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Sriharsa Miéra’s critique of Trustworthiness

Sudipta Munsi

This paper aims at discussing the critique of the classical (prdcina) Nyaya theory
of trustworthiness (aptatva) as found in the Sabdalaksanakhandana section of the
first chapter from the Khandanakhandakhadya of the great 12% century Advaita
Vedantin, Sriharsa Misra. Sriharsa submitted the Nyaya definition to a full-
fledged critique ranging from smaller details to main issues, thus showing that
1. dptatva cannot be a reliable criterion for deciding the validity of a cognition,
2. even if it were so, no such speaker could ever be found. The author further
extends Sriharsa’s criticism by noting also that 3. even if such a speaker could
be found, the information she delivered could consciously or inadvertently be
distorted by the listener. He then concludes by noting further possible
applications of Sriharsa’s skeptical attacks to testimony as an instrument of
knowledge.

This paper aims at discussing the critique of the classical (pracina) Nyaya (henceforth only Nyaya)
theory of trustworthiness (aptatva) as found in the Sabdalaksanakhandana section of the first chapter
from the Khandanakhandakhadya (henceforth only KKh) of the great 12™ century Advaita Vedantin,

Sriharsa Miéra (henceforth only Sriharsa).

1. Background

As a background, a general discussion of the Advaita Vedanta (henceforth only AV) philosophy and
the Nyaya theory of trustworthiness is required.

To begin with, AV authors generally accept a basic classification of existence into absolute or
paramarthika, functional or vyavahdrika and momentary or pratibhasika. According to Advaita Vedanta
philosophers, no trace of duality is imaginable with regard to the absolute realm. This absolute reality
is also said to transcend time', whereas the second variety, viz. the functional, accounts for all
multiplicity pertaining to the phenomena. However, all this multiplicity is only illusory and due to a
beginningless and inexplicable nescience called avidya, leading to a superimposition of the unreal (i.e.

the multiform world) on the real (the single Brahman). This superimposition is sublated when the

! kalatraye ’pi yat tisthati tat sat (Tattvabodha ad 28). See Hall (1852: 5). The authorship of the Tattvabodha is
controversial. Karl Potter's Bibliography attributes it to Mukunda Muni (floruit 1640). The idea was any way
current in AV even before the 17th century.
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knowledge of the one absolute truth, Brahman, dawns. The last variety, viz. momentary or
pratibhasika deals with dream-objects and erroneous perceptions such as the perception of silver in a
mother of pearl, a snake in a piece of rope, etc. which exist only as long as they are perceived?
(pratitikalamatra satta). The difference between the vyavaharika and pratibhasika levels consists in the
fact that the knowledge of the former invalidates the latter, like the correct knowledge of a rope
invalidates the former illusion of a snake. By contrast, the vyavaharika level ceases to exist only after
the dawning of the knowledge of one’s essential identity with Brahman and the liberation (moksa) of
the individual soul or jiva consequent upon it.

For Advaita Vedanta philosophers, the various means of knowledge play their proper role only
within the framework of the functional world, pervaded by multiplicity, but they cannot reach out to
the Brahman, which transcends all traces of duality. Thus, these various means of knowledge or
pramanas have relevance for the individual soul or jiva, which tries to discover its identity with the
Brahman, hidden and misrepresented due to the effect of the twin powers of covering (avarana sakti)
and distortion (viksepa Sakti) of this beginningless nescience or avidya, but these cease to function for
such an individual soul when the latter realises its identity with the Brahman or the Absolute.” Now,
how can one know about the Brahman? It is ultimately through one’s own experience of the
Brahman that one knows it, but until then through the Upanisadic statements describing it.
Nevertheless, this instance of reliance on linguistic testimony in the form of Upanisadic statements is

only provisional. It is in this sense that even linguistic testimony in the form of the Vedic and

? pratitikala evaite sthitatvat pratibhasike/

na hi svapnaprabuddhasya punas-svapne sthitistayoh// “These two objects (namely, the perceiving self and the
perceived world) are illusory on account of their having existed only during the period of (dream) experience.
It is because no one after waking up from dream sees those objects when one dreams again.” - Drgdréyaviveka;
see Nikhilananda 1931, 55. About the authorship of Drgdréyaviveka, Nikhilananda (1931: xiv) says: “Three
names are generally associated with the authorship of the book. Brahmananda Bharati, one of the
commenatators, acknowledges Bharati Tirtha as its author. In some manuscripts it is found that Ananda Jnana,
another commentator, salutes in the colophon Sankaracharya as its author. Nischaladasa, in his Vrtti
Prabhakara, ascribes the book to Vidyaranya, the celebrated author of Panchadasi.”

