad arthabodha eva na bhavati, kim tv evam ayam vadatity
evam prakara pratitir iti vacyam | akanksader anvayabodhasamagryah sattve 'nubhavanapalapat | samvadena
yatharthatvanubhavac ca |

ST TCMc 1 348.2-5 and 349.1-2: evam dhiimabhramad vahnimaty eva vahnyanumitir na prama syat

tadabhavac ca | napi tatranyatadatmyaropah, samsargaropad lingopadhanamse bhramatve pi sadhyamse
pramatvad iti |
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As we have already seen from Gangesa’s own discussion of such cases, a Naiyayika cannot
escape the conclusion that inferential judgements that arise in cases like Mist and Fire are
knowledge-events. As the Bhatta points out, one cannot argue that the inferred fire is in fact
distinct from the fire that is actually present on the hill, because one can perceptually
recognize the fire on the hill as the fire that one inferred earlier, and the same strategy of
response isn’t available in a case like Horns and Cows. The Naiyayika also cannot argue that,
in a case like Horns and Cows, the agent’s mistake lies in taking cowhood to be identical to
some other property. For, even then, insofar as the agent correctly takes the target, i.e.,
cowhood, to be present in the animal, the awareness at least will be true (and therefore a
knowledge-event) in relation to the part that concerns the target.

The general thrust of the Mimamsaka’s objection is this. If we accept Virtue
Infallibilism, then all inferential and testimonial knowledge-events must be caused by some
epistemic virtue. But, in cases like Mist and Fire, The Parrot and The Mistaken Deceiver, no
such virtues seem to be present. Yet, given the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge, it’s difficult
to avoid the conclusion that these are knowledge-events. So, there is a tension between Virtue
Infallibilism and the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge.

Gangesa’s First Solution: Appealing to Divine Awareness
Gangesa offers two distinct solutions to this problem.

The first of these isn’t original: Ganges$a attributes the first solution to “those who
know the tradition” (sampraddayavit), i.e., presumably other Naiyayikas. It involves an appeal
to I§vara’s awareness as a cause of both inferential and testimonial knowledge-events.

We reply. In the case of the mistaken deceiver’s utterance and the utterance of a
parrot, etc., since the utterances must be uttered by a trustworthy person (apta) insofar
as they are pieces of testimony that are epistemic instruments, the cause of those
utterances is simply I$vara’s true awareness regarding the content of the utterance just
as in the case of the Veda. For he is the agent of every effect. Moreover, even
someone who claims that defectlessness makes a piece of testimony an epistemic
instrument must admit that the utterance of a parrot, etc. is comparable to the Veda.

[The opponent:] In that case, pseudo-testimony (Sabdabhasa) would completely
disappear, since it would also have I§vara as its speaker.

[Reply:] No. Since the content of such an utterance is false, it is not an intentional
object of the awareness of I$vara.>®

38 TCMc 1 349.2-7: ucyate | bhrantapratarakavakye sukadivakye ca pramanasabdatvena aptoktatvat vedavad
ISvarasyapi yatharthavakyarthajianam janakam, tasya karyamatre kartrtvat | sukadivakyasya ca vedatulyata

_____
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In framing her objection to Gangesa’s Virtue Infallibilism, the Mimamsaka opponent was
assuming that, in The Parrot and The Mistaken Deceiver, even when my testimonial
judgements are true, the utterances cannot be caused by the speaker’s true awareness about
the contents of those utterances. So, if the opponent is right, the kind of epistemic virtue that
normally explains the truth of testimonial awareness-events are missing in these cases.
Ganges$a wants to deny precisely this. He starts from the simple observation that both the
utterances of the parrot, etc. and utterances of the mistaken deceiver are epistemic
instruments insofar as they produce knowledge-events. Now, according to the Naiyayikas,
any piece of testimony that is an epistemic instrument must be produced by a trustworthy
speaker. Who is the trustworthy speaker in the case of these utterances? It can’t be the
deceiver or the parrot. It has to be I$vara, given that he is implicated in every effect as an
agent. So, these utterances too are produced by I§vara’s true awareness of the relevant
contents. Thus, the epistemic virtue which, for Gangesa, explains the status of testimony as
an epistemic instrument—namely, the speaker’s true awareness of the content of an
utterance—will be present even in these cases. This, however, doesn’t mean that there cannot
be any misleading testimony—what Ganges$a calls pseudo-testimony—that produces
erroneous testimonial awareness-events. For, in cases of misleading testimony, I§vara’s
awareness of the relevant content isn’t present, since He cannot undergo any false awareness.
That explains why, in such cases, a knowledge-event cannot arise.

This story can be easily extended to cases like Mist and Fire. How?

In this manner, even in the case of a knowledge-event produced by a pseudo-reason,
the cause is simply I§vara’s awareness of the hill as possessing something pervaded
by fire. This is what people who know the tradition say.>’

Recall Mist and Fire. In that scenario, my inferential judgement that there is fire on the hill is
true but my subsumptive judgement that the hill contains smoke that is pervaded by fire is
false. For there is no smoke on the hill. This, in turn, implies that the proprietary epistemic
virtue that explains inferential knowledge-events goes missing in this case. Gangesa thinks
this is wrong. Since I$vara causes every effect, his awareness of the hill as containing
something that is pervaded by fire can serve as the true subsumptive judgement that causes
my inferential judgement. Thus, even in Mist and Fire, my inferential judgement can be
caused by an epistemic virtue.

This treatment of cases like Mist and Fire seems to have been popular amongst
Naiyayikas of this period. For example, in his refutation of Sriharsa, Khandanoddhara,
Vacaspati Misra II (14" century CE) appeals to an explanation like this.®® One of Gangesa’s

39 TCMc 1 350.1-2: evam lingabhasajanyapramayam api vahnivyapyavattvajiianam isvarasyaiva janakam iti
sampraddayavidah |

60 Vacaspati Misra II discusses this case in the context of an objection to the later Nyaya view that an instrument
(karana) is a cause of an effect that gives rise to that effect through the meditation of an operation (vyapara) that
it produces. Ordinarily, in the case of inferential awareness-events, this role would be played by the recollective
awareness of pervasion, which gives rise to an inferential judgement through the meditation of a subsumptive
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early commentators, Jayadeva Misra (15" century CE), offers some insight into the
motivation for this solution.

Rather, a knowledge-event [in these cases] is the virtue, and that has a knowledge-
event as its result. Moreover, it is not the case that a suppositional superimposition
that accidentally conforms to reality is of that sort. If this were the case, then it would
follow that a distinct epistemic instrument [other than the four recognized ones]
exists, since—without having a uniform and non-overextended property as its
delimitor—something cannot have the status of being an epistemic instrument.5!

