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PREFACE 

In the following pages a th~ory concerning the status of 
the world in our knowledge has been developed. In the recent 
western philosophical thinking much as been said and written 
regarding this. But all the attempts in this respect begin and 
end almost in mid-way. It appears to me that the reason for 
this is that the concept of"Fact" has been taken by the ''Vesterri · 
philosophers to be sufficient to explain itself. I have tried to 
show that much more is presupposed in any study of factuality 
and it may lead us much beyond. I have therefore tried to 
clarify the presuppositions and the conclusions that follow· 
from the study of Fact. Accordingly, the present work may be. 
broadly divided into three parts : ( 1) The considerations· 
preceding any systematic theory concerning Fact or the world. 
(Ch. 1). (2) The nature of the world we know and other con­
siderations arising in this connection (Chapters II, III and 
IV). (3) The conclusions we arrive at after the study of Fact 
and its presuppositions. However, as my main concern remains. 
a consideration of the status of the world in our knowledge, 
I have concentrated more on the Chapters II, III and IV,· 
which, I think, provide an exhaustive analysis of what we 
understand as the world and also of what we call the knowledge. 
of the world-on almost a new plane of thinking. The matter: 
in Chapter I and that in Chapter V do not receive such ·ex­
haustivee xposition, as the limited explanation offered is. 
thought to be sufficient to help i1s to understand the central: 
theme of the present work, namely, the problem of Fact. 

With regard to the title "The Problem of Fact", I need 
urge that it is so termed only because I have found that almost 
all the attempts in the west to solve the riddle of the status 
of the world have resulted only in producing even more muddle 
and misunderstanding. So that, even its supposed solutions 
stand only as problems- the reason for this being, they end 
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and start in mid-way. It is therefore apparent that without 
t~e presuppositions and the conclusion (Chs. I & V) the whole 
discussion · h · . m t e second, th1rd and fourth chapter would appeal 
to be leading us nowhere. Hence the conclusion in this res­
~ect, is not a mere summary of what has been said in preced­
Ing chapters, but rather a natural outcome of these: a solution 
~·the problem of Fact as it develops through these chapters. 
I ~espect to the importance of the problem, there is little, 
T~ • that can be mentioned here by way of information. 

e problem has remained a matter of fascination from the 
~cry dawn of philosophical thinking. With the rise of science, 
. o~ever, it has received a new impetus, with the result that 
lt Is one f h . . d 0 t ose few problems which have very much exercis-
e the attention of present day philosophers, though without 
any s · f: 
d . aus actory result. I do not claim that the theory advanc-
~ ln the following pages is conclusive in all essential respects. 
rn u~ I . am confident that, besides providing a new view on 

0 ° al~ty and also· on falsity and negativity, it presents a line 
w~·~hich we may resolve the problem in some definite way, 
an~le ~t the same time following the methodology of linguistic 

I YSis and that of experiential analysis. 
of tham thankful to Dr. Daya Krishna who went through some 
Withe following chapters and encouraged me ~y sympat.hiz~ng 
e1 b and commenting upon the general hnc of tlunkmg 

a orated· S K Saks In this book. My thanks are due also to Dr. . . 
ena fo hi . l'h r s valuable suggestions. 

the . e Present work was completed originally as a research 
SIS and 

soph was submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philoso-
grat:ru~f the University of Saugar in Decerribcr 1961. I am 
of th to Dr. K. Bhattacharya, who happened to be one 
me i~ exa~iners of my thesis, for encouraging and assisting 

gettmg the thesis published in the present form. 

Santiniketan 
TAT t B ' R. P. P. rres enga[ 1 d" 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEi\I OF FACT AND OBJECTIVITY 

1. \Vhat we call the problem of fact, or the problem of tile 
status of the world in our knowledge, has occupied the attention 
of a vast majority of philosophers in all ages. A solution to­
this problen1. has very often been taken to be a solution seek­
ing to determine what there is. One may indeed be satisfied 
with such a solution. But to us it appears that unless it is 
determined that the known is the same as the objective ground 
or our knowledge it is almost impossible to uphold such a 
view with any degree of consistency. However, to deny that 
the known involves an intimate reference to the objective 
ground of our knowledge would be simply absurd-not only 
linguistically, but even logically-since whatever is known 
is always so with respect only to some that. But this fact alone 
docs not help us to understand the objective ground of our 
knowledge. Hence in dealing with the problem of fact, or 
the problem of the status of the world in our knowledge, 
the question regarding the nature of the objective ground 
of our knowledge needs to be dealt with first. The latter 
is very often taken to be the problem of Objectivif)' in epistemo­
logy, which, it is sometimes supposed, excludes prima facie 
the consideration of Subjectivity. \-\'hat appears as untenable 
in this view, however, is the exclusion of Subjectivity in so far 
as we find that a consideration of Subjectivity is necessary 
in order to understand Objectivity. 

Further, it is to be noted that the problem of fact is not the 
same as, or inclusive of, the problem of Objectivity: Facts 
undoubtedly are objective; but so are the no-facts, such as 
falsity, negativity, etc. (Ch. IV). Objectivity, on the other 
hand, is a general notion in the spirit ofwhich both facts and 
no-facts partake. But, again, it should be clear that Objectivity 
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L<> not the same as the totality of facts and no-facts•. For, 
our understanding of facts and no-facts being objective is 
so 1 . · not on y because: tl11:rc are l<tcts and no-facts, but also 
b:cause the lattc:r have: a pl'culiar relationship with Subjecti· 
Vtty. It cannot be: maintained that l~tcts qua facts, or no-facts 
qua no+tct I . . • s, an: o )ji:Ctl\'c:. 

Hence 01 · · · · lf' · r 1 ~ , ' ~)l:cttvlty 1tsc: IS not tactua . 
. 2· ~ow, hdcJre we stan to dc:al with the problem of Objecti-

vity or r 1 . . . . 
tl. ' or t lat matter w1th that ol lactuahty, we must show 
1 ~~l ::he probl!:m establishes itsdf as a jJhilosojJhical problem in 
· c ace of c · t" · 1 · 1 (' · h"l h' l ctu· n 1c1srns w 11c 1 st('Jll rom ccrtam p 1 osop 1ca art1:rs. 

an~~u~7 the first phtc1·, t lwn: an: Logical Positivists' who deny 
dcfi.n· t' 1 probi.:rn to bt: philosophical unll'ss it is concerned with 

1 IOns 1 . . 
·' I. I:. wnh what it is tautological. That the concern of 

'A direct ... 
,.,.,. rr .• tl.~rn I · 1 1· ' 'f I" • h ld I t ·' -rythin..,. ·. li · • w uc 1 pr~adt•:~ 'actua 1~1n or actua tsm, may o t 13 
;,tt "> IS Ully . 
• <:rnpt tr1 ,. 1 ac:tllal, f~tlly tkterminatr: and particular. It consists man 

a·.; "l .,.,. r -l Ur·r· 01 . . . . 1 f .. "II" "'{' d .• •VJ.<tltr:r r • . lj<:.CttVlly tnlo "the rc;t .tcls." hde D. \Vt tams, "m 
Vt•·w. . 0 fac:t" I> ~ ,. · · "I ·. · fLp A 1. • .... M, l~h~, p. 209. \\tllg<~nsu·m appearstoholdasmuar 

~ r· '··· ".!.72 1 ... · · H. Parkr· . ' w tt:r<: he rkclarr:s l h;tl 'ohj•·ct' is a pseudo-concept. 
~.an r,f cr,llrsr- 1·r_ 111 his criticism of \\'illiams, RM, 1960, p. 513, observes, "one 
•lctua\" . r: <ltJn . I 

1 • lStic n1at . • Wll 1out sdf-<:ontr;u\iction, that what is objective is n non-tat •• crza I . 
3" ""na, or, ou thr: otlwr haud, that every neat fact is under the 

1 · Russ<·\i 
''lcrnac . t:Jff,:rs . . . . . . . . . , . . 

1 iv· . 101lal Rc,. '1 \lr<:ctse expostlton ol thr: Logtca\ PostllVtst's postllon m 
tst tf I tlqo "r PI "I • . . . . 

l,t1 t 1 11! hc1}1[ :J '' oJoj,Jry, I'\o. 11, 19:,(): ":\ plulosophcr ts a logtcal post· 
t 1at sthattl · · 1 fk · \" 1"1 I ~·'ltil . qur:su 0 . . wn: 1 s uo sp•·na way o · nowtng pccu tnr top u osop 1y, 

rn<tt\1! lite C(ttr:st·ns ol f;u:ts can only lw (kcitkd by <:mpirica\ method of Science, 
K"rrJ. . t<ms tJ · · "tl 

41\ •lltc;1} (t· · lat can lw (kcirkd wtthout appeal to cxpcrtcncc arc ct 1er 
· Ycr •llllolr ,,· I) 1. · · .. \Vtth tl l11;li 1u.. ·~•ca or mgutsltc. 

. tc ''·' •ltns t! . . · · d fi · · · ""rn,~. 1,. '·11:fi.r1iti 1•lt plulosophns' propt:r concern ts w1th c tntllons, t.~. 
~:an b,. ~ 0 _r, hr: s· ()~ 15_0 1" thr: <:orrcspontling words," and not with the annlysisofthc 
l\1: -·•<l.tcJ. <~ys lli 1 . . . k" 1 "[ ""!' "I . Jo to'">( ' s on y 111 a l'tckwtc tan sense t1at acts, lungs, e c. 
Phit0 • <td, f>n. ,',S.,lto be anal)•sr·d (vide A critique of Lorrical Positivism, by C. E. 

·•Of>h. "' .C.:l o 
( 01nn0 t 1 •cal <tn. 1 ' . 70) · \\'e admit that particular facts arc no concern of 
J '•gir:al. ~ <t sttJda Ysts. But we highly suspect the view, if Ayer holds it, thatthert 
l ·' •s~ky h.<tt ([,.~ ~r facts in philosophical analysis in any sense except the tauto-

. ' 1\n. 1 · lrutio f · d d" ( 'd N C i >< lltlt or <1. Ytic . n~ arc also a 1natt•:r o synthettc un crstan mg vt e •• 
~ !tar;tqp c_f)11.tr0v~ ·~nd ~Ynthf:tic propostttons etc., p. 10) may be still another 

rtstics or·rsy · For, dt:fmi t ion or empirical concepts "contains a unity of 
an object which exists in the world." (Ibid). 
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the problem, as stated briefly above, is not tautologies is obvious. 
To call factuality factuality, or Objectivity objectivity, even 
if such an attempt involves linguistic elaboration, would lead us 
nowhere, except for showing us one of the modes of descrip­
tion which we employ for clarifications, and which for that very 
reason fails to convey any information of non-linguistic con­
sequence. Hence a solution of the problem from the standpoint 
of tautology or definitions is either trivial or nonsense. It 
<'ithcr docs not give us any understanding of Objectivity, or 
it shuns it altogether, not allowing it to be e.">:pressed (this 
Ch., 3). Thus, it deliberately ignores that phase of our under­
standing which is objective, and that phase of Objectivity 
which is understandable (Ch. II, 7C-D). 

Again, that any explanation of the problem in terms of 
pure linguistic elaborations or definitions is sure to fail is 
clear; since, Objectivity asserts itself in the form even of a 
linguistic phenomenon which expresses anything that is meant 
to be communicable, i.e. (here) definitions. So that, any 
such linguistic elaboration by itself cannot show wiry it 
asserts a fact of definition and not that of experience, and, 
further, why it asserts a fact. Such questions cannot be 
answered unless it is seen that our understanding of facts 
involves some specific notion of factuality, which in its turn 
shares in the common ground of Objectivity. 

Nor is a purely empirical understanding of the problem 
helpful. If factuality is something simply given in experience, 
there should not be any knowledge of no-facts (which are 
certainly there in our knowledge), unless the latter must be 
as much given and consequently be as much public in character 
(which they arc not, e.g. in dreams) as are facts. But, if no­
facts arc as much given in experience as facts themselves, then 
one can hardly draw a distinction between a factual and a non­
factual understanding; for, then, the latter would as much 
resist our attempt at correction, and consequently we would 
never be able to maintain which of our knowledge is valid 
and which invalid. A pure pragmatic criterion for disting-
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uishing facts from no-facts would not appear to be of much 
help here; for it: would throw the world into an unmanageable 
chaos, itself floating directionlcssly with the climate of chang_c 
in human purpose and historical necessity. But clearly thrs 
is not the picture of the world which we understand as the 
world of facts ( Ch. II, 7), a systematic, ordered world as 
manifest in our knowledge of the world. 

It may perhaps be argued that factuality is something 
constructed in an individual's experience, as keeping with certain 
conditions under which the individual places some situations 
as facts and others as no-facts. The most critical aspect of 
this view is that it is absolutely impossible to demonstrate, 
keeping oneself well within this view, that "certain condi­
tions", under which the individual operates, might belong to 
more than one individual (for such a demonstration would 
n~cessarily transgress the individual's experience). Any such 
vrew, therefore, is certainly erroneous as it threatens to 
reduce the whole world into a mess of subjective solipsism. It 
can be disproved simply by appealing to one's own process 
of experience: If experience means a cognitive awareness 
relating 'l' to 'things-l-am-not', then certainly 'I am' not 
conscious of any such construction in 'my' experience. 

But, then, if the problem of fact, or that of Objectivity, is 
soluble neither analytically nor empirically, it must be taken 
up by philosophy, which in its turn is neither purely analytic 
~or merely empirical. The logical positivist may argue, 
;;ev~r,_ that if the understanding of factuality, or that of 

~ectrvlty, is neither analytical nor empirical, it must be 
non-sensical. Now, if anything is called non-sensical5, then 

s Only if by " " · h h" h h fi · · 1 pro . . non-sense 1s meant t at w 1c as no re crence to emp1r1ca 
5 2 ~Slhons, or that which can only be "shown" but cannot be "said", (vide TLP, 
tha~ ~22 • ?·11; M. Black, PASS, 1938-39, p. 53n) can the dilemma be resolved 

ven non-sense' · 1 · · · 1 · · · us ge . . can stlmu ate, 1.e. even non-empmca propos1t1ons can gtve 
non- nul~~ Information. The only difference, then, between an empirical and a 
extr~I_llPir~c~l proposition would be that, while an empirical proposition has an 

. ~gwl stte reference (thus expression being accidental in this case), a non· 
empmca prop · · . . OSition 1s to be understood only m the form it is expressed (thus 
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the corresponding statement itself would be either true or 
fals~. If it is true, then it establishes a fact, and leaves out 
the problem as to under what conditions it could be true, or 
established a fact. And, if it is false, then it does not affect 
the problem at all. Hence the necessity for a consideration 
of the nature of factuality, and therefore abo of Objectivity, 
remains as before. 

The problem of fact, or the problem of Objectivity, there­
fore, is understandable neither analytically nor empirical­
ly. Nor is it non-sensical. It is philosophical. 

B. Secondly, there arc the existentialists who show so 
much concern with Subjectivity, or with what they call 
"human-situations", that they are ,·cry often led to the 
view that the problem of Objectivity belongs to some 
field other than philosophy. But, as in their understanding 
of human-situations the existentialists never seem to be 
unconcerned with Objectivity, the phase of Objectivity in 
hwnan-situations demands their serious attention -though 
it is entirely a different thing that in their enthusiasm 
for pursuing Subjectivity they fail to give clue consider­
ation to Objectivity. Such a failure on the part of the exist­
entialists has proved to be disastrous: they constantly 
.arrive at absurd conclusions. A probe into the nature of 
Objectivity, we think, is the proper way to understand 
the real nature of Subjectivity (as we shall sec presently, 
and in Ch. V). For, Subjectivity, being itself non-objective, 
as per definition of Subjectivity, cannot be examined in 
and by itself: any such examination works only on such 
notions as '1-a..m-not'. 

Hence, even a thorough-going philosophy of Subjectivity 
cannot overlook the problem of Objectivity in toto. It cannot 
arrive at a consistent conclusion without satisfying the latter. 

3. The question, "\,Vhat is Objectivity?" needs now to be an­
swered. The answer is: whatever is experienced or understood 

expression being a necessary characteristic of philo!Ophical propositions). Vide 
K. C. Bhattacharya, SP, pp. 102-3. 
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as an other to the Subject is Objectivc6 ; and in as much 
as the latter is 'Other-to-the-Subject' it is indcpendmt of the 
Subject'. In order that the Subject should feel objectivity, 
which it docs feel, it is necessary that, in such a state, there 
is something which is not the same as the Subject itself. 

Further, the independence of Objectivity qua otherness is. 
an argument for the independence of objects (things in experience): 
Their independence is the logical necessity for there being <t 
subjective awareness of their objectivity. Hence no self­
consistent subjective solipsism, with respect to the knowledge 
of the world, is possible (Ch. II, 7B). 

But it is to be noted that an attempt, most often by the 
realists who argue from the independence of things in experi­
ence, to place both the objects of experience and the Subject 
at the same level of beinl is sure to produce a grave philoso­
phical error. Objectivity is independent only because of the 
presence of confronting otherness with respect to the Subject. In 
all our experience the Subject is felt to be existing, but the 
object thereof is felt only to be present. Hence, the realists' 
proof of existence of the objects of expericnce9, in so far as it 

6 The latin word for "object" is "object us", which means "to throw over 
against". This meaning presents a clear understanding of what has been called 
"an other to the Subject." In Indian thinking, Objectivity has been given the 
status of being not-the-same-as-the-Subject, and confronting-the-Subject in its 
not being the same as the Subject. (Vide Brihdaranyaka, 1 ,4, 2: DVITIYADVAI 
BHAYAM BHAVATI). 

7 However, the duality of Subjectivity and Objectivity is not ultimate: only the 
latter necessarily implies the former and not vice-versa. (Vide Murti, AJNANA, 
Pt. III, p. 182n; also Ch. V, 15 C-D). 

8 Weiss in his 'Modes of Being; part !,distinguishes between four categories of 
b:ing: Actuality (individual entities), Ideality (a standard of value), Existence (a 
VItal on-going), God (a unity). Presently we arc concerned only with the first 
and third eategor!es of being, viz. Actuality and Existence. However, \Veiss' 
classification of Being into four categories is not acceptable to us, in so far as we 
regard unity and actuality to be not quite separate (Ch.II,6A), and in so far 
as we are unable to say anything of God's being beyond the possibility of 
"God's Existence" (Ch. III, lOB). 

9 Vide G. E. Moore, "Refutation of Idealism", Mind, 1903, p. 453: He argues 
that without admitting the independent existence of the objects of experience we 



THE PRCBLE:\I OF FACT AND OBJECTIVITY 7 

is based on the presence of the latter to the Subject, is un­
intelligible in as much as the realists regard both the Subject 
and the objects as existing. 

The Subject is known to be existing only when it is express­
ing itself; so that when we say that the Subject exists, we mean 
by that assertion simply tllis: the Subject-cxists-as-expressing' 0 • 

Consequently, the Subject failing to express itself is also not 
known to be existing, such as in a deep dreamless sleep. \Vith 
Objectivity, on the other hand, the case is quite different: 
the whole Objectivity is something e."(pressed before the Subject, 
which we call its "presentness" to the Subject. This is most 
obvious in the case of situations which are actually present: 
factuality is understood as actuality, as being actually present, 
i.e. as having a form of presentness which does not change 
with respect to the same situation (Ch. III, 1 OA). Not each 
and any Objectivity is understood as actually present, e.g. 
negativity and falsity (Ch. IV, 14B). 

However, a state of Jmre-Objectivity may well be postulated 
without plunging into logical inconsistency. That is to say, 
Objectivity would have been existing in the sense that, had 
Objectivity been the Subject, it would be knowing itself to be 
expressing. 

4A. Whatever we have said about Objectivity so far is 
perhaps sufficient to demonstrate that the foundations of Objec­
tivity lie in the relation of the latter with Subjectivity''. But, 

cannot maintain consistently either the presence of knowledge or the existence 
of the Subject. 

I 0 cr. H. Dingle, "The Philosophical view-point of a Scientist"' PAS, 1938-39: 
"--in each and every act of thought, the Subject should be regarded a.~ 
inevitably stationed at the present, and the object as inevitably in the past" 
(p. 126, italics ours). 

11 Wittgenstein seems to maintain that, although there is the 'philosophical I' 
which conceives the world to be 'my world' (TLP, 5.641), there is nothing in 
my world to lead me to conclude that there is an I-- the Subject (TLP, 5.633). 
Now this appears to be a self-refuting view. If it is my world, then it must be 
determined by me or I, the latter being the precondition of 'my world'. There is, 
of course, nothing in the world to leGd me to say that there is an I; but thr 
whole (my) world presupposes the I-- the Subject-- in order to be what 
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what is the nature of this peculiar relation? To answer 
this we must consider the different expressions of the express­
ing Subject. Three modes of expressing Subject may be dis­
tinguished in the following forms: 

(i) "The sky ajJpears blue." 
(ii) "I am this (e.g. the speaker)." 

(iii) "I am happy." 
The first mode of expression is important as showing the 

Subject, 'I', in the state of non-distinction from what is Objec­
tive : a human-situation of object-among-objects, as the 
existentialists call it. It is the most primitive kind of self­
awareness. It is obvious that personal pronouns can be easily 
eliminated from such expressions. 

The second mode of expression is important in view of the 
following points: (a) Here the Subject is known to be distinct 
from what-it-is-not, or from what is its object- a human­
situation of subject-among-objects, as the existentialists call 
it. (b) But, the Subject here appears to have the peculiar 
characteristic of being dl'jined by the this-its object. Now, 
anything defined takes the form of definition, so that here 
also the defined subjectivif)• must be objective, as defined by its 
object this. But, then, what is it which, in spite of being objec­
tive, gives the impression of being subjective? Obviously, 
objects as such are never confused with Subjectivity in any 
experience or understanding. It is rather the understanding 
of objects, or for that matter of whatever objective, which 
gives us such an impression. That is, whenever we say, "I 
understand-" we find that 'I' is somehow inseparable 
from the corresponding understanding. Yet it is equally 
true that 'I' remain as much conscious of 'my' understanding, 
or for that matter of all the mental phenomena, as of the 
wor~d 'out-there'. So that, in respect of its presentness to the 
SubJect, the mind or the mental phenomena should be as 

it is. Thus, in Wittgenstein's example, 'a field of sight' by itself may not entail 
an eye, but it's very possibility rests on the presence of the latter. The possibility 
ofthis presence is no doubt extra-empirical. 
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much objective as the objects themselves (Ch. II, 7C). Sub­
jectivity qua Consciousness, therefore, is not the same as the 
mind or the mental phenomena. The former simply acknow­
ledges (as the SAKSI) all objectivity including the mental 
phenomenon; and as such it neither drfines nor is dejz11ed by 
anything besides itself. That is, Consciousness is never known 
as something objective-an other to itself (Ch. V, 15C), nor 
is anything objective known as some consciousness-involving 
nothing else but itself. That Subjectivity gets confused with 
something objective, as in case of the form of subjective 
expression under consideration, can be easily accounted for 
if we recognize that Subjectivity qua itself cannot involve a 
differentiation-difference being a function of Objectivity 
(Ch. II, 7D); so that, a state of confusion between the Subject 
and Objectivity remains undifferentiated, unless the Subject 
is in the state of its pure expression. The state of pure expres­
sion is reached in the third mode of subjective-expression as 
stated above. Our consideration of the second mode of sub­
jective expression, therefore, suggests that the existentialists 
arc wrong in taking the human-situation involved here as one 
<Jf subject-among-objects. For, what they regard as subject in 
this case is not the Subject, but only the mental-phenomena.; 
and the latter appear to be distinct from the corresponding 
<Jbjects only in so far as mind is the principle of understand­
ing Objectivity rather than being itself an object (Ch. II, 
7D-E). 

Now, the Subject qua Consciousness must be accepted 
as the jJremiss of all objective knowledge. For, as it has already 
been said, it is only by confronting Consciousness that any­
thing gets the status of an object or of being objective. It is to be 
noticed that it is only in the analogy of the identification of 
lhis with I that any objectivity is apprehended as such. That 
is, Objectivity acquires the character of otherness only 
because there arises somehow the occasion for such an identi­
fication between the Subject and the mental phenomena: 
Subjectivity in its own state never acknowledges any 
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otherness and consequently no objectivity in that state obtains. 
(Ch. V, 15C-D). It is in the sense of this identification, there-· 
fore, that Subjectivity is said to be the ground of Object­
ivity: without this ground no Objectivity qua otherness is. 
possible. 

It is, however, not contradictory to assume objects as not. 
confronting the Subject. Mcinong's objects of asswnption 
may perha~ provide us with examples of such objects. But. 
any such assumption can neither be conclusively established 
nor be finally refuted, since such objects of asswnption cannot 
be felt as being present, let alone as being existent. The Kantian 
understanding of things-in-themselves too, accordingly, is 
such an assumption. Now, since the only state of being which 
does not involving presentness is that of existence, any such assump­
tion may be said to be one pertaining to pure-Objectivif:)•, i.e. 
?bjectivity as existing. That the notion of 'pure-Objectivity' 
Is necessary in order to explain the whole presentness or appear­
ance is to be seen later in this chapter. 

In the meanwhile, let us consider the third form of subjective 
expression, "I am happy." Here the Subject is in the state 
of crossing-over the boundaries of Objectivity qua otherness. 
Pure-Subjectivity is a state of experience where Objectivity as 
?t~erness is completely dissolved ( Ch. V, 15C), but not Object­
IVIty as content, i.e. Objectivity in its essence. Object.ivity­
as-no:-confronting-the-Subject, a<; not-felt-as-an-other, is the 
peculiar characteristic of this mode of Subjective expression. 
It helps us to discover the fundamental inadequacy in the 
thinking of those philosophers, e.g. the existentialists, who 
rSeg~rd Objectivity qua otherness to be inseparably related to 

ub · · ~echvity qua consciousness. 
h Now, ~inc: Objectivity qua otherness is not felt in this staley 

t at ObJectiVity which obtains here in its essence can be rc­
gard~d as the character of the subjective expression itself. 
But If Obie t. · · · · d. 1 d d "f · · 

' J c lVIty In 1ts essence 1s never 1sso ve , an 1 1t IS 
capable of being felt as an other to the Subject, Subjectivity, 
even though providing the ground for Objectivity and the 
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fJI-ctniss for our objective knowledge, cannot be its essence' 2
• 

Hence, Objectivity as such must be postulated in order to 
explain the peculiar phenomenon of Objectivity involved in 
our understanding. So, pure Objcctivit_y is a nccessmy postuletion 
of existence to explain what appears; even so this postulation need 
not lead us to affirm tl1e real cxistmce of objects or what Kant 
calls ''nowncnon''. 

B. Now, we suppose, it is clear that a demand for semmztical 
analysis of the word "I" is just meaningless. For, the word 
"!" . t . 1 " . " d so IS no on a par Wit 1 such words as "chair", air , an 
on, i.e. words standing for something objective. The Subject, 
as per definition, being non-objective, is tmmemziTZgjul. So 
that, "!" cannot properly be said to refer to Subjectivity: 
"I" is atonce the meaning as well as the symbol of Subject­
ivity. 

Hence both the notions of Subjectivity and Objectivity arc 
significant, though what is meaningful is only the objective. 
!he philosophical discipline of analysis, therefore, c~n .h~ve 
Its scope only in the realm of meaningfulness or ObJectiVIty. 
Further, such titles as "the philosophy of Subjectivity" and 
"the philosophy of Objectivity" are misleading, in so far as 
they suggest that either Subjectivity or Objectivity can be 
dealt with exclusively. 

5. In view of the above it is clear that our method in the ' . 
following chapters would not be one of mere linguistic ana(yszs. 
It would rather consist in following the full inlplications of 
objective experience. Hence, for us, both linguistic as well as 

12 It is to be noted however that Qbiectivity as the characteristic of , ' ~ . d 
subjective expression accounts for the illdividuality of Subjective existence, an 
Objectivity as the essence of objects' presence accounts for the pllblic character of 
the latter. If, e.g., this (stone) is sometlli11g for me, this will be taken to be so_by 
others, in so far as others would use the word "this" as indicative of the tlung 
· . · 1 · The 
m questiOn, or for that matter of anything that can be spoken ofm t 115 way. 
S b. . 5 And at the same 

u ~ect, per co11tra, IS not a subject for any two or more person · . . . 
· S b" · · · nd to Ob•ecUvitY qua 

time, u ~ectlvity with respect even to a11otlzer person, a ~ · h" h · volves no 
otherness, cannot be intelligible as relating to the SubJect w Ie _m . 1 db "I" IS pccuhar Y 
otherness- of whatever sort. Hence the Subject represente Y . 
individual, in the sense that in communication "I'.!. is never taken to be rcpresentmg. 
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.experiential analysis 1 3 stand as genuine methodologies. The 
reason why we hesitate to depend fully on linguistic analysis 
is this that we have no guarantee, as yet, from the philos­
{)phers of language that language can adequately, or even 
clearly, express whatever we experience and understand. 14 

Again, language may have such characteristics as may not 
belong to the understanding-of-the-world proper. 

\Vith regard to experiential analysis, there may be impli­
cations -from objective cxpcriencc-\-vhich arc not the same 
for everybody. But this can be explained: Different persons 
arc guided by different interests, and in most cases, also by 
uncritical presuppositions. Keenness of intellectual insight 
too plays an important part. 

But let it be assured that this method (of experiential anal­
ysis) docs not always lead one to psychology. The fundamental 
difference between this method and psychology is that while 
the latter may hesitate to move ahead with logical implications 
.at the cost of experiential data, and therefore may remain 
stuck to concrete experience, experiential analysis need not 

the two parties in the communication: it always remains one and the same 
(Ch. V) even though an other stands out against it. 

13 P. Butchvarov in his "On an Alleged Mistake of Logical Atomism" (Anarysis, 
1959, P· 136-137) has drawn up a distinction bctwcn the two methodologies and 
h~s sl~own the cause for the preference of one to another. "The reason for the sub­
stttutton ~f language for ideas was probably the wish to eliminate the irrelevant 
P~Y~hologlcal connotation of the Humean version." But this preference for ling­
UIStic methodology proved to have its own drawbacks, i.e., it led to "equally irrc­
levan~ linguistic connotation" (ibid) against which Wittgcnstein had issued a timely 
warntng: "Docs not my study of sign-language correspond to the study of thought 
pro~esses which philosophers have held to be so essential to the philosophy of 
logr?? <;>nly they got involved for the most part in inessential psychological in­
·vcst,gatJons, and there is an analogous danger with my method." (TLP, 4.1121). 
And according to some students of Wittgenstcin, "The development represented 
by Carnap and his school seems to be a fulfilment of this expectation." (Vide 
Anscom be, Introduction to Wittgenstein's Tractatus, p. 86). Carnap's view 
has been criticised by a Czech logician, K. Reach in the Journal of Symbolic Logic, 
Sept. 1938, "The name relation and the logical antinomies." 

14 Heidegger's reaction in this respect is even more sharp. He writes in his 
·"Plato's Doctrine of Truth": "The 'doctrine' of a thinker is that which is left 
;unsaid in what he says ..... " 
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be found wanting in logical rigour. And to attain logical 
rigour even experiential analysis must involve linguistic ana­
lysis. 'Perception with clarity' is the watch-word of our 
method. 

This method we call the p!tilosop!tical method. The importance 
of tllis method becomes clear only when we realize the diffi­
culty implicit in the very nature of philosophical problems. 
In this connection two sorts of problems need to be differen­
tiated. First, there arc problems which can be answered in 
a clear and precise way because of a definite method followed 
in seeking the answer-thus questions such as "'Vhen did 
Alexander come to India?" or "How much did it rain at 
Saugor this year?" or "'Vhat is three times three?" can be 
answered definitely by applying a clear-cut method in each 
case. But, secondly, there arc problems such as "'Vhat is 
supreme Good?" or "''Vhat is the nature of Objectivity and 
Subjectivity?" or "'Vhat is a fact?" which defy any such 
definite answer, because there is no well-defined way to 
approach these problems. They cannot be resolved simply by 
empirical observations and interpretations, or by a jniori mani­
pulations. The method of approach in answering the latter 
type of questions is called "philosophical", which, though not 
definite, is yet capable of giving convincing results. 



CHAPTER II 

THE NATURE OF FACT 

6A. Facts arc undoubtedly objective, but not everything 
objective is factual. Objectivity is factual only when it dis­
plays public character: obviously, there cannot be a state of 
objectivity which is both private and factual. Such a public 
·character is determined with respect to the following conditions: 

(i) Objectivity displaying public character has an ostensive 
reference: whatever constitutes a fact must be something 
given, as may be experienced •. Accordingly, a fact, as express­
ed in ordinary language, always has one of the following 
forms (or various combinations of these): 

(a) 'That this is red.' (b) 'That this is a man.' 
(c) 'That all men arc mortal.' 
(We shall sec later that facts concerning relations arc not 

fundamentally different from these: this Ch. 8B.) Evidently, 

1 Wh:ttCJ~er is experienced is usually taken to be something 'given'. And the 
1 tt . . 
a er ts _so In cases both of mediate and immediate experience. However, in case 

of the 'gtve • · · 1 · I · d' I .. n Inantmmediatcexpcricnce,asitis dea tw1t 1 In or tnary anguage, 
t~lcre.'s.mvolved a difficulty which is due to the class-character of almost every 
hng~tsttc-~orm. Yet, if we take care only to note that in so far as a mere linguistic 
constder~tJon is involved, the class-character of linguistic-forms has only an epis­
temologtcal singificance _ the significance that we need not usc new linguistic-
forms for every · · 1 1 · CXpcnence- and not a logical one wtt 1 respect to t 1e expenence 
-clxprcss~d through these linguistic-forms, the difficulty is happily resolved. So, 
t lC logtc of the e . d' . d' . xpresston such as "This is white'', as rccor tng an 1mme Jate 
-cxpcnence do · 1 · 
h . ' es not necessarily lead to the vtcw t 1at our expencncc of 

t c willie now isJ· t · · • I · d' . . us an Instance of the class 'wh1tc . t IS not contra tctory to 
mamtatn that 1, . . . . 
( . 'd D on Y th1s 1s white in the world and IS expenenced to be so 

"f' eh ~~can.Jones, "Universals and Particulars," PAS 1933-34·, p. 85). In case 
o t e gtven' i · d 
1. . . n a medtate experience on the other han , the class-character of 
mgmstlc-forms c . ' · 1 • · . . omes to Its full usc since here what IS appre •ended as g1ven' 

iS not s1mply wh t · ' 1 d · · · . . a IS present now but the latter as rc ate With all that wluch IS 
-sim1lar to It (this Ch · · . ., Footnote 3). (For the gtvenncss m case of general facts, 
-see thts Ch., 9B). 
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none of these can be reduced to the other remaining forms­
though all of them relate to some experience. Facts of the forms 
(a) and (b) arc expressed respectively through the combina­
tion of a name" (theN-sign "this" in (a) above) with a first­
lcvcP predicate and the combination of a name (the "this" 
in (b) above) with a second level3 predicate. The case of facts 
.of the form (c) is quite different and would be dealt with only 
at a later stage (this Ch. 9). 

(ii) Objectivity displaying public character must fall in a 
s_ystem (this Ch. 7E): facts arc not only non-contradictory with 
respect to each-other, but they also live in a harmony of 
mutual involvement. The acceptance of one fact in a system 
.of facts naturally leads us to the acceptance of all the rest 
{in that system). Further, the discovery of one fact generally 
leads us to the discovery of a series of other facts which fall 
within the same system or in some ·wider system which includes 

2 The word "name" is used here and in the following pages in the sense in 
·which a word is taken to denote a situation of acquaintance. Names,in this sense, 
have only a reference but no meaning. As such only "this," "that," etc. can 
be taken as names. Such names as "Socrates," "table," etc. are only descriptions 
(vide Russell, "The Philosophy of Logical Atomism," LK, p. 200). 

3 First-level predicates, e.g. "white," are those predicates which point to the 
·given in mediate or immediate experience, while the second-level predicates are 
those predicates which refer to the given only in mediate experience. The differ­
·Cnce between the two kinds of predicates may be understood thus: when, e.g., 
-such an expression as "This is white" is used, it may be so used as to express what 
.is immediately experienced (this Ch., Footnote 1). On the other hand, in case 
.of the usage of a predicate like "man" (note that "man" may also be used 
as a subject-term in a sentence), it is logically necessary to have more than one ex­
perience with respect to a situation called "man"; for, otherwise, we would 
have to change the convention in our language of saying "This is a man," "That 
.is a man," and so on. That is, we would have to abolish the use of class-concepts; 
for the use of the expression like"- a man" is significant only when there are 
numerically different situations called "man". The expression "This is a man", 
.therefore, is used not to record strictly an experience of any one moment, but 
.rather to record a relation between several moments of experience with respect 
.to different yet similar situations (this Ch. 9A). Hence, "This is white" and 
4 'This is a man" when expressed in the form "This x" may be misleading in so 
far as the form "This x" ignores the essential difference between expressions of 
llhc two kinds of facts, viz. first-order facts, or facts of the form (a), and second­
order facts, or facts of the form (b). (See also Ch. III, 11 A-B). 
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all the discovered facts which remain included in, or involved 
by, the previous system. 

(izi) Objectivity displaying public character denies any 
factual possibility of its opposite ( Ch. III, I OA): facts-in-a­
system arc atonce the judged (as facts) as well as the judge (in 
their capacity of rejecting anything as non-factual which 
threatens to break the systcm)4• Hence, there cannot be 
negative facts (Ch. IV, 14). 