® sarvavyavahdaranam eva prag brahmdtmatavijiandt satyatvopapatteh svapnavyavahdrasyeva prak prabodhat. yavad hi
na satyatmaikatvapratipattih tavat pramanaprameyaphalalaksanesu vikaresu anrtatvabuddhih na kasyacid upapadyate
[Brahmasiitrabhasya (henceforth BSB only) ad Brahmasitra (henceforth BS only) BS 2.1.14 (Shastri 1988: 377)] -
“earlier than the realization of the Self with the Brahman, all activities can justly be true like the activities in
dream before waking up. So long as the oneness of the true Self is not realized, nobody entertains the idea of
unreality when dealing with the means of knowledge, objects of knowledge, and the results;” Gambhirananda
(2009: 330).
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Upanisadic statements cease to be valid for one who realises his identity with Brahman." Says

Sanikaracarya in the Brahmasiitrabhdsya:

Since a man without self-identification with the body, mind, sense, etc., cannot become a
cognizer, and as such, the means of knowledge cannot function for him; since perception
and other activities (of a man) are not possible without accepting the senses etc. (as his
own); since the senses cannot function without (the body as) a basis; since nobody
engages in an activity with a body that has not the idea of the Self superimposed on it;
since the unrelated Self cannot become a cognizer unless there are all these (mutual
superimposition); and since the means of knowledge cannot function unless there is a
cognizership; therefore it follows that the means of knowledge, such as direct perception

as well as the scriptures, must have a man as their locus who is subject to nescience.’

Coming to Nyaya, its idea of linguistic testimony (sabdapramana) is encapsulated in the following
aphorism® of Gautama from the Nyayasitras: aptopadesah sabdah. Prabal Kumar Sen’ explains the
aphorism according to the bhdsya of Vatsyayana® as follows:

According to Vatsyayana, a person can be regarded as a reliable speaker if he satisfies the
following conditions:

* he must have first-hand knowledge of the thing(s) that he is speaking about,
* he must have the desire to communicate this knowledge to others without any distortion,
* such a desire on his part must result in an effort that makes him utter the required sentence(s),
* he must be capable of speaking properly.’
Sen further explains the above four conditions in the light of Vacaspati Misra’s

Nyayavartikatatparyatika'® (henceforth NVTT) as follows:

“ Thus reads the following verse (no. 24) of the Vedantadindima, a Vedanta manual by Nrsirmha Sarasvati (see
Thankaswami (1980: 136 and 360-361): alarh vedair alarh $astrair alam smrtipuranakaih/ paramatmani vijiidta iti
vedantadindimah// - “After knowing the Supreme Self, there is no use of the Vedas, scriptures, Smrtis, Puranas
(etc.) - such is the proclamation of Vedanta.” (My translation.) See Saraswati (1991: 25-26).

® Gambhirananda 2009, 4. The original Sanskrit reads as follows: dehendriyadisu aharmmamabhimanarahitasya
pramatrtvanupapattau pramanapravrttyanupapatteh. na hindriyani anupdadaya pratyaksadivyavaharah sambhavati. na
cadhisthanam antarena indriyanarn vyavaharah sambhavati. na canadhyastatmabhdavena dehena kascid vyapriyate. na ca
etasmin sarvasmin asati asarngasya atmanah pramdtrtvam upapadyate. na ca pramdtrtvam antarena pramanapravrttir
asti. tasmad avidyavadvisayanyeva pratyaksadini pramanani $astrani ca. [BSB ad BS 1.1.1 (Shastri 1988: 20-21)].

® Nyayasiitra (henceforth NS) 1.1.7. See Thakur (1997: 14).

7 Sen (2006: 56).

® Ad NS 1.1.7. dptah khalu saksatkrtadharma yathadrstasya arthasya cikhyapayisaya prayukta upadestd. See Thakur
(1997: 14).