Let’s flesh out this thought more carefully. On one way of reading Jayadeva, this solution is
inspired by a certain general principle about epistemically indirect awareness-events (e.g.,
inferential, analogical, or testimonial knowledge-events): namely, that an epistemic virtue
that gives rise to an epistemically indirect knowledge-event must itself be a knowledge-event.
In The Mistaken Deceiver, even though a deceiver’s utterance may be based on an
accidentally true suppositional awareness about the content of her utterance, her suppositional
awareness isn’t a knowledge-event. So, it cannot play the role of an epistemic virtue in
relation to my testimonial awareness-event.

Why is that plausible? Jayadeva offers an argument. If the Naiyayika were to treat a
suppositional awareness as an epistemic virtue, she would have to revise her account of
testimony. She would have to say that a linguistic utterance can serve as an epistemic
instrument insofar as it is based on either (i) the speaker’s knowledge of its content, or (ii) the
speaker’s true suppositional awareness of its content. This would imply that there is no
uniform or non-disjunctive (anugata) property which is shared by all linguistic utterances that
serve as epistemic instruments. Why is this bad? Each epistemic instrument, according to
Jayadeva, is delimited by a uniform property that doesn’t extend to other epistemic
instruments. If this principle is right, then we shouldn’t treat the linguistic utterances that are
based on suppositional awareness-events as instances of the same epistemic instrument as the
linguistic utterances that are based on the speaker’s knowledge-events. So, we will be

judgement that it produces. But if the epistemic virtue that explains inferential knowledge-events is I$vara’s
subsumptive judgement, it becomes hard to explain how that could be produced by a recollection of pervasion.
For Iévara’s mental states are all permanent. Vacaspati poses and then solves the problem in the following
manner (KU 58.3-7): “[The opponent:] First of all, you have said that, in a case where there is an inferential
awareness (anumiti) that has the status of being a knowledge-event but is produced by a pseudo-reason, its
knowlegehood (pramanya) is produced by an epistemic virtue in virtue of an inference (anumana) that has the
nature of I§vara’s subsumptive judgement. In that case, that subsumptive judgement simply cannot be an
operation, since it is permanent. [Reply:] True. Since I§vara’s awareness is the cause of the universe, it serves as
a cause in this case too. That is precisely why the inferential awareness is a knowledge-event owing to his virtue
insofar as he is agent of the inferential awareness. However, even in that scenario, the instrument is the
recollection of pervasion which belongs solely to the person who makes the inference and which produces the
subsumptive judgement” (nanu lingabhasajanya yatra pramabhitanumitis tatra tatpramanyam
isvaratrtiyalingaparamarsaripanumandt gunajanyam iti tavad attha tatra hi sa vyaparabhiito na bhavati
nityatvad it cet | satyam | jagatkaranatvat tad atrapi karanam tata eva canumanakartus tasya gunad anumitif
prama | karanas tu tatrapi anumitibhdja eva trtiyaparamarsajanant vyaptismrtir iti |)

! Aloka in TCMA 167.11-13: vastutas tu prama gunah | sa ca pramaphalam | na caharyaropah
kakataliyasamvadas tathd | tatha sati pramanantarapatter anugatanatiprasaktadharmavacchedakam vina
pramanatvasambhavat |
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compelled to posit some new epistemic instruments over and above the four traditional ones.
To avoid these two problems, it is better to say that testimonial knowledge-events must
ultimately be based on I§vara’s knowledge.

This solution seems somewhat ad hoc. The Naiyayika is forced to recognize I$vara’s
true awareness as an epistemic virtue, because she doesn’t have any other way of explaining
how an accidentally true awareness could be a knowledge-event.®? Arguably, this is why
Gangesa distances himself from this proposal. In the next section, I will lay out his own
solution to the problem of epistemic luck.

Gangesa’s Second Solution: Epistemic Localism

Gangesa’s second solution to the problem of epistemic luck focuses solely on the case of
testimony. Against his Nyaya predecessors, he argues that the production of testimonial
knowledge-events doesn’t depend on the epistemic virtues of the source of a linguistic
utterance (e.g., its speaker), but rather on properties of linguistic utterance and its recipient
(i.e., the hearer). This strategy is an instance of epistemic localism: by reducing epistemic
virtues to local properties of a linguistic utterance and its recipient, it downplays the
epistemic significance of upstream causal factors in the production of knowledge-events.

Gangesa explains his solution to the problem of epistemic luck in the following
passage.

Here, we say the following. In ordinary practice, the true awareness of the speaker
doesn’t serve as an epistemic virtue with respect to testimonial knowledge-events.
Rather, semantic fitness, etc., or a true awareness about those conditions, does. For
that is parsimonious, and these conditions are necessary for testimonial knowledge-
events. There is no true awareness of semantic fitness in the case of a non-fact-
conforming utterance (vakye visamvadini) that is produced by error, carelessness or
the desire to deceive. For the content of the utterance is rebutted. The same is true of a
non-fact-conforming utterance that is made, due to physical indexterity
(karanapatava), regarding something else when something else is to be stated.
However, when the utterance conforms to the facts, it is indeed an epistemic
instrument.?

Gangesa’s argument is that, in the case of ordinary speech, the speaker’s true awareness of
the content of an utterance doesn’t serve as an epistemic virtue. Rather, semantic fitness, etc.,
or the hearer’s true awareness regarding these factors, plays this role. Why does that matter?
Two kinds of cases need to be considered. In a scenario where a parrot or child utters a false
sentence, the utterance doesn’t conform to the facts. So, there is a rebutting defeater

62 Jayadeva’s commentary strongly suggests this reading of Ganges$a’s attitude towards this solution. See TCMA
167.16-20.

83 TCMc 1 350.3-7 and 351.1: atra brumah | Sabdapramayam loke vaktryatharthajiianam na gunah, kim tu
yogyatadikam yatharthatajjiianam va| laghavad avaskyatvac ca | bhramapramadavipralipsadijanye vakye
visamvadini na yatharthayogyatajianam, vakyarthasya badhitatvat | evam karanapatavad anyasmin vaktavye
anyabhidhane visamvadini, samvadini tu pramanam eva |
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(badhaka) for that content (i.e., a piece of evidence that would decisively show that the
content is false). But, as we already know, semantic fitness involves the absence of
knowledge about such defeaters. Things are different in cases like The Parrot and The
Mistaken Deceiver. In such cases, the content of the relevant utterance conforms to the facts.
Hence, there is no such rebutting defeater. As a result, semantic fitness, or a true awareness
regarding it, may indeed be present. So, these utterances can serve as epistemic instruments.%*