B. The no-facts and a~ti-facts of reason lack the fulfilment 
of at least one of above mentioned conditions. Thus, the arti­
facts of reason, or logical facts, generally lack the fulfilment 
of the condition (i) above, while no-facts may fulfill any of 
the first two conditions but never the condition (iii). Hence 
no-facts and arti-facts of reason, in the strict sense of the word 
"fact", do not have public character. Yet they cannot be 
called "private," since being objective, they arc as well a 
matter of inter-communication between persons. Obviously, 
what can be strictly private is only the Subjectivity, which 
is the principle of individuality ( Ch. I, Footnote 12). 

7. Now, what we call facts determine the world, and consti­
tute it both as a limited whole and as a systematic whole. 

A. The way in which the world is determined by facts \vill 
be discussed later in this section. In the meanwhile let us con­
sider the view of the world as a limited whole. Obviously, the 
world is limited with respect to the boundaries of factuality; and 
the boundaries of factuality arc determined by (a) Subjectivity:~,. 

4Just as logic and mathematics aim at universal agreement in theory, anysys-· 
tern of knowledge relating to the world aims at an universal agreement in experi­
ence, in practice. (Vide Cambell, What is Science, pp. 30n). And such an uni­
versal agreement is possible only when its possibility is prejudged in experience 
(i.e.' if it is extra-experiential in case of science), as is the case with axioms or· 
lo~tc an~ mathematics (i.e., the possibility of an universal agreement on an 
axtornattc system is extra-axiomatic-that cannot be demonstrated within that 
system). Hence the possibility of this agreement is prejudged in a system; 
so that, what threatens to produce disorder within that system is rejected 
off-hand. 

5 Cf. TLP, 5.632, "The Subject does not belong to the world but is a limit o1 
the world." 
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and (b) what is neither Subjective nor factual- negativity6 

(Ch. IV, 14B). Negativity cannot be spoken riferentially, since 
only factuality can be so spoken; yet negativity, being objective, 
can be spoken sensibly or meaningfully . 

.Just as, before there can be any meaning to the significant 
proposition that the world I know is my world (for I am 
definitely not identical with my world), I must precede any 
knowledge of what I call "my" world (Ch. I, 4· & Footnote 11 ), 
so also the precondition of the significance of negativity is 
the presentness of corresponding actuality ( Ch. IV, 14 ). Thus: 

presupposes presupposes 
N ~ \\"---------+ S 

The direction of relationship shows that negativity is no more 
essential for the being of the world than is the world essential 
for nry being. 

It is to be noted now that the limits of the world are shown 
in the language we intelligibly usc to express facts; and the 
former is apprehended in yet a clearer way only with the help 
of significant negative expressions (Ch. IV, 14D). A consider­
ation of language, therefore, is very important in any account 
of the world. 

Language is the principle of expression' of that which is 

6 Negativity must be understood as something essentially distinct from 
Subjectivity: the latter is an epistemological necessity and therefore may be 
known jur se; negativity cannot be similarly known (Ch. IV, H). 

7 It would of course be interesting if we can determine whether the world 
itself divides into facts. Unfortunately such an answer i.s beyond our competence. 
Our concern is only with the world as we know it, and the implications of our know­
ledge of the world. vVc have suggested earlier that the world we know exhibits 
the character of a whole, a system, which cannot be spoken of in the language 
of facts. This view in its turn has two important consequences: (l) we know the 
world as divided into facts, and (2) the division of the world into facts is possible 
because we have precise lillguistic:forms to express, and hence tu give definite shapes 
to what we understand as facts (see W'aismann, "V crifiability", PASS 1945, pp. 
14-64). So the nature of facts is essentially bound up with the way we apprehend 
and usc the linguistic-forms (though this is not to suggest that the very nature 
of linguistic-forms is the nature of facts). Language, therefore, is not less, nor 
more, than the principle (and not a mere medium) of that which we intelligibly 
express. 

2 
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communicated. Evidently, language qua a series of symbols 
is an actual situation and is not 'principle of expression 
in that capacity. It is principle of expression only as 
exhibiting a capacity to convey the understanding of facts. 
Hence, it is important to note that that which is conununi­
cated or conveyed through factual linguistic expressions is 
not the fact itself, but only the understanding of the corres­
ponding fact. That is, in communication, only the form of a 
fact is communicated- the presupposition of the act of com­
munication being the universality of the form of the fact com­
municated, as against the particularity of the constituents of the 
latter (this Ch., 8). Now, what we call the "form" of a fact is 
the definite structure of the constituents which constitute that 
facts. Thus, in communication of the fact, for example, 'That 
this is bright now,' what is communicated is not the brightness, 
a sensation, nor even the situation of brightness; for, every­
body who understands the corresponding linguistic expression 
"This is bright now" need not experience what is bright at 
that time, though he can understand what is meant by this ling­
uistic expression. So, to say that a person understands the 
statement is only to maintain that he grasps the meaning of 
that ~tatement. And, again, he understands the statement 
not bit by bit, taking every constituent word in isolation, but 
rather seeing at once the whole meaning of the statement, i.e. 
a 'meaning-whole'. It is this 'meaning-whole', with respect 
to the statement expressing a fact, which reveals the structure 
of the corresponding fact. That is, sentences as 'meaning 
wholes' show the logical structure of the facts which they ex­
press. Then, to say that I understand a statement is the same 
as · 

saymg that I understand the structure of the corresponding 
fact. (though not necessarily having at the same time an ex­
penence of its constituents- the presence of the latter cannot 

8 ~f. TLP, 2.033, "The fonn is the possibility of the structure." Fundamental­
ly, Wtttgenstein is right. But we differ from him in so far as we regard the form 
of a fa~t to be not a mere possibility of structure, but rather such a possibility 
actuahsed (Ch. III, l2B). 
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be denied, since otherwise I cannot understand even the 
corresponding 'meaning-whole', the pre-condition of the pre­
sence of such a 'meaning-whole' being, that the meaning of all 
the words in that statement, having ostensive reference directly 
or indirectly, are understood). But to say that I understand 
the structure of a fa<;:t is not to commit myself to the presence 
of understanding as sometlzing over and above the structure 
of the corresponding fact. "To understand" means simply 
a conscious state with respect to the structure of a fact. 
Accordingly, understanding cannot be regarded as separate 
from that to which it relates, since any statement 'p', as believ­
ed, already lzas the possibility of the corresponding under­
standing. If this be not the case, the statement 'p' cannot be a 
factual statement; i.e. to have a fact p is already to have it 
understood, or, otherwise, there is no such fact asp. 

Now, what are the constituents of a fact can be related only 
in one way witlzin that fact; so that 'understanding', in the above 
sense, serves as a name to point out the structure of that fact. 
And such a name must be a logical name, since, unlike ordinary 
names (this Ch., Footnote 3 ), it cannot be used to name the struc­
ture of any and every fact, but only of that fact to which it rclates9• 

B. But, then, how (by what process) do we recognize 
that we understand a fact, e.g. 'That this is bright now'? 
This recognition of understanding comes in two separate, 
yet continuous, processes: ( i) A sensation or immediate 
experience of brightness-a moment of reflexive attention of 
the form 'This here now,' which may be followed by a state 
of mediate experience. That is, the process from sensation to 
mediate experience, if any, is one from a determination of 

9 The assertion obviously is tautological. Wittgenstein wrote (TLP, 5.542) 
"'P' ys that "A believes P " "A thinks p " "A says P" are of the same form as sa 

' ' "d P." We understand that what he meant by this is much like what w~ have sal if 
So that 'P' can be taken as the name for P. And this should be logical also, 
we are ~orrect. In what he further writes, " .... here we have no co-ordinat~on 
of a fact and an object ... " etc., he explicitly refuses the claim of anythmg 

. d" I 'P' · t xh"b"ts the structure of 'mental' as equally substantive. Accor mg y, JUS e 1 1 

what is referred to by P, and is indicative of nothing besides. 



20 THE PRO;BLEM OF FACT 

charactcr(s) to that of order(s) in a single stream of observ­
ation. The controversy between physicalism and pheno­
menalism regarding whether the world can be explained by 
referring to clements of phenomena or to that of the physical 
world is entirely a different question and docs not concern 
us here. However, one thing is quite clear, namely, whether 
physical situations or phenomenal situations- both arc estab­
lished in the process of observation; so that they both relate 
to the facts of observation. Any attempt to reduce one into the 
other is an impossible task as they relate to two essentially 
different kinds of experience 'in the same stream of observation 10• 

(Se~. this Ch., Footnote 3 ). 
(tt) A belief associated with experience, which renders 

th~ latter acceptable as a part of the stream of observ­
atiOn. Our belief in an experience is a sort of assertion to 
the effect that our behaviouristic (e.g. linguistic) disposition 
at a particular moment truelv records the situational-effect 
r I · =-' 
e at~ng to that moment of experience, such that we would 

cont111ue to be disposed in the same way with respect to the 
experience in question. In case of a mediate experience, how­
ever, the corresponding belief is extended to experiences which 
are sir:zilar (with respect to their situational-effect) to the 
expencnce to which the belief originally related. 
. Such an account of 'belief' appears to be necessary, because 
It explain · 1 · s not only that 'belief' plays an Important ro e m 
our rcco . . . I 1 
'b li , . gnitton of the undcrstandmg of a fact, but a so t 1at 

c ef 1s n h "I b li tl · " · on-psychological for to say t at c eve 1at-
Is not to say th ' · · b 1' th t " B 1' f . at "I have an inchnatwn to e Icve a·-. 

e Ic , 1n th b b · 
r. e a ove sense is possible only because emg con-trontedb . . ' . . . 
re .. Y a Situation we behave In a certam way so as to g1ve 

cognttion t h . . F 
l't · 0 t e effect that the situatiOn has on us. • urthcr, 1s only b . . 
we call " a ,~hef that is the proper subject-matter of what 
(Ch IV true and "false" in our knowledge of the world 

· , 13A). 

10 Vide Goodrn 
Unnson, Philos a~, The Structure of Appearance, Ch. IV, Sec. l·i. Also 

Ophtcal Analysis, Ch. 10. 
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So, an experience in its capacity of giving us the corres­
ponding situational-effect and as vouched by a belief is a 
fact with respect to the situation experienced. The conjunc­
tion of these two factors which go into the making of a fact is 
obviously inevitable; since any experience as lacking the 
association of the corresponding belief ceases to relate to the 
<:orresponding situation after the moment of its occurrence, 
and, hence, should not properly be called a fact with respect 
to that situation: In fact if there is no more a (linguistic) 
disposition, a belief, with regard to its occurrence the very 
possibility of its recall is eliminated. That is to say, unless an 
experience in the capacity of an actual occurrence is put in 
some form (linguistic or memory images) it cam10t be known 
to be so, except at the particular moment of its occurrence. 

Now, let us consider those situations which we do not experi­
ence, e.g. historical events, or scientific situations like 'atoms', 
'neutrons', and so on, but which we still believe. Any instance 
of such a belief obviously lacks the corresponding situational~ 
effect, in as much as the corresponding situation cannot now 
be experienced; though, that the statements with respect to 
such beliefs can be "observational statements'"' is not denied 
in principle. In such cases, then, we have no experience in 
the capacity of an actual occurrence. Here we cannot start 
with experience. So we face the problem as to what sort of 
situations we want to look for. It is such a consideration which 
leads to the method of hypothesis both in history and in science, 
the fundamental advantage of which is to put the apparently 
different and disconnected possible situations into a single 
system ' 2 • That such possible situations may be systematised 
in more than one way shows that the understanding in 
respect of their factuality is determined with respect to more 

11 Vide Neurath, EUS, Vol. 2, No. 1, P· 14. 
12 Vide D'Abro, The Development of Scientific Thought, Ch. 37, "On Met?o­

dology of Science." In History the method of hypothesis is a bit controversial. 
But to us it seems quite legitimate: Vide "From Facts to thoughts", Philosophy, 

April, 1960, by N. Rotenstreich. 

-- •• -.;orr..,._-_ .... --~~~ ... ·-~· ... -.... ..._ •. 
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than one such system. That the "observation statements" 
relating to such situations become factual, because they arc 
capable of falling within a hypothetical system, shows that hfliif, 
in such cases, lies with a system and not with any single 
"observation-statement" or a possible experience. Any 
"observation statement" or a possible experience is, therefore, 
a matter of disbelief only when it docs not fall in any hypotheti­
cal system. Still another important character of such instances 
of belief is that they are, in a very important sense, extra­
personal: in other words, no hypothetical system is a totality 
of a single person's "observation statements". It is, therefore, 
that to have faith in scientific and historical knowledge is 
already to transcend all kinds of solipsism- factualitic as well 
as subjective. The latter, because we already accept such 
"observation statements" meaningful as do not relate to our 
own actual experience: Price's argument for 'other minds' 
is based on this very reasoning: there are other minds because 
I understand such observational statements as do not relate 
to my own experience. And the former, because by bring­
ing in hypothesis first and then determining factuality, we 
have already crossed the boundaries of pure factua.lity• 3 • 

Further, a matter of belief needs to be differentiated from 
a matter of opinion. Opinions lack a situational effect as well as 
an evidence of a hypothetical system; they also lack a belief 
which in their case is filled up by a personal conjecture. A 
personal conjecture means the possibility of a logical structure 
of thought, i.e. a thought-form, which may or may not fit in 
~he system of the world. But there is no a priori way for dccid­
mg whether or not it actually fits. We would call hereafter 
such thought-forms neutral thought-forms -most important of 

d 
13 ~- 0. Wisdom, "Esoftericism", Philosophy 1959, p. 344, while criticising the 

oct nne of .fi b"l· th ven a 1 1ty, says that in case of hypotheses "We can pass only from the 
eory to experience (though to new as well as to familiar sorts)-that is in the 

reversed" · . . 
t h lrectlon. We can pass (deductively) from the wave-cquatwn or quan-
u7 yP<>thesis to the spectroscope observation, and also to other things, perhaps 

ufn 1hmlted in number, but there is no way of getting the wave-equation from any 
0 t esc observations." 
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th~se being one relating to God's Existence-as they are 
neither entailed nor denied by the system of actualised 
thought-forms or of the structures of facts. Hence, "to say 
of any matter that it is a matter of opinion or a matter 
of speculation or conjecture is not to say that questions 
concerning it arc not questions of facts." 14 That is, matters 
of opinion today may yet be matters of belief tomorrow 
(Ch. III, 12B). 

C. There is still another question to be answered: what is 
the structure of a fact? ·we have already observed that a 
factual sentence, as a meaning whole, shows the structure of 
the fact to which it relates. Now, a 'meaning whole' is what 
we call a 'proposition' or a 'thought' which, as expressed in 
a sentence, is either true or false (Ch. IV, 13A). Here one thing 
is quite obvious, namely, that the structure of a fact is the 
expressed thought of that fact. (Note: thought is always expres­
sed.) "To think" means to understand a logical form, i.e. 
to understand some actual or possible structure. Further, 
since a 'meaning whole' is not simply a combination of the 
bits of the meanings of the words in a sentence, the structure 
of a fact as relating to the corresponding 'meaning whole', unlike 
what constitutes the structure, is simple. Consequently, an 
attempt to get at the structure of facts through an analysis 
of sentences which s!tow these structures is bound to be futile. 
But to maintain that sentences can be put in a comparatively 
more adequate form, so as to s!tow the structure of the fact 
more accurately, is quite justifiable. For, the sentences s!zow 
the structure of facts either adequately or inadequately. That 
is, in ordinary language we may have more than one combin­
ation of words to express what we understand, but not all these 
need be equally good combinations. The question of deciding 
which one is the best of all is really the most difficult problem. 
The decision seems to be guided by a sort of self-evidence 
that a particular expression carries with it in respect of 

14 Peter Herb~t, "The Nature of Fact," in Conceptual Analysis, ed. A. Flew, 

Ch. VII, p. 137. 
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the understanding it involves. An inadequate sentence, 
accordingly, may be put in adequate form, which involves 
only an analysis of the combination of words and not an 
analysis of the structure of the corresponding fact, which is 
only shown in such combinations. 

It is often suggested that the recognition of the structure 
of a sentence, which follows from the identification of the 
constituents of that sentence, viz. names and predicates, leads 
to the recognition of the structure of the corresponding fact. 
This may well be the case, but we do not know of any good 
argument to support such a contention. No cliterion for 
identifying the precise structure of a sentence with respect 
to the fact it relates seems to have been given so far. Though 
Russell and Stebbing suggest that two sentences have an 
identical logical form (=structure) if there is ( 1) one to one cor­
respondence of the terms in both, (2) identity of arrangements 
of the terms in both as shown by the dispositions of the logical 
~onstants, and (3) identity of category of corresponding terms 
m both-to which Wittgenstein adds a further condition, 
~amcly, that corresponding terms must be of the same kind 
m the sense of making sense or non-sense in the same con­
texts'5-yet these conditions do not appear to be much 
helpful in identifying the structure of a single sentence. 'Vhat 
they really do is a sort of arrangemcn t of sen tenccs of the same 
functional level. Wittgcnstcin himself came to observe later: 
"A 11 atomic form cannot be foreseen. And it- would be 
surprising if the actual phenomena had nothing more to 
teach us about their structure. To such conjectures about the 
structure of atomic propositions we are led by our ordinary 
~anguage which uses the subject-predicate and the relational 
. orm.-These forms arc the norms of our particular language 
1~to which we project in ever so many different ways ever so mat!)' 
different logical forms. And for this very reason we can draw 
no conclusions- except very vague onces -from usc of these 

15V·d 
39 

1 e Max Black, "Some Problems connected with Language", PASS, 1938-
, p. 61. 
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norms as to the actual logical form of the phenomena des­
cribed., ' 6 

Now granting, as we did before, that the linguistic forms 
:are after all the forms which we must use in order to express 
the form of situations, and that linguistic forms, as expressed, 
however vaguely, lead us ultimately to facts, i.e. to the deter­
mination of situations (this Ch., Footnote 1 ), we should look for 
the form of a factual sentence in order to apprehend the form 
·Of the corresponding fact. This view is further strengthened 
because in ordinary language a fact is expressed in more than 
one sentence-form, <mel all these sentence-forms may not 
express the fact with the same degree of accuracy. lfwc know 
that one sentence-form expresses the form of the fact more 
accurately than the other, we grant the corresponding sentence 
the capacity to express the form of the fact more adequately. 
But this very reason prevents us from granting this latter sen­
tence the capacity to express the fact j;eifcct{)'. For, what can 
be comparatively more accurate may still be imperfect. The 
.difficulty, therefore, in admitting that the structure of a sen­
tence can be taken to represent the logical form or structure 
of the corresponding fact, is mainly due to this that there arc 
more than one sentence-form in ordinary language relating 
to the same fact. If granted a kind of language in which there 
is only one sentence-form to express each fact, e.g. in recent 
ideal language constructions, then, of course, the form of a 
fact would be taken to be expressed perfectly by the corres­
ponding sentence-form. Supposition of such a language 
indeed solves the problem of determining the precise structu~e 
.of a single sentence which, in its turn, may lead to the recogm­
tion of the precise structure of the fact to which that sentence 

'f . ld be practically relates. But such a language, 1 any, wou . 
useless because it would render the business of explanatiOn 

' . . . 1 · 'blc For the very and dcscnptwn m that anguage 1mposs1 · 
· d J ·pt · is that that more presupposition of explanatzon an aescn zon 

.r6"Logical Form," PASS 1920, PP· 163-l64, italics author's. 
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or less adequate sentence-forms can be used and that more 
than one sentence is required to explain or describe a single 
fact. 

vVe had an occasion to observe early in this chapter that 
facts constitute the world and that the structure of a fact is the 
expressed thought of that fact: from this it follows that there 
cannot be an unthinkable world. An unthinkable world is no 
world. Thought, then, represents the logical form of the world. 
That is, thought displays the actual or possible structure of 
facts. Thought as representing the logical form of the world is, 
therefore, the same as the totality of all content-less structures 
~ith respect to the contents which may fit in those structures, 
I.e. contents of the world. Accordingly, a form-less content is 
something pre-logical; and therefore any content is logically 
possible only when it relates to a content-less structure or a 
thought-form. This, however, docs not amount to an assertion 
of ontological priority of the thought-forms over contents. 
Wh~t it asserts is only this that the knowledge of a content is 
posstble only when the latter fits in some thought-form''· As 
such, thought exhibits the possibility of some definite occur-
rence~ i e th "b"J" f h f -, · · e poss1 1 tty o sue occurrences o contents as 
may ~t .in the respective thought-forms. In this connection, the 
~~nvlchon presupposed in the scientific approach to the world 

~t the World is knowable and usable is worth our considcr­
at~on .. The argument runs thus: the world (='nature' for the 
SCientist'S) · k . . . . 

1s nowable because there IS nothmg m actuality 

' 7Quine "0 
what is ' . n what there is," FLP, pp. 13-15, would perhaps maintain that 
view is content In this sense is the value of a variable. We think that, if Quine's 

granted va · bl · · d h · b h "b"l· · of the ' na es used In logic an mat emat1cs ecome t c poss1 1 I tics. 
logic a ocdcurrencc of such contents. And because they arc such possibilities even 

n mathe · . 
arc fior 1 mal!cs cannot be treated as entirely bereft of such contents. They 

rna onl · 
rclatio . Y In the sense that they take different thought-forms and their 

ns Into cons,·d · · · ·d · t h I "bl occurre eration Without cons1 enng as o w at actua or poss1 c 
nces of co t h . I . 

19 'N , n ents these thought-forms and t e1r rc allons might relate to. 
ature ace d" h" h . . all m 1 ' or Ing to scientists, is cveryt mg t at Is not man, that 1s, not 

en. n the p · · b d · h" resent context however, It IS to e un crstood that 'nature' JS everyt mg th . ' . . . 
. . . at Is not subjective. Since scientists regard observation- aU 

mental actiVities i h · · b h · n t e SCientific discovencs-to e t e essential part of the da~ 
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to make it unknown; it is just what is known and, though it 
may be unknown, there is no question ofits being unknowablc.' 9 

If this argument is granted, and we do not sec any reason 
not to do so, then obviously knowability comes out to be the 
character of the world itself; so that no idea of philosophical 
agnosticism can be entertained. But to deny philosophical 
agnosticism is not to deny scientific agnosticism.20 That is, 
we cannot pretend to say that the world is knowable unless we 
reject the kind of agnosticism which asserts that the world as 
a whole, or in part, is unknowable. But to reject this kind of 
agnosticism is not to reject the view that within the know­
ability of the world, there arc, and may be, certain steps 
which remain unexplained, which defy every kind of explan­
ation, at the present state of knowledge, i.e. with respect to a parti­
cular understanding of the world. An obvious argument 
in favour of scientific agnosticism is that a particular under­
standing of the world may not be the onlJ' understanding with 
respect to the world (this is the very idea of possibility). But, 
at the same time, it is impossible to conceive of anything, 

they receive through such observations, the view of'naturc' as everything except 
subjectivity, we think, docs not go contrary to the established scientific convic­
tions. (See Campbell, What is Science, p. 11-12.) 

1 9 Vide K. C. Bhattacharya, SP, p. 108n. Also Husser!, Ideas, sec. 2, 27. 
Husser! observes that values and uses practically belong to the nature of the world. 
As phenomena stand in immediate relation with us, we arc naturallY inclined to 
usc them; and, also, the situation around us, as if itself urges to be dealt with. 
"These values and practicalities, they too belong to the constitution of the 
'actuallypresent' objects as such." (Ibid., p. 103.) 

2 0 Scientific agnosticism proceeds from the essential belief that at any given 
time our understanding of the world may not be the only understanding. This 
D'Abro calls (Evolution of Scientific thought,Ch. 37, p. 39) "The limitation of 
human mind itself" which is misleading in so far as it suggests that human mind 
is something different from what is known. But in what he says, viz. "All we can 
ever do is to interpret A in terms ofB, and Bin terms ofC (and so on)," so that 
however far we go we can never avoid an ultimate unknowable- a problem of 
explanation is displayed, problem that there may be infinite understandings of 
the world in succession, such that we can never at a point stop and can say that 
there is now no understanding furthcr-(this, however, is different from 
saying that some part of the world may not be understood at all, for nothing 
can be the part of the world as may not be understandable). 
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either the world as a whole or in part, which docs not have 
its corresponding understanding. 

Now, what has been called "knowability" is obviously 
given in and through the world itself. So that there remains 
hardly any justification in separating the 'knowability' or 
thought -in the capacity of a separate substance -from what is 
known. Since knowability and usability arc attributed to the 
world, it presupposes an implicit belief that thought is somehow 
invariably related with the world or actuality as the principle 
of understanding of actuality, in virtue of which the latter 
is known and used. Accordingly, the view that the world is 
knowable amounts, more or less in the Aristotelian way, 
~0 the assertion that the form (thought-forms) of the worl.d 
Is not external from the latter either in the fashion of Platomc 
"Ideas" or in that of Kantian "Reason", both of which sharp­
ly ~istinguish the principle of tmderstanding and actuality, 
whtch results in the creatio~z of a purely formal world. 'Now, 
even if it be granted that there is such a formal world, the 
problem 'how this world can be related to actuality?' 
crops up. It is difficult to sec the relation of the two worlds 
un_Icss they arc essentially related, i.e. unless their relation is 
Pnor to the possibility of their being entirely distinct terms of 
the. relation. If they are related, as both Plato and Kant 
maintain, the relation must be far from accidental, in the 
sense t h t . . . 1 . bl . c of a a. tt IS alw~ys dlfficu t, and even imp?ss1 :' to conceiV 
.. ~Ytlung (relatmg to the world of actuality) Without enter-
~~ I . i g t 1e form of its understanding. That such a relatiOn 
f:s a non-accidental relation is afl'ain brought out, as every 
act car . . . o • b 

. nes With 1t a sort of self-evidence, wh1ch can e 
pboshstblc only when every fact is self-subsistent with respect 

Ot t · 
S 0 Its form as well as its constituents. 

ho, what led both Plato and Kant to the erroneous view they 
up eld · . . 
t was perhaps the rmprcss10n which thought or under-
~ a.ndability provides regarding its applicability (the latter 
:~n~ Wider in scope than actuality to which it applies). But 

t Is Indeed is no good reason to fall a prey to such views as 
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those of Kant and Plato. Kant was able to recognize somehow 
that thou~ht is intrinsically related to actuality; but he could 
not cxplam how such a relation is rendered possible if both 
thought and actuality arc fundamentally different. Perhaps 
Kant's trouble was that he could talk of fonns without contents 
but not vice versa. But this difficulty very cadly vanishes if 
the distinction between Objectivity and factuality is clearly 
apprehended; so that, thought is not only the principle of 
understanding the world, but rather of the whole Objectivity 
(Ch. I, 4-A) which includes the world. And, therefore, just 
as it is continuous with Objectivity, so also it is continuous 
with the world or actuality. 

So far we have been talking of 'thought' without giving 
any j;ersonrd reference to it, i.e. without using the expression 
"my thought". This we have been doing deliberately, because, 
we think, that the world can be talked in terms of thought­
forms, without referring at the same tin1e to any particular 
person's thought. The philosophical problem of 'other minds' 
or that of solipsism appears to be a pseudo philosophical prob­
lem, which is felt to be genuine because we have the habit 
of using particular language-forms. Thus, we very often talk 
of "other's feeling (a pain)" or of "other's thought" and then 
wonder how we could ever come to know of such a feeling or a 
thought? Obviously we cannot become the other person in 
order to know the other person's feeling of pain or thinking a 
thought, due to the simple reason that anything like this 
would involve contradiction: 'While becoming the other person, 
I would at once be myself and the other person who I am. ,~o~, 
hence denying thereby that the phrase "other-person 15 

meaningful. A solution quite often suggested to overcome 
this impasse is that the knowledge of 'other minds' is due to a 

f · · b 1 • • f thcr· persons. But sort o Inference from ccrtam e11avwws o o 
this solution seems to presuppose what it ventures ~o ar~swer 
For, unless other persons are already taken to be mtel!Igen~, 
how could it ever be possible to know that their behavwur xs 
intelligent? Nothing can prevent me from supposing that all 



30 THE PROBLEM OF FACT 

behaviour of other persons, which seem to be like those of 
mine, are merely reflexive or mechanical involving no intclli­
_gence on the part of the agent2 '. It appears that every solution 
suggested to demonstrate the presence of 'other minds' really 
.creates the problem of 'other minds'. 

The problem thus created is of the hypothetical form: 
"Granting that there is at least one (my) mind, how is it possi­
ble to say that there are other (than my) minds?" The problem 
in the present form is, then, not one requiring proof for the 
presence of 'other minds' but only an explanation of the latter. 
That is, the problem is not one regarding the being of the 
:other minds' but regarding only an explanation of what we 
Intelligibly speak of as "other minds". Obviously, such ex­
pressions as "one" or "any", being exceptive or anomalistic, 
~an ,be significantly used only when they imply, besides the 
on~ or 'any', the notion of 'another'"". Accordingly, the 

.saymg that "There is only one mind" makes sense only because 
there have b h · · ' 1 · d" h < een ot er mmds: the expressiOn ' on y one mm 

as the function of delimiting or restricting, which can be 
executed 1 if h ' I on Y t e concept of "mind" is 'plurable 23 • t 
may be su d 1 se . ggeste that "mind" can be used in non-plurab e 

nse lD a stat h · " B s h ement sue as "only I can feel my pam. ut 
uc a state · · · 1 I · t b < ment IS either tautological or meanmg ess. t IS 

..,
0 

1e92noted that a statement such as "There is only one July 
::J, 7" . 
oth d Is a tautological statement in the sense that the 

er ate . J l ' 
1927 . J sIn u y, 1927 arc not July 9, 1927 and only July 9, 
.a datls _ul~ 9, 1927. But this very assertion shows that, though 
nev Chts smgular and unique or different in some respects, 

crt eless is pl l . I . . r . 
possibl ura m other respects. t 1s, m 1act, Im-

e to talk of anything singularly unique in all respects 

"' Ev . en tfsuch b h . . 
statements b c avtours arc taken to be intelligent it is difficult to sec how 
behaviour a out what is called "mind" can be equated to statements about 
Minds," ;~S~ to prov~ the presence of 'other minds' (vide A. J. Ayer, "Other 

22 Vide S C vol. XXt, p. 193). 
23 Sec Ib"d. Coval, "Exceptive & Other Minds," Ana{ysis,Junc, 1959. 

' I"> p. 138. 
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-except in terms of tautology. So that, such statements as 
"there is only one mind", "There is a mind", and so on are 
meaningful only if the presence of 'other minds' is not denied. 
To deny this is to cease to talk meaningfully even of 'one (my) 
mind'. Hence, to attach a personal reference to any thought 
is simply a linguistic convention. The expression of the form 
"my (one) mind" is meaningless in either way: it is meaning­
less because there can hardly be any meaning to the expres­
sion "nry mind" or '';•our mind" and so on; and if they have 
meaning at all, they mean more than )'OUT or m)' mind. But 
how is it that we come to retain this meaningless usage? The 
explanation, we think, is simple. The criterion of individual­
ity ( = person) is not thought, but subjectivity qua conscious­
ness, which is wrongly identified by us with thought (Ch. I, 
4 ). Owing to this false identification we come to talk of the 
world as "my world", plunging thereby into a solipsism 
which in fact is never there. Thought (i.e. mind) of the world 
remains the principle of understanding objectivity, and there­
fore of the world, and as such remains the same with every 
individual. That what one feels may not be the matter of 
.any other person's feeling, even though the latter may know 
that the former is feeling in a certain way, can be accounted 
for by the fact that different persons may be confronted with 
different situations. Thus, if a person X knows that another 
person Y is in pain, then Y's pain constitutes a situation for 
X, which X knows- a situation which is quite different from 
the situation which confronts Y, in which Y feels pain. Hence, 
in order to have knowledge of Y's pain it is not necessary for 
X to be in pain (like Y). 

Thought, or what is vaguely called "mind", is therefore 
.simply a name for all those formal possibilities which are the 
same with everybody. As such, there is no such thing as 'your 
mind' and 'my mind': \Vhat really obtains in this respect is 
·Only that at a particular moment 'your' or 'my' consciousness 
is confronted or limited with respect to a certain objective 
activity which is called "a mind" or "a thought" as relating 
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to that consciousness. It may perhaps be said that we have­
dissolved the problem of 'other minds' only to discover the 
problem of 'solipsism' in the disguise of 'other consciousness' .. 
But that this is not the case should be obvious. For, cons­
ciousness has been said to be the principle of individuality, 
and not that of the understanding of the world; so that, even 
if there are individuals, each in their own consciousness, or 
each as a Leibnitzian monad, all can possess the same under­
standing of the world. Further, since understanding itself is not 
apart from Objectivity, in understanding the world, persons. 
understand each other. 

D. Now, thought or mind qua the principle of understand­
ing Objectivity functions in certain definite ways -ways 
which arc responsible for determining the world as we know it. 
These definite ways of understanding with respect to situations 
~nderstood are as follows: (1) a situation is determined by 
ztseif, (2) a situation is determined by similar situations, and 
(~) a situation is determined by involving other situations. 
different from itself. 
~n understanding involved in cases of immediate experience 

( t~xs Ch., Footnote 1) is one concerning the situations cleter­
mxned by themselves. That is, no situation in immediate 
experience can be known or understood unless it exhibits. 
~ome character. It is just trivial to suggest that there cannot 
I e .a situation without a character: The point here is not this. 

t 15 rather that a situation, in the present sense, can be known 
?nly When it is known to be characterized: A ~ituation, as 
111volved . . d' . . 1 , l . xn an xmme xate expenence, 1s on y a fJitenomcna 
~ltuation, and, therefore, the unity of such a situation consists 
~~ the moment of its characterization. From this it follows 

1 at there cannot be more than one situation at an instance of 
c laracter· . . . d' . . f, th . Izatxon m 1mme xate cxpenence. It xs there ore 
d at 111 immediate experience the situation known must be 

etermined b . lf A. y ltSe . 
h n Understanding involved in cases of mediate experience, 

owevcr, cannot but concern itself with more than one. 
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situation. That is, nojJ!I)•sical situation can be known unless it is 
understood to fall in at least one order. (Roughly speaking, 
by 'order' we n1can that quality of a situation which is 
essential for that situation being a member of the class deter­
mined with respect to that quality. In contrast, 'character' 
is that quality of a situation which may not relate the situation 
to a class. For further discussion on the difference between 
'character' and 'order,' sec this Ch. 8-9.) A situation falling 
in some order means that more than one situation fall in that 
order. That is, a physical situation is determined only as 
relating to other similar situation(s). For example, when I 
say that A and B arc red, I understand that with respect to 
redness both A and B arc similar. In the same way, let us 
suppose, A and B arc similar also with respect to their character 
as square. So that, now we call A "a red-square" and B "a 
red-square." Obviously, then, what we understand by the 
expression "A is a red-square" (or "B is a red-square") is 
not the same as the understanding of the expression "A is 
red." The determination of A or B as a red-square is different 
from the determination of the former as red (or as square), 
in that while the former determination is the determination 
of a situation with respect to at least one other alike situation­
there is no sense in the expression "A is a red-square" if only A 
is to be 'red-square'- the latter may be a determination relating 
itself only to a single unique situation (sec this Ch. footnote 3). 

But when we say, as in the above example, that A and B 
are red-squares we arc not thereby committing ourselves 
to the view that they do not have any other determination 
than their determination as red-squares: they may involve 
quite other determinations besides. Thus while A may be a 
'big' red-square, B may be a 'small' one. So that, A and 
B may have different characters, in spite of their falling in the 
same order; and, consequently, A and B may be determined 
as deffcrent from each other. The situations called "men" 
are different in this sense, even though in certain ways they are 
alike, i.e. as falling in the same orders. 

3 
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Now, it is to be noted that the determination of mutual 
difference between situations is not derived either from 
uniqueness of situations (the first kind of determination) 
or from the alikeness of situations (the second kind of deter­
mination). A simple reason for this is that the determination­
as-difference is as much ultimate in our understanding as 
either the determination-as-uniqueness or the determination­
as-alikeness. But this reason may not appear to be 
convincing; for, it may be asked, what after all is a deter­
mination-as-difference but the determination of diff<:rcnt 
characters? Our reply to this is: determination of different 
characters is not the same as determination-as-difference, for 
the latter relates directly to situations and not to characters. 
Moreover, different characters may be determined with respect 
to a single situation, and it would be absurd to suggest that 
that situation is different from itself. Hence, what may appear 
to be consistent in this regard is only that certain situations 
arc determined as different with respect to their determination 
as having different characters. But even such a view would 
prove to be immoderate and inconsistent, because a difference 
between possible and actual situations is not based on such an 
un~erstanding. A possible situation · is not determined as 
havzng any character (Ch. III, 12). Further, it may be pointed 
?ut that uniqueness or partial identity between situations 
15 Possible because the latter arc different. That is, every 
case of determination-as-difference must be as spontaneous 
as. the determination-as-uniqueness or determination-as­
alikeness; i.e. if the latter does not follow from the former, 
then also we have no grounds to maintain that the former 
follows from the latter (Ch. III, footnote 12). 