° The last point is not explicitly present in Vatsyayana’s bhdsya, rather based on Vacaspati Misra's elucidation of
the bhdsya text as quoted in the following footnote.
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If a person has to satisfy all these conditions, then he should also be free from some defects.
First, he must be free from ignorance (ajfiatd) and wrong notions (bhrama) regarding the thing(s) that
he is speaking about. This would satisfy the first condition mentioned above. He should also be free
from lack of compassion (akrpa), utter selfishness (svarthakamatva) and desire for misleading others
(vipralipsd). This would satisfy the second condition. He should likewise be free from laziness or
idleness (alasya) that prevents one from communicating something. This would satisfy the third
condition. Finally, he should be free from carelessness (pramada) and any defect of speech-organ

(vagindriyavaikalya). This would satisfy the fourth condition."

2. Sriharsa’s Criticism of Trustworthiness

Continuing the Advaita Vedanta tradition, Sriharsa also maintained that it is the self-luminous
Brahman that is the only reality. In the same vein, he attempted “to refute all definitions of the
Nyaya system intended to justify the reality of the categories of experience and tries to show that the
world and all world-experiences are purely phenomenal and have no reality behind them.”" Further,
Sriharsa
undertakes to show that all definitions of things or categories put forward by the Nyaya
writers are absolutely hollow and faulty even according to the canons of logical
discussion and definitions accepted by the Naiyayika; and, if no definition can stand or
be supported, it necessarily follows that there can be no definitions, or, in other words,

that no definitions of the phenomenal world are possible and that the world of
phenomena and all our so-called experiences of it are indefinable."

Thus, “Sriharsa’s main point is to prove that all that is known is indefinable and unreal, being
only of a phenomenal nature and having only a relative existence based on practical modes of

acceptance, customs and conventions.”'* Moreover, it should not be lost sight of, that

tattvarn vidvan akarunikataya va alasataya va anupadisan, matsaritayd va viparitam upadisan ndptah syad iti ata
aha yathadrstasyarthasya cikhydpayisaya prayuktah. yathadrstasyeti matsaritaya viparitopadeso
nivaritah. cikhyapayisayeti akrpasvarthakamatve nirakrte. prayuktah utpaditaprayatna iti  alasatvam.  tathapi
sthanakaranapatavabhavena varnanispadanasamarthyendaptah prasajyeta, iti ata aha - upadesta sthanakaranapatavavan
iti. (NVTT). See Thakur (1996: 166-167).

' Sen (2006: 56).

"2 Dasgupta (1922: 126).

Y Dasgupta (1922: 127-128).

" Dasgupta (1922: 127).
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those who criticize with the object of establishing positive definitions would object only
to certain definitions or views of other schools; but both Sriharsa and the nihilists
[Nagarjuna’s school, SM] are interested in the refutation of all definitions as such, and
therefore his dialectic would be valid against all views and definitions of other systems."

This gives him the background to refute the definitions of the various means of veridical
knowledge like perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), linguistic testimony (sabda), etc. and
through it trustworthiness (aptatva), which forms the core part of the Nyaya view of linguistic
testimony as the sentence uttered by a trustworthy person (apta). Against the time-honoured custom
of accepting the validity of something with the help of definition (laksana) and means of veridical
knowledge (pramana) at least since the time of Vatsyayana, the commentator on the NS,*® Sriharsa
argues to show that validity of linguistic testimony cannot be established. To begin with, he asks,
what is this linguistic testimony?" In answer, the Naiyayika opponent presents the following three
alternatives with their respective corollaries:

* Linguistic testimony is the sentence uttered by an apta;*®
* Linguistic testimony is the sentence of someone, who is free from defect(s);"

* Linguistic testimony is valid® sentence.”

Of the above three alternatives and their respective corollaries, we are concerned here with the

first two, as the last calls for separate and much detailed treatment.

* Linguistic Testimony is the sentence uttered by an apta.

' Dasgupta (1922: 127). Dasgupta, in a footnote to this passage quotes the following lines from Sriharsa to show
that “Sriharsa himself admits the similarity of his criticism to those of Nagarjuna”: tatha hi yadi darsanesu
Sinyavadanirvacaniyapaksayor ~ dsrayanam  tada  tavad  amisam  nirbadhaiva  sarvapathinata.  [KKh,
$abdalaksanakhandana - (Yogindrananda 2010, 122)] “If the (various) philosophical systems take refuge in (the
arguments of) siinyavada and anirvacaniyavada, then these arguments attain unhindered universal applicability.”
(My translation.)

'®NSBh ad 1.1.3.

7 abdo 'pi ka ucyate? [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010; 437)].

'8 gptavakyam hi Sabdah pramanam [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 437)].