This second solution to the problem of epistemic luck runs into an objection. Gangesa
claims elsewhere in Sabdakhanda that “the status of testimony as an epistemic instrument is
dependent on [the underlying] intention (tatparya).”® According to Gangesa, the intention
underlying an utterance is its having a certain aim (tatprayojanakatva), which could be either
an awareness that the speaker wants the hearer to undergo, or an action that the speaker
wishes the hearer to perform.®® So, what does it mean for the status of testimony as an
epistemic instrument to be dependent on the underlying intention? According to the
commentator, Mathuranatha, this means that whether a piece of testimony produces a non-
recollective awareness depends on the hearer’s awareness of the speaker’s intention.
Gangesa’s second solution contradicts this principle. According to this solution, a correct, or
incorrect, awareness of the speaker’s intention (tatparya) isn’t a necessary condition for any
testimonial knowledge-event. But this means that an agent can undergo a testimonial
knowledge-event even when she misconstrues the intention underlying an utterance or simply
has no clue about what it is. Mathuranatha offers a concrete example of this, which we can
spell out as follows.%’

Hari. You are an avowed atheist. Your friend, who believes in the many Hindu gods,
wants to dispel what she takes to be your illusion. So, in order to convey the idea that

64 At the end of the passage, Ganges$a says (TCMc1 351.1-2): “In some cases, there is simply no awareness of
an objection against the proposal that semantic fitness itself is the epistemic virtue when it comes to testimonial
knowledge-events. In some cases, even though the linguistic expressions that are uttered may be semantically
fit, a testimonial knowledge-event may not arise. For example, if I have misleading evidence for thinking that
you are a liar, then, even when you utter a true sentence, I might not be able to rationally judge that what you
say cannot be rebutted. So, I won’t take your utterance to be semantically fit. As a result, I won’t judge the
content of your utterance to be true, and therefore won’t undergo a testimonial knowledge-event. In such cases,
a general cause of testimonial awareness—namely, an awareness of semantic fitness (unaccompanied by any
doubt about semantic fitness)—is missing. See Rahasya in TCMc1350.18-21: “[The opponent:] If semantic
fitness is the virtue, then, in some cases, semantic fitness exists in itself [without giving rise to any testimonial
knowledge-event]. But why does a testimonial knowledge-event not arise [in such a case]? [Reply:] So, he has
said: ‘In some cases,...” And, thus, the effect is absent [in such cases] simply due to the absence of a general
cause of testimonial awareness, i.e., an awareness of semantic fitness” (atha yogyata ced gunah tada kvacit
svariipasati yogyata vartate Sabdaprama katham na jayate ity ata aha ‘kvacid’ iti, tathd ca

% TCMc IV.1 319.2: tatparyadhinam Sabdapramanyam| Mathuranatha glosses the statement as follows (TCMc
IV.1319.5-7) : “The implied meaning of °...is dependent on intention’ is that the status of testimony as an
epistemic instrument, i.c., as a producer of non-recollective awareness-events, is dependent on intention, i.c.,
is also dependent on the awareness of intention; the awareness of intention also assists testimony”
(tatparyadhinam iti tatparyadhinam tatparyajiianasyapy adhinam sabdapramanyam
sabdasyanubhavajanakatvam, tatparyasya jianam api sabdasya sahakariti phalitarthah|)

% TCMc IV.1 325.5-6.

7 See Rahasya in TCMc1 351.11-13.
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Visnu exists, she says, “Hari exists” (harir asti). But you misconstrue her intention.,
since “hari” also stands for lions. So, you come to judge that a lion exists. That, of
course, is true.

According to Gangesa’s second solution, since you have a correct awareness of semantic
fitness, etc., your judgement can indeed be a knowledge-event, and therefore the relevant
utterance should be treated as an epistemic instrument. But this contradicts the view that an
awareness of the speaker’s intention is necessary for testimonial knowledge-events.

Ganges$a addresses this objection as follows.

[The opponent:] If this is so, then, in the presence of a true awareness of semantic
fitness, etc., even a fact-conforming awareness regarding some other semantic
referent (sakya), which arises from a polysemous expression that is meant to convey
something else, would be a knowledge-event, either when there is an error with
respect to the [underlying] intention or without that error. So, even in that case, that
utterance would be an epistemic instrument.

[Reply:] No. For this is accepted. Moreover, since that utterance doesn’t produce a
knowledge-event with respect to the intentional object of the [underlying] intention, it
is not an epistemic instrument with respect to that object. In this manner, even in the
case of the Veda, only a true awareness of semantic fitness is the epistemic virtue. So,
I$vara isn’t proved on the basis of the fact that Veda-based knowledge-events are
produced by epistemic virtues.5®

Ganges$a’s response is subtle. First, he thinks that this result—namely, that a true judgement
that is based on a misunderstanding about the speaker’s intention can be a knowledge-
event—is acceptable. However, he acknowledges also that there is a sense in which the
utterance in question isn’t an epistemic instrument. Since it fails to produce a knowledge-
event with respect to the content that the speaker in fact intends to convey, it cannot be
treated as an epistemic instrument with respect to that content.

In effect, Gange$a rejects an argument for I$vara that earlier Naiyayikas like Udayana
put forward.®® The argument goes like this. The Veda gives rise to testimonial knowledge-
events. In the case of all testimonial knowledge-events, the epistemic virtue is (a) the
speaker’s true awareness of the content of the utterance and (b) her desire to convey that
content to the hearer (i.e., the intention). So, the author of the Veda too must be someone who
has a true awareness of the content of the Veda and has the desire to convey that content to
the hearer. But such an agent cannot be someone like us, since we don’t have any
independent access to the truths that the Veda communicates. So, the author of the Veda must

%8 TCMc1351.8-10 and 352.1-5: nanv evam nandarthad anyaparat tatparyabhrame tam vinaiva va yathartha-
istatvat | tatparyavisaye ca tad vakyam na tada pramajanakam iti na pramanam | evam vede 'pi
yatharthayogyatajiianam eva guna iti na vaidikapramayayah gunajanyatvenesvarasiddhif |

A similar, but not exactly the same, argument from intention (tdtparya) is put forward in Udayana’s
commentary on verse 5.6 in Nyayakusumanjali (NKu 521.13-18).
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be I§vara. Gange$a thinks that this argument is unsound. For the epistemic virtue in the case
of testimonial knowledge-events is neither the speaker’s awareness of the content of the
utterance nor the intention underlying the utterance. It is simply the hearer’s true awareness
regarding semantic fitness, etc. So, any attempt to prove the existence of I§vara by appealing
to the epistemic virtues underlying testimonial knowledge-events must fail.

What are Gangesa’s reasons for rejecting the view that the speaker’s true awareness
of the content of her utterance (or her intention) is an epistemic virtue? Gangesa states these
reasons more carefully in response to a Naiyayika opponent who holds that view.

[The opponent:] Let this be true. In the case of the Veda, the speaker’s true awareness
of the content of the utterance is also an epistemic virtue. For, in ordinary practice,
that kind of awareness is a cause of any testimony that serves as an epistemic
instrument. That is why you infer the speaker’s awareness in ordinary practice. And,
in the same way, the Veda is composed by an autonomous person who possesses a
true awareness that has as its intentional object the contents of the relevant Vedic
utterances. For it is a piece of testimony that is an epistemic instrument, just like the
utterance, “Bring the cow.” So, I§vara is proved.