A further point of interest needs to be added here. Suppose 
I have before me a white and granular substance which I 
(~fter sometime) rightly apprehend as sugar. Now the ques­
tion arises, whether in my observation, or for that matter in 
anybody's observetion, the white and granular substance was 
sugar before it was recognized as such? The question is 
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obviously absurd, since had it been sugar in my observa­
tion, I would never have mistaken it for salt (before I 
recognized it as sugar). But, also, it cannot be argued that 
what is now present before me, as it is, was either sugar, 
or salt, or-- - - before I or anybody apprehended it as sugar. 
\Vhat is worthy of one attention in this connection is this 
that in such an apprehension, in knowledge, everything is 
distinguished as determined, whether rightly or wrongly, 
by the determinants which the objects of observation do not 
possess befor~ we know them. It is this kind of determin­
ation, a kind of observational definition of the situation 
observed, which can provide us with any necessity in empirical 
knowledge (Ch. III, 11 ). Accordingly, if! say "sugar" for sugar, 
it of course is not a tautology: it is rather a case of 
observational definition which can never be contradicted or 
rendered false. This is true both in the case of physical situa­
tions as well as in that of phenomenal situations. This view 
of observational definition in our knowledge further streng­
thens the case of difference as a fundamental way of under­
standing. For, if understanding-as-difference is not regarded 
to be fundamental, we cannot explain why there be different 
observational definitions with regard to situations, unless the 
latter are originally different with respect to their under­
standing. So that, if the situations are originally different, 
their understanding(s) in that respect must be similarly 
original. Hence, we must accept that difference is one of the 
fundamental ways of determining situations; it makes possible 
innumerable different observational definitions (Ch. III, 12). 

E. Hitherto we had been discussing the view that the world 
is determined and limited in respect of facts, and some 
other issues associated with it. Now let us consider the nature 
of the world as it is understood to be a systematic whole. The 
question to be dealt with here is, whether the world is just a 
totality of facts24 of a system of facts? It seems more than possible 

2 4 Vide Wittgenstein, TLP 1.1, "The world is the totality of facts and not of 
things." Compare, "The world is the totality of objects that can be known through 
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that the world is a systematic world, i.e. a system of facts. 
If it is not a systematic world, it must be admitted that either 
our thinking of the world as a systematic world is a grave cos­
mological error, which it is beyond our capacity to correct, 
or we think unsystematically, so that it fails to relate to what 
othenvise may be a systematic world. That we do not think 
unsystematically of a systematic world ancl the vice versa is 
obvious, since, if that be the case, we must be thinking other­
wise of the world, so that our thinking could never represent 
the form of the world. But the possibility that we can think, 
or may be thinking, otherwise of the world is at least not a 
~ogical impossibility: philosophical agnosticism may still pose 
ltself to be a logically possible faith among faiths. But its 
pretensions are immediately obvious. For, then, we cannot 
say, as we do not think, anything about the world, not even 
that it is a totality of facts. But this is a self-refuting conclusion: 
we arc able to think or talk of that (the world) which we cannot 
think or talk. 

Now, if the world is not a systematic world, and if it is only a 
t~tality of facts, then the facts it comprises of must be mutually 
dzsconnected. If facts are mutually disconnected, then it cannot 
be shown as to why a single or two or three or any number 
of facts less tlzan all may not constitute the whole world. To 
~rgue that the world cannot be constituted, for instance, 

Y a single fact because there are more than one fact, would 
not be · ' · I d" satisfactory· since facts, as entire y 1sconnected may 
rem · ' ' 

h am entirely aloof so that any one of them may constitute a 
w ol ' b e World by excluding all the rest. In this way, there may 

e a World of one fact, a world of two facts, and so on, leaving 
~s to the absurd choice of selecting among these the world, 

r the World of all facts. Hence, when we say that the world 
co.rnp · 
t rises of all facts, it becomes meaningful only if we under-

s and that there is a system of facts, which denies that there 
lllay be a world even of one fact. For it asserts that even the 
e:x:pe. 
P nence, known in terms of orderly theoretical thought on the basis of direct 

resent ex . 
Penencc." Husserl, Ideas, p. 52. 
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acceptance of one fact involves the acceptance of all the rest; so 
that the world cannot be constituted by less than all the facts. 

8A. To talk of the under-structure, the substantial ground, 
of the world, or to talk of facts with respect to their constituents 
or contents, is to a great deal a logical or analytical task.~5 
The simplest units of our knowledge of the world are facts 
and not what constitute facts. So that any attempt to get at the 
constituents of the world involves a logical analysis of facts. 
But, then, from where should we start our analysis? '·Ve think 
that a comparatively less disputed starting-point would be 
to sec that facts, though they have a simple structure, are 
always complex with respect to what constitutes their structure. 
And this is simple to sec: Had that which constitutes the 
struct urc of a fact ocen not complex, the structure of that 
fact would have remained indistinguishable from its consti­
tuents. Thus, suppose that there is a language in which for 
a sentence stating a fact we need utter only one word. 

~!"I It is therefore that whatever is said in this connection is not to be taken as a 
l[vpothesis regarding the under-structure of the world. The fact seems to be that 
what is postulated to explain the overt phenomena in philosophy has the charac­
ter of pure-Objectivity (Ch. I, 4) and therefore is beyond any objective eJ.:perience 
and belief. Hence whatever is said with regard to the under-structure of the 
world may as well be overlooked. 'What is important to note here is simply this 
that the substantial ground of factuality is complex. The following discussion 
between Russell and Carr (LK, p. 202) is particularly interesting in this 
connection: 

Mr. Carr: You think there arc simple facts that arc not complex. Arc complc . .'"cs 
all composed of simples? Arc not the simples that go into complexes them­
selves complex? 

.A1r. Russell: No facts arc simple. As to your second question, that is, of course, 
a question that might be argued--- -whethcrwhcnathing is complex it is necessary 
that it should in analysis have constituents that arc simple. I think it is perfectly 
possible to suppose that complex things arc capable of analysis ad infinitum, 
and that you never reach the simple. I do not think it is true----. I do myself 
think complexes (facts) ---- arc composed of simples- .• -. 

A-:-cordingly, \Vittgcnstein's argument that what constitutes a complex cannot 
itself be complex is at least not a logically tenable view. Russell, after having 
passed forty years since the above discussion took place, maintains: "I have 
since become more convinced than I was then that there is no reason to expect 
analysis to arrive at simples." (My Philosophical Development, p. 222). 
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Obviously, then, the understanding of such a fact would not 
give us the least idea of its structure as being distinct from what 
constitutes the latter; that is, in such a statement the meaning 
of that word would be identical with the meaning-whole 
expressed by that word-sentence. But a position like this is 
never involved in our understanding of any fact. \ V c arc 
always able to distinguish names, predicates and relations 
from the proposition or the 'meaning-whole' in any factual 
sentence (Ch. II, 7C). 

It may be suggested, however, that facts, with respect to 
their substantial ground, arc a continuum, so that the consti­
tuell.1s even though complex cannot be apprehended as such. 
That is, though names, predicates, etc. can be distinguished 
from the corresponding 'meaning whole' in a factual expression . ) 

It is just possible that it is due merely to the linguistic character 
of the latter; for after all in understanding a faclual sentence 
We always feel the continuity of constituents of the latter. 
This sort of argument tends to develop into the assertion that 
t~c World is a grand continuum: if it is possible to do away 
With the complexity of the constituents of a fact, a distinction 
?etween the corresponding structures of facts also goes with 
It, and with that goes the very difference between facts; and 
t~erefore no separate or distinct constituents can be identified 
Cither in one fact or in all facts, i.e. the world. Now, the funda­
mental weakness of this view of fact-as-continuum is that it 
~annat account for the real situation, namely, that every fact 
ls apprehended to be distinct from another, so that we can 
talk of more than one fact. Our talking of different facts 
cannot be attributed to any character of the language in which 
We so talk; for the difference between facts can at once be 
related to the 'difference in corresponding experiences and 
understandings. Further, even if the view of fact-as-conti­
nuum is granted it cannot be shown as to how one continuum 
(as fact) qua itseif can be distinct from another. One possible 
Way to get away from this difficulty would be to maintain 
that our minds somehow cut the continuum into parts which 
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arc different and distinct (facts) with respect to the different 
sizes into which our minds have cut the continuum. 26 But, 
if this be the case, mind is either external from the continuum 
or is implicit in it (in the capacity of its understanding). If 
mind is external from the continuum, there is the old problem 
of the determination of the relation between the two (this 
Ch. 7C). And if mind is implicit in the continuum, it must 
also be continuous with the continuum; but then if it cuts the 
continuum in to parts (facts), it denies its very right of being 
the principle of understanding the world-as-continuum and 
thereby fails to be implicit in the latter. The difficulty is 
pretty obvious: the view of fact-as-continuum denies the 
distinction of the structure of facts from what constitutes 
this structure, thereby denying the very difference of one fact 
from another, which in its turn results in reducing the whole 
world into a single fact (which obviously is not what corres­
ponds to our experience and understanding). So the assertion 
that the world (or a fact) is a continuwn amounts to the denial 
of the assertion that the world is what is all the facts in a system 
or even in a totality. But, then, the status of the world as a 
continuum cannot be spoken or understood! 

The view of the world as all the facts on the other hand, 
' allows us to talk meaningfully both of the world and of the 

denial of the view of fact-as-continuum. It is to be noted 
that in our factual understanding something is understood 
about something, so that every factual understanding involves 
always more than one objective factor. For example, with 
respect to our understanding of the fact 'That this is red 
(now)', we say that here (at the space-time tr) is an experience 
as vouched by a belief in that experience, such that, besides 
the belief, there is at least one thing in the experience ,vhich 

26 Cf. Bergson, Creative Evolution, p.p. 388n. "----in order that the human 
mind may be able to represent relations between phenomena, there must fir~t 
be_ .. - distinct facts, cut out in the continuity of becoming. And once we postt 
this particular mode of cutting up such as we perceive it today, we posit also the 
intellect such as it is today, for it is by relation to it, and to it alone, that 
reality is cut up in this manner." 
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is red but which is not identical with red. If there were to 
obtain such an identity, we need not say "This is red": instead, 
simply "The red" would express the understanding of the 
fact in question, which can never be the case since no fact 
'That the red' or 'That the rose' is ever understood -yet 
this precisely should be the state of affairs if we refuse to admit 
that in our factual understanding more than one objective 
factor is involved. The situation would be different, however, 
if we refer to a thing and say "This red" or "This rose", for 
what we mean here is that "\Vhat I am referring to is this 
which is red (or which is a rose)", or "I referred to this as 
red (or as a rose)." This incidentally suggests that what is 
called "knowledge by acquaintance" resembles that which 
is called "knowledge by description" in a very important 
sense. If somebody asks me, "Did you sec that table over 
there?" my reply would perhaps be, "Y cs, I did. It is a 
small table, brown in colour, square in size, with four legs, 
shining-" and so on. And this is how we get acquainted 
with things: whether we know things by acquaintance or by 
description we know them as something. This is a very 
important characteristic of factual understanding. It makes 
clear at once that what we ordinarily call "things" cannot 
be constituents of facts, for to know a thing is ah:eady to 
understand a fact. Thus, to say that X knows Y is already 
t~ say that X knows about Y (for, there cannot be a knowledge 
elt.her .by acquaintance or by description of Y unless some­
thing IS known about Y). So, when we say that a fact dis­
plays a complexity of constituents with respect to its structure, 
we do not thereby mean that such constituents are our 
commonplace things. 

B. So the question remains: what are the constituents of a 
fact? w· e could determine so far only this that there should be 
more than one such constituent, (so that a single fact or all 
the facts can never be in a continuum) and that their 
constituents cannot be regarded as common-sense things. We 
noted also that in our understanding of facts we understand 
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something about something. Now, what is this something 
about which something is understood? Any attempt to answer 
this would again lead us to say something about it, and so 
·on, until we stop short of saying anything about it. That is, 
we always talk about something and very often talk many 
things about the same thing. Tlus kind of analysis is due to 
Aristotle. Aristotle groups the predicates which may be 
asserted of a subject-term under a munber of headings. Each 
such group is called a category. Thus, under the category 
of "quality" fall such predicates as "red", "wise", "sweet", 
.and so on; and under the category of "relation" fall such 
predicates as "bigger than", "next to", and so on. Now, 
these predicates must be predicated of a subject, and some sub­
jects, according to Aristotle, arc first substances-things of 
which any predicate in any of the categories may be predi­
-cated but which themselves may not be predicated of anything. 
In a way, then, a substance must be prior to its possible pre­
decates, it must be logically separable from them in order 
that it may have them affirmed of itself. For example, a sub­
stance is not red, but something of wluch the quality red may 
be predicated, something which may be black or red or 
green, and so on. As such, the Aristotelian first substance 
might as well be said to be colourless. This is what vVittgens­
tcin appears to have in mind when talking of 'objects' as sub­
stance of the worlcl,!! 7 which, he says, are colourlcss28• Such 
()bjects quite obviously cannot be contemplated unless attach­
ed with some prcdicate(s). In this way, according to both 
Aristotle and Wittgcnstcin, in order to account for the und:r­
standability of factual statements, it is necessary to take notice 
ofthese.first substances or simple objects as constituents of facts. 
vVittgenstcin goes a step further still: facts arc composites only 
.of such factors as arc ultimately simple, objects-in vVittgen­
·stein's phrase- or of such factors as arc liable of analysis into 
such simples. (see this Ch. Footnote 25 ). Accordingly, even 

27 Vide TLP., 2.021. 
·!28 Ibid., 2.0232. Unnson, Philosophical Analysis, pp. 58-60. 
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predicates and relations may ultimately be reduced to such 
objects. 

Now, obviously, these simples (objects) appear to be the 
products merely of the analytical understanding of factual 
statements. The possibility of their presence, therefore, is. 
only due to their capacity to explain the under-structure 
or substantial ground offacts, and therefore they can be present 
only in virtue of their capacity to occur in a fact. Be as it 
may, it is clear that if all the facts arc given -which is the 
world-thereby also all the objects are given. Again, since the 
objects can be given only in virtue of their occurrence in the 
composition of facts, they are always given in particular ways; 
so that we cannot properly talk of the totality of objccts,"9' 

but only of the system or configuration of objects. But if an 
object occurs in a system or a configuration of objects, there is 
nothing to exclude the possibility that it may occur in such 
configurations as arc entirely new. That objects occur in 
systems or configurations suggests that their capacity to occur 
in a system or in a configuration must be immanent in the 
nature of objects themsclves.3° (To argue that some powerful 
agent like God or Reason may induce this system among 
~he objects which are otherwise entirely separate would be 
Illogical in the present context, as it can neither be proved 
no~ be disproved either by resorting to experience or to 
logic. Hence this cannot be a sound argument in its capacity 
as an explanation. Any argument seeking to explain anything 
regarding the world must be capable, at least in principle, 
of ?ro~f or disproof either empirically or logically.) To 
mamtam that the system is immanent in objects themselves 
amounts to saying that they are functionally inclined to each. 

"9 Sec, TLP., 5.5561. 

~oWittgenstcin, TLP., 2.0123, maintains that all the connections lie in the 
objects But 'f h' · . ·. ' 1 t 1s 1s so, we do not sec how these objects can ever get rid of these 
~onnccttons, and avoid falling in some system. For the state of their not falling. 
ln any system would be one of logical non-presence, as in that case they cannot 
be cal~cd :vcn abstractions: since what is an abstract is something presupposing 
an obJCCtlvc context. Vide Goodman, Structure of Appearance, VII, 8. 
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other. That is, regarding their occurrence, the objects must 
overlap each other, which would constitute the relation or· 
connection between the objects, with respect to which they are 
said to fall in a system or configuration. 

Having considered the view of objects qua simples, which 
include even the predicates and relations, let us now examine 
the view that predicates and relations cannot be treated as 
objects. It appears to be quite legitimate to hold that in the 
present context predicates and relations cannot be treated 
as objccts,3 ' because to treat them so would necessitate a 
change in the view of objects as colourless or qualitilcss in 
order to accommodate such objects as 'red', 'taller than', and 
so forth. But, what if we regard predicates and relations 
as a different set of objects (than first-substances) inhibiting 
the world ?32 For example, should we treat predicates and 
relations to be such objects as may be functionally inclined 
towards more than one first-substance at the same time? Now, 
even if they are treated in this way, it is difficult to see how they 
can be different from the objects which arc first-su~sta~ces. 
For the latter can similarly be said to be functionally mcl~ned 
towards more than one predicate or relation at the same tJme. 
This can be seen in the following way: suppose that the wo~·Id 
comprisesj'ust of A A A A B B B3 , B. objects in wluch 

I J :z, 3' 4' I' !2' .,. • d 
A" A,, A3 , A4 arc first-substances (one set of objects~ an 
B,, B,, B3 , B4 arc predicates or relations (another set of objects), 
and their various overlapping functions constitute configura­
tions (as shown in the figure on the next page) which sh_ow _tha~ 
no set of objects i& in principle less or more functionally mcline d 
(to the othe1 set of objects) than the other. 33 ·what a~e -~aile f 

h POSSl bth ty 0 
"firstsubstanccs", then, appear to have t e same 

"Properties and rcla-
3' Wittgcnstcin in his prc-Tractatus note-books wrote: h b ndoncd 

· · · cason why e a a 
lions arc obJects too." (16.6.15). He docs not g1vc any r 
this view in Tractatus. 

3 2 Vide Moore, Some Main problems of Philosophy, PP· S!Zn. t be twa 
1 1 w that there canno 

33 The figure on the next page is drawn on Y to s 10 . d first-substance~ 
(or more) kindsofobjccts.Hcnce ifboth predicates andrclatwnds~ffi It to maintain 

' · h · much 1 cu 
arc taken to be of the same kind - a view wluc lS as 
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occurrence in an infinite number of contexts as do the pre­
dicates and relations (regarded as objects), so that hardyl 
any distinction can be drawn between different kinds of objects. 
If they are objects, they are all objects without involving 
any qualitative difference or without involving the impression 
of being a 'first' or a 'second'. But this is a self-refuting view, 
since to admit predicates like "red", "green" (and also rela­
tions) as objects is to presuppose a qualitative difference among 
·o.bjects. Evidently, any attempt to give predicates and rela­
tions the status of such objects would be fallacious, for what 
ha':'e been called "objects" by Aristotle and Wittgenstein arc 
logzcal entities, while what arc called "predicates" and "rela­
tions': are entities in experience. Such objects arc invoked to 
·explam the world that we experience and not to inhibit the 
world of experience side by side the entities in experience: the 
fact that a particular experienced entity, e.g. a colour-appear­
ance, cannot be abstracted from its correlative point of space· 
tim:, nor can it be "actually lifted out of the stream of ex­
pencnce"34 shows the difference between experiential and 
logical entities. But, since experiential entities cannot be thus 
abstracted without involving unintelligibility with respect 

-consistently, as we shall see presently_ the figure above does not explain what 
·•.ve have earlier called "overlapping of objects." 

34 Vidt Goodman, Structure ofAppearance, vi, 1, p. 148. 
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to them and to the context wherefrom they arc abstract­
ed,35 the simple units of experience cannot be these experien­
tial entities but only the c.tjJCricntial individuals. For example, 
in a colour-experience what is experienced is not just a 
colour, but is a-colour-at-a-~pacc-time. Now, since an ex­
periential individual cannot be treated as a factor in cxp\':ricnce 
(for it is continuous with the whole of experience), the occa­
sion of the occurcncc of an eXiperience is already an occa­
sion to sec a complex situation. The assertion, for instance, 
"This ic; red here now (at space-time tr)" involves a highly 
complex situation (of which it is an assertion). The 'this' in 
the above assertion, accordingly, would stand not for an 

(simpk) object, but for the whole complexity or complex 
situation of which red is asserted to be the. character (at the 
space-time tr). This 'this' may have yet other characters. 
Now, it is interesting to note that even if such characters relat­
ing to some particular space-time belong to the 'this', they 
cannot lead us to establish this as, for example, a 'table'­
no matter how many of these characters as belonging to 
'this' may be determined. The characters which determine a 
physical thing like 'table' ar~ quite different- the word 
"table" is to be used with reference to these characters at 
all space-time, because the presence of such characters is 
beyond a particular space-time (this Ch. 9C). 

It is to be noted in this connection that if 'predicates' arc 
treated as characters of complexes (in the above sense), 
'relations' too come out to be the characters of these 
complexes. The language of relation, or 'relation' in all 
forms of its expression, involves the understanding that 
there arc at least two sets of determined characters, regard­
ing two or more different complexes, which by functioning 
in certain ways with respect to each other give the impression 
of there being another type of characters, viz. relations. In 
the case of relations, therefore, to have a relation means 

ss Ibid. 
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always to have two or more than two complex situations, 
as the case may be, i.e. the relation being dyadic, 
triadic, and so on; to have a 'predicate' means, on the 
other hand, that we may have only one such complex 
situation. So, fundamentally, the facts of relations, with 
respect to all their significance, arc the same as the facts of 
predicates. 

Now, the difficulty that is felt in accounting for "predicates" 
and "relations", as shown above, suggests that the Aristote­
lian and vVittgensteinian account of the analysis of factual 
expressions in terms of objects qua first-substance is to some 
extent erroneous: that is, the assertion that the logic oflanguage 
may permit us to arrive at such objects in order to account for 
the under-structure of the world docs not appear to be quite 
satisfactory. For, these objects, according to them, are 
'colourless'; and to admit jJredicates (and relations) as such 
objects would be to admit, for example, that colours are colour­
less! But, then, if the predicates and relations arc not admit­
ted to be such objects, what arc they? If they arc held as 
qualifying the subject this in the assertion of the form "This is 
red," and if this is an object, then since there are no sub­
~tances except such objects, red cannot qualify this, unless it 
Itself be an object. And we are back with the same difficulty. 
The difficulty appears to be with "this" and not with the 
corresponding quality like "red". 'This' does not appear to 
stand for an object qua a first-substance but only for the 
complexity of which 'red' is a character which helps us to 

determine the former in our knowledge. So, our language need 
not give us any clue leading to such simple objects (except 
the Wrong one as is the case with Aristotle and 'Vittgenstein). 
Ob· VIously, no language goes beyond what is understood, 
and what is understood is only a certain situation, i.e. some 
complexity. Hence simple objects do not appear to be those 
entities which we arrive at in the process of analysis; analysis 
may as well go on ad infinitum without giving us any simples 
(see this Ch. Footnote 25). Accordingly, the notion of such 
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<Objects is of the nature of a pure postulation (Ch. I, 3) which 
we may choose because it explains the nature of facts, of all 
facts (=the world); and not because it follows from the logic 
of language. As to the question, what constitutes a fact? 
or, what arc the constituents of facts, the world? no definite 
answer can be given except that it is complex: the factors 
which go into the making of this complex cannot be deter~ 
mined either as simple or as complex. 

C. It is obvious in the light of the above however that 
space and time, considered in themselves, arc mere abstractions 
from e.'l:periential individuals. 36 Since an experiential indiv.idual 
relates to others of its kind, in the immediate continuity of a 

.single stream of experience, the former's space-time aspect 
gets determined with respect to its relation with the latter. 
·Thus, a point of space s at which the colour-appearance C 
occurs at time t is determined with respect to other such 
occurrences at the time t, i.e. with respect to the whole visual 
:field at the timet. Now, though it is never hard to suppose that 
at the timet only one such occurrence takes place, it is obvious 
that in that case there would be no concept of "space" at that 
time. The concept of "space" is the logical plane for the 
possibility of more than one such individual occurring at the 
same time; that is, the possibility of the occurrence of more than one 
such individual at all the times. But, it is not necessary that 
multiple individuals should in all cases involve the notion of 
space. For, it is just possible that no two or more individuals 
may occur at the same moment, involving thereby no need to 
distinguish one point of occurrence from another in order to 
.distinguish between two or more non-simultaneously given­
occurrences: it is just possible that all individuals occur at a 

.single point of occurrence, and therefore each occurring at a 
different moment; so that, if these occurrences are to be dis-
tinguished, they invoke the distinction with respect to different 

36 \,Yc shall hereafter usc the word "individual" in place of "experiential indi­
vidual". The latter will be used only if we want to emphasize the corresponding 

. experience. 
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occasions (times) of occurrences, and not with respect tont 
differe points (space) of occurrences relating to which they arc 
the same. Now, with time the case is just the contrary. Time 
is the possibility of one individual succeeding the other and 
so on. 'Change', therefore, is the nucleus of the concept of 
'time'. If we suppose that all individuals occur simultaneously,. 
we need not entertain any concept of "time". Thus, sjJace and 
time arc both differentia of individuals-extensionally and 
temporally respectively. It is, therefore, that the world, as a 
composite of all facts, cannot be said to be about any time or 
space. All facts arc about all the times and all the space, 
so that the world also remains likewise, and is thus co­
extensive with all space-time. 

Thus, space and time are peculiar kinds of relation between 
different ( experienual) individuals. They behave at once as 
experiential entities, as in case of a colour-appearance in an 
experiential individual and as a kind of relation between 

' two or more such individuals. But if they arc to be called rela-
tions, relations of individuals, it has to be admitted that they 
arc necessary relations of these individuals, other relations­
but .for the . exception of the relation of 'identity'- being 
contmgcnt. As such, they can always be discerned in the 
constitution of facts relating to sense-fields. Facts can be said 
to be about the space s if facts relate to individuals which 
occur in a visual or tactual sense-field. Facts about a time t 
may, however, relate to any sense-field, i.e. they arc facts 
about those individuals which, as falling within a systernl 
on · h e . elt er preceded or followed (or both) by at leas1 
arc Individual. 

9A. Now, since two or more individuals can occur at th( 
s~~e time or at different times or both, the two or more in· 
diVIduals of the same nature, of the same logical form, witl 
r:spect to their certain charactcr(s), may occur at the sarn< 
hme or at different times or both, and at each time of occur· 
renee their nature remains the same. This harmony whicl 
runs between the individuals of the same nature with resnec 
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to their character(s) is called "order"37 of those individuals. 
It is to be clearly understood that what is here called "order" 
is not the same as "class". For, a class is the smn of its members, 
while an order cannot be spoken of as having members. Thus, 
several things arc said to be green because they arc understood 
as belonging to a single class "green". That is, there is an 
understanding of the class "green" because there arc green 
things. But, how is it that several things are understood as 
green? Because, there is an order running through those 
things, or because they arc of the same nature with respect 
to at least one character. So, the understanding of the class 
"green" rc<5ts on the possibility of there being an order in and 
through the things to which that class relates. Thus, the 
notion of 'order' is indicative not of something complex, as 
in case of a class: order is the uniformity of clzaracter(s) of certain 
individuals. 38 That is, an order remains undifferentiated, 
irrespective of the difference between the individuals to which 
it relates. In short, class relates to individuals, whereas order 
relates to characters. 

B. The presence of the understanding of order is a significant 
feature of our knowledge in so far as it provides us with a clue 
to understand the nature of what we call "general facts", 
which has remained a matter of great controversy among the 
philosophers. That general facts arc not mere generalizations 
of those instances to which they relate appears to hold good; 
for, as Russell has pointed out, a general fact presupposes 
a sort of harmony running through all its instances which is 
prior to all generalizations. Accordingly, a general fact is 
not just a totality, a class of all particular facts to which that 
general fact relates; for, it is necessary to know prior to the 
determination of such a totality the respect in which it is a 

37 Vide Goodman, Structure of Appearance, Ch. ix. 
38 It is to be noted, however, that even if all characters of certain indivi­

duals or situations arc identical, those situations would be understood as different 
(this Ch. 7D). 

4 
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totality39• That is, a general fact is not about the particular 
facts to which it relates. For example, to say that "All men 
are mortal" is not to say that "x is mortal," ')' is mortal," 
"z is mortal," and so on: since, the usc of the phrase "and so 
on" is meaningful only when it is determined with respect to 
something more definite than what appears to be at the first 
glance. But, even so, a general fact cannot but relate to 
particular facts. So the problem is pertinent: general facts 
arc not about the particular facts, yet they cannot but relate 
to these very particular facts. A solution to the problem 
is this: A general fact is not about the particular facts to which 
it relates, but it is about the order(s) of all those particular individuals 
which tlze particular facts relate. Hence, a general fact of the form 
~That all men arc mortal' presents really no problem with 
respect to inductive inference. What a general fact really 
states is that there is obtaining some actual order(s) among 
certain individuals, and that it is such ordcr(s) which determine 
what individuals (besides the given ones) arc to be related to 
~hat general fact. Let us, for instance, take the general fact 
That all men are mortal'. 'What is here understood by "all 
me "? s n · urely, we cannot go on counting 'x, y, z,-all', unless 
we know definitely where we have to stop and say that "these 
are all" which is not possible due to our limitations. In the 

39h~ide Russell, LK, "The Philosophy of Logical Atomism," V. Also, My Philo­
~0.P leal Development, p. 226: "No particular A is a constituent of the propos­
Ition 'all A . B' 

. ls and the proposition can therefore be understood if you know the 
rneamng of 'A' · 'f h 'A' " C l · . even 1 you ave never seen an . ompare, "The synt 1cuc 
prern1se in q . . . . 1 · 

1 uestion, mvolvmg the notion of allness, must a ways be prcsupposcc 
w lenevcr th d · · · · · · I' · c rc uct1ve defimt10n under discussion IS app 1cd to a umvcrsal state· 
~ent, and hence the attempt to eliminate "(x)" from it by means of that ddinitior 
Iscornp bl . 
f ara e to thcattcmpttocatch one's own shadow." SNT, p. 147. Argum~ 
rorn the irn 'b'l' "th . poss1 1 1ty of an extensional account of a general fact, Pap suggests 

e un1qu · 'fi 1 · the . c Sigm cancc of such a statement cou d be grasped by simply graspml 

tl rn:aning of the logical constants involved, without even the question of 'wha 
lerc 1s' " (Ib. . . 

· · zd, p. 148). But, according to our exposition of the matlcr, gener: 
statement . . . . h · · h s arc umquely S1gn1ficant w1th respect to t c quest10n of 'what there IS 
t aug~ they do not relate to the latter directly or in terms of a single give 
cxpenence. 
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present instance of general fact, it is mortality that defines or 
determines certain individuals as are designated by the general 
concept or G-sign "man" (Ch. III, llB). It should be clear 
immediately that mortality is only orze order among many 
which determine the individuals called "man". Thus, if we 
say that there arc exactly the individuals-A, B, C, D, E, 
F, G, H, I) the different orders that run through these 
individuals may affect the latter in various ways: 

A 

..... ..... .......... 
...... 

.................. 

0-------~· 

G 

B 

...... 
................. 

............ 
..... ........ 

H ................... 

F 

I 

Now, if all the common orders of the group DEGH (namely, 
these orders: '--' =moratality (decay), '-'=rationality, 
'-··-··-··-' = animality(being instinctive); other orders being, 
' ' hit ' ' . bil" ) d ----- = w eness, ..... ' '!'" = unmova 1ty are un er-
stood by the general concept "man", then the individuals 
D,E,G, andH would be called "man" (all men). But as the order 
'mortality' runs through all the given individuals, all of them 
would not be called "man"; for an individual called "man'' 
is transectcd by three orders simultaneously, as is obvious 
from the figure drawn above, which is not the case with other 
individuals, viz. A, B, C, F, and I. The transection of more 
than one order through a single individual may be called 
"overlapping of orders." Accordingly, the configuration E 
in the above example (figure) provides the highest occasion 
for such overlapping of orders. So that, E, as called "a man", 
exhibits the capacity of falling in yet . another order. But 
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obviously the order, '-- -' which trc.nsccts E is not an 
order with respect to the individuals called "man". Hcii.CC, 
with respect to E qua a man the order '-- - -' or whiteness 
would be called' 'a character'', the presence or absence of which 
does not make any difference to E being called "a m~n". 
The case would be different, however, if there arc to be such 
individuals as may show a tendency of falling in an order 
which directly exclude!) any of the orders essential for any 
individual being a man. For example, God may be rational 
and yet immortal, so that He can never be called "a man" 
(in the same language). Now since the overlapping orders 
arc not determined in our knowledge in such a.n absolute 
way, it is very difficult to define a general concept like "man"40 • 

Further, there is the difficulty with respect to accidental orders 
relating to man, e.g. the colour 'red' of human skin, which is 
just a character in respect of some men who have such skin, 
but an order with respect to red things. 

So, in case of the general fact 'That all men arc mortal' 
only one order, viz. mortality, has been asserted of man, 
which, therefore, cannot be taken as the whole definition of 
"man", but only as one among many orders which constitute 
such a definition, to which every individual called "man" 
must comply in order to be understood as man. Such predicates 
as "rationality", "animality", mortality", etc. arc attached 
to the subject term "man", since the latter cannot be under­
stood without a reference to them. 
b The suggestion that propositions relating to general fact5 
Ae stat:d in hypothetical form is therefore of great value. 

ccordmgly, the hypothetical form of the proposition "AI: 
men are mortal" is: 

(x) (Hx ::::> Mx) . 

• 
40 ?,f. C. G. Hampel and Paul Oppenheim, "Studies in the Logic of Ex plana 

tldon, Readings in Philosophy of Science, ed. Feigl, "--the problem of aJ 
a equate defi "t· f 1 1" . ( . I) . . ' n1 ton o pure y qua ttatlve umversa predteates remam open. 
And a term i_s universal if its meaning can be conveyed without explicit refcrenc' 
to any particular object. 
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But thi's form is misleading in so far as it may suggest (a) that 
an extensional account of general facts can be given, i.e. suppos­
ing as if all things called "man" can be counted, and (b) that 
both. the predicates (H=man, M =Mortality) have equal 
ostensive significance (Ch. Ill, 11 B). It is to be noted that such 
a suggestion is not intrinsic with the form of the expression. 
For, in an instantiation of this expression, in the form: 

Ha ::J Ma, 
it is never wggested that a particular individual or thing is 
a man. 'Vhat both these forms of expression suggest is only 
that if something is a man, then it should be mortal; for, it 
can11ot be that something is both a man and a non-mortal, 

,...J (S,J (xis a man.r-' (xis mortal). 
So it is obvious that what is here called "man" is defined with 
respect to mortality, though this definition is not complete as 
relating to the· full understanding of the G-sign "man". A 
similar understanding of the present imtance of factual expres­
sion is further brought out in the form of the corresponding 
counter-factual conditional which tries to establish a causal 
relation between its antecedent and consequent terms. (Ch. III, 
12A). Thus, if it is said, 

"Had a man been God, he would have been immortal", 
an obvious tendency to define "man" by "mortality" is dis­
played. A similar tendency is displayed even more clearly 
jf it is said, "Had God been a man, He would have suffered 
death". Here, again, in order to be a man, He must be a 
mortal being. It is clear, however, that mere mortality would 
not have provided us with an occasion to call Him "a man", 
(He might have been an ape, or a goat, or a tree, and whatnot). 
But His being a man would surely have provided us with a 
sufficient cause to believe that He is mortal. Now, such a 
cause certainly does not relate to a situation where one indi­
vidual produces the other; it rather relates only to the recog, 
nition that a certain genetal concept is defined in respect 
of certain orders. The case of understanding "causality" in 
this sense, therefore, is arzal)'tic- in the sense that. it refers to 
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the relation of meanings only: There arc, no doubt, genuine 
problems connected with the notion of causality ( Ch. III, 12A) 
such as that of prediction, the association of similar or dis­
similar characteristics, and so on which we shall deal with later· 

Obviously, then, a general fact, though it has an implicit 
ostensive reference in virtue of which it relates to particular 
facts, is not about any or all of these particular facts. It is abovt 
the order(s) of such individuals as remain identical in nature 
with respect to the order(s) and in virtue of which they are 
designated by a general concept like "man". Further, a 
general fact is not about any particular space-time, since an 
order is not understood ~ either preceding or following (or 
both) some other order(s). 

C. Now, what has been called a "particular fact", to which 
general facts arc said to be relating, needs consideration. 
;he first-order facts (sec, this Ch. 6A, Footnote 3) of the form 
That this is red' are no doubt particular facts relating to the 
experience of phenomenal situations. The second-order facts 
of the form 'That this is a man' arc the other kind of particular 
facts which relate to the experience of physical situations. We 
cannot call the fact of the second kind a first-order fact, as it 
uses a second-level predicate "man" (this Ch. Footnote 3); 
nor can it be called a general fact since this, in this case, is 
~enotative of something experienced at a particular space­
time~ of an experiential individual, and the predicate "man"' 
~~ili d' ough understandable in terms only of the correspon mg 
order;., is asserted of what is thus experienced and not of 
those ?rders. A second-order fact, then, relates atonce· to an 
exp~nential individual and the order(s) with regard to which 
the Indl'v'd 1 . d . 1 ua 1s etermmed. 