¥ atha nirdosasya vakyar hi tatha [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 438)].

?® yathartha, which literally means “like the object” or “corresponding to the object” and which I here translate
as “valid” is a complex and virtually untranslatable term in the context of the KKh. Like all other definitions of
Nyaya, Sriharsa shows that any precise definition or meaning of the term is ultimately impossible. Accordingly
my translation of it is deliberately weak. For a brilliant summary of Sriharsa’s critique of the Nyaya concept of
the term yathdrtha see Dasgupta (1922: 133-134).

? yatharthavakyarn $abdapramanam [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 439)].
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Sriharsa says that such a definition of linguistic testimony ($abdapramana) as the sentence uttered by
an dpta is not right, since the alternatives as to who is an apta do not stand the test of reason.”” In
fact, in answer to the question as to who is an apta,” the following alternatives and their rebuttals by

Sriharsa are presented:

a. An apta is someone who speaks of things as he has seen them?*

Sriharsa says that such a statement overextends to such cases where a sentence is uttered by a
speaker, who is endowed with an erroneous knowledge of the object he speaks of.”> The case of a
mother of pearl being mistaken for silver and the statement, “This is silver”, made to that effect is an
example in point. For, in such cases the speaker only refers to things as he or she has seen them but
due to a mistaken perception his/her statement does not convey knowledge.

In view of this, the opponent revises his definition and says:

b. An dpta is someone who speaks of things seen through means of veridical knowledge?®

To this it is replied that even such a definition would overextend to cases where the speaker,
though he has the real knowledge of the thing he speaks of, presents the thing differently.” Thus, if
A despite knowing a shell as it is through means of veridical knowledge somehow (may be due to a
mere slip of the tongue or with wrong intention) describes it as silver to B, the current definition
would overextend to it.

This leads the opponent to revise his definition further and say:

c. An dpta is someone who speaks of things exactly as he has seen them through means of
veridical knowledge?®
Sriharsa rejects this definition since it would apply even to such cases where one part of the

sentence uttered by the speaker speaks of the thing exactly as it is perceived through means of

# aptavakyarn hi $abdah pramanam iti na yuktam, vikalpanupapatteh [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda
2010: 437)].

? tatha hi - ko 'yam apto nama [KKh, $éabdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 437)].

* yathadrstavaditi cet [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 437)].

® na, bhrantipratipannavadivakye 'pi prasangat [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 437)]. The
Sanskrit text of the objection to which this text passage is a reply can be read in the immediately preceding
footnote.

% pramanadrsteti visesane ca [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 437)].

7 tathabhiitasyanyathavadavyapanat [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 437)].

% yatha pramaneti [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 437)].
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veridical knowledge, while another part speaks of it in an incorrect manner.”” To explain: in the
sentence, ‘the lake is full of water and (full of) fire’,”* uttered by someone who has known through
means of veridical knowledge the lake to be full of water, the first part as describing the lake full of
water is veridical, while the other part describing it as full of fire is non-veridical. Thus the current
definition, though successfully applying to the first part of the sentence (i.e. the lake is full of water),
overextends to the second part (i.e. the lake is full of fire), and is thus faulty.

The Naiyayika opponent again revises the definition and says:

d. An apta is someone who speaks exactly of as many things as he has seen through means of
veridical knowledge®!

To this Sriharsa says, the current definition suffers from under-extension as it is often seen that
the number of objects defined (laksya) by one’s sentence are not exactly the same as are cognised.”
Thus, there may be many things on the ground like a jar, a piece of cloth, a building, etc. but it is only
one or the other of them, that is spoken of while describing the ground in the form of ‘the ground
possesses a jar’, ‘the ground possesses a piece of cloth’, etc.”® Sriharsa condenses his reply into a very
succinct statement: the whole range of things cognised through the means of veridical knowledge, is
not reproduced in entirety.**

The opponent goes on to formulate this new definition:

e. The statement of a speaker who speaks of only such things as are perceived through means of

veridical knowledge is linguistic testimony®®

? karane camse tathabhiitavadivakyasyayathdrthasyapi vyapandat [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda
2010: 437-438)].

** This example is taken over from Sastri (2010: 196-197).

*! yavad yathapramanadrstaniruktau ca [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 438)].

* prayenatathabhutatvad eva laksyanam tadavyapteh [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 438)].