[Reply:] Don’t say this. The status of being a piece of testimony that serves as an
epistemic instrument is possible even without being preceded by any true awareness
of the content of the utterance, due to the presence of necessary conditions such as
semantic fitness and so on, or due to a true awareness regarding those conditions. This
has been explained. So, this condition [namely, the speaker’s true awareness
regarding the content of her utterance] isn’t conducive (prayojaka) [to the status of
testimony as an epistemic instrument].

[The opponent:] Even then, in ordinary practice, an utterance that is an epistemic
instrument is thought to be caused by an awareness of the content of that utterance.
So, how can that utterance occur without that awareness?

[Reply:] No. For an utterance is made for the sake of practical undertakings, etc. on
the basis of the awareness, “From such subsentential expressions, he will become
aware of the content of the utterance,” with the aim of producing an awareness of the
content of the utterance in a person to be motivated (prayojya). Thus, the speaker’s
initial awareness of the content of the utterance is causally superfluous
(anyathasiddha). In fact, it doesn’t cause the application of the string of subsentential
expressions. For, just as in the case of a parrot, that collection of subsentential
expressions are produced (upapatteh) simply by the causes of the individual
subsentential expressions.’’

70 TCMc1352.5-9 and 353.1-2: sydd etat | vede vaktryatharthajianam api gunah loke pramanasabdam prati
tadrsasya jnanasya hetutvat | ata eva tava loke vaktrjiiananumanam | evam ca vedo
vakyarthagocarayatharthajianavatsvatantrapurusapranitah pramanasabdatvat gam anayeti vakyavad
itisvarasiddhih | tathapi loke vakyarthajianam pramanavakye karanam grhitam iti tena vina katham tad iti
cet—na | pravrttyadyartham hi prayojyasya vakyarthajiianam uddisyaitadrsapadebhyo vakyartham jiasyatiti
buddhya vakyaprayoga ity anyathasiddham pratham vaktur vakyarthajianam, na tu tadrsapadavaliprayoge
tasya hetutvam | tadrsapadasamithasya pratyekapadahetor eva sukadivadupapatteh |
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Gangesa denies that the status of any linguistic utterance as an epistemic instrument depends
on the speaker’s true awareness of its content. The last paragraph explains why. Suppose a
farmer tells her farmhand, “Bring the cow.” The farmhand immediately judges that she is
supposed to bring the cow, and complies with the command. In this case, according to
Gangesa, the speaker utters the sentence with the explicit aim of motivating the farmhand to
act. But the utterance isn’t produced directly by the speaker’s true awareness of the content of
the utterance, but rather by her awareness, “From such subsentential expressions, the
farmhand will become aware of the content of the utterance.” So, under Gangesa’s account, it
is simply an awareness regarding the relevant subsentential expressions, which causes the
speaker to utter those expressions. Therefore, her own awareness of the content is causally
superfluous (anyathasiddha) with respect to the utterance: even if she didn’t have the relevant
awareness, she could still make the utterance on the basis of a similar awareness regarding
the individual subsentential expressions. Cases like The Parrot can be explained in exactly
the same way: the parrot obviously has no clue about the content of the sentence it utters, but
it utters the relevant expressions on the basis of some awareness about each of them. If this is
right, then a speaker’s true awareness of the content of her utterance cannot be regarded as a
cause of her utterance. Hence, it cannot be treated as an epistemic virtue that causes the
resulting knowledge-event.

Note that this argument (which is only intended to show that the speaker’s true
awareness of the content of her utterance isn’t an epistemic virtue) generalizes to the case of
intention. For, in the parrot case, the parrot might have no desire to convey any particular
content to the hearer; it might only utter the relevant expressions out of a desire to simply
utter those expressions. Since such a desire cannot explain the truth of the resulting
testimonial awareness, it cannot be treated as an epistemic virtue.

Suppose this is right. Even then, couldn’t Gangesa’s Naiyayika opponent still argue
that the Veda functions as an epistemic instrument with respect to a content that its speaker
intends to convey? And, if that is right, wouldn’t that be enough to show that I$vara exists?
The opponent states her argument as follows.

The Veda is an epistemic instrument with respect to the intentional object of [the
underlying] intention (¢@tparya). And the intention [underlying the Veda] is its being
uttered due to a desire to produce the awareness of that intentional object. Moreover,
without the Veda, people like us can’t undergo any awareness about the imperceptible
content of the Veda, in virtue of which people like us could utter he Veda out of a
desire to produce an awareness of that content. Furthermore, it is not the case that
such an awareness arises from the Veda itself. For this would lead to mutual
dependence (anyonydsraya). Therefore, that Veda—which is uttered out of a desire to
produce an awareness of a certain content by someone who perceives the entire
content of Veda—is an epistemic instrument with respect to that content. So, such a
desire is simply the epistemic virtue. Any knowledge-event regarding the content of
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the Veda is produced by that. Thus, an autonomous being, who is the greatest of all
persons, is proved to be the locus of that virtue.”!

The argument starts out from the assumption that the Veda serves as an epistemic instrument
with respect to some content that its speaker intends to convey. Who is this speaker? It cannot
be a person like us. First, independently of the Veda, people like us aren’t aware of the
imperceptible truths about dharma that the Veda conveys. Second, the speaker who composes
the Veda couldn’t become aware of the content of the Veda by means of the Veda itself, since
that would lead to a problem of mutual dependence: the existence of the Veda would depend
on that person’s awareness of its content, and the person’s awareness of its content would
depend on the existence of the Veda. So, the speaker of the Veda must be someone who
(unlike us) has direct epistemic access to its content and who utters the Veda with the desire
to produce in us an awareness of that content. This agent is none other than I$vara. And his
desire, according to the opponent, is the epistemic virtue that explains the status of the Veda
as an epistemic instrument.

Gangesa’s response is cautious. On the one hand, he doesn’t want to say that the
testimonial knowledge-events that arise from the Veda are as arbitrary, or as unconstrained
by the speaker’s intention, as the knowledge-events that arise from the parrot’s utterances. On
the other hand, he stands by his previous argument, namely that the status of the Veda as an
epistemic instrument cannot help us prove the existence of I$vara. That is why he now argues
that, though the testimonial knowledge that arises from the Veda is indeed constrained by the
intention of some speaker, this speaker needn’t necessarily be I$vara.

[Reply:] Don’t say this. Since a preceptor (adhyapaka)—who is aware of the contents
of Vedic utterances with the help of all the auxiliary disciplines (arniga) like Mimamsa,
etc.—utters the Veda out of a desire to produce an awareness regarding those specific
contents, someone who is truly aware of the content of the Veda indeed has an
intention to convey those specific contents. Thus, having become aware of this
intention (fatparatva), i.e., the Veda’s being uttered by such earlier preceptors out of a
desire to produce an awareness regarding those specific contents, future generations
(uttarottaresam) become aware of the content of the Veda. Thus, there is a
beginningless sequence of intentions. What is the point of I§vara?