Now, if it is said that "This is red is a man" or "x is red 
d. ' ' 

an lS a man," it remains intelligible with respect to both of 
the predicates "red" and "man". But the attribution of these 
t:V~ ~redicates makes a lot of difference regarding the intell~­
g~bllity of the subject term "This", or "x". For, when it IS 

asserted that "This is red" or "xis red" it is quite possible that 
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nothing more or less than what is the case at the moment of 
experience is asserted. But if asserted that "This is a man", 
many more cases (a complex situation) arc asserted. Obviollily, 
by using the predicate "man" one is sure that this is not the 
man; because whatever is understood to be a man is never 
thought as exhausting the corresponding order(s). So that, 
the attribution of man to this is possible only when we car{ 
significantly usc such expressions as "This is a man," "That 
is a man," and so on. That is, the understanding of the 
expressions like "This is a mal)." depends on several under­
standings of the kind ''x is a man'' -where .'1: is a variable 
applicable to ell cases which possess the order(s) defining the 
G-sign "man". So, it is the immediate difference that the predi­
cate "man" displays with respect to the individuals like 'this', 
'that', etc. which forms the nucleus of the understanding of the 
form of the expression "This is a man." But this immediate 
difference is also an occasion of the immediate relation of the 
predicate "man" with the corresponding individuals. That is, 
the individuals (both phenomenal and physical) in experience 
carry their understandability '"'ith respect to their forms; 
and to that extent they are self-evident, as being understood 
immediately either in their own capacity with regard to their 
re!>pective forms (or characters) as in case of the facts of the 
form 'That this is red', or in the capacity of the identity of 
their forms (or orders) as in case of the facts of the form 'That 
this is a man', or in the capacity of both, e.g., as 'That this is 
red, is a man'. So that, what is understood as "This is red" 
may also be understood as "This is a man", and therefore 
again 'as "This is red, is a man", or as "This man is red". 

Now it is clear, then, that first-order facts invariably relate 
to phenomenal situations and involve no understanding of 
orders. General facts, on the other hand, are about orders, 
as we have already made clear. So, the particular facts to 
which general facts may relate can only be second-order 
facts which involve understanding of the orders of respective 

· physical situations. Evidently, no extensional account of 
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general facts can be given; that is, e.g., the general fact 'That 
all men arc mortal' cannot be said to be about the facts 'That 
this is a man', 'That that is a man', and so on; for, it is not 
about any experiential individual 'this', 'that,' 'thot', etc., 
but rather about the order(s) with res.pect to which all these 
individuals are called "man". Hence, a general fact, unlike 
first-order and second-order facts, is not about experiential 
individuals-i.e. either phenomenal or physical jndividuals. 
But it relates to these individuals; for, otherwise, it cannot be 
even about the orders of these (physical) individuals. 

In short; a general fact, as distinct from first-order facts 
and second-order facts, is a fact in its own right. All facts 
have, however, fundamentally the same nature in respect 
of their structure and substantial ground. A general fact 
is so called only because it relates to the understanding of 
generality, just as a first-order fact relates to the understanding 

r . 
0 · particularity, and a second-order fact relates to the under-
standing of generality-in-relation-with-a-particular. They are 
eq~ally important and fundamental. Hence, they all atonce 
go mto the construction of the world; and, consequently, the 
world of our knowledge itself is neither more nor less than all 
~hese facts. 



CHAPTER III 

FACTUALITY AND 1viODALITY 

1 OA. It is almost customary to regard facts to be contin­
gent. But the;' do not seem to be either necessary or contingent. 
Facts arc simply what they are. A fact cannot be necessary: 
since no fact either by itself, or by something else, ever neces­
sitates its being. That is, the presentness of what is a fact 
carries no rule or law of its being so. 'Vhatcver we know as 
necessary is definitely so according to some normative rule or 
law, but no such law is ever discovered in the world side h)' 
side with facts: Nothing in the world suggests that something 
must be the case. ''Vhat is suggested thereby is only that some­
thing is the case, and that the latter, as associated with a belief, 
may perhaps continue to be so in the future, or perhaps has 
-continued to be so in the past. If we take into account the 
different kinds of facts, i.e. 'That men arc mortal', 'That this 
is red', and 'That this is a man', we fmd that all such facts are 
parts of the totality of facts which is the world -they are about 
some situation, and not about the w!zo'le situation or about the 
whole world. Now, one may argue that since facts form 
parts of the world, they are necessary with respect to the posi­
tions they occupy in the system of the world. Obviously, it 
cannot be argued against this that even in the world their 
respective positions arc just accidental; for, "The world" is 
understood as a "system of facts", so that, in tills system, facts 
are determined, and therefore their respective positions can­
not be regarded as accidental. But, then, what about such a 
system of facts? There obviously is no necessity about there 
being such a system of facts: There may be, or could have been, 
a world in which we might have such a fact as 'That all men 
are red', or where the expression "This red" ·would have been 
unintelligible for want of the determinant 'red'. Again, the 
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system which is said to be obtaining between facts is neces­
sitated just by the presence of facts, so that facts cannot 
be said to be necessary with respect to this very system without 
resorting to a sort of circular agrumcn t. 

Hence it appears quite legitimate to hold that no normative 
rule or la.w is possible in our knowledge with respect either 
to a single fact or to the totality of facts. That all experiences, 
with regard to their respective individuals, arc genuine and 
unchangeable in that respect is a quite different matter: 
experiences are conditioned by what is actually there. But the 
presentness qua actuality is never known to be conditioned 
by anything else. 

B. Are facts, then, contingent? It is quite frequently sug­
gested that what merely is, is contingent: No way is possible 
from 'is' to 'must be'. But this suggestion docs not appear to be 
valid. \.Yhat is, or the presentness, is of two sorts epistemolo­
gically: that which is -may be negated, and that which is -
is never negated. For example, what may appear to be a snake 
is negated when the same thing is known to be a rope; but the 
latter continues to be so as not being negated. Now, if both 
the epistemic senses of presentness arc granted (and we do 
not see why they should not be), then we arrive at an unplea­
sant. conclusion, namely, that both facts and no-facts arc 
contmgent. For, if in one case prcsentnc!'s can be negated, 
~here is no prima facie reaoson for not negating the presentness 
111 second case. So that, at least at this very important level, 
we arc forced to accept that facts and no-facts arc on the same 
footing. The situation becomes still worse when we realize tha1 
no-facts, unlike facts, are ostensively vacuous (Ch. IV, 13-14). 

Again, Jet us ask, what docs the negation of a fact entail: 
Perhaps we cannot see a factual answer to this: The negatiorJ 
of. a fact is simply unintelligible. It is clear that we cannot 
thmk othetwise of what is a fact, such th~t such a thinkin~ 
should itself be factual, i.e. have factual import.' This vic\\ 

I 

1 Hume argued that because we can think or imagine otherwise of a fact 
the latter must be contingent. We think that there is a lot of diffcrcnc 
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should be grahted, because no fact oan cancel another: they 
arc not only irreducible to one another, but also they do not 
negate each other. However, it is not as much clear that a 
fact cannot entail a no-fact, •though the converse is both logic­
ally and epistemologically a valid contention: the realization 
of a no-fact may lead one to discover what really is the case, 
the fact, which cannot be the starting-point, i.e. the no-fact. 
If he finds that the result is invariably the same (i.e. the point 
of start), then the point, the no-fact, wherefrom he starts must 
itself be factual, so that his determination of the starting-point 
as non-factual must have been erroneous. That is, a fact can 
lead only to a fact. (In the second chapter we argued that 
facts involve each other.) It appears, then, that it is impos­
sible to produce a negation of a fact. Both facts and no­
facts lead to facts. Negation is never factually obtained (Ch. IV, 
14B-C). Now, it may be argued that this is after all not a 
logical impossibility, but only a factual one. The invocation 
of logical·possibility or impossibility docs not appear to be 
of much help here: We think that if facts follow any logic, it 
is their own logic: the form of a fact is not imposed on it-it 
is rather continuous with the latter (Ch. II; 7A-B). More­
over, logical possibility or impossibility is governed by certain 
normative rules, whereas it is almost impossible to discover 
any such rule l.n our experience of the world. But if we take 
logic to be presenting us with thought-forms that are not 
logically impossible or contradictory, then, for example, "There 
is God" and "There is no country by name 'England' " 
are logically possible. Now, the latter thought-form is directly 
rejected as factually impossible by the fact 'That there is a 
country by name "England" '. Facts, ex hypothesi, disallow 
the corresponding negation -so that no negation is factually 
possible. With regard to the thought-form "There is God", 
it is clear that it is factually possible, since it is negated neither 

between thinking; i.e. being a factual thought-form, and a fact. And the 
possibility of the former in no way brings any modal effect on the latter. In· 
what follows we shall try to bring out this point clearly. 
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by a single fact nor by the totality of facts. Perhaps, then, 
what isfactual(y impossible or possible is a thought-form, which 
is or is not in conflict with a fact. Facts arc, therefore, 
not contingent in any ordinary sense of the word. That is, 
facts are modally neutral. What is necessary or contingent or 
even impossible is only a thought-form: A factual thought­
form needs to be differentiated from the corresponding fact 
(Ch. II, 7 A-B). 

C. It may perhaps be argued that facts, in the light of the 
above, are necessary from one point of view and contingent 
from another; that is, they arc necessary in so far as they can­
not be negated and contingent in so far as in some possible 
world their absence may be thought. The case of their contin­
gency may be further argued by suggesting that, in case of 
errors, there is nothing to compel us to correct them as soon 
as they are committed. That is, we may commit an error and 
may remain ignorant with respect to that error: we may 
mistake a rope for a snake and may remain unaware of this 
error for ever, so that the corresponding experience, as vouched 
by a belief, would remain a no-fact with respect to the actual 
situation. 2 But any view which renders something as both neces­
sary and contingent at the same time is bound to be inher­
ently inconsistent. The case of the necessity of facts, we think 
is neutralized as soon as the two arguments·-- (a) facts cannot 
be negated, and (b) there is no law to compel us to correct 
an erroneous or non-factual knowledge, i.e. a no-fact does 
not by itself lead us to a fact-. arc brought together. For, while 
(a) suggests that facts are necessary (b) suggests that they are 
not, thus giving us an inconsistent modal view of fact-s. In the 
same way, the case of contingency suggested in the argument 
that the absence of a fact may be thought in a possible world 

• 
2 An error is corrected only when it is found to be inconsistent with the expe­

nences of one's own or that of others' with respect to the same thing or when it 
leads to a disappointment in the desired action or expectation. But none of these 
.conditions serve as a normative law for the correction of an error, since the 
latter may well go undetected. 
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appears to misfire. As "'c have already urged, a factual 
thought-form is quite different from the corresponding fact: 
what is a fact is a factu<'l thought-form realized in the world, 
while what is a factual thought-form may be thus realized 
(actual) or unrealized (possible), i.e. a 1hought-form may 
relate to a.1 actual structure or to a possible stiucture (Ch. II, 
7C). Accordingly, what is said to be the absence of a fact-in-a­
possible-world must relate to·a factual thought-form and not 
to the corresponding fact. Hence this argument cannot render 
a fact contingent. That is, a factual thought-form is contrary 
with respect not to a fact, but with respect only to a thought­
form. 

Hume argues for the contingency of facts from alinost 
a similar view of factual contrariety: "The contrary of every 
matter of fact is still possible; because it can never imply a 
contradiction, and is conceived by the mind with the same 
facility and distinctness, as if ever so confromablc to reality. " 3 

Now, if this affirms only the possibility of factual thought­
forms, then, as shown above, it presents no difficulty. A thought­
form can affect only the thought-form of a fact, i.e. it can only 
sugges! that the understanding with respect to a fact is no.t neces­
sary in so far as the contrary understanding regardmg the 
individual(s) which a fact relates is equally possible. But let . . 1 
us suppose that a contrary thought-form may be positive Y 
confirmed, or may be realized, in the world: so that there may 
actually be contrary facts. Accordingly, the facts of the form 
'That this is red,' 'That this is a man,' and 'That all men hare 

· 1 'T at 
mortal' would have as their contraries, rcspecuve y, . 
this is not red,' 'That this is not a man,' and 'That no manldis 

1 1 . th same wor : 
mm·tal' -t 1e attcr realized as facts m c 'bl ) 
If they arc said to be realized in some other (say a poSSl c 
world different from the world then we do not sec hoW th1ey _can 

. ' . other re atwn, 
stand as contranes, or for that matter, m any b . s to c moie 
to facts which constitute tlze world. What seem 

3 An Enquiry into Human Understanding, Sec. iv, pt. I. 
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plausible a view is that a possible world is simply a n~e for 
the totality of all unrealized factual thought-forms ( th1s Ch. 
12B) which stand as contraries (and not as contradictory, as 
"p· r-> p", which is never factual) or as neutral (e.g. "There 
is God") to the realized thought-forms corresponding to 
respective facts. 

Now let us take the first pair of contraries: the thought­
forms of the two facts being "This is reel" and "This is not­
red." Obviously, both the forms may be true, i.e. both thought­
forms may be realized; but, then, they should be thought­
forms corresponding to two different facts. That is, the "this", 
in the above sentential forms, is an ostensive sign for the 
individuals to which the corresponding facts relate, such that 
these individuals are not the same in two given cases. These 
facts relate, ex lzypot!zesi, to what we have called ''instances 
of characterization in immediate experience," or "phenomenal 
situations" (Ch. II, 7D), and accordingly are about different 
individuals. That is, it is just possible that a particular pheno• 
menal situation is characterized as· red, and the next which 
immediately follows the first is not-red4 • So, being about dif­
ferent individuals and about different characters of the latter, 
no factual impossibility arises with respect to the realization 
of the two given thought-forms. It should be noted, however, 
that if what is not-red is not positively determined (=is not 
positively confirmable) with respect to the individual this, 
t? which it is attributed, then what we understand here is 
Simply that this this docs not have the same character as the 
this has which is positively determined as red. But in that 
.case the two corresponding facts cannot be contraries; since, 
then, the so-called fact 'That this is not-red,' as not positively 

·lIt is however a highly confrovcrsial matter whether an instance of not-red 
should have another colour or not. For, if it docs have another colour, then we 
should not say that what is thus coloured is an instance of not-red unless we have 
established that any two colours must be mutually exclusive (o/ even contradic­
tory)· Bu:, on the other hand, OJ'ce we have determined something as not-red, 
then obviOusly red and not-red mnst be mutually exclusive (Ch. IV, !4B). 
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determined, is not a fact at all as it asserts no character 
of the individual this. 

With regard to the second pair of contraries correspond­
ing to the facts 'That tlus is a man' and 'That tlus is not a man', 
·we can say the samething which we have said above regarding 
the first pair of contraries relating to phenomenal situations, 
except that now it relates to physical situations. That is, here 
too, it cannot be maintained that sometlllng belongs to that 
very order(s) (man) to wlllch it does not belong (not-man). 
Hence, the two thought-forms, "This is a man" and "This is 
not a man," cannot both relate to facts if this is treated as 
the common individual in two cases. But, then> what can 
be realized as a fact is only the former; that is, the fact of 
the form 'That this is a man' -if it is not so, then 'That tills 
is not a man' cannot be a fact either. For, in the second 
·case, the this, the individual, is again devoid of any 
character or order. That is, the latter is not positively 
determined. But, if the two given thought-forms relate 
to two individuals, such that while one exlllbits such 
order(s) as leads us to call it a man and the other docs not 
exhibit that order(s) but some other order(s) wlllch leads 
us to call it, say, a stone, then it is again a recommendation to 
judge the two individuals as different with respect to orders 
they exhibit. So, in order to be a fact, 'That this is not a man' 
must be of the form, e.g. 'That this is a stone.' Obviously, 
then, it becomes difficult to see how this fact can render the 
.other fact, viz. 'That this is a man', contingent. 

Now, it may be argued that though the contingency of the 
facts, namely, 'That this is red' and 'That this a man' may not 
be established as shown above, yet since one individual is 
determined in one particular way and the other in another 
particular way -so that the two ways of determination are 
nmtually contrary -this itself may be an argument for their 
contingency: Is it not true that they are so determined just 
.accidently, so that, with regard to corresponding facts, the 
'1l.nderstanding of an individual as exlllbiting .some order or 
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having some character is merely contingent? \V c think that 
this argument is not valid. It is to be noted that if facts are 
demonstrated to be contingent, then ,.,·hat is needed to 
bring about this effect is not that their respective contrary 
thought-forms arc possible, but that their substmzt ial ground 
is accidental-which cannot be demonstrated within phil­
osophy. So, even if we can talk of thought-forms as being 
possible or contingent, the same cannot be said of the facts 
themselves. Further, if both a fact and its contrary arc 
positively determined, then, as we have seen above, there can­
not be, properly speaking, a contrariness between the facts. 
Accordingly, it would simply be absurd to suggest that a fact 
could be otherwise. But if it is argued that an individual may 
be variously determined, and therefore one determination can­
not be regarded as necessary with respect to that individual,. 
we need only urge that since all such determinations deter­
mine an individual with respect to the fact of which it (the 
individual) is the substantial ground, to deny a particular 
determination of an individual amounts to denying the 
corresponding fact. Thus, such a proof of contingency of facts 
may well prove to be fatal in so far as it leads to denial of facts. 

The contrariety in case of the pair of thought-forms "All 
men are mortal" and "No man is mortal" provides a charac­
teristic example of what a factually impossible lhought-form 
would be like. According to the understanding of the fact 
?f.the form 'That all men arc mortal' (Ch. II, 9B), its contrary 
1~ JUSt impossible: contrary of such a fact may at best be taken 
as a suggestion for a change in the meaning of some general 
concepts in ordinary language (this Ch. 12A ). But this change 
does not affect the analytical character of the understanding 
of a factual expression in which those general concepts occur. 
Lewis. sayss that an explicative statement which "relates a 
mea~mg to a meaning" is analytic, and an analytic truth 
(unhke, of course, its linguistic expression) is not relative t() 

5 Vide SNT, pp. 103-104. 



FACTUALITY AND MODALITY 65 

linguistic rules at all. A change in linguistic rules entails 
a change in the sentence by which an analytic truth is 
expressed, but it cannot affect the analytic truth itself. Now 
this may well seem to be a mere truism6 , but is nevertheless 
significant in view of the fact that the modern analysts very 
often show a tendency to sec the world in the way they analyse 
language; so that, they may hold that the expressions like "All 
men arc mortal" and "No men are mortal" arc both equally 
significant empirically in a natural larguage like English. Our 
point, on the other hand, is that both cannot be equally empiri­
cally significant in the same natural language. (The difference 
is because while according to the analysts, the question is one 
of proper linguistic usage, for us it is a question relating to the 
proper understanding of the world.) Hence, unlike in case 
of the first two forms of facts, no factual contrariety is possible 
with regard to the thought-forms relating to general facts. Vve 
can change the usage of the words like "man" in our language, 
but cannot bring a change in the facts which are expressed 
through these words in certain combinations of words. 

In short, what is possible or necessary is only a thought­
form, a proposition. Hume's argument that (matters of) facts 
are contingent, since their contrariety is possible, is to be 
understood in this light; that is, modality not with respect 
to what we understand, but rather of our understanding (of 
the world). Hence, necessity and contingency form not the 
objective background of our knolwedge of the world, but 
are rather determinations within our knowledge of the world. 

IIA. Now, before we start to consider the question of mod­
ality with respect to thought-forms or propositions, the follow­
ing points need be noted: (a) A thought-form or proposition 
is always something expressed, i.e. through signs or symbols 
(including memory images). Though we shall talk frequently 
in terms of linguistic signs, memory images themselves should 
be understood as capable of being expressed through linguistic 

6 As Pap has pointed out, SNT, p. 104. 

5 
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signs. (The only reason for not directly dealing \Vith such images 
in this respect is simply to avoid unnecessary psychological 
confusions). (b) ·what we mean by "language" in talking of 
«the expression of thought-forms" is such a series of signs which 
we call "natural" or "ordinary" language. A highly formalized 
scientific language may perhaps be found inadequate to 
deal with the task we arc just to set on. Husscrl's Lcbcnswelt 
or the world of ordinary language is in this respect cliffcrcnt 
from what is ~he scientific world or the abstract world referred 
to by a highly formalized language. 7 

In our formulation of the general structure of ordinary lan­
guage, a system of signs, through which factual thought-forms 
are expressed, we would have to adopt, besides logical or non­
referential signs (L-signs) like "or" ("v"), "and" (". "), 
"If· · .. then" (" => ") etc., referential signs of the following 
sort: 

1. .Name signs (N-signs) such as "this", "that", "thot", etc. 
N' I -signs always denote, i.e. have simple reference to 
experiential individuals, and always occur as subject terms in 
factual linguistic expressions . 

. 2 · Character signs for first-level predicates and relations (Pc­
Signs) such as "red", "blue", "round", "deep", "cold", etc. 
(or let us designate them by the symbols - M N 0 P - - -): 
p . . ' ' ' ' c-si?ns have simple referential function if they occur as 
pre~Icate terms with aN-sign in a factual linguistic expression. 
Pc-signs always have a designatory8 function in the sense that 
they stand not for individuals themselves but for certain 
:haracters of individuals. Terms standing for actual relations 
111 ordinary language arc Pc-signs (Ch. II, 8B): while relation 
terms are two (or more) place character signs, as they relate 

7 Vide John Wild, "Is there a world of Ordinary Language?" PR 1958, 
:P· 460n: Though we, for ourselves, do not think that the 'lcbenswclt' and tho 
world of scic , . cr 

8 . nee arc fundammtally dlllcrcnt. 
For a differ b d " d "d . . . cncc ctwecn" cnotatory an es1gnatory" functions of a s1gn; 

see Morris' papc "TI f · " EUS I I N 2 s· d' I ron 1cory o s1gns , vo · , o. . 1gns, accor mg y, 
always refer t h' h ·!i d · . . . o somct mg, but what t cy rc cr to nee not always be obJects or 
mdlvlduals. (Ibid, p. 4). 
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to two (or more) N-signs, predicate (or property) terms qua 
Pc-signs arc one-place character signs as they relate to one 
N-sign. 

3. Order signs for second-level predicates (Po-signs): such 
as "man", "colour", "animal", etc. (or let us designate then1 
by the symbols A, B, C, D,-- -,): Po-signs have an indirect and 
complex referential function of predicate terms in a factual 
linguistic expression as associated with a N-sign or with a Pc­
sign. Po-signs are used only as referring to a physical situation 
-things or events. These signs can also be used as Genus­
signs (or G-signs), if certain objects or events arc grouped 
together with respect to certain ordcr(s). But in so far as the 
referential function of Genus-signs is concerned, it remains the 
same as of the corresponding ordcr(s). 

There arc, then, these three types of referential signs in 
an ordinary or natural language. Unlike other relations, 
the relation of reference between a sign (or signs) and the 
world has a peculiar characteristic, namely, that there are 
not two distinct terms of the relation as distinguished from the 
latter which holds between the two terms -some non-linguistic 
situation in the world and the linguistic sign(s). This is due 
to the universal character of thought for which signs are mere 
vehicles. Thought is here the relation between sign(s) and 
the non-linguistic situation: in case of such a relation, thought 
expresses the form of the fact corresponding to that situation 
and thereby becomes atonce the significance of the sign(s). 
The sentences, or sign-combinations, which display this charac­
teristic relation of reference are called empirical propositions. 
Reference, in this sense, is not a question of meaning, but 
rather is a question of meaningful assignment of signs to situations 
in the world. A question of meaning, we think, is a question of 
assigning understandability to signs, which, it is very often 
and perhaps quite justifiably held to be possible with the help 
merely of syntactical rules: The question of meaningful assign­
ment of signs to situations, on the other hand, is one concerning 
a determination of the reference of signs to what they refer. 
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These two questions, namely, of meaning and of reference, 
may well overlap each other, but arc definitely not identical. 
The syntactical rules can, no doubt, attach meaning to signs!\ 
but they cannot determine the linguistic reference to a non­
linguistic situation. So that, if a system of signs, or a language, 
has to have a reference to the world, such a reference must 
be independent of syntactical rules, and must have an inde­
pendent referential meaning with rc!>pcct to its relation with 
the world. So, if a language has any definite relation to the 
world, then it must be according to some rules independent 
of such syntactical rules: the former we shall hereafter call 
rules of reference' 0 • 

B. Rules of reference arc essentially bound up with the ways 
in which we understand the world. In our understanding of 

. the world we find that any situation is either determined by 
itself, or with respect to other alike situations, or with respect 
to several situations as are different from it (Ch. II, 7D). As 
relating to the above three ways of understanding, we have the 
following three rules of reference: 

R. I. "This. That. That (M v N v 0 v P-v---)", or the rule 
about a simple function of Pc-signs, as related with N-signs: 
~ combination of signs referring to some (one) situation, which 
Is. referentially meaningful for the person who is acquainted 
With the situation. 

TheN-sign "This", "That", etc., in the present case, have a 
den~tatory function only as associated with the corresponding 
~C-sign~ (M, N, 0,---). That is, accordingly, no situation in 
Immedtate experience can be known unless it exhibits a 

9 As has bee · b . n successfully shown in Carnap's Logical Syntax of Language, or 
even Y Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations, the latter positiycly forbiding 
~s n~ to re~er to the world: Their sole business is linguistic analysis. This thesis 

as een VIgorously attacked by Russell in My Philosophical Development, 
pp. 215-30 He wond h · h" 1 l · · 1 th" if "t d . · ers w ether ph1losop Ica ana ysis 1s wort 1 any Ing 1 

oes not Invoke a clearer understanding of the world or at least a reference 
.to the latter. 

1° Cf Ko • (" . : rner s Reference, Vagueness, and Necessity," PR 1957, p. 363) 
defimtlon of "R 1 f R · · 1 . u es o eference" as "those govermng the ass1gnment or ref usa 
of predicates to what is given in perception." 
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character. Hence, N-signs like "this", "that", etc. cannot said 
to be denoting a situation unless they are associated with at least 
one Pc-sign. But it is obvious that more than one character 
may be known to be determining the same situations, if of 
course these characters occur at the same moment of charac­
terization -though the situation, thus determined by one or 
more characters at once, cannot be more than one situation: 
The unity of a situation in immediate experience is, after all, 
the moment of its characterization; so that there cannot be 
more than one situation at one instance of characterization 
in immediate experience. Accordingly, since before a charac­
terization no situation can occur in knowledge, every situa­
tion presents the possibility of any characterization. Hence 
the use of non-exclusive "v" L-sign between any two or more 
Pc-signs in the formuJation of above rule. But, since no pheno­
menal situation can obtain without being actually observed, 
their number is always limited and they are mentioned in 
definite numbers, as for instance in the formulation of this 
rule. This marks the characteristic difference of a phenomenal 
situation from a physical situation -the concept of possibility 
therefore being applicable only to the latter. However, a single 
instance of characterization ascertains ·the occurrence only 
of one phenomenal situation. 

R. II "This. That • That.-~- (A v B v C v --- )," or the 
rule about a simple function of Po-signs, as related with N­
signs: a combination of signs referring to some situations­
things or events- and is referentially meaningful for the 
person who is acquainted with these situations. 

N-signs ("this", "that", etc.), in the present case, have a de­
nota tory function only as associated with the corresponding 
Po-signs (A, B, C, --- ). That is, accordingly, r'.o physical 
situation can be known unless it is known to exhibit at least 
one order. Here, again, a physical situation is not something 
predetermined: in our knowledge it is alway: defined with res­
pect to some order(s), since it is always with respect to some 
ordcrs(s) that a thing or event is known as such. The L-sign. 
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"v" between the Po-signs is used in non-exclusive sense, 
because an occasion of the occurrence of one order with 
respect to a physical situation may be an occasion of the 
occurrence of some other orders. Physical situations arc 
usually defined with respect to more than one order. For 
example, man is defined with respect to at least three orders, 
namely, rationality, animality, and mortality (Ch. II, 9B). But, 
since the same order must ex hypothesi (Ch. II, 9A) belong to 
more than one situation, and since it is never determined in 
our knowledge as to which other situations an order belongs, 
the L-sign " • " is put between N-signs precise nwnbcr 
of which is left open. Obviously, then, if there is a l)o-sign 
which relates only to one situation, it must ex hypothesi be a 
Pc-sign, and not a Po-sign; and, consequently, the situation 
to which such a sign is predicated is not a physical situation, 
but a phenomenal situation. 

The L-sign "v" between Po-signs, accordingly, shows that 
orders as applied extensionally to situations, must apply to 
more than one situation. If, for example, "red (x, y)" and 
"square (y, z)," then there is only one situation which is both 
'red' and 'square', and if, suppose, we have the Po-sign "red­
square", then no other order than one designated by this 
Po-sign can be asserted ofy: the assertion of other orders with 
respect toy would, then, only be accidental characters of)', 
unless, of course, they arc shown to be co-extensive with the 
order reds quare. The presence of some other orders which may 
be co-extensive with reds quare cannot be denied; hence the 
use of L-sign "v" (non-exclusive "or") between Po-signs. 

The unity of a physical situation, unlike that of a pheno­
menal situation, is determined as relating to its accidental 
character(s). If, per chance, it has no accidental character, 
then: mere difference'' determines this unity (Ch. II, 7B). 

11 Such a diffe · 1. • "f[i· ·" · · renee 1s ca led "numer~cal d1 crencc , as agamst the former 
(~etwe_en properties) which is called "qualitative difference." Obviously a numc­
ncal di~er:nce can be understood only if difference is taken to be independent 
determmatton (Ch~ II, 7D). Wittgenstein, in Tractatus, successfully used the 
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R. III. A rule about referential function of the combina­
tions of sets of Pc-signs and Po-signs: this is a rule governing 
a highly complex referential function of the following possible 
combinations of the sets of Pc-signs and Po-signs: (a) combina..: 
tions of the sets of Pc-signs, (b) combinations of the sets of 
Pc-signs and Po-signs, and (c) combinations of the sets of 
Po-signs. In all of these various combinations, however, the 
possible property of the referential function of these combina­
tions is one of the following: inclusion (- ), exclusion ( J ), 

overlapping ( 0 ), inclusion-or-exclusion ( + ), exclusion-or-overlap 
( CD ), inclusion-or-overlap ( e ), and exclusion-or-inclusion-or­
overlap ( ffi ). The only condition for the obtaining of any of 
these properties is that the corresponding combinations 
arc allowed a finite extension' 2 , and that these combinations 
arc taken to be relating only to physical situations (because 
they only provide the occasion which is needed to ascertain 
these properties, which obtain only if there are more than 
one situation in our observation: phenomenal situations being 
unique and occurring only one at an instance of characteriza­
tion fail to provide such an occasion). 

Let us now examine the nature of these properties as they 
relate to referential functions of respective combinations of 
P-signs (predicate signs): some ofthe various (finite) combina­
tions of Pc-signs, with respect to their referential function, as 
related to their respective N-signs, are, for example, these: 

MNT (This) 
MOS (That) 
PR (Thot) 
OQMS (Thet) 

Or we express the same as follows: 
This. That. Thot. Thet. (MvNv Ov P·v Qv R v SvT). 
Here (i) the property exclusion is mainfest in the Rf. ( = 

concept of numerical difference as an independent determination in hi< 
explanation of the under-structure of the world. . 

12 The condition must be granted, because in case of an infinite extension with 
regard to such a combination no definite relationship bctw(;en the constituents 
of the combination can be determined. 
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referential function) of MNT as related to the Rf. of PR; a 
similar relation holds between PR and OQMS. That is, with 
respect to these Pc-signs "This" and "That", on the one hand, 
and "Thot", on the other, cannot be substituted; (ii) the 
property inclusion is manifest with regard to Rf. of OQMS and 
Rf. ofMOS, i.e. wilh respect to these Pc-signs "That" is always 
a specifying instance for any occurrence of "Thet" and hence 
can be substituted for the latter as its specifying sign j (iii) the 
Rf. of MNT as related to the Rfs. of MOS and OQMS 
exhibits the property overlap: that is, instances "This", 
"That", and "Thct" arc interchangeable or substitutable 
With respect (only) to the character sign M in virtue of which 
they have partial identity. 

Further, in the above mentioned sets of character signs, 
the Pc-signs M, and 0 and S transect at once the situations 
denoted by N-signs "This", "That", and "Thet", and "That" 
and "Thet" respectively. So that, in the given combina­
tlOns of Pc-signs there arc three orders (Po-signs) A, Band C, 
corresponding to M, 0 and S respectively. Among these 
orders, A, with respect to its referential function, exhibits the 
property inclusion in its relation to B and C: (A- BvC); B 
and C are co- extensive with respect to their Rfs. Hence, the 
5fifferenct:. between the Rfs. of the sets of Pc-signs and that of 
Po-: igns is obvious; and this difference is very important, 
b:cause it is largely the overlooking of this distinction that 
glVes rise to some very common confusions which we shall 
come to presently. In the meanwhile, it is to be noted: (a) 
In the given example, it is the orders corresponding to the Rfs. 
of Po-signs A, B, and C which determine the situations cor­
responding toN -signs "This", "That", and "Thet", and hence 
the character Q in the situation Thet, and N and T in This 
are_ only accidental. That is, whether a character sign 
assigned to a situation is accidental or not depends on what 
character signs make the orders with respect to which a certain 
physical situation is determined and is known as such. 
(b) There is a limiting rule with regard to physical situations to 
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the effect that the latter arc defined or determined through 
-certain orders, such that this rule renders the statement logic­
ally true that all the physical situations determined through 
these orders arc assigned a general concept ' 3 - a G-sign in 
ordinary language. Thus, if "That" and "thet" arc taken to 
be defined with respect to the 01·ders A, B, and C, then there 
is a sign lJI in ordinary language which may at once be used 
to stand for "That" and "Thet", though meaningful only 
as relating to the corresponding order signs. In ordinary 
language, words like "man", "table", "soil", etc. are such 
signs. Accordingly the sign-combination "All men are mortal" 
is significant in this sense, without involving at the same time 
an extensional reference to the world. In our actual under­
standing of the world, however, we do not clearly apprehend 
all those orders which may provide a clear definition of a 
G-sign like "man". Hence, with respect to the understanding 
of such signs, we always remain uncertain, except, of course, 
in case where it is related to certain order(s) which we know 
definitely to be defining such a G-sign. So that, even if we do 
not know what actually are all the orders which define a 
G-sign, say "man", we can use the statement "All men are 
mortal" with a sense of certainty; and this is the reason why 
such a sentence should be regarded as necessary in an ordinary 
language . 

. But no combinations of the sets of either Pc-signs or Po­
signs are taken to be definite (this docs not include the cases 
relating to the just stated 'Limiting Rule' concerning 
Po-sign combinations) in ordinary language and scientific 
discourse, since they are vague or "open" -as applying to 
the same or new situations-in- the-future. Thus, for example, 
still other (new) possible combinations with respect to the 

•3 A general concept or a G-sign in ordinary Language, though in pri_nciple 
determined with respect to all the orders of those situations to which it is assrgned, 
is known to be so with respect only to certain limited orders to which it is related 
in practice. Hence a G-sign is to be regarded as "open", in the sense that it may 
yet include orders which arc not related to it at present. (Ch. II, Footnote 40)· 
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Rfs. of the above mentioned sets of Pc-signs may be as follows: 

MOS (Q.T) (Thit) 
PR (NSO) (Thut) 

QS (Thyt) 
Or the same may be stated as follows: 
Thit. Thut. Thyt (M v N v 0 v P v Qv R v S v T). 

In the above sign-combinations, one of the given Rf.<;. JS 

'MOS (QT) Q PR (NSO)' though the Rf. of the possible com­
bination MOS (QT) with regard to the actual combination 
PR stands only in a relation exhibiting the property exclusiorz. 
Similarly,'-MOS(QT)- QS', though actually the two stand 
in a relation with the property overlcpping. 

It is in view of these possible sign combinations that no strict 
relations with properties exclusion and inclusion arc entertained 
(except in case of G-signs ). Every single determination 
of a physical situation is perhaps vague and open in this sense_ 
Hence the following sub-clauses of the rule R. III: 

R. III (i): The properties of all possible relations between 
(finite) sets of P-signs arc only these: overlapping, irzclusion,. 
exclusion, overlapping-or.:.inclusion, and overlapping-or-exclusion. 

R. III (ii): If the property overlafJping is once ascertained 
in the rcla tion between (finite) sets of Pc-signs, it can never 
change into a relation having the property exclusion, as rclat­
jng to situations to which the sets of P-'iigns presently relate 
or to new situations which they may relate. On the other 
hand, the property exclusion or inclusion ascertained in a. 

relation between (finite) sets of Pc-signs may change into 
overlap-or-exclusion or overlaP -or-inclusion respectively, as relating 
to the same or new situations, but never into inclusion or 
exclusion respectively. 

R. III (iii): The property exclusion-or-inclusion-or-overlap 
cannot be ascertained with respect to a relation holding 
between any given (finite) sets of P-signs however open, 
because it exhausts all the possibilities of combinations ofP­
signs at once, and thereby displays no significant RC 11 
displays a purely logical function which docs not concern us. 
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Similarly, the property exclusion-or-inclusion cannot be ascert­
ained of a relation between any (finite) sets of P-signs -not 
because it exhausts all the possibilities of combinations of 
P-signs, but because, according to Rill (ii), neither inclusion 
can turn into exclusion nor exclusion into inclusion. 