% This elucidation is based on the following Hindi explanation of Sastri (2010: 197-198): “arthat jin-jin riiporn se jo-
jo padarth praman drst hote hairh un-un riporn se sabhi padarth kathan ke visay nahim ho pate hairm prayah aisa dekha
jata hai. Jaise bhiital par ghatpatmathadi anek padartha pratyakspraman se drst hote haim kintu bhitalah ghatavat is
vakya ke dvara keval ghatmatra ka bodh hota hai tatha ca ghatavatbhiitalam etavanmatra vakyaprayokta apta na hoga,
aur na vah (bhitalat ghatavat) praman sabd hoga, arthat us vakya mern sabd praman laksan ki avyapti ho jayegi. karan ki
yah avasyak nahim hai ki jitney padarth pramit (pramanom se drsta) ho utne sabhi padarth sarvatra vakya ke dvara
abhihit ho.”

** na hi yavat pramitam tavad abhidhiyate [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 438)].

% yathapramitasyaiva ca vaktur vakyam iti vyakare ca [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 438)].
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In other words, it may be said that a trustworthy person or apta never speaks of such things as
are not sanctioned by means of veridical knowledge. Sriharsa rejects this definition on the ground
that it suffers from under-extension since even the statement®® of Yudhisthira contained elements
that were not attested by means of veridical knowledge.” To explain: Yudhisthira, who was
considered as the yardstick of veridicality, sometime spoke untruth in the form of “A§vatthama - the
man or the elephant - has been killed”, when he knew it very well that it was A$vatthama, the
elephant that was killed, and that he ought to have said, “A$vatthama, the elephant, has been killed.”
Underlying such a critique is the suggestion that there exists no speaker who speaks only of such
things as are perceived through means of veridical knowledge, and thus the current definition fails to
reach its desired target and suffers from under-extension.® If even Yudhisthira, due to a single
untruth, no longer qualifies as dpta, what to say of normal speakers?

Thus criticised, the opponent now says:

f. A person describing a thing just as it is perceived through means of veridical knowledge is
trustworthy or dpta in that matter.*

In reply, Sriharsa says, this statement is under-extensive on the ground that it would lead to the
extraordinariness® of the subject-matter concerned.” To explain: this extraordinariness will be
tantamount to too much restriction of the current definition of apta to the subject-matter concerned.
Under such circumstances, only the person describing the particular subject-matter taken up for
consideration, will be the trustworthy person (apta) and no one else; and the particular sentence that
he uses in that connection will be treated as linguistic testimony, and no other sentence utteredby

him. Thus there will be no general rule, and there will be under-extension with regard to the

* In the form of: agvatthama hato naro va kufijaro va.

yudhisthiravakyasyapyanevambhiitatvenavydptydpatteh [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010; 438)].
% This elucidation is based on the following Hindi explanation of Sastri (2010, 198): tatparya yah hai ki aptatayd
prasiddh yudhisthir ne bhi yatha pramit ka hi kathan nahim kiya, apitu kaddcit “asvatthama hato naro va kufijaro” ityadi
rip se myrsabhiit ka bhi kathan kiya tha. atah yudhisthir mem apta ka laksan tatha yudhisthir ke vakya mer Sabd praman
ka laksan avyapt hai.

% tatra visaya iti visesane ca [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 438)].

 Grimes (1996: 57), translating asadhdrana variously as “special; uncommon; strange; extraordinary; too
restricted”, explains it as “A type of fallacious reasoning in which the reason is fallacious due to its being
present only in the subject and not present in any example; e.g., ‘Sound is eternal because it is sound.”

*! visesariipasya visayasyasadharanyenavyapakatvapatat [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 438)].
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sentences spoken, as stressed by Sudharh$usekhara Sastri in his Hindi elucidation of KKh.”? Moreover,
one might add that the same problem applies to the speaker, insofar as only the speaker of a given
sentence, treating a particular subject-matter, could be said to be an apta and not any other person

listening to him or her and sharing the same expertise.”

. Now Sriharsa turns his attention to the Sarnkhya-Nyaya* definition of linguistic testimony as

the sentence of someone who is free from defects, and criticises it on the ground that

a. It fails to extend to such cases where one, endowed with defects* and desirous of saying,
“there is no jar”, accidentally makes the actual statement: “there is a jar”.* It cannot be said that the
sentence is not valid,” because it has already been said® that though this statement is made by
someone, endowed with defect(s), yet since the cognition ensuing thence displays the same attributes
as its object actually possesses and is not contradicted by any other means of valid knowledge, the
sentence which acts as an instrument in the generation of the said cognition, is also valid.”