[The opponent:] In that case, since a preceptor who doesn’t know the content of the
Veda doesn’t utter the Veda out of a desire to produce an awareness of those specific
contents, the Veda [when uttered by such a preceptor] isn’t an epistemic instrument
due to the absence of intention. Neither is there an ascertainment of the content of
Veda on the basis of that.

[Reply:] No. In the beginningless cycle of rebirth, that Veda has been uttered with the
desire to produce the awareness of those specific contents at some time by someone

"1 TCMc1353.3-8 and 354.1: atha tatparyavisaye vedah pramanam tatparyaii ca tatpratiticchayoccaranam, na
casmadader vedam vinatindriyavedarthagocarajiianam,yena tatpratiticchayoccaranam bhavet | na ca vedad
eva tat, anyonyasrayat | atah sakalavedarthadarsina yasya vedasya yadarthapratiticchayoccaranam krtam sa
tatra pramanam iti tadrSecchaiva gunas tajjanya vedarthaprameti tadasrayasvatantrapurusadhaureyasiddhir iti
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who is aware of the content of the Veda on the basis of Mimamsa, etc. The intention
[underlying the Veda] obtains simply to that extent.”

According to Gangesa, some utterances that are epistemic instruments don’t have that status
in virtue of producing knowledge-events with respect to the contents that their speakers
intend to communicate. Rather, they have that status in virtue of producing true awareness-
events about contents that their speaker didn’t intend to communicate. For they are uttered
either by a speaker who intends to communicate some other content (e.g., a person who uses
a polysemous expression but is misunderstood), or by a speaker who has no such intention
(e.g., a parrot or a babbling child). In such cases, the speaker’s intention plays no role in
explaining the status of the relevant utterance as an epistemic instrument. However, the Veda
isn’t like this: it serves as an epistemic instrument insofar as it produces awareness-events
about certain fixed contents that it is intended to convey. But the agent to whom that intention
belongs isn’t I§vara; it is just a preceptor who has understood the contents of Vedic utterances
by means of exegetical tools like Mimamsa, etc.

For our purposes, the important question is this. When the Veda produces knowledge-
events about contents that it is intended to communicate, does a true awareness of the
speaker’s intention play any role in generating the relevant knowledge-event? Gangesa’s
response to the objection raised in the passage quoted above suggests that the answer is “No.”
Suppose my teacher doesn’t quite understand the Veda, but I am able to grasp its intended
content (perhaps because I am better at Vedic exegesis than my teacher). In that case, even
though my teacher may utter the Veda to convey some other content, my awareness of the
true content of the Veda—which may be based on a miscontrual of my teacher’s intention—
would still count as a knowledge-event. Thus, even though I won’t be getting my teacher’s
intention right, I would still gain an awareness of the intended content of the Veda in a looser
sense, i.e., in the sense that, at some point in the beginningless cycle of rebirth, someone who
correctly understood the Veda uttered the Veda precisely with the intention of
communicating that content. Even in this case, therefore, grasping the immediate speaker’s
intention isn’t necessary for a knowledge-event to arise. The hearer’s true awareness of
semantic fitness, etc. should suffice.

This view is an instance of epistemic localism. For Ganges$a, testimonial knowledge-
events are produced not due to the transmission of knowledge from a trustworthy speaker, but
rather due to the truth-conducive properties of an utterance (its semantic fitness, etc.) and the
hearer’s true awareness of those truth-conducive properties. Therefore, the epistemically
significant factors which explain testimonial knowledge-events are local to the utterance and
the hearer and don’t belong to the source of the utterance.

72 TCM 1 354.1-6 and 355.1-6: maivam, mimamsadisakalangasacivyad vedavakyarthajianavata’dhyapakena
tattadarthapratiticchaya vedasyoccaranam iti vedarthayatharthavidas tattadarthe tatparyam asty eva | evam
puvapurvatadrsadhyapakena tattadarthapratiticchayoccaritatvam tatparatvam avagamyottarottaresam
vedarthapratyaya ity anadis tatparyaparampareti kim isvarena | tarhi
vedarthanabhijiiadhyapakenoccaritavedasya na tadarthapratiticchayoccaranam iti tatparyabhavan na
pramanam na va tato rthaniscaya iti cet—na | andadau samsare tasya vedasya kadacit kenacin
mimamsadyadhinavedarthajiianavata tatpratiticchayoccaranam krtam tavataiva tatparatvam iti |
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Now, we might worry that this localist strategy doesn’t fit well with Gangesa’s own
remark that the status of testimony as an epistemic instrument depends on the underlying
intention. Gangesa’s commentator, Rucidatta, addresses this point with reference to cases like
The Parrot.

[Objection:] Since, in the case of the utterance of a parrot, etc., there is a testimonial
awareness even though the absence of intention is ascertained, there is a deviation
[from the rule that the status of testimony as an epistemic instrument depends on the
hearer’s awareness of the intention underlying the utterance]. It is not to be said that,
since I§vara’s intention is present, this is not so. For it is impossible to apprehend that
intention, since there is no means of apprehending it, given that the utterance of a
parrot and so on is unconstrained by exegetical rules, etc.

[Reply:] No. For, in that case, it is possible to apprehend that intention even by means
of semantic fitness and so on, because, without an apprehension of those, an
awareness of the semantic relation isn’t established. This is what some say. According
to others, that awareness of the underlying intention is said to be a cause only in other
cases [i.e., in cases that don’t involve the utterance of a parrot, etc.].”?

Rucidatta sketches two solutions on behalf of Gangesa. First of all, it is possible to argue that,
in these cases too, I$vara’s intention brings about the relevant utterance, and it is possible for
the hearer to grasp that intention on the basis of various features of the utterance such as
semantic fitness, etc. The other strategy is to give up the idea that an awareness of the
speaker’s intention is actually necessary in cases like this. In other words, the claim that an
awareness of the speaker’s intention is a cause of testimonial knowledge-events needs to be
qualified so that it applies only to some (but not all) testimonial knowledge-events.