These Rules of Reference need to be supplemented by 
the following considerations: (a) There need not be a separate 
rule of reference for negative (empirical) statements. The 
latter may be regarded as denials of the Rfs. of positive (em­
pirical) statements; that is, denials of the functions of ( empi­
rical) statements which refer to some situation(s). (b) All these 
rules, as based respectively on ways of understanding (Ch. 
II, 7D), are prescriptive and not descriptive. The rules as 
formulated above arc not themselves propositions14 : They do 
not express thought-forms. Hence they can neither be 
necessary nor be contingent themselves. They are rules for 
a system of signs -for ordinary language, and they render the 
expressed throught-forms in that system factually necessary 
or contingent, possible or impossible. (c) If the expressed 
thought-forms in ordinary language have any definite modal 
referential function, it must be according to certain definite 
usage (other than syntactical) of the signs which these thought­
forms employ in that language. That is, if usage is regarded 
as determining such rules of reference, then evidently the 
latter becomes imperative in order to determine which of our 
knowledge of the world is necessary and which contingent. 
W'ithout such rules, all thought-forms, all knowledge, in the 
presence of possible contrary thought-forms, would be merely 
contingent: The confusion between fac.tual possibility and 
logical possibility has led the logical positivists, including 
Humc to declare that all factual knowledge is merely contin-' . 
gent. Rules under discussion not only render what mvolves 

14 Pap observes: "a rule, obviously, is not a proposition, i.~. so~cthing t~tat 
could significantly be said to be known to be true." (SNT, P· 72, Itahcs autho_r s). 
Also, these rules help us to determine what statements arc referentially· 

meaningful, though they themselves arc neither true nor false. 
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:efe~ence to the world correct or incorrect, but also provide 
JUstification for the view that what is incorrect must be put in 
accordance with the rules: that is, in accordance with what 
should be correct. Thus, the rules render correct reference intel­
ligible as a matter of necessity with respect to our understanding 
of the world; so that the correctness or truth of a proposition 
may well coincide with its being necessary' 5 • (d) Hence 
the rules of reference are normative: to act accordi.ng to thcs~ 
rules means that the latter lead to correct referentml functio 
~fa sign-combination; but a violation thereof demands correc~ 
tlon according to the rules. For example, a game of chess can 
be played only when there are moves according to sorn 
rules of chess: Hence such moves arc necessary with respec: 
to those rules. But whereas rules of~ ~~me such as chess can 
~e arbitrarily changed, no such possibll.lty can be entertained 
In regard to the rules of reference,. smce. the latter arc at 
the same t" . eli t" e of the ways m which we underst Imc In ca IV and 
the World S h arc going to demonstrate as nece . o, w at we . 1 ssary 
or contingent in the following pages IS mere y due to the 

though such ways of und se ways of understanding even . erstand 
ing are themselves nei;her necessary's nor contmgent. 'that . -
"f h d cannot talk of the 1s, 1 t ese rules are violate ' we . . . World. Le 
us try t . 1 fi . stance the hm1tmg case of R. III t 

o VIo ate, or Ill ' . f · f · 'l'he 
rule asserts that the combinaUO~ o signs o the foriU ''All 
men are mortal" relates to certam orders (and that it is . 

.sole function as it stands). We h~vc all'ea.dy noticed what s~:~ 
of:eferential function this prcscnbcs. Now h~t us try to violate 
this rul b · 11 l" · l , e y putting the stgn rcl m P net~ of "mortal", in 
..,...:ul~· Pap, ibid, p. \27: "--_the same intellectual operations by which we 
true." tlQ~\\y establish such a proposition ~s true also establish it as ntctssari{y 
'vhat CI'lus is about factual entailment, but It appear~ to be in conformity with 

We ha . 
t6 Vide ve lUst said.) 

mayperha~ax. Black, "Necessary Statements and Rules," PR 1958.' p. 321. It 
y,·hy tlQt we be asked: can we conceive any other ways ofunderstandmg? If not, 
this quest· ~ll the present ways of understanding necessary? The answer to 
. ton 1s • • • 
Indicate an qutte clear: that we have certam ways ofunderstandmg does not 
above m y necessity about the same. As we have argued in case of facts 

' ere Present d . ness oes not necessitate the be•ng of what is present. 
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the above statement, so as to make it read, "All n1en are red." 
This latter statement is obviously referentially incorrect, since 
"red" referred to as a Po-sign, in this context, is not a Po-sign, 
as it is not co-extensive or identical ·with any or all of those 
orders which define "man," i.e. the orders which transect 
at once those situations to which the G-sign "man" is to be 
assigned. That is, "red" in its relation with the sign "man" 
is an accidental sign (a Pc-sign) -if the combination of 
these two signs has to have any referential significance; that 
"red" is an accidental sign follows from the interpretation of 
the limiting case of R III with the help of R III (ii) which 
states that the relation of the sets of P-signs exhibiting the 
property exclusion (note that "man" is a set of Po-signs, 
Man= df. ABC) may change into a relation having the property 
overlapping-or-exclusion, but never into one with the property 
inclusion; so that even though "red" ( = df. D) is excluded from 
"man" (ABC)- (ABCID), yet at certain occasions it may 
overlap the latter- (ABCOD); hence it cannot be correctly 
expressed as "ABCD" (="Man is red" or "All men are red") 
-as D being co-extensive with ABC, or as "ABC-D," 
i.e. the referential function ofD being included in that of ABC 
(or even as "D -ABC")-but only as ABC (J) D. Accord­
ingly, only the statements of the form "This (some) man is 
red" can be correct. But, "This man is red" docs not become 
necessary because of its apparent confornlity toR I. For, even 
if the same man "this" is assigned the Pc-sign "red", no 
inconsistency occurs in taking "this" to stand for the same man. 
In fact, the statement above does not conform toRI, for it is 
of the form, "This is man, is red" (see Ch. II. 9C). (e) To 
assign signs according to the given rules is at once to confirm 
corresponding rules of reference. But this confirmation, as 
we shall see later, may be of two sorts: full and partial. Only 
a full confirmation involves the necessity of corresponding 
thought-form. 

C. Now, all the factual thought-forms conform to these rules. 
That is, factual thought-forms conform to one or the other 
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rule: and thus have a linguistic expression which exhibits a 
precise reference in virtue of which thought-forms are 
related to the world. Thought-forms, as has already been 
said, are either realized or unrealized. The totality of thought­
forms, realized and unrealized, is the totality of all the consistent 
logical propositions. Only what is self-contradictory is logically 
impossible' 7• Hence every thought-form, whether realized or 
not, must be internally coherent: so that, also, factual pro­
positions cannot be self-contradictory. (But this is to not to 
suggest, as F. H. Parker docs' 8 , that some actual situation in 
the world might yet be a "simultaneously self-contradiction", 
i.e. "what is logically or really impossible is intentionally 
( cognitively) possible". As '"' eiss points out, this is in direct 
conflict with the statement that "what is not realizable in 
this world is an impossibility for this world; real possibilities 
must therefore be realizable" ' 9 , which Parker accepts. More­
over, as we demonstrated earlier, everything that is in the world 
must be understandable, or be capable of having a thought­
form, i.e. must be knowable; so that there cannot be such a 
possible impossibility as Parker supposes there to be.) 

Now, all the logically possible thought-forms cannot be 
factual, e.g. universal thought-forms Uke "(x) (x = x)", 
""(p) (px v vo px)", and so on; though what is factually possible 
must also be logically so. This, because what is logically pos­
sible must be the presupposition of our knowledge of the world: 
for example, the notion of self-identity "(x)(x = x)" must be 
admitted before anything in our knowledge is determined, 
because anything can be determined only if it remains what 
it is. Let us suppose that there is a situation a, determined 
With respect to the character red, then the same situation a 
cannot be determined with respect to the character not-red, 

. 1 7 Cf. Weiss, "Real Possibility", RM 1954-55, p. 669, Thesis 1, "The sclf­
~ontradictory is impossible; whatever is possible must therefore be internally 
·Coherent." 

18 Parker's comments on Weiss' Thesis I, RM 1954-55, p. 678. 
19 Weiss, op. cit., P· 670, No. 11. 
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or the absence of red: as determined by the absence of red 
it cannot be the same situation a, i.e. a is either self-identical 
or self-contradictory. If self-contradictory, then it is 
ununclcrstandablc and what is un-understandable is factually 
impossible. Thus, logic, in this sense, is always at the background 
Qf our knowledge of the world. Now, we know that the only 
condition for a proposition to be logically possible is that it 
is not self-contradictory. ,,Vhat conditions are there, on the 
other hand, for any proposition to be factually possible? 
Obviously, the mere non-contradictoriness of a proposition 
is not sufficient to render the latter factually possible. Non­
contradiction is necessary but not a sufficient condition for the 
latter. For, a non-contradictory proposition may be vacuous, 
e.g. "'\'hat is true of all is true of any," "For every x, x is 
P or non-P," "For everyx, x=x" or even logically contingent 
propositions like "p :::>q", "(x)(Tx :::>Qx.Tx)", and so on. A 
sufficient condition for a proposition being factually possible, 
besides the necessary condition that the latter must be intern­
ally consistent, is that it has a correct reference to the world; 
(as will be seen later, an apparent reference of a proposition to 
the world need not make the proposition factually possible: 
it must have correct reference): and any reference can be 
regarded as correct only when it conforms to some explicit or 
implicit rule. In case of logical necessity, what is logically 
necessary is a proposition which is tautological, e.g. "p.q:::> p," 
«(x) (x=x)", and so on. In case of factual necessity, if any, 
.a mere tautology would not do; here we need those t·ules 
of reference which render some propositions unalterable with 
respect to their referential function, thereby rendering them 
necessary. Accordingly, while we can talk of all logical pro­
positions and therefore also of all propositions -logical and 
factual- as being logically possible, some propositions or 
thought-forms can be talked of as being factually possible 
too: just as there may be propositions which are only factually 
.necessary, factually neutral (and also factually impossible 
--expressions in ordinary language). 
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Factually necessary propositions arc of the form (i) "Ali 
men arc mortal," (ii) "This is red", and (iii) "This is a man.', 
The case of propositions of the form "All men arc mortal" has 
already been discussed (Ch. II, 9B); and here it only needs to 
be remembered that it is not merely analytical in the sense of 
being vacuous- as the modern analyst would point out. Its 
referential significance in this respect has been made obvious 
elsewhere (Ch. II, 9B). The propositions of the last two forms 
would, however, look strange as candidates for factual neces­
sity. But, they would not seem to be so very strange if we 
remember that any candidate for factual necessity must confirm 
some rule of reference (though not all propositions confirm­
ing to such rules need be so, as would be seen later). Thus 
the propositions expressed in (ii) and (iii) confirm respectively 
R I and R II. That is, the mere assertion of these propositions 
renders the whole R I and R II apprehensible respectively; 
that is, they involve a complete confirmation of the respective 
rules. Let us explain this: what the R I asserts is that any 
N-sign denoting a situation is determined with respect to at least 
one Pc-sign. In the expression of thought-form "This is red" 
or "This Q" just this rule is confirmed. Similarly, what the 
"!lli asserts is that aN-sign denoting any (physical) situation 
IS determined with respect to at least one order-sign or Po-sign. 
~n the expression of thought-form "This is a man" or "this A"' 
Just this rule is confirmed. That is, if the raison d' etre of these 
rules is understood, the whole argument becomes clear, namely, 
that phenomenal situations are known only in virtue of their 
characters, and physical situations are there in our knowledge 
only because they fall in one or the otherorder(s). (Ch.U, 7D.) 

There may, however, be an argument against accepting­
the above mentioned thought-forms as necessary on the basis 
of the following: 

1. The positivists- both modern and classical-argue that 
propositions referring to individuals, or particular situations. 
in the world, must be contingent: according to them, only 
certain logical entailments are necessary. 
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2. The contrary thought-forms of these propositions arc 
possible. 

3. All necessary statements arc time-independent; the 
present propositiom: appear to be about certain times. 

Leibnitz- generally regarded a champion of anti-positiv­
ism - was the first exponent of the view that all singular 
statements like "Cresar crossed the Rubicon" arc contingent, 
and of the view that only contingent propositions assert the 
being ( = presentness) of the individuals or particular situations. 
And this conclusion is drawn from the following premises: 
(a) a statement, the grammatical subject of which is a definite 
description, cannot be true unless there is a situation denot­
ed by the description; and (b) any proper name is synonym­
ous with definite description. Now, if the proper name 
"Cresar" is synonymous with the description "The Roman 
Emperor who was stabbed by Brutus", then consider the 
historical statement "Ccesar was stabbed by Brutus": would 
this statement be contingent or necessary? In the light of 
Lcibnitz' theory it is both necessary as well as contingent­
necessary, becau~e its denial would involve self-contradiction, 
that the person who was stabbed by Brutus was not stabbed 
by him; and contingent, because it refers to an individual20

• 

It is clear, then, that Leibnitz' assertion, as it stands, cannot 
be true: If it is true, it appears that it is only partially true: only 
some particular sorts of singular statements are contingent, 
in the sense of asserting the being of an individual or a 
situation. Regarding the cases where the being of individuals 
or situations is not pre-determined (that is, prior to the· deter­
mination of their characteristics), it is impossible to sec how 
the corresponding propositions can be altered with respect 
to these situations, if the latter are once rightly determined. 
As we have observed before this sort of determination in our 
knowledge is actually a sor~ of definition which asserts itself. 
It appears to have been taken for granted tha.t whatever 

20 This point is originally made by Pap, SNT, p. lB. 

6 
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(statement) refers to the world must be contingent. Surprising­
ly, nothing, not even the rules of reference, suggests such a. 
·conclusion. There is perhaps only one conceivable argument, 
forwarded by Hume, in support of this view, namely, that 
a contrary of any factual statement is logically possible. But 
this hardly helps to establish the view in question. For, it is 
factually impossible to establish a factual contrariety of a 
realized singular proposition which conforms either toR I or 
to R II. Thus, the proposition "This is red", as realized, 
cannot admit of a contrary for the same this, i.e. of the N-sign 
for a situation to which the Pc-sign ''red'' is assigned. A 
thought-form realized with respect to a phenomenal situation 
cannot factually admit of a contrary thought-form (though tllis 
is purely logically possible). That is, a contrary thought-form 
can be factually possible only in the sense that it may be realiz­
ed with respect to other similar cases. Thus Parker wrote: 
"whatever has b::come really actual is not really possible 
(though the other individuals of the same type may be)." 21 

To hold that a contrary thought-form is factually possible 
(of the thought-form, e.g. "This is red") is to admit the as­
sertion that the former is realizable, with respect to the same 
this, at some other time. If so, the thought-form at that time 
would deny the referential function of previous thought-form 
(viz. "This is red"). But, then, any determining character­
istic of a phenomenal situation cannot be denied without 
plunging into a sort of unintelligibility- as has been remarked 
earlier; if possible, only some other characters may be 
added to the present character(s) (according to R I). Tills 
excludes prima facie the possibility that the contrary thought­
form (viz, "This is not-red") can be realized as referring to 
the same phenomenal situation. The same thing applies to 
thought-forms relating to physical situations expressed in 
conformity with R II. Two further points need to be added 
to this as a way of clarification: (a) We think that an actual 

21 RM 1954-55, p. 678, No. 2. 
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situation cannot be talked of either as possible or as neces­
sary- as we have already demonstrated earlier: an un­
easiness with regard to this is felt throughout in the discussion 
on vVeiss' theses22 ; only thought-forms or propositions can be 
regarded as possible, etc. (b) If our view is acceptable, and it 
is granted that there may be certain rules of reference, then 
what Parker terms as "actual" becomes "thought-forms 
realized", which as confirming R I or R II become 
necessary. 

Finally, the impossibility of contrariety with respect to 
thought-forms of the form "All men are mortal" is even more 
obvious, since in this case a contrary of the given thought­
form cannot even be entertained; for, here, unlike in case of 
the other two kinds of thought-forms, is a statement which 
applies to all sin1ilar cases so as to render it impossible to 
conceive of any situation similar to the given one such that 
what is thus conceived denies this very similarity, i.e. the 
significance of that G-sign which groups these situations 
together. Hence its contrariety can only be factually impos­
sible. 

In the above consideration, therefore, we get the first set 
of some factually necessary and some factually impossible 
thought-forms-the latter, accordingly, being mere expressions 
that are intelligible, intelligible sign-combinations -possible 
logical thought-forms. These thought-forms are definitely so 
(factually necessary and impossible) according to the rules 
of reference we have stated and not merely because they 

' are internally coherent and incoherent respectively. 
Let us now consider the criterion of time-independence for 

necessity of a thought-forrn2 3, Clearly, since "~ll men are 
mortal',' with respect to the corresponding fact, xs not about 

. . d ments on his theses 
22 Vzde Wetss, "Real Possibility", RM 1954-55, an com 

by Parker, Goodman, Wild Haring Stallkenecht, and Thomps~n. . 1 An 
23 Vide Carnap, "Truth ~d Confi~mation"' in Readings in Plul?sopht~a d a· 
· d b F · 1 . . d dent predtcates m or er 

lysts, e . y etg and Sellars. Carnap uses ttme-m epcn . 
h h d 'ffi h d confirmation. 

to s ow t e 1 erence between the concepts of trut an 



84 THE PROBLEM O:F :FACT 

any particular time (Ch. II, 9B), it is time-independent. The. 
difficulty seems to arise with respect to other two kinds of 
thought-forms, expressed in the statements of th~ form "This 
is red" and "This is a man;" for they arc realized at some 
particular time, so that they may well appear to be time­
dependent. That this is not the case should be clear in view 
of our contention that necessity of a thought-form depends not 
on realization of the latter at some particular time, which is 
not sufficient to render it time-dependent, but rather on its 
capacity to involve a complete confirmation of a certain rule 
of reference: We shall sec later that mere realization of a 
thought-form is not always a condition for its being factually 
necessary. In cases of thought-forms under consideration, 
all depends on whether such a thought-form, when realized, 
involves complete confirmation of some rule of reference. 
But, then, what involves a complete confirmation of a rule or 
reference must be time-independent: for, even one instance of 
such a confirmation renders the corresponding rule valid for 
ever (and not only for that particular occasion of confirmation); 
so that a thought-form involving a complete confirmation 
of a rule of reference becomes necessary with respect to 
that rule. That is, such thought-forms, though realized always 
at a particular time, are yet time-independent with respect 
to their confirmation of the whole convention which renders 
them intelligible and with respect to all alike thought-forms. 
Accordingly, thought-forms expressed in the statements, 
"This is red ( v green v square v --- )" and "This is a 
man (v a horse v a stone v--- )" conform to actual modes 
of our understanding of the world, corresponding to 
R I and R II, involving thereby the very assertions which 
go into the making ofR I and R II, viz., that no phenomenal 
or physical situation is determined without an acquaintance 
with a character or an order respectively. 

This incidently brings out certain points to our notice: 
( 1) The concepts of "truth" and "necessity" or "contingency" 
are different. The concept of "truth" relates merely to the 
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question whether or not a thought-form is actually realized. 
If a thought-form is realized, the corresponding belief or 
linguistic expression is called "true" -a sign-combination 
ii_tvolving correct reference. But, as we have already remark­
ed, all sign-combinations involving correct reference are not 
necessary. For example, the statement "This man is white", 
which, let us suppose, is true with respect to what it refers, 
is yet not necessary as relating to the corresponding thought­
form. The reasons for this we have shown elsewhere in this 
chapter. Further, only beliefs (and not thoughts) are, properly 
speaking, either true or false (Ch. IV, 13A). Concepts of 
''necessity" and "contingency", on the other hand, depend on 
whether a realized thought-form completely or partially con­
·firms a rule of refexcnce: a complete confirmation leads to 
the notion of necessity for the proposition so confirming the 
rule; a partial confirmation involves contingency of the cor­
responding proposition (this point is to be dealt with pres<:-ntly 
in this chapter). Thus, an occa~ion of truth of a belief may 
perhaps be the occasion also of the necessity of the corres­
ponding thought-form, though from factual necessity of a 
thought-form it always follows that the corresponding belief 
is true. (2) To say, for example, that "It is necessary that 
this is red" is not to say that "tlzis is necessarily red". This 
provides argument for what N. L. vVilson terms as "contingent 
meaningfulness" of that which is necessarily true24 : though a 
statement is necessarily true as an expression of the determina­
tion of corresponding situation, it is just possible that the world 
would h~ve been otherwise; so that the world have had no 
<:orresponding understanding, a thought-form; and therefore 
that the statement expressing the latter is factually meaning­
.ful involves simply contingent meaningfulness. Further, what 
confit ms a rule is the whole thought-form, and not any single 
P-sign like "red", "man", etc. That is, if something is rightly 
apprehended as red, then it cannot be said that the red so 

.:4 "Existence Assumptions and Contingent Meaningfv.lness," Mind, 1956. 
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apprehe-nd is necessary for that situation, but only that the 
apprehension of that situation as red is necessary, for otherwise 
the situation cannot be what it is, i.e. as it is understood. 

Let us now consider R III, which in fact is a rule relating 
to all factually possible thought-forms (except its own limit­
ing case of the form "All men are mortal"). All thought-

. forms that arc possible or contingent confirm (partially) this 
rule of reference. Thought-forms are contingent when they are 
realized and partially confirm R III, and they are possible 
when unrealized, but not in conflict with any realized thought­
form. Accordingly, any factually incoherent and contrary 
thought-form, in the above sense, is ruled out as a factually 
impossible proposition. The latter display their logical 
significance only because certain signs can be arranged in such 
a way that their referential confirmation would go directly 
against some actually realized thought-form, i.e. against some 
true belief. Thus, if a thought-form "This is red" is actually 
realized, of the same t.'tis the thought-form "This is not-red," 
though logically significant (logically possible), is yet factually 
impossible. But, on the other hand, a thought-form "This is 
green,'' of the same tlzis, is not factually impossible, even if the 
moment of determination of this as green is the same as the 
moment of determination of the this as red. It is so, because 
R I is of the form "This • That (M v N v 0 v--- )", 
which by the logical rule of distribution becomes 
"This ( M v N v 0 v --- ) • That ( M v N v 0 v ---), " 
so that, if M = red and N = green and the L-sign "v" 
between M and N is non-exclusive, it is referentially 
understandable that both the character-signs "red" and 
"green" may be related to the same N-sign "This". 

The case of thought-forms as only partially confirming 
R III should now be considered. By partial confirmity of a rule 
we mean that no single instance, or all the actual particular 
instances put together, may render the corresponding rule 
valid with respect to the entire scope of application of the 
latter. We have already seen that R I and R II involve full 
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confirmation with respect to their application. A full con­
firmation of R III is, however, impossible, unless we acco­
modatc the possibility of combinations of the sets of P-signs 
di!>playing the p10pertics exclusion-or-inclusion and exclusion­
or-inclusion-or-overlap. But this we have already rejected 
for obvious reasons. Such an essential incompleteness with 
respect to the confirmation of R III may perhaps lead some 
philosophers to think that R III cannot properly be called a 
rule of reference5 • But we believe that no such view need be 
accepted, unless it is shown that all the possible referentially 
significant combinations of P-signs derive their significance 
only from rules of simple sign-combinations- R I and R II. 
The fact is that while R I prescribes the relation of N-signs 
with Pc-signs, and while the R II prescribes the relation of 
N-signs with Po-sign (and perhaps also a certain relation of 
inclusion of Po-signs in some G-sign, i.e. of all those Po-sign 
which define a G-sign), R III prescribes all the possible 
combinations of P-signs, together with G-signs, which arc 
not conformable to the first two rules: R III being referentially 
normative must be as good a rule as arc the first two rules. 
Accordingly, R Ill is concerned with various inter-relations 
of different sets of P-signs, with an obvious or tacit reference 
to situations (i.e. as related obviously or tacitly to some N­
signs), which arc vaguely characterized. Hence, whichever 
thought-form is asserted in thi<> sense- i.e. whichever thought­
form occurs in this context -whether realized or not, is 
always tacitly assumed to be incomplete (susceptible of 
change in form); and, therefore, the rule which it confirms is 
confirmed only partially. 

12A. The essential openness of the world, in our knowledge~ 
has led to certain troublesome consequences, most important 
of these being indeterminism in our knowledge of the world·. 
Indeterminism in our knowledge of the world means that 
no definite or static property of overlapping or exclusion or 

25 Vide Korner, "Ostensive Predicates", Mind, 1951, pp. 80-83. 
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inclusion in a relation between any sets of characters or orders 
can be established- these relations arc always subject to 
change (see formulation of R III above). This is clearly 

.manifest in the problem of causation or jJ/rysicallaws: unless it 
"is established that there obtains a necessary connection between 
the occurrences of one character or order (or a set of these) 
and that of the other, it cannot be denied that whatever 
connection holds at present between the two ca£cs ~f 

occurrances is just accidental. Thus, there arc G-signs in our 
language, like "man", which are defined with respect to 
some orders (Ch. II, 9B); when we arc confronted with an 
actual physical situation we call it, for instance, "a man"· 
Now, if "mortality" is one of the orders defining this G-sign 
"man", so that we say of that physical situation that "This man 
is mortal," then though we arc expressing a thought-fbrm 
which is actually realized (a belief which is true), it is yet open 
to further enquiry, namely, what ha~ led us to call the cor­
responding individual "mortal"? Mortality is not a manifest 
-character of this man. An obvious answer would be that the 
very fact that we call it "man" leads us to call it "mortal" -
since whatever U, man is mortal. That is, the argument 
suggests that the expression of the thought-form 
"(x) (Hx::> Mx) ::::> (Ha ::::> Ma)" is valid. (Here H =man, M= 
·mortal, x = any individual, a= particular individual). Yet the 
validity of this expression does not establish that 
"(3x) (Hx. Mx)" (3x=an actual individual) is valid-which is 
what is required if the above argwncnt is valid. Hence, in 
the expression of the thought-form "This man is mortal" the 
use of the G-sign "man" must be more or less superfluous. 
That is, even if we show that all the other defining orders of 
the G-sign "man" are given, how are we justified to infer the 
~rde~ mortality on the basis of those other orders? So the ques· 
tlon Is, if it is maintained that a G-sign is intelligible only as 
·defined by all the orders that define it, but if in our knowledge 
only some of the latter are present, how can we account 
for our awareness of those orders which are not actually 
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present m our knowledge but are nevertheless involved by 
those that are present? 

It is to be noted that 5uch a question can be raised only 
with respect to orders, i.e. only with respect to situations defin­
ed by Po-signs, since any notion of cause (or law) holds only 
in the case of physical situations. A consideration of pheno­
menal situations, or that of Pc-signs as relating to respective 
phenomenal situations, always results in the discovery of a rela­
tion having the property exclusion26, which allows no inference 
from one or more characters to others (of the same or different 
·situation)27• For cxmnple, our apprehension of something 
as red would never lead us, by inference, to any further determina­
tion of what is thus red., e.g., as square or round. The only way 
-to progress in our knowledge of a phenomenal situation is a 
further apprehension - which indeed may follow the first 
apprehension It is therefore that no amount of phenomenal 
.apprehension can ever lead us to determine a phenomenal 
situation as a physical situation: an occasion of the apprehen­
sion of a physical situation being at once an occasion of a 
·tacit inference, i.e. apprehension not of a mere character but 
of an order. Naiyayika school of Indian Philosophy has 
brought out this point distinctly in maintaining that an 
·occasion of mediate perception is at once the instance of 
perceiving the present situation and a universal situation, an 
order with respect to the present situation (e.g. 'Ghata' and 
""Ghatatva'). 

,z6 A relation between any two or more Pc-signs exhibits the property exclusion 
in the sense that, as these signs relate to N-signs denoting phenomenal situa­
tions, the presence of a Pc-sign gives us no ground to pass from it to some 
other Pc-sign as relating to the same N-sign or to some other. But, on the other 
hand, since Po-signs can be further grouped in G-signs, it appears to be possible 
'to pass from one or m01·e orders to others. 

27 This howeve1· does not aflect the view that facts form a system (Ch.II, 6A); 
for, in a system of facts, the latter are said to be involving one another, but 
not causing each other: a fact involves the other not because it causes the latter, 
·not because the system is immanent in those facts, but b,·cause it is pre-imma­
nt."'lt in the whole world. That is, it is purely a priori. 
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It is to be noted further that combination of Pc-signs and 
Po-signs arc uninteresting: such imtanccs always provid~ 

an occasion of the presence of exclusiotz-or-ovfrlcp property, i.e. 
aJI Pc-signs are only accidental signs with 1 cspcct to Po-signs,. 
whether they relate to the latter or not. If they relate, e.g. 
in the thought-form "This man is white" (but not "This man 
has a colour"), "white" is just an accidental sign, since its 
contrary thought-form "This man is not-white" or "This man 
is black (or red, or yellow, or--- )" may be true. This is 
factually possible, not only because the colour of human· 
body may change, but also because white is not necessary, 
a defining order, of that physical situation as this man. 
Hence, in such cases there will always obtain overlapping 
property. But, since there may be occasions when a thought­
form like "This man is red" fails to be realized, character-signs 
like "red", in such cases, would not be associated with the 
corresponding Po-signs. Hence, in all combinations of Pc-signs 
and Po-signs a constant property. exclusion-or-overlapping 
obtains. 

As we come to consider the combinations of the sets of 
Po-signs, we discern two clear cases: ( 1 ) A property comjJ!ete 

inclusion, in case of relations between certain Po-signs and a 
G-sign; the latter, therefore, has been demonstrated 1 as 
necessary with respect to the corresponding thought-forms~ 
(2) A property complete exclusion, in case of relations between 
certain Po-signs and a G-sign; the latter, therefore, provide 
us with some factually non-law statrments (which arc always 
true); e.g. when on finding that all the books in that Book-case 
are Hindi novels, I say, "If you take out any book from that 
Book-case, it would always be a Hindi novel," or simply 
that "All books in that Book-case arc Hindi novels " which . ' 
IS overtly similar to, but in fact entirely different from, the 
statements stating laws such as "All gases at constant pressure 
expand with increasing temperature," or "All metals arc con­
ductors of electricity." The difference between these thought­
forms, expre~sed by two sorts of statements, it is argued, 
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is one concerning finite and non-finite scope8 respectively. 
As the statements stand, it may be quite so. But a further 
important point needs to be mentioned: our apprehension of 
an occurrence of the sets of orders in the first case is quite differ­
ent from that in the second; that is, the books and the Book­
case are two distinct situations, and therefore their correlated 
apprehensions and their space-time aspects must be different 
too. In other words, whatever book is kept in whichever Book­
case, irrespective of any time and place, it would always yield 
the property exclusion, that is, in a relation between the sets 
of orders with respect to book, on the one hand, and Book-case, 
on the other. (Though it is not denied that some characters 
may turn out to be the same in both cases, c.~. rednes5 of both 
the books and the Book-case.) 

Now, what we generally call the relation of cause and effect 
with respect to (physical) situations does not belong to any 
of the tvvo cases just considered. Our understanding of a 
relation of cause in some set of orders requires a single process 
involved from the aspect of the situation called "cause" to 
that which is called "effect". But, then, what exactly is the 
nature of the relation of causation - or that of the relation 
b " " d " = " ? T hi 1 "d etween cause an eaect . o t s end, et us cons1 er 
the foil owing examples: 

1. All gases at constant pressure expand with increasing 
temperature. 

2. All metals are conductors of electricity. 
3. Fire burns. 
4. If a match is scratched, it would light. 

Ordinarily, the above statements would be treated as laws, 
corresponding to respective physical situations, in the sense 

2 8 Cf. The Structure of Scientific Thought, ed. by E. H. Madden, sec. 4, 
"The Meaning of'Cause' and 'Law'," p. 205; "These (non-law) statements, to 
be sure, assert universal correlations, but the items correlated do not belong 

. to an infinite calss.- A law is the universal conjunction of terms which belong to 
a non-finite class or the universal conjunction of terms which belong to a finite 
class but arc deductively derivable from other universal conjunctions which 
contain only terms of a non-finite scope." 



92 THE PROBLEM OF FACT 

that they are, or· can always be, put in a statement of 
hypothetical form, "whatever is so and so, is such and 
such." 2 9 There is a somewhat similar suggestion from philoso­
phers who maintain that lawfulness of a statement must be 
analysed in terms of counterfactual inference. Counterfactual 
forms of four statements mentioned above would be, for 
example, these respectively: 

1. If this book be a gac;, it would expand at constant pressure 
with increasing temperature. 

2. If this piece ofwoocl be a metal, it would conduct electri-
city. 

3. If water be fire, it would burn. 
4. Had the match been scratched, it would have lighted. 
The first thing to be noted about the form of a law-stating 

counterfactual conditional statement is that its antecedent is 
so formulated so as to give always a false protasis, because 
it is meant to assert, perhaps, that whatever other conditions 
arc there than that which is really required to produce the 
situation stated in the consequent or apodasis of the counter­
factual arc just irrelevant. Thus, in the first example, whether 
or not this book is a gas is not the import of the protasis of the 
countcrfactual: it is rather --what would have been the case 
~f this (book) were a gas (though we definitely know that this 
lS not a gas). Surely, in that case, only something about what 
we call "gas" is to be forwarded as apodasis of the counter­
factual. Similarly with respect to the second and third cases 
of counterfactual. The fourth case, however, may appear to 
provide us with some difficulty - on this interpretation; but 
that it really does not create any difficulty can be seen in that 
what is asserted in this case as antecedent or protasis namely, ,, ' 

Had the match been scratched," is meant to assert that if 

29 See G. Ryle, The Concept of Mind, p. 120, "We do not call a hypothetical 
statement a 'law', unless it is a 'variable' or 'open' hypothetical statement, i.e.· 
~>ne of which the protasis can embody at least one expression like 'any' or 
•whenever'. It is in virtue of this feature that a law applies to instances, though 
its statement does not mention them." 
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a certain condition had obtained (though really it did not), 
then there would have been a certain result. In this case, 
obviously, it is not made explicit that, under whatever condi­
tions, the obtaining of antecedent situation would always lead 
to the situation stated in the apodasis30• For example, for the 
apodasis "match would have lighted" to follow, what is 
required is not only that "match had been scratched," but 
also that "match was dry enough, enough oxygen, was present, 
and so on." Now, in case of the first counterfactual the condi­
tion is stated in the apodasis itself, viz. ''it (gas) would 
expand at constant pressure with increasing temperature". 
Obviously, there is enough justification for maintaining that 
some conditions(s) must be there in order to produce some 
situation in its capacity' as an effect. That there may be more 
than one such condition hardly affects the contention. Thus, 
surely a gas would expand with increasing temperature when 
put to constant pressure, but, also, it may expand when put 
to some other conditions(s), which, let us say, we do not 
know yet. Hence such a condition- which accordingly is only 
sufficient and not necessary- may be explicitly mentioned 
along with the effect (the resultant situation), or may be left 
unstated. In the second and third case, the condition(s), 
sufficient to bring out the effect, has been left unstated, which 
shows not that a metal l:cing conductive of electricity or fire 
that burns is sui generis3 ', but that the condition(s) is either 
left unstated or remains yet to be determined. 

So, besides the fact that a law-stating counterfactual may 
present certain logical difficulties3', there is still another 
aspect of counterfactual or law-like statements which is even 
more interesting: whether a G-sign, or a set of orders, is open 
with respect to what is asserted of it in a countcrfactual state­
ment? That is, for instance, what if a gas is never put at a 

3o N. Goodman, FFF, Pt. I, "The Problem of relevant conditions." 
3 1 \Vhether a causal process can be self-initiating may be a point of controversy 

in philosophy. 
32 Vide N. Goodman, op. cit., Ch. I, Sec. I. 
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constant pressure, no metal is ever brought in touch with 
electric current: no body ever contacted fire, and no match 
wa!> ever scratched? lfsueh be the case, should we still call gas 
"gas", metal "metal", fire "fire", and match "match"? If we 
do call them "gas", "metal", "fire", and "match" respectively, 
even under these circumstances, then, obviously, we cannot 
formulate the corresponding law-stating counterfactuals; 
since, then, a gas would be "gas" even if it docs not expand 
at constant pressure with increasing temperature, and similarly 
with metal, fire, and match. That is to say, for example, that 
"gas" is an open G-sign- in the sense that referentially it 
would be meaningful whether or not the situation called "gas" 
involves the understanding that given under a constant 
pressme it expands with increasing temperature. It may 
perhaps be suggested that that gas expands at constant pres­
sure with increasing temperature might have been a later 
discovery which applied however to all gases. Now, in this 
c_onnection, we want to bring to notice an important distinc~ 
tJon between those orders (though not definitely determined, 
and it is not the task of philosophy, we think, to determine 
them) which determine some physical situation as gas, and those 
orders which in their determination of the latter are co-exten~ 
sive With the former only by virtue of some specific conditions: 
so that the presence or absence of the latter sort of orders 
hardly maker. any difference to the set of those orders which 
determine some situations as gas. But, let us suppose that a 
~hysical situation- a gas -cannot be called a "gas" unless 
1t expands at constant pressure with increasing temperature: 
t~e language of formulation to this effect may appear to be a 
httlc awkward but if we remember the claim of the scientist 
that no G-sig~ is pre-determined so that it is always open 
so as to be defined with respect to forthcoming orders, it might 
;vcn ~Ppcar to be plausible. If this is granted, then what a 
aw-hke statement such as "All gases at constant pressure 
~P~nd-" etc. conveys is merely the suggestion that the 

-~rgn "gas" should be used also as defined by (understood 
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with respect to) "expands with increasing temperature at 
·constant pressure." Accordingly, a law-like !>tatement of this 
sort- the corresponding counterfactual-may be taken as 
a recommendation concerning the usage of a G-sign. Some­
th\ng like this is suggested by Henry Hiz33: a contrary-to-fact 
conditional might be interpreted as a metalinguistic statement, 
telling us something about what can be inferred in a given 
syf:.tcm of statements. But, then, what the law-like counter­
factual "If water be fire, it would burn" suggests is much more 
than this: it no doubt suggests that the G-sign "fire" must be 
defined with reference to the order bum; however, it further 
suggests that that fire burns depends on no further condition, 
unlike the case in which the expansion of gas with increasing 
temperature docs under a certain condttion, namely, that 
gas is put under constant pressure. Similarly, that a metal 
conducts electricity does not seem to depend on any further 
condition; at least we do not know of any such condition. It may 
be suggested that such conditions are implicit. But, then, 
what is thus implicit displays two different possibilities of its 
presence. First, it may be made explicit in the due course of 
time, so that even such an implicit condition is only external: 
hence, even if 'fire' is to be defined in terms of 'that which 
burns', along with other orders, the latter would be merely 
.Co-extensive with those orders which independently (of condi­
tions) or inherently determine the physical situation called 
c'fire". Secondly, in the absence of any knowledge of such an 
additional or external condition, it is just possible that what 
is presumed to be an implicit e~ternal condition is in fact one 
or" the necessary conditions for a physical situation being called 
«fire", i.e. its very being as fire may determine that it burns. 
So, while the statement that "Fire is that which burns, and that 
which-" etc. may be valid, the statement that "Gas is that 
which expands with increasing temperature, and that which-" 
etc. may very often be invalid; for, the latter statement 

33 "On the Inferential sense of Contrary-to-fact conditionals," JP, 1951, 

:p. 586. 
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is qualified by at least one condition, namely, that gas 
expands etc. under a constant pressure, which must be stated 
so as to render it valid. \Vith regard to a G-sign representing 
some physical situations, therefore, there appear to be two 
sorts of defining orders: ( i) intrinsically defining orders, or what 
we may call "dispositionsH," and (ii) e.tlernall.J• defining orders,. 
which form the nucleus of our understanding of a causal 
relation between two or more sets of orders. 