Moreover, its validity is ascertained on account of its generating successful undertaking of activities,

“aisi sthiti mern laksanghatak visaysabd se jis vyakti ka grahan karenge us visayvises vyakti ka kathankarta apt hoga, anya
nahim, evam usi visayviSes vyakti ka vacak sabd praman sabd hoga anya vakya nahim, is prakar ananugam hoga aur
paraspar vakya meri avydpti bhi hogi (Sastri 2010: 199).

* In this regard, see also Section 3.iii of this paper.

*Yogindrananda (2010: 438-439) traces this view to the following two verses quoted in the Matharavrtti on
Sarnkhyakarika 5, and their reuse in Nyayabhiisana, Nydayamafijari and Nydyavartikatatparyatika:

dgamo hi aptavacanam aptam dosaksayad viduh/

ksinadoso 'nrtavakyari na briiyad hetvasambhavat//

svakarmani abhiyukto yo ragadvesavivarjitah/

pujitatadvidhair nityam apto jieyah sa tadrsah//

* The Saradd commentary (see Sastri 2010: 200) mentions the following four defects: error (bhrama),
carelessness (pramada), intention of deceiving (vipralipsd) and defect of sense organs (karanapatava). The
Sanskrit text of the Sarada reads karanapdtatva or ‘ability of the sense organs’, but that this is an obvious
misprint is confirmed by the Hindi translation of the editor, which reads karandpdtava or ‘defect of sense
organs’. Accordingly I have emended it as karanapatava.

* atha nirdosasya vakyam tatheti cen, na, sadosasya ‘nasti ghatah’ ityabhidhitsatah ‘asti ghatah’ iti daivan
nirgatayatharthavakyavyapteh [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 438-439)].

*7 tat pramanarin na bhavati eveti cen, na [KKh, §abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 439)].

*® ptirvam uktottaratvat [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 439)].

* The elucidation of Sriharsa’s rebuttal is based on the following Hindi explanation of Sastri (2010: 200): “ukta
vakya ke dos prayojya hone par bhi tajjanya jiian tadvati tatprakdarak hone matra se evam abadhit hone se pramatmak hai
atah us prama ka karan yah vakya bhi praman hi hai.”
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and despite initial doubt as to whether the knowledge, “there is a jar”, is to be treated as valid or

invalid, its actual validity cannot be refuted.”®"

b. Moreover, the state of being free from errors in general is impossible even with regard to
Yudhisthira,” since despite his widespread fame as a speaker of truth, he at some point of time spoke

untruth purportedly in the form of “Asvatthama - the man or the elephant - has been killed.”

c. Lastly, it cannot be said that it is the absence of any particular defect (like intention of
deceiving) that is the intended meaning of the expression, ‘absence of error’ (nirdosatva), as it would
lead to extraordinariness.” To explain: If it is so accepted, then it would fail to account for other
defects such as error, carelessness, etc. and thus the definition would be under-extensive. That is, if,
for example, the current definition aims at covering the defect of the intention of deceiving, then it
will apply only to the sentence spoken by such a person, who has an absence of the defect of
intention of deceiving, but it will fail to apply to the sentences, spoken by such a person, who has

absence of other defects like error, carelessness, etc.

3. Observations and further directions for research

In course of exploring the underlying suggestions of Sriharsa’s critique of trustworthiness further, it
may be objected that the claim that testimony does not help us arrive at absolute and
incontrovertible truth, does not negate the fact that it is still the only option left for such cases where
we have no other source of verifying the claim made. This objection becomes especially pertinent in
such cases where one is trying to communicate his/her own feelings as also in case of religious
[mystic?] experiences.

However the above objection does not take the following points into account:

> pravrttisamarthyena pramanyavadhdaranasambhavad apatatah sandehe ’pi adosat [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana
(Yogindrananda 2010: 439)] The Sarada explains “pravrttisamarthyena” as saphalapravrttijanakatvena, “apatatah”
as sarvadat pura tadrsavakyam pramanam na veti sandehe pi, and “adosat” as vdstavikapramanyanirasasambhavat,
sati api vastuni visesadarsanarn vina tatsandehasya tadanapaghatakatvat. See Sastri (2010: 201).