Let’s sum up. Contrary to some modern interpretations, Gangesa clearly thinks that
the testimonial awareness-events that arise in cases like The Parrot and The Mistaken
Deceiver are knowledge-events.”* According to Ganges$a’s preferred proposal, the epistemic

73 TCMP p. 12: nanu Sukadivakye tatparyavyatirekaniscaye 'pi sabdabodhad vyabhicarah, na ca
tatrapisvaratatparyasattvan na tathatvam iti vacyam | sukadivakyasya nyayaprakaranadyananurodhitaya
grahakabhavena tatra tadgrahasyasakyatvad iti cet, na, yogyatadinapi tatra tadgrahasambhavat | tadagrahe
tatranvayabodhasiddher ity eke | tadatiriktasthala eva taddhetutvam uktam ity anye |

74 Modern commentators, such as Mukhopadhyay (1992) and Phillips (2012), think that Gange$a doesn’t
recognize the testimonial awareness-events that arise in 7he Parrot and The Mistaken Deceiver as knowledge-
events. This, obviously, contradicts what [ have been claiming. So, it’s worth examining the views of these
authors more carefully. Start with Mukhopadhyay: he thinks that, for Naiyayikas a linguistic utterance can have
the status of an epistemic instrument only if it is produced by a speaker with the right epistemic virtues, so the
utterance in The Parrot or The Mistaken Deceiver can’t be an epistemic instrument (Mukhopadhyay 1992, p.
285). Mukhopadhyay’s argument isn’t persuasive. As we have already seen, Gangesa thinks that, in these cases,
the status of the relevant utterances as an epistemic instrument isn’t explained by any epistemic virtue of the
immediate speaker. The relevant epistemic virtue is either (i) ISvara’s true awareness of the content of the
utterances, or (ii) conditions like semantic fitness, etc. or the hearer’s true awareness regarding such conditions.
So, Mukhopadhyay is misreading Gangesa. Phillips’ argument is slightly more promising: he appeals to the fact
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virtues that explain the epistemic status of those awareness-events are /ocal to the utterance

or to the hearer: it is either semantic fitness, etc., or the hearer’s true awareness of semantic
fitness, etc. This localist approach to epistemic virtues became influential amongst later
Naiyayikas. For example, in his Karikavali, Visvanatha Nyayapafcanana says, “In the case of
testimonial awareness, the epistemic virtue would be a knowledge-event either regarding
semantic fitness or the speaker’s intention.””® Similarly, in Nyayakaustubha, Mahadeva
Punatamakara (17" century CE) straightforwardly endorses Gange$a’s second proposal: “In
this manner, in the case of a testimonial knowledge-event, a knowledge-event regarding
semantic fitness is the epistemic virtue.”’® Thus, the second solution that Gangesa offers to
the problem of epistemic luck seems to have been widely accepted in later Nyaya.

Jayadeva’s Extension of Localism

Gangesa’s localist solution to the problem of epistemic luck focuses on testimony. Can the
story be extended to inference? Ganges$a’s commentator, Jayadeva, says, “Yes.” In his
commentary Aloka, Jayadeva says:

It is to be understood that, even in the case of inference, a true awareness of the
absence of rebutting defeat (badha) serves as the epistemic virtue.”’

Just as the hearer’s true awareness about semantic fitness, i.e., the absence of rebutting
knowledge-events (badhakaprama), serves as the epistemic virtue in the case of testimony, so
also does the correct awareness about the absence of rebutting knowledge-events serve as the
epistemic virtue in the case of inference. Thus, we end up with a perfectly systematic solution
to the tension between the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge and Nyaya Infallibilism.

However, Jayadeva thinks that this solution doesn’t quite work. The problem is
expressed in the voice of a Naiyayika who thinks that Gangesa’s solution works for
testimonial knowledge-events, but not for inferential ones.

[The opponent:] The absence of rebutting defeat, simply insofar as it exists in itself, is
a constituent element (ariga) of inference, but not insofar it is an object of awareness.
For the former is parsimonious. This because, [if things were otherwise], given that
the absence of the absence of a target boils down to the target, it would follow that an
awareness of the target is the cause of an awareness of the target. And this is not

that, for Gangesa himself, the hearer’s awareness of the speaker’s intention is a necessary condition for
testimonial knowledge-events; this is missing in these cases (Phillips 2012, p. 85). Our discussion shows that
Phillips is wrong. Gangesa thinks that an awareness of the immediate speaker’s intention isn’t necessary for a
testimonial knowledge-event. Following Rucidatta, we can respond to Phillips in two distinct ways. We could
either say that the intention that we are aware of in cases like The Parrot and The Mistaken Deceiver is ISvara’s
intention, or that an awareness of the intention underlying the utterance is simply not required in such cases.

5 Karikavalt v. 134abc in NSM 484.4-5: $abdabodhe yogyatayas tatparyasyatha va prama |gunah sydat...

76 NKau 69.9.10: evam sabdapramayam yogyataprama gunah |

"7 Aloka in TCMA 198.17: anumane 'pi badhabhavayatharthajiianam guna iti boddhavyam |
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possible, since the fault of proving that which has been proved is an impediment to
inferential knowledge-events.”®

The problem is this. If we take a correct awareness about the absence of rebutting defeat to be
the cause of inferential knowledge-events, then the agent can only correctly infer a target if
she already correctly judges that the absence of the target isn’t present in the site. Now,
according to a principle widely accepted in Nyaya, the absence of an absence of a positive
entity (bhava), e.g., fire, is simply that entity itself.” So, this would mean that an agent’s
inferential knowledge-event about a target, e.g., fire, must be preceded by her own true
awareness regarding the presence of that target in the site. Thus, the agent would not be
inferring anything new. Such an inference would suffer from the fault of proving what has
been proved (siddhasadhana), which (under normal circumstances) prevents inferential
knowledge-events from arising.

Jayadeva entertains a possible solution to this problem: the relevant epistemic virtue
doesn’t have to be a true judgement about the absence of rebutting defeat; it only has to be an
awareness of a lack of incompatibility between the target and the relevant delimitor of
sitthood (paksatavacchedaka).®® The delimitor of sitehood is the property that specifies
which object plays the role of the site in an inference. When I undergo an inferential
awareness, “The hill contains fire,” the delimitor of sitethood may be hillhood (parvatatva).
An awareness of there being no incompatibility between the delimitor of sitehood and the
target is necessary for this inferential awareness to arise. If I were to think that the property of
being a hill is incompatible with the presence of fire, then I wouldn’t conclude that the hill
contains fire.

Jayadeva isn’t happy with this solution. For the solution commits us to the idea that an
awareness of an incompatibility between the delimitor of sitechood and the target serves as an

8 Aloka in TCMA 198.18-20: nanu badhabhavah svaripa-sann evanumanangam na jiiatah, laghavat,
sadhyabhavabhavasya sadhyaparyavasitatvena sadhyajiianasya sadhyajianajanakatvapatteh | na caitat
sambhavati, tatsiddhasadhanasyanumitipratibandhakatvad iti |