In what we have said above, it is clear that disjJosilional state­
ments arc factually necessary with respect to their thought­
forms- the latter corresponding to what we have called 
general facts (Ch. II, 9B). It is to be noted, therefore, that if 
dispositional statements arc also taken to be examples of 
statements stating causal relations, then there is at least one 
sense in which the relation of causality is necessary. But 
such a view is not convenient to hold· for as has been main.-. ' ' 
tamed above, in every process of causation an explicit extra-
condition is necessary since otherwise in the process of causa-

• J ' ' 

hon the two aspects of the latter-as "cause" and "cffcct"-
cannot be distinguished. Further, if what we have said 
about dispositional statements is correct, then their respective 
counterfactuals are either trivial or misleading (viz. the 
counterfacts "If this piece ofwood be metal, it would conduct 
electricity," and "If water be fire it would burn"). They arc t . . ) 
flVIal since, for instance, if' 'fire'' and' 'water'' arc factually dif-
~ren~ G-signs, understood respectively with regard to different 

o-signs, then to assert that they are so determined is just 
to say nothing new. It should be remembered, therefore,. 
that if a r · · · h" ·b.t counter1ac'tual IS really gcnume, 1t must ex 1 1 

some relation of causation in the sense that whatever other 
factors a "f ' · d" · b · h re present, 1 a certain con Itlon o ta1ns, t en a 
certain effect follows. Again, they arc misleading, since,. for 

34 Cf Good FFF d" . . h" . 1 : man, ·, pp. 43-44·. "The 1sposltl0n statement says somet 1rtg 
cxc US!vely ab I . 1 h . I . . ) I 'I . . ~. out t 1e lllterna state of w (a p ys1ca situation , w 11 c au!'" or1~na~ 
countcrfactual says in addition something about the surrounding circums­
tances." 
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instance, the counterfactual statement "If water be fire, it 
would burn" promptly suggests that the corresponding G­
sign, "Fire", may be understood without involving the under­
standing that it burns. Thus, if supposing that nothing was 
ever put on fire, or that no electric current happened to pass 
through a metal, how could we then understand the disposi­
tional statement "Fire burns" or "l\'fetal conducts electricity"? 
The question involved in tlus problem is not so striking; 
since, it is just possible that we have not actually determined 
all the orders which in their totality determine intrinsically a 
physical situation. Let us imagine of the first ever community 
of men on earth no member of which had as yet died: how 
could have any one then conveyed to the members of that 
community that 'men are mortal'? He must have treated his 
statement quite true. Had someone objected to his statement, 
he would have perhaps requested the sceptic to wait and 
sec if what he uttered was true. Now, though it is true that 
not any one in the community can wait and see all the 
members of that community dying, yet insofar as the person 
making the statement is concerned, his request is to treat the 
G-sign "man" not as closed, but rather as open.35 But the 
openness of G-signs like "man" is not, as it is sometimes sup­
posed, indicative of their essential vagueness, but only of the 
future possibility of some new understanding of the situation 

35 In every scientific system it is necessary to regard some G-signs as primitive 
(sec Carnap, "Testability & Meaning," Phil. of Science, val. 3, p. 449; Kaplan, 
"Definition & Specification of Meaning," JP, 1946, 281-8; Hampel, "Fundamen­
tals of concept formation," EUS, val. 2, No.7, p. 28-29). In empirical analysis, 
determination of characters is a matter of empirical fact and is both necessary 
and sufficient for the realization of the thought-form under consideration. 
Goodman, however, objects to this (op. cit., p. 50), for he maintains that 
"There is no positive virtue in not defining disposition terms." What is primi­
tive in science need not be taken to be so in philosophy. But the question, we 
think, is not so much of science or philosophy; it is rather-whether we can 
definitely determine any physical situation without knowing that it is defined by 
certain definite orders? Our answer is that- we cannot, since otherwise every 
physical situation, like any phenomenal, would be always undetermined and 
Boating. 

7 
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to which G-signs relate. Hence, we think that the confusion 
between dispositional orders and casual orders can be avoided if 
we differentiate between statements of physical situations and 
statements about physical situations. Statements of physical 
situations are those statements which state a physical situation 
as defined by certain orders without reference to mry further condition 
(with respect to specification of this definition). Statements 
about physical situations are statements which state a physical 
situation as defined by certain orders with reference to certain further 
conditions (in order to specify such a definition). That these 
conditions are not always specifiable36 has appeared to be a 
peculiar difficulty attached with the problem of counter­
factual statements. But this difficulty, we think, is in the nature 
of the case itself, for what the whole formulation of a counter­
factual conditional conveys is this: (a) it is an assumption or a 
supposition37, other factors than this assumption being 
irrelevant; and (b) what is thus assumed to be the case is 
open, the corresponding G-sign being not fully defined. 

Now, the orders which define a certain physical situatioll 
under certain conditions always present some difficulty, ru 
pointed out by Hume, which has been escaping all attempt: 
at its satisfactory solution so far. The difficulty seems to be ii 
the nature of the case. From the formulation of R Ill it i 
obvious that no relation between two sets of Po-signs is fact 
ually determinate. It is therefore that ultimately such indeter 
ruinate properties as exclusion-or-overlap and inclusion-or-overla 
weretreated as possible with respect to factual relations. Now, 
we talk of relations of causality in terms oflinguistic referenc 
corresponding to R III, then we should say that two sets c 

~o-signs, with respect to some particular situations, standalwq, 
lU such a relation that the property exclusion or overlappil 
obtains. At the same time, they associate always in a certa: 
temporal sequence with respect to the orders they relat 

36 Goodman, FFF, Pt. I, Sec. 2. 
37 R~ M. Chisholm, "Law Statements and Counterfactual Inference", 1 

Structure of Scientific Thought, cd. Madden, p. 232. 
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so that that which comes first in this sequence is the cause and 
that which comes later is the effict. This formulation may 
present some difficulty when we talk of such instances of tem­
poral sequence as nights following days (or vice vers!I.), though 
generally days arc never thought to be the cause of nights. In 
any consideration of causation, therefore, a precise way of 
eliminating such instances must be given. This way is to deter­
mine whether the two events or situations which arc said to be 
bound by the relation of causation are result of some common 
cause. Thus, accordingly, both days and nights, and their 
definite sequence, arc shown to be the result of a certain posi­
tion and motion of earth in our solar system: so that, in spite 
~f their invariable association, they arc not to be regarded as 
mutually causally related. Let us now consider those instances 
where two events or situations are said to be causally related. 
In our formulation above, we maintained that a relation of 
causation, between two sets of Po-signs, is determined as 
displaying the property exclusion or overlapping. If it be so, we 
would be admitting types of cases which, according to R III, 
may have the property overlap-or-exclusion. But, then, if this is 
admitted, the case of causality as a fixed or necessary relation 
(association) between two events is defeated. That the 
property of fixed exclusion may turn into that of overlap, with 
respect to the corresponding relation, shows almost the same 
sort of possibility as stated in case of the relation between days 
.and nights. For example, that "gas expands with increasing 
temperature (=G), (gas put) at a constant pressure (=H)" 
may be seen to be following in all its instances from yet another 
-condition J: then, J becomes the common condition for the 
-occurrence of GH, so that, the relation between what was pre-
viously conceived as the condition (H) and the effect (G) does 
not provide us with any striking situation; since that both G 
and H may follow from the condition] shows that the nature of 
.relation may change so that the property exclusion may also 
·change into that of overlapping. The relation between J and 
HG can similarly be extended: i.e. they too may be open to 



100 THE PROBLEM OF FACT 

certain new possibilities. This is why all the thought-forms 
relating to relations of causation arc merely factually conting­
ent if realized. But, even if such a thought-form is contingent, 
. d . ,. fi t" k t36 ' It oes not affect the view that 1t serves as an m crencc IC ·e , 
or serves the purpose of predicting future course of events. 
A prediction docs not specify any particular situation in the 
world; it rather operates in a certain range of cases: that is, 
what a prediction specifies is a certain thought-form, and not 
an actual situation to which the latter, when realized, relates. 
Thus, let us ask, what does the following statement about 
a match which is not yet scratched state: "If you scratch this 
match, it would light," i.e. what understanding docs it convey 
to the listener of the statement? Obviously, the listener cannot 
see the match lighted simply by understanding the statement, 
though he understands pretty well the meaning of the 
statement (even if, let us suppose, the listener has never seen a 
match lit by scratching). What, then, should be suggested to 
the listener is that if he can bring about a certain condition 
(can act in a certain way) he would meet with a certain kind 
of effect. The most operative part of a prediction, therefore, 
is certainly a suggestion for an action or an experience lead­
ing to the expected result- it is so at least in ordinary life. 
But, let us further suppose that the listener, while completely 
agreeing with the person making the statement (knowing fully 
well that the scratching of the match would lead to the effect 
that it would light), lights the match by putting it on burning 
coal instead of lighting it by a scratch. Now, of this match 
let the person say, "Had the match been scratched, it would 
have lighted." What does such a statement refer to, and how is 
it understandable? Certainly, the match is now no more there, 
so that it could be scratched and let it be known that it would 
light because of that scratch; yet the statement is understood 
as referring to this very possibility. What then is this peculiar 
possibility over and above the match that is already lighted 

3B Vide Ryle, Concept of Mind, p. 121. 
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(though not by scratching)? According to the suggestion, 
which we have already made, such a possibility must be only 
a thought-form with respect to the match that would have 
lighted if scratched. Accordingly, a counterfactual does not 
state, in its law-stating form, in its capacity as an instrument 
of prediction, any actual situation: it states always the corres­
ponding possibility of certain situation, which may or may not 
obtain39• No thought-form carries with it the evidence that it 
must be realized; though what is an actual situation must have 
the corresponding thought-form4°. 

So, it is important to note that not all thought-forms are 
those possibilities which serve the purpose of prediction. Only 
contingent thought-forms can do this, and contingent thought­
forms arc those realized thought-forms which arc not necessary 
(i.e. statements conforming not toR I and RII). Thus, e.g. the 
factually impossible expression "A and not -A" serves no purpose 
of prediction. Similarly, a logically possible thought-form like 
"A or not-A" cannot serve the purpose of factual prediction. 
vVhat we have called "neutral" thought-forms, like "God 
Exists", also are of no avail. Hence, unless the nature of factual 
possibilities is specified, we cannot decide the exact scope of 
factual prediction, and therefore, those aspects of the world 
which we call "past" and "future" also remain obscure. 

B. Paul Weiss suggests4' that real possibilities have "a being 

39 Compare: Chisholm's view that law·stating statement always exhibit an 
assumption, expectation, rather than an actual situation. ("Law Statements 
and Counterfactual Inference," in Structure of Scientific Thought, ed. 
Madden, p. 232). 

4o This perhaps may be an argument for the independence of logic from onto­
logy, or from its application to the world. That is, there appears to be no neces­
sity about the logical propositions to have essential application to the world. 
But this should not be taken as an argument to suggest that thought is therefore 
essentially different from the world, following Hume's defective dictum that 
what can be distinguished must be separated. Thoughts, as we have shown in 
chapter II, can more conveniently be regarded as abstractions from the world 
itself. And, as we have argued elsewhere, abstractions have no independent 
reality-they cannot be separated from it, though distinguished. 

41 "Real Possibility", RM 1954-55, p. 669. 
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exterior to actualities" (the reason for this being, "Otherwise 
the future would not be exterior to the present," also "there 
would be nothing to be realizcd" 42.). However, these real 
possibilities, he continues to maintain, "must be relevant to 
actualities, for they are possibilities of this universe and what­
ever it eontains43 ." This undoubtedly is in conformity with 
what we have already said about factual possibilities, i.e. about 
all those possibilities which do not conflict with actuality 
or the thought-forms realized. But, when W ciss distinguishes 
the logically possible (that which is not sclf-contradictory44 ) 

and the ingrcdiently possible (the possibility of an actual45 ) 

from what is a real possibility, by maintaining that the former 
have "no being except in and for thought-l6," he appears to 
be involved in considerable difficulty with respect to the status 
of what he calls "real possibilities". Arc the real possibilities 
ontologically real? Weiss seem to reply affirmativcly47• In 
his thesis 12 he maintains that real possibilities arc internally 
indeterminate; and by this indeterminacy he means that which 
has no "content and career" prior to its realization48 • Now, 
evidently Weiss' assertion is put in a sort of paradox: If an 
unactualizcd real possibility is devoid of any content and career 
(thesis 12), then what is it other than a mere thought-form 
(which Weiss denies to a real possibility by contrasting it with 
the logically possible and the ingrcdiently possible)? Weiss 
may perhaps draw support by pointing to his thesis 14 -
"E very real possibility must be realized at some time." But, 
while replying to the comments on his theses he admits, that 
Mrs. E. S. Haring's suggestion that the ingredient possibility 

42 Ibid., Thesis 4. 
43 Ibid., Thesis 5. 
H Ibid., Thesis 1. 
4!1 Ibid., Thesis 2. 
46 Ibid., Thesis 4. 
47 Though in thesis 11 he maintains that real possibilities arc something 

realizable, and not something already realizeq. IJ:>id., p. 670. 
48 Ibid., p. 670. 
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is the actual, somehow purified49, is an advance over his own 
original thesis, and that Stallkenecht's and ·wild's objection 
to his view that ingredient possibilities have their being only 
in and through thought is right: even while admitting tlus, 
he seems to be persistently obliterating Goodman's objection 
to the view that real possibilities must be realized50• For, ·weiss 
argues that what cannot be realized in the world is not possible 
with regard to the latter5 '. "With this is attached his stimulating 
thesis that what is the future of the world is all the real pos­
sibilities (thesis 3), and, therefore, what is actual has only 
a different type of being from what is really possible5~. But then, 
if Weiss's view is granted, two grave consequences follow: ( 1) 
'Vhat is the present of the world is the sort of being which vVeiss 
calls "actuality", and what are possible must be different from 
this actuality, and further, only real possibilities form the 
future of the world. If so, is Weiss implying that no prediction 
can be made from present to future- future being mere 
possibilities detached from actuality? This obviously is an 
untenable view, as we shall see later. But, (2) ifVVeiss does not 
accept what is thus untenable, he must fall back to the view 
Goodman expounds, viz. an event is to be considered actual 
irrespective of the time of its occurrence- past, present, or 
future: but as related with 'Veiss's thesis that every real 
possibility has to be realized this view again has its own 
difficulty. 

So, W ciss' thesis on 'real possibility' appears to be both 
incomplete as well as confusing. Granting that real pos­
sibilities are self-consistent and relevant to actuality and are 
not mere thought-forms, what type of being have they if they 
are said to have no content and career? Obviously, Weiss has 
either confused the question of reference of a statement with 
that of its understandability, or attached no meaning to his 

49 Ibid., p. 675, point 1, and p. 682, Reply 2 and 4. 
5o Ibid., pp. 681-682. 
5 1 Ibid., reply 3. 
5~ Ibid., reply 8. 
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statement that real possibilities have a different type of being 
than that of actuality. If no meaning is attached to the type 
of being v.rith respect to these possibilities, then we cannot 
simply discuss the view; since, in so far as we arc concerned, 
we fail to sec any special type of being for these possibilities. 
The view, however, that the question of real possibility has 
often been confused with respect to referential function and 
understandabililJ' of a statement53 is more plausible. Attempts 
to eliminate such possibilities perhaps arise from such a con­
fusion. Thus, Quine (and with him a host of modern analysts) 
shows great keenness to shave off what he calls5 ·~ "Plato's beard" 
with the help of Occam's razor, an attempt which can be 
successful only if a real beard grows on Plato's chin, i.e. only 
when it ha'> some kind of being, as the actuality has. Such a 
beard on the face of actuality is, in fact, only a philosopher's 
dilemma: what are called "real pmsibilitics" have no type 
(or kind) of being- this can be verified by making an actual 
excursion into the proper field of possibilities. 

F · B. Fitch states the case of real possibili tics as follows: "If 
there is such a realm of possibles, then every logically consistent 
group of attributes must be exemplified in the realm of pos­
:;iblcs. Thus, if greenness and gianthood arc logically consistent 
attributes there must be a green giant in the realm of 
possibilities." 55 Let us designate 'greenness' and 'gianthood'by 

53 Both functions of a sentence are not identical, because, what has a reference 
must be understood, while what is understood need not always have a reference, 
e.g. the propositions of logic and mathematics. 

54 "0 n What There Is," FLP, p. 2 and 5. The beard which Plato grew, 
the. realm of Ideas, was misunderstood for an actual beard only because he talked 
as If there w · · · · · f h • ere entities- mstead of talkmg m terms o t ought-forms. 

5 " JP, vol. LVII, 1960, "Symposium: Reference and Existence," p. 641: In 
th~ scheme of philosophical analysis, Fitch thinks, the possibility that grcengiant 
CXIsts t~rns into a paradox- as such, analysis is suggestive of "existence" being 
~n att:Ibute like "green" or "gianthood". But this is not our problem at least: 
smcc, ~n philosophical method we supplement linguistic analysis by experiential 
analysis (Ch. I, 5). So that in our whole discussion on being in the first chapter, 
neither "Existence" nor "Presentness" present themselves as attributes of 
anything. According to our scheme of analysis they are primitive terms in any 
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Po-signs A and B respectively, so that the combination of A 
.and B, AB (Greengiant) is perfectly u11dersfa11dable. Now, what 
some philosophers generally imply is that such an understand­
ability is capable of giving rise to an ontological commitment 
with respect to some actual situation, an actually present green­
giant. But, to our surprise, we find that nobody who main­
tains that he understands "greengiant" associates his under­
standing with some actual situation. It is rather, at least in 
so far as it appears to be so, the philosopher's too much con­
-cern with language that leads him to suppose such an associa­
tion. And this is where the sole confusion between the two 
functions of a statement lies. That AB is understandable does 
not normally commit it to have a referential significance - that 
is, unless it is stated in conformity with R II as "This (A v B)", 
which docs not convey that the Tlzis must have both A and B 
.as orders (however, that it may have both is not denied). 
That is, the understandability of the sign combination 
"'This (A v B)"- which is possible because of its being not fac­
tually impossible-docs not by itself lead us to the assertion of 
.a realization of the thought-form expressed by it. It is this sort 
of understanding which renders what is really possible to be 
a mere thought-form56 which may or may not be realized 
( Ch. II, 7 C-E ). Hence one of "\'V eiss' important theses, viz., 
that all real possibilities must be realized should be rejected. 
Weiss' thesis presents a highly deterministic future of the 
world, a "closed world", and "\Vild's complaint, in effect, of 
restriction of "the range of real possibility too narrowly, so 

philosophical theory of the world, and not something to be understood further 
in terms of something else. 

56 It is interesting to note that Quine rejects or eliminates such possible entities 
are Santa Claus because he docs not "countenance" them, which is suggestive 
.of the idea that the same, e.g. Santa Claus, were countenanced by children at 
Chirstmas. But if Santa Claus is never there how is it that it is countenanced even 
by children? Weiss suggests that non-countenancy here is one of the proposition 
and not of an entity: I refuse to countenance a hundred-tusked elephant but not 
the elephant itself. So what we refuse to countenance is never on entity, for there is 
no qr~estion of there being an entity: what we really refuse to accept in such cases 
is perhaps only that a certain belief is true. 
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narrowly in fact as to jeopardize genuine freedom of choice 
in which I believe. Courses of action I freely reject after 
deliberation were really possible before my final choice. Hence 
what is really possible at this time (before choice) is broader 
than 'the future that will be' 57", is quite justifiable. This, we 
think, is even more justifiable with respect to what we have 
called neutral thought-forms, such as "God exists", which no· 
actually realized thought-form can either reject or entail, 
yet which is made the very basis of all real possibilities by 
Weiss58• This view (of-vVeiss) follows naturally from his thesis 
that all real possibilities must be realized. But, as we have· 
seen, if real possibiEties are unactualized thought-forms, self­
consistent and consistent with actualized thought-forms, and if 
there is nothing to lead us to say that they must be realized,. 
the whole argument of Weiss collapses. A neutral possibility­
like "God exists" proves to be the strongest of those thought­
forms which may or may not be realized, though as real pos­
sibilities they belong to the unforeseen future of the world. It 
is to be noted that a thought-form, a possibility, that may be 
realized, is not one concerning our knowledge of the future. 
Goodman says, "If a train is late and I say that it possibly 
had an accident, I am saying no more than that I do not know 
that it has not had an accident59.'' Accordingly, a possibility 
is only relative to our knowledge. But we think that it is not 
so much concerned with our knowledge: it is not only 
the uncertainty of future happenings, but also the present 
state of actuality to which a possibility is thought to be 
related. 

Before we take up the view of possibility as related 
to actuality, the problem of prediction needs to be resolved. 
What Weiss calls "ingredient possibility" provides perhaps 
the best clue for prediction. He admits that an ingredient 
possibility has a being not only in thought but also in the 

57 RM 1954-55, p. 673, point 2. 
58 Ibid., p. 670. thesis 15. 
59 FFF, pp. 54-55. 
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context it is realized60 • But he does not (nor does Stallenecht) 
specify the precise nature of such ingredient possibilities. 
Stallcnccht is satisfied by pointing out that such a possibility 
"is a feature of this context (i.e. of its actualization)," 
and therefore we cannot say that "it has no being except 
in and for th01,.1ght." This no doubt is a valid contention, 
but it needs further specification so as to clear the way 
in which a certain possibility is ingredient to the corresponding 
actuality. Let me take you to a fire-place and say, "If you 
put your hands in the fire, it will burn them." You would 
most likely admit that what I said was true, without actually 
putting your hands in the fire. It may perhaps be said that 
you regard the statement true because you your-self (or per· 
haps through others) have learnt that such statements arc 
true. But, let us suppose that when I took you to the fireplace, 
what you saw there was not actually fire, but rather something 
like it in appearance; so that the statement you had treated as 
being true was in fact false. This instance serves to suggest 
some important points: (I) in our knowledge at least, it is not 
a physical situation that determines its determinants, but the 
vice versa; so that we must take dispositional properties (intrin­
sically defining orders (Ch III, 12A) to be primitive in our 
understanding of the physical world. And, therefore (2) what 
comes first in our knowledge is the possibility of a (physical) 
situation, that is, e.g. that the fire will burn -not because it 
is possible with respect to fire, but rather because it is possible 
that the fire burns. This accounts for the fact that when 
confronted with a certain physical situation you thought that 
it might burn. It could not have burnt, because what you 
were confronted with was not fire, but something like fire (i.e. 
something which might have some other determinants or dis­
positional orders). It is this sort of possibility, we think, which 
an ingredient possibility. It serves to clear philosophy of at 
least one puzzling paradox - the paradox of "future". This 

6o See, N. P. Stallenecht's comments (Nos. 2 & 4) on Weiss' Thesis, which 
Weiss accepts. 
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paradox can be formulated thus: with regard to the aspect of 
futurity of the world we take ex hypothesi that nothing is realiz- , 
·cd, yet when we say, for example, "fire will burn," what we 
imply is that there is a time t when, though nothing is realized 
yet the statement "fire burns" is true. Now it is to be noted 
that there cannot be a timet unless something is realized at t, 
i.e. unless there is some actual occurrence at t (Ch. II, 8C); 
hence either there is no time t in what we call "future" such 
that "fire burns" is true with respect to that time, or there is 
already a time t such that "fire burns" is true with respect to 
it, and hence an actual situation is present. The second alter 
native is obviously absurd, since if something is already present 
in the future, there is no sense in maintaining that there is a 
future, as distinct from present, or, that there arc possibilities 
or thought-forms that may or may not be realized, or, what 
is the same, that there is any genuine problem of prediction. 
But, then, if the first alternative is accepted, there can be any 
meaning to the statement, for example, "the fire will burn if 
you put your hands in it tomorrow morning," since there can­
not be a tomorrow morning prior to the occurrence of the fact 
that fire burns now. The philosophical theories of induction, 
we think, fall short of accounting for this paradox, the only way 
out from which is to regard time as absolute, which, we 
believe, no philosopher seeking to provide grounds for indue 
tion can maintain with justification. That is, if induction be 
made the basis of prediction, then prediction would lme its 
power of foretelling future events. For, generally speaking, 
what the process of induction asserts is that if an occurrence 
of certain situations has always been seen in the past to be 
uniform, patterned in a certain definite way, then it would 
continue to be so in the future- a view which obviously makes 
an ingredient possibility follow from the coresponding actual­
ity (and not, as we have suggested, make an actuality follow 
from the corresponding possibility). But, let us ask, if we take 
an ingredient possibility as following from the corresponding 
.actuality, how can we then take such a possibility as suggesting 
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that a similar actuality would follow it? 'When Hume ques­
tioned the authenticity of the prediction of future course of 
events, he was really up against such an argument: The pos­
sibilities, if they follow from actuality, arc possibilities with 
regard to the present, and not with regard to the future. More­
over, to maintain that they arc pos!>ibilitics also of the future 
is to commit the absurdity that some actual situation is 
actually occurring in future; for, to say, e.g. that "fire will 
burn tomorrow morning" on the basis of the statement "fire 
burns" as inductively established, is to make the statement 
"fire is burning tomorrow morning" inevitably follow from the 
statement "fire burns": a possibility established by inductive 
process can point only to an actual position, and not to a 
potentiality. And thus once again we fall back to the 
aforesaid paradox. 

This unpleasant position, as we have already pointed out, 
can be avoided by maintaining that "fire burns because it is 
possible for it to burn." This obviously puts no paradox with 
respect to future. To say that "fire will burn tomorrow 
morning," accordingly, presents no difficulty with respect to 
the future: for, if fire burns because it is possible for it to burn, 
this docs not commit us to a confirmation of the statement 
"fire burns" with respect to anytime in the future. As pos­
sibility precedes actuality, the former remains as much 
plausible in the future (and also in the past) as in the present. 
In fact, it seems very difficult to draw an explicit difference 
between what is ingrcdiently possible and what is actual. An 
ingredient possibility may perhaps be taken as the capacity that 
is actualized, and not that which will be actualized. (It is perhaps 
therefore that the predictive function of a scientific law is not 
one of declaring something about the future, but only what is 
most conducive to the meaningful understanding with regard 
to the past and the prcsent.6 ') Again, by putting possibility 
before actuality we allay the Humean scepticism in this respect; 

6 1 Campbell, vVhat is Science, p. 69, "We do not try to find laws that will 
predict; we only try to find laws that will order the experience that we have." 
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since, now, it is no more held that we predict future because 
we observe the present and the past. On the contrary, we 
make the present and the past as much stand on possibilities 
as the future is supposed to be. So that, if the present can be 
what it is, due to respective possibilities, so can be the future. 

But by putting possibilities before actuality we may be 
asked to face the difficulty, namely, why should not we then 
regard the present to be just accidental? For example, that fire 
burns, or has always been found burning when something is put 
in it, may just be accidental, unless it is shown that fire cannot 
but burn if you put, for instance, your hands in it. Our answer 
is: in our knowledge, possibilities come, no doubt, later than 
their corresponding actualities; but logically, they must come 
before the actualities, if there is to be any meaningful predic­
tion- and not a mere guess- of the future as based on 
actuality: whether the present is accidental or not is entirely a 
diffacnt question. A further difficulty in maintaining that 
possibility precedes actuality is with respect to the status of the 
present. To say, "It is possible therefore fire burns" docs not 
imply that when, for instance, it is 9.30 in the morning of the 
25th July 1960 (or any time in the past) then and only then 
fire burns: what it really implies is the truth of statement, "fire 
remains and burns'' -i.e. fire remains so long as it burns­
and this statement, in its significance, extends to any length 
of time in the past and in the future. That is to say, for the 
presence of fire, every time-instant at which fire remain is the 
present for it. So what we call "future" remains included in 
this present. But this is a purely objective view: From the 
standpoint of our limitations in knowledge, we can only predict 
the course of events in the future. Our predictions are most 
accurate when they relate to dispositional orders of the situation 
predicted. The degree of accuracy in prediction falls with the 
attached conditions for application of orders with regard to 
the situation; since, as we have already seen, the relation that 
obtains between the conditions and the effect is always open, 
i.e. the determination of possibility with regard to causal 
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<Orders is a highly complex affair, which cannot be adequately 
fixed in our knowledge. 

Finally, let us ask: Is that which is possible for the future 
also possible for the past? Aristotle regards statements about 
the future as neither true nor false, because the corresponding 
events have not taken place yet; but of statements about the 
past, he says, they must be either true or false. This Aristotel­
ian view has aroused much discussion in the comtcmporary 
philosophy: Thus, while Lukasiewicz supports the argument 
forwarded by Aristotle in his own formulation of three-valued 
logic, a host of other philosophers, C. A. Baylis, W. V. Quine, 
G. Ryle, Donald Williams, and others have objected to 
Aristotle's view. Baylis suggests62 that it is no better to argue 
that a statement referring to the future cannot be either true or 
false, on the ground that there is not yet any definite event with 
which it can agree or conflict, than to argue that one referring 
to the past cannot be true or false, on the ground that there 
is no longer any event to make it such. Donald vVilliams, 
while making a similar point, says, "all these arguments are 
strangely selective- in making much of supposed difficult­
ies about the future which arc quietly ignored as they equally 
affect the past and the present63". We can see in the light 
Qf our formulation of possibility above, how wide of the mark 
these arguments are. The very first thing to be noted in this con­
nection is the question of contingency (with which Aristotle 
is primarily concerned in his view of a statement as true or 
false). 64 With regard to the view that Aristotle accepted the 
either-or truth-value of statements of the past and the neither­
nor truth-value of statements of the future, it is to be noted 

6 2 "Arc Some Propositions neither True nor False?" Philosophy of Scienc8 III 
(1936), pp .156-166. 

63 "The Sea-fight Tomorrow," Structure, Method, and Meaning, ed. by Henle 
.and others (1951), pp. 214-294. 

64 Vid8 R. Taylor, "Future Contingency,' PR 1957, p. 16. "It was not just 
their (i.e. events') temporal distance that bothered him (Aristotle), but their 
-contingency, or rather, the contingency of some of them. There is thus in 
Aristotle's philosophy no general denial of truth about the future." 
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that what he perhaps meant was only that while statements. 
about the past have a definite reference, i.e. they either have 
or do not have the corresponding actual situation, statements 
about the future involve no question of such a reference, which 
may very well be due to our limitations in knowledge (as we 
have mentioned earlier)- so that their truth-value remains 
to be assigned. But this is quite different from the question of 
possibility with respect either to the future or to the present. 
Possibility has been shown to be pervading all the three 
temporal aspects (past, future, and present) of the world. And 
unless we adhere to some such view it is difficult to see how a. 
statement about the past, e.g. "the Giants might have lost in 
1954 to the Indians" or "There would have been a possible 
visual experience, had I turned my eyes to the right a moment 
ago" would be regarded as referentially meaningful65 • Now,. 
though the very understanding of that temporal aspect of the 
world which we call "past" suggests that the thought-forms 
of the above mentioned statements can never be realized now,. 
the movement of time being assymetrical, yet it is not worth­
while to suppose that there was a sort of necessity for their 
not having been realized in the past: i.e. these thought-forms 
might have been actualized. Accordingly, the statement,. 
"The Giants might have lost in 1954 to the Indians" remains 
devoid of a definite truth-value. It is to be noted, however,. 
~hat this neither-nor truth-value of a statement about the past 
1s not in conformity with the statement, "the Giants won in 
1954 against the Indians". It may perhaps be asked if the 
Giants actually won in 1954, how is it possible to h;ld that 
they might have lost in 1954 ? The answer we think is simple:. 
because it is possible to understand the statement "The 
Giants might have lost in 1954," and what is understood 
meaningfully, without being in variance with some true 
statement, is never incompatible with what is actuality -
which is the argument for holding that a thought-form 

65 Vide Goodman, RM 1954-55, pp. 681-682. 
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corresponding to such a statement is possible. But ( un­
like statements about the future) "The Giants might 
have lost in 1954," "Ca::sar might not have crossed the 
Rubicon," etc. arc those statements which never have 
a reference to that which they would have referred had 
their corresponding thought-forms been realized. That is, 
with regard to their referential function, these statements 
arc definitely not on a par with statements concerning the 
future. For, while the precise referential function of the latter 
is yet to be decided, what ever has already happened cannot 
be undone; and, therefore, a statement such as "The Giants 
might have lost in1954," or "Cresar might not have crossed 
the Rubicon," cannot be actualized with respect to their 
respective thought-forms. Such thought-forms may be under­
stood as part-possibilities- possibilities which were actualizable 
in the past, but somehow did not actualize. There is a 
further evidence to show that irrespective of whether or not a 
possibility is capable of actualization, no either-or truth-value 
can be attached to it; and this is as ~uch true of future pos­
sibilities as of past-possibilities. We do not see how Aristotle, 
by his argument that the past cannot be undone, can argue 
that all statements about the past arc either true or false66 -

though it is quite a different tiring to hold that due to purely 
pragmatic interests, i.e. due to the knowledge that the past 
cannot be undone, we may assert that possible thought-forms 
concerning them can never be actualized, or that no reference 
of such statements can be established. Thus Taylor quotes 
Aristotle, "No one deliberates about the past, but about what 
is future and capable of being otherwise." But, then, "what 
is past is not capable of not having taken place. " 67 There may 
of course be an attempt to justify this statement by saying that 
"past" is synonymous with "that which really actualized 
before now," which may well seem to threaten the exclusion of 
what we have called past-possibilities from the past. But this 

66 R. Taylor, op. cit. 
67 I bid, Footnote 51. 

8 
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would be a wrong understanding of "past''. Let us suppose 
that past has exactly the time-instants "--- t, m, n" (n 
representing the immediate past, m representing the immediate 
past with respect to n, and so on). The s•:qucnce of time 
"--- t, m, n", then, fonns the tempor<tl a<>pcct of the world 
called "past", during the course of,.,·h.ich the only actual events 
are "---a, b, c." Now, for an actu<tl event to occur, it is 
necessary that it should occur at some time. Let us suppose 
that a, b, and c arc the events occurring at t, i.e. they simul­
taneously occur at t. Now, docs their simultaneity exclude the 
possibility that any event d, e.g. God exists, could have occur­
red at t? Obviously it docs not, since any number of events 
~an be taken as simultaneous with a, b, and cat the timet. But, 
lt may be pointed out that this may be true of what we have 
~ailed "neutral possibilities" (possibilities which may extend 
mto the past as well as into the future and even the present) 
such as "God exists". But, if, let us further suppose, a is an 
~vent at t expressed by the statement ''The Giants won 
m l954," how can, then, ''The Giants might have lost in 1954" 
be ~ possibility at t? For, had the latter thought-form been 
reahzed at t it would have definitely rendered the former 
statement false. So that, if we admit such past-possibilities, 
ev~n the past would have been otherwise. \Vc willingly admit 
~his: everybody, we think, would admit that the past would 
zav~ been otherwise (e.g. had I been reading the book a little 
wh~le ago in my study, I would have missed the sunset), 
wh1ch is q · d"ff, · h · b h · T Uite 1 t:rent from saymg t at 1l can e ot erw1se. 
b ~;whole trouble is really about "would have been" and "can 

e · If we can get rid of these relative phrases in our Ian~ 
t~age and consider the real world, we would find that ''The 
.. lants Would have lost in 1954 (though they did win in 19.54 )'' 
:~Pcrf?ctly intelligible; since, what it states is simply this: before 
. fe hG.lants won in 1954, there were both the possibilities­
~[ tf Cit Winning the game and of their losing the game. Now, 

0 these only the former possibility is realized, it dces not tell 
us anything about the latter possibility. vVhat it tells us is 
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only this that the possibility that the Giants would lose in 1954 
cannot now be actualized, and not that it is, or had been, 
not a possibility at all. For, as we have already said, possi­
bility precedes actuality and not the vice-versa. The whole world 
is infested with potent possibilities which may or may not 
(cannot- in case only of the past aspect of the world) be 
realized: though constituents of the world are only those 
possibili tics which are ( tcnsclcss) realized. U nactualizable 
possibilities (c. g. mere past-possibilities), even though they 
do not go into the constitution of the world, have yet another 
important function: they exl1ibit the self-negating function of 
Objectivity, which in its turn exhibits the limits of the world. 
As to the precise nature of tlus self-negating function of 
Objectivity, we turn to the next chapter. 