*! Point (a) is especially interesting, since it suggests that Sriharsa would not subscribe to the standard Western
definition of knowledge as "justified true belief" and would rather admit also true beliefs within the precincts of
knowledge. That this is a widespread position in Indian philosophy is discussed by Sibajiban Bhattacharyya (in
Matilal and Shaw 1985). [Note by Elisa Freschi].

> samanyato nirdosatvasya bhimagraje 'pi asambhavat [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 439)].

> visesatas tathatvasya asadharanyaparyavasayitvat [KKh, $abdalaksanakhandana (Yogindrananda 2010: 439)].
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* Testimony is not the only source of information about one’s inner state: as for one, who is trying
to communicate his pangs to his companion, the latter becomes aware of it through such marks
as pale face, tearful eyes, etc. apart from the statement of the narrator. Thus, one might argue
that there are indeed objective indicators and that one could rely on them instead of on
testimony, even in the case of one's inner state.

* Provided that we have no other way to test the validity of what the narrator says it becomes
difficult to differentiate the real case from the fraudulent one. After all, actors also have the
ability to portray such feelings, often in a more convincing manner.

* Even a trustworthy person (apta) is hardly able to lead us to an epistemologically better situation,
since the success of an act of testimony also depends on the trustworthiness of the recipient. For
example, hearing the statement, ‘the sun has gone down’,”* made by someone in the village, a
courtesan thinks, it is time for her to return to her business, while a thief deems it as an
indication for the time for his going out for theft, and a staunch follower of the Vedas thinks it to
be a signal for his becoming attentive to his daily religious duties. Thus it is one’s personal
disposition that plays a crucial role here in determining the meaning and validity of the contents
of a testimonial. Thus not only the need for a competent speaker, but also a competent listener is
here called for.

* Though the question of trustworthiness (aptatva) is a very crucial one, yet it may be argued that
trustworthiness (aptatva) itself does not enjoy immunity from suspicion - this is because the
Nyaya criteria of honesty and willingness™ to tell truth are arbitrary as they do not hold good for
a thief, who nothing but honestly and willingly bears witness to a theft committed by a second
thief.

*  As for the criterion of saksatkrtadharmatva,* i.e. one’s having first-hand knowledge of the thing he
is speaking about, it may be said that only one saksatkrtadharma or the person who has such first-
hand knowledge of the thing he is speaking about can verify the saksatkrtadharmatva of another.
But even this can doubted. To explain: Suppose A knows only 300 German words, while B knows
3000 German words. Now coincidentally B asks A about a few German words (which come within

the range of the 300 words which A knows) to test the latter’s knowledge of the German language.

> This example is borrowed from the chapter on Buddhist philosophy, from the Sarvadarsanasarhgraha, a 14™
century compendium of Indian philosophical schools, authored by Sayana-Madhava. See Sastri (1924: 19).

>® See Thakur (1997: 14).

% See Thakur (1997: 14).
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A passes the test successfully and on that score if A is thought by B as well-versed in German, a

sheer mistake is committed.

These points, if further explored, might open up new vistas of research, and go a long way in
underlining the utility of Advaita Vedanta philosophy in general and that of Sriharsa in particular in

critically dealing with problems concerning trustworthiness, etc.

4. Conclusions

The foregoing discussion shows that so far as even our work-a-daily life is concerned, trustworthiness
is not an altogether indubitable option to resort to, not to speak of its decisive role in ascertaining
absolute truth. This is because, as Sriharsa shows, any definition of trustworthiness and a
trustworthy speaker is ultimately impossible. Thus, as on one hand, it suffers from various
overextensions such as in case of erroneous knowledge, partially veridical and partially non-veridical
knowledge, etc., on the other hand, it is under extensive in the sense that it fails to reach such ideal
targets where no trace of non-veridicality is imaginable. Moreover, in connection with the
ascertainment of a trustworthy speaker, Sriharsa and his commentators suggest the virtual
unavailability of one such, who is free from all defects, always speaks of nothing but truth arrived at
through means of veridical knowledge, and never resorts to untruth. No special definition of
‘trustworthiness’ or ‘absence of error’ is admissible on the ground that it would be case-specific, and
fail to account for other similar cases. Lastly, by saying that “the whole range of things cognised
through the means of veridical knowledge, is not reproduced in entirety”, Sriharsa suggests that the
content of such a cognition undergoes a process of edition in the cogniser in accordance with his /
her preferences, thus discounting the possibility of a frame-to-frame reproduction of the things

cognised.
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