7 See Das (2020) for discussion of this principle in later Nyaya.

80 dloka in TCMA 199.18-19: “Therefore, just like the awareness of semantic fitness which, by nature, is one
referent’s being devoid of a delimitor of incompatibility with a property that resides in another referent of a
subsentential expression, a true awareness regarding an absence of incompatibility (virodha) between the
delimitor of sitechood and the target is the epistemic virtue [in the case of inference]” (tasmad

ekapadarthe parapadarthanisthadharmavirodhitavacchedakasunyatvarapayogyatajiianavat
paksatavacchedakasadhyayor avirodhavisayakayatharthajiianam guna iti |). Notice that Jayadeva defines
semantic fitness in a manner similar to Gangesa’s own definition of the notion (see footnote 41). According to
Jayadeva, the subsentential expressions that occur in an utterance are semantically fit just in case the referent of
each subsentential expression lacks any property in virtue of which it would be incompatible (“the delimitor of
incompatibility””) with a property that resides in the referent of another subsentential expression. In the case of
the utterance, “He sprinkles it with fire” (vahnind sificati), sprinkling (seka) has a property that makes it
incompatible with the relation of determinanthood (niripakatva) that resides in the referent of the expression
“with fire”, i.e., instrumenthood of fire. That is why the expressions in question are semantically unfit.
Similarly, in the case of a judgement, “The thing which possesses a prior absence of odour possesses odour,”
(gandhapragabhavavan gandhavan), the target is odour, while the delimitor of sitehood is the property of
possessing the prior absence of odour. Since these two are incompatible, someone who is aware of this
incompatibility cannot (rationally) arrive at an inferential awareness that has this content.
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impediment to inferential awareness. Given Gangesa’s definition of pseudo-reasons, this
would mean that this sort of incompatibility is a separate kind of pseudo-reason. So, this view
will violate the traditional five-fold classification of pseudo-reasons.’! Jayadeva’s own
commentator, Mahesa Thakkura, seems to think that this concern is unfounded. For we can
subsume this sort of incompatibility under a recognized variety of pseudo-reasons, namely
rebutted reasons (badhitahetu). Still, Mahesa thinks Jayadeva ignores this solution because
his own solution is much clearer.??

Jayadeva’s solution is based on a certain account of epistemic virtues and epistemic
defects. 3 He rejects the conception of epistemic virtues and defects that motivated
Gangesa’s first solution to the problem of epistemic luck: the claim that only knowledge-
events can serve as the epistemic virtues in cases of inference. Jayadeva thinks that this is
wrong. Even though the causes of an awareness may include a knowledge-event, that alone
cannot guarantee that the awareness is true. For example, suppose I perceptually recognize
Pierre outside a café. When I enter the café, this earlier perceptual awareness may cause me
to infer that the café doesn’t contain Pierre. But this inference of Pierre’s absence, though
based on a knowledge-event, may be erroneous. Analogously, if I correctly infer the absence
of Pierre from the café after undergoing an illusion as of him being outside the café, my
inferential judgment may constitute a knowledge-event about Pierre’s absence from the café.
This shows that, even if knowledge-events (or errors) are included amongst the causes of our
awareness-events, they needn’t function as epistemic virtues (or as epistemic defects).
According to Jayadeva’s own proposal, epistemic virtues simply are positive factors (i.e., not
mere absences of epistemic defects) which bring about knowledge-events, while epistemic
defects simply are positive factors (i.e., not mere absences of epistemic virtues) which bring
about instances of error.

What does this tell us about cases like Mist and Fire? Jayadeva’s final explanation is
relatively simple. In any inference, if an agent arrives at a true inferential judgement, her final

81 dloka in TCMA 200.6-7: “This is not so, because the awareness of an incompatibility with the target, which is
the delimitor of the property of being an additional pseudo-reason and which doesn’t cross-cut [the
distinguishing characteristics of other pseudo-reasons], would serve as an impediment” (nacaivam,
adhikahetvabhasatavacchedakasadhyavirodhajiianasyasamkirnasya pratibandhakatvat |)

82 See Darpana in TCMA 199.26-27 and 200.23-24.

8 TCMA 200.11-15: “We say here. The following distinction doesn’t hold: ‘Only an error is a defect, and only
an instance of knowledge-event is a virtue.” For, there is a deviation because a knowledge-event about a
counterpositive of an absence causes an error about the absence, and a superimposition of a counterpositive of
an absence causes a knowledge-event about the absence. Rather, virtuehood (gunatva) consists in having a
causehood that is a counter-relatum (pratiyogin) of an effecthood that is delimited by the property of being a
knowledge-event such that it doesn’t produce anything in virtue of being an absence which is delimited by a
nature that is a delimitor of the property of producing knowledge-events. And defecthood consists in having a
causehood that is a counter-relatum of an effecthood that is delimited by the property of being an error such that
it doesn’t produce anything in virtue of being an absence whose counterpositiveness is delimited by a nature that
is a delimitor of the property of producing knowledge-events.” (atra brumah | bhrama eva dosah, pramaiva
guna iti na vibhagah, pratiyogipramaya abhava-bhramam prati pratiyogyaropasyabhavapramam prati
Janakatvena vyabhicarat, kintu pramajanakavacchedaka-riapavacchinnabhavatvenajanakatve sati
pramattvavacchinnakaryatapratiyogikakaranatakatvam gunatvam, pramajanakatavacchedakaripavacchinna-
pratiyogikabhavatvenajanakatve sati bhramatvavacchinna-karyata-pratiyogika-karanatakatvam dosatvam...) 1
have given a simplified explanation of these definitions above.
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judgement must be based on a correct judgement that the site contains something that is
pervaded by the target. Consider Mist and Fire: even though I am wrong to think that the hill
contains smoke, my subsumptive judgement that the hill contains smoke that is pervaded by
fire is still partially true. For, after all, the hill does contain something that is pervaded by
fire! That, in turn, explains why I arrive at a true judgement. Therefore, the epistemic virtue
that explains the truth of my inferential judgement (and its status as a knowledge-event) is my
correct awareness of the hill as characterised by something that is pervaded by fire. Hence,
Jayadeva writes:

Therefore, in this case, the awareness of a pervaded object with respect to something
that possesses a pervaded object and the awareness of a pervaded object with respect
to something that doesn’t possess a pervaded object are the virtue and the defect
respectively. For that is parsimonious. However, [the virtue] isn’t the awareness of a
specific pervaded object with respect to something that possesses that very pervaded
object, and so on. For that is not parsimonious.

And, thus, since something that is pervaded [by fire] must necessarily be present at a
place that actually contains fire even when one isn’t aware of that specific pervaded
object, how can the status of an inferential awareness as a knowledge-event be ruled
out even in a case where the smoke, etc. which is apprehended as pervaded by fire is
absent from that place? This is because, when there is an awareness of some other
pervaded object [i.e., smoke] with regard to a site that actually contains a pervaded
object, it is possible for one to have an awareness of the site as possessing a pervaded
object. For it is not possible that the awareness of a site only as possessing that very
pervaded object which is present in it is the cause of inferential awareness-events,
since it has already been said that this won’t be parsimonious.