CHAPTER IV 

FACT, FALSITY, AND T\EGATION 

13A. 'Ve agree with Russell in maintaining that what can 
properly be called "true" or "false" is only a belief'. A 
belief, as we have said before (Ch. II, 7B), is a "behaviouristic 
disposition" 2 with respect to some actual or possible experience. 
The significance of a belief is that unless we arc disposed in 
a certain way with respect to ·what we experience or may 
experience, the latter is bound to vanish after the moment of 
its occurrence. Belief, accordingly, is a dispositional way in 
respect of what we experience- either in the form of memory­
images or in the form of linguistic expression. Now, since 
memory-images can always be expressed in language, to avoid 
unnecessary complexities, we would deal only with 1\nguistic 
expressions when talking of beliefs. In this sense, therefore, we 
may regard a linguistic expression with regard to a belief to 
be a linguistic disposition, that is, if we choose to use the former 
with regard to the same experience later or even with 
regard to other similar experiences. But it is to be noted that 
not every linguistic expression is a linguistic disposition or a 
belief. Thus, as Russell says, when an actor exclaims, "This 
is I, Hamlet the Dane," nobody (not even the actor himself) 
believes him; still nobody takes him to be lying. We think 
t~at those linguistic expressions, which do not record a situa­
tional-effect with respect to some actual or possible experience, 
arc incapable of expressing a belief (Ch. II, 7B). In the 
above example, the statement of the actor, "This is I, 
Hamlet the Dane," if it records any situational-effect, it 

I Vidt HK, p. 129. 

R cr. HK, p. 161, "A belief--- is a certain kind of state of mind or body or both--­
I shall call it a state of an organism, and ignore the distinction of bodily and mental 
factors." 
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records only an impossible one: no body can atonce be himself 
and another than himself, i.e. the actor a11d Hamlet the Dane. 
Accordingly, sentences occurring in fiction, mathematics, 
logic etc. do not express belief, so that the question of their 
being true or false (in the present sense) does not arise. Such 
statements arc no doubt understandable; but they involve no 
question of reference. That is, only those linguistic expressions 
involve belief which involve also a question of reference: 
in case of the above example, whether or not this can be asked 
as a genuine question, "Is this actor Hamlet the Dane?" 
Obviously, neither the actor himself nor the spectators ask 
such a question. Similarly, consider the expression, "The sky­
flower is green." It, indeed, is understandable, yet involves no 
question of reference: nobody asks, 3 "Is the sky-flower green?" 

The question of reference, and consequently, the question 
of truth or falsity of a belief, arises only when the correspond­
ing linguistic expression exhibits a refetence. Now, in order 
to exhibit a reference, the linguistic expression must be accord­
ing to some rule of reference (as elaborated in the preceding 
chapter). According to the principles underlying the rules of 
reference, the form of a belief, "This is red (v square v loud 
v---)" is always true. For, as we have mentioned earlier, 
phenomenal situations corresponding to such beliefs are deter­
mined as being immediately experienced; and, no situation 
determined in an immediate experience is, e."( h)'pothesi, erron­
eous with respect to such a determination, so as to be able to 
render the corresponding linguistic expression or belief false. 
Thus, for example, if we fix our eyes on a point of space, and 
if at different moments of our gazing at that point we sponta­
neously record different colours with respect to that point, we 
would hold all the determinations of that point to be equally 

3 It maype1·haps be tl,at a cnild or an idiot may ask such a question: but let 
us not put such questions on a par with the question like "Is :tvlr X in the house?" 
which is a question of reference, l:ecause there is nothing like impossibility of Mr. 
X's presence in the hvusc, though Mr. X may not~ present there for some time. 
On the other hand, questions likr: "Is the sky-flower green?" obyiously relate 
to impossible situations. 
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genuine. That is to say, all spontaneous appearances mus.t 
be accepted as determining their respective status- a fazt 
accompli, ahvays remaining only as accomplished or realized. 
Since the duration of the presence of a phenomenal situation \ 
in experience is only the moment of its presence, it cannot be 
put to examination within that very moment of experience, l. 
nor can it be put to any examination after the corresponding 
experience has passed, or rather leaped, into another; because, 
ex hypothesi, an appearance or a phenomenon is said to be 
present only so long the corresponding experience lasts, after the 
passage of which a disappearance, a denial of that appearance 
follows by itself. This disappearance proves not that the 
determination in experience cOI responding to the phenomenal 
&ituation disappeared was erroneous, but only that now we , 
have another determination in experience with respect to a 
different situation (phenomenal or physical). The cases of 
constantly changing moments of immediate experience or 
phenomenal determination, or that of one experience passing 
into another, is very important in view of the Advaita concept 
of Brahmana, if the latter be regarded as a constantly change­
less or undifferentiated moments of immediate experience . .j. 
It is interesting to note that the epistemological import of 
both of the above mentioned cases of immediate experience 
is the same. That is, epistemologically, a constantly change­
less experience and a constantly changing e~perience, ·with 
respect to their determination, arc undeniable from without; 
and, consequently, are impossible of being rendered erroneous: 
that is, they arc self-evident and no error is possible with 
regard to them. Another important feature of these cases of 
~mmediate experience is that thought (or mind) never feels 
lts presence at such moments; for, the very moment of 
~xperience in such cases is the moment of knowledge5 • The 

<!. Vide Northrop, Philosophy-East and West, ed. Moore, C. A., p. 193. 
!! Cf. Russell, My Philosophical Development, p. 141. "In most senses of the 

word, 'knowing' an event is a different occurrence from the event which is known; 
but there is a sense of'knowing' in which, when you have an experience, there is 
no difference between the experience and the knowing that you have it." 
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presence ofji:t'ling thought is necessary, however, in order that 
there be an error or a falsity- as we shall sec presently. 

B. 'Vhilc discussing the case of determinations in immediate 
experience, we tried to make out that an error with respect 
to these, or falsity with respect to the corresponding. beliefs; 
is impossible; for, in such determinations or beliefs, neither 
a denial from without nor a feeling thought is involved. In 
what follows we would try to sec that while denial or rejection 
(from without) is the very nucleus of falsity, a feeling thought 
is the necessary condition for its being so. It is quite evident 
that thought's presence is felt only when at least one physical 
situation is involved in our experience, i.e. when we have a 
mediate experience. Such instances of experience, as has been 
mentioned earlier, arc recorded by expressions such as "This is a 
n1an," "Some (all) men arc vegetarians," "'Vomen arc noisy," 
and so on. An experience of a physical situation, or a mediate 
experience, involves determination of orders. And orders, 
ex ll)'potlusi, involve experience of more than one situation 
which have at least one identical character, i.e. an order, 
besides other characters. Further, a physical situation, unlike 
a phenomenal situation, must endure beyond the moment of its 
experience; for, otherwise, the determination of orders in our 
experience would become impossible: i.e. we would not be 
able to see the identity of character, or an order running at 
once through more than one situation. (In case of an im­
mediate experience always only one situation is involved.) 
Thus, let us take the following figures for different situations: 

r------, 
I I 

D 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I L _______ J 

a b c c! 
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We describe these figures as "squares", as all of them have 
some indentical characters, e.g. all their angles arc right 
angles and in each figure their respective lines, dots, and points, 
from one angle to the other, arc straight and have equal 
length- though with respect to some other characters they 
arc different, e.g. they arc unequal in area, and arc differently 
constituted by lines, dots, and points. So, if a, b, c, and d be 
the given situations, then we call, for instance, a "a square", 
that is, a's being a square is determined, in the present example, 
by the status of b, c, and d as squares (Ch. II, 9A). Now let 
us consider another figure : 

P ______ _,o 

n ~---------~ m 
Fig. e 

Which we may perhaps call "a square". But our saying so 
':ould be false with respect to the belief "Fig. c is a square," 
stnce on close observation we find that the constituent lines 
m-o and m-n of the Fig. c do not have the same length as that 
of the lines n-p and p-o, and, consequently, the angles Lmop, 
;~d Lomn arc not right-angles. Here, then, the same 

F~g. e, or what is logically the 'this' of tho belief, "This (=the 
Ig ) • 

h · e IS a 1>quare," endures beyond one moment of experience; 
t at is, the same this persists as a subject of two (or more) 
~ornr_nts of experience, so that the this is present here in the 
t apacity of a subject of mediate experience. Now, these dif-
erent moments of expel iencc, with respect to the same situation, 

need not b h d" 1 · · d · t" e t e same as regar mgt 1e1r respective ctGrmma-
Ion ofth · · · Th : h fF" · c gJVen SituatiOn. us, In t c case o 'xg. c we notice 
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that at the first moment of our experience we determine it as 
"''a square", while at another moment of experience we find 
it as not possessing the order "square". On the other hand, 
the figures a, b, c, and d, arc determined as squares at every 
moment of our experience of the latter; and, therefore, as 
-conforming to the rule of reference R II, they are necessarily 
so. But, it is not clear yet, why we regard one determination 
in experience as genuine and another as erroneous, even though 
they relate to the same situation. How is it, for instance, that 
a determination of the Fig. c as "a square" is erroneous and 
its determination as "not- a- sq uarc" is genuine? It may 
perhaps be thought that if at one moment of experience Fig. e 
is determined as a square, then the expression which correctly 
records the corresponding situational-effect, viz. the belief 
"This (=Fig. e) is a square," must be true. Obviously it can­
not be so, if we regard the belief "This (=Fig. e) is not- a­
square" to be true also. So, here we are confronted with one 
of the most precarious problems in epistemology. It is some­
times explained away by saying that our interests and attitudes 
decide the correctness and incorrectness of such determinations: 
but this view cannot be accepted, since, for instance, in spite 
of all my interests and intentions I find myselfunablc to regard 
a square as a triangle, or a burning coal as a stream of water. 
There arc, however, others who think that the very objective 
basis of falsity is different from that of truth. If so, there must 
be two knowledge, corresponding respectively to truth and falsity, 
and each as much correct as the other: But this is absurd. 
There are still other attempts to solve the riddle of falsity 
which need no particular mention here, since they all try to 
solve this difficulty, but unfortunately fall short of being 
satisfactory in the light of objections we have just mentioned. 

Now, at lca!>t one thing seems to be quite clear in this 
connection: our experience cannot be made the basis of falsity, 
since there is no further ground to judge the validity of an 
experience, and since no experience can reject the other. That 
is, all experiences arc equally genuine. \Vhat, then, is the 
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explanation of falsity? Any explanation or falsity must keep· 
in view the two fundamental factors im·olvcd in our under­
standing of the cases of falsity, viz. ( l) the nucleus of falsitY 
consists in negation, and (2) the objective ground of falsity 
and truth must be the same. Let us try to find out a solution 
which satisfies both the conditions. 

Suppose, a physical situation is determined at one instance 
of experience as a "pillar" and at another as a "man"· Now· 
there arc two ways in which these determinations may be­
recorded: "This is a pillar and a man," and "This is a pillar 
or a man." As the first expression violates the rule of refercncc­
R I.II' we reject it as not being a significant expression or a 
be.hef: that is, becaw;c, a physical situation cannot be deter-· 
~med even at different instances of experience, both as a 
Pzllar and as a man, however erroncouslv. Rill explicitly states 
th "fb . d" ") at 1 etwccn two sets of Po-signs (here "pillar" an man 
there. is a relation exhibiting the p~operty exclusion, it can"?ot 
turn lllto a relation with the property inclusion; so that noth~ng 
can be both a man and a pillar. Hence the linguistic cxpresston 
".This is a man and a. pillar" is refere11 tiall., nonsensical. The rcla-
ho f h :..r " ' ,. n ° t c two sets of Po-signs as relating to G-signs man 
and '' ·1 " ' h"b" . cr pl lar ' can at best be made to turn into one ex 1 !Uno 
the property overlaj>ping, which means that a physical situation 
may obtain which has some orders of j>illar and some of man.,. 
e:g. the life-size statue of a man which is neither a man nor 
Simply a pillar. But, such a situation if any, with respect 
t~ its determination through some ord~rs of man and some ~! 
Pzllar, cannot be said to be relating either to the G-sign ".man 
0 : to the G-sig~ "p~llar", since the latter alw~ys displ~-Y th~~ 
P operty excluswn w1th respect to the referential functwn ° · 
the combination of their Po-signs. Now as the relation 
bet~'e.en the two given sets of Po-signs, "rn,an" and "pilla~''' 
exhibit the property exclusion, the linguistic expression wh1ch 
r:cords this fact is- "This is a man or a pillar." Furthe_r' 
Since this expression relates to the this, as determined In 
experience, it is true as conforming the RII- though it relates 
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to the lids which is diffcrentlv determined as a man and as a 
pillar. Now, if the given situ~tion, as denoted by the N-sign 
"this", is determined first as a pillar and then (next) as a man, 
and if we continue to be disposed (linguistically) with respect 
to that situation in terms of the latter determination and not 
in that of the former, we would call the expression "This 
is a man" true, and the expression "This is a pillar" -which 
ceases to be a belief any longer- false. That is, in cases of sub­
sequent experience of the given situation this, v:e continue to 
usc the linguistic expression "This is a man." Further, since 
the N-sign "this", as denoting a physical situation, remains 
the same in two cases of its different determinations as a 
"pillar" and as a "man", and since we know that it is referr.n­
tialry impossible to define "this" in terms both of a "pillar" and 
of a "man", we reject its determination as a "pillar" when 
we find that we arc no more linguistically disposed in that way. 
In case of the Fig. c above, which was first determined as a 
square, but later denied of such a determination, the same 
process is involved. We regard the expression "Fig. c is a 
square" false because in subsequent observation of the Fig. e 
we find that we arc no longer (linguistically) disposed in 
that way. 

Here, then, there arc two important points to be taken care 
of: first, unless we have the tu:-.:t determination of the given 
situation as a n1an, a given determination of the situation as a 
pillar cannot be rendered erroneous; and, secondly, the ques­
tion how the same tlzis could be determined once as a pillar 
and later as a man? that is, what is the explanation of the iden­
tical ground of both truth and falsity? To take the first point 
first. A genuine case of falsity must be related to a situation 
which is determined more tlzan once, such that the determining 
sets of orders of at least two such determinations form a rela­
tion with the property exclusion. Accordingly, examples such 
as different appearances of the same stick as bent inside water 
and as straight out of water, arc not genuine instances of erro­
neous determination (here there arc rather two determinations. 
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relating to two different situations, viz. the stick and the stick­
in-water). Further, if a next determination of the same situa- ! 

tion is necessary for there being an error, beliefs pertaining 
to phenomenal situations cannot be rendered false; because 
no next determination of the same phenomenal situation is pos­
sible. Even in cases of the determinations of physical situations 
we may find instances where, since no next determination 
follows, an erroneous determination is never rejected. For 
example, a man who, while on his way, mistakes a rope 
for a snake and somehow never comes to know that what he 
thus took for a snake was actually a rope, would never reject 
his determination of the latter as a snake. It is clear, then, 
that a belief in order to be rendered false always presupposes 
the corresponding true belief; but, conversely, a true belief 
never stands in need to be related to the corresponding false 
belief. This would help us to understand later that although 
falsity itself has no actual content, it nevertheless relates to 
actuality in an important way. 

Let us now take the question of the ground of falsity. As 
'':'e have already noticed, even a false belief must have a ground, 
smce it records some determination in experience, and since 
no experience is possible without a ground whereof it is an 
experience. Again, if a false belief has no ground, how are we 
to distinguish afalse linguistic expression from a non-sensical 
one such as "virtue is a square", or "Quadruples eat nine"? 
Accordingly, when a situation is first determined as a pillar 
but discovered later to be a man the question naturally arises 
Whether or not the ground of these determinations is the same? 
If the two determinations do not have the same ground, 
there is no sense in taking one to be false and another to be 
true. But, at the same time, if they both have the same ground, 
what is the differentia between truth and falsity? If the ground 
of falsity and that of truth be the same, then there not only 
remains no point in calling one belief "true" and another 
"false" -since, as all experiences are genuine, both corres­
pond to equally good determinations of the same ground-
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but also it leads to a referential[r nonsensical assertion with 
respect to that ground- for, if they both relate to the same 
ground and both record actual determinations in experience, 
the expression of the form "This is a man and a pillar" must 
be a true belief, which it is not. It may be pointed out further 
that according to our own assertion, falsity consists in negation, 
so that, if a true belief is of the form "a is A" and if it rejects 
the corresponding false belief, the latter must essentially be 
of the form "a is not-A", which shows that for the ground a, 
not-A is rejected or eliminated. That is, accordingly, Not-A 
is no more a determination of the ground a. A belief is regard­
ed to be false only when it is rejected in the light of a true 
belief; and this rejection is not a business of compromise, a 
treaty between two warring parties, but a clear declaration of 
defeat on the part of one party, or even a complete wiping 
out of the defeated party. Thus, when I accept the belief"This 
is a man" as true, then I admit in clear terms that my previous 
belief, viz. "This is a pillar," is false; so that, it appears not 
to be the same this which is determined as a man and also as a 
pillar. 

Now, leaving for a while the objections raised above as they 
stand, let us ask: when we know a belief to be false what actu­
ally do we know? Before we attempt to answer this question> 
it should be clear that a distinction between true and false 
beliefs can be made not only on the basis of their respective 
grounds, but also on the basis that the contents of the two 
may be essentially different. So that, if ground is not admitted 
to be the differentia between falsity and truth, there may be 
their contents to distinguish between the two. Now, coming 
to the question of knowing falsity, we maintain that in knowing 
falsity we know the content of falsil)'; and the content of falsity 
is differentiated from that of truth, because the content we 
know in case of falsity looses its contact or reference to the 
world in spite of itself. That is, we know the content of falsity 
to be not the same as the content of the corresponding true 
beliefs. But, then, what is the content of a belief? The content 



1"26 THE PROBLEM OF FACT 

of a belief, in all cases of belief, is its thought-form. The content 
of a true belief may be said to be its actual co11lent, because it is 
a thought-form realized (Ch. III, 12B); the content of a false 
belief is only a possible content, because it is a thought-form 
unrealized. The possible content of a false belief is manifest 
in the problematic character of falsity. \Vhcn we speak out, 
for example, "The planets arc round," and say that it is this 
(or that, or thot, and so on) with respect to which the given 
belief is true, it is quite intelligible; but our utterance of the 
belief, for example, "The Sun moves round the Earth," and 
saying that it is this or tlzat with respect to which the given 
belief is false, it is quite unintelligible, since there is no such 
situation as the Sun-moving-around-the-Earth. So, when 
we say that the belief "The Sun moves round the Earth" is 
false, we cannot say that it is false with respect to this or that 
unless we know what is this or that. And the whole riddle of 
falsity is that, in case of falsity, the w/za,t never becomes this. 
Hence, it is the what only that is known as the content of 
~alsity, and since what is never an actuality- a this or that­
lts. referential significance can be explained only if we carry 
this W/zat into the realm of possibility. Again, since th.is what 
can never become something actual, it must be confined only 
to the realm of jJast-possibility. 

Now, before we poceed to sec the nature of falsity in the 
light of past-possibility- the latter as its content- we can 
take up the objections to the view that falsity and truth have 
the same ground. Since possibility precedes actuality (Ch. III, 
l2B), we can safely hold to the view that falsity and truth have 
the same ground, without falling at the same time a prey to 
any of the objections mentioned above. It is perhaps the only 
view which can be safely maintained and defended against 
possible objections. For, in spite of all such objections, it looks 
quite unintelligible as to why one belief be called "false" and 
~nother "true" if they relate to dijforent grounds. Further • 
lfthe view of "different grounds" is admitted, then there results 
a chaos in the picture of the world we know. But, it must be 
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granted that the view pertaining to "same ground" is essen~ 
tially erroneous, if it maintains that the same ground under 
question is actualit_;• (for actuality in order to be coherent can­
not admit of contrary determinations of the same situation). 
The view of "same ground" can be admitted only in the realm 
of possibility- since possibility is a sort of constant leap 
into actuality. That is, prior to a determination, a situation 
i~ possible of any determination. In fact, the presence of a 
sttuation itself is the possibility of any determination. Again, 
since it is a possibility of determination, more than one deter~ 
rnination n1ay follow; but, then, only such a determination is 
to be regarded as correct, and therefore the corresponding 
belief as true, which has some possibility actualized, i.e. some 
thought-form realized, while that determination is to be taken 
as incorrect, and therefore the corresponding belief as false, 
which has some possibility failing to be actualized, some 
thought-form failing to be realized. In a case of false belief, 
where a thought-from fails to be realized, the possibility, the 
thought-form, is most obviously alienated from actuality, and 
·consequently there is exhibited thought's most feeling presence. 

C. In the light of above it is clear that possibility is the ground 
of falsity (as well as that of truth) and that past-possibility 
is its content. The latter needs elaboration. Since what is false 
can never be true, the content of a false belief must not be 
something actual, i.e. it must be a past-possibility which is the 
only possibility never actualized or realizable (Ch. III, 12C). 
This Past-ness is the fundamental character of falsity. AsK. C. 
Bhattacharya has put it: "'Vhen we disbelieve the content of 
a belief, we understand the content, - not by itself but as 
what we believed. We are thus conscious of the belief as past 
but as the belief is now understood only as rejected, we may 
:say that to reject it is to have it now in the mind as past. 'As 
past' means 'as rejected': the consciousness of the pastness of 
a belief is but the consciousness of the belief being rejccted."6 

-6 SP. 198, Italics author's. 



128 THE PROBLEM OF FACT 

Further, when we talk of possibilities, we should remember tha.t 
they arc not grounded in actuality. An error, and therefore 
the corresponding falsity, consists in holding what is purely a. 
possible understanding of some situation as its actual under­
standing. Thus, the experience of an illusory snake (or an 
illusory pillar) is only one of the possible understandings with 
regard to the given situation fnior to its determination as a rope , 
(or as a man). The determination of the given situation as a. ' 
rope is only a possibility actualized. That is, the this in the true 
belief "This is a rope" was not correctly determined before 
its determination as a rope, and therefore before there was the 
true belief "This is a rope," the this presented almost anY 
possibility of determination, including its determination as a. 
snake. But once there is the correct determination of the t!zis 
as a rope, we declare the other determination (of the same tfzis 
as a snake) to be incorrect, and therefore the corresponding 
belief to be false. Now, what is the content of the false belie[ 
"This is a snake"? We have already seen that such a content 
must be a past-possibility. What is this past-possibility in the 
given case of false belief? It is the understanding of the 
expression "This would have been a snake," that is, the under­
standing that prior to the determination of the this as a rope, 
the former had had the possibility of both the determinations 
(viz. as a rope and as a snake). Falsity, therefore, consists in. 
replacing the expression "This would have been a snake'" 
by the expression "This is a snake." Such a_ transition in 
our understanding takes place because possibility, as per­
definition, is something which is always ready to jump into· 
actuality: When it docs jump we get falsity. 

Now, possibility is not something completely detached from 
actuality. What may be completely detached from actuality 
is only impossibility. A possibility is always a possibility­
for-actualization. A past-possibility is something which Was 

actualizable, but somehow did not actualize. So, past­
possibilities exhibit a peculiar relation with actuality- they 
appear to be related as well as separated from the latter-
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Accordingly, falsity behaves in the same way. This obscure 
nature offalsity comes out clearly, however, ifwe consider the 
significance of falsity in our knowledge. Falsity presents itself 
in_ our knowledge not just to be rejected: the very function of 
reJection or cancellation of falsity in knowledge is a very 
important function. \ Vhile getting rejected, falsity limits actu­
ality- a function which is necessary for a clear understand­
ing of actuality. In fact, the whole realm of past-possibility 
appears to be an important function of Objectivity, which aims 
at specifying the limits of actuality. :rvly contention, for 
instance, that the this is correctly determined as a rope, leads 
me by itself to reject the previous determination of the this as 
a snake. In the function of rejection, the this specifies itself 
as something unique (N-sign "this"), as something similar to 
some other situations (Po-sign "rope"), and as something 
different from other situations (called "not-rope," i.e. Po­
signs other than "rope"). Every correct determination in this 
sense is atonce a case of affirmation and that of a rejection or 
negation. But the function of rejection is felt only when what 
should be the determination-as-difference somehow emerges 
to be the determination-as-sameness, and is subsequently 
discovered to be inconsistent in the capacity of such a function. 
Thus, in the above example, the determination of the t!zis 
as a snake is in fact the determination-as-difference, but it 
emerges to be the determination-as-sameness (which in fact 
is the this as a rojJe, because the this here is correctly determined 
only as a rojJe, which therefore is the determination-as­
sameness with respect to the tllis, while the determination of 
the this as a snake is therefore the determination-as-difference). 
It is in this manner that falsity appears to be related with 
actuality- because of this specific function. Further, when 
the determination-as-difference is established with respect 
to the tllis, i.e. when the determination-as-difference qua the 
deterrrJnation-as-sameness is rejected, then this very rejection 
becomes the nucleus of falsity. Except for this rejection noth­
ing can be false. Again, since this function of rejection is atonce 

9 
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the function of determination (i.e determination-as-difference):. 
the significance of falsity comes out to be grounded in this 
very function of Objectivity (Ch. II, 7D). Truth rejects 

· falsity, but falsity in its turn specifics truth. 
14A. In maintaining that every determination is a case of 

affirmation and rejection or negation, the function of rejection_, 
on the one hand, and that of negation, on the other, arc said 
not to be one and the same, in spite of the assertion that both 
have the same aim, viz. that of limiting actuality. The differ­
ence between rejection and negation is the very difference 
between falsity and negativity. And the cliffacnce is this : 
rejection relates to past-possibility as confused with actuality, 
while negation relates to past-possibility as differentiated from. 
actuality. But, just as rejection docs not establish falsity side by 
side with actuality, similarly negation docs not establish negati­
vity side by side with actuality. So, both have the same function; 
only the mode of their function is different. Since not all cases. 
of past-possibility involve a confusion with actuality, though. 
they always involve a differentiation from actuality, all falsity 
lead to negation, but not the vice versa. 7 

B. Now, negativity qua past-possibility can neither be actual[:p 
Jnesent nor be existent. For as we have already maintained, a 
possibility involves ncith;r actual jnescnce nor existence, since 
an actual presence is the presentness of facts ( Ch. I, 3) and the 
only existent is Subjectivity (Ch. I, 3). Hence the very status. 
of negativity as past-possibility leads us to say that it cannot 
be. something actually present or existent. But there are 
philosophers who maintain that "All negation is real."8 They 
arg~~ that as every negative implies a positive, so docs every 
po:,lllve imply a negative: Consequently, negativity must 
forrn. an f . . . . . d fi aspect o actuahty, 1.e. negat1v1ty, m or er to orrn. 

7 ~f. A. C. Das, Negative Fact, Negativity and Truth, p. 146: "falsity and 
negation . [ . . f h 
. . tn act fall apart from each other, though 1t 1s o ten t e case that the 

Sltuatton f f I . . , 
8 B 0 a Stty leads to a relevant negatiOn. 

. bradley, Logic Vol. II, Terminal Essays, p. 665."--- it (nce,ation) is real 
JUst ecau~e it is relative." 
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this aspect, must be actual(;• present. Thus Bradley holds that, 
regarding whether affirmation or denial are co-ordinative, we 
may say that in the end they are so, because the conscious usc 
of ideas implies both a positive and a negative aspect. Obvi­
ously, this view has been stated with some qualification, viz. 
it is only in the realm of ideas (as the idealists understand it) 
that negation is felt side b)• side with affirmation: that is, as 
both Bradley and Bosanquct admit, negation is more reflective 
than affirmative9 • Further, neither Bradley nor Bosanquet 
appear to hold that negation itself is an affirmation. But, then, 
how otherwise is a negation significant? Obviously, a negation 
is significant not because it affirms itself, but rather because it 
affirms something which it is not, i.e. something positive. Thus, 
for example, in every case of my pointing to a physical 
situation and saying "Tlus is not a snake" I do not affirm 
I his as a non-present snake, but rather affirm that t!zis is 
something, not-snake- and "not-snake" means anything other 
than snake, e.g. a rope. On the other hand, when I know 
this as a rope, I may not side by side know that this is not-a­
snake, not-a-stick, and so on. My knowledge of this as not-a­
snake, however, presupposes some such knowledge as this-is­
a-rope. This pattern in our knowledge of the world cannot be 
reversed: An attempt at determination of what the situation, 
the this, is not would always yield a state of indetermination; 
for example; if nol-.J•ellow is determined with respect to the situa­
tion this table, and we are left to determine what is not-)'ellow, 
we may say that not-)'ellow is any other colour except yellow, 
which in its turn would lead us to say of this table, "This table 
is either blue, or red, or green, or-." Now, unless a colour 
is specified with respect to this table, we cannot arrive at a 
determinate knowledge of the latter in respect of its colour. 
It may perhaps be suggested that we can proceed further by 
eliminating again the colours which this table has not have. 

9 Bradley, Logic, Vol. I, p. 115, Vol. II, pp. 665f. Bosanquet, Logic, p. 280, 
writes, "---in the beginning of knowledge negation is a degree more remote 
from reality than affirmation." 
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Thus, for instance, we may further say that "This table is 
not-green," and again "This table is not-blue." But the point 
is, can we stop anywhere and say that no further elimination 
is possible? We cannot, since the relation of Po-signs "table" 
and Pc-signs "green", "blue", and so on, is only accidental ; 
so that, the process of elimination may go on ad infinition, 
depending on the fact that this table might possess numberless 
colours. Further, if I take directly an example from the 
perceptual field, I find that when I perceive a table, I never 
perceive it as not-yellow, or not-green, but alwa)'S as, say, brown. 
Hence, Russell rightly maintains that the person "would 
know a buttercup is yellow, but he would not know that it is 
not-blue."' 0 According to him, anyone who knows everything 
that could be expressed without using "not", or an equivalent 
word, would know the whole world, i.e. would "know every­
thing."" 

Hence, negation in order to be significant must ultimately 
~oint to the corresponding affirmation, since it cannot affirm 
ltself, i.e. it cannot affirm an actual absence (side by side with 
actual jnesence). Every negation has the character of being 
reflective only because it involves an affirmation relating to 
other-than-itself: for, if this affirmation is to be taken as the 
affirmation-of-negation itself, an actual presence of absence 
:must be admitted, and therefore also that the occurrence of 
negaf · Ion 1s spontaneous rather than reflective. 

There are some, however, who regard negation to be spont­
aneous; they give the function of negation an independent 
~tatus of determination (Anupalabdhi or non-cognition). It 
lS argued that in a negative cognition, operative in the field of 
p~rccption, a reference is actually made to what is then absent 
t ere as a fact, i.e. an actual assertion is made. Let us now 

'o·HK, p. 137 
u Cf R 

t d · ·Wells,RM,Vol.3, 1949, "TheExistcnceofFacts,"p.ll. Ifonewerc 
o raw up" . 

• 1 an Inventory of all existents that comprise the world," he might have 
to me ude ne · . · · 1 
by . gahon of facts, but not negative facts, I.e. cx1stcnts nameable on y 

expression• c t · . . 1 • on a1rung "not" or cquiva cnt. 
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ask: what sort of experience is a non-perception? A lack of 
perception? But this is no perception. The confusion, with 
regard to this view, is perhaps between non-cognition as a 
mode of understanding and non-perception as a mode of ex­
perience. It can hardly be denied that non-cognition is a mode 
of understanding, i.e. non-cognition qua the understanding of 
difference, and indeed a very important one, because in its 
absence all determinations would be vague (Ch. II, 7D). 
But, since non-cognition, thus being a form of understanding, 
is no perception, it cannot be argued that it involves an actual 
presence of absence. There are cases, no doubt, where absence 
is felt, such as the absence of water in a jar, or the absence of 
cow in the field, or the absence of :Mr. X in this room. Or, 
let us consider a still more c:oncrete example of these circles: n 

0 
Fig. 1 Fig. 2 

A person who passes from Fig. 1 to Fig. 2 in his observation 
may feel that Fig. 2 is empty, and therefore may persist in 
telling us that his perception of Fig. 2 as empl)•, as lacking 
something which Fig. 1 has, is as much immediate and sponta­
neous as the perception of Fig. 1. But, then, there is another 
person who somehow observes Fig. 2 only, and whatever he 
tells us about the latter is definitely different from the report 
of the first man. That is, say, two persons, one acquainted 
·with Fig. 1 and another not acquainted with it, regard Fig. 2 
respectively, as an empty circle, a circle where a dot in the 
centre is missing, and a space encircled. Obviously, then, 
it is only in the first case that there is a non-perception. Now, 
if absence has an actual presence, it is hardly intelligible as to 

1 g The example is taken from R. Taylor's "Negative Things", JP, 1952, 
p. 444. 
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why both the persons do not have the same non-perceptual 
experience. Non-perception, on part of the first person, follows 
only because he had previously perceived that which he thought 
to be absent later with respect to his perception of Fig. 2. But, 
when the second man observes Fig. 2, he tells us that what he 
perceives is a circle, and if asked what he thinks to be absent 
from that circle, he would reply that almost anything except 
the circle is absent from the field of his perception. This is. 
important: whatever is absent, the second man determines 
through his thinking, i.e. there is not an awareness of absence 
along with the corresponding pcrception' 3 (provided, of 
course, there was not any suggestion in the past of something 
being present in the same or similar perceptual field). Moreover, 
if the awareness of absence, as in case of the first person, is 
equated with the absence of perception, it strikes straight 
at the theory that absence is actually present or is factual= 
No instance of an absence of perception can produce a. 
perception of absence. 

But, it is to be noticed that in maintaining that the per­
ception of Fig. 2, for being treated as empty, depends on the 
perception of Fig. 1, we arc not committed to the view that the 
emptiness of Fig. 2 is inferred from the perception of Fig. 1. 
There is no need for inference if we take the non-perception 
of the dot in Fig. 2 for the absence of the dot. Obviously, a 
non-perception of the dot is ipso facto the same as a knowledge 
?f the absence of the dot. That is, as we have already said 
ln the preceding chapter, the whole significance of negation, 
and therefore also of absence, lies in its capacity to deny 
reference; and, since a denial of reference is in no 'vay a refer­
ence itself, there remains no need either for establishing an 
~bsence as an actual presence, or for giving its knowledge an 
1nfere t• 1 . . n 1a status. But 1t may be thought that the very assertiOn 

13 Vid R. . . . . . . •• M' d e • Demos, "A d1scuss•on of ccrtam type of Negative propositions, 
If 1~' 1917, p. 189. "---negative facts are nowhere to be met with in experience." 

t ey are ever perceivable, they are at any rate not perceived in the same direct 
way that p ·. . . • d OSlhve SituatiOns are perce1ve • 
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that the case of non-perception is not a result of inference 
is indicative of the fact that the former is spontaneous or 
immediate. Thus, Taylor writes, "the only 'evidence' we would 
cite for the fact that there is no dot in the circle is simply the 
fact that there is no inference here at all, that the perception 
of this fact is as immediate as the perception of the circle 
itself."q Similarly, J. N. Findley observes, "Absences and 
lacks arc perfectly specific and distinct, just as the holes in 
the piece of lace have shapes and characteristic as the actual 
embroidery. \Ve do not create such absences or lacks by our 
thinking, but discover them in the same way that we discover 
the Milky \Vay."' 5 Both Taylor and Findley, therefore, 
appear to hold that the lack of inference in negative judge­
ments is an evidence of the latter being immediate. But, we 
think, such a view is fundamentally wrong; for, it is not only 
that inference is not responsible for negative determinations, 
but also that the latter depend on the corresponding positive 
determinations, as is amply clear in case of the example given 
above; so that, they cannot be immediate. It seems that the 
very word "non-perception" is redundent, for in almost every 
case of perception we may say that what we perceive could 
be perceived together with other things. Hence, the 
significant point that Taylor or Findley may bring out is not 
that negative determination is as much immediate (as positive 
determinations), but only that a negative determination is 
not due to pure-thinking or imagination. 