Therefore, this [status of such an inferential awareness as a knowledge-event] can be
accommodated by appealing to the awareness-events of people like us. What then is
the point of admitting the awareness of I$vara in order to account for that? This is the
direction the reader should go in.%*

In a nutshell, Jayadeva proposes the following revision to the Nyaya theory of epistemic
virtues (which Gangesa himself had mentioned earlier). Instead of treating a true subsumptive
judgement as the epistemic virtue that gives rise to inferential knowledge-events, we should
treat the agent’s true awareness of the site’s possessing something that is pervaded by the
target as the epistemic virtue. Not only is this proposal parsimonious, but it also allows us to
explain the truth of such awareness-events without appealing to any kind of divine awareness.

8 TCMA 200.15-22: tad iha vyapyavati vyapyajiianam avyapyavati vyapyajianam prama pramdajanakatvena
guno dosas castu laghavat, na tadvyapyavati tadvyapyajiianadi, gauravat | tathd ca vastuto vahnyadimati
yatkinicidvyapyavasyambhave tadajiiane 'pi tadvyapyataya grhitasya dhumddes tatrasattve 'py anumiteh
pramanyam kena varaniyam? vastuto vyapyavati vyapyantarajiiane 'pi vyapyavattvajianasambhavat | na hi yad
eva vyapyan tatrasti tadvyapyavattvenaiva jianam anumitihetur iti sambhavati, gauravad ity uktatvad ity
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Jayadeva’s proposal is an instance of the same kind of epistemic localism that
Gangesa himself endorses. Not only did the early Naiyayikas take the production of
testimonial knowledge-events to be dependent on the transmission of knowledge from a
speaker to a hearer, but they also took the production of inferential knowledge-events to be
dependent on the transmission of knowledge from certain initial awareness-events—e.g., the
agent’s awareness of the reason as a property of the site and her awareness of pervasion—to a
final cognitive state, i.e., her inferential judgement. According to them, if these initial
awareness-events weren’t knowledge-events, the final inferential judgement couldn’t be a
knowledge-event either. Following Gangesa, Jayadeva rejects this picture. For him, the
epistemic status of these initial awareness-events doesn’t really affect the epistemic status of
an inferential judgement. What matters is whether the subsumptive judgement (which is
based on these initial awareness-events) is partially true, i.e., whether the agent correctly
judges that the site contains something that is pervaded by the target. And this partial truth of
the subsumptive judgement is independent of the epistemic status of those initial awareness-
events. As long as the subsumptive judgement is partially true in the relevant respect, the
final inferential judgement is guaranteed to be true. So, a subsumptive judgement that is
correct in this way constitutes the epistemic virtue that produces inferential knowledge-
events. This approach to inference makes the relevant epistemic virtue local to the last step of
the cognitive process, and therefore downplays the epistemic importance of the initial steps of
the process. Thus, this is an instance of epistemic localism.

How influential was Jayadeva’s solution? A version of this solution seems to have
been widely accepted by later Naiyayikas. In his Karikavalr, Visvanatha Nyayapaficana says,
“Moreover, in the case of inferential knowledge-events, the epistemic virtue would be a
subsumptive judgement with respect to a site that possesses the target.”®> He explains in his
commentary, “In the case of inferential knowledge-events, the awareness of being
characterised by something pervaded by the target with respect to a site that possesses the
target is the epistemic virtue.”® Similarly, Mahadeva Punatamakara says:

In the case of inferential knowledge-events, a good subsumptive judgement is the
epistemic virtue. And a good subsumptive judgement isn’t a subsumptive judgement
that, by nature, is a knowledge-event. For an inferential knowledge-event is produced
even by means of a subsumptive judgement that apprehends something which isn’t
pervaded or isn’t a property of the site as such [i.e., either as pervaded or as a property
of the site]. Rather, it is a subsumptive judgement that has as its qualificand [i.e., the
site] something that possesses the target. And, thus, in virtue of being a subsumptive
judgement which has as its qualificand something that possesses fire, etc., such a

85 Karikavali verse 132d-133ab in NSM 484.1-2: atha tv anumitau punah| pakse sadhyavisiste tu paramarso
guno bhavet |
8 NSM 484.8: anumitau sadhyavati sadhyavyapyavaisistya-jiianam gunah |
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subsumptive judgement serves as the cause of an awareness which is delimited by the
property of being an inferential knowledge-event that has fire, etc. as its qualifier.?’

For both Visvanatha and Mahadeva, if a subsumptive judgement is to bring about an
inferential knowledge-event, it doesn’t itself have to be a knowledge-event. It only has to be
partially true: it must correctly ascribe to the relevant site the property of possessing
something that is pervaded by the target. And this will be true just in case the site in question
possesses the target. This strongly suggests that Jayadeva’s solution came to be the standard
way of reconciling the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge with Gangesa’s Virtue Infallibilism in
cases of inference like Mist and Fire.

Conclusion

Let’s take stock. Gangesa resolves the tension between the Nyaya Definition of Knowledge
and Nyaya Infallibilism by appealing to a form of epistemic localism, i.e., the view that
upstream causal factors play no epistemically significant role in the production of knowledge-
events. What forced him to adopt this view?

The early Naiyayikas reject epistemic localism. This, in turn, leads them to a view
according to which the production of inferential and testimonial knowledge-events depends
on the epistemic status of causally upstream awareness-events, e.g., the agent’s initial
awareness of the reason as present in the site or the speaker’s awareness of the content of her
utterance. They think that, if these awareness-events weren’t knowledge-events, the resulting
testimonial or inferential awareness-events couldn’t be knowledge-events either. This
commits these Naiyayikas to a theory that excludes epistemically lucky awareness-events
from the class of knowledge-events. But this commitment is problematic. For it is in tension
with their view that any true non-recollective awareness can be a knowledge-event.

As Gangesa’s first solution to this problem shows, some Naiyayikas try to solve this
problem without embracing epistemic localism. To account for the production of knowledge-
events in cases like Mist and Fire, they appeal to I$vara’s knowledge. This solution seems ad
hoc. Gangesa’s preferred solution avoids this disadvantage. He argues that the production of
testimonial knowledge-events doesn’t depend on the epistemic status of the speaker’s
awareness, but rather depends on the truth-conducive properties of the relevant linguistic
utterances and the hearer’s true awareness regarding those properties. These are the epistemic
virtues that produce such knowledge-events. By restricting epistemic virtues to downstream
causal factors in this manner, Gangesa adopts a robust form of epistemic localism. His
commentator, Jayadeva, extends this localist approach to the case of inference. Therefore, if
the arguments of Gangesa and Jayadeva succeed, they will have shown that epistemic

8 NKau 69.3-7: anumitipramayam sallingaparamarso gunah| sallingaparamarsas ca na
pramatmakaparamarsah| avyapyapaksadharmayos tattvavagahinda paramarsenapi vastugatya sadhyavati pakse
pramanumitijanandad api tu sadhyavadvisesyakaparamarsah eva | tatha ca
vahnydadiprakarakapramanumititvavacchinnam prati vahnyadimadvisesyakaparamarsatvena hetuta |
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localism can help us resolve the conflict between the Nyaya Deffinition of Knowledge and
Nyaya Infallibilism.
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