But this may not satisfy our critics. It may be pointed out 
that it can be assumed that a person knows, for example, 
that a table is not-green- when he knows it to be brown­
only when he realizes that it is not both green and brown; 
but, then, the latter is an independent negative fact. That is, 
in order to have such a knowledge, he must know that some 
properties seem to be contraries; for instance, if a thing has the 
properties Ivf, N, and 0, it somehow does not also have the 

14 Op. cit., p. 445. 
1 5 Mcinong's Theory of Objects, p. 55. 
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properties P, Q, and R; the latter, in that case, are the con­
traries of the former. Knowledge pertaining to this is a "pure 
negative knowledge," i.e. knowledge of a negative fact. 16 

Accordingly, such statements as "X is not both green and 
brown" cannot be rendered into or derived from something 
positive; for, it is simply an ultimate fact about X that if it is 
brown then somehow it is also not green. Now, such an argu­
ment depends clearly on the phenomenon of difference. Bradley 
regards 'difference' to be the subject matter of negation.'' 
In one of the preceding chapters (Ch. II, 7D) we maintained 
that difference is a fundamental way of understanding, 
because it cannot be explained by either uniqueness or 
partial identity of situations, since both the uniqueness and 
partial identity of situations as much presuppose difference as 
difference presupposes uniqueness and partial identity.•B 
Now, if our treatment of 'difference' is correct, the argument 
that difference establishes an "ultimate (negative) fact" must 
be crron<:ous. For, as a fundamental way of understanding, it 
establishes not only negative determinations but also positive 
determinations. In fact, as Spinoza maintains, omnis determi­
n~tio est negatio- no determination is possible without nega­
tion; that is, every case of (positive) determination is also a 
case of negative determination, so that a negative determina­
tion is not something fundamentally different from the corres­
ponding positive determination. Thus the significance of the 
statement "X is not both green and red"' 9 lies in the under­
standing that two unique situations- X's being green and 

16 Taylor, op. cit., p. 439. H. H. Price, Negation (Symposium), PASS Vol. 
IX p I 07 . " d . ' : , says that such examples of negatiOn as re IS not green" arc originally 
negative and arc- "independent of eliminative processes and stands, so to speak 
on their own feet." , 

:~The Principles of Logic, Vol. II, Terminal ~ssays. 6, pp. 664-66. 
. ?f. Bradley, Ibid p. 664 "Diversity as cxpcnenccd implies partial sameness 
tdenttty." ' ' ' 

19Th' . . 
ts ts not the same as saying "somethmg cannot be both green and red simul-

taneously"- the possibility of something being both green and red simultaneously 
may not be denied (Ch. III, llD). 
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X's being red- are not identical, i.e. they are different; so 
that, if X is only one situation, then it is either green or red but 
not both: If X is red, then X 's being green becomes a possi­
bility with respect to X which cannot now be obtained -i.e. 
X's being green is a past-possibility- and therefore can be 
negated in regard to the fact that X is red. Hence we see 
how from uniqueness follows difference and from difference 
follows negation (X's being not both A and B, if X is A, then 
X is not-B); and just as we do not take uniqueness or partial­
identity as being positive-in-themselves, similarly difference need 
not be taken as being something negative-in-itself: As funda­
mental ways of understanding, they all relate to determinations 
of positive situations. 

It is to be noted further that not each case of difference 
need be taken to give us significant negation. Obviously, such 
negative statements as "Virtue is not an elephant," or "The 
present queen of England is not a number," or "No woman is a 
man," etc. arc not treated as significant. In the first place, 
it appears that all those cases of negation are insignificant which 
relate either to two or more Pc-signs or to two or more Po­
signs; for, as we have seen in the preceding chapter, the rela­
tion between Pc-signs or between Po-signs, taken individually, 
is such that it alwa;'s has the property exclusion, so that such 
negative statements as "Green is not red", or "Mortality 
is not white," or "Intelligence is not wise," etc. are all insigni­
ficant. Secondly, the cases where a Po-sign is combined with 
other Po-signs in such a way that the relation between the two 
always yields the property inclusion, no significant negation is 
possible. For example, if the G-sign "man" is determined 
with respect to the orders mortality, rationality, and animal­
ity, then the expression, for instance, "This man is not mortal", 
or "Man is not rational", would be an example of insigni­
ficant negation. Clearly, then, what can be regarded as signi­
ficant negation appears to be only those cases of expression 
where the two or more terms involved in a negative statement 
stand in a relation exhibiting the property overlapping, and such a 
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relation can hold only between a set of orders or a G-sign, on 
the one hand, and on the other a Pc-sign or a Po-sign. Here it 
is to be remembered once again that two G-signs stand always 
in a relation having the property exclusion; hence no significant 
negation can be based on such a relation. Thus, the negative 
expression "No woman is a man" is not a significant negation, 
because in the relation between two G-signs "woman" and 
"man" there always obtains the property exclusion. But, 
Pc-signs like "intelligence" stand in such a relation to the 
G-signs "woman" and "man" that it exhibits the property 
exclusion-or-overlap; a negation to this effect may be signifi­
cantly expressed as "Some women are not intelligent", or 
"This man is intelligent", etc. 
. T.he difference between significant and insignificant negation 
Is, m fact, wider than what appears to be at first Sight. 
A significant aspect of this difference is that, while a 
significant negation leads us to see that its corresponding 
positi;e statement is referentially meaningful, an insignificant 
negatton docs not have the same function. Thus, the negative 
statement "This is not a man" makes us sec that the corres­
ponding positive statement "This is a man" is referentially 
meaningful as conforming to the rule of reference RII. On 
the oth h d · · l'k " er an , m case of an insignificant negatiOn, 1 e 

Green 1. d " d' ·u· s not rc , we sec that the corrcspon mg post ve 
statement "G · · · 11 · 1 T . reen 1s red" 1s equally rcferentta y mcanmg ess. 

his reveals two important points: (a) Only those negations 
are si 'fi · f d' = . gnt cant whtch are based on the fact o 1uerence 
Involved · G · m relations between a set of orders or a -stgn 
~n t~e one hand and a Pc-sign or a Po-sign on the other; 

b) Since only significant negations relate to referentially 
meaningf 1 'b'l' · . . u statements only they relate to past-poss1 1 lUes~ 
lllS! 'fi ' . gnt cant negations on the other hand relate to factual 
tmp 'b ' ' OSS! ilities. 20 

20 Mabb . . . . . , · 
me . ott calls tnstgmficant negattons "turkey carpet JUdgements, I.e. un-

antngful t h . ("N . " PASS ogct crncss of words which arc meaningful otherwise egat10n , 
' 1929, p. 68). Hence, he maintains, there must be some connection between 
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C. There arc some who attempt to establish the real pre­
sence of absence by arguing that "denials which are denials 
of nothing arc not denials in any sense at all."' 1 Accordingly, 
negative statements like "faires do not exist"'' can be meaning­
ful only when this statement must have some objects of 
reference for its subject term'3 • So that, when we say that 
"fairies do not exist" it is understood only as positively referring 
to the absence-of-fairies, which cannot in the same way be 
understood by some positive statemene4• Now, what exactly is 
designated by the term "fairies" (granting that the term "fairies" 
is equivalent to the expression "winged type creatures")? 
Clearly, "fairies" cannot designate the corresponding thought­
form or idea, since, as Ingram-Pearson says, the statement 
"fairies do not exist" would then mean "ideas of fairies 
do not exist" which happens not to be the meaning of the 
original statement "fairies do not exist". Hence, Ingram­
Pearson concludes, there must be entities other than the term 
and ideas- the objects of reference. 

Let us now try to see what a person means when he denies 
the presence of fairies. Does he mean that ''really present fairies 
as such are really absent"? This obviously is no mor~ possible 
than is the position that a white-thing qua white is black. 2~· 
What is perhaps more plausible is the view that a person uses. 
the expression "fairies do not exist" in such a way that any 
reference to real absence or real presence is excluded; so that,. 
the only significance of an affirmative or negative statement 

the subject and the rejected predicate. T.Pat is, the predicate must be 
suggested as "possible", and "to be possible" means to be one of a set of 
alternatives judged true of a universal of which the subject is a particular case. 
(Ibid., p. 67). 

21 Clive Ingram-Pearson, "On talking about Non-Existence", RM, 1959, 
p. 353. 

22 Here and in the following discussion in this section "existence" should be 
taken as meaning "presence". We differentiate between "existence" and 
"presence" (Ch. I, 3). 

2 3 Ingram-Pearson, op. cit., p. 353. 
24 Ingram-Pearson, Ibid., p. 355. 
2 5 Vide M. M. Schuster, "Concerning Non-Existence", RM 1960, p. 522. 
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with respect to the term "fairies" is merely a tautology: 
"r.e~lly present fairies are really present", or "really absent 
:ames arc really absent", where no question of reference is 
mvolved."6 But the question remains, what is the absence or 
presence of fairies? Ingram-Pearson's whole difficulty appears 
to rest o? his understanding of the term "presence" as "already 
~ mcanmg or interpretation.""' So that, according to him, 
P_rese~ce (of situations, or, as he says, of entities) is not 
~nmanly a question of reference, but that of absence." That 
Is, he maintains, prior to considering their absence there "is 
110 sen_s: at all in which existence (=presence) is attributed 
to entities (=situations)-- -."•U 

But, what is difficult to understand in Ingram-Pearson's 
arg.ument is this: 'Why should real presence be "a meaning 
or Interpretation'' and real absence not ? He gives no reason 
for this F h · · h " l b " · urt er, It IS hard to understand w Y rca a sence 
.must be a consideration subsequent to that of"real presence"? 
P!ato's procedure shows that the mere fact of having two of a 
kmd i~ sufficient to initiate a study of what we mean by "two 
of a kmd. ""11 Now here in this is an understanding of absence 
presu h Pposed. Ingram-Pearson appears to have c oscn to 
pl~nge into difficulties rather than explaining them away. 
His conclusion that statements which purport to deny real­
presence simply fail to do so, or in striving to do so involve 
themselves in contradiction, is the result of his straining the 
term "non-existence" too much: his view of non-existence is 
·one of non-existence, i.e. a special kind of existence. And this 
erroneous view is the consequence of still another: Ingram­
Pearson thinks that the subject term of a statement must have 
an object ofreference (or else they would be about nothing 
and therefore no denials at all). Denials, obviously, do not 
establish what they refer, but only Jtate that what they refer to 

:s Ibid., p. 523 . 

• ~ Op. cit., p. 358. 
Ibid., p. 359 

2 0 V"d 1 eM. M. Schuster, op. cit., p. 523. 
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is not actually present. Denials such as "fairies do not exist" 
arc denials not of son1cthing really absent or present, but, of 
the affirmation of the corresponding positive statements, like 
"fairies exist. "3° It is really an affirmation which presup­
jJoses - though it too docs not establish- something actually 
present, without ·which an affirmation canies no referential 
sense. A denial corresponding to such an affirmation, if any, 
simply shows that the subject term of the affirmation has no 
denotative value, i.e. there is nothing which conforms to the 
definition of the subject term by a predicate. This is most 
obvious in the cases of negation following from falsity. Thus, 
the negation following from the false expression "This is a 
snake" would be "This is not a snake", so that what the latter 
expression establishes is that here there is no situation which 
conforms to the definition of the N-sign "This" by the Po-sign 
"Snake". Hence there is nothing like really absent; all denial 
statements can be regarded significant simply as negations of 
corresponding linguistic expressions conforming to the rules 
of reference. Since negations involve affirmation, they are 
significant only as relating to significant affirmations of 
things-positive or actuality and not to things-negative or 
Nothingness. There are, therefore, no negative things. 

D. Now, let us try to determine the precise relation of 
negation with actuality. In this connection Schillar's remark 
needs consideration: "negation is always a 'subjective', or 
better a human device of thought. " 31 He further writes that 
negation is "a confession of hmnan weakness that cannot go 
directly to the positive core of reality. -It is always relative 
to human purposes. "3" Schillar appears to suggest as if 
there is some aspect of "the positive core of reality" which is 
permanently concealed and therefore is always beyond human­
knowledge due to human limitations; negation is significant 

~° Cf. Bergson, Creative Evolution, p. 303: "to deny always c.onsists in setting 
aside a possible affirmation." 

3 1 Formal Logic p. 139, Italic author's. 
Sll Ibid. 
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with respect to this hidden aspect of reality .. I?-.cre there is 
much confusion to be cleared away. First, what IS an-absence­
of-a-thing" is not the same as "an-absence-of-the-knowledge­
of-a-thing" : we can be conscious of a thing being absent, 
so that, in this case, what can be significantly referred to is 
only the knowledge of the absence of a thing and not the 
absence of the knowledge of a thing33. Schillar seems to fall a 
victim to this very error: ngation is never a matter of human 
ignorance- a failure to reach reality. For, a moment of 
ignorance is no moment of significant knowledge of what we 
arc ignorant. The case of ignorance as a basis for negation 
may however be forwarded by arguing, had all the facts been 
known to us there would have been no negative judgements; 
so that, if negations are there in our knowledge, their presence 
simply shows that they arc there only because we arc ignorant 
with regard to all the facts34. Frankly speaking, we do not 
understand this argument: Had we been knowing all the 
facts, we must also be knowing the difference that may occur 
between all those facts. But then, every occasion of difference 
in our knowledge, we have already urged, is an occasion of the 
occurrence of a negation- significant or otherwise. In case 
of the knowledge of all the facts there. would on!y be insigni­
ficant negation, since here all the relatiOns of P-s1gns would be 
definite and not open, i.e. no property of overlajJping would be 
found to be obtaining in that case. But all this docs not prove 
that ignorance can be made basis of significant negation. 
~rhat it shows is only that if all possible absence of things 
111 aU possible locus is determined, the picture of the world in 
~uch a knowledge would be precise by itself, which otherwise 
ln order to be precise needs the corresponding possibilities to 
be negated- as we shall see presently. 

In the second place, there appears to be hardly any relation 
between negation and human-purpose, though cases are not 
wanting where an instance of negation is shown to be relative 

33 Vide A. C. Das, Negative Fact, Negativity and Truth, pp. 50-51. 
34 E. G. Mabbott's argument in "Negation", PASS, 1929, PP· 73-74. 
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to hwnan-purposes. Thus, for example, a thief n1ay see 
.an absence of gold in a room, while a house-wife may see an 
.absence of furnitw·e in the same room. Now in spite of 
this apparent relativeness of negation, what really makes it 
possible is not certain human-purpose, but the possibility of the 
relation of the G-sign "room" with such G-signs as "gold" 
.and "furniture", i.e. the possibility of the co-presence of orders 
defining "room" and orders defining "gold" or "furniture"· 
This can be supported by the following example: In spite of 
my strong desire to ride a big elephant, I dg..not look into my 
room and say that the elephant is absent from the room, or that 
there is no elephant in the room; for I know that my room 
<:annot accommodate an elephant, i.e. the G-signs "room" and 
~'elephant" do not stand in such a relation as to give a signi­
ficant negative expression, "The elephant is not in the room"· 
Further, there may be negations which involve no relativity 
with human purposes: I sec my old village after a long time 
.and remark at the first sight of it (i.e. seeing that now there 
.arc big houses in place of~mall ones), "It is not the same village 
now!" So, the 1·clativity of negation with human-purposes 
is only accidental. Finally, even if the cases of negation arc 
taken to be concerning the limits of human-thought, we hardly 
need reaffirmation of our position that limits of thought is 
nothing different from the limitation which relates to our un­
·dcrstanding of the world, and that what cannot be understood 
.docs not belong to the world (Ch. II, 7C). This sense oflimita­
tion follows in our understanding of the world only because 
the world itself is precise, i.e. it could be known in a definite 
way. Hence, even if Schillar calls negation "subjective" • 
it makes no difference to the status of the former. After 
.all, our thoughts, including even doubts and ignorance ( = 
knowledge of the thing-absent), are equally objective (Ch. I~. 

In maintaining that every negation, as expressed in ordi­
nary language, is a thought-form, it has been shown that the 
possibility which a negation relates to is a past-possibility; and, 
.as per definition, a past-possibility can never be actualized, 
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that is, a negation cannot be actual. So that, a situation present 
in the world cannot be a nothingness; and therefore 
negativity cannot be an actual presence- although negativity 
qua objectivity cannot be bereft of its presentness ( Ch. I, 3 ). 
Now, what is the relation, if any, of this presentness with what 
is actually present? This relation is clearly manifest in the 
function of negation in our knowledge of the world, which 
consists in showing the limits of the world (Ch. II, 7A). The 
world, as all the facts, no doubt, is limited with respect to the 
boundaries off~ themselves (Ch. II, 7A); yet this boundary, 
in our knowledge of the world, becomes obvious only because 
negations clearly demarcate it. It is this very demarcation 
which is the relation between factuality or actual presence 
and negation's mere presentness. Thus, e.g., the two facts 
'That this is red' and 'That this table is square' arc so qua 
a belief associated with some experience, and their respective 
significant negations "This is not red" and "This table is not 
square" reveal the precise nature of those facts by providing 
us with the understanding that "This" and "This table", as 
subject-terms of the beliefs corresponding to the facts, cannot 
be associated with whatever is "not-red" and "not-square» 
respectively. It may perhaps be argued that if a negation shows 
only the limits of factuality, in the way mentioned above, then it 
docs not appear to be significant any more than is the negation> 
e.g. "Virtue is not square". That such an argument is off the 
mark can be seen by taking into account the several relations 
of P-signs we have expounded earlier. Obviously, then, the 
~cason for insignificance of the negation, "Virtue is not square» 
IS that the two P-signs in their relation exhibit the property 
exclusion. But, the same argument cannot be given for the 
insignificance, if any, of the negation "This is not-red" and 
"This table is not-square", because both "red" and "square",. 
as related to "this" and "this table" respectively, exhibit the 
actualization of only one of the several possibilities. This,. 
however, may not satisfy those who maintain that if a 
situation is determined as red or as square, then to say 
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that it is not the case that the same situation is either not-red 
or not-square is to say nothing significant, or to say anything 
that is essentially different from what has been said earlier 
regarding the situation as red or as square. Now, tlus argument 
as it stands is no doubt correct. But it does not affeect our 
position: "r c arc not maintaining that if a situation is deter­
mined in a certain way, then it is not the case that it is not 
determined in just that very way: tlus of course provides us 
with no significant negation.35 \Vhat we arc maintaining rather 
is that if a situation is determined in a certain way, then it 
cannot be the case that it may be determined in just the other 
v,ray. So thai, if the facts arc 'That this is red' and 'That this 
tabJe is sq uarc', then it cannot be the case, with regard to the 
same this and tltis table, that the signs "not-red" and "not­
square" may be related to them respectively. The difference, 
in the two cases of negation above, between "is not" and "can­
not" is highly important: "is not" says nothing beyond what is 
the case, i.e. the fact; "cannot" says something which docs 
go beyond what is the case, in the sense that the situation with 
respect to which the fact is now understood was a potential 
ground of still other (opposite) understandings before its 
rcaJization as a fact. So, a negation in this case asserts not 
simply what is already said in the corresponding factual state­
ment; it asserts over and above that the other (opposite) 
possibility of understanding of the ground- than the fact which 
is realized of this same ground-cannot now be realized, i.e. 
it is a past-possibility. In so asserting, it specifies the fact and 
draws a clear line between what is a fact and what is a no-fact. 

In short, negativity has an important function in our know­
ledge of the world: it reveals the limits of the latter, but even 
being so, it depends on the world for its function. The. gr~u~d, 
however, of both negativity and the world is Objecuv~ty. 
Hence, the negative function in our knowledge is a functwn 
of Objectivity, which aims at specifying the limits of the world 

35 What the formal logic deals with is perhaps this sort of negation, where 
"p= ,.. ( ,.. p)" is taken to be the core of understanding negation. 

10 



146 THE PROBLEM OF FACT 

which too is objective. The question, therefore, whether Ob· 
jectivity in its capacity as a function of negation may annihilate 
itself or not, i.e. the question of absolute negation or Nothing· 
ness, is important. An absolute negation would only mean the 
negation of the whole Objectivity including the world. 
Whether such an understanding of the negative function of 
Objectivity is commendable or not is to be considered in the 
following chapter. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION: METAPHYSICS 

I 5A. From factuality to negativity is a long and tedious 
journey. It takes enough of our patience to tread along the 
zig-zag and narrow path of Objectivity holding together facts 
on the one end and no-facts on the other. In the very begin­
ning of our endeavour we marked the inconvenience in case we 
miss any of the two ends. That is, an explanation of one can­
not be given unless we end or start with the explanation of the 
other. And in order to give an explanation of the two on the 
same level, we must stick to the same ground of explanation. 
T1us ground, we noticed, is adequately provided by the notion 
of Objectivity qua otherness (Ch. I, 1 ). Hence Objectivity 
provides itself as the materia prima of both facts and no-facts. 
But one thing still stands in need of clarification, namely, 
how is it that in the state of pure Subjectivity the state of 
Objectivity qua otherness is dissolved ( Ch. I, 4 ). With this 
question we enter the proper field of metaphysics. In whatever 
we said hitherto, we were always talking either of facts or of 
things-other-than-facts as are helpful in understanding the 
former. But, now, in the following few pages,jacts and no-facts 
are not our primary concern: W c arc now concerned with 
what the whole study of facts and no-facts ultimately amounts 
to. It is therefore that we have brought metaphysics in to be 
considered only as a way of conclusion, as following from the 

study of facts and no-facts. 
The inclusion of metaphysics in this particular chapter 

is important from yet another standpoint. In recent years we 
have seen so many refutations of metaphysics, and so much 
energy spent on this account, that it very often appeared as if 
metaphysics is something essentially evil-disposed. All the 
good and noble philosophers; aflame with a revolutionary' 
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zeal of reform, arc pledged to put it to an end once ~nd for al~. 
But, alas! their attempts have been proved futtlc: Thnr 
weapon, language has at last been shown to be not sharp :nough 
to match the edge of metaphysics. And the edge ol meta­
physics is felt most at the boundaries of factuality, whc~·c n_c~a­
tivity emerges as an independent function of ObjcCtlVIty. 
(Ch. IV, 14) and takes our brave and honest philosophers ol 
language by surprise, who otherwise regard negation to be a 
mere logical function (Ch. IV, footnote 35). \\'e have shown 
negation to be an objective function, and it is in this capacity 
that it can be related to factuality, if at all. It can be main­
tained, moreover, that falsity (as involving negation) is 
something extra-linguistic, which obviously it is. Supported 
by such considerations we enter the forbidden territory of 
metaphysics. 

Again, there is the case of absolute negation, \\·hich is not 
intclllgible in the same language of discourse which deals 
with facts. For, language qua the principle of the expression 
of understanding ( Ch. II, 7 A) renders certain types of thought­
forms necessary ( Ch. III, 11 C), the latter being incapable of 
elimination in that language. Or, rather, a single, or the 
whole realm of thought-forms, cannot be denied in its own 
expression; since any such expression establishes rather than 
~enies it. It is therefore that, while discussing the case of ncga­
tlO~ ~Ch. IV, 14), we were forced to recognize negation as a 
positive f~nction of Objectivity, illuminating the boundaries 
of factuahty; and, consequently, we attributed presentness to 
past-possibilities. About absolute negation on the other hand 

h.' ' ' not mg can be said, since here nothing can be understood. 
For, an absolute negation is an occasion neither of possibility 
~or of actuality. Hence, nothingness as such is neither Objec­
uve. nor Subjective. It cannot be spoken of therefore either 
sens~bly or senselessly. For, what can be spoken either 
sensibly. ( =~eaningfully) or senselessly (Ch. I, 4B) is only 
that wh1ch 1s capable of expression in language, namely, the 
understanding of Objectivity (meaningfully) and experience 
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of Subjccti~ity (meaninglessly). So, in case of "nothingness" 
we meet with the strangest inhabitant of philosophy. Yet it 
docs not appear to be impossible. Its impossibility may lead 
us to grave consequences: how otherwise would one be able 
to maintain consistently that all the facts may be known? 
Any notion of the totality of facts presupposes a limitless 
beyond, which is not the same as the difference between all 
the f.1.cts, the latter being only an occasion of insignificant 
negation (C:h. IV, 14·D). It is to be carefully noticed that an 
insignificant negation is not the same as nothingness or 
absolute negation. The former is still within Objectivity and 
indeed limits factuality. 

It is clear that any notion of the totality of facts cannot be 
such that this totalit)' is infinite. However, the very notion of 
the totality of facts must involve a limitless beyond, an infini­
tude. No\v, as this infinitude is the presupposition of all total­
ity, it cannot be said to be relative to the la ttcr. Nothingness 
and factuality arc, therefore, independent of each other. It 
should be evident, however, that this argument cannot be 
countered by maintaining that we need not consider "the 
totality of facts" at all. As we have already urged ( C:h. II, 
6A, 7E), one of the conditions of factuality qua itself is that a 
single fact cannot but fall in a system which includes all the 
other facts, which is an important criterion diffGrentiating 
between facts and no-facts. Further, arc we willing to maintain 
that not all the facts may be kno·wn? But this is absurd, since 
facts qua facts must be known. Further, what is thus beyond all 
the facts cannot even be the Subject or Subjectivity, for the 
latter is not relative to the former, as it involves no otherness 
with respect to factuality or Objectivity. So, the infinite 
beyond which factuality involves is nothingness. Evidently, the 
latter cannot be the same as Objectivity qua possibility which 
gives birth to factuality by actualizing itsel~. !.o~·, Objecti~ity 
is nothing more or less than the possibihUes actualized 
and unactualizcd. 'Vc arc, therefore, confronted with the 
problem, what is the status of nothingnes·s? To get an 



150 THE PROBLEM OF FACT 

answer to this confronting problem we must tread into 
metaphysics. 

B. Now, the whole account above of nothingness is perhaps 
sufficient to show that it can neither be experienced nor be 
understood. So that, the very occasion of no-experience and 
no-understanding should be the occasion of nothingness. 
Hence its difference from factuality should be obvious: factua­
lity being that which can both be experienced and understood. 
Similarly its difference from negativity consists in that, while 
negativity, though it cannot be experienced, can yet be 
understood, nothingness cannot be even understood. It is to 
be noted further that factuality, though ~apable both ?f ex­
perience and understanding, is not exhaustive of al~ expenence. 
Subjectivity is different from factuality in that while the latter 
may be both experienced and understood, the former can 
only be experienced. As we have already said, whatever is 
taken to be understandable must be capable of meaningful 
expression in language. Accordingly, we maintained, the 
whole realm of Objectivity is thus understandable. It is per­
haps therefore that some philosophers prefer to attach the 
notion of understandability to the meaning of words- a view 
which, we think, is not essentially different from ours. Thus 
Russell writes, " --- the only thing you can really understand 
(in the strict sense of the word) is a symbol, and to understand 
a symbol is to know what it stands for."' What Russell calls 
"understanding" may be equated with what we have called 
"meaningful expression in a language" (Ch. I, 4-B). But in 
order to be meaningful, let it be noted, a linguistic expression 
need not always involve aquestion ofrefercnce (Ch. III, llA). 
The ~eaningfulness of an expression depends rather on its 
c~pa~lty to involve Objectivity qua otherness. That Subjecti­
VIty Is not capable of such a meaningful expression has been 
already demonstrated. Hence, with regard to Subjectivity 
there is no understanding, though experience in this context 

1 LK. • p. 204-205. 
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cannot be denied. In the preceding pages we had been talkina 
of experience only as it is involved in our knowledge of Objcc~ 
tivity. But it should be clear now that experience in the con­
text of Subjectivity is not impossible. In the first chapter we 
proceeded by a pure espistemic necessity to consider the status 
of Subjectivity as significant with respect to our knowledge 
of the world. This epistemic significance needs, however, to 
be reasoned out to its full implications. If Subjectivity is 
significant, but cannot be understood, there is only one way 
to grasp its significance, viz. experimce. For, that which is 
neither understood nor experienced is simply nothing. 
Hence, Subjectivity can be significant only as experience. 
It is important to note that when we talk of experience in the 
context of factuality and when we talk of it in the context of 
Subjectivity, their respective epistemic imports are different: 
\Ve talk of experience of factuality, but experience as Subjecti­
vity. As is obvious, "experience of factuality" always involves 
something which the experience is not, i.e. the otherness; but, 
on the other hand, in case of "experience as Subjectivity", 
experience and Subjectivity come out to be one and the 
same, since here the otherness vanishes (Ch. I, Definition of 
Subjectivity). It is because of this state of non-otherness that 
Subjectivity qua consciousness must be considered only as 
significant, and not as meaningful. 

There may perhaps be some who would object to what we 
have just said by asking, why should not we conversely say 
"experience as factuality" -in the sense that just as under­
standing is a function of Objectivity so is consciousness. Such 
a view is essentially erroneous, since the very status of Objecti­
vity is one of otherness, and logically nothing can be regarded 
as an other which relates to nothing else but itself. If Objecti­
vity docs relate to something else for its being an other, then to 
speak of"experiencc as factuality" results only in a full-~ize con­
tradiction; since, here the state of non-otherness obtams, and, 
consequently, that of non-Objectivity. The question, why cons­
ciousness should not be treated as a function of Objectivity? 
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can be met with similarly. If consciousness is taken . t~ be 
a function of Obiectivity it involves us in contradictions. 

J ' • f Ob'e · · · First, to treat consciousness as a functiOn ° ~ ct1v1t} 
is to maintain that Objectivity involves no .otherness, and if 
it involves no otherness then no Objectivity m our knowledge 
should be ever felt· for then what else remains to feel Objecti-

' ' ' Ob' · vity qua otherness? To suggest, however, that . ~Cchvity 
involves otherness with respect to its function is agam a denial 
of otherness as the character of Objectivity; since, as We have 
already shown in the first chapter, all such functions share 
in the generality of Objectivity, and, consequently, arc in­

capable of providing that with respect to whicl~ Objectivity 
qua otherness is significant. Secondly, whatever IS a function 
of Objectivity is only a possibility, as differentiated from actua­
lity (Ch. III, 12). Consciousness qua a function of Objectivity 
~ust be, accordingly, an unactualized possibility. Obviously, 
It cannot be a past-possibility since it is not negated by 
factuality as something unactualizable. But, it nevertheless 
determines the boundaries of factuality (Ch. II, 7A): the World 
is lim~t:d in respect both ~f S~bjectivity ~nd. negativity. 
And, rf It determines the boundanes of factuahty, It cannot be 
:ven a possibility qua potential actuality, since a possibilit 
1s an occasion of the possible extension in the boundaries :r 
factuality and not the occasion of its delimitation. Bence 
consciousness cannot be regarded either as a pa~t-possibility 0 ; 

as a (potent) possibility- let alone as factuality. But, then, 
how ot~erwise is it significant as a. fun.ction of Objectivity? 
One thmg, however, is clear wherem hcs the nucleus of the 
contradiction involved in view of consciousness qua a function 
of Objectivity: consciousness docs delimit the world, yet it is 
not a past-possibility; and the only function of Objectivity 
cap~b~e. ~f this delimitation is a pas.t-possibility- aU past­
possibilities. Hence the view of consciOusness qua a function 
of Objectivity must be essentia!Iy erroneous. 

C. As We have clarified in the first chapter, Subjectivity 
qua consciousness is neither possible nor actual, i.e. it is not a 
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presentness, but only Existence-the latter being the occasion 
only of undifferentiated experience. In the second chapter 
we noticed that di.fference is one of the fundamental modes of 
understanding (Ch. II, 7D); and since the latter ralates only 
to Objectivity, in case of experience with respect to Subjectivity, 
there cannot be a differentiated experience. Hence, an occa­
sion of undifferentiated experience must be one of non-other­
ness- a state, therefore, of non-Objectivity. But, then, what 
is a state of non-Objectivity? Docs this state involve a complete 
mmihilation of 0 bjectivity? This we have denied earlier: in 
-c:~xpc1·icncc of Subjectivity '"hat is annihilated is only its 
.character of otherness and not its content (Ch. I, 4A). This 
·content of Objectivity cannot be annihilated simply because the 
modes of being- Presentness and Existence- arc independent 
(Ch. I, 3). But, on the other hand, the character of otherness 
of Objectivity can be annihilated because it is relative to con­
:sciousncss. It is to be noted that the otherness of Objectivity 
is involved only while the subject is conscious of the latter. 
It cannot be maintained that just as Objectivity is an other 
with respect to the Subject, the latter is an other with respect 
to Objectivity; since Subjectivity qua consciousness is the only 
·expressing being ( Ch. I, 3) capable of acknowledging otherness. 
Further, Subjectivity qua itsclfcan never to be an other to itself 
( Ch. I, footnote 12): otherness is the character only of Objec­
tivity. So, the otherness of Objectivity can last only during the 
moments of its confronting otherness. Yet when this character 
ceases to be with respect to Objectivity, at the moments of 
Existence in experience, it docs not mean that Objectivity 
itself ceases to be: after all Objectivity is never reduced to mere 
nothingness. That is, even at occasions of Existence in 
·experience, Objectivity qua its content remains, though not as 
confronting the Subjectivity qua Existence in experience. So, 
here, we meet with a peculiar situation in which the whole 
Objectivity qua otherness is annihilated. 

Now here there is a very delicate point in metaphysics: 
arc we to regard the state of no Objectivity-as-otherness as 
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h f . h t is the difference t e state o notlungness? Further, w a 
between nothingness, even as the infinite beyond of t~le world,. 
and Subjectivity qua consciousness? Philosophers ltke Hegel 
maintain that ultimately there is no difference between p~re· 
nothingness and pure Being (=Existence), and some B~ddhtsts 
reduce both Subjectivity and Objectivity to Nothm?ness. 
We maintain that any such view is utterly untenab~e, stmply 
because a state of nothingness is a state of no-expene~ce . a~d 
no-understanding while that of Subjectivity and Objectlvlty 
is one of experience, and experience and understanding 
refpectivcly. Hence nothingness cannot be the same as 
<?bjectivity or as Subjectivity. But, it may be pointed out that 
smce both nothingness and Subjectivity involve no otherness-,. 
how can both be differentiated in the state of undifferentiated 
experience: are they not therefore identical? This argument 
may appear to be crucial to our view, but really it is not: the 
argument overlooks what we have maintained about the being 
?f ~ubjectivity, namely, Subjectivity exists as expressing. And 
It IS only Subjectivity which so exists. But, then, what is. 
nothingness? 

D .. Before taking . up the case of nothingness for further 
cons.Ide:ation, let us consider again experience with respect to­
~UbJ~ctivity. Experience as Subjectivity must be a state of 
~~Ite freedom. Here there is no otherness to confront thc-

ubJect. Accordingly, the Subject and freedom must be one 
and the sain . S b' . . . r. • 1 . 
I. . e · u ~ect1v1ty With no con1rontmg ot 1erncss ts 
Imitless I h fi . b · · n t e 1rst chapter ( 4A) we had have an occasiOn to. 
~ serv~ tha~ the subjective expression of the form "I am 
:ppy exhibits the true nature of Subjectivity, in the sense 
~dat ~ere happiness reveals the all-comprehensive limitless· 
1 entity of s b' . . S b' . . . . . u ~ect1v1ty. u ~ecttvtty m 1ts pure expressiOn 
can~ot. but be all-comprehensive; because, in the absence of 
Obje~tivity as otherness, in such a state, only Subjectivity 
remams to be apprehended. But, as we have just said above,. 
Objectivity in its content is not annihilated even at tlus stage. 
Obviously, the mode of its being now is not one of presentness. 
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. -for, the latter is always a state of experience or understand­
ing of otherness, and Subjectivity as experience is no state of 
otherness in experience. If so, what is the status of Objectivity 
as content? Objectivity as bereft of its otherness is no more 
objectivity qua itself, the very possibility of its presentness being 
the presence of otherness. But, Objectivity qua pure Objectivity 
(Ch. I, 3) is something which may be without involving other­
ness. So that, if Objectivity-as-content remains even in the 
state ofExistence, it remains in the capacity of pure Objectivity. 
But the state of pure Objectivity is nothing more or less than 
the state of Existence (Ch. I, 4A), and pure Objectivity qua 
the principle of existence is no longer different from Existence, 
which is Subjectivity. Hence, since in the state of pure Objec­
tivity the status of Objectivity-as-content can no longer be 
differentiated from the former, there does not remain even the 
possibility of presentness, let alone the actual phenomenon: 
all that remains is all-pervading Existence. So, Subjectivity 
qua itself is limitless and undifferentiated being, and there­
fore whatever is beyond and within such a state is Existence. 
As such, in the state of Existence nothingness is as much impos-· 
sible of any being. It cannot be experienced. But in the state 
of Subjectivity-as-experience all is experience. So there can­
not be nothingness here. In the state of presentness, on the other 
hand, whatever is present must have the corresponding under­
standing, and since nothingness has none, it is not within even 
Objectivity qua otherness. Hence, nothingness has no sort of 
being- it has no status! It is, therefore, just an unintelligible 
fiction: in the state of presentness it is infinitely beyond-· 
hence remaining unintelligible, and in the state of Existence 
it vanishes, so that no question concerning it arises. Nothing­
ness, accordingly, is the unintelligible par excellence! And what 
we have been saying of it so far is no less unintelligible. 

Finally, pure Objectivity qua the principle of existence of 
objects is expressive of the way the finite passes into the 
infinite, or in the state of Existence. As we have already seen 
(Ch. I, 4A), the finitude of Objectivity qua otherness is nothing· 
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but its own creation: it is due to the confusion of mind with 
Subjectivity, the former treating itself as identical with the 
latter, which is responsible for the situation of otherness. So, 
Objectivity itself creates and removes its boundaries. Whe:-t 
such a boundary is created then the differentiated world (of facts) 
and possibilities (including no-facts) come into being, and 
consequently the knowledge of finite and presentness. On the 
other hand, when the boundary is removed, then "·hat we 
have in knowledge is the undifferentiated infinite. And 

' since the state of undifferentiated infinitude is one of 
limitlessness, all the knowledge or experience, or for that 
matter anything, remains undifferentiated from everything 
else; so that, every expression in language, of this state, also 
remains undifferentiated with respect to its meaning. To look 
for a meaning in a metaphysical statement, therefore, is simply 
absurd. However, metaphysics, in spite of its being unmeaning­
ful, is an occasion of significant expression in language, 
though the how and why of it cannot be explained, nor can it 
be demonstrated: it can only be shown-only those who see 
can understand it. 

Such is the fate of Objectivity, and with it that of facts . ' 
m metaphysics. The philosophers who claim to know and 
explain the world hesitate to move ahead when it comes to the 
abandonment of their favourite dogmas. It is simply regret~ 
table that they arc not sufficiently bold to strike at the biased 
opi~ions of this scientific age, and face the light of reason, 
:Vh1ch alone, we think, is supreme in accounting and cxplain­
mg the world of facts. 
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